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Abstract

Over the last decade, a growing body of theoretical and empirical research has

attempted to uncover the mechanisms behind return migration, as well as the

consequences for the migrant and her immediate personal network (household,

community), the destination and the origin countries. This article provides

a review of the return migration literature, focusing primarily on the micro-

level perspective of migrants and their households. A typology of temporary

migration is presented and return migration is placed among other types of

non-permanent migratory moves. Different approaches have been proposed by

the literature with regard to the identification and measurement of returnees.

Finally, the theoretical literature and a selection of empirical findings on de-

terminants, timing, selectivity as well as consequences of return migration are

summarized and discussed.



1 Introduction

Until the 1980s, economic models of migration have primarily been based on the

assumption that migrants would remain permanently at the destination, unless

their migration project had failed. The evidence, however, shows that migration

is very often temporary, and does not necessarily reflect a failure at destination.

Migrants may return either because the return was already envisaged in the ini-

tial migration plan as part of an optimal life-cycle location sequence, or because

intentions changed over time, transforming a planned permanent migration into

a temporary one.

Early estimates of return migration suggest that up to 70% of the 1971 Latin

American immigrant cohort had left the US by 1979 (Jasso and Rosenzweig,

1982). A more recent analysis for the UK estimates that only approximately

two thirds of all migrants who arrived in Britain between 1992 and 2002 were

still in the country five years later (Dustmann and Weiss, 2007). However, the

study also highlights large differences in return rates depending on the region

of origin. Africans and Indians return at a much lower return rate compared to

e.g. Europeans or immigrants from the Middle East.

These findings on the scale of return migration have triggered an increasing

interest of policy-makers from both sending and receiving countries, who con-

sider return migration to be a “triple-win” game for all parties (Agunias and

Newland, 2007): receiving countries receive (targeted) labour supply; sending

countries benefit from remittances transferred by the migrants while they are

abroad, and from their capital and knowledge transfers after the return; and the

migrant himself may face less obstacles in the migration process, improved work

and living conditions abroad, and may obtain an assistance which facilitates the

return and the reintegration in the country of origin.1

The reasoning seems appealing, but the triple-win situation is difficult to

achieve. Past experiences have shown that policy approaches to managing mi-

gration and return have been to a large extent inadequate, and that the impact

of temporary migration is ambiguous. One example is the guest worker pro-

gram established in Germany in the 1950s and 1960s, which foresaw that the

immigration of workers would be strictly temporary. Since no active measures

were taken to enforce the return, immigrants stayed and became permanent

1E.g. the French “Aide publique a la réinsertion” from 1987;

http://info.assedic.fr/unijuridis/index.php?chemin=/txlr/d87844.xml
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migrants. The perception that nobody left Germany is however equally wrong,

since “more than two thirds of the foreign workers admitted [. . . ] have returned”

(Böhning, 1984 p.147). It is therefore not easily predictable and controllable if

and when migrants leave the host country. Besides, the host country perspective

only tells us that migrants do leave at a certain point in time, without tracing

the returnees to their home countries, and without providing information on

their future activities, earnings and potential repeat migrations. The impact of

temporary migration is likely to vary considerably depending on the individual

characteristics of migrants, the motives of both out-migration and return, and

the socio-economic context and trends in the host and home countries. Effects

may also differ between the short- and the long-run, and between different levels

of analysis (individual, household, community, and country level) (Ammassari

and Black, 2001). Research on development impacts of return must also take

into account that some returnees may leave their home country again after some

time.

Over the last decade, a growing body of theoretical and empirical research

has attempted to uncover the mechanisms behind return migration, as well as

the consequences for the migrant and her immediate personal network (house-

hold, community), the destination and the origin countries. The following sec-

tions will review the existing return migration literature, focusing primarily on

the micro-level perspective of migrants and their households. Section 2 presents

a typology of temporary migration and places return migration among other

types of non-permanent migratory moves. Section 3 addresses the question of

how to use different data sources to identify and measure returnees. Section 4

summarizes the theoretical literature and presents a selection of empirical find-

ings on determinants, timing, selectivity and consequences of return migration.

Section 5 concludes.

2 Typology of temporary migration

Different classifications of migration types have been proposed by the literature.

Figure 1 shows one possible typology, which is based on Dustmann (2000),

and Dustmann and Weiss (2007).2 It distinguishes in the first place between

2Migration as discussed in this review does not include any short-term moves whereby the

migrant does not change her main place of residence, e.g. visits, business trips.
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economically motivated moves and other factors, such as political persecution,

climate changes or natural disasters, and family-related moves (marriage, family

reunification). Focusing on the economic motives, one can further separate the

temporary forms of migration from the permanent ones. While the classification

by Dustmann and Weiss (2007) takes the perspective of the host country to

define permanent and temporary moves, this typology draws the classification

from the home country’s point of view. A migration is temporary if the migrant

returns at least once to her home country after she first left; it is permanent if

she stays abroad. Moreover, it adds the dimension of permanent and temporary

returns. Given the lack of data with information about residence and household

characteristics before migration as well as after return, return migration has

usually been defined and analysed at the highest geographical level - return to

the origin country. To better understand motives and consequences of return

migration, it would be useful to go into more detail on the features of the return:

does the migrant return to the village, town, region from where she departed

or not? Does the migrant integrate into the same household, into a different

household, or is a new household founded?

In the case of a permanent migration, the migrant can either decide to stay

in one single destination country, or to live for some time in one country before

moving on to another destination. This form of migration is called transient

migration. Whether transient migration exists depends very much on the con-

text in which the migration takes place. Migrations from Mexico, for example,

are rarely transient, since its geographical location makes the US the princi-

pal destination. Migration from Africa is much more diversified, and migrants

from Sub-Saharan African, for example, may stay for several years in Algeria

or Libya before crossing European borders (Kohnert, 2007). Migrants may also

adjust their migration plans “on the way”, and move to another destination af-

ter learning about new opportunities or obtaining new information, e.g. about

differences in immigration policies in various destination countries.

One can sub-classify temporary migration depending on whether migrants

return to their home country by their own choice. What Dustmann (2000) de-

fines as contract migration describes a situation whereby the migrant cannot

freely choose when to return. The return time is exogenously fixed by a work-

ing contract or a limited residence permit. The case of student migration is

similar to contract migration, if students receive a permit which is limited to

3



the duration of their study programme. If the return is not enforced, migrants

may however overstay their permit. Another type of involuntary return would

therefore be the deportation by the host country. Voluntary return occurs if

the migrant decides by him-/herself if and when to return, or if the decision is

taken by or together with the social network.

Figure 1: Migration typology, based on Dustmann (2000)

The return itself can as well be differentiated according to its permanent or

temporary nature. Returnees may decide to stay in their home country, or to

migrate again. One speaks of circulatory migration if the migrant moves fre-

quently between the home and a destination country. Circulation is often linked

to contract migration, for example if migration occurs regularly in the harvest

season. Repeat migrants do not follow a regular migratory pattern, but decide

after some time spent in the origin country to depart again, either to the same or

a different destination country. A variation of repeat migration can be identified

if one sets the household as the level of analysis. Repeat migrations within the

household would occur if several household members migrated consecutively.

The typology is certainly not exhaustive, and focuses deliberately on the

issue of temporary versus permanent moves. Moreover, many migration types

are not exclusive, although they are presented separately for reasons of clarity.

Family migration, for example, may also coincide with a secondary economic

motivation, and family-related concerns may underlie the return decision. Tran-

sient migration may also turn out to be temporary, if a migrant returns back

4



to her country of origin after having lived in various countries. Given that the

return is exogenously determined in the case of contract migration and hence

raise fewer questions to be explored, I will focus in the following sections on

voluntary returns.

3 Identifying and measuring return migrants

While it is already a challenge to capture the entry of immigrants, it is even

more difficult to identify and measure which and when immigrants leave the

country. Data is most often collected at arrival or within the country, making

it difficult to track migrants across borders. Authors have therefore reverted to

indirect measures of return migration. Most often, this implies using repeated

cross-sections of census and/or survey data which include information about

foreign-born individuals and their year of arrival. One can then compare the

resident foreign-born population at the end of a given period (e.g. the decennial

census period) with the number of persons who would be expected to be in the

country if there was no emigration, adjusting for mortality and naturalization.

The resulting difference would give a measure of the out-migration rate, and

the method is therefore also referred to as “residual approach”.

This approach has first been applied by Warren and Peck (1980), who esti-

mated that around 1.14 million foreign-born had left the United States between

1960 and 1970 based on Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS; now U.S.

Citizenship and Immigration Service) and census data. Jasso and Rosenzweig

(1982) refine the method by focusing on the immigrant cohort that arrived in

the U.S. in 1971 and estimating lower- and upper-bounds for the cumulative

net emigration rate by region of origin as of 1979, taking into account as well

the problem of non-reporting of address data by non-permanent immigrants.

Lower-bound estimates are based on the survey of income and education data,

which taps a larger foreign-born population than INS data, since it includes

also some illegal immigrants and so called non-immigrants (e.g. students, busi-

ness people). The remaining immigrant cohort in 1979 is therefore likely to be

larger than according to the upper-bound estimates, the emigration rate lower.

Other authors have applied similar approaches, such as Borjas and Bratsberg

(1996) and Ahmed and Robinson (1994) for the United States. Dustmann and

Weiss (2007) use British Labour Force survey data, a rotating panel conducted
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each quarter, to estimate emigration rates for cohorts that arrived in the United

Kingdom between 1992 and 2002.

This method involves usually a certain degree of measurement error. Some

data sources, such as census data, do not cover all types of immigrant popula-

tions (illegal immigrants, visitors, students); the adjustments that have to be

made, for example for mortality by age, gender, country group etc. add to the

potential bias. Data that is collected in large time lags, such as censuses, do

not capture emigration for short-term migrants, whose migration period falls

between the two censuses. This implies that circulation between the data col-

lection dates is not captured properly (van Hook et al., 2006). This measure is

also rather suited for macro-level analysis of temporary migration, as in Borjas

and Bratsberg (1996), who use source-country characteristics to examine the

determinants of out-migration by country of origin. Other possible segmenta-

tions would be by age, gender and arrival cohort. Dustmann and Weiss (2007)

add labour-market characteristics under the assumption that the affiliation to a

specific occupational group does not change over the period under examination.

Characteristics which are time-varying in a non-systematic manner can not be

analysed in this way, since changes can be due to either a selective drop-out of

return migrants or to time-variations in individual immigrant characteristics.

An alternative approach takes advantage of the phenomenon of attrition

in panel data. When attrition due to emigration of the foreign-born can be

separated from other reasons of panel attrition, one can identify those who

left. Van Hook et al. (2006) use the U.S. Current Population Survey (CPS)

to obtain better estimates for recent arrivals and of selectivity based on time-

varying characteristics. The CPS consists of repeated interviews of individuals

living at the same address over a period of 16 months. People can be absent

at the follow-up interview for three reasons: an individual died, moved within

the U.S., or emigrated. In addition, there is a residual group that could not

be followed up for other reasons, such as non-response or coding errors. The

authors obtain a measure of the emigration rate by averaging the estimated

probability of emigration across all foreign-born in the sample.

The German Socio-Economic Panel (GSOEP) is the second data source

which has been used to examine return migration based on panel attrition (e.g.

Dustmann, 2003a; Dustmann, 2003b; Bellemare, 2004; Constant and Massey,

2003; Constant and Zimmermann, 2003a). Unlike the CPS, the GSOEP tracks
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individuals including the foreign-born within Germany over the course of the

panel. Internal migrants stay therefore in the sample. In addition, the panel

survey, which started in 1984 and oversamples immigrants, indicates “moved

abroad” as one of the reasons for attrition. Under the assumption that these

individuals are returnees, Dustmann (2003b) finds that 20% of the sample im-

migrant population in 1984 returned home over the following 13 years.

The problem of both types of measures is that one observes only that an

immigrant leaves the host country, and has to assume that this corresponds to

a return. It could however well be the case that the migrant moved on to a

third country (transient migration). Biases can arise if onward-moving migra-

tion exhibits a selection pattern that differs from both return and permanent

migration.

A method which avoids this ambiguity is to use return intention data instead

of realized returns. Dustmann (2000) argues that the history of return intentions

are the optimal data source for modelling the effect of return migration on

economic decisions in the host country, such as labour supply, since the economic

behaviour is determined by intentions, not by the realizations. Intentions are

on the other hand less appropriate to model return determinants and durations,

since migrants are likely to adjust their plans over the course of their migration

experience (van Baalen and Mueller, 2008).

Return migration has also been analysed from the home country perspec-

tive, in particular with regard to determinants of return and economic behaviour

after return. This type of research reverts to data on previous migration ex-

periences collected after return in order to identify returnees. The Mexican

Migration Project (MMP), a longitudinal data set which has been collecting

retrospective data on Mexico-US migration experiences from 1982 on, has been

used for several studies investigating the determinants of return, the duration

of return and business formations by return migrants (e.g. Massey et al., 1987;

Massey and Espinosa, 1997; Lindstrom, 1996; Reyes, 1997; Reyes, 2001; Reyes

and Mameesh, 2002). Given that the U.S. is the sole destination for Mexican

migrants, Massey and Singer (1995) estimate illegal and legal migrants’ emi-

gration rates from the United States through the analysis of the life histories

contained in the MMP. Since Mexican migration is characterized by circulation,

each return trip contributes to gross emigration separately and estimated rates

are therefore considerably higher than estimates based on the residual approach
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or on panel attrition in CPS data3.

The MIREM project coordinated by the European University Institute has

recently conducted a survey on a sample of approximately 1000 return migrants

in the Maghreb countries Algeria, Morocco and Tunisia, which includes ques-

tions about the conditions before migration, during the migration period, and

after migration (e.g. Gubert and Nordman, 2008a; Gubert and Nordman, 2008b;

Stark and Fan, 2007). Cross-section “home country” data sources employed in

the analysis of return migration, which however rarely include information on

time points before the return, comprise e.g. the Egyptian labour force sample

survey and labour market survey (McCormick and Wahba, 2001; McCormick

and Wahba, 2003; Wahba and Zenou, 2008), the survey on Tunesian return mi-

grants conducted by the “Office des Travailleurs Tunisiens à l’Etranger” (Mes-

nard, 2004), a survey on Pakistani return migrants conducted by the ILO and

the Federal Bureau of Statistics in Pakistan (Ilahi, 1999), the World Bank Living

Standard Measurement Surveys (Kilic et al., 2007 for Albania) and the surveys

on Migration and Urbanization in West Africa (REMUAO) (De Vreyer et al.,

2008).

If one is interested in determinants and selectivity of return, it is important

to establish whether a migration experience or a return can be considered to

be permanent. Since most of the observations are likely to be right-censored,

i.e. individuals have not migrated or returned at the point of the data collec-

tion, but may well do so in the future, it is a challenge to distinguish actual

“non-migrants”, “return migrants staying permanently in their home country”

and “repeat migrants”. Appropriate econometric methods must be therefore

employed in order to account for the censoring present in the data (Bijwaard,

2005; Cameron and Trivedi, 2005).

4 Return migration in theory and empirical ev-

idence

The theoretical and applied economic literature on return migration explores

five closely interrelated key questions:

1. The determinants of return migration - Why do migrants return?

3See van Hook et al. (2006) for a comparison of estimates of U.S. emigration rates.
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2. The selectivity of return migration, including its consequences for the com-

position and economic behaviour of the migrant population at destination

- Who returns?

3. The duration of migration and timing of return - When does the return

happen?

4. The consequences of migration and return as regards the labour market,

investment and remigration decisions of return migrants themselves, but

also concerning the effects at the household, community or even national

level.

Some of these decisions may be taken simultaneously by the migrant (and

the household), e.g. if to return, when, and what employment to take up

after the return. Furthermore, the selection pattern of return migrants

with regard to observable and unobservable characteristics will influence

occupational choice and earnings after return. The return is likely to be

closely linked to the determinants of the migration decision in the first

place, since return becomes an option as soon as the migrant has achieved

the aim set at the outset of the migration.

