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Abstract

Whereas most research on remittances focuses etigéneration

migrants, the aim of this paper is to investigdie temitting behaviour
of the host country-born children of migrants - #eseond generation - in
various European cities. Some important studiesxdothat migrant

transnationalism is not only a phenomenon for thet §eneration, but
also apply to the second and higher generatiomsugfn, among other
things, family visits, elder care, and remittanc&sthe same time, the
maintenance of a strong ethnic identity in the thesciety does not
necessarily mean that second-generation migrantge hatrong

transnational ties to their ‘home’ country.

The data used in this paper is from “The Integratnd the European
Second Generation” (TIES) project. The survey cbdd information on
approximately 6,250 individuals aged 18-35 withledtist one migrant
parent from Morocco, Turkey or former Yugoslavia, 15 European
cities, regrouped in 8 ‘countries’. For the purpadethis paper, only
analyses for Austria (Linz and Vienna); SwitzerlgBésle and Zurich);
Germany (Berlin and Frankfurt); France (Paris andasbourg); the
Netherlands (Amsterdam and Rotterdam); Spain (Bamee and
Madrid); and Sweden (Stockholm) will be presented.
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To study the remitting behaviour of the second-gaien Moroccans,
Turks and former Yugoslavs residing in these 13o0fgean cities, we
will start with descriptive analyses (prevalenceoant), followed by

logistic (multinomial) regression on the likelihoogind amount of
remittance. We are particularly interested in thiéotving question: Are
the second-generation remitters more driven byuiahm or by self-

interest? If altruism is the main driving force, vean expect that
‘emotional attachment’ factors (e.g., presence afepts in ‘home’

country, strong feelings to the country of originethnic group of the
parents, high intensity of cultural orientation tows the country of
origin of the parents) will be the main predictars the remitting

behaviour, while factors like ‘investment in pantountry of birth’

and ‘return intention’ will be more central if se@bgeneration migrants
remit for self-interested reasons.

JEL Class.: F22, F24
Key words: migration, second generation, remittances, Eesap
countries






The Remittances Behaviour of the Second Generation
in Europe: Altruism or Self-Interest?

1. Introduction

The connections between first-generation migrantstheir households
in the country of origin have been broadly studi®d the scholars
worldwide. Many of these studies have focused om dnalysis of
remittances, explaining migrants’ transfer behawriothere is a close
relationship between the evolution of the theorynufration and the
interpretation of the phenomenon of remittancese Tieo-classical
migration theory (Harris and Todaro 1970; Sjaadt9@2; Todaro 1969)
considers migration as an individual choice in tim@bme-maximizing
individuals act in response to geographical diffiees in the supply and
demand for labour and tends to “disregard otherratign motives as
well as migrants’ belonging to social groups suslmauseholds, families
and communities” (De Haas 2010, p. 231). In suatteod, remittances
did not find a justification. In the 1980s and 189the ‘New Economics
of Labour Migration’(NELM) theory (Stark and Blooi985; Taylor
1999) rejects the neo-classical model, considerings too rigid to
explain the determinants of migration. The NELM ahe views
migration not any more as an individual income-mazing strategy,
but as a project developed within the family cohtexspread income
risks and to overcome local market constraints. the NELM,
remittances represent the household strategy tacone market
constraints and, in contrast with the neo-classitgkation theory, they
are considered as the primary objective of thesimeito migrate.

The relationships with the family in the home caumtpresent the
core element of migratory projects of the first-getion migrants
(Levitt 2001), but the same cannot automatically afirmed for the
second generations. Over the years, a number ofittence motives
theories’ have been developed for the first-gemmaranigrants, but there
are no specific theories for the second generatiddthough some
important studies (Leichtman 2005; Levitt 2001; iteand Water 2002)



found that transnationalism is not only a phenomefar the first
generation, but also apply to the second and higéeerations, through,
among other things, family visits, elder care, amahittances (Baldassar
et al. 2007; Zontini 2007), the literature on the@mittance behaviour is
still scarce. Only a few studies, mainly North Aman, has attempted to
analyze the main predictors of the remitting bebawiof second
generations (Kasinitz et al. 2008; Lee 2007; Btau2909).

In this paper, for the first time in the Europeamtext, we will
examine second generation’s remittances behaviMare specifically,
we are interested in the prevalence and amounemittances of the
second-generation Moroccans, Turks and former Ylagssesiding in
various European cities trying to answer the follayv research
guestions: To what extent are the second-generatignants sending
remittances to their homeland? And what are theams behind their
remitting behaviour: are the second-generationttersimore driven by
altruism or by self-interest (Brown 1997; Cox et B998; Funkhouser
1995; Lucas and Stark 1985; Van Dalen et al. 2005)?

2. Theoretical background

The remittances literature distinguishes betweemlanistic motive to
remit, pure self-interest motives, and intermediatetivations: the
enlightened self-interest/tempered altruism. Foe&cellent overview of
those theoretical models, we refer to Rapoportochuier (2005).

