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ABSTRACT In 2019, I published a study ti tled “Reexamining the Influence of 
Conditional Cash Transfers on Migration from a Gendered Lens,” to which Oded Stark 
has since issued a for mal com ment. This re sponse has been writ ten to ad dress the ma jor 
themes of Stark’s com ment. While the first three sec tions fo cus on spe cific items re lated 
to fram ing, se lec tion bi as, and endogeneity, the fourth and fi nal sec tion tack les a more 
sub stan tive the o ret i cal de bate be tween Stark and me over how to con cep tu al ize the 
New Economics of Labor Migration frame work in re la tion to gen der. In my orig i nal 
pa per, I ar gued that con di tional cash trans fers (CCTs) are gen dered in their pro gram 
con di tions in ways that pro mote a nor ma tive gen dered di vi sion of la bor and that con
strain ben e fi ciary women from mi grat ing. I note here that Stark’s pri mary is sue with 
this point ap pears to be his con ten tion that CCTs are not nec es sar ily gen dered but rather 
that women have a com par a tive ad van tage in com plet ing house work and care work. My 
re sponse first com pares Stark’s ar gu ment to that made by Gary Becker in A Treatise on 
the Family and en gages with the lit er a ture that has emerged to cri tique Becker’s own 
ar gu ments re gard ing gen dered com par a tive ad van tage. I then con clude my fi nal sec tion 
by of fer ing some sug ges tions that might open a com mon the o ret i cal path forward—one 
that in sists on ground ing mi cro eco nomic an a ly ses of fam ily be hav ior on as sump tions 
that take gen der and other as pects of cul ture and in sti tu tions se ri ously and one that 
also moves to ward a bargaining model of mi cro eco nomic be hav ior rather than one that 
as sumes con sen sus among all  rel e vant ac tors.

KEYWORDS Gender • Family • Migration • Conditional cash trans fers • New Eco
nomics of Labor Migration

In my re cently published ar ti cle, “Reexamining the Influence of Conditional Cash 
Transfers on Migration From a Gendered Lens” (Hughes 2019), I presented the case 
for in te grat ing the o ries on gen der, mi gra tion, and de vel op ment stud ies to more deeply 
un der stand how con di tional cash trans fer pro grams (CCTs) in flu ence be hav ioral out
comes among their re cip i ents. At the house hold lev el, the study found that ben e fi ciary 
house holds tended to see an in crease in the like li hood of only men mi grat ing as well 
as, crucially, a de crease in the like li hood that only women mi grated (com pared with 
nonbeneficiary house holds). At the in di vid ual lev el, I found that ben e fi ciary women 
were less likely to mi grate com pared with nonbeneficiary wom en, whereas ben e fi
ciary men did not sta tis ti cally dif fer from nonbeneficiary men in terms of their pre
dicted prob a bil i ties of mi gra tion.
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384 C. Hughes

Here I is sue a re sponse to Stark’s com ment on the pa per. From my un der stand ing, 
Stark’s com ment can be di vided into the fol low ing four over arch ing themes, which 
I will ad dress in di vid u ally in the sec tions that fol low: (1) how mi gra tion and CCTs, 
as ends in and of them selves, are be ing framed, (2) how se lec tiv ity on in ten tion to 
mi grate in flu ences CCT en roll ment at all , (3) how the afore men tioned se lec tion on 
in ten tion to mi grate may re sult in an endogeneity is sue, and (4) how the pa per could 
ben e fit from an op ti mi za tion frame work that more thor oughly en gages with the New 
Economics of Labor Migration (NELM) per spec tive.

Framing Migration and Conditional Cash Transfers

At its in cep tion, Stark’s com ment as sumes that I am fram ing mi gra tion as an in her
ently “good” ac tiv i ty. He first sug gests that I im ply that “CCT im pose a curb on an 
en gage ment that in the ab sence of the CCT would have been re ward ing for wom en.” 
It goes on to say that I view CCTs “as a form of com pen sa tion to women for sac ri
fic ing an at trac tive mi gra tion op tion” and that he “take[s] is sue with the anal y sis that 
lies be hind this claim.”