4.1 Why do migrants return?

In static neoclassical migration models, the migration decision is based on a

cost-benefit analysis by the potential migrant. Given wage differentials between

countries, the migrant aims at maximising her individual expected net lifetime

earnings by employing her human capital where it renders the highest returns

(Sjaastad, 1962; Harris and Todaro 1970). The migration is hence considered to

be a permanent event, and the model does not explain why return migration is

observed. Ways to reconcile the existence of return migration with the paradigm

of earnings-differentials as main migration factor include the following:

• The migration project failed (i.e. the migrant overestimated the expected

returns of migrating to a specific destination and/or underestimated the

costs due to imperfect information before departure),

• The economic situation at home improved or is expected to improve con-

siderably, leading to a convergence or even reversal of expected wages at

the origin and at destination, or
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• Human capital accumulated in the host country is transferable and achieves

higher (relative) returns at home than at the destination. One example are

student migrations, where the level of human capital obtained would situ-

ate an individual within the average group in the host country, but would

place the returnee among the educational elite at home and may increase

expected income at home sufficiently to trigger return (Dustmann, 2000).

If one broadens the concept of utility-maximization beyond the notion of

earnings maximisation by including non-monetary aspects, market imperfec-

tions or by extending from individual to a group utility, one can find expla-

nations for return even if the wage differential persists. The New Economics

of Labour Migration (NELM) literature (Lucas and Stark, 1985; Stark, 1991),

which has first been formulated in the context of rural-urban migrations and was

later on extended to international migrations, contributes a whole set of new

explanations for both departure and return migration. This approach shifts the

focus from the individual as utility-maximiser to the role of families, households

and even communities in negotiating joint migration decisions and maximising

joint utility.

By increasing family income through remittances, household members’ mi-

gration can be considered as a risk diversification and coping strategy for the

entire household. Migration decisions which might look irrational for an indi-

vidual migrant, for instance because expected mean income and even variance

are the same in both locations, can hence become sensible for the family or

group (Stark and Bloom, 1985). This approach also implies that the migrant

maintains strong economic and social ties with the origin community while be-

ing abroad, since the return is seen as an integral part of the migration project.

Economic ties between the migrant and her home community or household take

usually the form of transfers, and the first three motives of return which are

discussed below are hence closely linked to the phenomenon of remittances sent

home by the migrant.

Migration decisions which are triggered by household income maximisation

and risk minimization concerns, will entail transfers by the migrant to the house-

hold. The remittances and the insurance provided through accumulated savings

abroad may allow for higher-risk and high-return investments at home, such as

the use of new seeds or the start of a business. Over time, the household is likely

to become less dependent on the migrant’s earnings if the investments prove to
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be successful, allowing the migrant to return home (Stark, 1991).

Another determinant of migration suggested by NELM is the existence of

market imperfections or failures at the origin. The banking, insurance and

credit markets tend to be weak in developing countries, and even the existing

structures can rarely be accessed by the poor. Given these restrictions, migra-

tion is regarded as a second-best solution. Migrants can work abroad to send

remittances to be invested by the household (e.g. Adams, 1998). Alternatively,

migrants may remain abroad until they have accumulated sufficient savings to

provide the capital, or at least the collateral required to obtain a credit for in-

vestment at home. Once they have achieved the target-level of savings, they

return to their home countries (Stark, 1991; Mesnard, 2004; Yang, 2006).

If the perceived social and economic status depends on the comparison of the

own situation with others, e.g. the community one lives in, rather than on the

absolute value of wealth, migration may be triggered by the household’s “relative

deprivation” status (Stark and Taylor, 1991a; Stark and Taylor, 1991b; Stark

and Wang, 2000). The migrant contributes to improving the household’s relative

wealth status by sending remittances, and is able to return home as soon as the

household has achieved a satisfactory status compared to its reference group,

even if the absolute wealth may still be increased. In the context of return, this

approach is founded on the joint utility of the household, and assumes therefore

that the reference group, which determines the relative wealth status, remains

in the home country. While relative deprivation has been primarily regarded as

income deprivation, there are recent studies broadening the concept to include

land, housing characteristics and ownership of durables to capture the relative

deprivation of a household (Quinn, 2006).

A further reason for return migration is a higher purchasing power of the

host country currency in the home country. This implies that the Purchasing

Power Parity between origin and destination country does not hold and that

individuals can take advantage of higher wages abroad by migrating early on in

their lives, and of consumption at lower prices after returning to their countries

of origin (Stark et al.,1997). As long as savings can be accumulated abroad

and transferred home, return may happen even if wages were zero in the home

country. This would for example be the case of retirement migration, whereby

the migrant returns after the end of her working life in order to dissave in her

country of origin.
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Stark (1995) and Chau and Stark (1999) present yet another motive of re-

turn, which arises from the fact that migration may happen under asymmetric

information. Right after the migration, the employer of the migrant in the host

country is unable to assess the skill levels of the new employees. In this case,

all migrants will receive a pooled wage, which is based on an average skill level.

Over time and through monitoring the employees, the information symmetry

between employers and employees will be restored and wages will be adjusted

to the individual productivity levels. For low-skill migrants, this new wage may

not be sufficient to remain in the host country, and some migrants will return.

Moving from the one-generation to an intergenerational perspective, where

decisions have effects beyond the individual’s own life cycle, opens up further

lines of inquiry about return motives (Dustmann, 2003b; Djajic, 2008). Al-

truistic parents stay or return depending on what is better for their children.

Dustmann (2003b) suggests that the return decision is likely to depend on the

sex of the child and of the cultural background of the family. Parents may con-

sider that economic opportunities in the host country are better for sons, the

local environment in the home country better for daughters.

Most motives outlines so far can be combined with the assumption of location-

specific preferences, according to which migrants prefer consumption at home

over consumption abroad (Hill, 1987; Djajic and Milbourne, 1988; Raffelhueschen,

1992). The strength of preferences for the home country depends for example on

the migrant’s family situation (whether the spouse or children live in the home

or host country), her personal characteristics and perceptions, (e.g. health sat-

isfaction and perceived level of integration in the host society), and country

characteristics (climate, culture, mentality etc.). The cost of staying abroad is

likely to increase over time, since life is finite and the remaining time to be spent

in the home country becomes increasingly valuable. Furthermore, the marginal

benefit of higher wages abroad continues to increase, but at a decreasing rate.

When costs are equal to benefits, the migrant returns. In the context of loca-

tional preferences one can regard temporary migration as an interior solution to

the optimisation problem of migration duration, permanent and no migration

as corner solutions. Very strong preferences for the home country will lead to no

migration, permanent migration will occur if the benefits of migration outweigh

costs even at the end of the migrant’s lifetime (Dustman, 2000).
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Is the return-decision already taken before the migration even happens? Or

does an intended permanent migration transform into a temporary one? The

motives outlined above which are based on a joint migration strategy of the

household suggest that return is a premeditated outcome of a successful expe-

rience abroad, during which migrants work on meeting their goals (i.e., higher

incomes and accumulation of savings) while maintaining strong ties with their

household at origin, and diversifying the resources of the household through

remitting part of their incomes (Galor and Stark, 1990). Return due to fail-

ure in the host country, changes in the economic conditions at home and re-

establishment of the information asymmetry are more in line with adjustments

in intentions over the duration of the migration.

A series of empirical studies have tested the theoretical hypotheses regarding

motives of return. An early study on internal migration in the United States

by Da Vanzo (1983) broadens the neoclassical human-capital framework to in-

clude repeated moves. She uses the 1968-1975 waves of the Panel Study of

Income Dynamics in person-year format to test hypotheses regarding the ef-

fect of location-specific capital (approximated by home ownership, duration of

residence in one dwelling) and imperfect information (education, age, distance,

employment status before migration) on return and onward migration versus re-

maining at the first destination. The estimated coefficients of separate models

for repeat moves after one year and longer migration durations, indicate that

the “failure” hypothesis applies to those who return shortly after the migration,

but not to those who stayed at the destination for a longer time, and that the

acquisition of location-specific capital such as housing property deters future

moves. The author does however not find that location-specific capital at the

origin promotes return. Problems of simultaneity and endogeneity are not tack-

led, e.g. the possible reverse causality running from the decision to stay (to

return) to investment in housing property at destination (at home).

A seminal paper by Massey and Espinosa (1997) tests various theories on

the determinants of the annual odds of return from the United States to Mexico

based on retrospective data from the Mexican Migration Project (MMP) and

(mostly time-varying) community and macro-level data from secondary sources.

The authors estimate dichotomous discrete-time event-history model on the

years 1965 to 1989, whereby male documented and undocumented migrants are

followed from the year of entry into the United States to their return or the
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survey date4. The authors find that the odds of returning to Mexico fall with

an increasing level of education (particularly for documented migrants) and with

migration-specific human and social capital (duration of trip, attainment of an

urban job, wife or children in the U.S.). Location-specific physical capital in

Mexico, such as ownership of land or housing, makes a return more likely. Some

variables indicate that the credit constraints hypothesis is at work, since return

is more likely if a bank exists in the origin community and if there is a large

proportion of self-employed in the home community. At the same time, return is

delayed if the origin community is economically very dynamic, suggesting that

more savings have to be accumulated abroad before starting a business at home.

That purchasing power considerations matter is suggested by the effect of a rise

in inflation in Mexico, which raises the likelihood of return. Increases in the

interest rate, which improve the returns to savings the migrant can obtain once

at home, are also found to promote return to Mexico. Surprisingly, changes

in the binational wage gap, the main factor explaining migratory movements

according to the neoclassical theory, have no significant effect on the decision

to return or to stay.

Constant and Massey (2002) use the first 14 waves (1984-1997) of the Ger-

man Socio-Economic Panel (GSOEP) to study return from Germany to Italy,

Spain, Turkey, Yugoslavia and Greece. Similarly to Massey and Espinosa (1997),

they transform the data in person-year format to estimate logistic event-history

models. The findings indicate that location-specific human capital (education

gained in Germany or education gained in the home country) is insignificant

for return, which goes against the predictions of the human capital theory of

migration. Unemployment, irregular or minimal employment and inactivity in-

crease the odds of returning strongly, but holding the employment situation

constant, return is not affected by the level of earnings. This result is in line

with the hypothesis that return occurs after a failed migration experience and

a wrong assessment of the employment opportunities at destination, since it

seems to be the lack of access to employment which conditions return. Social

attachments in the home country and in Germany prove to be an important pre-

dictor of return - having a spouse and children in the home country increases

the odds of return, and the return is significantly less likely if they are in Ger-

many. Locational preferences seem to be at play, which represent a psychological

4These observations are right-censored.
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cost if migration occurs without the close social network, and point to the role

of family ties for return. Remittances transferred home are an indicator of a

migration strategy aiming at risk diversification and household income max-

imisation. The estimated coefficient is positive and significant, what provides

support to the NELM theory. In a second step, the authors split the sample

into remitting and non-remitting migrants and returnees, since the first may fol-

low a target-income strategy, while the latter may be predominantly driven by

life-cycle income maximisation considerations. Indeed, the estimated covariate

coefficients differ partly between the two groups, supporting the predictions for

target earning migrants and income-maximisation migrants respectively. Some

of the human capital variables which were previously insignificant become now

significant in the non-remitters model. Though in both models positive, inactiv-

ity and unemployment seem to have a stronger effect on return among remitting

migrants than non-remitting migrants. Bellemare (2004) estimates a return mi-

gration model on the same data set as part of a joint model of labour market

participation, earnings and return, and obtains conflictive results. He finds that

cumulative remittances do not affect return significantly.

Dustmann (2003b) tests the hypothesis that children in the migrant house-

hold at destination influence return migration, and that the effect is different

for boys and girls (girls increase odds of return, boys reduce odds of return).

The analysis is based on the same data set as in Constant and Massey (2002).

Two types of identification problems must be taken into consideration:

• Unobserved factors influencing both the fertility and return decisions: re-

turn intentions are observed repeatedly, and the author can apply estima-

tion in differences, cancelling out time-invariant individual heterogeneity.

• Simultaneity in return and fertility plans: instrumental analysis is required

and the child’s gender is chosen as the instrument. If children have no

causal effect, there should also be no difference by gender; if, however, the

estimated coefficient on the gender of the child is significant, it suggests

an influence of children in general on the return decision.

The author estimates a probit model, with a binary indicator variable equal to

one if the migrant returned over the following 13 years (counting from 1984) as

the dependent variable. A second model with return intentions instead of real-

ized returns is estimated with fixed effects. Explanatory variables, all measured
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in the first year of the panel, include measures of the parent’s earning advan-

tage in the host country (approximated by education, age at entry, gender, years

since migration, origin country dummies), locational preferences (approximated

by age at entry and origin country dummies), and the presence as well as the

number and gender of children. The censoring problem is not explicitly treated,

since the author assumes that the effect of children on return will be strongest in

the early years of migration, and that it is therefore unlikely that return would

still occur after the 14-year-observation window. The results are in line with

the hypothesis and suggest that return decisions should be looked at from an

intergenerational perspective. In the case of realized return it is however not

clear if children affect the propensity of return or rather the timing of return.

While several empirical studies have investigated the effect of relative depri-

vation at the household level on departure, there is to my knowledge no equiv-

alent applied research exploring the effect of changes in relative deprivation on

the return decision.

4.2 Who returns?

Closely related to the question why to return is another question - who returns?

And how do returnees compare to those who stay and those who do not migrate

at all? Taking the Roy model as theoretical framework (Roy, 1951), exten-

sive research has been devoted to self-selection in departure. That economic

actors “self-select” into migration implies that migrants usually differ from non-

migrants with regard to both observable and unobservable characteristics (e.g.

ability, motivation, values, risk aversion, access to migration networks), and

that the direction of selection also depends on the destination and home coun-

try characteristics (Borjas, 1987; Mora and Taylor, 2005). Likewise, research

has to account for the potential non-randomness in return migration, which

affects the migrant composition at destination and introduces heterogeneity in

migrants’ economic behaviour and performance in the host country before and

in the home country after return. Not accounting for the selectivity of migra-

tion leads to biased estimates of coefficients on variables of interest in empirical

studies, e.g. when the impact of return on earnings, poverty or the labour mar-

ket attainment is analysed. Differences between returnees and non-migrants

in outcome variables such as earnings may in fact originate from differences in

unobservables, and if their effect is attributed to the variable indicating migra-
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tion experience, one obtains a biased estimate if the impact of migration and

return. As Borjas and Bratsberg (1996) underline, the cross-section evidence

establishing that more recent immigrants have lower earnings than more estab-

lished immigrants is not necessarily due to a process of economic assimilation

over time. Other explanations are that recent generations of immigrants are

negatively selected on ability or skill, or that migrants who failed with their

migration project returned (suggesting negative selectivity of return), leading

to higher average earnings among early immigrants.

Most often, self-selection is set in the context of skill and the effect on earn-

ings of returnees versus permanent migrants or non-migrants is analysed. Three

different theoretical approaches have been developed to determine the direction

of skill-selectivity in return.

1. Return as a consequence of expectations which have revealed themselves as

incorrect. Migrants who fail socio-economically, and who decide to return

home are more likely to come from the lower end of the skill distribution.

(DaVanzo, 1983)

2. Skill heterogeneity and differences in returns to human capital. This is the

most elaborated theory, developed by Borjas and Bratsberg (1996). The

authors develop a model, which generates precise hypotheses on the skill

selection of migrants and returnees: if the return to skill is lower in the

home country than in the host country, migrants will be positively selected,

but the least skilled of the emigrant group will return. If, on the contrary,

returns to skill in the home country exceed those in the host country,

emigrants will be negatively selected and return migrants will come from

the group of the relatively highly skilled emigrants. This situation would

occur if the return was motivated by higher returns to human capital

at home than in the host country. The authors’ theoretical model thus

provides an ambiguous prediction for empirical analysis - return selectivity

can turn out to be negative or positive depending on the selection pattern

of migration, which in turn is conditioned by how skill is rewarded in both

home and host country. The degree of transferability of skill between home

and host country also influences the selection pattern.5

5Borjas’ selection model - a Roy model - rests on the assumption that the relative rate of

return to skills in the home country with respect to the destination country determines the self-
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In the same line of thought, Dustmann and Weiss (2007) introduce het-

erogeneity in skills in a theoretical model and predict that return migrants

will have higher levels of a skill type which is more productive in the home

country. An example of the effect of self-selection into return on behaviour

in the host country and hence characteristics of the migrant pool is given

in Dustmann (1999), who models the effect of return migration on lan-

guage acquisition as a type of location-specific human capital. The model

predicts that return migrants, and especially those with a short migration

duration, tend to invest less in learning the host country’s language.

