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1. Introduction

On the policy level, circular migration is frequigntinked to expectations of
mutual gains for the migrant host and home counties expressed, for example, by
the European Commission (2005) in a report on rigraand development, circular
migration of skilled and high skilled workers shd@llow Western EU countries to fill
labour market gaps with the simultaneous compemsaif possible “brain drain” in
developing (migrant sending) countries through tinensfer of know-how and
technology. The circular migration movement of lovekilled workers should also
contribute to sustained flows of migrant remittaxc€herefore, circular migration is
fundamental in understanding the development impé&dnternational labour flows.
However, while the socio-economic motivations oture migration have been
extensively analysed in the literature, the deteamis of repeat/circular migration are
rather poorly understood, partly due to the lackdéquate data and the complexities of
the processes involved.

Datasets from migrant sending countries usuallyehaformation on non-
migrants and return migrants, but not on the charitics of migrants that are abroad,
while migrant host country data lack informationtbe characteristics of the population
from which immigrants are selected (i.e. the nogramts). We use data from the
Albanian Living Standard Measurement Survey 200Bickvis a dataset containing a
rich set of information on the non-migrant, migramd return migrant population
groups, allowing a full analysis of the self-select of individuals into different
migration forms.

Our aim is to contribute to the migration literauthrough analysing the
determinants of short term migration movementscireular migration (back and forth
movements between home country and one ore moretresi of destination) and
temporary migration (one migration episode with np@nent return to the home
country). Though there has already been some @sdane on the Albanian migration
experience, to our knowledge, this is the firsidgtthat looks at the determinants of
different forms of short-term migration in a systdio way using the latest available
data. Along with socio-economic and regional chimastics, we also take into
consideration the effect of migration history (egp@st migration movements, legal vs.
illegal residence, success into finding work antline reasons) on the re-migration
intentions, as own experience is assumed to sioaffect subsequent migration

decisions. The main research questions are: Wioiclo-£conomic characteristics affect



the self-selection process into different formsrofration? and What factors affect the
decision of return migrants to re-migrate vs. ridisgt permanently back in the home
country?

We find that migration from Albania, in particular shderm migration, is
predominantly male. Our results shows that thetivelebetter educated Albanians do
not migrate, rejecting the “brain-drain” hypothedsike least educated are most likely to
be circular migrants as prospects for them in Albaend to be blealOther factors that
affect the migration form are gender, age, famég,tmigration networks, geographical
location and past migration experience. Many mitganave migrated only once
because they failed their migration target or halveady accumulated enough savings,
while circular migrants have returned mainly attex expiry of a seasonal work permit,
with the intention to migrate again.

The remainder of the paper is organised as follol&e next section briefly
reviews the literature on return migration and dsses the theoretical framework of the
analysis. Some background information and styligexs on the different forms of
Albanian migration are presented in section 3. iBectt presents the econometric
specification, while Section 5 analyses the emairiesults of the determinants of the
migration forms. The last section concludes thespap

2. Literature Review and Theoretical Framework for Analysis

The concept of return migration is at odds with therceived notion of
migration which is inherently seen a strategic cadby individuals to move from a
low-wage, high unemployment region/country to thee avhich has relatively higher
wages and employment rates. Since agents makee-dinti€, utility maximising
decision, based on perceived net benefits from atiggr, migrants should intuitively
remain abroad until retirement. However, many receapers have explored the
possibility of return migration before the end bétindividual’s active life cycle (i.e.
retirement) and despite persistent income diffegenbetween the home and host
countries.

There are two different approaches to modellingrédtern migration decisions.
The first considers the return decision as an nalegart of the one-time migration
decision, as an optimal residential location plaardhe life cycle. Arguments used for
explaining return migration to less rich economiase, for example, relative

deprivation, location-specific preferences, diffezes in purchasing power between the



host and home country currencies, and returnsedtiman capital accumulated in the
host country (e.g. Stark, 1991; Djajic and Milbaeird988; and Dustmann 1995, 1997,
and 2003). Return migration can further be partadife cycle plan to accumulate
capital for self employment activities. This isesftthe case when capital constraints in
the home economy hinder individuals to start aemmise, and migration is used as a
strategy to accumulate the needed start up funésriitd, 2004).

Alternatively, the initial migration decision mighie revised after a period of
time spent abroad. For example, a migrant maymedara result of failure in achieving
initial migration target (i.e. does not find job fands a job only at a lower wage than
expected). Potential migrants in the source cousreyuncertain about the conditions in
the country of destination and as return migratimsts are low (particularly non-
pecuniary), migrants who experience outcomes witliae expected may decide to
return (Borjas and Bratsberg, 199&eturn could also occur involuntarily and be
induced by policies in the host country: changeshi regulations and policies may
require some immigrants to depart; return coulé lwendition of the initial entry (as in
the Gulf States) or irregular migrants may be caagl deported (OECD, 2007).

The theoretical considerations in these models tmighused to describe the
decision process behind circular migration movemefn the one hand, as in Hill
(1987), the choice of circular migration can be sidered integral to the initial
migration decision (i.e. it is taken before the raig leaves the home country; see
Decision Tree 1). Utility is assumed to depend dim& path of residence in the home
and host country, with the individual maximisingilit¥ by choosing the optimal

amount of time spent abroad as well as the frequehtrips.

Decision Tree 1: Return and re-migration integral to the initial migration decision

Permanent migration
Seasonal/repeat/circular migration
Temporary migration with permanent resettlement

Stay put

In this case, repeat/circular migration might betHer determined by the
seasonal character of the job chosen. For exaniplegking up employment in



construction or farming, the migrant will probalilave no employment in the host
country for several months a year and would be vatdd to plan from the very
beginning to spend that period in the home courdsythe living costs there are often
lower and/or due to preference for living at honigue to family or cultural
attachments, individuals interested in increasihgirt yearly income through work
abroad might even prefer to spend repeatedly shpetéods of time abroad instead of
one longer period (i.e. several years).

On the other hand, the decision process can bee@ltey the presence of
uncertainty or imperfect information about the prass in the destination country (and,
while abroad, about the prospects in the home cgunh this setup, a migrant decides
while abroad, based on the realities he faces,vehéie should return or not. However,
once back home, there is another layer in the iecirocess regarding re-migration,
perhaps due to problems of re-integration, theufaito find a suitable job or having to
acquire more capital for the business started a#itrrn. In this case, the decision

process would rather have the following form:

Decision Tree 2: Multiple revisions of the migration decision

Stay abroad (i.e. permanent migration)

Migrate Re-migrate (i.e. repeat/circular
migration)
Return
Stay put Resettle permanently back

Another complexity of the migration process comesnf the character of the
migration decision: is it a choice or an outcom@ngidering return as endogenous, the
migrant decides about the form of migration, theatian of stay abroad and eventually
the frequency of trips (Epstein and Radu, 2007ind@ary migration might, however,
be induced exogenously by host country policiesels In recent years, there has been
a proliferation of immigrant employment schemesiridustrial countries fosectors
with jobs avoided by natives, with strong seasonal dlatibons (e.g. farming, road

repairs and construction), and in the service itvgiye.g. hotels and restaurants). These



employment schemes offer a variety of pre- and -pdstission conditions and
incentivesdesigned to keep flows temporary (Dayton-Johretaad, 2007).

