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Abstract 

 
While the economic performance of migrants in the receiving country undoubtedly 

depends on qualifications, it is also affected by inclinations. Given the probability of return 
migration, we establish a behavioral link between the incentive of migrants to save in their 
country of destination and the prevailing wage rate in their home country. We show that migrants 
coming from a low-wage country optimally save more than migrants from a high-wage country. 
We allude to policy and research implications suggested by this savings behavior. 

 
 
 
 
 

Kurzfassung 
 
Das ökonomische Abschneiden von Migranten im Gastland hängt zweifelsfrei von deren 

Qualifikationen ab. Gleichzeitig wird es auch von deren Neigungen beeinflußt. Bei einer 
gegebenen Wahrscheinlichkeit der Rückkehr von Migranten, wird in diesem Beitrag ein 
Verhaltenszusammenhang zwischen den Anreizen der Migranten zum Sparen im Gastland und 
dem in ihrem Ursprungsland vorherrschenden Lohnsatz nachgewiesen. Es wird gezeigt, dass 
Migranten, die aus einem Niedriglohnland kommen, unter optimalen Bedingungen mehr sparen 
als Migranten aus einem Hochlohnland. Der Beitrag zeigt Politik- und Forschungsfolgerungen 
auf, die sich aus diesem Sparverhalten ergeben.  
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1 Introduction 

 
There is a strong and lively interest in comparing the economic performance of migrants 

with that of native-born individuals. A widely used measure of the economic performance of a 
group of individuals is mean income. There is evidence that some time after their arrival in the 
host country, migrants outperform the native-born; other evidence suggests that the pace at 
which the economic performance of migrants improves in the host country is such that their 
economic performance increasingly approaches that of the native-born. (For a systematic and 
comprehensive review see Lalonde and Topel, 1997.) 

 
Seeking to explain the economic performance of migrants as well as the variance over 

time in this performance, researchers have concentrated on measuring and estimating migrants’ 
characteristics. Human capital attributes, the rate of appreciation of human capital, and changes 
in the composition of human capital (substituting the human capital specific to the country of 
destination for the human capital specific to the country of origin) have long been considered to 
hold the key to migrants’ performance. The empirical work suggests, however, that the pattern 
characterizing the comparative economic performance of migrants holds even after allowance is 
made for a large number of human capital controls such as educational qualifications. 

 
A decade ago, Galor and Stark (1990) drew attention to the possibility that migrants’ 

performance could be attributed to the incentives they face, thereby advocating a shift in the 
focus of analysis from the vector of characteristics that migrants have to the structure of the 
incentives that they confront. Specifically, Galor and Stark studied the probability of return 
migration as an attribute that distinguishes migrants from the native born. The main contribution 
of the study was the establishment of a link between the likelihood of return migration and 
savings behavior. Given the possibility of return migration, (optimizing) migrants were shown to 
save more than did comparable (optimizing) native-born workers.1 

 
Galor and Stark’s model was extended in several directions (Galor and Stark, 1991b; 

Schaeffer, 1995) and tested (Merkle and Zimmermann, 1992; Paulson, 1999). The model was 
also used to obtain fresh insights into other aspects of the economics of labor migration 
(Mountford, 1997; Vidal, 1998). However, none of the helpful extensions and uses of the model 
have addressed the interesting issue of the difference in the economic performance of migrants 
from different countries. Virtually all the receiving countries host migrants from several 
countries, and not all migrants, grouped by country of origin, perform equally. The world’s 
leading migrant destinations attract migrants from a diverse portfolio of countries. For example, 

                                                                 
1  Income consists of wages and the returns to savings. When the wages of migrants are held equal to the wages of 

native-born individuals, and the returns to savings are also held equal, a difference in mean incomes arises from 
a difference in the level of savings.  
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by 1990 France had received more than 500,000 migrants from Algeria, and the same number 
from Morocco, while the US had received more than 300,000 migrants from each of the 
following countries: China, India, Jamaica, and the Dominican Republic, as well as close to 1 
million from the Philippines, and more than 4 million from Mexico. By 1996 Australia had taken 
in more than 100,000 migrants each from China, Vietnam, and the Philippines; and Canada had 
received more than 100,000 each from China, India, Vietnam, and the Philippines (OECD, 
1998). There is strong evidence that “economic performance differs significantly according to 
the immigrant group’s country of origin” (Borjas, 1999). Our interest is in finding out whether 
the variance in the economic performance of migrants – rendered by differences in migrants’ 
savings – can be attributed to incentives rather than to human capital characteristics.2 That the 
savings patterns of migrants to the US “are significantly different across country of origin” has 
been carefully documented by Carroll, Rhee, and Rhee (1999). Their study sought to explain the 
variation by attributing it to “cultural effects”: migrants “carry along” the savings culture of their 
country of origin, that is, migrants from countries characterized by high savings rates save more 
at destination than those from countries where the savings rates are low. However, Carroll, Rhee, 
and Rhee could not marshal empirical support for this hypothesis, concluding that their findings 
“do not provide supporting evidence for the importance of cultural effects in explaining 
international saving rate differentials, since the savings patterns of immigrants do not resemble 
the national saving patterns for their countries of origin.” 

