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ABSTRACT 

 

In this study, I use panel data from the Nepal Living Standards Survey to 

investigate the impact of gender and remittances on household expenditure patterns in 

Nepal between 1995/96 and 2003/04. Using a Working-Leser model, I show that both 

the gender of the remitter and that of the recipient have an effect on the share of the 

household budget devoted to schooling, consumer goods, health, durable goods and 

food, and that these effects are individually and jointly statistically significant. When 

the sample is restricted to only those households which receive remittances, I show that 

the budget share devoted to schooling, health and durable goods increases, and that 

devoted to food decreases, when remittances both are sent and received by women. 

These results support existing literature on migrant behavior and intra-household 

bargaining models and show that increased female migration and remittances would 

contribute positively to both economic and human development in Nepal.  
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Chapter 1.  Introduction 

 Remittances are commonly defined as that portion of a migrant’s earnings sent 

from the migration destination to the place of origin. The term usually refers to 

monetary transfers only, although remittances can also be sent in-kind.  In most of the 

literature the term is further limited to transfers sent by migrant workers, but it is worth 

noting that refugees and other migrants who do not benefit from the legal status of 

migrant workers also send remittances (Sorensen 2007).  

 

In 2006, some 150 million migrants worldwide sent approximately US$300 

billion to their families in developing countries in more than 1.5 billion separate 

financial transactions (Orozco 2007). These were merely the recorded flows. Once 

unrecorded flows (through formal and informal channels) were accounted for, the true 

volume of remittances was estimated to be at least as large as foreign direct 

investment, and more than twice the official aid received by developing countries 

(Ratha 2007). In fact, it is likely that the impact of remittances is felt by at least ten per 

cent of the world’s population today (Orozco 2007).   

 

One country to benefit from remittance receipts is Nepal. Despite political 

instability, a difficult economic situation and the onset of a Maoist insurgency over the 

period, the poverty headcount rate in Nepal fell from 42 per cent in 1995/96 to 31 per 
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cent in 2003/04 as the proportion of households receiving remittances increased from 

24 per cent to 32 per cent respectively (Newfarmer 2008). A recent World Bank study 

suggests that remittance receipts grew at an exceptional rate of 30 per cent a year in 

this period, and that this explains close to 20 per cent of total poverty reduction in 

Nepal (Lokshin, Bontch-Osmolovski and Glinskaya 2006). Given that an estimated 60 

per cent of Nepalese remittances are sent through informal channels and therefore was 

not captured in this study, the actual impact of remittances on poverty reduction is 

likely to be even greater (The World Bank 2008).   

 

Most rural households in Nepal depend on at least one member’s earnings from 

employment away from home and often from abroad (Seddon 2005). At present, most 

migrants are male, although the number of female migrants is growing steadily. It is 

anticipated that as the benefits of remittances are felt more widely across Nepal, the 

proportion of female migrants will increase significantly.  

 

My study will investigate the impact of gender and remittances on household 

expenditure patterns in Nepal. While there are very few studies that explore the 

relationship between remittances, bargaining and gender, it is reasonable to believe that 

migration and remittances will have important consequences for intra-household 

bargaining. Existing studies on gender and remittances suggest that females are more 
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likely to remit to support education and health expenditure, while males more 

commonly send remittances for investment goods such as land, housing, cattle and 

agricultural production. At the same time, studies of intra-household bargaining 

models would suggest that an increase in resources controlled by women raises the 

expenditure allocated to education, health and nutrition (Orozco 2006). When 

resources are controlled by men, the research suggests, more money is spent on asset-

building and investment activities. In line with this, my hypothesis is that households 

in which female members both send and receive remittances will spend the most on 

education, health and consumer goods, while those in which male members both send 

and receive remittances will devote the smallest share of their budgets on these goods.  

Households with male remitters and female recipients, or vice versa, will fall 

somewhere in between these two extremes, depending on the relative bargaining power 

of those involved.  
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Chapter 2.  Background 

Strategically located between China and India, Nepal is one of the poorest 

countries in the world, with more than a third of its population living below the poverty 

line, and a GDP per capita of just US$387 recorded in the 2006/07 fiscal year (U.S. 

Department of State 2008). 86 per cent of its 28 million-strong population lives in rural 

areas, and agriculture contributes slightly over a third of GDP (U.S. Department of 

State 2008). 42 per cent of the workforce is unemployed or underemployed (Bhadra 

2008). The country is predominantly Hindu (over 80 per cent of the population), 

followed by Buddhists (11 per cent), with the remainder of the population Christian or 

Muslim. Nepali is the official language, and it is spoken by over 90 per cent of the 

population (U.S. Department of State 2008).  

 

Nepal has been a democracy since 1959. However, the political climate has 

often been tense, with recurrent conflicts among the monarchy, government and 

opposition political parties. In February 1996, a violent insurgency was mounted by the 

Maoist United People’s Front. Although the government and Maoists held repeated 

peace talks in 2001, 2003 and 2005, the ceasefires were always short-lived. Despite the 

conclusion of the ten-year long insurgency in November 2006, the Maoists continue to 

use violence and intimidation tactics to get what they want from the populace.  
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While labor migration has a long history in Nepal, it is only in the decade since 

the Maoist insurgency that remittances into Nepal have been of interest to 

policymakers. Between 1995 and 2005, Nepal saw a nine-fold increase in remittances, 

from US$100 million to US$905 million or in percentage terms, from ½ per cent of 

GDP to 12 per cent (International Monetary Fund 2006). This was the fastest growth 

rate in South Asia, and placed the country firmly in the ranks of the top 20 remittance 

recipients in the world. Remittances in that year were higher than merchandise exports 

(US$825 million) and official aid (US$175 million). They offset most of the country’s 

US$980 million trade deficit, and tipped the current account balance (excluding 

official transfers) into a surplus of US$225 million (3 per cent of GDP) (International 

Monetary Fund 2006).   Research suggests that the scale of remittances into Nepal is at 

least ten times greater  than official estimates, due to the large number of illegal and 

unofficial workers abroad sending money home through unrecorded channels (Seddon, 

Adhikari and Gurung 2002).  

 

According to the latest available census statistics, of the 800,000 Nepalese 

working abroad in 2001, about 89 per cent were men (Central Bureau of Statistics 

2008). More recent sources suggest that there are now approximately a million 

Nepalese men working abroad (Lokshin et al. 2006). While the large-scale emigration 

of females from Nepal is a relatively new phenomenon, there are more than 78,000 
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Nepalese women known to be working officially in 66 countries. Indeed, women 

contributed about 11 per cent of recorded remittances in 1995/96, and the amount has 

only grown since. For both men and women, destinations of preference are in South 

and Southeast Asia, and the Middle East; with India, Qatar, Saudi Arabia and Malaysia 

attracting the most people.  In 2007, the government lifted the ten-year ban on women 

immigrating to the Gulf for work in the informal sector, which includes domestic work. 

While many women continue to use illegal channels of migration to these countries, 

there has been a visible increase in the number migrating using formal channels.  
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Chapter 3.  Literature Review 

There are two branches of literature pertinent to this paper—literature on the 

determinants of remittances and that on intra-household bargaining models.  

