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Resumen

El objetivo de este articulo fue observar la
relacion entre tamafio y tipo del hogar y
recepcion de remesas provenientes de Estados
Unidos en hogares de migrantesy no migrantes
delos estados de Nayarit e Hidalgo. Seredizo
un andlisis descriptivo de algunas
caracteristicas sociodemogréficas y
econdémicas que se encuentran asociadas ala
recepcion de remesas en |os hogares de estas
entidades y se encontré que los hogares con
remesas tienen jefes en edad avanzada, con
bajo nivel escolar, con unaimportante
participacion de las mujeres como jefas,
principalmente de localidades rurales, en su
mayoria hogares nucleares y ampliados, de
menor tamarfio y con vivienda propia, con
presencia de miembros migrantes y de retorno
de Estados Unidos entre 1995 y 2000. En
segundo lugar, laimportante participacion de
las mujeres como jefas en los hogares nayaritas
e hidalguenses con remesas puede estar
asociada, directa o indirectamente, con la
migracion masculina.

Palabras clave: migracion internacional,
migracion de retorno, remesas, Hidalgo,
Nayarit.

I ntroduction

El Colegio de la Frontera Norte

Abstract

Households and remittances in two States of
international migration: the cases of Hidalgo
and Nayarit

This article’ s objective was to observe the
relation between size and sort of household and
the reception of remittances from the United
States in migrant and non-migrant’ s households
from the States of Nayarit and Hidalgo. A
descriptive analysis of some socio-
demographic characteristics was performed,
these causes are associated to remittances
reception in the households and it was found
that the receiver households have heads of
family in advanced ages, low schooling level,
an important participation of women as heads
of family, mainly in rural communities, mostly
nuclear and extended households, smaller in
size and own household, with presence of
migrant and return-migrant family members
from the United States between 1995-2000. In
the second place, the important participation of
women as heads of family in Nayarit and
Hidalgo can be directly or indirectly associated
with masculine migration.

Key words: international migration, return
migration, remittances, Hidalgo, Nayarit.

hecentral ideaof thiswork isto analyzethemanner inwhichthesizeand
sort of household influences on the reception of remittances from the
United Statesin householdsin the States of Nayarit and Hidalgo, which
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correspond to two regions with important migratory presence; while Nayaritis
considered aspart of theregionwithalengthy migratory tradition, Hidalgoispart
of the emergent migratory regions.

The 1982 and 1994 crises have been explained as a consequence of the
measures established by Mexico' sadherenceto GATT (General Agreement on
Tariffs and Trade) and NAFTA (North American Free Trade Agreement);
besi des setting an open economy model, aprocessof |abor rel axation, wherethe
conditionsof |abor, unemployment and low wages| ead to the pauperization of a
largepart of the popul ation, whichinduced new M exican contingentsto migrate
(Canales, 2002). Hence, in the context of an open market economy that offers
precarious conditions of employment and the offer from the U.S. labor market,
Mexican migration towards said country has become a very attractive labor
alternative for the population in working age, so the migratory flow, instead of
decreasing, hasgrown. In this sense, Canales (2005) considersthat the sending
of remittancesisaform of wagefor househol dswith migrant members. Thereby,
as a consequence of the economic model that caused modifications in the
conditions of life and labor in urban Mexico, migration to the United States
became a massively adopted strategy during the last two decades of the last
century; migration has become common in zones of the country and sectors of
thepopulationthatinthe past wereasidefromthemigratory process. Inthisway,
withthedefiniteincorporationintotheprocessof international migrationduring
the 1980’s decade of the States of Guerrero, Oaxaca, Puebla, Mexico and
Federal District, and Veracruz as of 1990, the existence of a new region that
gjects work force toward the United States is verified (Canales, 2002). The
changesinthecomposition and origin of Mexican migrationtotheUnited States
indicatethat it isaphenomenon of national character. Nonetheless, two are the
mostimportantwork force-gjectingregionsinthecountry; thefirstisthesocalled
historically traditional, which comprisesnine States of the Occident and Central
highlands, namely: Jalisco, Michoacan, Guanajuato, Zacatecas, Durango, San
Luis Potosi, Nayarit, Colima and Aguascalientes; the second region rose to
prominence asfrom the 1980’ sdecade, soitisknown asthe emergent region of
migration, composed of ten States: Queretaro, Puebla, Tlaxcala, Hidalgo,
Mexico, Federal District, Morelos, Oaxaca, Guerrero and Veracruz (Ramirez,
2002). Likewise, in relation to the changes in the migratory pattern, Lozano
showstheexistenceof adiversity of opinionsexplainedfromdifferent viewpoints.
Inthissense, Corneliussuggestedin 1992 that changesinthe profileof Mexican
migrantstoward the United Statesbasically corresponded to four factors: inthe
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first place, to the composition of the demand of migrant workersin therecipient
country; inthesecond, totheeconomiccrisisinMexicoa ongthe 1980’ sdecade;
inthethird place, tothemigration policy of theUnited Statesinstituted by means
of the Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986, with which the migration
of women and child increased; and finally, to the appearance of transnational
migratory networks. As a consequence of these four factors the demographic
composition of themigratory flow wasaltered and new Statesentered thegroup
of gecting entities. Wewould add that both theloss of purchasing power of the
Mexican population and the lack of well-paid jobs are central variables to
understand thedisplacement —larger by theday— of Mexicanslookingfor ajob
inthe United States. L ozano (1992) considersthe existence of atendency of the
Mexican migrants to have lengthy stays or to permanently settle in the U.S;;
nevertheless, asweverify thehypothesisof the probable settling of themigrants
inthe United States, Corneliusand Marcelli (2001) found that the discussion of
the patterns of the migrant’s settling were centered on the socio-demographic
and economic characteristics of the new migrants, which might become, inthe
long term, inhabitants of the United States, because the longer the migrants
remains in said country, the more likely they are to remain there definitively
(Cornelius and Marcelli, 2001); similarly, these authors aso verified that
Mexican migration towards cities, such as Los Angeles and San Diego, isthe
product of theurbanization of Mexico, sincethisisthemigratory routeassociated
with migrants from urban areas rather than with rural ones.