My un der stand ing from these re marks is that Stark takes is sue with the pre sump
tive claim I make re gard ing the gen dered con se quences of CCTs on curb ing mi gra
tion’s in her ently good pay offs. In es sence, Stark be lieves that I ar gue that mi gra tions 
are more or less good and that CCTs are more or less bad. This crit i cism of the moral 
di chot omy I sup pos edly ap ply to mi gra tion and CCTs is later used by Stark to make 
a larger point about how mi gra tion is just one part of a house hold’s cal cu lus to op ti
mize the wellbe ing of all  its mem bers. I ad dress only the for mer part of his claim in 
this sec tion and will elab o rate on the lat ter part in the fi nal sec tion of this re sponse.

I be lieve that the con clu sion sec tion of my pa per in ques tion con tra dicts the char
ac ter iza tion that I be lieve mi gra tions are “good” and that CCTs are “bad.” The fol
low ing ex cerpt fea tures a dis cus sion on the am bi gu ity of both mi gra tion and CCTs 
(Hughes 2019:1602):

Despite ev i dence that the maternalist struc ture of CCTs re duces the like li hood 
that ben e fi ciary women mi grate, mi gra tion is a com pli cated pro cess that runs the 
gamut from agency to co er cion [emphasis added]. In some cir cum stances, low er
ing the like li hood of mi gra tion may ben e fit women in their ev ery day lives given 
that at least some mi gra tions are dis rup tive events that serve as last re sorts in light 
of no other op tions. In other cases, in cen tiv iz ing re cip i ents with cash trans fers and 
cit ing ma ter nal duty in their ser vice may remove wom en’s op tions to move or work 
out side the home, which in their own right have been shown to in crease wom en’s 
au ton o my. It is also en tirely and si mul ta neously pos si ble that CCTs grant women 
greater au ton omy and power in other ways (Franzoni and Voorend 2012). Hav
ing more money and per haps greater dis cre tion over how CCT funds are spent 
can serve as a form of power for ben e fi ciary wom en. One could ar gue that CCT 
dis burse ments at least par tially com pen sate women for work that they would be 
expected to ac com plish with out pay any way. As a re sult, no value claims are be ing 
made in regard to whether mi gra tion or CCTs them selves are good or bad [empha
sis added], al though maternalism itself should be in ter ro gated more crit i cal ly.
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To that end, I would like to re it er ate that I do not see mi gra tion as un equiv o cally 
good and re ward ing for wom en, or that not mi grat ing is a kind of sac ri fice. I took no 
stance on how to mor ally cal cu late the con se quences of CCT pro grams, al though I 
noted the depth and con tri bu tions of the lit er a ture that has emerged to cri tique them. 
Instead, I treated both mi gra tion and CCTs as so cial phe nom ena struc tured by gen
der and ex plored how those in ter con nec tions can help us to more deeply un der
stand how gender—as, in part, an ideology that reinscribes a gen dered di vi sion of 
la bor—config ures bod ies in space, within the home, and across na tional bound aries.

Selectivity on Intention to Migrate

Stark next high lights a se lec tiv ity is sue that may have influ enced the study’s results—
name ly, the pos si bil ity that “it is not that the re ceipt of CCT sev ers a mi gra tion op
tion; it is that not con tem plat ing mi gra tion fa vors accepting CCT.” In other words, 
Stark sug gests that the re sults from the study are misinterpreted be cause of preexisting 
dif fer ences be tween the types of women who never in tend to mi grate and those who 
do in terms of their over all se lec tion into CCT pro gram en roll ment. I agree that this is 
a pos si ble al ter na tive (or, at least, ad di tion al) ex pla na tion. There is al ways the chance 
that peo ple make cer tain de ci sions be cause the al ter na tive—in this case, the de ci sion to 
mi grate—was never some thing they entertained as a pos si bil ity or de sire.

