THE GENEROSITY OF THE
WELFARE STATE AND THE SKILL
COMPOSITION OF MIGRANTS:
WHICH CAUSES WHICH?

World Bank Conference on Migration
September 2009

by

Alon Cohen and Assaf Razin



Fiscal burden of EU accession
Migration

fiFear mongers, who predicted a drain A
on the public purse were wrong. In

each year since 2004, central European
and Baltic immigrants who now make

up almost 1 per cent of the population
and an even larger share of the labor
force, have paid at least 20 per cent
more in taxes than they have cost In
benefi ts. o Financi al
July 24, 2009



In the last tax year i 2008-091 A
Immigrants from accession countries
to UK paid 37 per cent more in direct
and indirect taxes than they received
In benefits and from public services
such as education, the NHS or social
housing, the 2009 study by Christian
Dustmann, lan Preston and

L ommaso Frattini, calculates




EU accession migrants into the
UK

Dispelling the migrant myth

EU accesszion
migrants LIk
(male} males

Average age 26.5 ar.7
{years)
o age 20-35 698 1E.6
{yEars )
o with 32.0 17.6

Fighear education

Employment rate 90.4 FE.3
(%)

Average hourly 6.8 11.9
wage { &L )

o claiming benefits 12.4 24.2

or tax credits

%0 in social housing 6.5 15.9

Souroe: LFS



Research Issue

A To analyze what is the effect of welfare state
generosity in host countries, over the skill
composition of their migrants, we decompose our
analysis into two extreme cases of migration
regimes:

I Free migration
I Policy-Restricted Migration



Free Migration

we argue that the effect of welfare-state policy

on immigrants, is different across skill levels; thus

the skill composition of immigrants is adversely

affected by the welfare generosity of host countries.



Policy-Controlled Migration

If immigration is controlled and screened by policy

of the host country, the opposite may occur, given the

considerations of voters in the host country.



Related Literature

A Welfare migration empirical literature is inconclusive.

A Normally, evidence suggests that welfare serves as a
magnet for immigrants:

I Southwick (1981); Gramlich and Laren (1984);
Blank (1988); Borjas (1999); Gelbach (2000);
McKinnish (2005, 2007)

A On the other hand, some find that welfare benefits
has no significant effect over migration:

I Walker (1994); Levine and Zimmerman (1999)

A These studies however, do not address international
Immigration, only migration within the U.S.



Related Literature

A Peridy (2006) and Warin and Svaton (2008) find that
aggregate welfare-state benefits have a positive
effect on migration.

A They do not, however, separate between high-skilled
and low-skilled immigrants.

A De Giorgi and Pellizzari (2006) find that this positive
effect Is coherent across different levels of
education among the immigrants.

A Docquier, Lohest and Marfouk (2006) find that while
all education groups are indeed attracted to welfare-
benefits, the unskilled are motivated by social
expenditure much more than the skilled.

A ALL these studies, however, do not differentiate between
free and policy-controlled migration!
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Parsimoneous Model: Policy-Controlled
Migration

A Production: Y =AL°L™ 0<a <1

A Labor: .= (s+ou)l

L,=(1—s+(l—0o)u)l,

A Government Budget: Nb=rY

A Individuals: 1w =e¢ —

10

o 14=

[ —

L—|—':'LE:

C; = EI'+ |,J_ — '.'_jl EE:IL'..L;




Theory: Policy-Controlled Migration
Stylized Model

A Indirect Utility function:

Viloy ., m) =
=b(oypu. 1)+ (1 —7) (o pu, 7)wi (o;u. 7) — - Loy w7 =

. dVvilo) db o dw; (o)
A Median Voter: L e+ (1 —7) (o) —
Loy LT kel
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Theory: Policy-Controlled Migration
Stylized Model

AThe share of skilled i mmigr
on the indirect utility.

AFirst, an increase in u inc
and thereby the level of benefits, b.

ASecond, an increase in 0 de

wages and raises unskilled labor wages.

A If the median voter is unskilled, both effects are
positive. Thus, the unskilled median voter is
unambiguously for skilled immigration.

A If the domestic median voter is skilled, however,
the two effects are conflicting.