 
In section 2, the higher savings rate of migrants is attributed to the probability of return 

migration. In section 3, given the probability of return migration, the higher savings rate of 
migrants from country h1, compared to the savings rate of migrants from country h2, is attributed 
to the wage rate in h1 being lower than the wage rate in h2. Section 2 replicates Galor and Stark’s 
model: migrants differ from the native-born in the probability of return migration. In section 3, 
migrants differ from each other in the wage rates that prevail in their countries of origin. Section 
4 concludes. 

 

                                                                 
2  If the consequences of migrants’ performance are of concern to the host country, as when, for example, these 

savings contribute to capital formation, the host country will obviously want to find out which migrants tend to 
save more and why. Our analysis below provides an answer. 
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2 A Model 

 

2.1 The Macroeconomic Environment 
 
Consider a perfectly competitive world in which economic activity is extended over 

infinite discrete time. The world is characterized by an overlapping-generations model. In every 
period a single consumption good is produced using perfectly durable capital, and labor in the 
production process.3 The endowment of labor is exogenously given whereas the endowment of 
capital is the resources which were not consumed in the preceding period. Capital is perfectly 
mobile across countries and the rate of return to capital is at a stationary positive level, r , in 

terms of the consumption good. 
 
Consider an economy that operates in the described world. In every time period the labor 

force in the economy is composed of natives as well as migrants (whose migration is caused by 
international wage differentials). The economy’s stock of capital equals the resources that were 
not consumed in the preceding period, in addition to net international borrowing. 

 
Production. Production occurs within a period according to a constant returns to scale 

production function which is invariant across time. The output produced at time t, Yt , is   
 

  ,/);(),( tttttttt LKkkfLLKFY =≡=       (1) 

 
where Kt and Lt are the capital and labor employed at time t, respectively. The production 
function f(k) is strictly concave and strictly monotonic increasing. Producers operate in a 
perfectly competitive environment. The inverse demand for factors of production is therefore 
given by the first order conditions for profit maximization  

 

    );( ti kfr ′=          (2) 

    ,)()( ttt kkfkfw ′−=        (3) 

 
where rt and wt are the interest rate and wage at time t, respectively, and output is the numeraire. 

 

                                                                 
3 Positive rates of capital depreciation could be introduced without altering the analysis. 
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Equilibrium Prices. Given the unrestricted nature of the international capital markets, 
the economy’s interest rate is exogenously given at the world level, r . Consequently, the capital-

labor ratio employed in production is stationary at a level k ,  
 

   )(1 rfk −′= ,          (4) 

 
and the wage rate is stationary at a level w ,  

 

  kkfkfw )()( ′−= .        (5) 

 

2.2 The Individuals 
 
In every time period a new generation joins the labor force. A generation consists of two 

types of homogeneous groups of individuals: migrants, m, and natives, n. Migrants as well as 
natives are identical within and across generations. Individuals live for two periods. They are 
characterized by their intertemporal utility function and by their labor endowment. The 
intertemporal utility function is defined over first and second period consumption: 

 
    ),()(),( 2121 cucuccU δ+=        (6) 

 
where δ is the future discount factor. The utility function is strictly concave and satisfies the 

expected utility properties. Furthermore, .2,1,)(lim
0

=∞=′
→

icu i
ic

 

 
Migrants differ from the native-born in a single respect. They face a positive exogenous 

probability, α , of returning to their home country in the second period of their lives and thus of 

earning a lower wage rate, wwh <<0 .4, 5 

 

                                                                 
4  For simplicity, α is taken as exogenously given, regardless of the individuals’ actions or preferences. A more 

detailed model that incorporates social and psychological pressures for return migration into the individuals’ 
preferences will not alter the qualitative nature of the results. 