In the altruistic model the migrant sends remittances to the
household members in the country of origin becaibe cares about
them. The reasons behind the altruistic behavioeiroh emotional and
social kind and are aimed at improving the livingnditions of the
family and at preserving and strengthing the tiesvieen remitters and
the relatives at home. According to this model¢hsra positive relation
between the amount of remittances and migrant'snmecand a reverse
relation with the income of the household in theurdoy of origin
(Durand et al. 1996; Lucas and Stark 1985; OsiD40 Furthermore,
altruism decreases gradually over time and withilfahdistance, as well



as with the number of migrants in the same housefagarwal and
Horowitz 2002; Funkhouser 1995). In the altruismdedothere is a
positive relation between the amount and the pntibabf remittances,
which means that those who are more likely to receemittances will
receive higher amount of remittances.

If the migrant’'s behaviour is led kpyure self-interesimotivation,
the remittances could be sent for three reasonst, Femitting behaviour
can be driven by the aspirationioheritance In the case of the bequest
motivation, the migrant sends remittances in otdestrengthen his/her
reputation at home and to assure an important witlein the family
hierarchy. Hence, the higher the assets to inlasrdt the higher the
migrant’s income, the greater the amount of remiés sent (De la
Briere et al. 1997; Hoddinott 1994; Osili 2004; Beter and Knerr
2000). Furthermore, remittances are expected tetimmgly related to
the probability to inherit and hence, to be negdyivelated to the degree
of risk aversion and familial distance and to haweinversely U shape
relation with the number of migrants in the sameidatold (heirs):
sharing the inheritance with other migrants meaighdr competition
which could increase the migrant’s remittances, et likelihood of
inheriting is smaller with an increasing numberheirs and this could
decrease remittances.

Second, migrants (usually temporary migrants) coetdit money
for an exchangemotivation: for investing in assets in the countdfy
origin, or providing for their maintenance and tiedatives left behind
could represent the agent (Garip 2006); for payimg the services
provided by the family at home such as caring efchildren left behind
(Cox 1987; Cox et al. 1998). According to this mlodemittances
increase with migrant’'s income and either decreasacrease with the
household’s income (which is a proxy for the seassic prices),
depending on the elasticity of migrant's demand fbe services
provided. If the migrant’'s demand is elastic, itame that s/he will ask
for fewer services and so remittances will decredides/her demand is
inelastic, on the other hand, the migrant will #sk same services but at
a higher price, resulting in more remittances. Tdiger, however, is an
important prediction of the exchange motivationcdaese it allows to



discriminate between exchange and altruistic behaviRapoport and
Docquier 2005). Another remarkable prediction ofs tmodel is the
negative relation between remittances and the migraducation, since
the exchange motivations are typical for temponaigrants, whereas
the more educated migrants are expected to haver lpwpensity to
return.

The third pure self-interest model is tsteategicone (Stark 1995).
The reasons behind remittances are the resulsthtegic behaviour of
the high skilled workers, who want protect theirgea from being
depressed by the presence of low skilled migrafstsording to this
model the migrants’ wages are based on the avgnagkictivity of the
pool of migrants to which they belong, because loé dack of
information about individual skill levels, which able the employers at
the destination country to distinguish among wasker term of their
productivity. For this reason skilled migrants miagve incentives to
dissuade the unskilled from migrating, and thusdsemmittances. The
strategic model predicts that remittances increae migrant’s income
and education and decrease with household incomes ¢he strategic
behaviour aims at reducing the main incentive tgration, represented
by the wage differentials between the two countriearthermore,
remittances are expected to decrease over timaigedhe high skilled
workers’ skills will increasingly be noticed andlwvad by employers at
the destination.

One of the difficulties in testing both theoriealtruism and self-interest
- is that it is hard to discriminate motivationsrided from the two
alternative models of remittances behaviour, bexaesiittances tend to
combine a diverse set of factors and reasons. Bgsilifruism and self-
interest may coexist, some of their predictors layerLucas and Stark
(1985, p. 904) affirm that “In the end one cannatihye whether the true
motive is one of caring or more selfishly wishirmgegnhance prestige by
being perceived as caring”. But the two authorgsgga test in order to
distinguish the self-interest motivation from thkrwastic one: if the
remittance behaviour is affected by a strong barggi power of the
household (for example by the sanctions againstantg), it does not fit



with the altruistic model. Thus the prediction st the greater the
household’s wealth in the country of origin, thegher its bargaining
power and the higher the amount of remittances &gnimigrants.
Whereas the prediction of the altruistic model he teverse: higher
amount of remittances flows to poorer householdscéls and Stark
1985; Stark and Lucas 1988).

These two extreme motivations (altruism and pulkisterest) do
not fully explain the migrants’ remittance behaviouucas and Stark
(1985) elaborated an intermediate model in ordebdtier explain the
motivation to remit: the@nlightened self-interesfor tempered altruisin
that representan inter-temporal, mutually beneficial, contractual
arrangement between migrants and their householdee country of
origin (Gubert 2002; Lucas and Stark 1985; Poifi@87). According to
this model remittances could satisfy both the gderof migrants and
their families left behind. The two basic elemenfsthis contractual
arrangement are investment and risk.