A Therefore: 0s <Qu=1.
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Comparative statics: Policy-Controlled
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Free Migration Stylized Model

Individuals in the source country are
heterogeneous: in each skill level, there is a
continuum (with respect to any other quality other
than labor skills, for instance, migration costs) of

reservation utilities.
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Parsimoneous Model._Free Migration

Stylized Model

A Define skilled and unskilled migration:

m, = g

m, = (1 —o)u

A The cut-off reservation utility is:

A Implying:
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Testable Implications

A The main results of the theory:

do ™ dof
= -
dr — 7 dr

= )

A Namely, if migration is free, the generosity of the
welfare state has an adverse effect on the skill
composition of immigrants.

A If, however, the skill mixture of migration is
controlled by policy, then the generosity of the
welfare state has a positive effect on it.
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Decomposition of Data

Data is decomposed into two groups: A

(1) Group A contains only source-host A
pairs of countries within the EU-- free
migration;

(2) Group B includes only source i host A
pairs for which the source country Is non-
EU country and the host is an EU country.

17



|dentification strategy

(1) Decomposition into group A and group A
B Is exogenous to the dependent variable

(2) The generosity of the welfare state, is A
averaged, lagged and instrumented
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Two altrnative instruments

(The measure of social benefits for each host A
country instrumented by legal origin;

(2) We cluster the sample of host countries by A
linguistic similarity, legal origin and geographical
proximity into several groups. In each group for
either host country we construct an IV measure:
the average predetermined value of welfare

state benefits of the OTHER countries in the

group.
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Tax rates and welfare benefits are
correlated by competition within
each groupo leading to exogeneity

The groups: (England and Ireland); (Austria, Germany, A
Switzerland); (Belgium, France, Italy, the Netherlands,
Greece); (Denmark, Sweden; Norway, Finland);
(Portugal, Spain).

Plausibly, countries within each group have strong A
economic relations and similar social systems. Thus tax
rates and welfare benefits are correlated by competition.

IT IS NOT LIKELY THAT THE MIGRATION DECISION A
TO MOVE TO A COUNTRY WITHIN A GROUP
DEPENDS ON THE LAGGED VALUE OF THE
BENEFITS OF OTHER COUNTRY IN THE GROUP!
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Empirical Evidence: Assumptions

A These are 16 European countries: Austria, Belgium,
Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland,
Italy, Netherlands, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, U.K.,
Norway and Switzerland.

A The second group (group B) includes only source-
host pairs of countries, within which the source
country residents cannot freely move, work and get
benefits in either of the host country.

A The host countries are the same 16 countries.

A The source countries are 10 developed countries:
U.S., Canada, Japan, Australia, New Zealand, Israel,
Taiwan, Hong Kong, Korea and Singapore.
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ldentification Assumptions

It embodies our threefold identification assumptions:
I Immigration within group A is free

I Immigration within group B is controlled and
screened by policies of the host countries

I The decomposition into groups A and B is
exogenous to the skill composition of immigrants
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Empirical Evidence: Assumptions

A If immigration is indeed free within Group A, then a
competitive equilibrium is achieved.

A In which case, a change in welfare-state benefits
within the host countries, other things being equal,
generate a change in the supply side of immigrants.

A Plausibly, the demand for labor immigrants is
iIndependent of the welfare-state benefits.

A Hence, within group A, welfare-policy changes
Identifies the considerations of the potential
Immigrants.

A These consideration Implicates that: ds” <0
df
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Empirical Evidence: Assumptions
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Empirical Evidence: Assumptions

A If immigration is indeed restricted within group B,
t hen the nAndemando for 1| mmigg
Inelastic.

A (It is not demand per se, but regulated quota)

ATherefore, only shifts of t
the migration policy, can change the equilibrium
rates of immigration.

A Hence, within group B, welfare-policy changes
Identifies the considerations of the policy-makers
within the host countries.

A These consideration implicates that: ds*, 0
dt
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Empirical Evidence: Assumptions
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Empirical Evidence: Data

A Immigration Data (Docquier and Marfouk (2006)):

A The data contains bilateral stock of immigrants,
based on census and register data, for the years
1990 and 2000.

A Immigrants are at working age (25+), defined as
foreign born, subdivided into three classes of
education level: low-skilled (0-8 schooling years),
medium-skilled (9-12 schooling years) and high-
skilled (13+ schooling years).

A Stock variables are more reliable than flow data, as
flow data disregards return migration movements,
which may distort the estimated effects.