The hypothesis of reinstatement of informational asymmetry (Stark, 1995;

Chau and Stark, 1999) rests also on the assumption that skills are hetero-

geneous, and would suggest negative selection. The lower skill migrants

return after their true skill has been discovered by employers.

3. The NELM theories, according to which return is pre-planned in the mi-

gration project, would suggest that return migrants are rather drawn from

the higher end of the skill distribution. They are the most successful ones

in attaining income for remittances, and in accumulating savings for in-

vestments after return, and may be therefore also those who work the

hardest. Galor and Stark (1991) propose that a positive return proba-

bility to a low-income country induces a positive selection with regard

to work effort, since more savings have to be accumulated over a shorter

period of time in order to smooth inter-temporal life-time consumption.

The various theoretical approaches to return provide also predictions with

regard to selection on observables, such as the presence of family members and

age. The NELM focus on household or group utility maximisation suggests

that migrants with family in the home country are more likely to return. The

neoclassical cost-benefit hypothesis would also predict a higher return proba-

bility, but due to the fact that having the family at home increases the cost

selection pattern (Borjas, 1987), leading to the prediction that selection of migration will be

negative if the return to skill in the home country exceeds the one in the host country. Chiquiar

and Hanson (2005) question this prediction (at least with regard to observable characteristics)

by using absolute skill-related differences in wage levels instead of relative returns to skill. The

differences in levels would indicate differences in labour productivity, what explains that high-

skill workers from countries with high returns to skill may still find it advantageous to migrate

to a high-productivity, high-wage country.
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of being abroad. Living together with a family member in the host country

will reduce the costs of migration and hence the likelihood of return according

to the neoclassical paradigm. Under the hypothesis of credit constraints and

target-income migration, the presence of a family member and thus a second

worker may lead to a faster achievement of the target-income, increasing the

likelihood of return as long as other members of the household remain in the

country of origin (Constant and Massey, 2002). If return is considered to be

the result of a failed migration experience, migrants will return relatively soon

after arrival, and hence at a relatively young age if the departure occurs at the

average during young adulthood. If migrants accumulate savings abroad during

their working life and return in order to take advantage of a higher purchasing

power in the home country, the return would occur at a later stage in life. The

age of target-income migrants would lie in between these two extremes.

An important amount of applied work has been dedicated to exploring self-

selection patterns among returnees. Borjas and Bratsberg (1996) use US census

and Immigration and Naturalization Service data to test their hypothesis that

return migration intensifies the selection pattern of the immigrant flow. They

examine the effect of an interaction between the out-migration rate and source

country returns to skill on relative wages of immigrant groups in the US. The

returns to skill variable is approximated by inequality in the source country,

defined as the ratio of income of the richest 10% to the income of the poorest

20%. Larger income variations tend to coincide with larger variations in returns

to education, and the inequality measure used has been found to be highly

correlated with returns to education computed by Psacharapoulos (1973). The

authors confirm their hypothesis. Holding immigration constant, an increase in

the outmigration rate raises relative wages of immigrants if the migrant flow

originated in a country with low returns to skill (positive selection in departure,

negative selection in return), and reduces relative wages otherwise.

Instead of evaluating wages of remaining immigrants in the destination coun-

try to assess the self-selection of returnees, De Coulon and Piracha (2005) place

their analysis in the home country context and compare the performance of

return migrants to Albania with those who never migrated. More specifically,

they ask two questions to investigate selection on unobservable characteristics:

• What would be the earnings performance of returnees if they had chosen

not to migrate?
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• How would non-migrants perform if they had migrated and returned to

Albania?

A first descriptive analysis of the data set on Albanian non-migrants and re-

turnees suggests that return migrants have at the average higher hourly wages,

are less likely to be married and more likely to be male than the non-migrants.

A larger proportion of returnees is self-employed and lives in urban areas. The

authors employ two types of methods to investigate selection effects: a selection

model and kernel densities. The selection model is estimated by a 2-step ap-

proach, which includes the inverse Mills ratio as selection term in the earnings

equation (following Lee, 1983; Nakosteen and Zimmer, 1980) as well as with

Maximum-Likelihood estimation (ML). The difference between the two is that

the migration decision and the earnings equation are modelled subsequently in

the first case and simultaneously with ML. To identify the model, some of the

variables included in the migration equation must affect the migration decision,

but not directly the earnings outcome. The authors use the number of depen-

dants, the size of the locality where the individual lives, the region, and religion

as identifying variables. The average conditional wage of non-migrants, had

they chosen to migrate, and the average conditional wage of returnees, had they

chosen to stay in their origin country, are computed by applying the estimated

parameters of returnees to non-migrants, and of non-migrants to returnees. The

second method applies weighted kernel densities to the samples of return and

non-migrants to obtain densities of counterfactual wage distributions (following

Di Nardo et al., 1996).

In the selection model the selection term turns out to be significant and neg-

ative, indicating that return migrants are negatively selected on unobservables.

Observable human capital characteristics such as education and age are not

significant for the earnings of returnees. The counterfactuals show that return

migrants would have performed worse than non-migrants, if they had decided

not to migrate. On the other hand, the performance of non-migrants would have

exceeded the mean income of returnees, if they had migrated and returned to

Albania. One possible explanation offered by the authors is that migration costs

are higher for highly skilled, for instance due to a lack of recognition of their

formal education, a more lengthy job searches or language requirements, and

therefore they prefer to stay in Albania. The semi-parametric approach leads to

similar conclusions. That return migrants achieve higher average earnings than
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the non-migrants despite the negative selection patterns is attributed to the fact

that the migration experience allowed for the set-up of a business, which would

have otherwise been impeded by the existence of credit constraints in the origin

country (as in Mesnard, 2004). One limitation of the approach chosen by the

authors is the assumption that a selection bias exists with regard to departure,

but that return migrants represent a random sample of the pool of migrants.

If return migrants are themselves self-selected among the migrants, one would

have to account for this bias in the estimation.

For the case of return migration from Germany, Constant and Massey (2003)

observe in fact that there is little evidence for self-selection into return migra-

tion. The authors estimate discrete-time event-history models using GSOEP

data, similarly as in Constant and Massey (2002) described above. To anal-

yse selection effects, they estimate earnings of the entire immigrant population

at the beginning of the panel in 1984, and compare these with 1984 earnings

estimates of a sample of immigrants excluding those who have been found to

return later on. The authors find very little statistically significant differences

between the two sets of estimates (only with regard to the effect of age and the

prestige of the occupation, which would indicate a slightly positive selection of

returnees). Contrary to Borjas and Bratsberg (1996), and similar to a study by

Lindstrom and Massey (1994) on return of Mexican migration from the United

States, they conclude that emigration will not bias the cross-section results on

earnings assimilation of immigrants.

Based on the same data source, but applying a different estimation method,

Bellemare (2004) finds however that average log earnings of return migrants

are approximately 18% below the earnings of permanent migrants, indicating

that returnees constitute a selected sample from the bottom of the immigrant

income distribution. The author estimates earnings of return migrants and

permanent migrants conditional on self-selecting into the labour market and

on the return decision (joint estimation of earnings, work and out-migration),

and incorporates unobserved time-invariant individual heterogeneity as random

effects into the model. The estimated covariance structure of the unobserved

components indicates that the individuals with a higher return propensity are

also those with a lower probability of participating in the labour market and of

achieving lower earnings conditional on working. There is therefore a significant

selection effect based on unobservables. The regressors included in the return
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migration equation suggest though that there is no selection based on observable

human capital characteristics. Education, labour market experience and its

square, German language fluency and years since migration are statistically

jointly insignificant.6

Merkle and Zimmermann (1992) provide an empirical application of the the-

oretical model by Galor and Stark (1991), which predicts that work effort and

hence savings and remittances should increase if the return probability is pos-

itive. They use the migrant sample of the GSOEP which includes information

on intended migration durations, and estimate three models: an ordinal probit

model with the ordinal measure of savings as dependent variable; a Tobit model

on the amount of remittances sent, to factor in the problem that the depen-

dent variable contains many zeros; and a bivariate probit to account for the

possibility that savings and remittance decisions are taken jointly7. The results

indicate that remittances are negatively related to the intended migration du-

ration, what is in line with the theoretical prediction. The intended migration

duration, however, results to be insignificant for the amount of savings.

4.3 When do migrants return?

Provided that one or several of the motives triggering return are present, the

next question arises: when do migrants return? The underlying optimization

process, and the impact of changes in origin or destination countries depend

once again on the assumptions about the type of return determinants at play.

Da Vanzo (1983), whose conceptional framework is based on the failure hypoth-

esis and location-specific capital, predicts negative duration dependence in the

context of U.S. internal migration. Failed migrants will return soon after ar-

rival, and the loss of home-country-specific capital (e.g. network ties) and gain

of host-country-specific capital (e.g. human capital, housing property) will keep

6Further papers on self-selection in return include Co et al. (2000), who analyse the wage

premium of return migrants to Hungary, taking into account selection into migration as well

as selection into the labour market by estimating a double selection model with Maximum

Likelihood Estimation; Cohen and Haberfeld (2001) use destination country data to assess the

selection pattern of Israeli-born Jews returning from the U.S.; Rooth and Saarela (2007) find

positive selection on observable and only very little selection on unobservable characteristics

in their study of Finnish returnees from Sweden.
7The correlation between the estimated probability to remit and to save is however very

low and insignificant, there is therefore no need to employ the bivariate specification.
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reducing the likelihood of return the longer the migration lasts. Similarly to the

case of failure, return induced by reinstatement of information symmetry will

also lead to a relatively short migration duration, depending on how fast the

true skill levels are revealed to the employers.

Stark et al. (1997) set the optimization of the migration duration into a

context of purchasing power differentials and preferences for home country con-

sumption, where the duration of migration depends on wages abroad and at

home, consumption levels abroad and at home, the migrant’s capacity to save

while abroad and to transfer savings back home, as well as on life expectancy.

The authors predict that the migration duration declines with a rising purchas-

ing power differential, what implies that shifts in either origin or destination

country exchange rates can impact the timing of return. The effect of an in-

crease in the foreign wage is ambiguous and contingent on the assumptions

about the income elasticity of consumption as well as the specification of the

life-time utility function (concave or logarithmic, for example), since increases

in the foreign wage can lead to income effects which offset the relative wage

effect (Dustmann, 2003a).8

In a setting with constrained credit markets in the home country as in Mes-

nard (2004), the migration duration will increase with a rise in the target-level

of savings required for investments at home and with the cost of migration.

Again, the effect of higher wages abroad is ambiguous - on the one hand the

savings target can be faster attained, but if consumption responds stronger to

income changes, the benefit from additional consumption abroad may defer the

return.

The effect of time spent in the host country on the probability of return pro-

vides an indication of the direction of duration dependence. Most authors find

that the probability of return decreases with time. Constant and Massey (2002)

observe in their study on return migration from Germany that the coefficient

on time since migration results to be negative and time since migration squared

is not significant, providing support for the failure hypothesis. However, when

separate models are estimated for remitting and non-remitting migrants, the

likelihood of return does not depend on time since arrival for the first ones, but

declines with time in the case of those who do not remit. Bijwaard (2005) uses

8With a concave utility function, the utility of further income increases, but at a decreasing

rate, while the opportunity cost of being abroad and not at home may increase in time.
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a mover-stayer duration model to analyse return migration from the Nether-

lands, and specifies a piecewise constant baseline hazard (only the effect of time

on return) which indicates that the return probability is much higher in the

first 9 months after arrival than at a later point in time. Reyes (2001) pro-

vides estimates of the survival rate of Mexican migrants to the U.S. based on

a discrete-time hazard model using data from the Mexican Migration Project.

The probability of return is the highest in the first years after migration, and

flattens out after about four years. The time effect differs however considerably

by gender and legal status. Over 50% of documented female migrants are likely

to remain in the U.S. even after 4 years, while undocumented males tend to

have very short migration durations: over 50% are likely to return within the

first year of migration. The author also finds that migrants originating from

houeholds owning a certain combination of assets (house, car, land or business)

stay longer in the United States than those from households without assets.

Having a high-wage job is also found to increase the migration duration. By

including a year dummy on the introduction of the stricter Immigration Reform

and Control Act which came into force in 1986 indicates that durations after

the implementation of the act were prelonged, particularly in the case of un-

documented migrants. Although the year dummy does not allow for a causal

link to the policy change, the results suggest that migrants who would have

returned sooner under more liberal immigration schemes offering the possibility

of a subsequent remigration, decide instead to stay longer in the United States.

Dustmann (2003a) uses the GSOEP data set to explore empirically the im-

pact of changes in the wage differential on migration durations, conditional on

individual characteristics, time dummies and origin country dummies. Wages

in the home country are not observed and approximated by years of education

before migration, origin country dummies and interactions between these vari-

ables. The host country wages are obtained from averaging predicted wages

from wage regressions for each individual and over the duration of migration9.

Higher-order terms of predicted wages are included in order to allow for non-

linearities in the effect on migration duration, as predicted by the theoretical

discussion provided above. The results suggest that there is indeed a non-linear

9Wages may be endogenous to the return duration. The authors use parental education as

instrument for wages, under the assumption that it is relevant in explaining wage variations,

but affects migration duration only through its effects on wages.
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(inverse-U) relationship between destination country wages and migration du-

ration: durations first increase with wages, peak at a relatively low hourly wage

of 12DM (in 1984 German Mark) and decline at higher wage levels.

The following section explores activity choice after return as a further factor

influencing migration duration.

4.4 What happens after the return?

The impact of temporary migration on the well-being of the returnee herself, the

household, community and at an aggregate level the development of the home

country, depends not only on the migrant’s behaviour during the period of mi-

gration (sending of remittances), but also on the social and economic behaviour

and activities after return. The returnee may have acquired knowledge, skills

and networks and accumulated savings which can be invested in consumption,

but also in productive activities and contribute to job creation. Returnees may

also change social structures in the home community by fostering the transfer of

values or attitudes acquired in the host country, such as reproductive behaviour,

gender roles, consumption or housing preferences.

In the economic literature, the achievements of the return migrant are usually

placed in the context of the labour market. This review will therefore focus

on research that explores the occupational choice after return and the labour

market performance of migrants in terms of their earnings and productivity.

In the framework of the human capital theory of migration, the return should

be followed by an activity where the newly acquired skills can be employed in

the most productive way. The occupational status and earnings should hence

be upgraded compared to the situation before migration, provided that skills

acquired abroad are transferable. The earnings attainment will also depend on

the selectivity of return migration. The constrained credit market hypothesis

would suggest that returnees (and/or their households) are more likely to be

engaged in self-employment. On the other hand, life-cycle income maximisers

who want to take advantage of purchasing power differences may choose to be

inactive after return. In addition, the individual and collective success of the

return to the home country may vary depending on the characteristics of the

migrant, of her household, networks, community and even country-level features,

the return motive, the migration experience, duration and the timing of return,

the degree of transferability of savings and knowledge and the strength and
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type of ties the returnee maintained with the home during the stay abroad. At

the aggregate level the number and geographical location of returnees play an

important role (Ammassari and Black, 2001).

Though to a lesser extent than the departure decision, the return decision is

likely to be taken under some uncertainty, and the returnees may face difficulties

in their reintegration. One alternative in such a case is to leave the home country

again, either to the same destination country or a different one. If the return is

only temporary, more complex patterns of repeat migration can emerge.

4.4.1 Occupations and entrepreneurship

Several authors have investigated the hypothesis that inter-temporal utility is

maximised by choosing the occupation after return simultaneously with migra-

tion duration and consumption/savings levels in both host and home countries.

Dustmann and Kirchkamp (2002) propose a theoretical model in which workers

decide on return migration and the timing of return together with the activ-

ity after return (self-employment, wage-employment, non-participation in the

labour market, which enter the utility function and the budget constraint). The

authors predict that the returnee chooses self-employment if she migrated at a

young age, since the initial sunk costs of a business require a long enough period

during which returns are generated. The returnee will become wage-employed

if the migration occurred at an intermediate age, and retire, if she migrated at

a later stage in life. Comparative statics on the duration of migration show as

well that parameters (e.g. wages abroad) are expected to have different effects

depending on the occupation envisaged for after the return.