 Literature on the determinants of remittances 
The literature suggests that there are some agreed general determinants of 

remitting. For example, a higher income is usually associated with a greater propensity 

to remit, as well as with larger remittance amounts, while the length of time spent 

abroad is inversely related to these remittance variables (Marcelli and Lowell 2005). 

Remittance behavior is also expected to decline with higher levels of education (De la 

Garza and Lowell 2002). There is growing agreement that remittance flows are not 

driven by individual motives, but rather explained as part of familial inter-temporal 

contracts between the migrant and the remittance recipients (Guzman, Morrison and 

Sjoblom 2006, Lucas and Stark 1985). Other areas of interest include the fungibility 

between remittances and different sources of income, and the nature of remitting in the 

context of transnational ties (Adams 2007, Marcelli and Lowell 2005). 

 

At present, there is relatively little literature specifically on the remitting 

behavior of women. Most of the existing work assumes that there are gender 

differences without explaining why (Orozco, Lowell and Schneider 2006).  One large 

debate in the economics literature that could provide explanations for gender 
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differences is whether individuals remit out of altruism or self-interest (Morrison and 

Sjoblom 2006, Orozco, Lowell and Schneider 2006). The studies in this area which 

also directly investigate gender differences suggest that female remitters are driven 

more by altruistic motives while males are more motivated by self-interest. Variables 

that are crucial to such analyses include the income variables of both the receiving and 

sending household, as well as the relationship between the remitter and the recipient. 

While data on the sender’s relationship with the recipient are usually available, there 

are often gaps in income or related data for the recipient household.  

 

 VanWey (2004) investigates gender differences in remittance motives in 

Thailand and concludes that female remitters are more motivated by altruism than are 

male remitters.  Hoddinott (1994) shows that in western Kenya sons’ remittances are 

correlated with their parents' inheritable assets, while those of daughters are not. 

Agarwal and Horowitz (2002), exploring whether the number of migrants affects the 

amount of remittances per migrant in Guyana, find that migrants do not provide 

insurance for their origin household but rather act more out of altruism.  

 

 Some studies favor more moderate conclusions with respect to the above 

debate. Lucas and Stark (1985) for example explore the idea of “tempered altruism” 

and “enlightened self-interest” to conclude that remittances are only part of the implicit 
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self-enforcing arrangement between the migrant and the family s/he leaves behind.  

Chami and Fisher (1996) argue that theory may overstate the motive of self-interest 

behind contractual arrangements. They show that altruism can lead to positive 

externalities in the form of nonmarket transfers which can lead to higher insurance 

payouts. 

 

 Available case studies show that male and female remitters have different 

preferences about the type of expenditure they wish to support through remittances.  In 

a case study of five Mexican families, De La Cruz (1995) finds that male migrants 

direct their remittances towards personal investments such as land, housing, cattle and 

agricultural production to a greater degree than female migrants. In large measure, this 

decision is motivated by their intention to return to Mexico to live permanently in the 

future. Investments of female migrants are more targeted to support family with 

education and business opportunities.  

 

A descriptive study conducted by the International Organization for Migration in 

Moldova finds that substantially more women than men remit funds to pay for 

education, health, furniture and loans. Female migrants from Moldova say they intend 

their remittances to be spent on current expenses such as food, clothes, commodities 

and household equipment, and special expenses such as education, health, furniture 
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and loans; male migrants prefer to direct their remittances to investment in housing, 

cars, and other consumer durables (International Organization for Migration 2005). 

 

 A small-scale study conducted through interviews with 86 female migrant 

workers from Nepal showed that 45 per cent sent remittances exclusively to satisfy the 

basic needs of the household, to send children to school and for medical care for family 

members. Another 23 per cent used the money to construct houses and to buy land, 

jewellery, or other assets as an insurance mechanism. The study also showed that 

female migrants were more likely to save than the males (Bhadra 2007).  

Literature on intra-household bargaining models 
The second area of literature relevant to this study is that on intra-household 

bargaining models. This is relevant to determine if and how migrant preferences for the 

use of their remittances are respected by origin households. 

In general, this research rejects the traditional unitary household model which 

assumes that a household has a single preference function and fully pools resources. 

Instead it suggests that there are differences in preferences between household 

members and that distribution of resources depends on individuals' bargaining power 

within the household, which almost always favors men (Guzman, Morrison and 

Sjoblom 2006).  Some studies indicate that an increase in resources controlled by 
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women raises expenditure allocations towards education, health and nutrition (Orozco 

2006).  Quisumbing and Maluccio (2000) study data from Bangladesh, Ethiopia, 

Indonesia and South Africa and conclude that with the exception of Ethiopia, in all 

these countries an increased percentage of resources controlled by women at the time 

of marriage results in an increased share of expenditure towards education.  The study 

posits that since women often marry at an earlier age than men, and are therefore 

expected to live longer with their children, they choose to invest in the education of 

their children because they will rely on them more than men for support in old age. 

 

Thomas (1994) uses household survey data from Brazil, Ghana and the United 

States to look at the relationship between parental education and the family’s 

nutritional status, as proxied by child height. He finds that expenditure on health care 

in all three countries increases when women have control of non-labor income. Using 

data from Brazil alone, Thomas (1990) shows that child survival rates are 20 times 

higher when women control non-labor income than when men do.  

 

In a descriptive study, Haddad (1999) suggests that societal and cultural norms 

assign women the role of ‘gatekeepers' in which they ensure that household members, 

especially children, receive an adequate share of available food. Women may also 

prefer to spend more on their children’s daily needs because they spend more time with 



12 

 

them. There is a further suggestion that since women's incomes tend to come more 

frequently and in smaller amounts, they may be more readily spent on household daily 

subsistence needs than lumpier seasonal income, which tends to come from men and is 

likely to be spent on more expensive items (Haddad 1999). 

The contribution of my study to this body of literature 
In my study, I will use household survey data from Nepal to combine the two 

strands of literature described above by looking at the individual and joint effects of 

the gender of the remitter and the gender of the recipient in household budget 

allocations. As discussed above, variables that are crucial to this analysis are often hard 

to come by. While I do not have complete income information for the remitter, I have 

data on the relationship between the remitter and the recipient, their genders as well as 

income variables for the recipient. This is an improvement over existing studies which 

do not have income variables of the recipient households nor the relationship between 

remitter and recipient.   

 

So far, I know of only one other study, still in draft form, that has attempted 

something similar, in the context of Ghana (Guzman, Morrison and Sjoblom 2006). I 

will build upon the adjusted Working-Leser curve model developed in that cross-

sectional study and other cross-sectional studies  such as Adams (2005) by using panel 
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data from 1995/96 and 2003/04 to isolate the effect of gender on expenditure patterns 

in households which receive remittances.  