Nevertheless, migrants do have the option amorigrdift immigration regimes,
e.g. those which are more open to permanent nogrdétie. US, Canada, Australia, and
New Zealand), those with temporary migration pragres (i.e. West European
countries and the Gulf States), and/or those that raore lax with respect to
immigration offences (i.e. irregular migration, ostaying of temporary residence
permits; e.g. South European countries). Therefarthe majority of cases the form of
migration can be assumed to be a choice.

With regard to the characteristics of return migsamesearch has documented
that emigrants rather self-select, albeit with tGotifig results on the nature of selection
(Constant and Massey, 2003). For example, Borja8q)Linfers return migration from
sample attrition and finds that the least succégsfeign-born scientist and engineers
seem to leave the United States. In contrast, JasddRosenzweig (1988) report that
relatively more successful migrants were likely tinhaturalise and, thus, to leave the
US. These conflicting results are reconciled inj@®and Bratesberg (1996), in which
the authors argue that the direction of self-salacin return migration depends on
whether the migrants themselves are originally tp@dy or negatively selected. If
immigrants are originally positively selected theturn migrants tend to be the lower
skilled. If they were negatively selected then tighest skilled from the cohort would
return. Unfortunately the limited data on emigratibom and return migration to
developing countries often does not permit to ately describe and analyse this
double selection process but only to compare ratigrants to those individuals who
never migrated (see de Coulon and Piracha, 2004 Bad Epstein, 2007).

3. Background and Data

Precise figures on Albanian migration are difficati gather due to the
potentially high number of non-declared (illegalignants.Existing estimations suggest
that since 1990 around 700,000 to 1,000,000 Almeniae. up to 25 percent of the
population) havesither settled or worked for short time peri@soad,which is by far
the highest proportion amongst the Central and Easbpean countries (Vullentari,
2007; ETF, 2007). Own estimates based on data fiteen2005 Albanian Living
Standard Measurement Survey (ALSMS), led to simifeyures. Using direct

information on the migration history of the indivas surveyed and indirect



information on the present migration status andratign history of the spouses and
children living outside the household and the simi of the household head and spouse,
we found that in 2005 about 24.6 percent of theaAian population aged 15 to 64 was
either currently migrant (16.5 percent) or had atpaigration experience (i.e. return
migrant; 8.1 percent). In addition, part of the raigs living abroad at the time of the
survey will also return and hence the asserted qutigm of one third short-term
migrants should be seen as a lower bound.

The main reason for migration is for employmentpmses. The collapse of the
industrial sector in the early transition years,tba one hand, and the absence of a
welfare state, on the other, has pushed many wokside the labour market and into
poverty. By 2004, around 30 percent of Albaniangsenmestimated to live below the
poverty line; half of them in extreme poverty, sshbeg on less than US$ 1 per day
(Barjaba, 2004). In face of these harsh realitiesny have sought employment abroad,
mainly in neighbouring EU countries.

Because of their geographical proximity, the maestohation countries are
Greece and ltaly, hosting almost 80 percent of Alta migrants in 2005. About
600,000 worked and/or lived in Greece, about 23D,@0ltaly, while approximately
250,000 were scattered among industrialised camin Western Europe and North
America (Vullentari, 2007). The sector of employmand, thus, the form of migration
is varying significantly among destinations: seadoemployment in construction,
farming and tourism in Greece; temporary employmemhanufacturing, construction
and services in Italy; and predominantly permamaigration of skilled migrants to
Western Europe, the US, and Canada (ETF, 2007alBarp004).

The data used for the empirical analysis is frolm #9005 Albanian Living
Standards Measurement Survey (ALSMS), collectedthi®y Albanian Institute for
Statistics (INSTAT) with technical support from tWéorld Bank. The data is based on a
survey of 3,640 households (17,302 individuals) andtains a detailed module on
migration’ We drew the information on migrants from two paofsthe migration
module. The first is on the migration history oethousehold members present (e.g.
country of last migration episode, year of migratibme spent abroad, legal residence
abroad, legal work abroad, reasons for returningAtbania, previous migration

episodes since turning 15, etc.). The second paxtiges detailed information on the

2 A migrant is defined as a person who migrated abrfor at least one month, for non visits purposes,
since turning age 15.



spouse and/or children that are currently abroativem added these absent household
members to the sample.

Since the focus of the paper is the analysis of daterminants of labour
migration movements, we restricted our sample thviduals in the potential labour
force (i.e. not enrolled in education, not a houssvwhusband, not retired, not
handicapped, and not in military service) and &f@tb 60. Moreover, in order to select
the permanent migrants from our second group, wiudgd all migrants that were
abroad at the time of the survey for three yearess (i.e. 539 observations). For the
purpose of this analysis, our definition for a pamant migrant is, hence, an individual
who has spent 37 months or more abroad since shéree he/she left the countty.

Given the above screening and after excluding b#eovation with missing
values for the variables included, our sample dost#,280 individuals: out of which
4,756 (65.3 percent) are non-migrants, 1,430 (p@&ent) permanent migrant, 536
(7.4 percent) are temporary migrants (i.e. indigldthaving migrated abroad in the past
only once and being back in Albania at the timéhefsurvey) and 558 (7.7 percent) are
circular migrants (i.e. individuals having migratairoad more than once and being
back in Albania at the time of the survey).

Group mean values of the data described above #awAlbanian migration,
and in particular short term migration, is predoamtly male (see Table 1). Females
represent 35 percent of the permanent migrantsptiyt8.2 percent of the temporary
and just 1.4 of the circular migrant groups.

Migrants in all groups are on average younger caoethd non migrants. In
order for migration to be financially rewardinge(iadditional income from employment
abroad to exceed the migration costs) it has te fdlce early in the active lifetime.
Taking into account that migration costs are higiifegsettling permanently to another
country, it is not surprising that permanent migsaare on average the youngest at time
of migration with an average age of 25.1 compace@3.4 in the case of temporary
migrants. Interestingly, circular migrants are eerage 2.9 years younger at their first
migration trip compared to temporary migrants.

Regarding the educational composition of the d#iférgroups, permanent and
temporary migrants have the highest secondary édaceate: 45.9 and 49.4 percent

respectively, compared to 38.9 percent for non-amtg. The most affected during the

® Percentile statistics show that 90 percent ofititividuals with a past migration experience (ie.
temporary of circular migrant) returned to Albamifier spending a maximum of three years abroad
during their last migration episode.



economic transition were secondary educated wofrkheslost their jobs following the
bankruptcy of uncompetitive state owned factorMany of them used permanent or
temporary migration as a strategy to improve tk&ndard of living. Moreover, 55.6
percent of circular migrants have at most primagyoation. Majority of them are
probably small (subsistence) farmers who supplenteeir small income through
seasonal work abroad. Because of their better pgorbunities, tertiary migrants seem
to be the least likely to migrate. With 12.6 peit¢éine tertiary education rate of the non
migrants is about 3 percentage points higher coegp#ws permanent and temporary
migrants and 8.3 percentage points higher compgarencular migrants.