Ontheother side, Corona(1998), characterizinglabor migrationfromMexico
to the United States, concludesthat the migratory pattern has changed, in spite
migrationispreponderantly masculine, thereisagreater feminine participation
inthemigratory flow, thedisplacementsaremadein productiveages, havehigher
schooling, mainly comefromurban zonesand haveagreater participation of the
northern, central and southern Statesof thecountry. Inthisway, theauthor points
out that the changesin|abor migration havetheir origin basically inthe process
of urbanization the country has undergone as of the 1970’ s decade. Likewise,
Durand, Massey and Zenteno (2001), just as Corona, consider that changesin
the migratory pattern have appeared as a consequence of the progressive
urbanization of Mexican society; notwithstanding, these authors state that
urbani zation doesnot represent any changeinthesel ectivity of migration. Finaly,
authors such as Lozano (2002) consider that by the 1980's decade, in the
traditional region prevailedtheparticipation of migrantsof rural origin, maleand
with low schooling levels; whilst in the emergent region, the migrants were
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largely of urban background, with a greater presence of women and a higher
average schooling. The author, however, reports that we are witnessing an
apparent resurgence of the predominance of migrants of rural origin, so he
considers the theoretical discussion on the changes of the profile of Mexican
migration towards the United States should be restated, because as from the
1990’'s decade the participation of urban migrants started to decline in the
country.

On the other side, by and large, it is widely recognized that international
migrationisamechanismimplemented by the househol dsasameansof earning
money toimprovetheir conditionsof life. Severa studies(Durand, 1994; Corona,
2001; Lozano, 2005; Tuirdn, 2000, and other) suggest that these incomes,
received as remittances sent by the family members who work in the U.S. are
mainly used to satisfy the basic needs of the househol d, such asfood, education,
household equipment, clothing, medical services, etc., and only in somecasesa
small amount isdestined for saving and productiveinvestment. Likewise, there
aresomeother studiesthat support that the sending and reception of remittances
is determined by the socio-demographic and economic characteristics of the
reci pient househol ds(Avila, 2000; Ramirez, 2002; Canales, 2005). Thereisavast
amount of literaturethat deal swith thetopic of remittancesandtheir distribution;
however, few studies have taken the time to analyze the influence of the
structureof thehousehol d and thedomestic arrangementsinmigratory decisions
and the effects of these variables on the amount and frequency of sending
remittances. Because of this, the importance of the present work lies in
establishingthelink betweenthesort and sizeof thehousehol dsand thereception
of remittances; similarly, the migration of some member of the householdsasa
mechanism to improve their conditions of life generates, at least partialy, a
restructuring inside the household. In this sense, according to the reports from
INEGI, from 1990 to 2000, the householdswith afemininehead increased circa
three percentage points, changing from 15.31 percent in 1990 to 18.71 in 2000;
conversely, thehousehol dswithamasculine head decreased from 84.69 percent
in 1990 to 81.30in 2000. Thismakes usthink that, indeed, in several casesthis
situation may be related to the entrance of population into the migratory flow.

Although the main use of the remittancesisto satisfy the basic needs of the
household, there are cases where they are acomplement of other incomes, and
it is thought that many families fundamentally depend on the remittances, for
regions have been found, such as those in the States of traditional emigration
(Michoacan, Guangjuato, Jalisco, Zacatecas, Durango, San L uisPotosi, Nayarit,
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Aguascalientes and Colima) wherethe per capitaincomefor the year 2001 was
158 USD, in contrast with that of the emergent region (Veracruz, State of
Mexico, Hidalgo, Guerrero, Federal District, Puebla, Oaxaca, M orel os, Queretaro
and Tlaxcala), where the income was 55 USD per inhabitant for the same year
(World Bank, 2001). Notwithstanding, it isworth mentioning that in 2005, the
highest amounts of remittances were sent to the emergent region, and they
constituted 46 percent, while those sent to the traditional region decreased 46
percent, being 40 percent of thetotal of remittancesinthecountry (World Bank,
2001). This demonstrates that both the migratory flows and remittances have
diversified with the participation of new Statesthat eject workersto the United
States.

Paraphrasing Gonzélez (1994), one might state that inside the households
international migration, and in particular the reception of remittances, are
considered strategies devel oped by the households for their economic support.
It is so that diverse studies have reported that in recent years the number of
householdsthat receive remittances has grown, and the participation of women
isdistinguishablenot only inthemigratory flow, but a so asthehead of thefamily,
when the male migrant leaves his place of origin toward the U.S. Likewise,
migration causeschangesinsidethehousehold, forinmany of thecases, withthe
migration of theman, not only doesthewomantakesup theroleof head, but also
looks for other sorts of domestic arrangement. It is so that diverse authors
consider that currently Mexico is changing from nuclear to extended or
compound households as a way to deal with the economic needs of the
househol d, becauseit hasbeen verified that househol dswith higher incomeshave
alarge number of members participating in the labor market (Chayanov, 1985;
Barsoti, 1981; Selby et al., 1994; Arizaand DeOliveira, 2001; Robichaux, 2002
and Sandez, 2006). Hence, in a study on the socia structure and income
distribution of thehouseholdsinMexicali, BgjaCalifornia, Sandez (2006) found
that:

The behavior of the number of household members presents significant variations,
positively associated to the level of the familial income... as a tendency: higher
incomes at the households have a positive correlation with a larger number of
membersof thehousehol dwho partici pateintothelabor market (Sandez, 2006: 94 and
9%).
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Asaresult of themigratory phenomenon, avery controversial topic hasbeen
that of the social and economic benefits remittances from the United States
generate, both in the communities of origin and at the migrants' households,
related to the amount and distribution of thisincome at the households (Durand
and Arias, 1997).

International migration as a strategy of the households

The theory of the new economy of labor migration help us explain the
phenomenon of migration as a strategy to improve the conditions of life at the
househol ds, asit statesthat migrationisadecisionmadeins dethehousehol d, not
only to maximize, but also to diversify the sources of incomein order to secure
them. Inthisway, the migrant is part of an economic strategy that hasasan end
toprovidethehousehol d with suppliesand with them determinatecommonends,
such as affording expenditures, increasing the productive resources by buying
land and animal sto satisfy thedemand of consumptionincritical momentsinthe
lifecycleof thehousehold, securing by meansof thetemporary migrationsof one
of itsmembers social and economic reproduction inside the unit (V ega, 2004).
Likewise, diverse authors (Vega, 1999; Gonzdlez, 1994; Bult et al., 2004;
Galindo, 2004, among other) havetried to provethat beforemaking thedecision
of emigrating, theindividual consultsit with their housewife/husband or inthe
case, their parents expecting all manner of support (Vega, 1999). It is also
considered that inside the househol ds the work force is reproduced, and that it
isprecisely inside them where theimportant decisionsthat echo in benefit of all
of thefamily membersare made, itistherewhereitisdecided how themembers
participateinthework market and their consumption patterns(Gonzal ez, 1994).
Inthissense, Lozano (1993) pointsout that the househol dswith scarceincomes
tend to destine apart of the remittancesfor emigration and the establishment of
other working membersin the recipient country. This author considersthat in
spite of the cost of migration is higher than the total income of the household it
isameansor astrategy to perceive high incomesfrom remittances. Because of
this, he states that the households that receive the highest incomes from
remittances are those which obtain resources from diverse members. Speaking
on other sources of income, Lozano refers precisely to the strategy of sending
oneor moreof themembersof thehouseholdtotheUnited Statesso astoreceive
and secure the income from remittances.
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The concept of remittances