Mesnard (2004) provides another example for the linkages between return

decision, duration of migration and activity choice, taking into account origin

country characteristics in addition to individual characteristics. She assumes

that credit market constraints at home will predominantly affect those who plan

to become self-employed after their return. As a consequence, policy changes

may have unexpected results on the duration of migration: incentives offered to

stimulate investment upon return may even delay the return. Some migrants,

who would have otherwise chosen to become wage-employed, change their mind

and stay longer in order to accumulate the savings needed in addition to the

incentives for starting a business.

Lindstrom (1996) suggests that the existence of attractive investment op-
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portunities in the home region (for which functioning credit markets are one re-

quirement) is a main factor determining migration duration and activity choice

after migration. Migrants from regions which are economically less dynamic

would primarily migrate to accumulate savings for consumption purposes. One

implicit assumption is, however, that migrants actually return to their “home”

community, and not to an economically more dynamic region. The strength of

social ties of returnees and non-migrants also matters for occupational choice.

Wahba and Zenou (2012) propose a theoretical model that provides pre-

dictions on the effect of the quality and number of strong ties (close family)

and weak ties (friends, acquaintances) on the decision to become entrepreneur,

contrasting returnees with non-migrants. The authors suggest that the gain in

human capital through work experience abroad may be partly or entirely offset

by the loss of weak ties at home. One should, however, account as well for the

role of ties maintained with the host country after return, emphasised by the

literature on “transnationality” (Cassarino, 2004). Returnees may be able to

take advantage of these ties and build up business relationships with partners

in countries of destination. Not only entrepreneurship, also returnees’ access to

wage-employment may suffer from the loss of social ties, if information on job

opportunities are mainly channelled through network ties (DaVanzo, 1983). In

countries where discontinuities in the employment history are regarded nega-

tively, returnees may be disadvantaged (Muschkin, 1993).

There is a sizeable amount of quantitative and qualitative empirical work

on the occupational attainment of return migrants, particularly with regard to

the process of jointly determined migration duration and occupational choice,

and the development of businesses through returnees, who decide to become self-

employed.10 Given the amount of research on the issue, the following paragraphs

will only review a small selection of the articles.

The study by Dustmann and Kirchkamp (2002) tests the theoretical model

10See for quantitative studies e.g. Ilahi (1999), Arif and Irfan (1997), McCormick and

Wahba (2001), Dustmann and Kirchkamp (2002), Wahba and Zhenou (2012), Woodruff and

Centeno (2002), Mesnard (2004), Nair (1999), De Vreyer et al (2008), Massey and Parrado

(1998), Kilic et al. (2007), Tani and Mahuteau (2008), Gubert and Nordman (2008a), Gubert

and Nordman (2008b), Muschkin (1993) and Lindstrom (1996). Authors who have explored

the issue in a more qualitative way include, for instance, Ammassari and Black (2001), Black et

al. (2003), Ammassari (2004), Nicholson (2004), Diatta and Mbow (1999) and Thomas-Hope

(1999).
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on the simultaneous choice of migration duration and post-return activity, based

on a sample of Turkish migrants in Germany, who were interviewed in Ger-

many in 1984 after applying for return assistance, and who were traced and

re-interviewed in Turkey two and four years afterwards. The authors’ hypoth-

esis implies for the econometric estimation method that the effect of covariates

on duration should be allowed to vary depending on the planned activity (es-

timate separate duration equations), and that duration and occupation equa-

tions should be estimated simultaneously to consider the effect of unobservables

which influence both decisions. To avoid additional problems of simultaneity,

the authors use as covariates only variables determined before the migration, as

activity choice or duration may have influenced characteristics during or after

migration. Explanatory variables included are age at migration, two proxies for

preference parameters (marital status before migration and number of children

born before migration), education and occupational class upon arrival as prox-

ies for the migrant’s wages, and a control for the return aid programme, which

could have influenced duration. To identify the model non-parametrically, the

authors choose self-employment before migration as instrument to be excluded

from the duration equation, arguing that this variable is relevant for the activ-

ity choice after return, but influences duration only through its effect on the

occupation. The results support the hypotheses on the simultaneous choice of

duration and activity, and on the varying effects of covariates on duration in

function of the activity choice. Those who intend to become self-employed after

return and attain higher wages abroad, return earlier. The preference variables

decrease the optimal duration of migration for future non-employed, salaried

workers as well as self-employed. A higher age at the time of migration increases

the possibility of non-employment after return, and decreases the probability of

self-employment. Educated migrants decide rather for wage-employment or self-

employment than inactivity, previously self-employed are much more likely to

remain self-employed also after return.

Tani and Mahuteau (2008) test the hypothesis brought forward by Dustmann

and Kirchkamp (2002) in the context of the Maghreb countries Tunisia, Algeria

and Morocco. They use a 2-step method following Lee (1983), estimating first

the occupational choice with a Multinomial Logit model and in a second step

the durations with selection correction terms. Although they conclude that

the migration duration is not determined by subsequent activity choice, the
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significance of most of the selection correction terms (apart from unemployed)

suggests that the disturbances are indeed correlated.

Descriptive analyses comparing pre- and post migration periods generally

suggest that the proportion of entrepreneurs increases from before to after mi-

gration and is higher among return migrants than non-migrants (McCormick

and Wahba, 2001; Wahba and Zenou, 2008; Mesnard, 2004; Ilahi, 1999). Wahba

and Zenou (2012) investigate if returnees to Egypt are in fact more likely to

become entrepreneurs (employers or self-employed) than non-migrants, as the

descriptive evidence suggests, and explore the role of social ties in the occupa-

tional choice (using information about other members of the family migrating

to approximate strong ties, and the fact of being from a small community as

a measure of the strength of weak ties). They first estimate the probability of

being entrepreneur in a simple probit model which includes a dummy for return

migrant status. The estimated coefficient is significant and positive, indicat-

ing that returnees are indeed more likely to become entrepreneurs. The authors

argue, however, that this result may be biased if the return decision and the deci-

sion to become entrepreneur are taken simultaneously, or if unobservables drive

both the fact of being returnee and being entrepreneur. In a second step they

estimate therefore the two decisions in a recursive bivariate probit model. The

correlation between the disturbances is negative, and the result indicates that

the probability of entrepreneurship for returnees is even higher than suggested

by the simple probit model. Moreover, strong and weak ties have a positive

impact on non-migrants, but not on returnees, what suggests that social capital

got lost during the stay abroad.

In their study of the impact of return migration on household business own-

ership in Albania, Kilic et al. (2007) do not use a bivariate model, but in-

strument for return migration in the entrepreneurship model. They examine

different aspects of return, in particular duration of migration, destination and

differential effects before and after the year 2000 to distinguish recent and less

recent returns. They find that the migration experience increases significantly

the likelihood of business ownership, especially among returnees from Italy and

those who came back to Albania before 2000. The impact seems to arise from

the migration experience rather than from unobserved entrepreneurial ability,

since the positive coefficient on migration increases after instrumentation. This

result is in line with the study by Wahba and Zenou (2012).
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Mesnard (2004) explores the occupational choice of returnees by estimat-

ing a probit model of occupational choice with the outcomes self-employment

and wage-employment, restricted to the sample of working return migrants. To

test the constrained credit market hypothesis, she includes savings at the date of

return (and savings squared) as main explanatory variable. Control variables in-

clude individual and family characteristics. Several econometric problems have

to be addressed in the estimation. Firstly, savings at the time of return may be

endogenous if decisions about savings and occupation are taken simultaneously.

In addition, there may be a selection bias if the sample of return migrants is

non-random, and unobserved ability is correlated with the variable of interest,

i.e. savings accumulated abroad. The author therefore estimates jointly sav-

ings and the probability of being self-employed, instrumenting (i) for savings

with a year dummy 1974 which represented a turning point in European host

country immigration policies, forcing Tunesian migrants to choose lower-wage

destinations such as Libya, (ii) for savings squared with the square of age at

return. The findings indicate an inverse-U relationship between savings and the

probability of self-employment, confirming the target-income hypothesis. Very

low savings represent a barrier to self-employment, and very high savings are

more in line with a life-cycle income maximisation strategy than with target-

income saving for investment. Savings are found to be exogenous. An earlier

paper by McCormick and Wahba (2001) comes to a similar result in the context

of return migration to Egypt. The amount of savings from migration increases

the likelihood for entrepreneurship of both literate and illiterate returnees. The

length of stay abroad, which may reflect skill acquisition, is only significant in

the case of literate returnees.

The studies presented so far have examined the occupational choice of re-

turnees, what gives an indication of - but can not necessarily be equated with

- a successful reintegration of the returnee, and even less so with a broader

developmental spillover effect of return. Being self-employed may not lead to

job creation and productivity increases. Self-employment in the informal sec-

tor, for instance, is often associated with relatively precarious work and income

conditions, and that is where in the poorest countries a majority of jobs are

created.11 Studies on labour market performance of return migrants need to

11A recent World Bank report on the Senegalese labour market points out that 97% of new

jobs were generated in the informal sector between 1995 and 2004, while the productivity
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complement therefore the research on occupational choice.

4.4.2 Labour market performance - productivity and earnings

Data which would allow to investigate directly the productivity level of re-

turnees’ businesses is scarce. One exception is the study by De Vreyer et al.

(2008), which uses data from the so called “1-2-3 survey”, which was conducted

in capital cities of seven West African countries between 2001 and 200212. The

name is related to the three phases of the survey, a first survey on individuals’

socio-demographic and labour market characteristics, a second on the produc-

tive characteristics of businesses in the informal sector, and a third one on house-

hold conditions. The data enables the authors to identify return migrants as well

as the features of their enterprises if they own a business, and to compare the

estimated production function of returnees’ and non-migrants’ businesses. The

authors use information on value-added, capital (information on replacement

cost provided by interviewees), and labour by educational category, as well as a

dummy variable indicating the return migrant status to estimate Cobb-Douglas

type production functions by Ordinary Least Squares. The results indicate that

the return migrant status increases productivity significantly in four of the cap-

ital cities, but that the impact is much stronger in case of return from OECD

countries than from countries in the region. The findings may however be bi-

ased since the authors were not able to control for a possible endogeneity of the

migration status.

The earnings attainment of return migrants compared to non-migrants has

already been discussed in the context of self-selection. Once corrected for se-

lectivity, earnings differentials should show in how far returnees acquired new

knowledge and skills abroad, and if they were able to transfer and apply these

after their return to the home country. Returnees could, however, also suffer

from a loss of social ties if these matter in the labour market (see, e.g. Kiker

and Traynham (1977) for an early example on internal return migration; Bar-

rett and O’Connell (2000), Co et al. (2000), de Coulon and Piracha (2005),

Enchautegui (1993), De Vreyer et al. (2008)). The evidence on the existence

of wage premia for foreign experience is rather mixed. In their study of West

remains 3 to 10 times below the one of the formal sector, which in turn achieves only half of

the productivity levels of emerging countries such as China or Chile.(World Bank, 2007)
12Benin, Burkina Faso, Ivory Coast, Mali, Niger, Senegal and Togo
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African returnees, De Vreyer et al. (2008) find that the difference between

non-migrants and returnees’ wages is insignificant in five out of the seven coun-

tries, when controlling for other characteristics and correcting for selection into

being active in the labour market, though without correcting for potential self-

selection into return migration. In two countries, Benin and Togo, returnees are

found to achieve significantly higher earnings than non-migrants. Interaction

variables show that the impact of migration experience can vary by gender, as

the impact in Burkina Faso is insignificant at the average, but significant and

negative for men. Similarly, Enchautegui (1993) finds that return migrants to

Puerto Rico do not obtain any wage premium from their stay and experience

in the United States. Long stays abroad are even penalized in the home labour

market, what the author explains by the fact that Puerto Ricans perform rela-

tively low-skilled jobs, which do not contribute to human capital accumulation.

Co et al. (2000) investigate the performance of returnees to Hungary, and in-

troduce a double correction for participation and migration. They find that

the migration experience does not influence significantly the earnings of male

returnees, but that women who have returned to Hungary earn a premium of

approximately 40%. The authors’ explanation is that women who stayed in

Hungary tended to experience wage cuts during the period of analysis (begin-

ning of the transition process to a market economy), while those who migrated

obtained “market-economy” specific knowledge and skills, which were particu-

larly valued in the home labour market. This hypothsis is supported by a model

which distiguishes the effect by destination region. Women who had migrated

into OECD countries achieved an earnings premium of 67%, while the effect

was insignificant for women who had returned from non-OECD countries.

The literature has mainly concentrated on the return migrant himself to

assess the success of the return as well as its development or poverty-reducing

impact. Broadening the focus to include the household or even the community

would allow to take into account possible spillover effects of return, similarly

to the effect of remittances. Examples include expenditures by returnees which

stimulate the local economy, (in the housing sector, consumption of local prod-

ucts and demand for local labour), businesses owned not by the returnee herself,

but by another member of the household, investments in education of health

enabled by the returnee’s savings, or the benefits from social capital acquired

by the return migrant (familiarity with other cultures, language skills, contri-
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butions to migrant associations etc., Ammassari and Black, 2001).

4.4.3 Repeat migration or circulation

In the theoretical and empirical studies presented so far, return has been as-

sumed to be permanent, and the duration of staying abroad to be continuous

(Stark, 1996) - but what if this is not the case and returnees decide to leave

again? The theoretical and empirical literature on repeat migration is relatively

scarce, especially in economics, but the interest in the topic is growing. One

example is the the MIREM project13, which asks returnees to the Maghreb

countries how they feel about their return and about their intentions to de-

part again. The survey results indicate that only about half of the returnees

had the intention to stay and settle permanently in their home country when

asked at the time of return, and among returnees who did not return volun-

tarily this proportion fell below 28%. Questioned for their intentions at the

time of the interview, the percentage of permanent returnees declined even fur-

ther, suggesting that conditions at home may have had changed in the mean-

time (http://www.mirem.eu/datasets/survey/perspectives). Also the research

on Mexican migrants within the Mexican Migration Project (MMP) shows that

most migrants accumulated several migration experiences by moving back and

forward between the U.S. and Mexico (Massey and Espinosa, 1997).

Constant and Zimmermann (2003a) provide a discussion of the theoreti-

cal underpinnings of repeat migration. Similar to the early theories on mi-

gration, return migration is often considered to be a one-time event, and the

phenomenon of repeated moves appears to be a sign of indecision or of a failed

return experience. The authors suggest that repeated moves fit into a rational

utility-maximisation framework if they allow to take advantage of opportuni-

ties as they arise in either the home or a destination country, or if the migrant

has preferences for changes in her location. The authors suggest that repeated

moves are a way to minimise risks by maximising the options for action. The

repeat migrant will incur lower costs than at first departure, since more and

better information is available. In addition, shorter repeated moves limit the

loss of origin-specific capital such as social ties, and allow at the same time to

build up migration-specific capital and to some extent also host-country specific

13“Collective Action to Support the Reintegration of Return Migrants in their Country of

Origin”, supported by the EU and the European University Institute in Florence, Italy
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capital. If we consider family-related moves in addition to economic ones, repeat

migration may arise for instance if the migrant returns home to find a spouse.

The concept of transnationalism, developed in the 1980s by migration schol-

ars from different disciplines, can provide a framework to understand better the

phenomenon of repeat migration (Cassarino, 2004). Migrants are not anymore

regarded as being either attached to the home or the host country, but may de-

velop economic, social and political transnational activities (such as migrating

back and forth, the sending of remittances, the adherence to associations etc.)

which create linkages between origin and destination countries. They may also

generate transnational identities, whereby migrants form their identity based

on home as well as destination country influences. To distinguish oneself from

the home community may however also entail a process of marginalisation in

the home society.

Empirical work on repeated moves is relatively limited (except for work on

seasonal migration, which is not considered here). Massey and Espinosa (1997)

analyse in their seminal paper not only determinants of departure and return

from and to Mexico, but also the factors which condition the continuation of the

migration experience of documented and undocumented migrants, i.e. repeated

moves. Employing a discrete-time event history model, they find evidence that

previous migration experience strongly increases the probability of migrating

again (by 10 compared to the first departure in the case of undocumented mi-

grants), that documented migrants who achieved a higher-skilled job on the first

trip were more likely to migrate again, as well as those whose wife and children

had already been to the United States. With increasing education and work

experience in Mexico, the likelihood of a further move declines, suggesting a

negative selection of repeat migrants. The possession of assets (dwelling, land,

business) make additional migrations less necessary and hence less likely. The

wage differential between Mexico and the U.S. is not significant for repeated

moves.