Migrants were significantly more likely to have &pa at least one foreign
language in 1990, with the form of migration beiredated to the language of the
destination countries. It seems that permanentatiayr was driven by the proficiency
in English (9.2 percent) and/or Italian (12.3 petyetemporary migration by the
knowledge of Italian (8.6 percent) and/or Greel ([Fercent); while circular migration
by the knowledge of Greek (6.4 percent). The mastidation country for circular
migrants has been Greece (88.0 percent); for teemponigrants Greece (74.8 percent)
and ltaly (16.6 percent), while many permanent em¢g have not only settled in
Greece (41.1 percent) and Italy (37.9 percentilsd in other West European or North
American countries (21.0 percent).

In terms of marital status, permanent migrants hhedowest marriage rate in
2005. Nevertheless, at the time they left the agumhey had the highest marriage rate
(72.3 percent) compared to the other migrant gr¢@p< for temporary migrants; 53.1
for circular migrants). Migrating for longer per®dvithout the spouse sets, in many
cases, considerable strain on the relationshipcolale, often leading to separation and
divorce. On the other hand, the savings accumulaiead made it easier for
temporary and circular migrants to start up a fgraiter return. Similarly, short term
migrants were significantly more likely to have Idnén at the time of their first
migration but they were less likely to migrate witlem.

Temporary migration seems to be more common amagmgbars of relatively
richer households. Many in this group are targetsaoriginating from middle or
upper middle class families who, through migrateord investment of the repatriated
savings after return, significantly improved theoonomic situation above the Albanian
average (see Piracha and Vadean, 2009). Compagptrtanent migrants, they might

also have decided to return because of their velgtibetter social and economic



position in Albania (Stark and Taylor, 1991). Canily, circular migrants are members
of poorer and relatively larger families.

Permanent migrants originate from households veifis lsocial connections (i.e.
friends), which probably means that they had losecial and emotional relocation
costs. However, they left from communities that énawore individuals as current or
past migrants. As found in other studies, thatadad evidence to the fact that migrant
networks and/or the culture of migration in the ocowmmity are important for the
migration decision.

Geographically, most permanent and temporary migrare from urban areas
(56.6 percent and 57.6 percent respectively), wtileular migrants come from rural
areas (62.8 percent). Moreover, permanent migrargsmore likely to be from the
Coastal region (16.5 percentage points higher coedp@ non-migrants and 9.8
percentage point higher compared to temporary migyawhile circular migrants are
more likely to be from the regions closer to Gregae the Central and the Mountain
regions).

Regarding the migration history, circular migrawere least likely to have legal
residence during their first migration trip (onlg.8 percent of them) but that increased
considerably in time to 54.5 percent for the laggration trip. This is certainly due to
the large legalisation programs in Greece and lafher 1999. As for temporary
migrants, they are also quite likely to have migdairregularly: only 36.4 percent of
them had legal residence abroad. Borjas and Bratgh€96) argued that the failure of
a migrant to obtain legal residence while abroaghidetermine his decision to return
permanently back. Nevertheless, if a migrant dagend to return to his home country
but does not intend to migrate again in the futheeis certainly more likely to overstay
a work or tourist visa in order to fulfil, for exgme, his saving target.

With paid employment being the main reason for sherm migration,
temporary and circular migrants were significantigre likely to work while abroad
compared to permanent migrants. Nevertheless weeg also considerably more likely
to work illegally.

The reason for returning differs notably betweee tbrms of short term
migration. While the majority of temporary migramteturned because of failing their
migration target (45.9 percent; i.e. have not fowmork, have not obtained legal
residence or have been deported) or after haviegnaglated enough savings (21.8

percent), 25.3 percent of the circular migrantseh@turned because of the expiry of a
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seasonal/temporary work permit (compared to only6 1fercent in the case of
temporary migrants).

Finally, there seems to be quite a strong staterttigncy in circular migration:
in 2005, 54.3 percent of the circular migrantsntéo migrate again during the next 12
months, while 28.3 percent intend to resettle peendy in Albania and 17.4 percent
are undecided. In contrast, 64.6 percent of thepteary migrants intend to settle

permanently back.

4. Econometric Specification

The migration decision processes described in @eci lead to alternative
econometric models. If assuming a single utilityximasation migration decision over
the life-time (i.e. Decision Tree 1), the form ofigmation may be determined by a

pairwise comparison of the indirect utilities oétbiven alternatives:

* NO migration: u,>U,U,>U;,U,>U.,
* permanent migration: U,>U,,U,>U;,U,>U.,
* temporary migration: U; >U,,U; >U,,U; >U,
 circular migration: U.>U,,U.>U,,U.>U,, (1)

whereN, P, T, andC stand for no migration, permanent migration, terappomigration
(with permanent return), and circular migrationpexgively. The unordered choice
settings can be motivated by a random utility mof@eteen, 2002). For theth
individual faced withk ={N, P, T,C} choices, the utility of choiciis given by:

Uy =Bx +¢ (2)
whereU; is the indirect utility of choicgfor individuali, x a vector of characteristics
which affect the choice of the migration form, agtl a vector of choice-specific

parameters.

Assumptions about the disturbances )(determine the nature of the model and
the properties of its estimator. We assume thatare independent and identically

distributed with type | extreme value distributiamhich leads to the multinomial logit
model (Green 2002; McFaden, 1973). The probabiitychoosing alternative is

specified as:
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Py, = j)= 3)

Not all 5, in eq. (3) are identified and we normalise byisgti3, = 0.

The dynamics among the possible choices in the astim results of the
multinomial logit model are illustrated by compwgindds ratios. The factor change in

the odds of outcomm versus outcome for a marginal increase i®, and the other

independent variables in the model held constagiven by:

Qm|n (X' Xk,mln +1) — eﬁk,mm )
Qm|n (X’ Xk,mln )

(4)

The limit of analysing the determinants of the miigna form in the framework
of a multinomial logit model is that one can cohtvaly for variables observed for all
alternatives. One problem arising from that is diféculty in some cases to infer the
direction of causality. Many of the individuals’@o-economic characteristics observed
for all population groups (e.g. age, marital stahmisehold size, or household income)
are collected at the time of survey (i.e. in 2003wever, for migrants these might
have been different at the time of their first matgmn episode, their return, or their
subsequent migration trips. Therefore, some of thHesewed socio-economic
characteristics may be in fact determined by thgration experience and the form of
migration chosen. Moreover, the multinomial logibael does not allow to control for
the effect of a previous migration experience (Bagnd work while abroad for the first
time, legal residence while abroad, or reason &urning) on the decision to re-
migrate, since non-migrants have no such experiedogvever, if assumed that the
individual revises his initial migration decisioftex each migration step (Decision Tree
2), the migration experience would influence futuraigration movements.
Nevertheless, running separate estimations onlynigrants will give biased and
inconsistent results, as migrants might be a nadam selected group.