In the investmentase, remittances might constitute the repayment
with interest of the migration costs or the costmufjrant’s education
(Hoddinott 1994; llahi and Jafarey 1999; Poirinéd4P A household
finances a potential emigrant’s education, whidbvesd him/her to find a
better paid job abroad. The aim of such family cacttis to increase
income rather than reduce uncertainty. The famitgseipts rise with
geographical distance and migrant’s education: fthhther away the
country of origin and the higher the education clatgul, the higher the
costs made by the household and hence, the morn#tareces will be
transferred. With regard to the educational effattjs difficult to
discriminate between this model and the altruighd pure self-interest
ones, because both the altruistic and pure safast behaviours also
predict a positive relation between remittancesmrgtant’s income and
so education. Nevertheless, Lucas and Stark (198§gyest that in the
investment model the effect of education on thewarh@and probability)
of remittances should be higher among the closatives of the
household such as for the children of the head ilfndistance).
Another interesting prediction of this model is timwerse-U relation
between remittances and the household’s incom&e smigration is
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constrained by liquidity and the family wealth elwmalto finance
migration; for higher value of family wealth migi@t is unconstrained
and the relation between remittances and familgrnme is decreasing.
Remittances could also represent a common housabklteducing and
diversification strategy in less developed countries, where thmtata
market and the insurance system are incompletfgartincular households
in rural context allocate one or more members ef family to a non-
correlated labour market (an urban area for exanp® to maximize
the income, but rather to minimize the risk of vemisig of the economic
and social conditions of the family at home. Thsksi are insured
through remittances. Contrary to the other modasjittances are not
dependent on either the migrant’s or householdt®nme, but they are
more likely to occur when income at origin is momatile and the
household holds sizeable, and thereby more riskgtasAt the same
time, the household supports the migrant by pagogjs of migration or
during the initial job search or spells of unempi@nt. Although
remittances as an answer to families’ shocks caildd be consistent
with the altruistic model, there is a basic diffece between the two
models, represented by the timing variable: acogrdo the altruistic
behaviour remittances decrease gradually over twmhereas in the co-
insurance model remittances are sent on a rebhativedgular basis,
without decrease during a given period (if spedifie the contract) and
with a sharp decline after a while (after the erfdthee contractual
obligation).

Both the investment and risk agreements are seifereed thanks
to the simultaneous coexistence of altruism ane (@inthe three types
of) self-interest motivations. The aspiration o tmigrant to inherit, to
invest in assets, or to return, means that s/heaheasted interest in the
home country. Therefore, the self-interest can @mévmigrant from
defaulting. Moreover, the family may possess sanstihat can be used
to control the behaviour of their migrant membeke ldepriving them
from their rights to inherit, to future family sdarity, or the right to
return, and hence, to secure remittances (LucaStrl 1985).
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3. Linking second generations to remittances

Research on remittances behaviour of second gem&samigrants is
still limited. As yet, there are relatively few dias analyzing the main
determinants of second generation remittances. €lhstsidies are
predominantly North American and focus on a paldicaommunity, or
on the comparison between communities, or betweenergtions.
Furthermore, the remittances behaviour of secontkergéons is not
analyzed independently but in a comparison to tingt-gdeneration
migrants. For example in her study on Tongans comiimin Australia,
Helen Lee (2007) found that the transnational tdsthe second
generation were not as strong as those of thegnpsir they were less
likely to remit and if they did, they sent less ragncompared to their
parents. Only a small share of Tongans’ secondrg&ae had sent
remittances to Tonga, with females that were mikedyl to remit than
their male counterparts, and the main determin&nmemittances was
represented by parents’ pressure, or by the presehcaelatives in
Tonga. Other factors supposed to foster transrddtities such as
frequent visit to Tonga and the degree of attachreetne parents’ home
country, had no direct influence on remittance’sadour.

In the case of Filipinos in the United States, dfennBautista
(2009) looked at potential gender differences ia iftention to remit
among second generation, comparing first generatipmactice and
second generation’s intention to remit. She fourad &lmost all second-
generation Filipino were willing to remit in the tfwe, regardless of
gender, in order to perpetrate the parents’ tiaditf remitting, even if
they never visited the Philippines, neither thepk&pthe language. In
conclusion, the emotional and cultural ties to gerents’ homeland
seem to be the main predictors of the willingnesseimit, bearing in
mind that in the Filipino migrants’ tradition, rett@inces have an
important economic and social role (Clark and Dwaker 2007;
Menjivar et al. 1998).

Another study that shows the importance of secoederation
remittances have come from a survey in the New Yiotropolitan
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area. Kasinitz et al. (2008) focused on secondrgéine’s transnational
activities, including remittances, analyzing theffatences in the
likelihood to remit among first and second-generatmigrants. Their
results show that the second generation were ilesly ko send money
back to their parents’ homeland, compared to ths&t fieneration, and
that the remittances behaviour varied across @iffecommunities. The
lower remittance activity among second generatias @attributed by the
authors to both the young age of the respondentsthe future they
would probably have send more money — and the wellof other
transnational activities compared to their parents.

The question whether transnationalism is only anpheenon
among first-generation migrants or also appliesdoond generation is
controversial. Gans (1997) shows that transnatib@sldecrease because
of increasing assimilation process over generatiagsuming a negative
association between transnationalism and integrafio the ‘host’
society, meaning that the stronger the integratibe lesser the
maintenance of transnational ties. On the contriaoner (2002) writes
that the second generation will be more engagedransnational
practices than the first one. Other scholars (Bagteal. 1999; Guarnizo
et al. 2003) consider transnational ties and i@tiggn as complementary
and not as mutual exclusive, particularly in thesecabf economic
integration: economically integrated individualssmbse of increased
cognitive and financial capacity for maintainingrisnational ties.