I find it un like ly, how ev er, that there is to tal sep a ra tion among the na tion ally rep
re sen ta tive sam ple of women in the data in terms of their pre dis po si tion to mi grate 
that overdetermines their de ci sion to en roll in a CCT pro gram. Unfortunately, the data 
used in the anal y sis (i. e., the Mex i can Family Life Survey) con tain CCT par tic i pa tion 
in for ma tion only dur ing the first wave of data col lec tion, thus cre at ing time or der ing 
is sues in ac count ing for any se lec tion into CCT pro gram par tic i pa tion. However, the 
an a ly ses did con trol for a num ber of the o ret i cally im por tant covariates also col lected 
dur ing Wave 1 in or der to bet ter iso late the ef fect of CCT par tic i pa tion on mi gra tion. 
Specifically, the in di vid u allevel an a ly ses in cluded a covariate that mea sured re spon
dents’ in ten tions to mi grate in the fu ture. The im puted data set shows that ap prox i
ma tely 12% of women in the sam ple reported intending to mi grate at Wave 1 de spite 
reporting that they were also en rolled in Mexico’s CCT pro gram. Although this is 
just a crosssec tional tab u la tion, this di ver gence at the very least casts some doubt 
on the no tion that women who never in tend to mi grate se lect into CCT pro gram par
tic i pa tion but women who plan to mi grate at some point do not en roll. Ultimately, 
whether se lec tion on in ten tion to mi grate is sub stan tively and sta tis ti cally sig nifi  cant 
enough to chal lenge the con clu sions drawn from my study is an em pir i cal ques tion 
that the data can not di rectly an swer. I whole heart edly sup port any fu ture schol ar ship 
that seeks to ad dress this or any of the study’s lim i ta tions.

Endogeneity of Intention to Migrate

By way of ex ten sion, the com ment also lev els that “if a house hold per spec tive is 
brought to bear, then a house hold’s free choices weaken the ap peal of mi gra tion 
by wom en . . .  This re duc tion does not arise from an ex og e nously im posed curb 
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but rather from en dog e nously de ter mined pref er ences.” Thus, Stark con tends that 
mi gra tion holds no ap peal for women en rolled in CCT pro grams be cause of their 
en dog e nous pref er ences to never mi grate any way. If that is the case, Stark says, this 
ul ti mately cre ates an endogeneity is sue in the anal y sis. As I ac knowl edged in the 
pre vi ous sec tion, I agree that prior in ten tion to mi grate may se lect some women into 
CCTs, which would then in tro duce po ten tial endogeneity is sues when this as pect has 
not been or can not be in cluded in the an a lyt i cal strat e gy.

However, to make this par tic u lar point, Stark con tends that “If Hughes’ var i able 
“thought about mov ing” were to be con sid ered as a proxy for mi gra tion pref er ences, 
then what we just noted could ex plain why the sta tis ti cal sig nifi  cance of var i ables 
re lated to the CCT par tic i pa tion is con sid er ably lower in the mod els that in clude this 
var i able than in the mod els that do not.” I would like to re spond to this point by first 
explaining that the an a lyt i cal strat egy of my study can be di vided into two gen eral 
parts: (1) a set of an a ly ses conducted at the house hold level with house hold and com
mu ni tylevel covariates, and (2) a set of an a ly ses conducted at the in di vid ual level 
with in di vid u al, house hold, and com mu ni tylevel covariates. Each set of an a ly ses 
was conducted to speak to dif fer ent as pects of the mul ti part hy poth e sis. Whereas 
the first set of an a ly ses aimed to test whether men and women within the same ben
e fi ciary house holds were sta tis ti cally dis sim i lar from one an other in their mi gra tion 
like li hoods, the sec ond set of an a ly ses sought to test whether ben e fi ciary women dif
fered from nonbeneficiary women in their mi gra tion like li hoods.

As an in di vid u allevel covariate, “thought about mov ing” was in cluded in only the 
lat ter set of an a ly ses conducted at the in di vid ual level of ob ser va tion. Moreover, the 
“thought about mov ing” covariate was in cluded as part of the base line spec i fi ca tion 
for all  the mod els in cluded in this part of the anal y sis. Therefore, the es ti mated ef fects 
of CCT pro gram par tic i pa tion on mi gra tion are all  es ti ma tes de rived from mod els that 
con sis tently took in di vid u als’ in ten tions to mi grate into ac count. This is why I take par
tic u lar is sue with Stark’s claims that “the sta tis ti cal sig nifi  cance of var i ables re lated to 
the CCT par tic i pa tion is con sid er ably lower in the mod els that in clude this var i able than 
in the mod els that do not.” From this, I gather that Stark is com par ing the over all sta tis
ti cal sig nifi  cance of the CCT var i ables from the in di vid u al-level an a ly ses and claiming 
that the smaller sig nifi  cance lev els seen there com pared with the sig nifi  cance lev els 
es ti mated for CCTs in the first set of an a ly ses conducted at the house hold lev el pro vide 
ev i dence for his ar gu ment that CCT par tic i pa tion does not ac tu ally con strain wom en’s 
mi gra tion. Rather, it is sim ply that I did not con trol for the col lec tive in ten tions of fam ily 
mem bers to mi grate. This spe cific claim, then, as sumes that one can sim ply com pare the 
mag ni tude of ef fect sizes and sig nifi  cance lev els across mod els that are spec i fied and 
mod eled dif fer ently and with mismatched units of anal y sis. This is not a sta tis ti cally 
ap pro pri ate way to com pare es ti mated co ef fi cients or sta tis ti cal sig nifi  cance. Therefore, 
al though I agree with the pos si bil ity of se lec tiv ity and endogeneity, I ar gue that this 
point forwarded by Stark does not ac tu ally sup port the case he is try ing to make.

