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OUTLINE

• Trends in International Migration

• Global and regional outlook of  remittances flows

• The relationship between migration, remittances 
and health

• Remittances and Health Expenditures in Mexico, 
2010-2016



WORLD MIGRATION PROPENSITIES
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• The number of international migrants worldwide
reached 244 million in 2015 (3.3 % of the world’s
population).

• In 2015, 67% of all international migrants lived in
just twenty countries (North America and Western
Europe). The largest number of international
migrants (47 million) resided in the US, equal to
about 19%of theworld’s total.

• 48.2% are women and the median age of
international migrants worldwide was 39 years in
2015.

Source: UN Population Division, 2015



NATION OF IMMIGRANTS

1,390
1,260

325 247 244 209 193 168 160 136 131

0
20 0
40 0
60 0
80 0

1, 000
1, 200
1, 400
1, 600

C hi na I ndi a U ni ted  S t at es I ndo nesi a I nt er nat io nal
I m m igr an ts

B ra zil P aki sta n B angl ad esh N ig er ia R ussi an
Fe der at i on

M exi co

M
ill
io
ns

Source: World Bank, 2015



DISTRIBUTION OF WORLD’S MIGRANTS

• 81.1% of international migrants come from
developing countries.

• Top 5 countries with the highest number of
migrants are India, Mexico, Russia, China
and Bangladesh.

• In 2015, the major destination of Mexican
migrants was the United States received with
97.81%, while Canada received 0.61%.
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Source: World Bank, 2015



MIGRANT REMITTANCES

IMF reports three types of  remittances

• Workers

• Compensation of  employees living 
abroad 

• Migrant transfers
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WHO GETS THE WORLD’S REMITTANCES

Top 5 recipients of remittances. US$ billion, 2016
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FACTS OF INTERNATIONAL REMITTANCES

• In 2009, remittances fell with the greatest decrease at 6.2%. Nowadays,
remittances continue to grow and forecasts estimate they will reach US$630
billion by 2018.

• In many developing countries, remittances exceed all other imports of private
(foreign investment, exports) and public capital (international aid).

• Among the top ten remittances corridors in the world, the United States
participates in six of these corridors, two in the Americas with Mexico and
Guatemala and four in Asia with China, India,Vietnam and the Philippines.

• Mexico accounts for more than a third of all remittances sent to Latin America.
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ADVANTAGES

• Finance productive investment in recipient countries.

• Reducing poverty. Increase of income in households also increase
consumption.

•More stable than foreign direct investment or foreign portfolio
investments which are highly volatile in developing countries.

• Unskilled workers may return to their home countries with useful
skills acquired abroad.



DISADVANTAGES

• Promotes dependency among the recipients.

•May cause appreciation of the receiving country’s currency leading to
lower exports.

• Some migrants may be educated or highly skilled causing what
commonly known as “brain drain”.
• Loss of human capital lowers productivity and economic growth.
• Home country invested time, effort and money on their education.
• Migration of skilled workers worsens the distribution of income between rich
and poor countries.



MICROECONOMIC DETERMINANTS

•Migrants care about the households well being and remit to
improve living conditions. Ex: consumption, health

• Self interest motives. Ex: Investment in home country

• Insurance purposes. Ex: reduce household income risk, health
emergencies

• Implicit loan arrangement. Ex: Emigrant is paying back to the
household for the investment made.



REMITTANCES AND HEALTH: EMPIRICAL 
EVIDENCE

• The motivation behind migration is not just to change the destiny of
migrants, but also to improve the livelihood and living conditions of

families remaining in the homeland (Afawubo & Couchoro, 2017; Zhunio et

al., 2012; Valero-Gil, 2009)

• According to data from the Mexican Migration Project approximately 21

percent of Mexicans remitting money home declared health care expenses
as their primary motive for their monetary transfers (Amuedo-Dorantes

and Pozo, 2011)



REMITTANCES AND HEALTH: EMPIRICAL 
EVIDENCE

• Some findings suggest that one of the uses of remittances sent from the
United States is to gain access to health care for individuals who do not

have formal access through an employment-based insurance program in

Mexico (Frank et al., 2009)

• Overall, academic evidence suggests that an increase in remittance income
leads to increased expenditures on medical care and increases the

probability of visiting a doctor (Chezum et al., 2018; Petreski et al., 2018;

López-Cevallos & Chi, 2012; Amuedo-Dorantes and Pozo, 2011)



REMITTANCES AND HEALTH 
EXPENDITURES IN MEXICO, 2010-2016



OBJECTIVE

To determine how internal and international remittances
affect the monetary resources allocated to expenditure
categories of health in Mexican households.



CONTRIBUTIONS

• First, it distinguishes the impact of internal
remittances versus that of international remittances,
for the particular case of health.

• Second, the treatment effects approach (Propensity
Score Matching)



DATA AND METHODS

Data:
National Household Income and Expenditure Survey (ENIGH) for the
years 2010, 2012, 2014 and 2016.

The fundamental objective of this survey is to identify the amount,
structure and distribution of income and expenditure within each
household.

The survey is representative at national and urban/rural levels, and it
contains information about socioeconomic characteristics and economic
activities, including remittance-receiving condition.



METHODOLOGY

The basic idea is to assume that receiving remittances is like a
“treatment”, so that what we want to measure is the impact of that
treatment on the outcome variable (health expenditures).