Constant and Zimmermann (2003a, 2003b) examine repeat migration to a

specific host country, Germany, based on the GSOEP data. In the first study,

they estimate models on the number of exits from Germany and the number of

years a migrants spends out of Germany (in the home country if one assumes

that leaving Germany can be equated to returning home). This type of de-

pendent variable requires a count model, and the authors use robust Poisson
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regressions. The findings suggest that there is an inverse-U relationship between

age and both dependent variables - mid-aged migrants are the most likely to

experience a large number of trips as well as a longer duration out of Germany.

Education obtained in the home country as well as higher education achieved

in Germany reduce the likelihood of circulation. Those with German citizen-

ship are freer to move and found more prone to leave and return to Germany

frequently.

In their second paper, Constant and Zimmermann (2003b) employ a dif-

ferent methodological approach to investigate repeat migration. Still based on

the German data, they use a discrete-time, discrete-space Markov chain pro-

cess to study how transition probabilities of repeat migration vary over the life

time, by gender, education, country of origin, social capital and employment

characteristics. In its discrete form, a Markov chain is a sequence of random

variables with the Markov property, i.e. that given the present state, future

states are independent from past states - history does not matter. Applied in

this context, the Markov chain takes two states, 0 and 1, which indicate that

an individual lives in the host country Germany or in the origin country. There

are four conditional transition probabilities: that an individual is in Germany

in the following period, given that she is there currently; that an individual will

move to the home country in the following period, given that she is currently

in Germany; that she will move to Germany conditional on being currently

in the home country; and that an individual who is currently in the origin

country will stay there. This approach assumes that individuals are myopic,

they maximise utility by deciding on the next state solely based on the current

state. The methodology would therefore be concordant with the theoretical hy-

pothesis that repeat migrants take advantage of opportunities as they arise in

home or host country, but would agree less with repeat migrations planned as

part of a life-cycle utility-maximising strategy. The authors compute the con-

ditional transition probabilities by estimating two discrete-time hazard models

on repeat migrants, one for those who are currently in Germany and one for

migrants whose current state is “being in the origin country”. The findings on

the latter estimation suggest that the transition probability of repeat migration

is very high (over 80% at the sample average). The results further indicate that

the probability of leaving again for Germany after a return to the home country

is relatively high at a young age, decreases then, and rises again after 35 years.
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Somewhat surprisingly, German primary and secondary education reduces the

likelihood of a repeat move, while vocational training has a positive and signif-

icant impact. Migrants who remit have a higher probability of a repeat move,

and the migrants from Ex-Yugoslavia are less likely to remigrate to Germany

once they returned home. Those who have a spouse at home are less likely to

leave again, but the presence of under age children in the household promotes

further migration.

Bijwaard (2005, 2008) provides a further example for an empirical study

of repeat migration from the host country perspective. In both papers, he

uses a mover-stayer duration model to examine the determinants of returns

from the Netherlands and of repeat migration into the Netherlands, based on

information from the Central Register of Foreigners linked to the population

register. The mover-stayer framework takes account of the possibility that some

individuals may have a zero probability of repeat migration, and the individual

contributions to the likelihood function are conditioned on being a stayer (will

never migrate again) or a mover (has a positive probability of repeat migration).

In addition, a mixed proportional hazard model is estimated in order to allowing

for unobserved individual heterogeneity, which may be correlated over migration

events for the same individual. The baseline hazard is estimated as a piecewise

constant hazard with eight intervals, and the model is run separately for each

of the migration motives contained in the data (labour, family reunification,

family formation, and study). The results indicate that the baseline hazard

of return is very low, except for the family reunification group in the first five

years after leaving the Netherlands. This implies that most migrants do not

experience repeat migrations to the Netherlands, which contravenes the findings

by Constant and Massey (2003) for Germany.

5 Conclusion

While the possibility of return is increasingly acknowledged in the theoretical

and empirical economic migration literature, there are several questions which

have only received limited attention.

Gender-related differences are gaining terrain in the analysis of departure

in the context of the “feminisation of migration” with more women migrating

independently, but are not very present in the return migration literature. In
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fact, gender is not included as explanatory variable in many of the studies

reviewed. The rather loose definition of return is another issue: the analysis

often regards the leaving of the host country as return (which may be in fact

transient migration to another host country), or the return to the country from

which the migrant originated. A closer look at the return destination may

be important for the impact analysis of return. Is the migrant returning to

the origin village, or to another region, or even the capital city? The New

Economics of Labour Migration puts emphasis on the notion of household-level

migration decisions, but how is the household structure evolving with migration

and return? Does the returnee come back to the initial household, are ties

kept, or are new households founded after return? Especially empirical impact

studies, but also studies on determinants and timing of return are still anchored

very often in a framework which focuses on the individual. One question to

be asked is, for instance, if savings brought back by the migrant are pooled,

and represent hence a function similar to remittances, or if the returnee takes

decisions on her own.

The work by other disciplines such as anthropology and sociology on the

role of subjective factors, may also suggest different hypotheses. According to

economic theory of migration, a failure would usually lead to return. Qualita-

tive studies suggest, however, that migrants may be too ashamed if they are not

able to satisfy the image of a successful returnee bringing money and gifts home.

The migrants may prefer not to ask their network for support or to return and

keep on struggling abroad instead (Galloway, 2008; Osella and Osella, 2000).

The existence of relative deprivation at the origin has been put forward as a

theoretical explanation for departure and return, but there are so far no empiri-

cal studies investigating the effect of changes in the relative status of households

on return.

Given the limited availability of data, empirical research has so far concen-

trated on certain countries and regions. There is very little quantitative evidence

on return to Sub-Saharan Africa, for example. Lack of longitudinal data has

made it so far difficult to examine more complex forms of temporary migration,

such as repeat or transient migrations. The examples reviewed show as well

that results are often contradictory or ambiguous. Even studies using the same

data set may reach different conclusions depending on the estimation method,

and the level of complexity taken into account with regard to the presence of se-
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lectivity, simultaneity in decisions, or censoring and truncation (e.g. Bellemare,

2004 versus Constant and Massey, 2002; McCormick and Wahba, 2001 versus

Wahba and Zenou, 2012).

38



 

39 
 

Bibliography	
	

1. Adams,	R.	H.	J.	(1998),'Remittances,	Investment,	and	Rural	Asset	Accumulation	in	Pakistan',	
Economic	Development	and	Cultural	Change	47(1),	155–173.	

2. Agunias,	D.	R.	&	Newland,	K.	(2007),'Circular	Migration	and	Development:	Trends,	Policy	
Routes,	and	Ways	Forward',	Migration	Policy	Institute	Policy	Brief	,	Technical	report,	
Migration	Policy	Institute.	

3. Ahmed,	B.	&	Robinson,	J.	G.	(1994),'Estimates	of	Emigration	of	the	Foreign‐born	Population:	
1980‐1990',	US	Census	Bureau	Population	Division	Working	Paper	9,	1.	

4. Ammassari,	S.	(2004),'From	Nation‐Building	to	Entrepreneurship:	The	Impact	of	Elite	
Return	Migrants	in	Cote	d’Ivoire	and	Ghana',	Population,	Space	and	Place	10,	133–154.	

5. Ammassari,	S.	&	Black,	R.	(2001),Harnessing	the	Potential	of	Migration	and	Return	to	
Promote	Development'IOM	Migration	Research	Series',	International	Migration	
Organization,	.	

6. Arif,	G.	M.	&	Irfan,	M.	(1997),'Return	Migration	and	Occupational	Change:	The	Case	of	
Pakistani	Migrants	Returned	from	the	Middle	East',	The	Pakistan	Development	Review	36(1),	
1‐37.	

7. Barret,	A.	&	O'Connell,	P.	J.	(2001),'Is	There	Wage	Premium	for	Returning	Irish	Migrants?',	
The	Economic	and	Social	Review	32(1),	1‐22.	

8. Bellemare,	C.	(2004),'Identification	and	Estimation	of	Economic	Models	of	Outmigration	
Using	Panel	Attrition',	IZA	Discussion	Paper	Series	1065,	1‐34.	

9. Bijwaard,	G.	E.	(2008),'Modeling	Migration	Dynamics	of	Immigrants:	The	Case	of	The	
Netherlands',	Tinbergen	Institute	Discussion	Paper	70(4),	1‐48.	

10. Bijwaard,	G.	E.	(2005),'Migration	Dynamics	of	Immigrants:	Who	Leaves,	Who	Returns	and	
How	Quick?'(53),	Technical	report,	Econometric	Institute,	Erasmus	University	Rotterdam.	

11. Black,	R.;	King,	R.	&	Tiemoko,	R.	(2003),'Migration,	Return	and	Small	Enterprise	
Development	in	Ghana:	A	Route	out	of	Poverty?''International	Workshop	on	Migration	and	
Poverty	in	West	Africa',	University	of	Sussex.	

12. Bohning	W.	R.	(1984),	'Studies	in	International	Migrations',	Macmillan	Press,	London.	
13. Borjas,	 G.J.	 (1987).	 'Self‐Selection	 and	 the	 Earnings	 of	 Immigrants',	 American	 Economic	

Review,	77	(4),	531‐553.	
14. Borjas,	G.	J.	&	Bratsberg,	B.	(1996),'Who	Leaves?	The	Outmigration	of	the	Foreign‐Born',	The	

Review	of	Economics	and	Statistics	78(1),	165‐176.	
15. Cameron,	A.	C.	&	Trivedi,	P.	K.	(2005),	'Microeconometrics:	Methods	and	Applications',	

Cambridge	University	Press,	New	York,	May	2005	
16. Cassarino,	J.	(2004),'Theorising	Return	Migration:	the	Conceptual	Approach	to	Return	

Migrants	Revisited',	International	Journal	on	Multicultural	Societies	6(2),	253‐279.	
17. Chau,	N.	H.	&	Stark,	O.	(1999),'Migration	under	Asymetric	Information	and	Human	Capital	

Formation',	Review	of	International	Economics	7(3),	455‐483.	
18. Chiquiar,	D.	&	Hanson,	G.	(2005),	'International	Migration,	Self‐Selection,	and	the	

Distribution	of	Wages:	Evidence	from	Mexico	and	the	United	States',	Journal	of	Political	
Economy	113(2),	239‐281.	

19. Co,	C.	Y.;	Gang,	I.	N.	&	Yun,	M.	(2000),'Returns	to	Returning',	Journal	of	Population	Economics	
13,	57‐79.	

20. Cohen,	Y.	&	Haberfeld,	Y.	(2001),'Self‐Selection	and	Return	Migration:	Israeli‐Born	Jews	
Returning	Home	from	the	United	States	During	the	1980s',	Population	Studies	55(1),	79‐91.	



 

40 
 

21. Constant,	A.	&	Massey,	D.	S.	(2003),'Self‐Selection,	Earnings,	and	Out‐Migration:	A	
Longitudinal	Study	of	Immigrants	to	Germany',	Journal	of	Population	Economics	16,	631‐653.	

22. Constant,	A.	&	Massey,	D.	S.	(2002),'Return	Migration	by	German	Guestworkers:	Neoclassical	
versus	New	Economic	Theories',	International	Migration	40(4),	5‐38.	

23. Constant,	A.	&	Zimmermann,	K.	F.	(2003a),'Circular	Movements	and	Time	Away	from	the	
Host	Country',	IZA	Discussion	Paper	Series	960,	1‐17.	

24. Constant,	A.	&	Zimmermann,	K.	F.	(2003b),'The	Dynamics	of	Repeat	Migration:	A	Markov	
Chain	Analysis',	CCIS	Working	Paper	85,	1‐35.	

25. De	Coulon,	A.	&	Piracha,	M.	(2005),'Self‐Selection	and	the	Performance	of	Return	Migrants:	
The	Source	Country	Perspective',	Journal	of	Population	Economics	18,	779–807.	

26. Da	Vanzo,	J.	(1983),'Repeat	Migration	in	the	United	States:	Who	Moves	Back	and	Who	Moves	
On?',	The	Review	of	Economics	and	Statistics	65(4),	552‐559.	

27. De	Vreyer,	P.;	Gubert,	F.	&	Robilliard,	A.	(2008),'Return	Migrants	in	Western	Africa:	
Characteristics	and	Labour	Market	Performance',	Draft	paper.	

28. DiNardo,	J.,	Fortin,	N.	&	Lemieux,	T.	(1996),	'Labor	market	institutions	and	the	distribution	
of	wages,	1973–1992:	a	Semi‐parametric	Approach',	Econometrica	64(5),1001–1044	

29. Diatta,	M.	A.	&	Mbow,	N.	(1999),'Releasing	the	Development	Potential	of	Return	Migration:	
The	Case	of	Senegal',	International	Migration	37(1),	243‐264.	

30. Djajic,	S.	(2008),'Immigrant	Parents	and	Children:	An	Analysis	of	Decisions	Related	to	
Return	Migration',	Review	of	Development	Economics	12(3),	469‐485.	

31. Djajic,	S.	&	Milbourne,	R.	(1988),'A	General	Equilibrium	Model	of	Guest‐work	Migration',	
Journal	of	International	Economics	25,	335‐351.	

32. Dustmann,	C.	(2003a),'Return	Migration,	Wage	Differentials,	and	the	Optimal	Migration	
Duration',	European	Economic	Review	47,	353–369.	

33. Dustmann,	C.	(2003b),'Children	and	Return	Migration',	Journal	of	Population	Economics	16,	
815–830.	

34. Dustmann,	C.	(2000),'Temporary	Migration	and	Economic	Assimilation',	IZA	Discussion	
Paper	Series	186,	1‐36.	

35. Dustmann,	C.	(1999),'Temporary	Migration,	Human	Capital,	and	Language	Fluency	of	
Migrants',	Scandinavian	Journal	of	Economics	101(2),	297‐314.	

36. Dustmann,	C.	&	Kirchkamp,	O.	(2002),'The	Optimal	Migration	Duration	and	Activity	Choice	
After	Re‐Migration',	Journal	of	Development	Economics	67,	351–372.	

37. Dustmann,	C.	&	Weiss,	Y.	(2007),'Return	Migration:	Theory	and	Empirical	Evidence	from	the	
UK',	British	Journal	of	Industrial	Relations	45(2),	236–256.	

38. Enchautegui,	M.	E.	(1993),	'The	Effects	of	Immigration	on	the	Wages	and	Employment	of	Black	
Males',	Washington:	The	Urban	Institute.	

39. Galloway,	M.	(2008),'Return	Migration	to	Togo	‐	Monitoring	the	Embeddedness	of	
Returnees',	PhD	thesis,	University	of	Amsterdam.	

40. Galor,	O.	&	Stark,	O.	(1991),'The	Probability	of	Return	Migration,	Migrants'	Work	Effort	and	
Migrants'	Performance',	Journal	of	Development	Economics	35,	399‐405.	

41. Galor,	O.	&	Stark,	O.	(1990),'Migrants'	Savings,	the	Probability	of	Return	Migration	and	
Migrants'	Performance',	International	Economic	Review	31(2),	463‐467.	

42. Gubert,	F.	&	Nordman,	C.	J.	(2008a),'Who	Benefits	Most	from	Migration?	An	Empirical	
Analysis	Using	Data	on	Return	Migrants	in	the	Maghreb',	Technical	report,	MIREM	Project,	
Robert	Schuman	Centre	for	Advanced	Studies.	



 

41 
 

43. Gubert,	F.	&	Nordman,	C.	J.	(2008b),'Return	Migration	and	Small	Enterprise	Development	in	
the	Maghreb',	Technical	report,	MIREM	Project,	Robert	Schuman	Centre	for	Advanced	
Studies.	

44. Harris,	J.	&	Todaro,	M.P.	(1970),	'Migration,	Unemployment	and	Development:	A	Two‐Sector	
Analysis',	American	Economic	Review	60,	126‐142.	

45. Hill,	J.	K.	(1987),'Immigrant	Decisions	Concerning	Duration	of	Stay	and	Migratory	
Frequency',	Journal	of	Development	Economics	25,	221‐234.	

