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 Scale of international migration is huge
 Accelerating growth of international migrants worldwide: annual growth 

rate of 1.2% during 1990-2000, 2.3% since 2000
 In 2017, 258 million individuals left their home country to live or work in 

another country

 The volume of remittances sent home is also huge
 USD 450 billion in 2017, compared to USD 143 billion of total ODA 

 Thus, a lot of interest in analysing the impact of this phenomenon in 
migrant-sending countries 
 Impact on living standards and poverty – considerable evidence of such 

impact 
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 Impacts on human capital investment, and educational 
investment in particular – evidence is less clear 

 Several different forces at work: 
 Remittances relax the budget constraint 

 But absence of an able household members alters time 
allocation within the household – could increase opportunity 
cost of children’s time 

 Remittances could go more towards increasing current 
consumption rather than physical or human capital investment
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 Studies on the impact of adult migration on children’s education – mixed results
 Some find no significant impact (e.g. Acosta, 2011)
 Others find significant impact, but not always positive - Acosta, Fajnzylber and Lopez, 

2007; Yang, 2008; Calero et al., 2009; McKenzie and Rapoport, 2011; Alcaraz et al., 
2012; Acharya and Leon-Gonzalez, 2014; Bouoiyour and Miftah, 2016  

 A large share of studies have focused on relatively simple measures of schooling 
such as school attendance or enrollment, even when these rates are high 

 These measures however can sometimes hide different dynamics occurring among 
both current attendees and non-attendees
 In some contexts, they could be quite misleading in assessing the impact of migration on 

schooling performance 

 The measurement of schooling outcomes can be as crucial as the empirical strategy 
for identifying impact
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 Why Nepal and emigration? 
 Less important reason – one of the authors centrally involved in the 

design and implementation of the Third Nepal Living Standards 
Survey (NLSS3) for 2010 – more on that later

 Nepal an unlikely candidate for the study of migration? It’s not. 

 Trillion-dollar bills on the sidewalks (Clemens, JEP, 2011) – Nepal 
apparently has been picking up its share of the bills on the sidewalk 

 Emigration of workers and inflows of remittances – one of the most 
salient features of the Nepalese economy over the last 15 years
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 2.2 million migrant workers 
abroad – 13% of the workforce 
age 10 and above

 30% of households have at least 
one absentee member working 
outside the country

 Total remittance inflow of US$ 
3.5 billion –– near 4-fold increase 
since 2004
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Why schooling outcomes for children? 
 Given its sheer scale, many policy questions about emigration’s 

impact on the economic condition of Nepalese people

 One obvious area: impact on current poverty levels? 
▪ Some prior work, e.g. World Bank (2006)

 But this is mainly a matter of not if, but how much

 A bigger knowledge gap: long-term benefits?
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It would be unsurprising to find a significant on poverty measured 
by current consumption
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 Is Nepal beginning to reap any long-term benefits from the 
large-scale emigration of its workers? 
 Or are they just consuming away the remittances?  

 Concern that if the remittance tap were to dry up, gains in poverty 
reduction could evaporate

 Longer-term gains from migration could arise through many 
channels
 This paper explores one such channel – human capital investment

 By asking whether the growing stream of migrants and remittances 
is contributing to better schooling outcomes for Nepalese children 
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 Why Nepal, emigrants and schooling outcomes?
 The migrant workers
 Measuring schooling outcomes
 Data and estimation methodology
 Results
 Conclusion
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India Rest

Mean years of schooling 5.4 7.6
Median years of schooling 5 8

Mean remittances per worker (NPR/year) 39035 120972
Median remittances per worker (NPR/year) 14000 70000

Mean remittances per worker (USD/year) 520 1613
Median remittances per worker (USD/year) 187 933
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Age Grade Existing schooling system

16 12
15 11
14 10
13 9
12 8
11 7
10 6
9 5
8 4
7 3
6 2
5 1
4
3

Pre-primary education /
Early childhood development

Primary education
(Grades 1-5)

Lower secondary education
(Grades 6-8)

Secondary education
(Grades 9-10)

Higher secondary education
(Grades 11-12)
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Not enrolled 13.5
Class 02 0.7
Class 03 2.4
Class 04 4.0
Class 05 7.5
Class 06 12.6
Class 07 17.2
Class 08 18.6
Class 09 15.7
Class 10/SLC/Intermediate 7.7
Total 100.0

Distribution of 14‐year olds by current class



 NA:

 DO:

 ST:

 NP:

those who have never attended school (the never-
attended group)

those who have currently dropped out but attended 
school in the past (the drop-outs)  

those who are currently attending school but below 
their age-appropriate grade (the stragglers or the 
left-behind group) 

those currently attending school at the age-appropriate 
grade (the normal progression group)
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 ௝௧
ே஺

௝௧
஽ை

௝௧
ௌ்

௝௧
ே௉

 Ideally, every child should be in the normal progression 
group:  ௝௧

ே௉

 ௝௧
ே௉ if there are stragglers within the NER age-band

 Current attendance rate = ௝௧
ௌ்

௝௧
ே௉

 Increase in the attendance rate consistent with a decline in 
௝௧
ே௉
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Lagging behind 
by (# years) Stragglers Drop‐outs Never‐attended Total