 

The only study I am aware of that has looked at the effect of gender and 

migration in Nepal is one conducted by Chandra Bhadra in 2007 of 421 women, 247 of 

whom were returned migrants from international destinations and the rest household 

members of women currently migrating for work (Bhadra 2007). The author collected 

her own qualitative and quantitative data from two cities, Dharan and Pokhara in the 

eastern and western development regions, as well as from some satellite villages. In my 

study, I will use a countrywide representative sample, and will take into account 

migrant remittances not just from international locations but also from migrant 

destinations within Nepal.  
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Chapter 4.  Conceptual Framework and Hypotheses 

My first research question is whether the gender of the migrant has a significant 

effect on how remittances are used in household decisions in Nepal. The studies discussed 

in the previous section have shown that male migrants are more likely than female 

migrants to direct their remittances towards personal investments such as land, housing, 

agriculture production, cars and other durable goods. In many cases, this is because male 

migrants are more likely than women to return home after their stint abroad. The same 

studies show that significantly more women than men remit funds to pay for current 

expenses such as food, clothes, commodities and household equipment, and special 

expenses such as education, health, furniture and loans.  My hypothesis for this question is 

that a household with female remitters will spend a greater proportion of the total 

household budget on education and health and consumer goods. Similarly, households 

with male remitters will spend more on durable goods. 

 

My second question is whether the gender of the recipient has an effect on how the 

remittances are used.  The studies discussed in the second half of the literature review 

show than an increase in resources controlled by women raise allocation toward education, 

health and nutrition. Female-headed households spend a larger percentage of expenditure 

on food, education and health, and a lower percentage on durable goods, housing, and 

other investments. My second hypothesis is that when remittances are received by a male, 

the share of the total household budget spent on durable goods and assets will be higher 
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than if the remittances are received by a female. The share of the total household budget 

spent on health, nutrition and education will be higher if the recipient is female than if he is 

male.  

 

Looking at these effects together, my hypothesis is that households in which 

female members both send and receive remittances will spend the most on education, 

health and consumer goods, followed by those households in which one of these roles 

is fulfilled by a male. Households in which male members both send and receive 

remittances will devote the smallest share of their budgets to these goods.  
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Chapter 5.  Data and Methods  

Data Description 
The Nepal Living Standards Surveys are national-level household surveys 

conducted by the Central Bureau of Statistics in Nepal in 1995/96 (NLSS I) and 

2003/04 (NLSS II). These were developed in line with the methodology of the Living 

Standards Measurement Study (LSMS) survey developed by the World Bank. The key 

features of this methodology include an integrated household questionnaire covering 

consumption, income, assets, housing, education, health, fertility and migration, 

accompanied by a community questionnaire aimed at collecting information on service 

provision, prices and the environment facing the households. In order to gain a 

complete picture of living standards for women and children, information was 

collected from all household members, not just from the head of household. Data 

collection was also planned over a full year to cover a complete cycle of agricultural 

activities and capture seasonal variation in other variables, for example water 

availability.  

 

The NLSS uses a two-stage stratified sampling scheme based on the 1991 

(NLSS I) and 2001 (NLSS II) Population Censuses of Nepal to select nationally 

representative samples.  The two-stage procedure also provided a self-weighted sample 

within each stratum. The ward, the smallest administrative unit in the Census, was used 
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as the primary sampling unit (PSU) in each survey. The number of households in each 

ward determined its size, and in the first stage, a complete list of wards1 was developed 

in order to select, based on Probability Proportional to Size (PPS) sampling, the sample 

of wards to be visited from four ecological strata in NLSS I and six strata in NLSS II. 

In both surveys, 12 households were selected from each PSU2 in the second stage. The 

NLSS II panel sample is composed of 100 of the 275 PSUs visited by NLSS I. The 

panel PSUs were selected with equal probability within each of the four strata defined 

by NLSS I.  

 

My analysis will primarily use data from NLSS II.  There are 3,912 households 

in the cross-section sample of NLSS II and 962 households in the panel sample.  Due 

to the high-level of conflict in some areas, especially in the rural regions, during the 

implementation of NLSS II, 12 PSUs (eight in the cross-section and four in the panel 

sample) could not be enumerated even after repeated attempts. One additional panel 

PSU from the Far Western Terai vanished completely due to the merging of the 

enumeration area to the Royal Shukla Phanta Wildlife Reserve by the government. The 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

1 Some larger wards were divided into smaller units (sub-wards) of clearly defined territorial 
areas, while some of the smaller wards, with less than 20 households, were added to the nearest ward 
within the same Village Development Committee (VDC). In NLSS II, the sample frame considered all 
75 districts in the country, but in NLSS I, only 73 were considered because of the extremely low 
populations in Rasuwa and Mustang. 

2 In NLSS I, subsequent to the selection of the wards, it was decided to interview 16 instead of 
12 households in each selected ward in the Far-Western Development Region to increase the number of 
observations for that region. 
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missing PSUs include two from Central Hills, two from Mid Western Mountains, two 

from Far Western Mountains, six from Far Western Hills and one from Far Western 

Tarai. The two samples are compared in the table that follows. 

Table 1: Comparison of NLSS II Samples 

 NLSS II NLSS II (Panel) 

No. of PSUs selected 334 100 

Planned sample size 
(no. of households) 

4,008 1,232 

408 (34 PSUs) /Mountains 12 PSUs/Mountains 
408 (34 PSUs)/ Kathmandu 

valley urban area 
18 PSUs/Urban Hills 

336 (28 PSUs)/ Other Urban 
areas in the Hills 

33 PSUs/ Rural Hills 

1,224 (102 PSUs)/Rural Hills 37 PSUs/ Tarai 
408 (34 PSUs) /Urban Tarai  

No. of households/PSUs by 
ecological strata 

1,224 (102 PSUs)/ Rural Tarai  
Actual sample size 
(no. of households) 

3,912 962 

 

Analysis Plan 
The model chosen for the regression analysis is the Working-Leser model, 

which relates budget shares linearly to the logarithm of total expenditure. This 

functional form was chosen because it:  

i. Provides a good statistical fit to household expenditure on a wide range of goods; 

ii. Has a slope that is free to change with expenditure (because of the focus on 

expenditure-consumption relationships); 
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iii. Mathematically allows for rising, falling or constant marginal propensities to spend 

over a broad range of goods and expenditure levels; and  

iv. Conforms to the additivity criterion i.e. that the sum of the marginal propensities for 

all goods equals unity. This makes the functional form internally consistent. 

  

Households’ marginal spending behavior will be compared across five 

categories of expenditure: education (schshare), consumer goods (consshare), health 

(healthshare), durable goods (durashare) and food (foodshare). In theory, consumption 

should always=0 when total expenditure=0, and this restriction should be built into the 

function. However, expenditure=0 invariably lies well outside the sample range, and 

observing this restriction with the model could lead to poorer statistical fits (Adams 

2005). Hence an intercept term is included in the functional form for this analysis. 

While this can make a significant difference for income distribution results, it has little 

effect on the estimation of marginal budget shares for the average person.  
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The basic specification to be used is the following: 

wjit =β0 + β1FCRemitit + β2FCReceiveit  

+ β3 (FCRemit* FCReceive)it +β4HHCashReceivedit + β5HHKindReceivedit  

+ β6 lpercapEXPit + β7 zit + β8yr0304 + εit 

Where:  

i. The unit of analysis is the household, i 

ii.  wjit is the share of expenditure devoted by household i to category j in time t  

iii. zit is a vector of household characteristics  
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Chapter 6.  Results 

Descriptive Results 
The key independent variables in my regressions are fcreceive, fcremit and the 

interaction of the two terms fcremit*fcreceive. In line with the first hypothesis, an 

increase in cash remittances sent by females (fcremit) will result in an increase in the 

budget share devoted to schshare, consshare, healthshare and foodshare, and a decrease 

in the budget share devoted to durashare. Assuming that the individual who receives 

the funds also has the power and ability to decide how they are used, the second 

hypothesis suggests that an increase in cash remittances received by females 

(fcreceive) will also have a similar relationship with the dependent variables. 