46. Ilahi,	N.	(1999),'Return	Migration	and	Occupational	Choice',	Review	of	Development	
Economics	3(2),	170‐186.	

47. Jasso,	G.	&	Rosenzweig,	M.	R.	(1982),'Estimating	the	Emigration	Rates	of	Legal	Immigrants	
Using	Administrative	and	Survey	Data:	The	1971	Cohort	of	Immigrants	to	the	United	States',	
Demography	19(3),	279‐290.	

48. Kiker,	B.F.	&	Traynham,	E.C.	(1977),	'Earnings	Differentials	among	Nonmigrants,	Return	
Migrants,	and	Nonreturn	Migrants',	Growth	and	Change	8(2),	2‐7	

49. Kilic,	T.;	Carletto,	G.;	Davis,	B.	&	Zezza,	A.	(2007),'Investing	Back	Home:	Return	Migration	
and	Business	Ownership	in	Albania',	WB	Policy	Research	Working	Paper	4366,	1‐36.	

50. Kohnert,	 D.	 (2007),	 'African	Migration	 to	 Europe:	Obscured	Responsibilities	 and	Common	
Misconceptions',	GIGA	Working	Papers	49,	German	Institute	of	Global	and	Area	Studies.	

51. Lee,	L.F.	 (1983),	 'Generalized	Econometric	Models	with	Selectivity',	Econometrica	51,	507‐
512.			

52. Lindstrom,	D.	P.	(1996),'Economic	Opportunity	in	Mexico	and	Return	Migration	from	the	
United	States',	Demography	33(3),	357‐374.	

53. Lindstrom,	D.	P.	&	Massey,	D.	S.	(1994),	'Selective	Emigration,	Cohort	Quality,	and	Models	of	
Immigrant	Assimilation',	Social	Science	Research	23,	315‐349.	

54. Lucas,	R.E	&	Stark,	O.	 (1985),	 “Motivations	 to	Remit:	 Evidence	 from	Botswana”,	 Journal	of	
Political	Economy	93,	901‐918.			

55. Massey,	D.	S.;	Alarcon,	R.;	Durand,	J.	&	Gonzalez,	H.	(1987),	“Return	to	Aztlan:	The	Social	
Process	of	International	Migration	from	Western	Mexico”,	Berkeley	and	Los	Angeles:	
University	of	California	Press.	

56. Massey,	D.	S.	&	Espinosa,	K.	E.	(1997),'What's	Driving	Mexico‐U.S.	Migration?	A	Theoretical,	
Empirical,	and	Policy	Analysis',	The	American	Journal	of	Sociology	102(4),	939‐999.	

57. Massey,	D.	S.	&	Parrado,	E.	A.	(1998),'International	Migration	and	Business	Formation	in	
Mexico',	Social	Science	Quarterly	79(1),	1‐20.	

58. Massey,	D.	S.	&	Singer,	A.	(1995),	'New	Estimates	of	Undocumented	Mexican	Migration	and	
the	Probability	of	Apprehension',	Demography	32(2),	203‐213.	

59. McCormick,	B.	&	Wahba,	J.	(2003),'Return	International	Migration	and	Geographical	
Inequality:	The	Case	of	Egypt',	Journal	of	African	Economies	12(4),	500‐532.	

60. McCormick,	B.	&	Wahba,	J.	(2001),'Overseas	Work	Experience,	Savings	and	
Entrepreneurship	Amongst	Return	Migrants	to	LDCs',	Scottish	Journal	of	Political	Economy	
48(2),	164‐178.	

61. Merkle,	L.	&	Zimmermann,	K.	F.	(1992),'Savings,	Remittances,	and	Return	Migration',	
Economics	Letters	38,	77‐81.	

62. Mesnard,	A.	(2004),'Temporary	Migration	and	Capital	Market	Imperfections',	Oxford	
Economic	Papers	56,	242–262.	



 

42 
 

63. Mora,	 J.	 &	 Taylor,	 J.E.	 (2005),	 “Determinants	 of	Migration,	 Destination	 and	 Sector	 Choice:	
Disentangling	Individual,	Household	and	Community	Effects”,	in:	Schiff,	M.	&	Ozden,	C.	(eds.)	
International	Migration,	Remittances,	 and	 the	Brain	Drain,	Palgrave	Macmillan	 and	World	
Bank,	Washington	DC.	

64. Muschkin,	C.	G.	(1993),'Consequences	of	Return	Migrant	Status	for	Employment	in	Puerto	
Rico',	International	Migration	Review	27(1),	79‐102.	

65. Nair,	P.	G.	(1999),'Return	of	Overseas	Contract	Workers	and	their	Rehabilitation	and	
Development	in	Kerala	(India)	‐	A	Critical	Account	of	Policies,	Performance	and	Prospects',	
International	Migration	37(1),	209‐242.	

66. Nakosteen,	R.	&	Zimmer,	M.	(1980),	'Migration	and	income:	the	question	of	self‐selection',	
Southern	Economic	Journal	46(3),840–851.	

67. Nicholson,	B.	(2004),Migrants	as	Agents	of	Development:	Albanian	Return	Migrants	and	
Micro‐Enterprise,	in	D.	Pop,	ed.,'New	Patterns	of	Labour	Migration	in	Central	and	Eastern	
Europe',	Cluj	Napoca:	Public	Policy	Centre,	,	pp.	94‐110.	

68. Osella,	F.	&	Osella,	C.	(2000),'Migration,	Money	and	Masculinity	in	Kerala',	The	Journal	of	the	
Royal	Anthropological	Institute	6(1),	117‐133.	

69. Psacharopoulos,	G.	(1973),	'Returns	to	Education:	An	International	Comparison',	San	
Francisco:	Jossey‐Bass.	

70. Raffelhueschen,	B.	(1992),'Labor	Migration	in	Europe	‐	Experiences	from	Germany	after	
Unification',	European	Economic	Review	36,	1453‐1471.	

71. Reyes,	B.	I.	(2001),'Immigrant	Trip	Duration:	The	Case	of	Immigrants	from	Western	Mexico',	
International	Migration	Review	35(4),	1185‐1204.	

72. Reyes,	B.	I.	(1997),	Dynamics	of	Immigration:	Return	Migration	to	Western	Mexico,	Public	
Policy	Institute	of	California.	

73. Reyes,	B.	I.	&	Mameesh,	L.	(2002),'Why	Does	Immigrant	Trip	Duration	Vary	Across	U.S.	
Destinations?',	Social	Science	Quarterly	83(2),	580‐593.	

74. Rooth,	D.	&	Saarela,	J.	(2007),'Selection	in	migration	and	return	migration:	Evidence	from	
micro	data',	Economic	Letters	94(1),	90‐95.	

75. Roy,	A.	D.,	(1951),	'Some	Thoughts	on	the	Distribution	of	Earnings',	Oxford	Economic	Papers	
3,	135‐146.	

76. Sjaastad,	L.A.,	(1962)	‘The	Costs	and	Returns	of	Human	Migration’,	Journal	of	Political	
Economy	70(5),	80‐93.	

77. Stark,	O.	(Ed.),	1991.	The	Migration	of	Labor.	Oxford:	Blackwell.	
78. Stark,	O.	(1996),	On	the	Microeconomics	of	Return	Migration,	Macmillan	Press,	chapter	3,	pp.	

32‐35.	
79. Stark,	O.	(1995),'	Return	and	Dynamics:	The	Path	of	Labor	Migration	When	Workers	Differ	

in	Their	Skills	and	Information	Is	Asymmetric',	Scandinavian	Journal	of	Economics	97(1),	55‐
71.	

80. Stark,	O.	&	Bloom,	D.E.,	(1985),	‘The	New	Economics	of	Labor	Migration’,	American	
Economic	Review	75,	173‐178.		

81. Stark,	O.	&	Fan,	C.	S.	(2007),'Losses	and	Gains	to	Developing	Countries	from	the	Migration	of	
Educated	Workers:	an	Overview	of	Recent	Research	and	New	Reflections'(2007/02),	
Technical	report,	MIREM	Project,	Robert	Schuman	Centre	for	Advanced	Studies.	

82. Stark,	O.;	Helmenstein,	C.	&	Yegorov,	Y.	(1997),'Migrants’	Savings,	Purchasing	Power	Parity,	
and	the	Optimal	Duration	of	Migration',	International	Tax	and	Public	Finance	4,	307‐324.	



 

43 
 

83. Stark,	O.	&	Taylor,	 J.E.	 (1991a),	 'Relative	Deprivation	and	Migration.	Theory,	Evidence	and	
Policy	Implications',	PRE	Working	Paper	Series	656,	The	World	Bank.	

84. Stark,	O.	&	Taylor,	J.E.	(1991b),	'Migration	Incentives,	Migration	Types:	The	Role	of	Relative	
Deprivation',	Economic	Journal	101,	1163‐1178.		

85. Stark,	O.	&	Wang,	Y.Q.	(2000),	'A	Theory	of	Migration	as	a	Response	to	Relative	Deprivation',	
ZEF	Discussion	Papers	on	Development	Policy	25,	1‐16.	

86. Tani,	M.	&	Mahuteau,	S.	(2008),'Return	Migration	and	Working	Choices'(2008/01),	
Technical	report,	MIREM	Project,	Robert	Schuman	Centre	for	Advanced	Studies.	

87. Thomas‐Hope,	E.	(1999),'Return	Migration	to	Jamaica	and	its	Development	Potential',	
International	Migration	37(1),	183‐207.	

88. Van	Baalen,	B.	&	Mueller,	T.	(2008),'Return	Intentions	of	Temporary	Migrants:	The	Case	of	
Germany'.	

89. Van	Hook,	J.;	Zhang,	W.;	Bean,	F.	D.	&	Passel,	J.	S.	(2006),'Foreign‐Born	Emigration:	A	New	
Approach	and	Estimates	Based	on	Matched	CPS	Files',	Demography	43(2),	361–382.	

90. Wahba,	J.,	&	Zenou,	Y.	(2012).	‘Out	of	sight,	out	of	mind:	Migration,	entrepreneurship,	and	
social	capital’.	Regional	Science	and	Urban	Economics	42(5),	890‐903.	

91. Warren,	R.	&	Peck,	J.	M.	(1980),	'Foreign‐Born	Emigration	from	the	United	States:	1960‐
1970,	'	Demography	17,	71‐84.	

92. Woodruff,	C.	M.	&	Zenteno,	R.	(2001),'Remittances	and	Microenterprises	in	Mexico',	UCSD,	
Graduate	School	of	International	Relations	and	Pacific	Studies	Working	Paper.	

93. World	 Bank	 (2007),	 “Senegal	 Looking	 for	 Work	 —	 The	 Road	 to	 Prosperity”’	 Country	
Economic	Memorandum.	Report	No.	40344‐SN.	

94. Yang,	D.	(2006),'Why	Do	Migrants	Return	to	Poor	Countries?	Evidence	from	Philippine	
Migrants’	Responses	to	Exchange	Rate	Shocks',	The	Review	of	Economics	and	Statistics	88(4),	
715‐735.	

	
	



PUBLICATIONS

N° 188. –  Cora Leonie MEZGER KVEDER, Temporary Migration:A Review of the literature, janvier 2013, 44 p.

N° 187.  –  Arnaud  RÉGNIER-LOILIER,  Présentation,  questionnaire  et  documentation  de  la  troisième  vague  de 
l’Étude des relations familiales et intergénérationnelles (Erfi-GGS 2011), décembre 2012, 328 p.

N° 186.  –  Zahia  OUADAH-BEDIDI  et  Jacques  VALLIN,  Fécondité  et  politique  de  limitation  des  naissances  en 
 Algérie : une histoire paradoxale, octobre 2012, 20 p.

N° 185. – Zahia OUADAH-BEDIDi, Fécondité et nuptialité différentielles en Algérie : l’apport du recensement de 
1998, octobre 2012, 42 p.

N° 184.  –  Maud  LESNÉ  et  Patrick  SIMON,  La mesure des discriminations dans l’enquête « Trajectoires et 
 Origines », septembre 2012, 32 p.

N° 183. – Yael BRINBAUM, Mirna SAFI, Patrick SIMON, Les discriminations en France : entre perception et ex-
périence, septembre 2012, 34 p.

N° 182. – Dominique MEURS, Bertrand LHOMMEAU et Mahrez OKBA, Emplois, salaires et mobilité intergéné-
rationnelle, 2012, 48 p.

N° 181. – Christelle Hamel et Ariane PAILHÉ, Former une famille en contexte migratoire, septembre 2012, 35 p.

N° 180. – Marie-Thérèse LETABLIER et Anne SALLES, Labour market uncertainties for the young workforce in 
France and Germany: implications for family formation and fertility, juillet 2012, 79 p.

N° 179. – Aline F. DÉSESQUELLES, Self-Rated Health of French Prison Inmates: Does Time Spent Behind Bars 
Matter?, mai 2012, 14 p.

N° 178. – Aline F. DÉSESQUELLES, Self-Rated Health of French Prison Inmates: Measurement and Comparison 
with Other Health Indicators, mai 2012, 20 p.

N° 177.  –  Béatrice  VALDES,  Khalid  ELJIM,  Christophe  BERGOUIGNAN,  Patrick  FESTY,  Jean-Paul  SARDON 
(coord.), Évaluer et valoriser la base européenne de micro-données de recensement. Les résultats du projet 
ANR CENSUS, janvier 2012, 355 p.

N° 176. – Patrick SIMON et Vincent TIBERJ, Les registres de l’identité. Les immigrés et leurs descendants face à 
l’identité nationale, janvier 2012, 30 p.

N° 175. – Vincent TIBERJ et Patrick SIMON, La fabrique du citoyen : origines et rapport au politique en France, 
janvier 2012, 32 p.

N° 174. – Angela LUCI et Olivier THÉVENON, The impact of family policy packages on fertility trends in devel-
oped countries, janvier 2012, 40 p.

N° 173. – Arnaud RÉGNIER-LOILIER, Leila SABONI, Béatrice VALDES, Presentation and Modifications to the 
Generations and Gender Survey Questionnaire in France (Wave 2). L’Étude des relations familiales et intergé-
nérationnelles (Érfi.), novembre 2011, 146 p.

N° 172. – Cris BEAUCHEMIN, Hugues LAGRANGE, Mirna SAFI, Transnationalism and immigrant assimilation 
in France: between here and there?, Imiscoe Annual Conference, Workshop 6: Integration and transnationalism: 
how are the two connected? Warsaw, Poland – 7-9 September 2011, 2011, 26 p.

N° 171. – Jean-Louis PAN KÉ SHON, Claire SCODELLARO, Discrimination au logement et ségrégation ehno-
raciale en France, 2011, 30 p.

N° 170. – Audrey SIEURIN, Emmanuelle Cambois, Jean-Marie Robine, Les espérances de vie sans incapacité en 
France : Une tendance récente moins favorable que dans le passé, 2011, 30 p.

N° 169. – Ariane PAIHLÉ et Anne SOLAZ, Does job insecurity cause missing births in a high fertility European 
country. Evidence for France, 2011, 32 p.

N° 168. – Équipe TeO, coordonné par Patrick SIMON, Cris BEAUCHEMIN et Christelle HAMEL, Trajectoire et 
Origines. Enquête sur la diversité des populations en France. Premiers résultats, 2010, 152 p.

N° 167. – Angela LUCI, Olivier THEVENON, Does economic development drive the fertility rebound in OECD 
countries?, 2010, 45 p.



N° 166. – Cris BEAUCHEMIN , Lama KABBANJI, Bruno SCHOUMAKER, Sept communications présentées lors de 
la table ronde sur les migrations entre l’Afrique et l’Europe, Dakar, Sénégal, 21 novembre 2009, 244 p.

N° 165.  –  Arnaud  RÉGNIER-LOILIER,  Présentation,  questionnaire  et  documentation  de  la  seconde  vague  de 
l’étude des relations familiales et intergénérationnelles (Erfi-GGS2), 211 p.

N° 164. – Carole BONNET, Anne SOLAZ, Elisabeth ALGAVA, La séparation conjugale affecte-t-elle l’activité pro-
fessionnelle ? Une estimation basée sur les méthodes d’appariement, 2009, 36 p.

N° 163. – Olivia EKERT- JAFFÉ, Le coût du temps consacré aux enfants : contraintes de temps et activité fémi-
nine/The Real Time Cost of Children in France is Equally Shared by Mothers and Fathers, 2009, 48 p.

N° 162. – Laurent GOBILLON et François-Charles WOLFF, Housing and location choices of retiring households : 
Evidence from France, 2009, 28 p.