Engaging the New Economics of Labor Migration Perspective

Lastly, Stark sug gests that the the o ret i cal frame work of this study should en gage 
more deeply with the NELM per spec tive and with the house hold as a col lec tive de ci
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sionmak ing unit more broad ly. Specifically, the com ment states that “When a house
hold that seeks to par tic i pate in mi gra tion is of fered CCT, the house hold assesses 
the im pli ca tions of re ceiv ing CCT for its op tions, op por tu ni ties, and wellbe ing . . .  
When CCT are made avail  able, the cal cu lus of who should mi grate (if any one), and 
who will not is re vised: there is an in come ef fect, and an as sign ment ef fect . . . .  The 
as sign ment ef fect implies that if the wife is bet ter than the hus band in mak ing pro duc
tive use of the CCT, then the pos si bil ity of her mi grat ing will be less at trac tive. If the 
house hold still fa vors mi gra tion (the in come ef fect weak ens but does not ne gate the 
de sire to par take in mi gra tion), then the bal ance of selecting the house hold’s mi grant
des ig nate shifts in fa vor of the hus band.” Hence, Stark sug gests an al ter na tive frame
work for un der stand ing the re sults—one that views fam i lies as col lab o ra tive units 
within which fam ily mem bers co or di nate whether any one will mi grate and who will 
mi grate based on which op tion op ti mizes the fam i ly’s wellbe ing. From this per
spec tive, Stark main tains that a ben e fi ciary woman is likely “bet ter than the hus band 
in mak ing pro duc tive use of the CCT” and implies that this com par a tive ad van tage 
shifts the mi gra tion cal cu lus to more read ily as sign men as mi grants within ben e fi
ciary fam i lies.

I would like to re spond first to the last point by ask ing Stark to clar ify what he 
be lieves likely makes ben e fi ciary women bet ter than their male coun ter parts at mak
ing pro duc tive use of CCTs. CCTs gen er ally re quire re cip i ent house holds to reg u larly 
meet re quire ments aimed at im prov ing the over all health and ed u ca tional at tain ment 
of re cip i ent fam i lies, with spe cific con di tions and ben e fits aimed at chil dren and, 
in some cases, se niors. These re quire ments can in clude a ser vice com po nent, such 
as at tend ing and volunteering for pub lic health work shops as well as the ev ery day 
man age ment of house hold ac tiv i ties like send ing chil dren to school. From this, it 
could be gath ered that CCTs are struc tured by a gen der ra tio nale that frames pro
gram re quire ments as fem i nized tasks. However, from Stark’s per spec tive, CCTs are 
neu tral and do not im pose any ex og e nous gen dered re stric tions on their re cip i ents. It 
is, rath er, that women are sim ply more advan taged in be ing  able to meet the re quire
ments built into the de sign of CCT pro grams. By us ing an op ti mi za tion frame work, 
Stark rea sons that wom en’s com par a tive ad van tage with CCTs (and by im pli ca tion, 
house hold man age ment and care work) is what causes ben e fi ciary men to be des ig
nated as mi grants more of ten.