At the same time, the maintenance of a strong etidentity in the
‘host’ society does not necessarily mean that sseg@meration migrants
have strong transnational ties to their ‘home’ ¢oufVickerman 2002).
Hence, many scholars of the second generatiomotdistinguish more
accurately the actual involvement in transnatiortdtions, compared to
processes of ethnic identification that could besjyuin symbolic terms
(for example the ‘emotional transnationalism’ — Wa0D02), without
reference to specific forms of transnational atiégi (Kasinitz et al.
2002; Louie 2006). Levitt et al. (2003) differetnéiaa “comprehensive”
transnationalism from a “selective” one, in ordey distinguish
individuals who retain intensive transnational atgs from those who
have periodic or occasional ties with the counfrgrogin.
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Largely building on the work of Rapoport and Do@&yui2005), Table 1
presents the expected effects of the main explanatariables on
remittances according to the ‘remittance motivesotles’ described
above. However, as these theories were developedthi® first-
generation migrants, several theoretical underposare not predicated
in the case of second generation’s remittances vi@ima This in
particular holds for the two enlightened self-ietgitempered altruism
models. In these models, the direct link betweemittances and
family’s costs of education and subsequent mignasocentral, which is
difficult to transform to the second generatioreythattend school in the
‘host’ country and it is highly unlikely that theomtractual agreement
between their parents and family transfers acrosnemtions.
Consequently, we will restrict our attention tottdse effects of the
variables predicted by the altruism and pure saHrest models, with
the exception of the effect of the households’ @@conomic status as
relevant information is missing. Our main purpasé¢his article is to test
whether the remitting behaviour of second-genematmigrants in
Europe is more driven by altruism or by self-insre

We hypothesize that the theoretical reasoning aladed expected
effects of the altruism and pure self-interest neaeight also hold for
the second-generation migrants: they may send teamgs as an act of
mere generosity without any kind of commitment btigation to the
relatives or friends in their parent’'s home countheir behaviour could
be led by selfish motivation in order to enlarges thkelihood of
inheritance, to reimburse those who take care @f imvestments and
assets in the country of ‘origin’, or to facilitatdeir intention to
‘return’®. So we will examine whether the effects of respons
characteristics are in the predicted directionhaf altruism and/or pure
self-interest models outlined in the highlightempedt of Table 1.

Several other new factors, not considered by tlmwelmentioned
theories, can be expected to be less or not immartacase of “altruism”

8 Strictly speaking, it is not a return — they arerband raised in Europe — but a move to their gar@ountry of
birth. For protagonists themselves, however, iasontological sense of return to a point of origheir ethnic
homeland (King and Christou 2010). Therefore, amdHe sake of simplicity, we use the term retimotaghout this
article.
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motives, while they are important in case of “seterest” and vice
versa. For example, “emotional attachment” facferg., strong feelings
to the country of origin or ethnic group, high msgy of cultural
orientation towards the country of origin) are ested to be main
predictors of the altruistic motivation. On the @thhand, “economic
attachment” and return-related factorge.g., investment and assets at
home, dissatisfaction with the level of equal tnezit in the educational
system and in the labour market) will be more giiprrelated to the
self-interest motivation to remit.

Table 1. Summary of the predicted effects of sdverplanatory variables on

remittance¥

(1%

Altruistic Pure self-interest Enlightened selfardst/
tempered altruism
Inheritanct |[Exchang Strategic Investmer Risk/Cc-insuranc
motive

Household’s socio- |+ + + (bt - in case A0 N 0

economic status inelastic deman

Immigrant’s socio- + + (but- in case g+ + 0

economic status education

Number of migrantst N 0 0 0 0

in the same househ

Distance - (familial) |- (familial) (0 0 + ( geographical0

Time - (linear) 0 0 0 0 (but shary
decline after ths
enc of the
contractura
obligation’

Emotional attachmef+ 0 0 0 + +

(excl. close family)

Economic attachmei0 0 + 0 + +

Return-related factol0 0 + 0 + +

™ The literature on the second generation‘s tran@maism focuses also on the “roots migration” disieg the
migration of the second generation to the pardrisieland (Levitt 2009; Wessendorf 2007).
™ The different colours make distinction betweenestptions based on classical theories and our tdiional

expected effects
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4. Data and Measurements

To test our hypotheses, we use survey data frone Titegration of the
European Second Generation” (TIES) project, a boliative and
comparative research project on the lives of segargration
individuals of Turkish, Moroccan and former Yugosém descent in
several cities across EuroffeThe survey, conducted in 2007-2008,
collected information on 9,771 individuals aged38-including 3,750
persons belonging to a ‘native’ control group. Tdweintries and cities
were selected on the extent of ethno-racial segjomggand on the basis
of contrasting immigration, naturalization and grtion policies so that
respondents would reflect a wide spectrum in potioptexts. In this
article, analyses for cities in Austria (Vienna abikhz), Switzerland
(Zurich and Basle), Germany (Berlin and FrankfuRdance (Paris and
Strasburg), Spain (Barcelona and Madrid), the N&thds (Amsterdam
and Rotterdam), and Sweden (Stockholm) are predehlie those cities,
an identical questionnaire was used, which mag®ssible to pool the
data sets. The pooled multinational sample is redutm N=3,765
(prevalence remittances) and 3,690 (amount of tangées),
respectively, due to the exclusion of the ‘nativelividuals and missing
values on relevant variables.