Accordingly, the hypothesized effects will be stronger if the remittances are both sent 

and received by females (fcremit*fcreceive). Hhcashreceived controls for the effect of 

total (non-gender specific) cash remittances on household expenditure patterns. Given 

that remittances are sometimes also sent in-kind, all the regressions also control for the 

total cash value of remittances received in-kind (hhkindreceived). 

 

The main control variables are lpercapEXP, agehead, nchild5, nwork, 

zeroeduch, someeduch and curreduch. In keeping with the assumptions of the 

Working-Leser model, the dependent variables will be linearly related to the logarithm 

of per capita expenditure (lpercapEXP). The number of children under the age of five 
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(nchild5), the number of members of the household in employment throughout the year 

(nwork) and the three categorical variables related to the level of education of the 

household head (zeroeduch, someeduch and curreduch) control for the main household 

characteristics that are likely to influence the distribution of the budget across the five 

categories of interest.  

 

Other controls relevant to specific equations were also used to isolate the effect 

of remittances on household budget shares. For instance, where schshare is the 

dependent variable, the total cash value of academic scholarships received by the 

household in the last year (scholarvaltotal) was included as a control, as was the total 

cash value of food produced at home (totalhomeprod) in the regression on foodshare. 

In the regressions on healthshare, the amount spent on unforeseen illness or injury in 

the last month (totalhealthexp) and that spent on chronic illness in the last year 

(totalchronicexp) were controlled for, alongside a dummy variable controlling for the 

presence of an individual suffering from a chronic illness in the household (chronic).  

 

 

 

 

 



 

Table 2: Panel Data Interval-Ratio Variables 

 

Variable Description 
No. of 

Observations Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 
 
Dependent Variables 

EXP 
Total annual household expenditure on 
schooling, consumer goods, health, 
durable goods and food 

1506 24422.04 41190.94 449 667445 

schshare School expenditure as a share of total 
household expenditure 1506 0.09 0.11 0 0.80 

consshare Consumer goods expenditure as a share 
of total household expenditure 1506 0.54 0.16 0.05 1.00 

healthshare Frequent health expenditure as a share 
of total household expenditure 1506 0.12 0.16 0 0.95 

durashare Durable goods expenditure as a share of 
total household expenditure 1506 0.09 0.13 0 0.86 

foodshare Food expenditure as a share of total 
household expenditure 1506 0.17 0.13 0 0.84 

 
Key Independent Variables 

fcreceive Total amount of cash received by 
females in the household in the last year 1924 3701.53 38110.89 0 1300000 

fcremit Total amount of cash remitted by 
females to the household in the last year 1924 128.88 1547.51 0 40000 

fcremit*fcreceive 

Total amount of cash remitted and 
received by females in the household in 
the last year 
 

1924 826331.90 27200000 0 1180000000 
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Variable Description 

No. of 
Observations Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

hhcashreceived 
Total amount of cash received by all 
members of the household in the last  
year 

1924 7439.48 42917.83 0 1300000 

hhkindreceived 
Total cash value of in-kind remittances 
received by all members of the 
household in the last year 1923 619.77 3138.55 0 50000 

 
Control Variables 

lpercapEXP Log per capita expenditure 1506 7.84 1.00 4.45 11.66 
agehead Age of household head 1924 46.53 14.11 14 86.00 
nchild5 Number of children under the age of 5 1924 0.86 1.02 0 7.00 

nwork Number of family members who are 
employed throughout the year 1908 1.83 1.37 0 8.00 

scholarvaltotal 
Total cash value of academic 
scholarships received by members of the 
household in the last year 1924 55.79 593.15 0 15000 

totalchronicexp Total expenditure on chronic illness in 
the last year 1924 1168.06 6663.16 0 165000 

totalhealthexp Total unplanned expenditure on illness 
or injury in the last month  1924 215.91 827.97 0 16230 

totalhomeprod Total cash value of food produced at 
home in the last year 1924 2018.29 2089.15 0 15000 

24
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Table 3: Panel Data Categorical Variables 

zeroeduch Values Freq. Percent Cum.  

0 737 38.31 38.31 
1 1,187 61.69 100 

Dummy variable equal to 1 if household 
head has received no formal education; 0 
otherwise 

Total 1,924 100   
         

curreduch Values Freq. Percent Cum.  

0 1,911 99.32 99.32 

1 13 0.68 100 

Dummy variable equal to 1 if household 
head is currently receiving formal 
education; 0 otherwise  

Total 1,924 100   
         

someeduch Values Freq. Percent Cum.  

0 1,207 62.73 62.73 

1 717 37.27 100 
Dummy variable equal to 1 if household 
head has received some formal education; 0 
otherwise 

Total 1,924 100   
         

chronic Values Freq. Percent Cum.  

0 1,363 70.88 70.88 

1 560 29.12 100 

Dummy variable equal to 1 if someone in 
the household suffers from a chronic 
illness; 0 otherwise 

Total 1,923 100   
 

Regression Results 
Two-way fixed effect regressions were run on the full sample of households, as 

well as on a restricted sample using only households which received remittances. Each 

of these was also run with and without the interaction variable fcremit*fcreceive. 
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Given that the fixed-effects specification makes the assumption that relative prices 

remain constant over time, ordinary least squares analysis was also conducted using the 

NLSS II cross-sectional sample. These results are presented in the Appendix, and 

reinforce, or better, the conclusions reached with the panel data model.  

Regression Specification 1: Full sample, No interaction term 
In this set of regressions, the variables of interest are not statistically significant 

at most conventional levels. The strongest effect seen is that of a 0.04 percentage point 

fall in the share of household expenditure devoted to schooling (schshare) with every 

additional Rp. 100,000 (approximately US$1,3333) received in remittances by females 

(fcreceive). This effect is however, only statistically significant at alpha=0.14 and is 

not substantively significant. F-tests of joint significance of the key variables of 

interest, fcreceive and fcremit, are similarly not significant.  

Regression Specification 2: Full sample, with interaction term 
Once the interaction term is included, the results are slightly more promising. 

The interaction term, fcremit*fcreceive, has a highly statistically significant effect on 

the proportion of household expenditure spent on schooling and that spent on durable 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

3 According to the US State Department’s Background Note on Nepal, the official Nepalese Rupee 
(NPR) and US Dollar exchange rate as of September 19, 2008 is NPR 75.00 = US$1.00. Last accessed 
14 March 2009 from http://www.state.gov/r/pa/ei/bgn/5283.htm#econ 
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goods. In the former case, every additional Rp. 100,000 sent and received by females 

increases the proportion of expenditure spent on schooling by 2.24 percentage points 

on average, holding all else constant (p-value=0.003). Given that on average, 

households devote only about 9 per cent of their budgets to schooling, this effect is 

substantively significant as well, representing a close to 25 per cent increase in 

schshare.  Similarly, every Rp. 100,000 sent and received by females decreases the 

proportion of expenditure devoted to durable goods by 1.45 percentage points on 

average, holding all else constant (p-value=0.009). While these results are 

encouraging, F-tests of joint significance of the three gender variables (fcremit, 

fcreceive and fcremit*fcreceive) are only jointly statistically significant in the 

regressions of schshare and durashare.  