Mexican migrationtowardsthe United Statesisaprocessthat involvesnot only
aflow of working peopl e, but al so oneof material and economicgoods, inatwo-
way movement, aswiththismovement social, familial and cultural networksare
activated and consolidated; by means of said networks systems of interchange
and circul ation of people, money and goodsandinformation between the places
of originand destination areestablished (Canal es, 2005). Inthisway, remittances
are defined as part of the income of the international temporary or permanent
migrantswholiveinthecountry they work in, andwhotransfer fromtherecipient
country toward the country of origin. These remittances may be monetary or
non-monetary; moreover, not only are they the result of the migrants' labor
income, but also they may come from some sort of production or commercial
activity (Lozano, 1993); so remittances might be destined for expenditures
related to support the household or, to alesser extent be destined for savings or
productive investment. Likewise, monetary remittances are manifested as a
complementarinessof thelabor marketsbetween Mexico and the United States,
so they become the main reason for the existence of theinternational migratory
phenomenon (Corona, 1998).

Familial remittances

Authors such as Mummert (1988), in a work on the transformations that
accompany massive migration of Michoacan inhabitants, pinpoints that the
remittancesthat receivethehousehol dsinMichoacan, besidesbeing destinedfor
the satisfaction of the basic needs of the members, are invested on agricultural
machinery, on buying land, on investment on small enterprises, as well as on
education expenses of their children and health for the household members.
Likewise, Lozano (2005) and Bult (2004) mention that even if remittances are
not generally destined for saving and productive investment, they are indeed
investment on human capital. Inthis sense, Canales (2005), in his case study of
the municipality of Teocaltiche, Jalisco, reaches the conclusion that in afirst
stage remittances are mainly destined for household consumption. Once this
stage is fulfilled and the migrant becomes stable in a job and economically,
remittances are oriented to buy or remodel the houses, aswell as buying goods
and services for the household. Once the objective of improving the life
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conditions at the household is fulfilled, remittances start to decrease and are
destined for health issues, especially of the elderly people. On the other side,
remittancesincreasethe affording capacity of the social groupsof low incomes,
so their consumption patterns changein asignificant manner asthe househol ds
receive higher incomesfrom remittances (L 6pez, 2005). Zarate (2004) supports
the hypothesis that the factor that determine the pattern of consumption to a
greater extent istheincomelevel, however, he considersthat the distribution of
theincome, thelevel and distribution of goods, the size and composition of the
households, thenumber of recipientsof incomesinthehouseholds, aswell asthe
geographic and ethnic differences might alter the pattern of consumption.

Sudies on remittance-receiving households

Invirtuethat international migrationisastrategy of the households, sincethese
are the main recipients of the remittances sent by the migrant members, it is
necessary tolearnwhichthemotivationsor thefactorsthat influencethemigrant
to destine the household and place of birth part of the wage received in the
country where they work are. The first approaches to the phenomenon of
remittances from this viewpoint began by the end of the 1980’ s decade, when
Stanton Russell (1986) stated that the factors that determine the magnitude of
remittances are rather the socioeconomic characteristics of the migrant of the
recipient country, nevertheless, this author does not consider the socio-
demographic and economic characteristics of the households in the place of
origin. Notwithstanding, in recent times there have appeared works that state
that thesending and reception of remittancesisdetermined by socio-demographic
and economic characteristicsof therecipient househol ds(Avila, 2000; Ramirez,
2002; Canales, 2005). In this sense, Stanton Russell (1986) points out that the
socioeconomic characteristics of the migrant, such asmarital status, schooling,
kinshipinthecountry of origin,incomelevel, occupationinthereci pient country,
as well as the employment of other members and the level of incomes at the
household areimportant factorsthat determinethedecision of sending money or
not, how to do it, the amount to be sent, aswell asthe use of remittances at the
household. On the other side, among the descriptive studies on the households
that receiveremittances, notableisthat by Avila(2000), who using datafromthe
National Survey on Demographic Dynamics (Enadid-1997) carries out a
comparison according to some socio-demographic (size and cycleof life of the
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household, age and gender of the members and characteristics of the head of
family) and economic characteristics of the household between recipient and
non-recipient households of the traditional region of emigrations. Among her
most important findings, Avila (2000), using Enadid 1997, distinguishes that
recipient households mainly arein rural communities, she articulatesit with a
feminine head in advanced ages, with high levels of infantile dependence and
elderly people, and mainly with sparseparticipationineconomicactivities. These
characteristics makethereci pient househol d appear as dependent on this sort of
incomesin order to satisfy their basic consumption needs, and at the sametime,
the reception of remittances also allows other members of the household to
participate in the migratory process. Avila (2000) considers as well that
remittancesfromtheU.S. reachthemigrants’ household directly, sotheamount
of remittances depends to alarge extent on the gender, age, and marital status
of the members and on the presence of migrant members, theindex of infantile
dependenceandelderly people, ontheparticipationineconomicactivitiesandthe
total income of the household. In this sense, the author states that the economic
responsibility of the migrant member with the household decreases when there
arefew compromises, which brings a ong adiminution of remittancesreceived
at the household.

Ontheother side, following with the samedescriptivelineof theremittance-
receiving househol ds, Ramirez (2002), onthebasi sof thesoci o-demographicand
economic characteristicsfromNational Survey onlncomesand Expendituresof
theHousehol ds(ENIGH-2002), carriesout acompari son betweenthehousehol ds
fromthetraditional regionandthosefromtheemergent whichreceiveremittances
from the United States.! Ramirez (2002) found that in the traditional region of
emigration, thehousehol dsthat receiveremittancesareof rural origin, inayoung
cycleof life, with amale head, high schooling, scant participation in economic
activitiesand ahigher reception than the househol ds from the emergent region.
Conversely, thehouseholdsfromtheemergent regionaremainly of urbanorigin,
with an advanced cycle of life, yet with agreater participation of the members
of thehouseholdineconomicactivities, sothey do not only obtainincomesfrom
remittances, but thereception of economicresourcesisbroadened. Inthissense,
the presence of remittancesin the household is determined by different familial

! Thetraditional region of emigration comprises Michoacan, Guanajuato, Jalisco, Zacatecas, Durango,
San Luis Potosi, Nayarit, Aguascalientes and Colima; whilst the emergent region is composed of
Veracruz, State of Mexico, Hidalgo, Guerrero, Federal District, Puebla, Oaxaca, Morelos, Queretaro
and Tlaxcala (Ramirez, 2002).
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and domestic contexts, which aretightly related to the reception of remittances
inthe household of origin. Ramirez (2002) pointsout that bothinthetraditional
and emergent regions one witnesses achangein the sort of househol ds, asthey
undergo aprocessfrom nuclear to extended househol ds; thischangeiscommon
in households from ejecting regions, because in the face of the migration of a
member, or the head of family, therest of thefamily assumesaconfiguration of
extended or broadened households. In this sense, familial and domestic
arrangements established from migration have their unique dynamics and
evolutionintermsof theneed for remittancesand themigratory optionsfor their
members (Canales, 2005).