Dependent variables

Respondents were asked whether they have sent notiey country of

birth of their parents in the last five years aridso, how much

approximately per year, with the response categof® less than 500

* The TIES project is coordinated by Maurice Crull dens Schneider, both of whom are affiliated With Institute
for Migration and Ethnic Studies (IMES) of the Uarsgity of Amsterdam in the Netherlands. The sumway carried
out by survey bureaus under supervision of the nigiional TIES partner institutes: IMES and the hdefands
Interdisciplinary Demographic Institute (NIDI) itneé Netherlands; the Institute for Social and ReitiOpinion
Research (ISPO) of the University of Leuven in Baig the National Institute for Demographic Stud{gf$ED) in
France; the Swiss Forum for Migration and Poputaitudies (SFM) of the University of Neuchatel inigerland,;
the Centre for Research in International Migration Ethnic Relations (CEIFO) of the University db&holm in
Sweden; the Institute for Migration Research an@rbultural Studies (IMIS) of the University of Gabriick in
Germany; the Institute for the Study of Migratid&N!) of the Pontifical Comillas University of Madtiin Spain;
and the Institute for European Integration ResedEiR) of the Austrian Academy of Sciences in AiastiFor
further information on the TIES project and courdocumentation, segww.tiesproject.eu

38 For reasons of differences in the questionnaiségtieand restricted access to the data, the Belgities Brussels
and Antwerp are excluded.
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Euros, (2) 500-1000 Euros, (3) 1000-2000 Euros,(dhdhore than 2000
Euros. Based on this information, two variableseveneated: a dummy
variable whether the person did send remittancead0l1=yes) and a
categorical variable representing the amount ofittanctes, with three
values, 0=no remittances, l=less than 500 Eura$,2s500 or more
Euros.

Independent variables

Four variables refer to immigrant’s socio-econostatus: (1)perceived
difficulties with current incomerunning from O=great difficulties to
4=comfortable; (2ducational attainmenteflecting the highest level of
education the respondents had completed by obtamigualification or
diploma, harmonised across countriesranging from 1= no school or
primary school to 5=completion of tertiary scho(8) whether or not
being currently employed (O=no, 1=yes); and (4) current or last
occupational attainmentcoded according to the International Socio-
Economic Index of Occupational Status (ISEl; Gaopsb & Treiman,
1996) of occupational status, running from 16 (edgmestic workers,
cleaners and launderers, agricultural and fishexlgouirers) to 88
(medical doctors), with the mean ISEI score by ignaunt group, gender,
and country of residence for those who never haded

The number of migrants in the same household issored by the
number of siblingand its square to test whether the effect is nogal,
inverse U-shaped effect.

Presence of parents abrod@=no, 1=yes) is the only opposite indicator
we could include for familial distance.

Respondent’s age (in years) is the proxy for time.

Eight variables refer to emotional attachments: fdglings of
belonging to parents’ home countnanging from O=very weak/not at all
to 4=very strong; (2yvatching TV-channels from parents’ home country
running from O=never to 3=exclusively; (3)se of internet for
information about parents’ home count{@=no, l=yes); (4use of
ethnic language in family settingunning from O=always using the

™ To make educational attainment comparable acrossties, national educational system qualificatiovere
transformed into UNESCO'’s ISCED categories (Schereig008).
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language of parents’ country of origin to 1=alwaging the language of
the country of residentE; (5) participation in organisations of ethnic
signature (0=no, 1=yes)" (6) co-ethnic friendship representing the
number of co-ethnic friends amongst the three tresids (score: 0-3);
(7) partner status, comparing those havirfgst- or second-generation
partner (O=no, 1=yes) with those having a partner of a@o#thnicity
(including ‘native’ partner) or no partner; and @hether or novisiting
parents’ home country for family reasonlsiring the last five years
(O=no, 1=yes).

Economic attachment is measured by the variaiMestmenti.e,
whether or not the individual invested money inibess or real estate in
the past five years to parents’ home country (O=tmyes). Three
variables refer to return-related variables: r@furn migration intention
IS measured by the question: ‘Do you intend to lineyour parent’'s
country of birth in the future for a period of opear or longer?’ with the
response categories running from O=certainly n@=tcertainly. (2)evel
of satisfaction with caer, with three categories, 1=better than expected
(reference group), 2=worse than expected, and 3wfarse than
expected; and (3) extent sétisfaction with level of educatipranging
from O=completely dissatisfied to 4=completely skid. The last two
variables measure subjective elements of one’stsittal integration.
They were included as return-related factors bexadgheir link with
the failure-success binary of the migrant’s str@edgHeckmann 2005).
The direction of their effects, however, cannot gredicted a priori.
According to the neoclassical approach, return atign is mainly
interpreted as the result of an integration failurethe host country;
migrants who feel that they failed to improve thkwes in the host
county are more likely to return. The New Economuafs Labour
Migration, on the other hand, consider return ntigraas the outcome
of success; returnees are those who had achieggdjtials.