5  Despite the absence of international differences in interest rates, wage rates may differ if production technologies 
differ across countries thereby giving rise to incentives for international labor migration (e.g. Galor and Stark, 
1991a). 
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In the first period of their life individuals supply their unit-endowments of labor 
inelastically and divide the resulting income between first period consumption and savings so as 

to maximize their intertemporal utility function. First-period consumption of individual i, ic1 , is 

therefore 
 

ii swc −=1 ,           (7) 

 
where si is the savings of individual i, i = m, n. In the second period of their life individuals 
supply their unit-endowments of labor inelastically utilizing their labor income, in addition to the 

returns to their savings, for consumption. Second-period consumption of individual i, ic2 , i = m, 

n  is therefore 
 

  




++

−++
=

ii
h

ii
i

srw

srw
c

α

α

y probabilit with )1(

)1(y probabilit with )1(
2        (8) 

 
where α.

m = α  and α.
n = 0. 

 
The optimal level of savings for individual i, si*, is therefore 
 

     [ ] [ ]{ }{ }   )1()1()1()(maxarg* iii
h

iii srwusrwuswus ++−++++−= ααδ .   (9) 

 
Given the properties of the utility function, si* is uniquely determined by the first order 
condition: 

 

 [ ] [ ]{ } )( )1()1()1( )1( *** iiii
h

i swusrwusrwur −′=++′−+++′+ ααδ .  (10) 
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3 Saving Patterns Across Migrant Groups 

 
Suppose that migrants originate from countries that differ in their hw . 

 
Proposition. The lower the home country wage, the higher the level of savings. 
 
Proof. Using the implicit function theorem it follows from (10) that 
 

mm =
h

m

dw
ds *

           (11) 

( ) ( )[ ]
( ) ( )[ ] ( ) ( ) ( )[ ] ( ) 0
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11
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−′′+++′′−++++′′+

++′′+
−

mmm
h

m
h
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srwur

αδδα
δα

. 

 

Corollary 1. As a consequence of the possibility of return migration, migrants from 
countries with low-wage rates save more than migrants from countries with high-wage rates. 

 
Corollary 2. If return migration does not take place, the wealth of migrants from low-

wage countries outweighs the wealth of migrants from high-wage countries. 
 



ZEF Discussion Papers on Development Policy 34 

 8 

 
 
4 Conclusions 

 
There is a reasonable and long adhered to presumption that high-skill migrants constitute 

a superior “acquisition” because skills proxy productivity. To the extent that a migrant’s skill is 
positively correlated with the level of development of a migrant’s country of origin, and to the 
extent that skill levels are positively correlated with the wage rate at the country of origin, 
receiving countries will naturally prefer migrants from countries whose wage rates are high. Yet 
economic performance in the receiving country depends not only on qualifications but also on 
inclinations; we have identified an incentive-based reason why low wage at origin impinges 
positively on performance (measured by mean income) at destination. Related work in progress 
suggests that given the probability of return migration, a lower wage at origin is also 
behaviorally related to the optimal exertion of greater effort at destination. Thus, in formulating 
their migration policy, receiving countries may want to assign weight not only to the human 
capital attributes of migrant candidates but also to the inducements and incentives that, in a well 
defined manner, will impinge on their economic performance. 

 
The relationship between the home country’s wage and the optimal level of savings at 

destination can also shed fresh light on the intertemporal variation in the economic performance 
of successive cohorts of migrants from a given country of origin. Much of the interesting 
literature, eloquently reviewed by Lalonde and Topel (1997), on the convergence of the earnings 
of migrants to those of the native born views the observed pattern as an artifact; the pattern arises 
not from an upgrading of the skills of a given cohort of migrants but from a change in the 
unobserved skills of successive cohorts of migrants. Suppose that cohort 1+t  is drawn from a 
section of the home country distribution of unobserved skills that is to the left of the section from 
which cohort t  is drawn. If skills, productivity, and earnings correlate positively, the cohort t  
migrants will outperform the cohort 1+t  migrants, giving rise to the false impression that the 
performance of migrants improves in time spent at destination. We can now offer a new 
explanation of the observed pattern. Presumably, in time, the home country’s wage rises. Our 
model implies that the incentive facing the cohort 1+t  migrants differs from the incentive that 
the cohort t  migrants had faced, such that the optimal savings and thereby the mean income of 
the cohort 1+t  migrants will be lower than those of the cohort t  migrants. The explanation of 
the variation in the economic performance of migrants may thus rest neither with skills nor with 
assimilation but rather with incentives.  