I ar gue that this point ech oes an anal o gous logic fa mously forwarded by Gary 
Becker (1981) in A Treatise on the Family, in which Becker be gins his the o ri za tion 
un der the as sump tion that with even very small bi o log i cal sex dif fer ences, the com
par a tive ad van tage in crosssex cou ples man i fests itself so that it is al most al ways 
bet ter for women to spe cial ize in house work and for men to spe cial ize in paid work 
in or der to max i mize house hold pro duc tion. Becker him self wrote of his own skep
ti cism to ward any con struc tive role gov ern ment pro grams can play in chang ing the 
la bor dy nam ics among crosssex cou ples, which I be lieve par al lels Stark’s sen ti ment 
in the case of CCTs. Stark, too, ap pears to be lieve that CCTs play no con struc tive 
role in shap ing house hold de ci sions or the as sign ment of tasks and in stead ar gues that 
differ ences in hus bands’ and wives’ com par a tive ad van tages in performing cer tain 
tasks are what ac count for dif fer ences in house hold spe cial i za tion.

However, in con trast to Becker’s pre dic tions, it would ap pear that mar ried and 
cohabiting cou ples have be come less spe cial ized over time. In ob serv ing re cent trends 
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in house work and la bor force par tic i pa tion, schol ars have found lim ited em pir i cal 
sup port for Becker’s the ory and have con sis tently documented less spe cial i za tion in 
paid work and house work among crosssex cou ples, with greater par tic i pa tion in paid 
work among women and greater par tic i pa tion in house work among men (al though 
to tal par ity has not been ob served) (e. g., Bianchi et al. 2012; Hook 2006; Raley et al. 
2012; Ruppanner 2008). The im pli ca tion of fol low ing this tra jec tory of A Treatise on 
the Family and its re cep tion is that Becker’s the ory of gen dered com par a tive ad van
tage in paid work and house work has been shown to be in suf fi cient, fail ing to ac count 
for why gen der con tin ues to mat ter even as spe cial i za tion has be come less and less 
of a fea ture in crosssex cou ples’ house holds. I sug gest that it may fol low that re ly ing 
on a com par a tive ad van tage as sump tion that es sen tial izes wom en’s pre dis po si tion 
to ward the house work and care work re quired by CCTs will pres ent sim i lar is sues for 
Stark’s com ment, which is tem pered by ev i dence from other stud ies that doc u ment 
shifts in wom en’s in creased la bor force par tic i pa tion and mi gra tion for work in and 
from Mexico (Cerrutti and Massey 2001; Curran and RiveroFuentes 2003; Donato 
1993; FernándezKelly 1983; Flippen and Parado 2015; Kossoudji and Ranney 1984; 
Parado and Flippen 2005).

Nonetheless, it ap pears that the ma jor sug ges tion Stark for wards in his com ment 
en tails a rec om men da tion that I en gage fur ther with the NELM per spec tive or sub sti
tute it en tirely for the one of fered in my own pa per. As such, I would like to use the fi nal 
por tion of my re sponse to con tem plate this al ter na tive frame work. Initially for mu
lated by Oded Stark and Da vid E. Bloom (1985), the NELM per spec tive un der stands 
mi gra tion de ci sions as costben e fit, op ti mi za tion, and di ver si fi ca tion cal cu la tions col
lec tively made by mem bers in any given house hold. The sig nifi  cant con tri bu tion of 
the NELM to de mo graphic in qui ries into mi gra tion lies in its pri or i ti za tion of the 
house hold as a de ci sionmak ing unit, which stood in con trast to dom i nant neoclassi
cal per spec tives at the time that fo cused on in di vid u al pro spec tive mi grants. I be lieve 
that this rec og ni tion of the embeddedness of in di vid ual be hav iors within larger so cial 
for ma tions like the fam ily has been a cru cial con tri bu tion of the NELM model to 
the lit er a ture. Many schol ars con tinue to find ex plan a tory power in its ap pli ca tion to 
a num ber of mi gra tion con texts, which serves as a tes ta ment to its en dur ing util ity 
(e. g., Chen et al. 2003; Lindstrom and Lauster 2001; Massey and Espinosa 1997). 
However, fem i nist and gen der schol ars have long cri tiqued the NELM per spec tive’s 
fail ure to rec og nize how gen dered norms and ex pec ta tions cre ate un equal power re la
tions among fam ily mem bers that can make it dif fi cult for women to mi grate (Boyd 
and Grieco 2003; Chant and Radcliffe 1992; Curran et al. 2006; Kanaiaupuni 2000; 
Oishi 2005; Pedraza 1991). The NELM frame work, al though use ful for un der stand
ing the microdynamics of de ci sionmak ing within fam i lies, too sim plis ti cally frames 
mi gra tion as resulting from straight for ward, op ti mized, mi cro eco nomic cal cu la tions 
rather than as de ci sions fre quently ne go ti ated within the con text of and delimited by 
cul tur al, po lit i cal, and in sti tu tional fac tors.