 

While the limited results are of some concern, given that only 27 per cent of the 

households in the sample receive remittances in either period (or both), there is a 

possibility that running the model using the whole sample exerts a flattening bias on 

the results. Hence the regressions are also run using a sub-sample composed only of 

households which receive remittances. 



28 

 

Regression Specification 3: only households which receive 
remittances, no interaction term 

When the sample is restricted to only those households which receive 

remittances4, the relationships become much clearer. Holding all else constant, for 

every additional Rp. 100,000 sent by female members of the household, the share of 

household expenditure devoted to consumer goods increases by 2.3 percentage points 

and that devoted to frequent health expenditure decreases by 1.64 percentage points, on 

average. These relationships are highly statistically significant (p-values are less than 

0.01 in both cases). In the case of frequent health expenditure, a 1.64 percentage point 

decrease represents a close to 13 per cent fall in the share of the budget devoted to 

health, which is substantively significant.  

 

With every additional Rp. 100,000 received in remittances by females, the 

proportion of household expenditure devoted to schooling decreases by 0.14 

percentage points on average, holding all else constant (p-value=0.023). Total (non-

gender specific) cash remittances also have a positive and significant effect on schshare 

in this specification. For every Rp. 100,000 increase in total cash remittances received 

by the household, the proportion of expenditure spent on schooling increases by 0.11  

percentage points on average, holding all else constant (p-value=0.072).  
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

4 Of the 529 households that receive remittances, 92 do not report expenditure on durable 
goods. Hence these regressions are constrained to the 437 households which do.  
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F-tests of joint significance of the two gender variables fcremit and fcreceive 

are only statistically significant in the case of consshare and healthshare, but not for the 

other three categories of expenditure.   

Regression Specification 4: only households which receive 
remittances, with interaction term 

This set of regressions provides the most interesting results. Holding all else 

constant, on average an increase of Rp. 100,000 sent and received by females increases 

schshare by 11.3 percentage points (p-value=0.07). Further, on average for every 

additional Rp. 100,000 received by the household in total cash remittances, the 

proportion of expenditure devoted to schooling increases by 0.11 percentage points, 

holding all else constant (p-value=0.058). Of note is that the relationship between 

schshare and fcreceive is negative. For every additional Rp. 100,000 received by 

female members of the household, schshare decreases on average by 0.14 percentage 

points, holding all else constant (p-value=0.018).  While this is a counter-intuitive 

result given the theory and existing literature, because Nepal was politically unstable 

during the period under consideration and many schools were closed by the Maoists, 

there is a possibility that females were less likely to prioritize education for the safety 

of their families.   
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The share of household budgets devoted to consumer goods (consshare) is 

statistically significantly related to the total amount of cash remitted by female 

members of the household (fcremit). For every Rp. 100,000 increase in female 

remittances, conshare increases by 2.17 percentage points on average, holding all else 

constant (p-value=0.004).  

 

With every additional Rp. 100,000 remitted by females, the household budget 

share devoted to health falls by 2.02 percentage points on average, holding all else 

constant (p-value=0.000). While this result is contrary to expectation, it may also be 

masking remitters’ lack of monitoring capacity with respect to how the remittances are 

spent. In many households, remittances are sent by females to male recipients who, 

based on the theory described earlier in the paper, are less likely to prioritize health 

expenditure. The influence of gender in household expenditure patterns is reinforced 

by the positive and highly statistically significant relationship of the interaction term, 

fcremit*fcreceive with healthshare.  On average, holding all else constant, for every 

Rp. 100,000 both sent and received by females, healthshare increases by 13.4 

percentage points (p-value=0.003).   

 

The results for durable goods and food are not as strong as the others. In both 

regressions, only the interaction term is statistically significant. For every additional 
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Rp. 100,000 sent and received by female members of the household, the proportion of 

household expenditure dedicated to durable goods increases by 18.5 percentage points 

on average, holding all else constant (p-value=0.024). This result, while not predicted 

by the theory, is supported by earlier research which suggests that unlike female 

migrants from other parts of the world, it is common for those from Nepal to invest in 

durable goods and assets such as jewelry, houses and land for insurance purposes.   

 

Given that the budget shares in all the other four categories increase with 

remittances, it is not surprising that the proportion of household expenditure devoted to 

food falls by 38.9  percentage points on average, holding all else constant, when an 

additional Rp. 100,000 in remittances is sent and received by females (p-value=0.000).  

While the hypothesis argues that female remitters and recipients are likely to spend 

more on nutrition for their family, the food expenditure variable used here does not 

differentiate between discretionary and non-discretionary expenditure such as the 

decision to buy more nutritious products, and therefore is likely to dampen the gender 

effect of remittance receipt on food expenditure.  

 

Also of note is that F-tests of joint significance run on all three gender variables 

show that gender and remittances have a joint statistically significant effect on the 
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share of household budgets devoted to consumer goods, health, durable goods and 

food, but not that devoted to schooling.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



33 

 