In this respect, a more efficient model provesdaalprobit with two sequential
self-selection equations: the first selection euatontrols for selection into migration
while the second — including only migrants — foe gelection into return. This model
can be estimated stepwise (i.e. the inverse Miitso — IMR — of the first selection
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probit is introduced as a covariate in the secaidcton equation and the IMR from
the second selection equation is then used as aiat®/ in the outcome probit) or by
maximum likelihood. Relative to the maximum likedibd approach, the stepwise
method is often perceived to give inconsistent Ites(Lahiri and Song, 2000). In
particular, this is the case when there is stromgficolliniarity between covariates in
the outcome equation and the selection controks @ovariates of the selection
equations). If there are no overlapping covariatesthe outcome and selection
equations, then multicolliniarity can be assumesignificant (see Stolzenberg and
Relles, 1997 and Nawata and Nagase, 1996).
The equations for the probit model with two seqianselections have the
following form for each observation:
« Migrant: M* =W'S+m, where M =1(M* >0)
« Return migrantR* =Y'd+r, where R=1(R* >0) if M =1 and missing
otherwise
« Circular/repeat migraniC* = Z'6 +c, where C = 1(C* >0) if R=1 (and
M =1) and missing otherwise.
The variables denoted by asterisks are the latgicbmes, and those without are binary
indicators summarising the observed outcomgk.is the indicator function equal to
one if its argument is true, and zero otherwise. A&sume the error terms

(mr,c)~ N,(0V), whereV is a symmetric matrix with typical elememt, = p, for
k,I O{m,r,c} andk 1, and p,, = 1for all k. The errors in each equation are assumed
to be orthogonal to the predictors (elements ofvitorsW, Y, andZ respectively).

We define a set of signs variables = 2T -1 for T O{M,R,C}. The likelihood
contribution for a return migrant, i.e. witl =1 andR =1 is:

Ly = @4 (kW' B,KRY' 0,KeZ' 6, Ky Ko Koy K Poncs KK e Prc),
the likelihood contribution for a permanent migréird. M =1 andR= 0 is:

L, = CDZ(KMW',B, KRY'O,K), KRpmr),
while the likelihood contribution for a non-migrafe. M = 0) is:

L, =&, (kW' 5)
It follows that the log-likelihood contribution toe calculated by the evaluator function
for each observation is:

INnL=@1-M)InL,+M({@-R)InL, +MRInL,
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The model is estimated using maximum simulatediliked (MSL) in Stata.
We evaluate multivariate standard normal probaddivith 200 random draws using
themvnp()function by Cappellari and Jenkins (2006), a fiorcbased on th&eweke-
Hajivassiliou-Keane (GHK) smooth recursive conditrgg simulator For the
maximization, we used Stata’s modified Newton-Raphalgorithm (see Gouldt al,
2003).

5. Empirical Results

The estimation results of the multinomial logit nebdf the choice of migration
form are given in Table 2. The likelihood ratiottésr combining alternatives shows
that no pair of alternatives should be collapsdte Hausman test for independence of
irrelevant alternatives (Il1A) failed for temporanyigration, however, the Small-Hsiao
test holds for all subsets.

The factor changes in odds among the subsets @tiequ3 are presented in
Table 3. As expected from the descriptive stasstibeing a female decreases
significantly the likelihood of being a migrant, rarticular a circular migrant (see also
Figure 1). Given the more traditional gender roteghe Albanian context, women are
often in charge of taking care of children and letwdd, while the men are the bread-
earners (Kinget al, 2006). Therefore, it is not surprising that Alzanwomen often
follow their husbands in case he settles abroad,abel significantly less likely to
engage in short term migration for employment pegso The gender difference
between temporary and circular migration can beh&rexplained through the gender
difference in terms of the type of jobs they engmgevith men taking jobs with a more
seasonal character, e.g. in construction, farmmegtaurism (ETF, 2007).

Age has a significant impact on the choice of niigraform as well. As
predicted by various migration models and confirmi®d empirical findings, age
decreases the odds of all forms of migration ve-migration. In particular, permanent
migration seems to be a decision taken at a youager(a marginal increase in age
decreases the odds of permanent migration vs. ngration by a factor of 0.90; see
Firgure 2) as social and financial relocation casts lower and the larger time span
until the end of the active lifetime allows for hgy gains from migration (Radu and
Epstein, 2007). The second most affected by ageadslar migration: 9 percent lower

odds compared to non migration and 3 percent lovdels compared to temporary

* The test results are available from the authooupquest.
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migration. Circular migrants being less educatbdytare likely to start the migration
process earlier in their life-time.

Even after controlling for other characteristiasitiory education significantly
and strongly decreases the likelihood of migratiader any form, by factors of 0.51 to
0.64. This shows that “brain drain” should be lessoncern in the Albanian case.
Secondary educated are more likely to migrate teampp (but also permanently),
while primary (or less) educated being more likielybe circular migrants. However,
after controlling for urban location and region #ducation effect turns insignificant in
the case of circular migration and significant oalyl0 percent level in the case of
temporary and permanent migration. Location, tragems to be more important in
determining the form of migration, with individuafsom rural areas and from the
Central and Mountain regions being more prone toosh circular migration, while
those from urban areas temporary or permanent tiagra

From the three languages considered, speakin@gstt $eme Greek in 1990 has
the strongest effect on migration. The common hoadeabout 282 km and a shared
culture and history (until 1990 a large Greek mityolived in the Southern part of
Albania) made Greece the most important destinat®ince the cost of crossing the
Greek border (in particular illegally) is quite lpw is not surprising that speaking
Greek increases most the odds of being a circ8lad] or a temporary migrant (7.54).
Nevertheless, probably due to the large exodushoiie@ Greeks at the beginning of the
1990s who were rapidly nationalised in Greece Bagaba, 2004), speaking Greek in
1990 also significantly increases the odds of paenamigration (5.76).

Family ties have conflicting effects on migratio®n the one hand, being
married increases strongly the odds of all migrafarms, giving probably evidence to
the fact that a married couple can decrease inc@ké one of them works abroad. On
the other hand, the household size decreaseské#iddiod of being a migrant; the social
ties within the family perhaps increasing the el cost of migration. Nevertheless,
both being married and the household size sigmifigaaffect the form of migration,
increasing the odds of temporary vs. permanent atigyr but also of circular vs.
temporary migration.

Finally, the number of migrants in the communitys lzapositive impact on the
decision to migrate, the strongest being on permizarad circular migration. This could
be evidence that the culture of migration in thenownity has an important effect on

the decision to migrate. Moreover, taking into acdothe relatively high migration
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failure rate among temporary migrants (46 percettig existence of a strong
community migrant network might prove essential foe success of the migration
project.

The alternative model, through which the determisiar circular vs. temporary
migration are assessed by MSL probit with doubléecd®n, is run under two
specifications of the dependent variable. The f(i&able 4) considers past repeat
migration movements over having migrated only ombt@wever, some of the returnees
that have migrated only once (i.e. temporary mitgamay migrate again in the future
and could be, in fact, repeat circular migrantgreN we do not observe that. Assuming
that individuals in this subgroup of temporary maigis have characteristics similar to
circular migrants, our results could be biased.rétoee, in order to test the robustness
of our results, in a second specification (Tablews consider the temporary migrants
who intend to re-migrate in the next 12 monthsiesutar migrants, while in the third
specification (Table 6) they are excluded fromdhalysed sample.