A Moreover, endogenous dynamic of equilibrium rates,
are better captured by stocks than flows.
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Empirical Evidence: Data

A Data for welfare-state benefits per capita is based on
OECD's Analytical Database.

A We use lagged average rates between 1974-1990.

A Social benefits encompass all kinds of social public
expenditures, in cash or in kind, including, for
Instance, old age transfers, incapacity related
benefits, health care, unemployment compensations
and so on.

A The data is PPP-converted to 1990 U.S. dollars.
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The Econometric Approach

YVe Start wWith the IolloWwing migratlon sStock shares guatlons:

I J— i - - o M
-:II"I-.EJ'L:t:H — —'1"-{.5,.?"_:'#—1,-5":""1:_{ T Lshte | + ys,h:t.e'—”H '11 "]

*rl"fs:h..t,_ﬂ = —':ll’fs,h:t—l,eﬂl.- + Tahte | T ya.n’::i‘:ej_ﬂ

The dependent variable M 1n the first (second) equation 1s the migration
stock 1n period ¢, from the source country 5 nte the host countrv h, of
high-skilled H (low-skilled L) individuals, as a share of the host country’s
individuals at the same skill level. The explanatory variables are as follows:

First, M. p: 1. 15 the stock of migrants 1n the host country f, from the
source country s, at the preceding period. ¥ — 1, as a share of the host
country = mnmdividuals at the same slall level. Naturally, the stock share 1n
period t 1= dependent upon the stock share in the previcus period, ¢ — 1.
The auto-correlation effect 15 depicted by aog and arp . for high skill migrants

and low skilled migrants, respectively. Note that we denote the lagged stock

29



Explanatory Variables

Second, . p .. 15 & group of variables that have the same effect on the 1m-
migration of high and low sklled individuals, «. For instance. 1t 15 reasonable
to assume that the democracy level, or corruption level in the host country.
bear the same 1mpact on the immigration of low and high skill individuals.
az captured by . Note that the variables in 7 are not confined to the skill
level of the dependent variable.

Third, ¥;nte. 15 & group of variables that have a different effect across
skill level, 45 and 57, respectively. For instance, ¥ can include the scurce-
host ratio of the unemployment rates of the diffenert skills (college graduates
and high school dropouts). It could be that unemployment deters low-skilled
more than high-zslkilled potential immigrants, given alternative emplovemt
options (like the ability to change carrer intoc a more desirable one under

market conditions).
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Differencing

We now difference the equations in (17), yielding the slall-chiferences

equation:

A . A, A ¢
Mepsg1=Mps 108 1L T Vshtelp (18)

The dependent varnable, M, ;:z_1. can be considered as a meazure for
the skill composition of the flow of immigrants. The skill-differences model
estimates therefore relative effects of the regressors over My, 5 _r. The
higher M, j,; g_r 15, the ligher 15 the skill composition the immigrants’ flow.
Hence. a positive estimation of a certain coefficient indicates a positive effect

on the skill composition measure of the immigrants. and vice verza.
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Observables and non observables

We now speeify Japse = (Zspiote Ushie). Into observable variables

Tohs e and unohservable varihles u,; ;.. Note that we lag our observ-

ahle vanables, to reduce the possibility of correlation with the unohservable

vanahles. Hence:

Mopegr=Mopiie0m0+0apioielpg Flonse (19]
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Group A and Group B

We now turn to express our decomposition of the data into two groups:
group A (of (5, h) pairs within which free migration 15 allowed) and group B
(of (5, h) pairs where the source country originated individuals cannot freely

migrate mnto the host countries):

Mizg_r=M;s 05 1+ DM, 1eﬂH L I_I',ﬁ—l:Ej} D 1e3gf L
(20)
0. tjeA
where D; =
1. fjEB

- Ujs

te



The Estimated Equation

Finally, we specity the model as tollows

ol r

{Qn

Miog-1.= bemnrs-wdi g Dibh sl

whete M;gg 51 15 the high-low difference 1 stocks shares of migrants, n

000, Migration data 15 taken from Docquier and Martouk (2006). The data
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Dependent Variable: High-Low Difference in Migration Stock Shares at 2000