On hisown, Canales (2005) in acase study carried out inthe municipality of
Teocaltiche, Jalisco, mentionsthat itisnot unusual to find animportant number
of remittance-receiving househol dsthat comprise elderly peopleliving aloneor
with somerelative. Thisauthor also pointsout there are al so demandsand needs
which might motivate the sending of remittances; nonetheless, unlike Avila
(2000) —whofinds, among other characteristics, that the householdswithindex
of infantile dependence and elderly people receive larger amounts of
remittances—, Canales (2005) does not establish any association between the
presence of children at the household and the reception of remittances. He
mentions that in households with low economic activity rates the incidence of
remittancesishigher, nevertheless. Likewise, inahousehold wherethehead, | et
alonethereason, isunemployed, thereis aheavier dependence on theincomes
provided by other members. Asfor the factors that determine the sending and
reception of remittances, Canales (2005) reaches the conclusion that at the
househol dsof themunicipality of Teocaltiche, Jalisco, diversesocio-demographic
and economic factors, such as the structure and composition of the household
from the migratory process, the cycle of life, the capacity to generate resources
independent from remittances, the disposition of goods and services, having a
household and some particular characteristics of the members, as well as the
migratory experience and its history at the household are determining for a
household to becomerecipient of remittances. Inthisway, the author statesthat
remittances cannot be understood in astatic manner, but in function of thecycle
of life of the household and its material conditions of survival. Furthermore,
remittances solve the demand of consumption goods, housing, socia and
personal services, they al so afford expensesto maintainthemigrant’ shousehold,
so they compose afund that allowsthe economic and social reproduction of the
households, besides, they generate an important flow of cultural and symbolic
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values whereupon the social and cultural reproduction of the domestic and
familial arrangements are supported (Canales, 2005).

To sum up, diverse authors have attempted to establish the factors that are
associated to the sending and reception of remittances, both of the migrant
membersandthevery households; inthisway, onefindsworksthat pay attention,
on the one side, to the determinants at the place of destination that foster the
migrants to send remittances; and on the other, to the characteristics that the
recipient householdsexhibit. Inthissense, sinceitisvirtually impossibletomerge
all of thefactorsassociated bothtotheplaceof destinationandtheplaceof origin,
thisworks tries to specifically establish the relation between the structure and
composition of the household by means of its sort and size, and the reception of
remittancesintwo contextsof different migratory patterns, basically carrying out
a comparison between the states of Nayarit and Hidalgo.

Households in Nayarit and Hidalgo

One of the objectives of thiswork is to realize a descriptive analysis of some
socio-demographic and economic characteristics that are associated to the
reception of remittancesat thehousehol dsof two Stateswith different migratory
intensity: Nayarit and Hidalgo. In order to fulfill with said objective, our unit of
analysis are the households, asit is considered that inside them iswhere work
force is produced, and it is also there where the strategies to improve the
constitutionsof lifearedevel oped. Additionally, theconcept of householdwill be
usedtorefertobothfamilial and non-familial unitswhich may receiveremittances
or not from the Unites States. The source of information used in thiswork isa
10-percent sample of the X1l General Census of Population and Housing of the
year 2000. This information was obtained by means of the application of the
extended questionnaireto asampleof 2.2 million househol ds, soasto deepeninto
the knowledge of some socio-demographic and economic aspects and to be
estimated for the whol e population. Among other things the questionnaire asks
each of the members whether they receive help from relatives abroad; if the
answer ispositive, itisahousehold with remittances;?if the answer isnegative,
itisahouseholdwithout remittances. Fromthismoment, wego ontocharacterize
the househol ds in a socio-demographic and economic manner, in some cases
making reference to the head of the family (figure 1).

2n this work a remittance-receiving household is that where at least one member receives incomes
from the United States.
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Remittance-receiving and non-remittance-receiving households

At afirst approach to the househol ds with and without remittances, in figure 2
we observe that out of atotal of 222714 households in Nayarit, 9.6 percent
(21476) receivesremittances. Whilein Hidalgo, out of 507225 households, 5.1
percent (25753) receives remittances.

Likewise, intable1thehousehol ds, thepopul ation and theincomesaccording
to condition of receiving remittances or not are shown, both for Nayarit and
Hidalgo. Insuchmanner that out of thetotal populationinNayarit, 86170receive
remittances, whilst in Hidalgo they amount 117557.

Asfor incomesfrom remittances, in Nayarit 27832 M XN amonth, whereas
on average the households receive 1296 MXN a month; similarly, in Hidalgo
46396 M XN amonth, whiletheaverageof reception per householdis1800M XN
amonth.

Indicators of remittance-receiving and non-remittance-
receiving households

Inthissectionweperform acomparative analysisof the socio-demographic and
economic characteristics of the households that receive remittances and those
that do not in the States of Nayarit and Hidalgo. In this sense, among the
demographic indicators we have age, schooling, marital status, indigenous
condition of the head of family; and among the economic ones, we have the
variables: ‘community size', ‘total incomes and ‘internal remittances. The
section of structure and composition of the household comprehendsthe sort and
size of the household and owning a house. Among the indicators of migratory
conditionwefind temporary or permanent migration, return migration fromthe
United States and national return migration.

Demographic indicators of the household

Inthe case of reception of remittances, these demographic characteristicsallow
ustolearntheparticularitiesof thehousehol dsthat receive and thosethat do not;
in this sense, we present a comparative analysis of some characteristics that
correspond to the head of family according to the State they belong to.
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FIGURE1

CHARACTERISTICVARIABLESOFTHEHOUSEHOLDS
WITHANDWITHOUTREMITTANCES

Do you receive money
fromrelatives ashelp from abroad?

Yes

No

Household

with
remittances

-

Household
without
remittances

Characterigtics:

Sociodemographic of the head
Economicandlocality size
Household structure and composition

Source:own el aboration based on the extended questionnaire of the X1 General Census of Population

and Housing, INEGI. 2000.