N° 161. – Matthieu SOLIGNAC, Les politiques de conciliation vie professionnelle/vie familiale menées par les 
employeurs : élaboration d’une typologie des établissements de l’Enquête Familles-Employeurs, 2009, 143 p.

N° 160. – Géraldine DUTHÉ, Raphaël LAURENT, Gilles PISON, Vivre et mourir après 60 ans en milieu rural 
africain. Isolement, recours aux soins et mortalité des personnes âgées à Mlomp, 2009, 26 p.

N° 159.  –  Nathalie  DONZEAU  et  Jean-Louis  PAN  KÉ  SON,  La mobilité résidentielle depuis la fin des Trente 
 Glorieuses, 2009, 34 p.

N° 158. – Olivier THÉVENON, The costs of raising children and the effectiveness of policies to support paren-
thood in European countries: a Literature Review 2009, 612 p.

N° 157. – Jean-Louis PAN KÉ SON, L’émergence du sentiment d’insécurité en quartiers défavorisés. Dépasse-
ment du seuil de tolérance… aux étrangers ou à la misère ? 2009, 20 p.

N° 156. – Maryse Marpsat, The Ined Research on Homelessness, 1993-2008, 2008, 218 p.

N° 155. – Éva BEAUJOUAN, Anne SOLAZ, Childbearing after separation: Do second unions make up for earlier 
missing births? Evidence from France, 2008, 24 p.

N° 154. – Carole BONNET, Laurent GOBILLON, Anne LAFERRÈRE, The effect of widowhood on housing and 
location choices, 2008, 40 p.

N° 153. – Louise MARIE DIOP-MAES, La population ancienne de l’Afrique subsaharienne. Les éléments d’éva-
luation, 2008, 20 p.

N° 152. – Traduction en Russe du N° 121.

N° 151.  –  P. FESTY,  J. ACCARDO,  D. DEMAILLY,  L. PROKOFIEVA,  I. KORTCHAGINA,  A. SZUKIELOJC-BIEN-
KUNSKA, L. NIVOROZHKINA, L. OVTCHAROVA, M. SEBTI, A. PATERNO, S. STROZZA, I. ELISEEVA, A. SHE-
VYAKOV, Mesures, formes et facteurs de la pauvreté. Approches comparative, 2008, 196 p.

N° 150. – Géraldine DUTHÉ, Serge H. D. FAYE, Emmanuelle GUYAVARCH, Pascal ARDUIN, Malick A. KANTE, 
Aldiouma DIALLO, Raphaël LAURENT, Adama MARRA, Gilles PISON, La détermination des causes de décès par 
autopsie verbale : étude de la mortalité palustre en zone rurale sénégalaise, 2008, 42 p.

N° 149. – Maryse MARPSAT, Services for the Homeless in France. Description, official statistics, client recording 
of information. A report for the European Commision, 2007, 84 p.

N° 148. – Olivier THÉVENON, L’activité féminine après l’arrivée d’enfants : disparités et évolutions en  Europe à 
partir des enquêtes sur les Forces de travail, 1992-2005, 2007, 56 p.

N° 147. – Magali BARBIERI, Population en transition. Dix communications présentées au XXVe Congrès  général 
de la population, Tours, France, 18-23 juillet 2005, 2007, 201 p.

N° 146. – François CHAPIREAU, La mortalité des malades mentaux hospitalisés en France pendant la deu-
xième guerre mondiale, 2007, 36 p.

N° 145. – Maryse MARPSAT, Explorer les frontières. Recherches sur des catégories « en marge », Mémoire pré-
senté en vue de l’habilitation à diriger des recherches en sociologie, 2007, 274 p.

N° 144. – Arnaud RÉGNIER-LOILIER et Pascal SEBILLE, Modifications to the Generations and Gender Surveys 
questionnaire in France (wave 1), 192 p.

N° 143. – Ariane PAILHÉ et Anne SOLAZ, L’enquête Familles et employeurs. Protocole d’une double enquête et 
bilan de collecte, 180 p.



N° 142. – Annie BACHELOT et Jacques de MOUZON, Données de l’enquête « Caractéristiques des couples de-
mandant une fécondation in vitro en France », 2007, 44 p.

N° 141. – Olivia EKERT-JAFFÉ, Shoshana GROSSBARD et Rémi MOUGIN, Economic Analysis of the Childbea-
ring Decision, 2007, 108 p.

N° 140.  – Véronique HERTRICH and Marie LESCLINGAND, Transition to adulthood and gender: changes in 
rural Mali

N° 139. – Patrick SIMON et Martin CLÉMENT, Rapport de l’enquête « Mesure de la diversité ». Une enquête expé-
rimentale pour caractériser l’origine, 2006, 86 p.

N° 138.  –  Magali  BARBIERI,  Alfred  NIZARD  et  Laurent  TOULEMON,  Écart de température et mortalité en 
France, 2006, 80 p.

N° 137. – Jean-Louis PAN KÉ SHON, Mobilités internes différentielles en quartiers sensibles et ségrégation, 2006, 42 p.

N° 136. – Francisco MUNOZ-PÉREZ, Sophie PENNEC, avec la collaboration de Geneviève Houriet Segard, Évolu-
tion future de la population des magistrats et perspectives de carrière, 2001-2040, 2006, XXX + 114 p.

N° 135. – Alexandre DJIRIKIAN et Valérie LAFLAMME, sous la direction de Maryse MARPSAT, Les formes margi-
nales de logement. Étude bibliographique et méthodologique de la prise en compte du logement non ordinaire, 
2006, 240 p.

N° 134. – Catherine BONVALET et Éva LELIÈVRE, Publications choisies autour de l’enquête « Biographies et 
entourage », 2006, 134 p.

N° 133. – Arnaud RÉGNIER-LOILIER, Présentation, questionnaire et documentation de l’« Étude des relations 
familiales et intergénérationnelles » (Erfi). Version française de l’enquête « Generations and Gender Survey » 
(GGS), 2006, 238 p.

N° 132. – Lucie BONNET et Louis BERTRAND (sous la direction de), Mobilités, habitat et identités, Actes de la 
journée d’étude « Jeunes chercheurs ». Le logement et l’habitat comme objet de recherche. Atelier 3, 2005, 92 p.

N° 131. – Isabelle FRECHON et Catherine Villeneuve-Gokalp, Étude sur l’adoption, 2005, 64 p.

N° 130. – Dominique MEURS, Ariane PAIHLÉ et Patrick SIMON, Mobilité intergénérationnelle et persistance des 
inégalités. L’accès à l’emploi des immigrés et de leurs descendants en France, 2005, 36 p.

N° 129. – Magali MAZUY, Nicolas RAZAFINDRATSIMA, Élise de LA ROCHEBROCHARD, Déperdition dans l’en-
quête « Intentions de fécondité », 2005, 36 p.

N° 128. – Laure MOGUEROU et Magali BARBIERI, Population et pauvreté en Afrique. Neuf communications 
présentées à la IVe Conference africaine sur la population, Tunis, Tunisie, 8-12 décembre 2003, 2005, 184 p.

N° 127. – Jean-Louis PAN KÉ SHON, Les sources de la mobilité résidentielle. Modifications intervenues sur les 
grandes sources de données dans l’étude des migrations, 2005, 30 p.

N° 126. – Thierry DEBRAND et Anne-Gisèle PRIVAT, L’impact des réformes de 1993 et de 2003 sur les retraites. 
Une analyse à l’aide du modèle de microsimulation Artémis, 2005, 28 p.

N° 125. – Kees WAALDIJK (ed), More or less together: levels of legal consequences of marriage, cohabitation 
and registered partnership for different-sex and same-sex partners: a comparative study of nine European 
countries, 2005, 192 p. (s’adresser à Marie DIGOIX)

N° 124. – Marie DIGOIX et Patrick FESTY (eds), Same-sex couples, same-sex partnerships, and homosexual 
marriages: A Focus on cross-national differentials, 2004, 304 p.

N° 123. – Marie DIGOIX et Patrick FESTY (sous la dir.), Séminaire « Comparaisons européennes », années 2001-
2002, 2004, 220 p.

N° 122. – Emmanuelle GUYAVARCH et Gilles PISON, Les balbutiements de la contraception en Afrique au Sud 
du Sahara, septembre 2004, 48 p.

N° 121. – Maryse JASPARD et Stéphanie CONDON, Genre, violences sexuelles et justice. Actes de la journée- 
séminaire du 20 juin 2003, 2004, 135p.

N° 120. – Laurent TOULEMON et Magali MAZUY, Comment prendre en compte l’âge à l’arrivée et la durée de 
séjour en France dans la mesure de la fécondité des immigrants ? 2004, 34 p.

N° 119. – Céline CLÉMENT et Bénédicte GASTINEAU (coord.), Démographie et sociétés. Colloque international 
« Jeunes Chercheurs », Cerpos-Université Paris X-Nanterre, 1er et 2 octobre 2002, 2003, 350 p.



N° 118. – Monique BERTRAND, Véronique DUPONT et France GUÉRIN-PACE (sous la dir.), Espaces de vie. Une 
revue des concepts et des applications, 2003, 188 p.

N° 117. – Stephanie CONDON et Armelle ANDRO, Questions de genre en démographie. Actes de la journée du 
22 juin 2001, 2003, 128 p.

N° 116. – Maryse JASPARD et l’équipe Enveff, Le questionnaire de l’enquête Enveff. Enquête nationale sur les 
violences envers les femmes en France, 2003, 10 + 88 p.

N° 115. – Zahia OUADAH-BEDIDI et Jacques VALLIN, Disparités régionales de l’écart d’âge entre conjoints en 
Algérie. Évolution depuis 1966, 2003, 32 p.

N° 114. – Magali MAZUY, Situations familiales et fécondité selon le milieu social. Résultats à partir de l’enquête 
EHF de 1999, 2002, 60 p.

N° 113. – Jean-Paul SARDON, Fécondité et transition en Europe centrale et orientale, 2002, 38 p.

N° 112. – Thérèse LOCOH, Deux études sur la fécondité en Afrique : 1) Structures familiales et évolutions de la 
fécondité dans les pays à fécondité intermédiaire d’Afrique de l’Ouest ; 2) Baisse de la fécondité et mutations 
familiales en Afrique sub-saharienne, 2002, 24 p. et 30 p.

N° 111. – Thierry DEBRAND et Anne-Gisèle PRIVAT, Individual real wages over business cycle: The impact of 
macroeconomic variations on individual careers and implications concerning retirement pensions, 2002, 38 p.

N° 110. – Recueil préparé par Amandine LEBUGLE et Jacques VALLIN, Sur le chemin de la transition. Onze 
communications présentées au XXIVe Congrès général de la population à Salvador de Bahia, Brésil, août 2001, 
2002, 234 p.

N° 109. – Éric BRIAN, Jean-Marc ROHRBASSER, Christine THÉRÉ, Jacques VÉRON (intervenants et organisa-
teurs), La durée de vie : histoire et calcul. Séminaire de la valorisation de la recherche, 7 février 2000, 2002, 70 p.

N° 108. – France MESLÉ et Jacques VALLIN, Montée de l’espérance de vie et concentration des âges au décès, 
2002, 20 p.

N° 107. – Alexandre AVDEEV, La mortalité infantile en Russie et en URSS : éléments pour un état des recherches, 
2002, 48 p.

N° 106. – Isabelle ATTANÉ (organisatrice), La Chine en transition : questions de population, questions de so-
ciété. Séminaire de la valorisation de la recherche, 31 janvier et 1er février 2001 (s’adresser à Céline PERREL), 
2002, 46 p.

N° 105.  –  A. AVDEEV,  J. BELLENGER,  A. BLUM,  P. FESTY,  A. PAILHÉ,  C. GOUSSEFF,  C. LEFÈVRE,  A. MON-
NIER, J.-C. SEBAG, J. VALLIN (intervenants et organisateurs), La société russe depuis la perestroïka : rupture, 
crise ou continuité ? Séminaire de la valorisation de la recherche, 1er mars 2001 (s’adresser à Céline PERREL), 
2001, 124 p.

N° 104. – Jacques VÉRON, Sophie PENNEC, Jacques LÉGARÉ, Marie DIGOIX (éds), Le contrat social à l’épreuve 
des changements démographiques ~ The Social Contract in the Face of Demographic Change, Actes des 2e Ren-
contres Sauvy, 2001, 386 p.

N° 103. – Gilles PISON, Alexis GABADINHO, Catherine ENEL, Mlomp (Sénégal). Niveaux et tendances démo-
graphiques ; 1985-2000, 2001, 182 p.

N° 102. – La famille en AOF et la condition de la femme. Rapport présenté au Gouverneur général de l’AOF. par 
Denise SAVINEAU (1938). Introduction de Pascale Barthélémy, 2001, XXII-222 p.

N° 101. – Jean-Paul SARDON, La fécondité dans les Balkans, 2001, 88 p.

N° 100. – Jean-Paul SARDON, L’évolution récente de la fécondité en Europe du Sud, 26 p.

N° 99. – S. JUSTEAU, J.H. KALTENBACH, D. LAPEYRONNIE, S. ROCHÉ, J.-C. SEBAG, X. THIERRY et M. TRI-
BALAT (intervenants et organisateurs), L’immigration et ses amalgames. Séminaire de la valorisation de la re-
cherche, 24 mai 2000, 2001, 94 p.

N° 98. – Juliette HALIFAX, L’insertion sociale des enfants adoptés. Résultats de l’enquête « Adoption internatio-
nale et insertion sociale », 2000 (Ined – Les Amis des enfants du monde), 2001, 58 p.

N° 97. – Michèle TRIBALAT, Modéliser, pour quoi faire ? 2001, 10 p.

N° 96. – O. EKERT-JAFFÉ, H. LERIDON, S. PENNEC, I. THÉRY, L. TOULEMON et J.-C. SEBAG (intervenants et 
organisateurs), Évolution de la structure familiale. Séminaire de la valorisation de la recherche, 28 juin 2000, 
2001, 110 p.



N° 95.  –  A. ANDRO,  A. LEBUGLE,  M. LESCLINGAND,  T. LOCOH,  M. MOUVAGHA-SOW,  Z. OUADAH-BEDIDI, 
J. VALLIN, C. VANDERMEERSCH, J. VÉRON, Genre et développement. Huit communications présentées à la 
Chaire Quetelet 2000, 2001, 158 p.

N° 94. – C. BONVALET, C. CLÉMENT, D. MAISON, L. ORTALDA et T. VICHNEVSKAIA, Réseaux de sociabilité et 
d’entraide au sein de la parenté : Six contributions, 2001, 110 p.

N° 93. – Magali MAZUY et Laurent TOULEMON, Étude de l’histoire familiale. Premiers résultats de l’enquête en 
ménages, 2001, 100 p.

N° 92. – Politiques sociales en France et en Russie, INED/IPSEP, 2001, 246 p.

N° 91. –  Françoise MOREAU, Commerce des données sur la population et libertés individuelles,  2001, 20 p. 
+ Annexes.

N° 90. – Youssef COURBAGE, Sergio DELLAPERGOLA, Alain DIECKHOFF, Philippe FARGUES, Emile MALET, 
Elias SANBAR et Jean-Claude SEBAG (intervenants et organisateurs), L’arrière-plan démographique de l’explo-
sion de violence en Israël-Palestine. Séminaire de la valorisation de la recherche, 30 novembre 2000, 2000, 106 p.

N° 89. –  Bénédicte GASTINEAU et Elisabete de CARVALHO (coordonné par), Démographie : nouveaux champs, 
nouvelles recherches, 2000, 380 p.

N° 88. – Gil BELLIS, Jean-Noël BIRABEN, Marie-Hélène CAZES et Marc de BRAEKELEER (modérateur et inter-
venants), Génétique et populations. Séminaire de la valorisation de la recherche, 26 janvier 2000, 2000, 96 p.

N° 87. –  Jean-Marie FIRDION, Maryse MARPSAT et Gérard MAUGER (intervenants), Étude des sans-domicile : le 
cas de Paris et de l’Ile-de-France. Séminaire de la valorisation de la recherche, 19 avril 2000, 2000, 90 p.

N° 86. – François HÉRAN et Jean-Claude SEBAG (responsables modérateurs), L’utilisation des sources adminis-
tratives en démographie, sociologie et statistique sociale. Séminaire de la valorisation de la recherche, 20 sep-
tembre 2000, 2000, 170 p.