Interestingly, fem i nist and gen der schol ars in eco nom ics, de mog ra phy, so ci ol o gy, 
and other re lated dis ci plines have attempted to cri tique and some what re cu per ate 
the leg acy and con tri bu tions of both Becker’s work in A Treatise on the Family as 
well as the NELM ap proach (e. g., Dolfsma and Hoppe 2003; Donath 2000; Ferber 
and  Nelson 2009). To the ex tent that this pa per can en gage with the op ti mi za tion and 
NELM ap proach as Stark sug gests, looking to the writ ings of these schol ars may open 
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a the o ret i cal path for ward. Frances Woolley (1996) published a com ment to Barbara 
Bergmann’s (1995) “Becker’s Theory of the Family: Preposterous Conclusions,” 
call ing on fem i nists to re claim the eco nom ics of the fam ily and to re visit neoclassical, 
ra tio nal choice max i mi za tion mod els of hu man be hav ior. Robert Pollack (2003) went 
even fur ther to sug gest that the con clu sions de rived from Becker’s anal y sis did not 
nec es sar ily re sult from the ap pli ca tion of neoclassical mod els on fam ily be hav ior per 
se but from the oversimplified as sump tions that Becker ini tially forwarded to ground 
his anal y sis. Instead, Pollack cited one of his own ear lier ar ti cles that made the case 
for more spec i fic i ty in for mu lat ing as sump tions to ground ra tio nal choice mod els—
as sump tions that take cul ture and in sti tu tions se ri ously in how they can reconfigure 
and re de fine pref er ences, op por tu ni ties, and con straints (Pollack and Watkins 1993). 
CCTs, from this view, can be un der stood as op er at ing as part of a larger in sti tu tional 
and cul tural ap pa ra tus that reconfigures the choice sets and mean ings as so ci ated 
with var i ous be hav iors. Rather than ar gu ing that CCTs are neu tral and play no role 
in fam ily mi gra tion de ci sionmak ing be cause fam i lies are sim ply max i miz ing their 
wellbe ing according to preexisting pref er ences, I con tend that CCTs can be un der
stood as gen dered so cial pol i cies that po ten tially reconfigure how ben e fi cia ries cre ate 
mean ing around moth er hood, work, and the fam ily in ways that shift the un der ly ing 
foun da tion that de ter mines their pref er ences, op por tu ni ties, and con straints. Some 
qual i ta tive re search has in di cated that ben e fi cia ries do cre ate new mean ings around 
CCT re ceipt and un der stand their op por tu ni ties dif fer ently be cause of CCT pro gram 
avail abil ity (Bradshaw and Viquez 2008; Holmes and Jones 2013; Molyneux and 
Thomson 2011; Piovani and AydinerAvsar 2015; Tabbush 2010). Recognizing this 
role played by CCTs can con sti tute a cru cial, and most im por tant ly, spe cific as sump
tion (as Pollack recommended) made about the case to which one can then ap ply the 
op ti mi za tion mod els of hu man be hav ior that Stark calls for.

Additionally, Pollack (2003) noted that this re vi sion of mi cro eco nomic the o ries on 
the fam ily has led to the de vel op ment of bargaining mod els of col lec tive be hav ior in
stead of con sen sus mod els. Although the NELM as sumes that fam ily mem bers reach 
con sen sus on mi gra tion through col lab o ra tion and col lec tive com mit ment to max i
miz ing the fam i ly’s wellbe ing, this as sump tion of con sen sus can shift to a bargaining 
per spec tive in ways that open up other the o ret i cal pos si bil i ties. Paul (2015), in re
search on women mi grat ing from the Philippines, re vised the NELM in her de vel op
ment of a “ne go ti ated mi gra tion mod el” that is akin to this bargaining per spec tive. In 
re sponse to the NELM’s in abil ity to ac count for how fam ily mem bers do not al ways 
agree on what they should do and who should do it, Paul in stead dem on strated that 
women per form gen der nor ma tively as “du ti ful daugh ters” to ne go ti ate their gen der 
re spon si bil i ties with other fam ily mem bers and to ob tain sup port for their up com ing 
mi gra tions. The women who sought to mi grate, in other words, lev er aged nor ma tive 
gen der ex pec ta tions to con vince their fam i lies that allowing them to mi grate would 
max i mize the fam i ly’s eco nomic wellbe ing. Paul’s study dem on strates how the o ries 
of gen der in ter ac tion and per for mance are not nec es sar ily in com pat i ble with a re vised 
for mu la tion of the NELM ap proach.