™ The respondents were asked which language theyifusgplicable, with their siblings, mother, fathend
current/last partner. The response categories dafrgen “mostly the language of parents’ countryasigin” to
“mostly the language of the country of residendéie scores on these four items were convertedoiméosummary
scale, reflecting the degreeusfe of ethnic language in family setting

¥+ A list of organisations was presented to the redpats. After indicating whether or not they hadipiated in
each organisation in the past year, they were aiskedhich of these organisations the activities mstly oriented
towards the ethnic community.
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Finally, several (socio-demographic) charactemssticat are generally
known to have an effect on remitting behaviour waokuded as control
variables in the analyses. The first one is gend&h man being the
reference group. Another variable controlled for rigiosity, a
constructed variable based on four items of religibehaviour (fasting,
eating halal food, daily prayer, and visiting theosgue) and self-
identifying as Muslim, comparing those who were ‘laislim at all”
(“never” on the four items on religious behaviourdanot identifying
themselves as Muslim) with “strict Muslim” (fastingating halal food,
daily prayer and visiting the mosque “most of timet’ or “always”),
“social Muslim” (only fasting and eating halal fotahost of the time” or
“always”; one or both of the other two items ongielus behaviour less
often), “symbolic Muslim” (one or more of the foitems on religious
behaviour less often), and “identificational Musli(thever” on the four
items on religious behaviour but they identifie@ritselves as Muslim).
Clark and Drinkwater (2001: 23) argued that rekifipis of importance
in the remitting behaviour: they explained differea in remitting
behaviour among ethnic group through religioudiaffon, stressing that
Islam emphasise “brotherhood across internationabntiers”.
Furthermore, thémmigrant groupvariable was included, indicating the
members of our target groups and differentiatesvéen the second-
generation Turks (reference group), Moroccans amohdr Yugoslavs.
To examine whether remitting depends on the gedbgradistance
between ‘host’ and ‘home’ country the varialgjeographical distance
(between the current city of residence and the dsggity in parents’
home country, in kilometres) was created. Finalbyexamine whether
remitting varies across different policy regimelse tdummy variable
multicultural policies distinguishing the participating countries with a
more multicultural approach (Sweden, the Nethedaridbm those with
a more exclusionist or assimilationist approach stfa, Germany,
France, Spain, Switzerland), was created.
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5. Results

With regard to the first research question — totvexéent are the second-
generation migrants sending remittances to thaimdland — we find that
around 19% of the immigrants in our sample rents @mits less than
500 Euros, whereas 8% remit more than 500 Euros.

In order to identify the variables that best préstic the remitting
behaviour of second-generation migrants in Euroged particular
whether remitting was more driven by altruism or $gif-interest,
(multinomial) logit regression analyses were calraut. For ease of
interpretation, the results are reported in odd®saprevalence) and
marginal effects (amount of remittance®)respectively. Tables 2 and 3
present the results of these analyses.

Table 2. Effects (odds ratios) of variables onlik@od of sending remittances among second-
generation migrants in selected TIES-citiNs3,765)

Model: 1 2 3 4 5

Control variables
Man 1.11 1.0¢€ 1.2¢* 1.0t 1.07
Type of Muslim (ref. no Muslim at all):

Strict Muslim 2.02%** 2. 55k 0.9¢ 1.6z  1.0S

Social Muslim 2.45%%* 3.0Ck** 1.2¢ 208  1.47

Symbolic Muslim 1.80+** 2.05x** 1.2z 1.5+  1.2¢F

Identificational Muslim 1.54 1.67* 1.14 1.45 1.21
Immigrant group (ref. Turks)

Moroccans 0.6¢* 0.67* 1.0 0.6&*  0.94

(Former) Yugoslavs 2.36%* 2.3e%* 2.21%% QAP D 3ok
Geographical distance 1.00*** 1.00*** 1.00**  1.00**  1.00**
Multicultural (versus DE/A) 1.0¢ 1.0¢ 1.14 1.12 1.3
Immigrant’s socio-economic status
Perceived difficulties with income 1.0¢ 1.0t
Educational attainment 1.01 1.01
Employed 1.52%* 1.6€x+
Occupational attainment 1.0C 1.0C

Number of migrants in the same household
Number of sibling 1.0t 1.0C
Number of sibling-square 1.0C 1.0C

358 The marginal effect gives the change in probahiit one unit change in an explanatory variablemdieother
variables are held constant at sample mean vdioe®xample, the marginal effect for a dummy vddasb the
difference between being in Category 1 and being@dtegory 0. Per variable the marginal effects aprto zero.
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Familial distance

Parents abroad 2,72 2.58x**
Time
Age 1.08*** 1.05%**
Emotional attachment (excl. close family)
Feelings of belonging to parents’ home country 1.0t 1.0¢
Watching TV-channels from parents’ home country 1.1 1.1
Use of internet for information about parents’ home 1.55x** 1.47*
country
Use of ethnic language in family setting 1.64** 1.37
Participation in organisations of ethnic signature 1.62%** 1.55%**
Co-ethnic friendship 1.01 1.07
Partner (ref. native or no partner)
First-generation partner 3.42x** 2.28x**
Second-generation partner 1.67** 1.2t
Visiting parents’ home country for family reasons 1.724%%* 1.6&x**

Economic attachment and return-related factors

Investment 11.2¢*x 788
Return migration intention 1.1 1,12+
Satisfaction with career:
Far worse than expected 1.4¢* 151
Worse than expected 1.0¢ 0.94
Satisfaction with level of education 1.0&* 1.0&*
Pseudo R2 0.04 0.0¢ 0.11 0.11 0.1¢