Based on the results from the multinomial logit mlo(ee Table 3), for both
settings, the variables chosen to describe thectgmteinto migration are: gender,
education level, speaking Italian in 1990, speakdrgek in 1990, number of friends
and the number of migrants in the community. Mostedion instruments are
significant and have the expected signs: gendertemtidry education negatively affect
the probability of being a migrant, while secondadycation, speaking the language of
a neighbouring destination country and the cultfrenigration in the community (or
the migrant network) have a positive effect.

For the selection into return we used covariateseked only for migrants.
Return migration is positively determined by theeaat time of migration, illegal
employment and migration to Greece, while the lergtthe trip, having obtained legal
residence and having migrated with the childreedfit negativelyA formal test for
whether sample selection is ignorable is basedhemull hypothesis that the cross-equation
correlations are jointly different from zerdhe test results show that for all settings the
estimation results would have been biased and sistamt, had we not corrected for
selectior?

As robust outcomes (and similar to the results fé multinomial logit
estimation), we find that circular migration is a#igely affected by gender, age,
secondary education and urban origin. Additionalhe return reason has strong and

® The test results are available from the authomupquest.
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robust effect on the likelihood of having migrategpeatedly vs. having resettled
permanently in Albania after the first migratiofptrFailing the migration target is a
negative experience that not only determines retnigration (Borjas and Bratsberg,
1996) but seems to act as a deterrent for futugratidon movements. Target savers
may have intended from the very beginning to retpenmanently back and start a
business with the capital accumulated abroad, a@giedr by Mesnard (2004).
Nevertheless, family reasons seem to be equallyitapt in determining permanent
return.

In the case of circular migrants, the main reasmmréturn after the first trip
abroad was the expiry of a temporary/seasonal \perknit. Therefore, it seems that

circular migration is often a choice made befoeeieg the country for the first time.

6. Conclusions

The empirical results of this study show that shiertn migration movements
are an important phenomenon in Albania, with almmeé third of the migrants falling
into this category. About 50 percent of those wéinmed are temporary migrants (i.e.
have migrated abroad only once), while the othdrara seasonal or circular migrants.

Our main results show that, in the Albanian cake, form of migration is
determined by gender, age, the labour market potsper specific skills, family ties,
urban/rural origin, and past migration experienger example, women and tertiary
educated are more likely to stay put in Albani& #mount of time spent abroad, legal
residence, and accompanying family are positivelgted to permanent migration; age,
secondary education, failed migration or fulfilmerita saving target are determining
permanent return; while being a male, having a tosgication level, originating from
a rural area, and having past positive short terigration experience are factors
affecting circular migration.

Given that the majority of the circular migrantse aprimary educated,
development gains through transfers of skills aachnology should probably be
expected through temporary and not from circulagration (as expressed by the
European Commission in the 2005 report on Migraéind Development). As shown in
a previous paper of Piracha and Vadean (2009), rsangessful temporary migrants

start up own businesses and become entrepren¢ersettling back to Albania.

17



References

Barjaba, K. (2004), “Albania: Looking beyond borslermimeo, Washington DC:
Migration Policy Institute.

Borjas, G. and B. Bratsberd996), “Who leaves? The out-migration of the fgrei
born”, Review of Economics Statistic{¥B 165—76.

Borjas, G.(1989), “Immigrant and emigrant earnings: A londitwal Study”,Economic
Inquiry 2741): 21-37.

Cappellari, L. and S.P. Jenkins (2006), “Calculatiof multivariate normal
probabilities by simulation, with applications toarimum simulated likelihood
estimation”,Stata Journal ): 156-89.

Constant, A. and D.S. Massey (2003), “Self-select@marnings, and out-migration: A
longitudinal study of immigrants to Germanyournal of Population Economics
16(4): 631-53.

de Coulon, A. and M. Piracha (2005%¢€if-selection and the performance of return
migrants: the source country perspectivdurnal of Population Economics (9:
779-807.

Dayton-Johnson, J., L.T. Katseli, G. Maniatis, Rurid, D. Papademetriou (2007),
“Gaining from Migration: Towards a New Mobility Sgst, Paris: OECD
Development Centre.

Djajic, S. and R. Milbourne (1988), “A general dduium model of guest-worker
migration: The source-country perspectivdgurnal of International Economics
25(3-4): 335-51.

Dustmann, C. and O. Kirchkamp (2002), “The optiriégjration duration and activity
choice after re-migration'Journal of Development Economicq®) 351-72.

Dustmann C. (2003), “Return migration, wage différ@s and the optimal migration
duration”,European Economic Review(2}: 353-69.

Dustmann C. (1997), “Return migration, uncertairggd precautionary savings”,
Journal of Development Economicq 3R 295-316.

Dustmann, C. (1995), “Savings behavior of migramrkers: A life-cycle analysis
Zeitschrift fur Wirtschafts- und Sozialwissensamaft 1%4), 511-33.

Commission of the European Communities (2005), “@amication from the
Commission to the Council, the European Parliamiiet, European Economic and
Social Committee and the Committee of the Regiavigyration and Development:

some concrete orientation€€OM(2005)039@inal, Brussels.

18



ETF (2007), The contribution of human resources developmemigration policy in
Albanid’, Torino: European Training Foundation.

Gould, W., Pitblado, J. and W. Sribney (2008)aximum Likelihood Estimation with
Statg Second Edition, Stata Corp: Stata Press.

Gourieroux, C. and A. Monfort (1996%imulation-Based Econometric Methp@xford:
Oxford University Press.

Hill, J.K. (1987), “Immigrant decisions concernimyiration of stay and migratory
frequency”,Journal of Development Economicq2p 221-34.

Jasso G. and M.R. Rosenzweig (1988), “How well d® ilthmigrants do? Vintage
effects, emigration selectivity, and occupationabbiity of immigrants”, in:
Schultz P.T. (ed.)Research of Population Economics JAlI Press, Greenwich
Connecticut London, pp. 229-53.

Katseli, L., R. Lucas and T. Xenogiani (2006), ‘&ffs of Migration on Sending
Countries: What Do We Know?QECD Development Centre Working Paper No.
250 Paris: OECD.

King, R., M. Dalipaj and N. Mai (2006), “Genderirigigration and Remittances:
Evidence from London and Northern Albani&opulation Space and Place (62
409-34.

Labrianidis, L. and B. Kazazi (2006), “Albanian Ret-Migrants from Greece and
Italy: Their Impact upon Spatial Disparities withittbania”, European Urban and
Regional Studies 1B): 59-74.

Labrianidis, L. and A. Lyberaki (2004), “Back andrth and in-between: Albanian
return-migrants from Greece and Italydpurnal of International Migration and
Integration §1): 77-106.

Lahiri, K. and J.G. Song (2000), “The effect of damg on health using a sequential
self-selection model'tHealth Economics(®): 491-511.

McCormick, B. and J. Wahba (2001), “Overseas Wornpdfience, Savings and
Entrepreneurship amongst Return Migrants to LDGg0gttish Journal of Political
Economy 4@):164-78.

McFadden, D. (1974), “The Measurement of Urban &r&®emand”Journal of Public
Economics 31): 303-28.