FIGURE2

NUMBEROFHOUSEHOLDSACCORDINGTOREMITTANCES

BY FEDERAL STATE, 2000

Total number of households

inNayarit:
222714(0.9percent)

Total number of
households in
Mexico: 22639808

i

Total number of
households in Hidalgo:
507225 (2.2 percent)

Households without
remittances:201 238 (90.4
percent)

Households with remittances:
21 476 (9.6 percent)

Households without
remittances:
481 472 (94.9 percent)

Households with remittances:
25 753 (5.1 percent)

Source:own el aboration based on the extended questionnaire of the X 11 General Census of Population

and Housing, INEGI. 2000.
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Age of the head of family

Thefirstindicator that refersto thehousehol d demographic characteristicsisthe
ageof thehead, whichisdistributedinfour largegroups, in such manner that the
heads of the households without remittances, both in Nayarit and Hidalgo, are
concentrated in the group of age from 25 to 44 years of age, and those that do
receive remittances are mainly between the age group from 45 to 64 years.

Notwithstanding, particularly in Nayarit, the heads of the households that
receive remittances arein advanced ages, we see that 39.6 percent are between
45 and 64 years of age, followed by the households with heads older than 65
years, who are 30.9 percent, a high percentage. This result may be due to the
migratory tradition of the State, because on the one side, it is possible that the
migration of the members of these householdsis so old that the heads who now
receive remittances are elderly people and their children are those who send
remittances, or else, what Canales (2005) considers as differed reciprocity,
whichisthat children correspondtheobligationstowardstheparents” household;
andontheother, itispossiblethat theremittancesreceived at thehousehol dswith
heads who are 65 and older are not only destined for alimentation, but also for
health services of the members of the households with these characteristics,
whichmay bedue, asCanal es(2005) hasmentioned, to theexistence of demands
and needs that would motivate the sending of remittances.

In Hidalgo, just as Nayarit, a higher percentage of the heads of family that
receive remittances are concentrated in the group from 45 to 64 years of age,
which amounts 38.3 percent of the total; however, 36.9 percent of the heads
between 25 and 44 years of age also receive remittances, therefore, in contrast
to Nayarit, an important percentage of the heads in the households in Hidalgo
with remittances are in young ages. This may be due to the fact that the State
hasarelatively recent participation inthemigratory process, and the popul ation
displacestothe United Statesin young ages, soit ispossiblethat the housewife,
mainly, that who receivesthisincome.

Schooling of the head of the family

Asitisseenin graph 2, the schooling of the head is associated to the reception
of remittancesat thehousehold, for in general the percentage of househol dswith
remittanceswhose head haslow educational level issuperior tothosewho have
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a secondary or higher level. In the State of Nayarit, 57.3 percent of the heads
of the households without remittances have a schooling level below complete
primary school, compared to the 73 percent of the heads of households with
remittances, who also have fewer than 6 years of schooling. This percentage
meansthat the householdswith remittances have alower educational level than
those househol ds which do not receive remittances.

Even though the difference of three percentage pointsis minimal, the heads
of the householdsin Nayarit that receive remittances have a higher educational
level thanthe householdsin Hidalgo, as 76.4 percent hasan educational level of
six years of primary or below. Conversely, the heads of households without
remittanceshaveahigher education level, as63.1 percent did not finish primary
school. In this sense we affirm that both in Nayarit and Hidalgo, the heads of
househol ds without remittances have higher schooling levels because they are
younger than those who receive these incomes. Thus, we see that as age
increases, the breach between schooling level of the heads of the households
without and with remittances also increases.

Marital status of the head of family

Graph 3 shows the marital status of the heads of households with and without
remittances, bothin Nayarit and Hidal go; hence, itisseenthat most of the heads
are united or married. Nevertheless, in Nayarit the heads united or married of
househol dswithout remittancesrepresent 76.8 percent, whichishigher thanthe
66.9 percent of the heads of households with remittances, as well as the
households with divorced, separated, widowed or single heads that receive
remittances account for 33.1 percent. Likewise, in the State of Hidalgo, the
percentage of households without remittances with united or married headsis
higher than the heads of households in said conditions that are recipient of
remittances, asthefirst group comprises78.7 percent of thosewithout remittances,
whereasthe second comprises 71.2 percent of those which receive remittances,
and 28.8 percent corresponds to the households with non-united heads who
receive remittances. In this sense, because both in Nayarit and Hidalgo the
percentage of united or married heads of househol dswith remittancesishigher
than thosewherethe head, either because of widowhood, separation, divorce or
singleness is not united, the marital status of the head is associated to the
reception of the income from remittances.
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Feminine head®

Vega (1999) considers that migration brings as a consequence that women
develop activitiesthat they did not previously carry out, astaking up therole of
the head of family. Because of this, it is considered important to learn the
percentage of remittance-receiving households with a feminine head, and we
also believethat thischaracteristic isassociated to thisincome. Hence, ingraph
4 we observe that in general the households with a male head are majority;
neverthel ess, thehousehol dswith afemininehead areal soimportant, asamatter
of fact, in Nayarit 19.2 percent of the households with feminine head do not
receiveremittances, compared to 38.5 percent of thehousehol dswithafeminine
head which receive remittances. In the case of Hidalgo, the percentage of
househol dswith afeminine head which do not receive remittancesissimilar to
Nayarit, with 19.8 percent; nonetheless, the proportion of households with a
feminine head whichreceiveremittancesreaches48.8 percent. Inthissense, the
fact that an important percentage of the remittance-receiving households has a
feminine head isan indicator that the migration of one or more of the members
causes changes inside the household, as we suppose that indeed, as migration
appears, women take up the role of heads. That is why we do not hesitate to
consider that a feminine head is associated to the reception of remittances.

Households with an indigenous head

Nayarit and Hidal go aretwo Stateswith indigenous presence; out of thetotal of
the households in Nayarit 2.9 percent are indigenous; while in Hidalgo the
proportion of indigenous householdsreaches 15.2 percent. In theface of this, it
isimportant tolearn the participation of the househol d with ethnical background
in the reception of remittances, al the more because according to Vazquez
(1995) and Quezada (2004), indigenous popul ation in Hidalgo hasanimportant
participation the migratory flow; in this sense, in graph 5 one can see the
househol dswith and without remittances according to theindigenouscondition
of the head for Nayarit and Hidalgo.