OLS OLS \Y% \Y%

benefits per capita (host country) -0.139 -0.111 -0.199 -0.205
(0.049)*** (0.054)** (0.079)** (0.086)**

benefits per capita (host country) X R 0.135 0.133 0.195 0.226
(0.054)** (0.061)** (0.079)** (0.088)**

migration stock share in 1990 - low skilled -0.755 -0.757 -0.750 -0.750
(0.097)*** (0.095)*** (0.098)*** (0.097)***

migration stock share in 1990 - low skilled X R 1.673 1.694 1.669 1.687
(0.185)*** (0.180)*** (0.185)*** (0.181)***

migration stock share in 1990 - high skilled 1.076 1.082 1.071 1.071
(0.131)*** (0.127)*** (0.132)*** (0.130)***

migration stock share in 1990 - high skilled X R -0.729 -0.734 -0.723 -0.723
(0.134)*** (0.130)*** (0.135)*** (0.133)***

high-low labor ratio in 1990 (host country) -0.459 -0.459
(0.165)*** (0.165)***

high-low labor ratio in 1990 (host country) X F -0.088 0.221

(0.558) (0.542)

Observations 400 400 400 400
R-squared 0.857 0.858 0.856 0.856

Migration into 16 European countries, from 26 developed countries (inclusive of the 16 host countri

which free migration is allowed);

F (R) is a dummy variable for the 16 (10) source countries whose migration into the 16 host countri
IVV: legal origin of the host country (English, Scandivavian, German-French)

Robust %tandard errors in parentheses

* gignificant at 10%: ** significant at 5%: *** significant at 1%
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Robustness Tests

4.4 Robustness Tests

Our rcbhustness test 13 divided into three parts. First, we replace the measure
of our variable of interests. Instead of using the log-value of the average be-
tween 1974-1990. we use different periods (1950-1985, 1950-1990, 19530-1995 .
1950-2000. 1930-2005). All estimations supports our hypothesis regarding
the negative, market-based, supplyv-side effect. The positive, policv-based.
demand-side effect 12 only weakly supported, as the results are not signifi-
cant. We also replace the welfare-state benefits by the log-value of old age
pension pavments, averged between 1930-2000. Clearly, this 12 the largest
component of sccial security. Based on the PAY G syvstems, 1t reflect redis-
tribution of mcome which stands at the heart of our parsimonious model
[whereas other components of welfare benefits mayv reflect additional consid-
erations, like mmsurance and others). The results are perfectly 1in line with
our main indings. We also constructed a different index for the welfare gen-
erosity. We calculated the average tax proceeds per capita, excluding the

portion for defense expenses. Again, the result match opur main findings.



EMPILHGCA NEVIE ENCERRONPDUSINESS

Dependent Variable: Medium-Low Difference in Migration Stock Shares at 2000
OLS OLS 1\ 1\
benefits per capita (host country) -0.215 -0.126 -0.173 -0.152
(0.082)***  (0.082) (0.065)*** (0.068)**
benefits per capita (host country) X R 0.198 0.113 0.156 0.139
(0.082)** (0.083) (0.065)** (0.068)**
migration stock share in 1990 - low skilled -0.668 -0.666 -0.670 -0.665
(0.139)*** (0.133)*** (0.139)*** (0.132)***
migration stock share in 1990 - low skilled X R 0.130 0.133 0.132 0.132
(0.224) (0.221) (0.224) (0.221)
migration stock share in 1990 - medium skilled 0.890 0.895 0.892 0.894
(0.159)*** (0.152)*** (0.159)*** (0.151)***
migration stock share in 1990 - medium skilled X R 0.293 0.286 0.290 0.287
(0.402) (0.401) (0.402) (0.401)
medium-low labor ratio in 1990 (host country) -0.065 -0.065
(0.056) (0.056)
medium-low labor ratio in 1990 (host country) X F -1.663 -1.614
(0.485)*** (0.485)***
Observations 400 400 400 400
R-squared 0.727 0.746 0.726 0.746
Migration into 16 European countries, from 26 developed countries (inclusive of the 16 host countri
which free migration is allowed);
F (R) is a dummy variable for the 16 (10) source countries whose migration into the 16 host countri
IV: legal origin of the host country (English, Scandivavian, German-French)
Robust standard errors in parentheses
3 P significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%
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Dependent Variable: High-Low Difference in Migration Stock Shares at 2000