Overall, these mod i fi ca tions that call for spe cifi c, con tex tu al ized as sump tions 
un der ly ing op ti mi za tion, be hav ioral choice mod els and for a bargaining (as op posed 
to con sen sus) ap proach to group de ci sions may bridge the gap be tween what I ar gue 
in my own pa per and what Stark for wards in his com ment. I would like to con clude by 
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say ing that per haps Stark’s as sess ment re flects a true the o ret i cal di ver gence be tween 
his work and mine. I, how ev er, would like to think that I am writ ing in re sponse to a 
long his tory of mi gra tion schol ar ship of which NELM and fem i nist the o ries of in sti
tu tions and be hav ior are fun da men tally a part. ■

References

Becker, G. S. (1981). A trea tise on the fam i ly. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Bergmann, B. (1995). Becker’s the ory of the fam i ly: Preposterous con clu sions. Feminist Economics, 1, 

141–150.
Bianchi, S. M., Sayer, L. C., Milkie, M. A., & and Robinson, J. P. (2012). Housework: Who did, does or 

will do it, and how much does it mat ter? Social Forces, 91, 55–63.
Boyd, M., & Grieco, E. (2003, March 1). Women and mi gra tion: Incorporating gen der into in ter na tional 

mi gra tion the o ry. Migration Information Source. Retrieved from https:  /  /www  .migrationpolicy  .org  /
article  /women  and  migration  incorporating  gender  international  migration  theory

Bradshaw, S., & Víquez, A. Q. (2008). Women ben e fi cia ries or women bear ing the cost? A gen dered anal
y sis of the Red de Protección Social in Nicaragua. Development and Change, 39, 823–844.

Cerrutti, M., & Massey, D. S. (2001). On the aus pices of fe male mi gra tion from Mexico to the United 
States. Demography, 38, 187–200.

Chant, S., & Radcliffe, S. A. (1992). Migration and de vel op ment: The im por tance of gen der. In S. Chant 
(Ed.), Gender and mi gra tion in de vel op ing countries (pp. 1–29). London, UK: Belhaven Press.

Chen, K.P., Chiang, S.H., & Leung, S. F. (2003). Migration, fam i ly, and risk di ver si fi ca tion. Journal of 
Labor Economics, 21, 353–380.

Curran, S. R., & RiveroFuentes, E. (2003). Engendering mi grant net works: The case of Mex i can mi gra
tion. Demography, 40, 289–307.

Curran, S. R., Shafer, S., Donato, K. M., & Garip, F. (2006). Mapping gen der and mi gra tion in so cio log i cal 
schol ar ship: Is it seg re ga tion or in te gra tion? International Migration Review, 40, 199–223.

Dolfsma, W., & Hoppe, H. (2003). On fem i nist eco nom ics. Feminist Review, 75, 118–128.
Donath, S. (2000). The other econ o my: A sug ges tion for a dis tinc tively fem i nist eco nom ics. Feminist 

Economics, 6, 115–123.
Donato, K. M. (1993). Current trends and pat terns of fe male mi gra tion: Evidence from Mexico. 

International Migration Review, 27, 748–771.
Ferber, M. A., & Nelson, J. A. (Eds.). (2009). Beyond eco nomic man: Feminist the ory and eco nom ics. 

Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.
FernándezKelly, M. P. (1983). Mex i can bor der in dus tri al i za tion, fe male la bor force par tic i pa tion, and 

mi gra tion. In J. Nash & M. P. FernándezKelly (Eds.), Women, men, and the in ter na tional di vi sion of 
la bor (pp. 205–223). Albany: State University of New York Press.

Flippen, C. A., & Parrado, E. A. (2015). A tale of two con texts: US mi gra tion and the la bor force tra jec to
ries of Mex i can wom en. International Migration Review, 49, 232–259.

Holmes, R., & Jones, N. (2013). Gender and so cial pro tec tion in the de vel op ing world: Beyond moth ers 
and safety nets. London, UK: Zed Books.