According to this approach, the difference between “treated” and
“untreated” can be defined as:

∆"= $"% − $"'



PROPENSITY-SCORE MATCHING (PSM)

Propensity score matching: match treated and untreated observations on the
estimated probability of being treated (propensity score).

• Match on the basis of the propensity score

p(X) = Pr (D=1|X)

• D indicates participation (perception of remittances)

• Instead of attempting to create a match for each participant with exactly
the same value of X, we can instead match on the probability of
participation.

• We report the results of two matching algorithms: nearest neighbor and
radiusmatching



RESULTS
Descriptive Statistics

Variables Total households

Households 
receiving                                           

internal 
remittances

Households 
receiving                                  

international 
remittances

Households  do 
not receive                  

remittances

Observations 126,447 23,908 (18.9%) 6,790 (5.4%) 95,749
Household head characteristics

Sex 0.74 0.58 0.58 0.80
Age 48.79 52.61 53.60 47.49
Marital 0.71 0.57 0.68 0.74
Years of completed schooling 8.12 7.28 5.82 8.49
Employed 0.79 0.64 0.62 0.84

Household characteristics
Urban residence 0.68 0.69 0.46 0.69
Household size 3.74 3.57 3.71 3.78
Minors 0.48 0.46 0.48 0.49
Ownership of the house 0.63 0.63 0.72 0.63
Government transfers 0.32 0.37 0.48 0.29
Indigenous background 0.11 0.11 0.07 0.11
Source: Own elaboration based on ENIGH 2010, 2012, 2014 and 2016 data.



Impacts of  remittances on health expenditures (pesos per quarter)



FINAL REMARKS
International remittances have a positive effect on health expenditures,
except for hospitalization, increasing human capital in Mexican migrant
households.

Yet, the overall impact is modest because of the associated costs to
migration/remittances (social, brain drain…) and a number of challenges
that may require policy responses (competitiveness issues, financial sector
role, costs of remitting)

On the whole, remittances are opportunities, not substitutes for local
development policies
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Variables
2010 2012 2014 2016

Marginal effects
Sex of household head -0.0814

(-12.14)***

-0.0944

(-7.63)***

-0.0930

(-11.73)***

-0.0899

(-21.78)***

Age of household head 0.0014

(7.67)***

0.0016

(4.44)***

0.0009

(3.90)***

0.0011

(8.60)***

Marital status -0.0369

(-5.42)***

-0.0337

(-2.68)***

-0.0367

(-4.52)***

-0.0321

(-7.55)***

Years of completed
schooling

-0.0019

(-3.68)***

-0.0047

(-4.57)***

-0.0037

(-5.63)***

-0.0029

(-8.13)***

Employed -0.0972

(-17.01)***

-0.1040

(-9.42)***

-0.0882

(-12.30)***

-0.0816

(-20.81)***

Area of residence 0.0145

(2.26)**

-0.0035

(-0.34)

0.0043

(0.62)

0.0180

(5.31)***

Household size -0.0058

(-3.95)***

-0.0016

(-0.56)

-0.0041

(-2.18)**

-0.0023

(-2.26)**

Minors 0.0250

(4.09)***

0.0298

(2.54)**

0.0282

(3.75)***

0.0427

(10.52)***

Home ownership status -0.0403

(-7.77)***

-0.0324

(-3.27)***

-0.0132

(-2.07)**

-0.0251

(-7.46)***

Government transfers 0.0082

(1.37)

0.0165

(1.52)

0.0224

(3.26)***

0.0328

(9.20)***

Indigenous housing 0.0225

(3.35)***

-0.0174

(-1.32)

-0.0087

(-0.91)

0.0041

(0.79)

Results of  probit model on the determinants of  receiving internal remittances



Results of  probit model on the determinants of  receiving international remittances

Variables
2010 2012 2014 2016

Marginal effects
Sex of household head -0.0445

(-14.71)***

-0.0538

(-8.85)***

-0.0368

(-10.61)***

-0.0460

(-21.34)***

Age of household head 0.00002

(0.28)

0.00039

(2.23)**

0.00031

(2.99)***

0.00036

(5.35)***

Marital status 0.0296

(9.34)***

0.0292

(4.57)***

0.0240

(6.55)***

0.0322

(14.02)***

Years of completed
schooling

-0.0026

(-10.51)***

-0.0029

(-5.44)***

-0.0029

(-9.28)***

-0.0026

(-13.07)***

Employed -0.0242

(-9.60)***

-0.0098

(-1.81)*

-0.0139

(-4.52)***

-0.0236

(-11.70)***

Area of residence -0.0366

(-14.40)***

-0.0274

(-5.57)***

-0.0350

(-12.68)***

-0.0351

(-20.59)***

Household size -0.0006

(-0.92)

-0.0008

(-0.59)

-0.0029

(-3.40)***

-0.0010

(-1.92)*

Minors 0.0049

(1.77)*

0.0085

(1.46)

0.0111

(3.27)***

0.0081

(3.71)***

Home ownership status -0.0005

(-0.19)

0.0065

(1.26)

-0.0050

(-1.75)*

-0.0020

(-1.10)

Government transfers 0.0037

(1.46)

0.0098

(1.92)*

0.0050

(1.72)*

0.0124

(6.84)***

Indigenous housing -0.0304

(-9.32)***

-0.0412

(-5.83)***

-0.0332

(-7.15)***

-0.0422

(-13.65)***