Mesnard, A. (2004), “Temporary migration and cdpiterket imperfections”’Oxford
Economic Papers %8): 242-62.

19



Nawata, K. and N. Nagase (1996), “Estimation of manselection bias models”,
Econometris Reviews @: 387-400.

OECD (2007), Policy Coherence for Development. Migration and Eleping
Countries, OECD Development Centre, Paris.

Radu, D.C. and G. Epstein (2007), “Returns to retmigration and determinants of
subsequent movesEALE Conference PapeEALE Annual Conference, 20-22
September 2007, Oslo.

Piracha, M. and F. Vadean (2009), “Return Migrat@om Occupational ChoicelZA
Discussion Paper No. 392Bonn: Institute for Study of Labor.

Stark, O. (1991)The Migration of LabourBasil Blackwell, Oxford.

Stark O. and J.E. Taylor (1991), “Migration incels, migration types: The role of
relative deprivation”The Economic Journal 1(408): 1163-78.

Stolzenberg, R.M. and D.A. Relles (1997), “Tools ifttuition about sample selection
bias ant its correctionAmerican Sociological Revie®2 (3): 494-507.

Vullnetari, J. (2007), “Albanian Migration and Ddéepment: State of the Art Review”,
IMISCOE Working PapeNo. 18, Amsterdam: Institute for Migration and Hthn
Studies (IMES).

Wooldrige, J. (2002)Econometric Analysis of Cross Section and PanelDitiT

Press.

20



Table 1: Descriptive statistics by form of migration

Non migrant Permanent Temporary Circular
migrant migrant migrant

Mean value difference Mean value difference Mean value difference Mean value
Individual Characteristics
Gender (female=1) 0.522 0.171%** 0.350 0.268*** 0.082 0.068*** 0.014
Age 39.422 6.623*** 32.799 -4.492%* 37.291 1.744%* 35.547
Education level: primary 0.485 0.040*** 0.445 0.027 0.418 -0.139*** 0.557
Education level: secondary 0.389 -0.070*** 0.459 -0.035 0.494 0.095*** 0.400
Education level: tertiary 0.126 0.030*** 0.096 0.008 0.088 0.045*** 0.043
Speaks English (1990) 0.050 -0.042*** 0.092 0.034** 0.058 0.038*** 0.020
Speaks ltalian (1990) 0.057 -0.066*** 0.123 0.037** 0.086 0.052*** 0.034
Speaks Greek (1990) 0.009 -0.051*** 0.059 -0.011 0.071 0.006 0.065
Married 0.799 0.165*** 0.634 -0.165*+* 0.799 -0.008 0.806
Household Characteristics
HH subjective economic status in 1990 3.571 0.095* 3.476 -0.171 3.647 0.438*** 3.210
HH subjective economic status in 2005 3.818 -0.200*** 4.018 -0.038 4.056 0.294*** 3.762
Log of HH income 12.363 0.408*** 11.956 -0.497*** 12.452 0.421*** 12.031
HH size 4.859 1.681*** 3.178 -1.618*+* 4.797 -0.354 5.151
Number of friends 1.953 0.224*** 1.729 -0.426*+* 2.155 0.322%* 1.833
Community and Regional Characteristics
Urban area 0.529 -0.037** 0.566 -0.011 0.576 0.204*** 0.373
Region: Coastal 0.250 -0.165*** 0.415 0.098*** 0.317 0.045 0.272
Region: Central 0.286 0.011 0.276 -0.010 0.285 -0.048* 0.333
Region: Mountain 0.288 0.138*** 0.150 -0.050*** 0.200 -0.121 % 0.321
Region: Tirana 0.176 0.016 0.160 -0.038** 0.198 0.124*** 0.073
Average wage at district level (LEK) 30,886.23 297.60** 30,588.63 -607.68*** 31,196.31 1,743.90%** 29,452.41
Number of migrants in community (PSU) 6.920 -3.715*** 10.635 1.822%** 8.813 -0.545** 9.358
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Table 1: Descriptive statistics by form of migration (continued)

Non Permanent Temporary Circular
migrants migrants migrants migrants
Mean value difference Mean value difference Mean value difference Mean value

Migration history (first migration trip)
Age at first migration trip 25.126 -4.270%** 29.396 2.919%** 26.477
Length of first migration trip 92.081 70.012%** 22.069 12.610*** 9.459
Legal residence during first migration trip 0.899 0.535%** 0.364 0.125*** 0.238
Legal residence during last migration trip 0.899 0.535*** 0.364 -0.181*** 0.545
Work during first migration trip: no 0.160 0.071*** 0.090 0.029* 0.061
Work during first migration trip: legally 0.748 0.399*** 0.349 0.050* 0.299
Work during first migration trip: illegally 0.092 -0.469*** 0.562 -0.078*** 0.640
Married: no 0.277 -0.091*** 0.368 -0.120%** 0.487
Married: migrated with spouse 0.640 0.481*** 0.159 0.130*** 0.029
Married: spouse in Albania 0.083 -0.391*** 0.474 -0.010 0.484
Children: no 0.352 -0.107*** 0.459 -0.075** 0.534
Children: migrated with children 0.562 0.459%** 0.103 0.081*** 0.022
Children: children in Albania 0.086 -0.352%** 0.438 -0.006 0.444
Migrated to Greece 0.411 -0.337*** 0.748 -0.132%** 0.880
Migrated to ltaly 0.379 0.213*** 0.166 0.100*** 0.066
Migrated to other country 0.210 0.124*** 0.086 0.032** 0.054
Age at first return 31.235 3.970%** 27.265
Return reason: family/non economic 0.216 0.095*** 0.122
Return reason: unsuccessful 0.459 -0.046 0.505
Return reason: temporary/seasonal permit 0.106 -0.146*** 0.253
Return reason: accumulated enough savings 0.218 0.098*** 0.120
Re-migration intention: yes 0.192 -0.351*** 0.543
Re-migration intention: no 0.646 0.362*** 0.283
Re-migration intention: don’t know 0.162 -0.012 0.174
Observations 4,756 1,430 536 558

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

Notes: The sample included is the potential labour force (i.e. not enrolled in education, not a housewife/-husband, not retired, not handicapped, and not in military service) aged

20 to 60. HH subjective economic status: 1=poor to 10=rich.
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Table 2: Multinomial Logit estimation of choice among migration forms