Specification 1 Results: Full Panel, No Interaction Term 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
VARIABLES schshare consshare healthshare durashare foodshare 
fcremit 0.128 -0.239 0.127 -0.0929 -0.124 
 (0.388) (0.458) (0.344) (0.252) (0.261) 
fcreceive -0.0358 0.041 -0.0417 0.00735 -0.00289 
 (0.024) (0.046) (0.034) (0.021) (0.019) 
hhcashreceived 0.0131 -0.0392 0.044 0.00957 0.0026 
 (0.023) (0.042) (0.033) (0.018) (0.018) 
hhkindreceived -0.0876 0.0696 -0.0249 0.0233 0.00671 
 (0.089) (0.134) (0.088) (0.120) (0.076) 
lpercapEXP 0.009 -0.0573*** 0.0250** 0.0537*** -0.0571*** 
 (0.009) (0.016) (0.010) (0.012) (0.007) 
agehead 0.000257 -0.000331 0.000263 7.21E-05 -1.91E-05 
 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 
nchild5 -0.0190*** 0.00861 -0.00076 0.00126 0.00259 
 (0.004) (0.008) (0.006) (0.006) (0.004) 
nwork -0.00288 0.0104* 0.00156 -0.00253 -0.00922** 
 (0.004) (0.006) (0.005) (0.005) (0.004) 
someeduch -0.165*** 0.0316 0.0129 0.0371 -0.00801 
 (0.056) (0.063) (0.022) (0.089) (0.016) 
zeroeduch -0.151*** 0.0328 0.00175 0.0393 -0.00851 
 (0.056) (0.065) (0.024) (0.087) (0.017) 
chronic   0.0296**   
   (0.013)   
totalchronicexp   0.901***   
   (0.086)   
totalhealthexp   2.843***   
   -0.798   
yr0304 -0.011 0.0393** -0.0015 -0.0975*** 0.0772*** 
 -0.010 -0.016 -0.010 -0.014 -0.010 
scholarvaltotal 0.243     
 -0.828     
totalhomeprod     0.0707 
     -0.239 
constant 0.191** 0.920*** -0.125 -0.313*** 0.588*** 
 -0.084 -0.138 -0.080 -0.109 -0.059 
Observations 1495 1495 1494 1495 1495 
Number of WWWHH 957 957 957 957 957 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1;Robust standard errors in parentheses 
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Specification 2 Results: Full Panel, With Interaction Term 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
VARIABLES schshare consshare healthshare durashare foodshare 
fcremit -0.184 -0.163 0.203 0.109 -0.242 
 (0.325) (0.642) (0.442) (0.185) (0.357) 
fcreceive -0.0382 0.0415 -0.0411 0.0089 -0.00381 
 (0.024) (0.046) (0.034) (0.021) (0.019) 
fremitreceive 2.240*** -0.547 -0.541 -1.449*** 0.848 
 (0.748) (1.369) (0.972) (0.556) (0.779) 
hhcashreceived 0.015 -0.0396 0.0435 0.00835 0.00334 
 (0.023) (0.042) (0.033) (0.018) (0.018) 
hhkindreceived -0.136 0.0815 -0.0131 0.0549 -0.0117 
 (0.089) (0.141) (0.093) (0.124) (0.077) 
lpercapEXP 0.00887 -0.0573*** 0.0251** 0.0538*** -0.0572*** 
 (0.009) (0.016) (0.010) (0.012) (0.007) 
agehead 0.000281 -0.000336 0.000257 5.67E-05 -1.02E-05 
 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 
nchild5 -0.0189*** 0.00857 -0.000792 0.00117 0.00264 
 (0.004) (0.008) (0.006) (0.006) (0.004) 
nwork -0.00266 0.0103* 0.00151 -0.00267 -0.00913** 
 (0.004) (0.006) (0.005) (0.005) (0.004) 
someeduch -0.166*** 0.0318 0.0132 0.0376 -0.00829 
 (0.056) (0.063) (0.022) (0.089) (0.016) 
zeroeduch -0.152*** 0.0331 0.00203 0.0399 -0.00886 
 (0.057) (0.065) (0.024) (0.087) (0.017) 
chronic   0.0296**   
   (0.013)   
totalchronicexp   0.900***   
   (0.086)   
totalhealthexp   2.848***   
   (0.799)   
yr0304 -0.0101 0.0390** -0.00174 -0.0981*** 0.0776*** 
 (0.010) (0.016) (0.010) (0.014) (0.010) 
scholarvaltotal 0.235     
 (0.835)     
totalhomeprod     0.0684 
     (0.239) 
constant 0.192** 0.920*** -0.125 -0.313*** 0.588*** 
 (0.084) (0.138) (0.080) (0.109) (0.059) 
Observations 1495 1495 1494 1495 1495 
Number of WWWHH 957 957 957 957 957 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1; Robust standard errors in parentheses 
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    Specification 3 Results: Only Households That Receive Remittances, No Interaction Term 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
VARIABLES schshare consshare healthshare durashare foodshare 
fcremit -0.508 2.300*** -1.642*** 0.243 -0.988 
 (0.624) (0.837) (0.421) (0.456) (1.008) 
fcreceive -0.135** -0.0404 0.0265 0.00739 -0.0299 
 (0.059) (0.077) (0.068) (0.071) (0.047) 
hhcashreceived 0.105* 0.0443 -0.0248 0.01 0.0337 
 (0.058) (0.076) (0.067) (0.069) (0.047) 
hhkindreceived -0.103 -0.0267 0.033 0.0184 -0.00407 
 (0.114) (0.151) (0.074) (0.176) (0.088) 
lpercapEXP -0.00653 0.00147 0.00276 0.0803*** -0.0821*** 
 (0.017) (0.033) (0.022) (0.029) (0.028) 
agehead -0.00086 -0.00723** 0.00329** -0.000445 0.00492** 
 (0.001) (0.003) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) 
nchild5 -0.0198* -0.00715 0.0219*** -0.0165 0.00284 
 (0.010) (0.015) (0.008) (0.016) (0.009) 
nwork -0.0046 0.0491*** -0.0208* 0.00145 -0.00891 
 (0.008) (0.018) (0.011) (0.013) (0.010) 
someeduch -0.230*** -0.00595 0.0793*** 0.169*** -0.0209 
 (0.037) (0.057) (0.028) (0.040) (0.032) 
zeroeduch -0.159*** -0.0222 0.0527*** 0.199*** -0.0598*** 
 (0.014) (0.023) (0.017) (0.023) (0.019) 
chronic   0.0351   
   (0.022)   
totalchronicexp   0.718***   
   (0.170)   
totalhealthexp   1.869   
   (2.911)   
yr0304 0.00928 0.0589 -0.0505* -0.122*** 0.117*** 
 (0.020) (0.042) (0.028) (0.040) (0.038) 
scholarvaltotal -7.752     
 (6.895)     
totalhomeprod     -0.211 
     (0.969) 
constant 0.357*** 0.762*** -0.0728 -0.606*** 0.551*** 
 (0.138) (0.250) (0.183) (0.230) (0.197) 
Observations 432 432 431 432 432 
Number of WWWHH 369 369 368 369 369 

  *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1; Robust standard errors in parentheses    
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Specification 4 Results: Only Households That Receive Remittances, With Interaction Term 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
VARIABLES schshare consshare healthshare durashare foodshare 
fcremit -0.804 2.174*** -2.021*** -0.242 0.0389 
 (0.582) (0.754) (0.416) (0.337) (0.514) 
fcreceive -0.138** -0.0415 0.0168 0.00312 -0.0255 
 (0.058) (0.077) (0.069) (0.073) (0.052) 
fcremit*fcreceive 11.29* 4.803 13.39*** 18.50** -38.91*** 
 (6.221) (14.080) (4.542) (8.172) (9.334) 
hhcashreceived 0.108* 0.0455 -0.0149 0.0148 0.0282 
 (0.057) (0.076) (0.068) (0.071) (0.052) 
hhkindreceived -0.0996 -0.0251 0.0345 0.0247 -0.0247 
 (0.115) (0.153) (0.075) (0.171) (0.084) 
lpercapEXP -0.00539 0.00196 0.00385 0.0821*** -0.0843*** 
 (0.017) (0.033) (0.022) (0.029) (0.025) 
agehead -0.000664 -0.00715** 0.00349*** -0.000126 0.00425** 
 (0.001) (0.003) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) 
nchild5 -0.0207** -0.00753 0.0201*** -0.0179 0.00625 
 (0.010) (0.015) (0.008) (0.016) (0.009) 
nwork -0.00543 0.0487*** -0.0212* 8.13E-05 -0.00517 
 (0.008) (0.018) (0.011) (0.013) (0.010) 
someeduch -0.225*** -0.00352 0.0859*** 0.178*** -0.0435 
 (0.036) (0.058) (0.027) (0.041) (0.027) 
zeroeduch -0.156*** -0.0209 0.0567*** 0.204*** -0.0710*** 
 (0.015) (0.024) (0.017) (0.023) (0.018) 
chronic   0.0363   
   (0.023)   
totalchronicexp   0.750***   
   (0.175)   
totalhealthexp   1.842   
   (2.881)   
yr0304 0.00367 0.0565 -0.0566** -0.131*** 0.139*** 
 (0.021) (0.044) (0.028) (0.041) (0.036) 
scholarvaltotal -7.793     
 (6.936)     
totalhomeprod     -0.485 
     (0.905) 
constant 0.338** 0.754*** -0.0943 -0.637*** 0.607*** 
 (0.141) (0.251) (0.181) (0.236) (0.189) 
Observations 432 432 431 432 432 
Number of WWWHH 369 369 368 369 369 