 
Interestingly, migration has an equalizing effect on the earnings of workers from 

countries whose wage rates differ. Since when the wage rate in 1h  is lower than the wage rate in 

2h  the earnings at destination of a migrant from 1h  are higher than the earnings at destination of 
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a migrant from 2h , migration entails a wage convergence between 1h  and 2h  that, other things 

remaining the same, would not have arisen in its absence. 
 
We have implicitly assumed that both the destination country and the home country 

produce an identical good and that the price of the good is the same across the two countries. If 
the home country’s price is substantially lower than the destination country’s price, the savings 
of the migrants will presumably be affected, but not necessarily adversely. Such a price 
differential will also impact other decisions, particularly the optimal duration of stay in the 
destination country. When the purchasing power of savings (generated from work at the 
destination country) is higher at home than at destination, the optimal duration of migration may 
well be less than the maximal feasible duration of migration. Migrants may choose to return 
home even though no reversal of the inter-country wage differential occurred. Since savings 
disposed of in the home country confer higher utility than savings for consumption at the 
destination country, the incentive to save while at destination may be boosted rather than muted. 
A detailed inquiry of the interaction between savings, purchasing power parity, and the optimal 
duration of migration is provided in Stark, Helmenstein, and Yegorov (1997). 

 
Conceivably, migrants who face a positive probability of return migration may transfer 

some of their savings as remittances to family and household members who stay behind in the 
sending country. While our model does not invite such a behavior – the returns to savings, r , are 
held the same at destination and at origin – the model is not orthogonal to remittance behavior 
either. Furthermore, remittances need not negate key results such as Corollary 2. Suppose, for 
example, that all migrants remit and that across migrant groups remittances constitute the same 
share of savings. Then, the savings of migrants originating from low wage countries that are 
retained at destination will still be higher than the savings of migrants originating from high 
wage countries. 



ZEF Discussion Papers on Development Policy 34 

 10 

 
 
References 

 
Borjas, George J. 1999. “Immigration,” National Bureau of Economic Research Reporter, Fall, 

pp. 14-16. 

Carroll, Christopher D., Rhee, Byung-Kun, and Rhee Changyong. 1999. “Does Cultural Origin 
Affect Saving Behavior? Evidence from Immigrants,” Economic Development and 
Cultural Change 48, pp. 33-50. 

Galor, Oded and Stark, Oded. 1990. “Migrants’ Savings, the Probability of Return Migration and 
Migrants’ Performance,” International Economic Review 31, pp. 463-467. 

Galor, Oded and Stark, Oded. 1991a. “The Impact of Differences in the Levels of Technology on 
International Labor Migration,” Journal of Population Economics 4, pp. 1-12. 

Galor, Oded and Stark, Oded. 1991b. “The Probability of Return Migration, Migrants’ Work 
Effort, and Migrants’ Performance,” Journal of Development Economics 35, pp. 399-405. 

Lalonde, Robert J. and Topel, Robert H. 1997. “Economic Impact of International Migration and 
the Economic Performance of Migrants,” in Rosenzweig, Mark R. and Stark, Oded (eds.), 
Handbook of Population and Family Economics, Amsterdam: North-Holland, pp. 799-
850. 

Merkle, Lucie and Zimmermann, Klaus. 1992. “Savings, Remittances, and Return Migration,” 
Economics Letters 38, pp. 77-81. 

Mountford, Andrew. 1997. “Can a Brain Drain be Good for Growth in the Source Economy?” 
Journal of Development Economics 53, pp. 287-303. 

Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD). 1998. Continuous Reporting 
System on Migration (SOPEMI). Paris: OECD. 

Paulson, Anna L. 1999. “Savings and Settlement: Evidence from Mexican Migrants,” J.L. 
Kellogg Graduate School of Management, Northwestern University, mimeo. 

Schaeffer, Peter V. 1995. “The Work Effort and the Consumption of Immigrants as a Function of 
their Assimilation,” International Economic Review 36, pp. 625-642. 

Stark, Oded, Helmenstein, Christian and Yegorov, Yury. 1997. “Migrants’ Savings, Purchasing 
Power Parity, and the Optimal Duration of Migration,” International Tax and Public 
Finance 4,  pp. 307-324. 

Vidal, Jean-Pierre. 1998. “The Effect of Emigration on Human Capital Formation,” Journal of 
Population Economics 11, pp. 589-600.  