N° 85. – Michel  BOZON  et  Thérèse  LOCOH  (sous  la  dir.), Rapports de genre et questions de population. II. 
Genre, population et développement, 2000, 200 p.

N° 84. – Michel BOZON et Thérèse LOCOH (sous la dir.), Rapports de genre et questions de population. I. Genre 
et population, France 2000, 2000, 260 p.

N° 83. – Stéphanie CONDON, Michel BOZON et Thérèse LOCOH, Démographie, sexe et genre : bilan et perspec-
tives, 2000, 100 p.

N° 82. – Olivia EKERT-JAFFE et Anne SOLAZ, Unemployment and family formation in France, 2000, 26 p.

N° 81. –  Jean-Marie FIRDION, L’étude des jeunes sans domicile dans les pays occidentaux : état des lieux, 1999, 28 p.

N° 80. – Age, génération et activité : vers un nouveau contrat social? Age, cohort and activity: A new “social 
contract”?, Actes des 1res rencontres Sauvy (s’adresser à Marie DIGOIX), 1999, 314 p.

N° 79. –  Maryse MARPSAT, Les apports réciproques des méthodes quantitatives et qualitatives : le cas particu-
lier des enquêtes sur les personnes sans domicile, 1999, 24 p.

N° 78. – Les populations du monde, le monde des populations. La place de l’expert en sciences sociales dans le 
débat public, Actes de la Table ronde pour l’inauguration de l’Ined, 1999, 54 p.

N° 77. – Isabelle SÉGUY, Fabienne LE SAGER, Enquête Louis Henry. Notice descriptive des données informa-
tiques, 1999, 156 p.

N° 76. – I. SÉGUY, H. COLENÇON et C. MÉRIC, Enquête Louis Henry. Notice descriptive de la partie nomina-
tive, 1999, 120 p.

N° 75. – Anne-Claude LE VOYER (s’adresser à H. LERIDON), Les processus menant au désir d’enfant en France, 
1999, 200 p.

N° 74. – Jacques VALLIN et France MESLÉ, Le rôle des vaccinations dans la baisse de la mortalité, 1999, 20 p.

N° 73. – Bernard ZARCA, Comment passer d’un échantillon de ménages à un échantillon de fratries ? Les en-
quêtes « Réseaux familiaux » de 1976, « Proches et parents » de 1990 et le calcul d’un coefficient de pondération, 
1999, 20 p.

N° 72. – Catherine BONVALET, Famille-logement. Identité statistique ou enjeu politique ? 1998, 262 p.



N° 71. – Denise ARBONVILLE, Normalisation de l’habitat et accès au logement. Une étude statistique de l’évo-
lution du parc « social de fait » de 1984 à 1992, 1998, 36 p.

N° 70.  –  Famille, activité, vieillissement : générations et solidarités.  Bibliographie  préparée  par  le  Centre  de 
 Documentation de l’Ined, 1998, 44 p.

N° 69. – XXIIIe Congrès général de la population, Beijing, Chine, 11-17 octobre 1997 :
Contribution des chercheurs de l’Ined au Congrès, 1997, 178 p.
Participation of Ined Researchers in the Conference, 1997, 180 p.

N° 68. – France MESLÉ et Jacques VALLIN, Évolution de la mortalité aux âges élevés en France depuis 1950, 
1998, 42 p.

N° 67. – Isabelle SEGUY, Enquête Jean-Noël Biraben « La population de la France de 1500 à 1700 ». Répertoire 
des sources numériques, 1998, 36 p.

N° 66. – Alain BLUM, I. Statistique, démographie et politique. II. Deux études sur l’histoire de la statistique et 
de la statistique démographique en URSS (1920-1939), 1998, 92 p.

N° 65. – Annie LABOURIE-RACAPÉ et Thérèse LOCOH, Genre et démographie : nouvelles problématiques ou 
effet de mode ? 1998, 27 p.

N° 64.  –  C. BONVALET,  A. GOTMAN  et  Y.  GRAFMEYER  (éds),  et  I.  Bertaux-Viame,  D. Maison  et  L.  Ortalda, 
Proches et parents : l’aménagement des territoires, 1997.

N° 63. – Corinne BENVENISTE et Benoît RIANDEY, Les exclus du logement : connaître et agir, 1997, 20 p.

N° 62. – Sylvia T. WARGON, La démographie au Canada, 1945-1995, 1997, 40 p.

N° 61. – Claude RENARD, Enquête Louis Henry. Bibliographie de l’enquête, 1997, 82 p.

N° 60. – H. AGHA, J.-C. CHASTELAND, Y. COURBAGE, M. LADIER-FOULADI, A.H. MEHRYAR, Famille et fécon-
dité à Shiraz (1996), 1997, 60 p.

N° 59.  –  Catherine  BONVALET,  Dominique  MAISON  et  Laurent  ORTALDA,  Analyse textuelle des entretiens 
« Proches et Parents », 1997, 32 p.

N° 58. – B. BACCAÏNI, M. BARBIERI, S. CONDON et M. DIGOIX (éds),
Questions de population. Actes du Colloque Jeunes Chercheurs :
I. Mesures démographiques dans des petites populations, 1997, 50 p.
II. Nuptialité – fécondité – reproduction, 1997, 120 p.
III. Histoire des populations, 1997, 90 p.
IV. Économie et emploi, 1997, 50 p.
V. Vieillissement – retraite, 1997, 66 p.
VI. Famille, 1997, 128 p.
VII. Santé – mortalité, 1997, 136 p.
VIII. Population et espace, 1997, 120 p.
IX. Migration – intégration, 1997, 96 p.

N° 57. – Isabelle SÉGUY et Corinne MÉRIC, Enquête Louis Henry. Notice descriptive non nominative, 1997, 106 p.

N° 56. – Máire Ní BHROLCHÁIN and Laurent TOULEMON, Exploratory analysis of demographic data using 
graphical methods, 1996, 50 p.

N° 55. – Laurent TOULEMON et Catherine de GUIBERT-LANTOINE, Enquêtes sur la fécondité et la famille dans 
les pays de l’Europe (régions ECE des Nations unies). Résultats de l’enquête française, 1996, 84 p.

N° 54. – G. BALLAND, G. BELLIS, M. DE BRAEKELEER, F. DEPOID, M. LEFEBVRE, I. SEGUY, Généalogies et 
reconstitutions de familles. Analyse des besoins, 1996, 44 p.

N° 53. – Jacques VALLIN et France MESLÉ, Comment suivre l’évolution de la mortalité par cause malgré les 
discontinuités de la statistique ? Le cas de la France de 1925 à 1993, 1996, 46p.

N° 52. – Catherine BONVALET et Eva LELIÈVRE, La notion d’entourage, un outil pour l’analyse de l’évolution 
des réseaux individuels, 1996, 18 p.

N° 51. – Alexandre AVDEEV, Alain BLUM et Serge ZAKHAROV, La mortalité a-t-elle vraiment augmenté bruta-
lement entre 1991 et 1995 ? 1996, 80 p.

N° 50. – France MESLÉ, Vladimir SHKOLNIKOV, Véronique HERTRICH et Jacques VALLIN, Tendances récentes 
de la mortalité par cause en Russie, 1965-1993, 1995, 70 p. Avec, en supplément, 1 volume d’Annexes de 384 p.



N° 49. – Jacques VALLIN, Espérance de vie : quelle quantité pour quelle qualité de vie ? 1995, 24 p.

N° 48. – François HÉRAN, Figures et légendes de la parenté :
I. Variations sur les figures élémentaires, 1995, 114 p.
II. La modélisation de l’écart d’âge et la relation groupe/individu, 1995, 84 p.
III. Trois études de cas sur l’écart d’âge : Touaregs, Alyawara, Warlpiri, 1995, 102 p.
IV. Le roulement des alliances, 1995, 60 p.
V. Petite géométrie fractale de la parenté, 1995, 42 p.
VI. Arbor juris. Logique des figures de parenté au Moyen Age, 1996, 62 p.
VII. De Granet à Lévi-Strauss, 1996, 162 p.
VIII. Les vies parallèles. Une analyse de la co-alliance chez les Etoro de Nouvelle-Guinée, 1996, 80 p.
IX. Ambrym ou l’énigme de la symétrie oblique : histoire d’une controverse, 1996, 136 p.

N° 47. – Olivia EKERT-JAFFÉ, Denise ARBONVILLE et Jérôme WITTWER, Ce que coûtent les jeunes de 18 à 25 
ans, 1995, 122 p.

N° 46. – Laurent TOULEMON, Régression logistique et régression sur les risques. Deux supports de cours, 1995, 56 p.

N° 45. – Graziella CASELLI, France MESLÉ et Jacques VALLIN, Le triomphe de la médecine. Évolution de la 
mortalité en Europe depuis le début de siècle, 1995, 60 p.

N° 44. – Magali BARBIERI, Alain BLUM, Elena DOLGIKH, Amon ERGASHEV, La transition de fécondité en Ouz-
békistan, 1994, 76 p.

N° 43. – Marc De BRAEKELEER et Gil BELLIS, Généalogies et reconstitutions de familles en génétique humaine, 
1994, 66 p.

N° 42. – Serge ADAMETS, Alain BLUM et Serge ZAKHAROV, Disparités et variabilités des catastrophes démo-
graphiques en URSS, 1994, 100 p.

N° 41. – Alexandre AVDEEV, Alain BLUM et Irina TROITSKAJA, L’avortement et la contraception en Russie et 
dans l’ex-URSS : histoire et présent, 1993, 74 p.

N° 40. – Gilles PISON et Annabel DESGREES DU LOU, Bandafassi (Sénégal) : niveaux et tendances démogra-
phiques 1971-1991, 1993, 40 p.

N° 39. – Michel Louis LÉVY, La dynamique des populations humaines, 1993, 20 p.

N° 38. – Alain BLUM, Systèmes démographiques soviétiques, 1992, 14 + X p.

N° 37. – Emmanuel LAGARDE, Gilles PISON, Bernard LE GUENNO, Catherine ENEL et Cheikh SECK, Les fac-
teurs de risque de l’infection à VIH2 dans une région rurale du Sénégal, 1992, 72 p.

N° 36. – Annabel DESGREES DU LOU et Gilles PISON, Les obstacles à la vaccination universelle des enfants des 
pays en développement. Une étude de cas en zone rurale au Sénégal, 1992, 26 p.

N° 35. – France MESLÉ, Vladimir SHKOLNIKOV et Jacques VALLIN, La mortalité par causes en URSS de 1970 à 
1987 : reconstruction de séries statistiques cohérentes, 1992, 36 p.

N° 34. – France MESLÉ et Jacques VALLIN, Évolution de la mortalité par cancer et par maladies cardio-vascu-
laires en Europe depuis 1950, 1992, 48 p.

N° 33. – Didier BLANCHET, Vieillissement et perspectives des retraites : analyses démo-économiques, 1991, 120 p.

N° 32. – Noël BONNEUIL, Démographie de la nuptialité au XIXe siècle, 1990, 32 p.

N° 31. – Jean-Paul SARDON, L’évolution de la fécondité en France depuis un demi-siècle, 1990, 102 p.

N° 30. – Benoît RIANDEY, Répertoire des enquêtes démographiques : bilan pour la France métropolitaine, 1989, 24 p.

N° 29. – Thérèse LOCOH, Changement social et situations matrimoniales : les nouvelles formes d’union à Lomé, 
1989, 44 p.

N° 28.  –  Catherine  ENEL,  Gilles  PISON,  et  Monique  LEFEBVRE,  Migrations et évolution de la nuptialité. 
L’exemple d’un village joola du sud du Sénégal, Mlomp, 1989, 26 p.
(Sénégal) depuis 50 ans, 1re édition : 1989, 36 p. ; 2e édition revue et augmentée : 1990, 48 p.

N° 27. – Nicolas BROUARD, L’extinction des noms de famille en France : une approche, 1989, 22 p.

N° 26. – Gilles PISON, Monique LEFEBVRE, Catherine ENEL et Jean-François TRAPE, L’influence des change-
ments sanitaires sur l’évolution de la mortalité : le cas de Mlomp, 1989, 36 p.



N° 25. – Alain BLUM et Philippe FARGUES, Estimation de la mortalité maternelle dans les pays à données in-
complètes. Une application à Bamako (1974-1985) et à d’autres pays en développement, 1989, 36 p.

N° 24. – Jacques VALLIN et Graziella CASELLI, Mortalité et vieillissement de la population, 1989, 30 p.

N° 23. – Georges TAPINOS, Didier BLANCHET et Olivia EKERT-JAFFÉ, Population et demande de changements 
démographiques, demande et structure de consommation, 1989, 46 p.

N° 22. – Benoît RIANDEY, Un échantillon probabiliste de A à Z : l’exemple de l’enquête Peuplement et dépeuple-
ment de Paris. INED (1986), 1989, 12 p.

N° 21. – Noël BONNEUIL et Philippe FARGUES, Prévoir les « caprices » de la mortalité. Chronique des causes 
de décès à Bamako de 1964 à 1985, 1989, 44 p.

N° 20. – France MESLÉ, Morbidité et causes de décès chez les personnes âgées, 1988, 18 p.

N° 19. – Henri LERIDON, Analyse des biographies matrimoniales dans l’enquête sur les situations familiales, 
1988, 64 p.

N° 18. – Jacques VALLIN, La mortalité en Europe de 1720 à 1914 : tendances à long terme et changements de 
structure par âge et par sexe, 1988, 40 p.

N° 17. – Jacques VALLIN, Évolution sociale et baisse de la mortalité : conquête ou reconquête d’un avantage 
féminin ? 1988, 36 p.

N° 16. – Gérard CALOT et Graziella CASELLI, La mortalité en Chine d’après le recensement de 1982 :
 I. – Analyse selon le sexe et l’âge au niveau national et provincial, 1988, 72 p. II. – Tables de mortalité par 
province, 1988, 112 p.

N° 15. – Peter AABY (s’adresser à J. VALLIN), Le surpeuplement, un facteur déterminant de la mortalité par 
rougeole en Afrique, 1987, 52 p.

N° 14. – Jacques VALLIN, Théorie(s) de la baisse de la mortalité et situation africaine, 1987, 44 p.

N° 13. – Kuakuvi GBENYON et Thérèse LOCOH, Différences de mortalité selon le sexe, dans l’enfance en Afrique 
au Sud du Sahara, 1987, 30 p.

N° 12. – Philippe FARGUES, Les saisons et la mortalité urbaine en Afrique. Les décès à Bamako de 1974 à 1985, 
1987, 38 p.

N° 11. – Gilles PISON, Les jumeaux en Afrique au Sud du Sahara : fréquence, statut social et mortalité, 1987, 
48 p.

N° 10. – Philippe FARGUES, La migration obéit-elle à la conjoncture pétrolière dans le Golfe ? L’exemple du 
Koweït, 1987, 30 p.

N° 9. – Didier BLANCHET, Deux études sur les relations entre démographie et systèmes de retraite, 1986, 26 p.

N° 8.  – Didier BLANCHET, Équilibre malthusien et liaison entre croissances économique et démographique 
dans les pays en développement : un modèle, 1986, 20 p.

N° 7. – Jacques VALLIN, France MESLÉ et Alfred NIZARD, Reclassement des rubriques de la 8e révision de la 
Classification internationale des maladies selon l’étiologie et l’anatomie, 1986, 56 p.

N° 6. –  Philippe  FARGUES, Un apport potentiel des formations sanitaires pour mesurer la mortalité dans 
l’enfance en Afrique, 1986, 34 p.

N° 5. – Jacques VALLIN et France MESLÉ, Les causes de décès en France de 1925 à 1978, 1986, 36 p.

N° 4. – Graziella CASELLI, Jacques VALLIN, J. VAUPEL et A. YASHIN, L’évolution de la structure par âge de la 
mortalité en Italie et en France depuis 1900, 1986, 28 p.

N° 3. – Paul PAILLAT, Le vécu du vieillissement en 1979, 1981, 114 p.

N° 2. – Claude LÉVY, Aspects socio-politiques et démographiques de la planification familiale en France, en 
Hongrie et en Roumanie, 1977, 248 p.

N° 1. – Georges TAPINOS, Les méthodes d’analyse en démographie économique, 1976, 288 p.

Janvier 2013