Inthisgraphwefound that for thefirst State, in general, the householdswith
indigenoushead represent asmall proportionin respect to thosenon-indigenous,

3 INEGI defines the head of family as the person recognized as such by the members, and that may
be a man or awoman.
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for 3.2 percent of the households without remittances has an indigenous head,
whilst those which receive remittancesrepresent 0.7 percent; conversely, inthe
State of Hidalgo the households with an indigenous head which do not receive
remittancesare 15.3 percent, while 14.1 percent correspondsto the households
with an indigenous head which receive remittances. This higher percentage of
households with an indigenous head in Hidalgo is also due to the fact that in
general, thispopulationismorerepresentativethanin Nayarit, soitislikely that
in Hidalgo there exists a positive association in the reception of remittances of
the households. This, because Quezadahas pointed out that hfighfili peoplehhave
ahigher reception of remittancesthan househol dswith non-indigenousheadsand
other peoples, whilein Nayarit, given that alesser proportion of the population
isindigenous, it possibly does not have the same effect asin Hidalgo.

Indicators of the community size and economic
indicators of the household

These characteristics of the household allow usto learn the economic situation
of the householdswhich receive remittances and those which do not, aswell as
the influence they may have on the reception of thisincome by federal entity.
Becauseof this, wepresent theresultsobtai ned fromthreeindicatorscorresponding
to these characteristics, namely the size of the community, thetotal incomes of
the household and the reception of internal remittances.

Community size

In graph 6 the househol dswith and without remittances are presented according
tothesizeof thecommunity they arein, bothfor Nayarit and Hidalgo. In Nayarit
38.1 percent of the households without remittances are concentrated in urban
communities; whilst 37.5 percent of the househol ds which receive remittances
areinrura areas, thisisto say, in communities under 2500 inhabitants; 34.9
percent islocated in mid-sized localities and 27.6 percent in urban zones.

In this way, households in Nayarit are almost proportionately distributed
between the three sizes of community, however migration and reception of
remittances mainly occursin the two smallest localities (graph 6). Likewise, in
Hidalgo 47.8 percent of the households without remittances is located in

81 April / June 2008



CIEAP/UAEM

Papeles e POBLACION No. 56

"0002 ‘I93ANI
‘BuisnoH pue uoirndod Jo snsus) U |1X dy} Jo ajdwes usded-OT By W01} eep 8y} U0 Paseq UoIRIoge P UMO :20IN0S

Geyu1000'0Z 30qV |l qeyu1666'6T PUR00S ULsempd I qeyui00s°e epung

SSOURTIWI LI SS0URN B NOYIIM SS0UEN IS LI S80UeNI WS NOYIM
N o

ave

6V e — 8¢t - ov

8Ly

09
€69

0L

0002 FZIS ALITVYOOTOLONIQHOIDV
'SFONVLLINTFH LNOHLIMANYHLIMSATOHISNOHAONOILNGIF1SIA3DVLNIOHId
9HAVHO

82



Households and remittances in two states of im‘ernafionaImigm‘ion.../@. Vega and L. Huerta

communities below 2500 inhabitants; whereas 59.3 percent of the remittance-
recipient householdsisalsoinrural areas, 16.5 percentinmid-sizedlocalitiesand
24.2 percent in urban areas. In this State migration is mainly of rural origin, as
68.9 percent of the migrants leave from communities under 2500 inhabitants
(graph 6), which coincides with the fact that, according to INEGI, Hidalgoisa
mostly rural State. In thisway, our results also coincide with those by Ramirez
(2002), who pointsout that inthetraditional regionthehouseholdswhichreceive
remittances to a larger extent are of rural origin, in graph 6 we show that
househol dsinNayarit, whichbelongtothisregion, arelocatedinrural communities;
nonetheless, we differ when this author states that in the emergent region the
recipient households are of urban origin, as we found that in Hidalgo, State of
emergent migration, thehouseholdsthat receivethisincomesaremainly located
in rural areas.

Ontheother side, both Corona(1998) and Durand, and M assey and Zenteno
(2001) havepointed that themigratory pattern haschanged, changing fromrural
tourbanorigin. Notwithstanding, inthiswork, giventhat ahigher percentage of
households which receive remittances is located in rural communities, and
migration from both Statesisalso mainly of rural origin, we agreewith Lozano
(2002), who has mentioned that in the 1990’ s decade the pattern changes again
with the reappearance of the rural migratory pattern. In such manner that
although wedo not know if at any moment migration from Nayarit and Hidalgo
was of urban origin, we consider that, indeed, nowadays the origins of the
migrantsarethe smaller communities, however, with animportant participation
of migrantsof urban origin.

Total incomes of the household

The income of the household is an important characteristic, as it may be
associatedtoalargeextent tothereception of remittances, depending onthetotal
incomes of the household. Thus, in graph 7 we observe the househol dswith and
without remittances according to the total income of the household by federal
entity. Inthissense, by andlarge, thehousehol dswithout remittanceshavelower
incomes, as they are mainly concentrated below one minimum wage a month,
sinceinNayarit theserepresent 28 andinHidalgo 39.8 percent. Ontheother side,
the househol dsthat receive remittances appear with higher incomes, in Nayarit
28.9 percent isin the range from two to four minimum ages a month, whilein
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Hidalgothey receivelowerincomesthaninNayarit, as27.1 percentistobefound
in the rage from one to two minimum wages a month.

Therefore, we can state that the households that receive remittances,
generally speaking, are in better economic conditions than those which do not
receive, astheincomes of the former are higher than those of the latter; so one
of the objectives of migration might be fulfilling itsrole, thisisto say, people
emigratesinorder to maximizetheirincomesandimprovethelevel of lifeof the
members of the household; thereby the participation in migration may be a
strategy consciously or unconsciously applied by the members of the family
(Bordieu, cited by Quezada, 2004).

Internal remittances

Since severa authors (Vazquez, 1995; Quezada, 2004, Serrano, 2005) have
pointed out that the State of Hidalgo has an important participation in internal
migration, mainly towardsMexico City, and Nayaritisal sopresentinaparticul ar
manner in BagjaCalifornia (INEGI, 2000), we considered it important to obtain
information ontheremittancesinternal migrantssend. Inthisway, ingraph8we
see that alarge percentage of the households which receive remittances from
theUnited Statesalsoreceiveinternal remittances; inNayarit 18.5 percent of the
householdswithinternational remittancesal soreceivesinterna and 9.2 percent
of thehouseholdswithout remittancesfromtheU.S. receivesinternal remittances.
From these data we can infer that Nayarit is also present in internal migration,
since receiving internal remittances means, in an indirect way that in the
householdthereisaninternal migrant; conversely, inthe Stateof Hidalgo, out of
the total of household with remittances from abroad, 21.8 percent receives
internal remittances, while8.7 percent of the househol dswhich doesnot receive
international remittances, receives internal remittances. In other sections we
have stated that the backgrounds of international migration of the State of
Hidalgo fall on internal migration, while Nayarit, in spite of being present in
internal migration, participates in the migratory process towards the United
Statesasof the 1940’ sdecade. Informationin graph 8 showstheimportancethat
internal migration till has, mainly in Hidalgo, asthe percentage of households
which receives international or internal remittances is higher than in Nayarit,
nevertheless, in thislast State, the percentage of households that only receive
internal remittancesisdlightly higher thaninHidalgo, which possibly isduetothe
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fact that while internal migrants from Hidalgo opted to displace towards the
United States, as Serrano (2005) has pointed out, the migrants from Nayarit
might still remainin the State of destination.