1 26.5 1.2 0.0 24.4
2 30.3 0.8 25.9 29.5
3 21.0 10.9 12.8 20.3
4 12.3 12.9 8.3 12.1
5 5.7 17.2 5.2 5.9
6 2.7 26.5 10.6 3.6
7 1.1 14.7 5.4 1.6
8 0.4 10.0 9.5 1.1
9 0.1 3.3 9.8 0.7
10 0.0 2.4 12.6 0.8

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0



■ Age-appropriate grade  

 𝑔௞
∗  = the grade child k should be in given her/his age  

 𝑔௞
∗ ൌ 𝑎𝑔𝑒௞  െ 4, since the officially recommended start-age for grade 1 is 5 years 

■ Actual grade 

𝑔௞= the actual grade child k is in 

 If a child is currently attending school, their actual grade directly available from survey data

 If a child has never attended school, their actual grade =0    

 If a child has currently dropped out of school, the last grade attended by the child (available from 
the survey) is taken to be their actual grade
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 ௝
ఈ ଵ

௡ೕ

௚ೖೕ
∗ ି௚ೖೕ

௚ೖೕ
∗

ఈ

௞௝ ௞௝
∗௡ೕ

௞ୀଵ for 

where 
 𝑔௞௝

∗ = age-appropriate grade of child k in region j given her/his age, 

 𝑔௞௝ = the actual grade of child k

 and 𝐼 =1 if 𝑔௞௝ ൏ 𝑔௞௝
∗ , and 𝐼 =0 otherwise

For: 
 𝛼 ൌ 0: schooling gap prevalence 
 𝛼 ൌ 1: schooling gap index 
 𝛼 ൌ 2: squared schooling gap index 
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 Both datasets from nationally-representative surveys
▪ NLSS3 2010 – household survey of living standards for Nepal

▪ NLFS 2008 – labour force survey for Nepal 

 Both have comparable modules on characteristics of migrants 
(absentee members) and on schooling outcomes for children 

 NLSS3 covers 499 PSUs and 5988 households nationwide  
 NLFS covers 799 PSUs and 15976 households nationwide  
 NLFS’s 799 PSUs provided the sampling frame for NLSS3’s 499 

PSUs
=> A two-period panel of 499 PSUs 
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District fixed effects regression:
𝑦௜௝௧

஼ ൌ 𝛼௝ ൅ 𝛽ூ𝑀௜௝௧
ூ௡ௗ௜௔ ൅ 𝛽ோ𝑀௜௝௧

ோ௘௦௧ ൅ 𝛾𝑋௜௝௧ ൅ 𝛼௧ ൅ 𝜀௜௝௧

Note:
 𝑖 for PSU, 𝑗 for district  

 𝑀௜௝௧
ூ௡ௗ௜௔ is the number of migrant workers to India from PSU 𝑖 in district j

at time t normalized by the working age population of PSU 𝑖 in district j at 
time t.

 X includes age controls (shares of 6-, 7-, …13-year olds amongst 6-14 
year olds) and share of college-educated amongst 31-60 year olds

 District and time fixed effects
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District fixed effects regression:
𝑦௜௝௧

஼ ൌ 𝛼௝ ൅ 𝛽ூ𝑀௜௝௧
ூ௡ௗ௜௔ ൅ 𝛽ோ𝑀௜௝௧

ோ௘௦௧ ൅ 𝛾𝑋௜௝௧ ൅ 𝛼௧ ൅ 𝜀௜௝௧

Note:
 8 Outcome variables: 

▪ Attendance rate
▪ 𝑆௜௝௧

஼ is the share of schooling status group C among 6-14 year olds for 
C = straggler, never attended, dropout, or normal progression group

▪ Schooling deprivation measure 𝐷௜௝௧
ఈ for 𝛼 = 0, 1, or 2
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 Instrument
 𝑍௜௝௧

ௗ ൌ 𝜙௜௝,ଶ଴଴଻
ௗ · ௠೟

೏

௪௢௥௞௜௡௚ ௔௚௘ ௣௢௣௨௟௔௧௜௢௡೔ೕ೟

Where 𝜙௜௝,ଶ଴଴଻
ௗ ൌ

௠೔ೕ,మబబళ
೏

௠మబబళ
೏

 Note:
 𝑚௧

ௗ is the national number of migrant workers to destination d at t
 𝜙௜௝,ଶ଴଴଻

ௗ is the fraction of national migrant workers to destination d in 
2007 (or earlier) that originated from PSU i.
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 We would expect ௜௝௧
ௗ to be a strong instrument if migrant 

workers tend to work in foreign destinations in a manner similar 
to their predecessors from the same area, i.e., if pre-existing 
local migration networks are strong. 

 Roughly half of all migrant workers found their overseas 
employment through relatives, friends, or neighbours

 31% of migrant workers use recruitment agencies who heavily 
rely on local brokers
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Notes: District fixed effects and other control variables are included in the model, but not reported. Robust standard errors
clustered by district. * p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01.