OLS OLS (\Y4 [\
benefits per capita (host country) -0.138 -0.147 -0.279 -0.320
(0.068)** (0.070)** (0.122)** (0.133)**
benefits per capita (host country) X R 0.159 0.167 0.301 0.340
(0.072)** (0.074)** (0.123)** (0.134)**
migration stock share in 1990 - low skilled -0.750 -0.751 -0.742 -0.741
(0.096)*** (0.095)*** (0.098)*** (0.097)***
migration stock share in 1990 - low skilled X R 1.710 1.711 1.702 1.701
(0.166)*** (0.165)*** (0.167)*** (0.166)***
migration stock share in 1990 - high skilled 1.076 1.081 1.063 1.065
(0.128)*** (0.123)*** (0.130)*** (0.127)***
migration stock share in 1990 - high skilled X R -0.731 -0.736 -0.718 -0.720
(0.130)*** (0.126)*** (0.133)*** (0.129)***
high-low labor ratio in 1990 (host country) -0.342 -0.342
(0.199)* (0.199)*
high-low labor ratio in 1990 (host country) X F -0.852 -0.962
(0.874) (0.896)
common language -0.061 -0.076 -0.039 -0.051
(0.048) (0.054) (0.049) (0.052)
common language X R 0.027 0.049 0.005 0.024
(0.059) (0.064) (0.058) (0.061)
log distance 0.044 0.035 0.055 0.048
(0.034) (0.031) (0.036) (0.033)
log distance X R 0.014 0.023 0.003 0.010
(0.039) (0.037) (0.041) (0.039)
GDP per capita (host country) 0.029 0.188 0.178 0.385
(0.074) (0.129) (0.128) (0.205)*
GDP per capita (host country) X R -0.097 -0.208 -0.247 -0.405
(0.080) (0.136) (0.130)* (0.207)*
GDP per capita (source country) -0.062 -0.070 -0.051 -0.057
(0.084) (0.085) (0.082) (0.084)
GDP per capita (source country) X R 0.031 0.038 0.020 0.026
(0.084) (0.086) (0.083) (0.085)
Observations 400 400 400 400
R-squared 0.863 0.865 0.860 0.861

Migration into 16 European countries, from 26 developed countries (inclusive of the 16 host countr

which free migration is allowed);

F (R) is a dummy variable for the 16 (10) source countries whose migration into the 16 host countri
IV: legal origin of the host country (English, Scandivavian, German-French)

Robust standard errors in parentheses

* significant at 10%o; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%




Replacing the period for the
benefits

Dependent Variable: High—Lcrw Difference i h'Iigration Stock Shares at 2000

average years for the benefits: 850-85 30-90 50-95 30-00 850-05

benefits per capita (in logs) (host) -0.054 -0.033 -0.059 -0.061 -0.078
(0,024 (00235 )= (0.025)%** (0026 == (00327

benefits per capita (in logs) (host) X R 0.026 0.029 0034 0.037 0.035

(0025 (0.025) (0.026) (0.027) (0033

migration stock share in 1990 - low skilled -0.762 -0.762 -0.762 -0.762 -0.762
(D098 )=+ [(Q.0DF)*= (0.098)=w=  (DOQB =k (D 09F)#=

migration stock share in 1990 - low skilled X R 1.683 1.683 1.683 1.683 1.682
(0186 y=+= (0. 186+ (D.186)y=+= (D186 (0. 187 )+

migration stock share in 1990 - high skilled 1.088 1.088 1.088 1.088 1.088
(01324 (D 132)%* (0 13Zy=sx (D 132 (0131 )=

migration stoclk share in 1990 - high skilled X R -0.741 -0.741 -0.741 -0.741 -0.741
(0.1 34 == (0.1 34)%= (0.1 34pew= (0 134 e+ (0.1 34+

Observations 400 400 400 400 400
B-sguared 0.853 0.853 0.853 0.853 0.854

the 16 host countnes, among which free mugration 1s allowed);

the 16 host countries 1s (not) free;
Robust standard errors in parentheses

# siomificant at 10%; ** sipmificant at 5%, =*

* siemificant at 1%

Magration mte 16 Buropean conuntnes, from 26 developed countrnes (inclusive of

F (R} 2z a dummy varnable for the 16 (10) source countrnes whose enugration into

Table 4: Robustness test: replacing the period of the welfare-state benefits
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Pension payments as the benefits