  ***p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1; Robust standard errors in parentheses   
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Additional Results 1: F-Tests of Joint Significance 

 schshare consshare healthshare durashare foodshare 
Specification 1 F-test:  

F-statistic 0.18 0.37 0.24 0.16 0.21 
p-value 0.6725 0.5443 0.6245 0.6904 0.6440 

Specification 2 F-test:  
F-statistic 21.86 1.40 0.15 4.45 0.75 
p-value 0.0000 0.2465 0.8587 0.0119 0.4719 

Specification 3 F-test:  
F-statistic 0.35 7.98 17.41 0.27 0.90 
p-value 0.5522 0.0050 0.0000 0.6048 0.3424 

Specification 4 F-test:  
F-statistic 1.74 4.59 14.46 2.57 9.15 
p-value 0.1766 0.0108 0.0000 0.0780 0.0001 
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Chapter 7.  Discussion 

There are two areas of caution to be highlighted with respect to these results. 

First, the panel data results are constrained to the extent that in using the Working-

Leser model, we assume that relative prices remain constant between 1995/96 and 

2003/04. Given that the period under analysis was one of economic and political 

instability in Nepal, the annual inflation rate was relatively unpredictable. However, 

adding an inflation variable in the analysis would have been complicated for two 

reasons—first, because the survey did not collect price information for all the goods 

and services households spent on and second, because food prices were 

disproportionately more affected than other goods, making it necessary to calculate 

different inflation rates for each category of goods for accurate results. Price changes in 

this period would also mask individuals’ differential access to goods in urban and rural 

areas, especially at the peak of the Maoist insurgency. In the current study, the lack of 

an inflation variable does not seem to bias the results significantly as both the cross-

sectional sample and panel sample provide generally similar inferences.  

 

Second, the sample size of the panel data analysis was small—only 529 out of 

the 1924 households in the panel reported having received remittances. Of these, 

approximately 11 per cent received remittances from at least one female and almost all 

(524 out of 529) had at least one female recipient. The fact that the results remain 
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statistically significant clearly illustrates the strength of the gender effect in this model. 

It would be worthwhile to repeat this exercise in the future with a larger panel 

involving more female remitters.  

 

Despite these constraints, the results of the empirical analysis provide several 

takeaways for policymakers. First, given the instability in Nepal at the time, these 

results affirm the critical role played by remittances in meeting household expenditure 

needs in times of domestic crisis. The culture of fear instilled by the Maoist regime 

suggests that the number of remittance recipients, and possibly also the remittance 

amounts, recorded in the NLSS are much lower than in reality. It is therefore likely that 

the regression results understate the true magnitude of the effect of remittances on 

household expenditure. One benefit of using a household survey such as the NLSS is 

that the data are not necessarily constrained to remittances that flow through formal 

channels. It is hence possible that the responses recorded also reflect some of the 

informal transactions occurring between Nepalese migrants and their families.  

 

Second, these findings support current government initiatives to encourage 

females to take on job opportunities away from home and indicate that increased 

female migration would be beneficial to economic and human development in the 

country. Nepalese women are steadily responding to the recent overturn of the ban on 
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female migrants working in the Gulf. To provide added incentive to these women, 

policymakers may wish to consider supplementary initiatives such as bilateral 

agreements aimed at protecting the interests of female migrants while in the host 

country. They may also consider ways of providing more secure channels for 

remittance transfers so that the Nepalese economy reaps the maximum benefit from 

this important source of funds.  

 

It is clear from this analysis that gender and remittances matter in Nepal.  

Remittances play an important role in household expenditure patterns, with the gender 

of the remitter and the recipient both asserting a strong influence on how the funds are 

distributed. While intra-household bargaining power is difficult to model 

econometrically, the strength of the interaction term fcremit*fcreceive in the 

regressions provides clear evidence of women’s influence in household expenditure 

decisions. Given the typical joint family structure of households in Nepal, the results 

make a strong case that by increasing the frequency of female-to-female remittance 

transfers through greater female migration, household expenditure on schooling, 

healthcare and durable goods will increase, thereby bolstering social and economic 

structures within the country as a whole.  
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Appendix. Regression Results of NLSS II Cross-Section Sample 

Results 1: Specification 1 (Full Sample, No Interaction Term) 
 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
VARIABLES schshare consshare healthshare durashare foodshare 
fcreceive 0.0269*** -0.00644 0.00779 0.00291 -0.00932 
 (0.009) (0.014) (0.010) (0.017) (0.006) 
fcremit 0.0147 0.0152 -0.0252** -0.00636 0.0163 
 (0.015) (0.021) (0.012) (0.021) (0.016) 
hhcashreceived -0.00424 -0.00871 -0.0151* 0.0134 0.000346 
 (0.007) (0.009) (0.009) (0.011) (0.003) 
hhkindreceived -0.0815*** -0.149*** 0.0362 0.213*** 0.0344* 
 (0.026) (0.049) (0.049) (0.066) (0.019) 
lpercapEXP 0.0379*** -0.0123*** 0.00569* 0.0334*** -0.0792*** 
 (0.002) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002) 
agehead 1.48E-05 0.000212 0.000425** -0.000503*** -0.000558*** 
 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
nchild5 -0.0114*** -0.00844*** 0.0174*** 0.00719*** -0.00497** 
 (0.001) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002) 
nwork 0.00327*** 0.00683*** -0.00701*** 0.00754*** -0.00672*** 
 (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) 
someeduch -0.0936*** -0.0322* 0.0442*** 0.0461** 0.0371*** 
 (0.017) (0.018) (0.013) (0.023) (0.010) 
zeroeduch -0.110*** -0.0663*** 0.0653*** 0.0496** 0.0574*** 
 (0.018) (0.019) (0.014) (0.024) (0.011) 
chronic   0.0665***   
   (0.007)   
totalchronicexp   0.298**   
   (0.129)   
totalhealthexp   0.594***   
   (0.151)   
scholarvaltotal 0.442*     
 (0.262)     
totalhomeprod     -1.181*** 
     (0.079) 
Constant -0.115*** 0.667*** -0.0302 -0.246*** 0.863*** 
 (0.026) (0.038) (0.031) (0.038) (0.024) 
Observations 3865 3865 3864 3865 3865 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1; Robust standard errors in parentheses   
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Specification 2 Results: Full Sample, With Interaction Term 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
VARIABLES schshare consshare healthshare durashare foodshare 
fcreceive 0.0260*** -0.00746 0.00879 0.00436 -0.00886 
 (0.009) (0.014) (0.010) (0.017) (0.006) 
fcremit 0.0111 0.0114 -0.0216* -0.000981 0.018 
 (0.015) (0.021) (0.012) (0.020) (0.017) 
fcremit*fcreceive 0.0643*** 0.0695 -0.0659*** -0.0986*** -0.0313* 
 (0.025) (0.052) (0.020) (0.031) (0.016) 
hhcashreceived -0.00382 -0.00826 -0.0156* 0.0127 0.000143 
 (0.007) (0.009) (0.009) (0.011) (0.003) 
hhkindreceived -0.0809*** -0.148*** 0.0357 0.212*** 0.0341* 
 (0.026) (0.049) (0.049) (0.066) (0.019) 
lpercapEXP 0.0378*** -0.0123*** 0.00574* 0.0335*** -0.0792*** 
 (0.002) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002) 
agehead 1.55E-05 0.000212 0.000423** -0.000504*** -0.000558*** 
 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
nchild5 -0.0114*** -0.00845*** 0.0174*** 0.00721*** -0.00497** 
 (0.001) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002) 
nwork 0.00328*** 0.00685*** -0.00702*** 0.00752*** -0.00672*** 
 (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) 
someeduch -0.0936*** -0.0322* 0.0442*** 0.0460** 0.0371*** 
 (0.017) (0.018) (0.013) (0.023) (0.010) 
zeroeduch -0.110*** -0.0664*** 0.0654*** 0.0497** 0.0574*** 
 (0.018) (0.019) (0.014) (0.024) (0.011) 
chronic   0.0666***   
   (0.007)   
totalchronicexp   0.298**   
   (0.129)   
totalhealthexp   0.594***   
   (0.151)   
scholarvaltotal 0.443*     
 (0.263)     
totalhomeprod     -1.181*** 
     (0.079) 
Constant -0.114*** 0.668*** -0.0305 -0.247*** 0.862*** 
 (0.026) (0.038) (0.031) (0.038) (0.024) 
Observations 3865 3865 3864 3865 3865 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1; Robust standard errors in parentheses  