 Emigration to 
 India Other 
IV for emigration to India 0.324*** -0.011 
 (0.032) (0.020) 

IV for emigration to other countries -0.102*** 0.436*** 
 (0.032) (0.033) 

Partial R-squared 0.211 0.267 
Partial F-Stat 63.86*** 87.01*** 
Observations 998 998 
R-squared 0.227 0.297 
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‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Boys ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Girls ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐

(1) OLS (2) FE‐IV (3) FE‐IV (4) OLS (5) FE (6) FE‐IV

Emigration to India 0.124 ‐0.039 ‐0.088 ‐0.011 ‐0.138 ‐0.158

(0.076) (0.087) (0.208) (0.126) (0.155) (0.278)

Emigration to other countries 0.162 0.161* 0.241 0.116 0.113 0.095

(0.119) (0.094) (0.218) (0.154) (0.130) (0.242)

District Fixed Effects No Yes Yes No Yes Yes

Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Observations 990 990 990 992 992 992

Number of Districts 71 71 71 71 71 71
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(1) OLS (2) FE (3) FE‐IV (4) OLS (5) FE (6) FE‐IV
Panel A: Never Attended (NA)
Emigration to India ‐0.051 0.069 0.104 0.045 0.185 0.093

(0.069) (0.077) (0.178) (0.124) (0.144) (0.268)
Emigration to other countries ‐0.145 ‐0.151** ‐0.187 ‐0.088 ‐0.054 ‐0.062

(0.102) (0.073) (0.182) (0.150) (0.112) (0.178)

Panel B : Dropout (DO)
Emigration to India ‐0.073*** ‐0.03 ‐0.015 ‐0.034 ‐0.047* 0.064

(0.022) (0.029) (0.078) (0.023) (0.027) (0.056)
Emigration to other countries ‐0.017 ‐0.01 ‐0.054 ‐0.028 ‐0.059 ‐0.033

(0.039) (0.039) (0.099) (0.039) (0.051) (0.104)

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Boys ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Girls ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
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(1) OLS (2) FE (3) FE‐IV (4) OLS (5) FE (6) FE‐IV
Panel C : Straggler (ST)
Emigration to India 0.079 ‐0.14 ‐0.335 ‐0.015 ‐0.235 ‐0.845***

(0.103) (0.124) (0.305) (0.128) (0.157) (0.278)
Emigration to other countries 0.132 0.259** 0.146 0.088 0.308** 0.05

(0.128) (0.116) (0.257) (0.148) (0.134) (0.317)

Panel D : Normal Progression (NP)
Emigration to India 0.045 0.101 0.246 0.004 0.097 0.687***

(0.092) (0.112) (0.275) (0.090) (0.105) (0.240)
Emigration to other countries 0.03 ‐0.097 0.095 0.028 ‐0.195* 0.046

(0.103) (0.115) (0.244) (0.093) (0.103) (0.271)

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Boys ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Girls ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
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(1) OLS (2) FE (3) FE‐IV (4) OLS (5) FE (6) FE‐IV
Panel A: Schooling Deprivation Prevalence (α=0)
Emigration to India ‐0.041 ‐0.098 ‐0.233 ‐0.002 ‐0.092 ‐0.681***

(0.091) (0.112) (0.276) (0.089) (0.105) (0.240)
Emigration to other countries ‐0.026 0.111 ‐0.08 ‐0.024 0.199* ‐0.044

(0.104) (0.115) (0.245) (0.093) (0.103) (0.271)
Test of equal parameters: βI = βR (p‐value) (0.646) (0.080)
Panel B: Schooling gap index (α=1)
Emigration to India ‐0.03 0.002 ‐0.32 ‐0.004 ‐0.024 ‐0.850**

(0.098) (0.103) (0.299) (0.152) (0.159) (0.364)
Emigration to other countries ‐0.187 ‐0.055 ‐0.425* ‐0.233 ‐0.044 ‐0.525*

(0.158) (0.152) (0.243) (0.177) (0.129) (0.310)
Test of equal parameters: βI = βR (p‐value) (0.709) (0.482)
Panel C: Squared schooling gap index (α=2)
Emigration to India ‐0.027 0.031 ‐0.332 ‐0.03 ‐0.011 ‐0.842**

(0.101) (0.107) (0.312) (0.171) (0.183) (0.410)
Emigration to other countries ‐0.207 ‐0.094 ‐0.531** ‐0.269 ‐0.098 ‐0.608*

(0.171) (0.160) (0.248) (0.205) (0.140) (0.312)
Test of equal parameters: βI = βR (p‐value) (0.515) (0.616)

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Boys ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Girls ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐



 Evidence of lower straggling rates and higher normal progression 
rates, especially for girls, as a result of emigration to India 
 => Emigration helps shift girls from the straggler group to the normal 

progression group through more timely start of school and improved grade 
progression 

 Different patterns emerge if we focus on schooling deprivation 
indices that build in the size and inequality of schooling deficits:
 When greater weight is placed on children with larger schooling gaps, 

emigration to India and to other countries have similar effects on reducing 
schooling deprivation, and for boys and girls
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