“* p< 001; *p< .01; *p< .05

With regard to the likelihood of remitting, we ré»n different
models. In Model 1, the control variables were udeld. Model 2 also
incorporated respondent’s socio-economic statusahias (perceived
income, educational attainment, employed, occupatiattainment),
with an expected positive effect according to b altruism and self-
interest theories (though a negative effect of atan according to the
exchange model), and ‘number of siblings’, ‘pregeatparents abroad’
and ‘age’ with a different expected effect betwe&emittance motives
models in question. In the next two models, besidesontrol variables,
the variables capturing emotional attachment (Md)e&dnd economic
attachment and return-related factors (Model &peetively, were taken
into account. As mentioned above, these variablesnaw elements in
order to shed more light on the dominance of egple f remitting
motive: emotional attachments are expected to be pradictors in case
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of altruism motives, while economic attachment amdurn-related
factors are more in line with pure self-intereshdaour. In the final
model (Model 5), all variables were included.

When only the control variables are considered (&lod),
religiosity (indicated by respondent’'s type of Moyl influenced
whether or not s/he did remit. So-called strictciglb and symbolic
Muslims were more likely to remit than non-Muslimsp significant
difference in remitting was found between the lat@nd those
identifying themselves as Muslim but not followinglamic rules.
Gender had no effect on the likelihood of remittiggcond-generation
migrants of (former) Yugoslavia origins were moiteely to remit than
those of Turkish origin, whereas Moroccan seconiegaion migrants
had a lower likelihood of remitting. Geographicastdnce had a clear
positive effect: the longer the distance, the mdkely to send
remittances. The integration policies of respondentountry of
residence had no effect.

Model 2 partially confirms the expected positivefeet of
immigrant’'s socio-economic status according to bl altruism and
pure self-interest models. Being employed increasedlikelinood to
remit although the occupational level had no adddl effect.
Educational attainment did not substantially inflae one’s remitting
behaviour as well; neither a negative (as expettgdhe exchange
model) nor a positive effect (expected by the otnedels) was found.
In addition, having no problems to make end meedtmdit increase the
likelihood of remitting. The number of siblings aitd square did not
affect the likelihood to remit, which is contraxy the expectations of the
altruism and inheritance models but in line witre texchange and
strategic models. The presence of parents abresamhosite indicator of
familial distance, enormously increased the likaditi to remit, an effect
which has been raised by both the altruism andritamee model.
Contrary to all remittance motives models, the likeod to send
remittances increased with age.

In line with the altruism model, emotional attachmnsubstantially
affected the likelihood to remit. Respondents whorenoften were
watching TV-channels from parents’ home countryinhgisthe ethnic
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language in family setting, visiting parents’ homeuntry for family
reasons or participating in organisations of etrsignature as well as
those having a first- or second-generation partwere more likely to
send remittances. No positive effect, however, feasd on feelings of
belonging to parents’ home country and co-ethnenfiship. Once we
accounted for respondents’ degree of emotional clattant, the
previously observed differences in remitting bebavi by type of
Muslim become insignificant, indicating that theegter likelihood of
remitting among those second-generation migrankswog of Islamic
rules was largely attributable to their strongeioganal attachment with
parent’s country of birth. Emotional attachmentrssealso to be gender-
related as in Model 3 a significantly higher likelod of remitting was
found for men.

Model 4 shows that the investment and return-rdlaggiables also
had a significant positive effect up remitting belbar, which is
accordance with the exchange model. Respondentshathonvested in
parent’s country or origin, who expressed a retuntention, whose
career was far worse than expected, as well asethvdso were
dissatisfied with their level of education, were rendikely to remit.
Endogeneity is likely to play a role between reamittes and investments
because a part of the money send to the homelandgih remittances
could be used for investment. Looking at the diocecbf the effects of
educational and occupational satisfaction, ourifigsl better fit with the
neoclassical theory on return migration, that imtets return as an
integration failure. After data on these varialdk@se been included, no
striking changes were found in the effects of tlmntwl variables
compared to Model 1.

In the final model (Model 5), all independent vates were taken
into account. Most of the variables remain sigaifit Besides the
change of the type-of-Muslim effect into insignditce (attributable to
the association with emotional attachment, as iedtibefore), the only
exceptions are: use of ethnic language, and hawiegcond-generation
partner.
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Table 3. Multinomial effects of variables on amoahtemittances send by second-generation
migrants in selected TIES-citieN£3,690)

No remittances

Less than 500 euro$00 or more euros

Control variables
Man

Type of Muslim (ref. no Muslim at all):

Strict Muslim

Social Muslim

Symbolic Muslim

Identificational Muslim
Immigrant group (ref. Turks)

Moroccans

(Former) Yugoslavs
Geographical distance
Multicultural (versus DE/A)

Immigrant’s socio-economic status

Perceived difficulties with income
Educational attainment
Employed

Occupational attainment

Number of migrants in the same household

Number of silings
Number of sibling-square

Familial distance
Parents abroad

Time
Age

Emotional attachment (excl. close family)
Feelings of belonging to parents’ home country

-0.00

-0.00
-0.05*
-0.03
-0.02

0.02
-0.10**
-0.00%***
-0.01

-0.01
-0.00
-0.05%**
0.00

-0.00
-0.00

-0.11%%*

-0.00***

00.0

Watching TV-channels from parents’ home country-0.01*
Use of internet for information about parents’ home-0.05**

country

Use of ethnic language in family setting
Participation in organisations of ethnic signature

Co-ethnic friendship

Partner (ref. native or no partner)
First-generation partner
Second-generation partner

Visiting parents’ home country for family reasons

Economic attachment and return-related factors

Investment

Return migration intention

Satisfaction with career:
Far worse than expected
Worse than expected

Satisfaction with level of education

Pseudo R?