43 

 

 
 

Specification 3 Results: Only Households Which Receive Remittances, No Interaction Term 
 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
VARIABLES schshare consshare healthshare durashare foodshare 
fcreceive 0.0236*** -0.0092 -0.000384 0.00196 -0.00374 
 (0.009) (0.014) (0.011) (0.017) (0.005) 
fcremit 0.0171 0.0172 -0.0359*** -0.00714 0.0176 
 (0.016) (0.021) (0.013) (0.022) (0.016) 
hhcashreceived 0.000815 -0.0028 -0.0189** 0.0084 0.00263 
 (0.007) (0.010) (0.009) (0.011) (0.004) 
hhkindreceived -0.0617** -0.128** -0.0233 0.194*** 0.0488*** 
 (0.027) (0.051) (0.043) (0.072) (0.019) 
lpercapEXP 0.0303*** -0.0188** 0.0151** 0.0359*** -0.0769*** 
 (0.004) (0.007) (0.006) (0.006) (0.004) 
agehead -0.000295* -0.000511 0.00103*** -0.000826*** 0.000116 
 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
nchild5 -0.0103*** -0.00722 0.0161*** 0.00375 -0.00473 
 (0.002) (0.005) (0.005) (0.004) (0.003) 
nwork 0.00291 0.0106** -0.0129*** 0.0138*** -0.00873*** 
 (0.002) (0.005) (0.004) (0.004) (0.003) 
someeduch -0.0994*** -0.0333 0.0437** 0.0575 0.0293** 
 (0.024) (0.030) (0.020) (0.041) (0.014) 
zeroeduch -0.111*** -0.0621* 0.0525** 0.0644 0.0458*** 
 (0.025) (0.032) (0.022) (0.042) (0.015) 
chronic   0.0740***   
   (0.012)   
totalchronicexp   0.160***   
   (0.057)   
totalhealthexp   1.784***   
   (0.458)   
scholarvaltotal 1.926***     
 (0.386)     
totalhomeprod     -1.151*** 
     (0.125) 
Constant -0.0402 0.743*** -0.110* -0.258*** 0.812*** 
 (0.041) (0.076) (0.061) (0.074) (0.041) 
Observations 1188 1188 1187 1188 1188 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1; Robust standard errors in parentheses   
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Specification 4 Results: Only Households Which Receive Remittances, With Interaction Term 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
VARIABLES schshare consshare healthshare durashare foodshare 
fcreceive 0.0226** -0.0103 0.000707 0.00341 -0.00335 
 (0.009) (0.014) (0.011) (0.017) (0.005) 
fcremit 0.0132 0.0131 -0.0319** -0.00153 0.0192 
 (0.015) (0.021) (0.013) (0.021) (0.017) 
fcremit*fcreceive 0.0721*** 0.0767 -0.0737*** -0.104*** -0.0282* 
 (0.023) (0.057) (0.025) (0.031) (0.016) 
hhcashreceived 0.00138 -0.0022 -0.0195** 0.00759 0.00241 
 (0.007) (0.010) (0.009) (0.011) (0.004) 
hhkindreceived -0.0608** -0.127** -0.0243 0.193*** 0.0485*** 
 (0.027) (0.051) (0.043) (0.072) (0.019) 
lpercapEXP 0.0300*** -0.0191** 0.0153** 0.0362*** -0.0768*** 
 (0.004) (0.007) (0.006) (0.006) (0.004) 
agehead -0.000293* -0.000509 0.00103*** -0.000829*** 0.000115 
 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
nchild5 -0.0104*** -0.00724 0.0161*** 0.00379 -0.00472 
 (0.002) (0.005) (0.005) (0.004) (0.003) 
nwork 0.00292 0.0106** -0.0129*** 0.0138*** -0.00873*** 
 (0.002) (0.005) (0.004) (0.004) (0.003) 
someeduch -0.0995*** -0.0334 0.0438** 0.0577 0.0293** 
 (0.024) (0.030) (0.020) (0.041) (0.014) 
zeroeduch -0.112*** -0.0626* 0.0528** 0.065 0.0460*** 
 (0.025) (0.032) (0.022) (0.042) (0.015) 
chronic   0.0746***   
   (0.012)   
totalchronicexp   0.160***   
   (0.057)   
totalhealthexp   1.784***   
   (0.457)   
scholarvaltotal 1.933***     
 (0.386)     
totalhomeprod     -1.152*** 
     (0.125) 
Constant -0.038 0.745*** -0.112* -0.261*** 0.811*** 
 (0.041) (0.076) (0.061) (0.074) (0.041) 
Observations 1188 1188 1187 1188 1188 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1;  Robust standard errors in parentheses 
 



45 

 

Additional Results 1: Cross-Sectional Data F-Tests of Joint Significance 

 schshare consshare healthshare durashare foodshare 
Specification 1 F-test:  

F-statistic 0.70 1.07 9.75 0.17 2.49 
p-value 0.4029 0.3007 0.0018 0.6843 0.1146 

Specification 2 F-test:  
F-statistic 1.25 1.52 8.46 3.11 1.37 
p-value 0.2860 0.2184 0.0002 0.0446 0.2536 

Specification 3 F-test:  
F-statistic 0.18 1.58 8.90 0.16 1.78 
p-value 0.6746 0.2083 0.0029 0.6913 0.1824 

Specification 4 F-test:  
F-statistic 1.72 1.92 7.09 3.51 1.17 
p-value 0.1804 0.1473 0.0009 0.0302 0.3094 
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