ZEF Discussion Papers on Development Policy  
 

The following papers have been published so far: 
 
 
No. 1 Ulrike Grote,  

Arnab Basu,  
Diana Weinhold  

 Child Labor and the International Policy Debate 
Zentrum für Entwicklungsforschung (ZEF), Bonn,  
September 1998, pp. 47. 

    
No. 2 Patrick Webb,  

Maria Iskandarani 
 Water Insecurity and the Poor: Issues and Research Needs 

Zentrum für Entwicklungsforschung (ZEF), Bonn, 
Oktober 1998, pp. 66. 

    
No. 3 Matin Qaim, 

Joachim von Braun 
 Crop Biotechnology in Developing Countries: A Conceptual 

Framework for Ex Ante Economic Analyses 
Zentrum für Entwicklungsforschung (ZEF), Bonn, 
November 1998, pp. 24. 

    
No. 4 Sabine Seibel, 

Romeo Bertolini, 
Dietrich Müller-Falcke 

 Informations- und Kommunikationstechnologien in 
Entwicklungsländern 
Zentrum für Entwicklungsforschung (ZEF), Bonn, 
January 1999, pp. 50. 

    
No. 5 Jean-Jacques Dethier  Governance and Economic Performance: A Survey 

Zentrum für Entwicklungsforschung (ZEF), Bonn, 
April 1999, pp. 62. 

    
No. 6 Mingzhi Sheng  Lebensmittelhandel und Kosumtrends in China 

Zentrum für Entwicklungsforschung (ZEF), Bonn, 
May 1999, pp. 57. 

    
No. 7 Arjun Bedi  The Role of Information and Communication Technologies 

in Economic Development – A Partial Survey 
Zentrum für Entwicklungsforschung (ZEF), Bonn, 
May 1999, pp. 42. 

    
No. 8 Abdul Bayes, 

Joachim von Braun, 
Rasheda Akhter 

 Village Pay Phones and Poverty Reduction:  Insights from a 
Grameen Bank Initiative in Bangladesh 
Zentrum für Entwicklungsforschung (ZEF), Bonn, 
June 1999, pp. 47. 

    
No. 9 Johannes Jütting  Strengthening Social Security Systems in Rural Areas of 

Developing Countries 
Zentrum für Entwicklungsforschung (ZEF), Bonn, 
June 1999, pp. 44. 

    
No. 10 Mamdouh Nasr  Assessing Desertification and Water Harvesting in the 

Middle East and North Africa: Policy Implications 
Zentrum für Entwicklungsforschung (ZEF), Bonn, 
July 1999, pp. 59. 

    
No. 11 Oded Stark,  

Yong Wang 
 Externalities, Human Capital Formation and Corrective 

Migration Policy 
Zentrum für Entwicklungsforschung (ZEF), Bonn, 
August 1999, pp. 17. 



ZEF Discussion Papers on Development Policy  
 

    
No. 12 John Msuya  Nutrition Improvement Projects in Tanzania:  Appropriate 

Choice of Institutions Matters 
Zentrum für Entwicklungsforschung (ZEF), Bonn, 
August 1999, pp. 36. 

    
No. 13 Liu Junhai  Legal Reforms in China 

Zentrum für Entwicklungsforschung (ZEF), Bonn, 
August 1999, pp. 90. 

    
No. 14 Lukas Menkhoff  Bad Banking in Thailand? An Empirical Analysis of Macro 

Indicators 
Zentrum für Entwicklungsforschung (ZEF), Bonn, 
August 1999, pp. 38. 

    
No. 15 Kaushalesh Lal  Information Technology and Exports: A Case Study of 

Indian Garments Manufacturing Enterprises 
Zentrum für Entwicklungsforschung (ZEF), Bonn, 
August 1999, pp. 24. 

    
No. 16 Detlef Virchow  Spending on Conservation of Plant Genetic Resources for 

Food and Agriculture: How much and how efficient? 
Zentrum für Entwicklungsforschung (ZEF), Bonn, 
September 1999, pp. 37. 

    
No. 17 Arnulf Heuermann  Die Bedeutung von Telekommunikationsdiensten für 

wirtschaftliches Wachstum 
Zentrum für Entwicklungsforschung (ZEF), Bonn, 
September 1999, pp. 33. 

    
No. 18 Ulrike Grote,  

Arnab Basu,  
Nancy Chau 
 

 The International Debate and Economic Consequences of 
Eco-Labeling 
Zentrum für Entwicklungsforschung (ZEF), Bonn, 
September 1999, pp. 37. 