Dependent Variable: High-Low Difference in Migration Stock Shares at 2000
OLS OLS
Old age benefits (in logs) 1950-2000 (host) -0.109 -0.079
(D00 (DD 300
Old age benefits (in logs) 1950-2000 (host) X R 009G 0.093
(0,042 +* (0.0 34k
migration stock share in 19920 - low skilled -1.763 -0.764
(0097 == (0097w
migration stock share in 1990 - low skilled X R 1.680 1.696
(0. 186)=+= [0 183+
migration stock share in 1990 - high slkilled 1.088 1.092
(D131 (D129
migration stock share in 1990 - high slilled X R -0.741 -0.744
(D1 34yre (D131
high-low labor ratio in 1990 (host country) -0.435
(0.1 4ok
high-low labor ratico in 1990 (host country) X F -0.074
(0494
Observations 400 400
B-squared 0. 836 0.857
AMigration into 16 BEuropean countries, from 26 developed countries (inclusive of
the 16 host countries, among which free mugration is allowed);
F (B} is a dummy vanable for the 16 (10) source conntries whose emugration into
the 16 host countries 1s (not) free;
Fobust standard ecrors in parentheses
* siomuficant at 10%s; =% sionificant at 5%, *** sicmuficant at 1%%

Table 5: Robustness test: using old age pension payvments instead of overall

welfare transfers



Index of non-defense- spending
measure for the benefits

Dependent Variable: High-Low Difference in Migration Stock Shares at 2000

OLS QLS
benefits index (host) -0.127 -0.083
(0049 %% (0053
benefits index (host) X R 0.102 0,092
(0.0567* (0065
migration stock share in 1920 - low skilled 0762
(009G =+
migration stock share in 19920 - low skilled X R 1. 692
(0 1B52y+=*
migration stock share in 1920 - high skilled 1.08%9
(0. 128)***
migration stock share in 1920 - high skilled X R -0 741
(0 131 )=*
high-low labor ratio in 1990 (host country) -0424
(0. 209 =
high-low labor ratio in 1990 (host country) X F -0.161
(0.593)
Observatons 400 400
R-zquared 0.E55 0857

benefits index=log(real GDF per worker * (tax rate - defense expenses,/GDP))
Migration mnto 16 BEuropean countries, from 26 develeoped countries (inclusive of
the 16 host countries, among which free migration is allowed);

F (R} is a dummy vanable for the 16 (10} source conntries whose emigration into
the 16 host countries is (not) free;

Robust standard errors in parentheses

* sipmuficant at 10%5; ** sionificant at 3%0; **% significant at 1%

Table 6: Robustness test: using index measure for welfare state benefits



Adding the Gini Coefficient

IDependent WVarialble: HFligh T .ow Difference in MWMigration Stock Shares at 2000

OIS L
benefits per capidta (in logs) 19741990 (Ivost) -0.1421 —iD. e
(O D S0 =k (O OG-+
benefits per capita (i logs) 19741900 (host)y XN R o142 O 14
(D D5 50+ D e
muigraticon stock share in 1990 - low sklkkilled 0. 755 - TEST
(I e Ty ek o [ DD Sk ek
muigration stock share 1 1990 - low skilled 3 R 1.&77 1.707
(.1 B y=eks (017 8=
migration stock share in 1990 - high skilled 1 057G 1. 052
(D1 S A== (O 1 25w
muigraticon stock share 1 1990 - high skalled 3 R -T2 0. 754
DL R S R (O] 2Bk ek
gimi coefficient (before rax-transfers) (lwoast) LG S -0 044
(O 254 {0 369
gini coefficient {(before tax tramnsfers) (Ihhost) X R -0 226G . 23=
(. 245 (D 3IE5])
high-lows lalor ratio i 1990 (Ihhrhost cowrmtry) -0 Gl
L e I ) e
Ihigh-loww labor ratio i 1990 (host cowmmtry ) 3 F O.032
(O 72200
O hservations <O <220
R -sqnarared 0 B57 0. .8559

Mhaigratbon mmte 16 Buropean countries, foocimm 26 developed countrmes (inclhasive of
the 16 host comntries, among which free mugration is allowed);

F (B} 1s a dumesny vanmable for the 16 (10 source countries whose emuigratiosn into
the 16 host cowntoies is {(nnot) free;

Robust standard errors 1n parenitheses

* sagowficant at 1095, =+ aigyniificant at 5% % sioguficant ar 1%%6

Table 7T: Robustness test: including ginil coefficient



Adding Gravity variables