Sructure and composition of the household

One of the demographic characteristics, particularly of the households, we are
interested in learning is the structure and size of both the households which
receive remittances and those which do not, so in this section we carry out an
analysis of the descriptive kind not only on them alone, but also on the sort of
property of the household.

Sort of household

In graph 9 we see that the nuclear households which do not receive remittances
prevail before the extended, uni-personal, or composed and co-residentia
households; particularly in the State of Nayarit, 69.6 percent of the households
which do not receive remittances are nuclear, whereas 20.7 percent are
extended.

Asfor the households which receive remittances in this State, 49.8 percent
correspondsto nuclear and 39.2 percent to extended househol ds. I n other words,
while the proportion of nuclear households decreases, the percentage of
extended ones under this circumstanceincreases. In Hidalgo asimilar situation
occurs, since67.8 percent of thehousehol dswithout remittancesarenuclear and
25.1 percent are extended, whilst for those which receive remittances, 52.4
percent are nuclear and 40.6 percent are extended.

Similarly, bothin Nayarit and Hidalgo, the nuclear, extended, uni-personal,
composed and co-residential householdswhich do not receiveremittanceshave
amalehead, whilethe househol dswith remittances, in animportant proportion,
have a feminine head. Then, in the case of Nayarit, alarger proportion of uni-
personal households have a feminine head, whereas in Hidalgo a higher
percentage of composed or co-residential and extended households have a
feminine head (table 4, table 5; annex 2). Although the X11 Census of the year
2000 does not allow usto learn exactly the changesinside the households, with
the information presented we may say that probably migration generates
changesinside the household and, indeed, in most of the cases women take up
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theroleof head of family. Inthissense, sincein Nayarit animportant percentage
of uni-personal householdshaveafemininehead, itispossiblethat they present
older ages and thereby, the children send money to the parents, either for
alimentation or healthcareexpenditures(Canal es, 2005). WhereasinHidalgo, as
animportant part of the extended househol dsreceivesremittances, itispossible
that a situation similar to that of Guatemala takes place, where according to a
study by OIM (2003), married indigenous migrantsleavetheir wiveswith their
parents or parents-in-law; thisal so becausein Hidalgo an important proportion
of extended households have an indigenous head, so it is possible that these
households, having some sort of kinship, make a single unit when migration

appears.
Average size of the household

In table 2 we observe that there is not an important difference between the
average of members of the households with and without remittances, as
households without remittances have on average 4.1 members, whilst the
households that receive remittances have an average of 4 members. Asfor the
State of Hidalgo, the households without remittances have an average of 4.4
members and those with remittances 4.6 on average. In this sense, both at
general level and at the level of the remittance-receiving households, those in
Hidalgo are larger than those in Nayarit.

TABLE2
AVERAGEHOUSEHOLD SIZE, 2000

Sate Househol ds without remittances Households with remittances
Nayarit 4.1 4.0
Hidalgo 4.4 4.6

Source: own elaboration based on the data from the 10-percent sample of the XII General Census of
Population and Housing, INEGI, 2000.

Sort of household property

Graph 10 shows the recipient and non-recipient households that own their
housing, or in the case those who live in arented or leant house, for the States
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of Nayarit and Hidalgo. It is observed that in Nayarit 77.7 percent of the
househol dswithout remittances has ahouse and 83.9 percent of the households
withremittancesal soownshouse. Thispercentagerepresentsadlight difference
beforethenon-recipient househol ds; nonethel ess, with theinformation provided
by the XII Censusit isimpossible to learn whether the housing was acquired
beforeor after migrating, so giventhefact they receiveremittances, wesuppose
a part of them has been destined for constructing, improvement and even
purchasing a house, as some authors (Durand, 1994; Corona, 2001) have
suggested that remittances are not only used for food, but for this sort of fixed
investment. Likewise, in the State of Hidalgo a similar situation occurs, 80.3
percent of the househol ds without remittances has ahouse, before 85.1 percent
of the households which receive. Migrants, both from Nayarit and Hidalgo,
probably destineresourcesto build andimprovetheir houses, and becauseof this
ahigher percentageof househol dswhichreceiveremittancesowntheir housing.
Moreover, Canales (2005) has mentioned that when migrants have a steady
economy and a job in the United States, remittances are oriented to buy or
remodel their housing.

Migratory condition

Duetothedifferent displacementsanindividual makesbetween oneterritory and
theother, thecondition of migrationinahousehol d between 1995 and 2000 might
be taken as another socio-demographic characteristic; nevertheless, we have
considered carrying out an independent analysis since we believe that both
circular and permanent migration, aswell as return migrationfromtheU.S. are
indicatorslinked to the reception of remittances at the household, because even
though Canales (2005) has found that the householdsthat do not have migrants
alsoreceiveremittances, householdswithmigrantsarestill morelikely toreceive
them and we do not dare to say that in larger amounts.

Circular and permanent migration

In graph 11 we see the househol ds with and without remittances, according to
the condition of migration between 1995 and 2000 for the States of Nayarit and
Hidalgo; in contrast, in Nayarit 66.6 percent of the households did not have
migrants in 1995 and 2000, yet the State received remittances, while those
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househol dswith migrantsand remittancesinthereference period represent 33.4
percent. To do so there are two possible explanations, in thefirst place we may
say that the fact that househol ds without migrants receive remittancesisdueto
the lengthy migratory tradition of the State, so migrants who are permanent
residentsin the U.S. continue sending remittancesto the parental house; andin
thesecond place, accordingto Canal es(2005), thehousehol dswhich do not have
migrants also receive help from peoplewho are not necessarily membersof the
household. Notwithstanding, speaking on migration, the X1 Censusof theyear
2000 only refersto thelast five years, thisisto say, the migrants who | eft their
househol d between 1995 and 2000; because of this, it ispossiblethat which has
been pointed out by Canales (2005) ispartially occurring, yet itisalso possible
that the househol d that declared not having migrantsduring thereferenceperiod
had had them before 1995 so the census did not count them. On its own, in
Hidalgo, State of relatively recent migration, the situation is different, as 59.8
percent of the households which receive international remittances also have
migrants, while those which do not have migrants but receive remittances
represent 40.2 percent.