-0.04*
-0.05%**
-0.01

-0.11%+*
-0.02
0.0_5***

-0.36***
-0.01

-0.05
0.00
-0.01

-0.01

0.01
0.05*
0.03*
0.02

-0.01
0.04
0.00***
0.03*

0.00
0.01
0.04***
-0.00

0.00
-0.00

0.06**
0.00

-0.00
0.01
0.01

D.0
0.03**
0.00

0.07***
0.02
0.02**

0.11**
0.00
0.03
-0.01
0.01

0.18

0.01

-0.01
0.00
0.00

0.00

-0.01
0.06**
0.00**

-0.02*

0.01

-0.00
0.02**

0.00

-0.00
0.00

0.05**

0.00**

0.01
0.01
0.04***

0.02
0.02*
0.00

0.04***
0.00
0.02**

0.25***
0.00*

0.02
0.00
®.0

** p< 001; *p< .01, *p< .05
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To test the effects of variables used in the logistgression on the
amount of remittances we applied a logit multindmggression: the
dependent variable is categorised as follow: (tihdisend remittances;
(2) sent less than 500€ (3) sent 500€ or morecéadigories are referred
to the last 5 years). To interpret regression’aultes we estimated
marginal effects. Results are presented in Table 3.

Social and symbolic Muslims especially differ witlon-Muslims
in remitting small amounts of remittances. The satifeerence was
found between second-generation migrants livingaigountry with a
multicultural regime (Netherlands and Sweden) damosé living in a
country with a more exclusionist or assimilationistpproach.
Furthermore, the previous finding of an increaskeelihood of remitting
among former Yugoslavs and ‘older’ migrants is raattributable to a
higher proportion of people in both groups who sgntlatively large
amount of money. The amount of remittances didvaoy substantially
with migrants’ socio-economic status and their eamatl attachment to
parents’ country of origin (including presence lfse family). The only
exception is the use of internet for obtaining rmdation about parents’
home country, which was positively linked with heghamounts of
remittances. Finally, second-generation migrants Wi invest in the
parent’s home country and those with a return tidaenwere particulary
characterized by sending high amounts of money.afgtly, potential
returnees were more likely to invest in materigleas at home in order to
prepare their return.
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6. Conclusion and Discussion

To what extent are the second-generation migramdisg remittances
to their homeland? And what are the reasons bethed remitting
behaviour: are the second-generation remitters roven by altruism
or by self-interest? We tried to answer these rekegquestions in this
study by examining the main predicators to remitoagh second-
generation Turks, Moroccans and former Yugoslag&lieg in several
cities across Europe. More particular, differenteaiies on
microeconomic determinants of remittances weretedtVe built on the
review of the theoretical debate, analyzed by Reapgopnd Docquier
(2005), who suggest several motivations behind ttegi behaviour of
first-generation migrants, such as pure altruiseguest and the use of
remittances to obtain a wide range of services, amule intricate
motives such as family loan repayment and insurance

According to our results, two types of motives sadentdominate
the remitting behaviour of second-generation mitgamltruism, i.e.
sending money because of being emotionally attatihgrent’s home
country, and exchange motivations, i.e. remittingthiose people who
look after their investments or other material esgéich are likely to be
part of their preparation for returning. Whethez fresence of these two
types of motives implies different groups of reems, is questionable.
First of all, remitting is usually not driven bysingle motivation but
rather the result of a mixture of different motiv&econd, being more
likely to remit in case of strong emotional bonsisot necessarily driven
by altruism feelings only, but could also be atitdble to self-interest,
viz. in order to strengthen social ties and to makenore easier to
integrate once back ‘home’. This interpretationcisse to the return
model stated by Lucas and Stark (1985), which sdem& overlooked
in the theoretical literature. According to this seey remittances could
be sent in order to invest in housing, livestockotiner assets, or to
enhance social prestige and strengthen the retdtijps with relatives
and/or friends (social assets), in preparation défnitive return to the
community of origin. Due to its potential relevante explain the
motivation behind remittances, also in case of sdagpeneration
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migrants, we recommend future researchers to iectbd return model
within the theoretical framework of the remittandbgory.

As mentioned above, the theoretical models of tamies are
exclusively developed for the first-generation rmaigs; to our
knowledge, no previous studies have tried to tess¢ models in the
case of the second-generation migrants. A furthéicalty with the
remittances models is that discriminating testsiirega large number of
variables, as also Rapoport and Docquier (2005hligigted in their
conclusion. In the present paper, however, quitarge number of
variables have been used, also in addition to theventional ones.
Nevertheless, no information was available aboet sbhcio-economic
status of those left behind, which would allow asboetter discriminate
between the models. Moreover, as we did not hatetdavhom second-
generation migrants remitted, examining the eftéctamilial distance”
was far from optimal. Hence, future efforts to depetheoretical-driven
remittances models among second-generation migraatgaining and
testing a broad set of factors differentiating aghtdre models, are highly
recommended.
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