    
No. 19 Manfred Zeller  Towards Enhancing the Role of Microfinance for Safety 

Nets of the Poor 
Zentrum für Entwicklungsforschung (ZEF), Bonn, 
October 1999, pp. 30. 

    
No. 20 Ajay Mahal, 

Vivek Srivastava, 
Deepak Sanan 

 Decentralization and Public Sector Delivery of Health and 
Education Services: The Indian Experience  
Zentrum für Entwicklungsforschung (ZEF), Bonn, 
January 2000, pp. 77. 

    
No. 21 M. Andreini, 

N. van de Giesen, 
A. van Edig, M. Fosu, 
W. Andah 

 Volta Basin Water Balance 
Zentrum für Entwicklungsforschung (ZEF), Bonn, 
March 2000, pp. 29. 

    
No. 22 Susanna Wolf, 

Dominik Spoden 
 Allocation of EU Aid towards ACP-Countries 

Zentrum für Entwicklungsforschung (ZEF), Bonn, 
March 2000, pp. 59. 



ZEF Discussion Papers on Development Policy  
 

 
No. 23 Uta Schultze  Insights from Physics into Development Processes: Are Fat 

Tails Interesting for Development Research? 
Zentrum für Entwicklungsforschung (ZEF), Bonn, 
March 2000, pp. 21. 

    
No. 24 Joachim von Braun, 

Ulrike Grote, 
Johannes Jütting 

 Zukunft der Entwicklungszusammenarbeit 
Zentrum für Entwicklungsforschung (ZEF), Bonn, 
March 2000, pp. 25. 

    
No. 25 Oded Stark, 

You Qiang Wang 
 A Theory of Migration as a Response to Relative 

Deprivation  
Zentrum für Entwicklungsforschung (ZEF), Bonn, 
March 2000, pp. 16. 

    
No. 26 Doris Wiesmann, 

Joachim von Braun, 
Torsten Feldbrügge 

 An International Nutrition Index – Successes and Failures 
in Addressing Hunger and Malnutrition 
Zentrum für Entwicklungsforschung (ZEF), Bonn, 
April 2000, pp. 56. 

    
No. 27 Maximo Torero  The Access and Welfare Impacts of Telecommunications 

Technology in Peru 
Zentrum für Entwicklungsforschung (ZEF), Bonn, 
June 2000, pp. 30. 

    
No. 28 Thomas Hartmann-

Wendels 
Lukas Menkhoff 
 

 Could Tighter Prudential Regulation Have Saved Thailand’s 
Banks? 
Zentrum für Entwicklungsforschung (ZEF), Bonn, 
July 2000, pp. 40. 

    
No. 29 Mahendra Dev  Economic Liberalisation and Employment in South Asia 

Zentrum für Entwicklungsforschung (ZEF), Bonn, 
August 2000, pp. 82. 

    

No. 30 Noha El-Mikawy, 
Amr Hashem, 
Maye Kassem, 
Ali El-Sawi, 
Abdel Hafez El-Sawy, 
Mohamed Showman 

 Institutional Reform of Economic Legislation in Egypt 
Zentrum für Entwicklungsforschung (ZEF), Bonn, 
August 2000, pp. 72. 

    
No. 31 Kakoli Roy, 

Susanne Ziemek 
 On the Economics of Volunteering 

Zentrum für Entwicklungsforschung (ZEF), Bonn, 
August 2000, pp. 47. 

    
No. 32 Assefa Admassie  The Incidence of Child Labour in Africa with Empirical 

Evidence from Rural Ethiopia 
Zentrum für Entwicklungsforschung (ZEF), Bonn, 
October 2000, pp. 61. 

    
No. 33 Jagdish C. Katyal, 

Paul L.G. Vlek 
 Desertification - Concept, Causes and Amelioration 

Zentrum für Entwicklungsforschung (ZEF), Bonn, 
October 2000, pp. 65. 

 



ZEF Discussion Papers on Development Policy  
 

 
No. 34 Oded Stark  On a Variation in the Economic Performance of Migrants 

by their Home Country’s Wage 
Zentrum für Entwicklungsforschung (ZEF), Bonn, 
October 2000, pp. 10. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ISSN: 1436-9931 
 
The papers can be ordered free of charge from:  
 
Zentrum für Entwicklungsforschung (ZEF) 
Center for Development Research 
Walter-Flex-Str. 3 
D – 53113 Bonn, Germany 

Phone: +49-228-73-1861 
Fax: +49-228-73-1869 
E-Mail: zef@uni-bonn.de 
http://www.zef.de 

 