Permanent migrant  Temporary migrant  Circular migrant vs.
vs. Non migrant vs. Non migrant Non migrant
Individual Characteristics
Gender (female = 1) -1.15709 -2.9776 -4.9696
[0.08470]*** [0.16797]*** [0.36255]***
Age -0.10854 -0.06552 -0.09144
[0.00471]*** [0.00605]*** [0.00634]***
Education level: secondary 0.15077 0.19979 0.03244
[0.08700]* [0.10944]* [0.10941]
Education level: tertiary -0.67947 -0.43958 -0.57224
[0.15676]*** [0.20685]** [0.25165]**
Speaks English (in 1990) 0.41515 0.03718 -0.26864
[0.18425]** [0.26135] [0.37631]
Speaks lItalian (in 1990) 0.4943 0.48002 0.25149
[0.15937]*** [0.21389]** [0.28854]
Speaks Greek (in 1990) 1.75017 2.02072 2.09715
[0.23986]*** [0.26560]*** [0.28502]***
Married 0.53022 1.06709 1.59773
[0.09994]*** [0.24777]x** [0.15073]***
Household Characteristics
HH subjective economic status in 1990 -0.04059 0.01145 -0.03743
[0.02240]* [0.02817] [0.03090]
HH size -0.77646 -0.05986 -0.02664
[0.02875]*** [0.02842]** [0.02807]
Number of friends -0.01818 0.0782 -0.04278
[0.02368] [0.02604]*** [0.03419]
Regional Characteristics
Number of migrants in the community 0.19731 0.13807 0.17472
[0.00964]*** [0.01218]*** [0.01218]***
Urban Area 0.1637 0.28237 -0.10765
[0.09082]* [0.11711]* [0.11751]
Region: Coastal 0.2416 -0.03442 0.34345
[0.13013]* [0.16084] [0.21153]
Region: Central 0.07515 -0.01304 0.73709
[0.13128] [0.15912] [0.20679]***
Region: Mountain 0.15255 -0.30398 0.7502
[0.14298] [0.127216]* [0.20998]***
Constant 4.06981 -0.94014 -0.73216
[0.25353]*** [0.32819]*** [0.35472]**
Observations 7,280
Wald chi-sq 4159.17
Pseudo R-sq 0.29

Standard errors in brackets

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

Notes: HH subjective economic status1990: 1=poor to 10=rich; the control group for the regional dummies is

“Tirana”.
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Table 3: Odds ratios for choice among migration forms
Education Education Speaks Speaks Speaks
Gender Age level: level: English Italian Greek Married
secondary tertiary (1990) (1990) (1990)

Pvs. N 0.31***  0.90*** 1.16* 0.51*** 1.51% 1.64**  576**  1.70%*
Tvs. N 0.05***  0.94*** 1.22* 0.64** 1.04 1.62%  7.54%* 2. 91***
Tvs. P 0.16%**  1.04*** 1.05 1.27 0.69 0.99 1.31 1.71%*
Cvs.N 0.01***  0.91*** 1.03 0.56** 0.76 1.29 8.14**%*  4,94%**
Cvs. P 0.02*** 1.02** 0.89 111 0.50* 0.78 1.41 2.91%**
Cvs. T 0.14**  0.97*** 0.85 0.88 0.74 0.80 1.08 1.70***

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

Table 3: Odds ratios for choice among migration forms (continued)

Subjective . No. of .NO' of . Urban Coastal Central  Mountain
econ. status  HH size friends mlgrantslln area region region region
1990 community

Pvs. N 0.96* 0.46*** 0.98 1.22%** 1.18* 1.27* 1.08 1.16
Tvs. N 1.01 0.94*  1.08*** 1.15%* 1.33** 0.97 0.99 0.74*
Tvs. P 1.05 2.05%**  1.10*** 0.94*** 1.13 0.76 0.92 0.63**
Cvs.N 0.96 0.97 0.96 1.19%** 0.90 1.41 2.09%** D 2%
Cvs.P 1.00 2.12%** 0.98 0.98* 0.76** 1.11 1.94%* ] .82%**
Cvs. T 0.95 1.03 0.89*** 1.04** 0.68*** 1.46 2.12%* D B7***

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

Notes: Odds ratios computed based on the estimation in Table 2. HH subjective economic status 1990: 1=poor
to 10=rich; the control group for the regional dummies is “Tirana”.
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Table 4: MSL three-variate probit with two selections of the decision to migrate circularly

Migration equation

Circular migration equation

Gender (female = 1) -0.91659 Gender (female = 1) -0.67789
[0.10377]*** [0.23921]**
Education level: secondary 0.12875 Age after first migration trip -0.03904
[0.04893]*** [0.00599]***
Education level: tertiary -0.2378 Education level: secondary -0.1206
[0.09147]** [0.05034]**
Spoke ltalian in 1990 0.56879 Education level: tertiary 0.03331
[0.04634]*** [0.23080]
Spoke Greek in 1990 1.08148 Married at time of the first migration 0.13678
[0.08178]*** [0.12662]
Number of friends -0.01718 Economic situation in 1990 -0.01862
[0.01828] [0.03457]
Number of migrants in the community 0.1016 Log of HH income -0.03633
[0.00598]*** [0.03414]
Constant -0.96729 HH size -0.01876
[0.15450]*** [0.01590]
Urban location -0.15967
Return equation [0.07510]**
Age at first migration trip 0.02425 Log of average wage (district level) -1.55591
[0.00680]*** [0.75343]*
Months remained away (first trip) -0.02914 Returned from Greece 0.16508
[0.00437]** [0.30151]
Obtained legal residence (first trip) -0.50115 Returned from Italy -0.27712
[0.12608]*** [0.34960]
Worked abroad during first trip: legally 0.10122 Return reason: family/non economic -0.57042
[0.16954] [0.21044]**
Worked abroad during first trip: illegally 0.38536 Return reason: unsuccessful -0.50653
[0.11610]*** [0.19649]***
Married: migrated with spouse 0.03323 Return reason: acc. enough savings -0.56418
[0.21631] [0.21610]***
Married: spouse in Albania 0.31093 Constant 18.51599
[0.26471] [7.77962]**
Children: migrated with children -0.89996
[0.18851]***
Children: children in Albania -0.14535
[0.23423] Cross-equation correlations
Country of destination: Greece 0.91165 r21 -0.31173
[0.20041]*** [0.11404]**
Country of destination: Italy -0.00563 r31 -0.26464
[0.22281] [0.16325]
Constant 0.82576 r32 -0.31071
[0.28582]*** [0.09712]***
Total number of observations 7,280
Number of migrants 2,524
Number of returnees 1,094
Number of circular migrants 558
Log of pseudo likelihood -4976.33

Robust standard errors in brackets; adjusted for 12 clusters (i.e. counties)
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%
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Table 5: MSL three-variate probit with two selections of the decision to migrate circularly

(returnees who migrated only once but intend to re-migrate considered also as circular migrants)