This high percentage might be due to the fact that X 11 Census of 2000 only
refers to migrants between 1995 and 2000.

Return migration from the United Sates

In graph 12 we show households with and without remittances which present
return migration from the United States for the States of Nayarit and Hidalgo;
in this sense, we observe that recipient households with returning migrants
represent the majority. Hence, particularly for Nayarit, the households with
remittancesand returning migrantsbarely reach 5.5 percent, compared to those
househol dswhichreceiveremittanceswhichdidnot havereturning migrantsand
represent 94.5 percent. On the other side, in Hidalgo we find that 4.6 percent of
the households with remittances also had returning migrants, whereas 95.4
percent of the households which receive remittances did not have returning
migrants from the United States. It is so that the non-return of the migrants to
their household explains why these househol ds with remittances represent the
largest proportion bothin Nayarit and Hidalgo, for thefact that at the household
with remittancesthe migrant is still absent meansit isan important association
in the reception of remittances at it, which aso alows us to reinforce the
argumentation supported in graph 11, thisis to say, indeed as Canales (2005)
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pointed out before, nothing prevents the househol ds without migrant members
fromreceiving remittancesfrom peoplealientothehousehol ds, nonethel ess, the
fact that at ahousehold thereisamigrant allowsit to have better probabilities of
receiving remittances.

National return migration

It is fundamental to include into this analysis the indicator of national return
migration, asthe background of international migrationin the Hidalgo isto be
found in the migration toward other States of the center of the country, mainly
to Mexico City and its metropolitan zone (Vézquez, 1995; Quezada, 2004,
Serrano, 2005).

Inthissensenational return migrationreferstothemembersof thehousehol d
who in January 1995 lived anywhere in the country, but when the census was
carried out (February 2000) were back in their community of origin. Hence, in
graph 13, we see the households in Nayarit and Hidalgo which receive and do
not remittancesfromtheU.S., according national return migration. Likewise, it
may be seen that unlike migrants who return from the United States expressed
ingraph 12, wherethe househol dswith remittancesand migrantsreturning from
the U.S. represent a small amount, in graph 13 we see that in the remittance-
receiving househol ds the presence of national return migrants correspondsto a
considerable percentage of the total of household with remittances. In such
manner that, specifically for the State of Nayarit, househol ds with remittances
and national return migrants are 6.8 percent, while 93.2 percent are households
withinternational remittancesbut without national return migrants. Inthe same
way, in the State of Hidalgo, households with remittances and national return
migrants account for 10.3 percent, before 89.7 percent where there are
international remittances but no national return migrants.

One might say that the demographic indicators previously described have
allowed usto learn in detail the particularities of the households that receive
remittances and those that do not in the States of Nayarit and Hidalgo;
additionally, wehavepointed out that age, schooling, themarital statusof thehead
and afeminine head are associated to the reception of remittances, and we have
also learnt that while for Nayarit a lower percentage of households with an
indigenous head receive remittances, in Hidalgo they are a slightly superior
proportion, whichisduetoalarger indigenousproportioninsaid State. Moreover,
the economic characteristics of the household and size of the community have
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adifferent influence on the reception of remittances; in the first place the size
of thecommunity isassociated to thereception of thisincome; inthe second, the
households that receive remittances have higher incomes and aso receive
internal remittances, however, it seemsasif theinfluenceof thesecharacteristics
on the reception of remittancesfrom the U.S. isminimal. We can al so state that
the structure and composition of the household, aswell as owning ahouse are
factors that are associated to the reception of thisincome.

Asforthemigratory condition of thehousehol d, wecan say that both circular
and permanent migration and return migration from the United States are an
important characteristic in the remittance-receiving households, since at least
having amigrant member means that the household has higher probabilitiesto
receive remittances

Final considerations

The previous analysis allows us to draw some conclusions. In the first place,
althoughtheX |1 Censusneither providesinformationonthefamilial arrangements
that appeared with migration nor migration prior to 1995, it seems as though
migration from Nayarit and Hidalgo is present in households with particular
characteristics, since househol dswith remittanceshave headsin advanced ages,
withalow schoolinglevel, aremarried or united, with animportant participation
of womenasheads, they arelocated mainly inrural localities, mostly nuclear and
extended households, small in size and they own a house, with presence of
migrant membersand migrantsreturning fromtheU.S. between 1995 and 2000;
inthe second place, theimportant participation of women as heads of family in
remittance-receiving householdsinNayarit and Hidalgo may belinked, directly
or indirectly, to masculine migration, as we have shown that an important
percentage of househol dswith feminine headsreceiveremittances. Inthissame
sense, migration might be generating changes inside the household, since an
important proportion of nuclear or extended households have a female head.
Nevertheless, asit has not been possibleto verify soin adefinite manner inthis
work, it will remain pending for future research.

A third conclusion isthat even though it is not possible to learn exactly the
locality and origin of themigrant, we consider that, differently from that pointed
out by other authors (Durand, Massey and Zenteno, 2001), migration both from
Nayaritand Hidalgomainly hasitsorigininrural localities, becauseinthesmallest
communitiesiswherethe househol dswith remittancesare concentrated, which

97 April / June 2008



Papeles de POBLACION No. 56 CIEAP/UAEM

is also related to the fact that these two States are eminently rural. Fourthly,
despite the fact that in thiswork we do not show the economic dependence on
the reception of remittances, we can state that given that remittance-receiving
househol dsin Nayarit and Hidal go havehigher incomes, migration of oneor more
membersfulfillsoneof itsobjectives, thisisto collaboratewith themaximization
of thehouseholdincome; therefore, migration becomesastrategy toimprovethe
conditions of life of the members. Likewise, the fact that thereis no migration
at ahousehold does not inhibit the reception of remittances. Thisismainly due
toalimitationof theX |1 Censusof 2000, asthequestionon condition of household
migrationonly referstothemembersthat migratedin January 1995 and February
2000, so thisleaves people who migrated before 1995 out from the sample. In
this sense, speaking on households with migrants we refer to those people who
left from their house to the U.S. during the reference period, which makes that
an important portion of the households with remittances do not have migrants
members.

Hence, in spite of all thelimitationsthat the avail abl e databases present, this
research work is a contribution to the demographic studies on migration and
remittances from the viewpoint of the recipient households. Notwithstanding,
remittances and households are a subject with many edges to be taken into
account in futureworks, both in the sphere of the economic devel opment of the
communities that receive them, and the investment of the households on daily
consumption and the characteristics proper to them and the migrants.
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