Migration equation

Circular migration equation

Gender (female = 1) -0.91661 Gender (female = 1) -0.47533
[0.10369]*** [0.25261]*
Education level: secondary 0.12774 Age after first migration trip -0.03631
[0.04941]x** [0.00627]***
Education level: tertiary -0.24013 Education level: secondary -0.16288
[0.09250]*** [0.06820]**
Spoke ltalian in 1990 0.57557 Education level: tertiary -0.17507
[0.04419]*** [0.22118]
Spoke Greek in 1990 1.08057 Married at time of the first migration 0.00958
[0.08295]*** [0.12894]
Number of friends -0.01467 Economic situation in 1990 -0.01381
[0.01825] [0.03601]
Number of migrants in the community 0.10155 Log of HH income -0.11807
[0.00609]*** [0.05698]**
Constant -0.97139 HH size 0.009
[0.15360]*** [0.02695]
Urban location -0.18218
Return equation 0.02474 [0.10850]*
Age at first migration trip [0.00633]*** | Log of average wage (district level) -0.80253
-0.02877 [0.65532]
Months remained away (first trip) [0.00442]*** | Returned from Greece 0.08547
-0.50656 [0.31781]
Obtained legal residence (first trip) [0.12677]*** | Returned from ltaly -0.33527
0.0874 [0.40772]
Worked abroad during first trip: legally [0.17506] Return reason: family/non economic -0.53103
0.39237 [0.19322]***
Worked abroad during first trip: illegally ~ [0.11895]*** | Return reason: unsuccessful -0.71773
0.04775 [0.17778]***
Married: migrated with spouse [0.21097] Return reason: acc. enough savings -0.88559
0.31194 [0.17988]***
Married: spouse in Albania [0.25262] Constant 11.89913
-0.92569 [7.32821]
Children: migrated with children [0.18846]***
-0.15783
Children: children in Albania [0.21528]
0.92127 Cross-equation correlations
Country of destination: Greece [0.19885]*** | r21 -0.33162
-0.00767 [0.11032]***
Country of destination: Italy [0.22120] r31 -0.01714
0.82235 [0.13980]
Constant [0.27735]*** | r32 -0.15234
0.02474 [0.12100]
Total number of observations 7,280
Number of migrants 2,524
Number of returnees 1,094
Number of circular migrants 661
Log of pseudo likelihood -4962.65

Robust standard errors in brackets; adjusted for 12 clusters (i.e. counties)
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%

Notes: HH subjective economic status: 1=poor to 10=rich. The control group for working abroad during
migration trip is “No work”, for marital status it is “Not married”, for children it is “No children”, for the countries of
destination it is “Other”; and for the return reasons it is “Seasonal/temporary migration”.
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Table 6: MSL three-variate probit with two selections of the decision to migrate circularly

(returnees who migrated only once but intend to re-migrate excluded from the sample)

Migration equation

Circular migration equation

Gender (female = 1) -0.89673 Gender (female = 1) -0.72006
[0.10338]*** [0.22389]***
Education level: secondary 0.14253 Age after first migration trip -0.04485
[0.04488]*** [0.00747]***
Education level: tertiary -0.21135 Education level: secondary -0.17537
[0.08915]** [0.05880]***
Spoke ltalian in 1990 0.57484 Education level: tertiary -0.0915
[0.04145]** [0.25497]
Spoke Greek in 1990 1.09299 Married at time of the first migration 0.13354
[0.08347]** [0.13706]
Number of friends -0.01732 Economic situation in 1990 -0.01235
[0.01842] [0.03979]
Number of migrants in the community 0.1034 Log of HH income -0.11281
[0.00568]*** [0.05495]**
Constant -1.02545 HH size 0.00707
[0.141071]*** [0.02184]
Urban location -0.14086
Return equation [0.08367]*
Age at first migration trip 0.01866 Log of average wage (district level) -1.36635
[0.00746]** [0.79217]*
Months remained away (first trip) -0.03217 Returned from Greece 0.08162
[0.00390]*** [0.33931]
Obtained legal residence (first trip) -0.52249 Returned from Italy -0.40662
[0.11983]*** [0.41455]
Worked abroad during first trip: legally 0.12373 Return reason: family/non economic -0.66769
[0.15949] [0.22519]***
Worked abroad during first trip: illegally 0.38191 Return reason: unsuccessful -0.73812
[0.13233]*** [0.20130]***
Married: migrated with spouse 0.14536 Return reason: acc. enough savings -0.80716
[0.22792] [0.19721]***
Married: spouse in Albania 0.45403 Constant 17.86279
[0.22442]* [8.64810]**
Children: migrated with children -0.80377
[0.21092]***
Children: children in Albania -0.2087
[0.19622] Cross-equation correlations
Country of destination: Greece 0.91837 r21 -0.36648
[0.23340]*** [0.11193]***
Country of destination: Italy -0.0021 r31 -0.13081
[0.26049] [0.16799]
Constant 1.02466 r32 -0.33061
[0.35347]** [0.11617]***
Total number of observations 7,177
Number of migrants 2,431
Number of returnees 991
Number of circular migrants 558
Log of pseudo likelihood -4731.33

Robust standard errors in brackets; adjusted for 12 clusters (i.e. counties)
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%

Notes: HH subjective economic status: 1=poor to 10=rich. The control group for working abroad during
migration trip is “No work”, for marital status it is “Not married”, for children it is “No children”, for the countries of
destination it is “Other”; and for the return reasons it is “Seasonal/temporary migration”.
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Figure 1: Predicted probabilities of migration by gender
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Note: Predicted probabilities are computed using the mlogit estimation results presented in Table 2.

Figure 2: Predicted probabilities of migration by age
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Note: Predicted probabilities are computed using the mlogit estimation results presented in Table 2.
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Appendix

Programme (ado-file): MSL thee-variate probit with two sequential selection equations

program define dhprob

args Inf xb1 xb2 xb3 c21 ¢31 ¢c32
tempvar sp2 sp3 k1 k2 k3
quietly {

gen double 'k1' = 2*$ML_y1 - 1

gen double "k2' = 2*$ML_y2 - 1

gen double "k3' = 2*$ML_y3 - 1

tempname cf21 cf22 cf31 cf32 cf33 C1 C2

su “c21', meanonly

scalar "cf21' = r(mean)

su "¢c31', meanonly

scalar "cf31' = r(mean)

su "c32', meanonly

scalar "cf32' = r(mean)

scalar "cf22' = sqrt( 1 - "cf21'"°2)

scalar "cf33' = sqrt( 1 - "cf31'""2 - "cf32'72)

mat "C1'= (1,0, 0\ ‘cf21', "cf22', 0\ "cf31'

mat “C2' = (1, 0\ “cf21', “cf22")

egen “sp3' = mvnp('xbl' "xb2' "xb3") if $ML_y1==1
chol("C1") dr($dr) prefix(z) signs('k1' "k2' "k3'

egen ‘sp2' = mvnp('xbl' "xb2') if SML_y1l==1 & $ML_
chol("C2') dr($dr) prefix(z) signs(‘k1' k2"

replace “Inf'= In("sp3") if $ML_y1==1 & $ML_y2==1

replace “Inf'= In("sp2') if $ML_y1==1 & $ML_y2==0

replace “Inf'= In(1- normprob("xb1") if $ML_y1==0

}

end

Do file:

* Initial values */
quietly {

probit mig x1

mat bl = e(b)

mat coleq b1 = mig
probit return x2
mat b2 = e(b)

mat coleq b2 = return
probit circ x3

mat b3 = e(b)

mat coleq b3 = circ
mat b0 = b1, b2, b3

}

/* Halton draws with antithetics */
mdraws, dr(100) neq(3) prefix(z) burn(10) antitheti
global dr = r(n_draws)

/* ML probit with two selection equations */
ml model If dhprob (mig: mig = x1) ///
(return: return = x2) ///
(circ: circ = x3) /Il
/c21 /c31 [c32 /]
, Cluster(county) missing title("3-var probit, 2
draws")
ml init bO
ml maximize

cs

,cf32', cf33)
& $ML_y2==1, /il

)
y2==0, /I/

selections, MSL, $dr Halton
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