Hook, J. L. (2006). Care in con text: Men’s un paid work in 20 countries, 1965–2003. Amer i can Sociological 
Review, 71, 639–660.

Hughes, C. (2019). Reexamining the influence of conditional cash transfers on migration from a gendered 
lens. Demography, 56, 1573–1605.

Kanaiaupuni, S. M. (2000). Reframing the mi gra tion ques tion: An anal y sis of men, wom en, and gen der in 
Mexico. Social Forces, 78, 1311–1347.

Kossoudji, S. A., & Ranney, S. I. (1984). The la bor mar ket ex pe ri ence of fe male mi grants: The case of 
tem po rary Mex i can mi gra tion to the U.S. International Migration Review, 18, 1120–1143.

Lindstrom, D. P., & Lauster, N. (2001). Local eco nomic op por tu nity and the com pet ing risks of in ter nal 
and U.S. mi gra tion in Zacatecas, Mexico. International Migration Review, 35, 1232–1256.

Martínez Franzoni, J., & Voorend, K. (2012). Blacks, whites, or grays? Conditional trans fers and gen der 
equal ity in Latin America. Social Politics, 19, 383–407.

D
ow

nloaded from
 http://dup.silverchair.com

/dem
ography/article-pdf/58/1/383/915898/383hughes.pdf by guest on 10 April 2024

https://www.migrationpolicy.org/article/women-and-migration-incorporating-gender-international-migration-theory
https://www.migrationpolicy.org/article/women-and-migration-incorporating-gender-international-migration-theory


391Reply

Massey, D. S., & Espinosa, K. E. (1997). What’s driv ing MexicoU.S. mi gra tion? A the o ret i cal, em pir i cal, 
and pol icy anal y sis. Amer i can Journal of Sociology, 102, 939–999.

Molyneux, M., & Thomson, M. (2011). Cash trans fers, gen der eq uity and wom en’s em pow er ment in Peru, 
Ecuador and Bolivia. Gender & Development, 19, 195–212.

Oishi, N. (2005). Women in mo tion: Globalization, state pol i cies, and la bor mi gra tion in Asia. Stanford, 
CA: Stanford University Press.

Parrado, E. A., & Flippen, C. A. (2005). Migration and gen der among Mex i can wom en. Amer i can 
Sociological Review, 70, 606–632.

Paul, A. M. (2015). Negotiating mi gra tion, performing gen der. Social Forces, 94, 271–293.
Pedraza, S. (1991). Women and mi gra tion: The so cial con se quences of gen der. Annual Review of Sociology, 

17, 303–325.
Piovani, C., & AydinerAvsar, N. (2015). The gen der im pact of so cial pro tec tion pol i cies: A crit i cal re view 

of the ev i dence. Review of Political Economy, 27, 410–441.
Pollak, R. A. (2003). Gary Becker’s con tri bu tions to fam ily and house hold eco nom ics. Review of 

Economics of the Household, 1, 111–141.
Pollak, R. A., & Watkins, S. C. (1993). Cultural and eco nomic ap proaches to fer til i ty: Proper mar riage or 

mésalliance? Population and Development Review, 19, 467–496.
Raley, S., Bianchi, S. M., & Wang, W. (2012). When do fa thers care? Mothers’ eco nomic con tri bu tion and 

fa thers’ in volve ment in child care. Amer i can Journal of Sociology, 117, 1422–1459.
Ruppanner, L. (2008). Fairness and house work: A crossna tional com par i son. Journal of Comparative 

Family Studies, 39, 509–526.
Stark, O., & Bloom, D. E. (1985). The new eco nom ics of la bor mi gra tion. Amer i can Economic Review: 

Papers & Proceedings, 75, 173–178.
Tabbush, C. (2010). Latin Amer i can wom en’s pro tec tion af ter ad just ment: A fem i nist cri tique of con di

tional cash trans fers in Chile and Argentina. Oxford Development Studies, 38, 437–459.
Woolley, F. (1996). Getting the bet ter of Becker. Feminist Economics, 2, 114–120.

Christina Hughes
cmhughes@uw  .edu

Department of Sociology, University of Washington, Seattle, WA, USA

D
ow

nloaded from
 http://dup.silverchair.com

/dem
ography/article-pdf/58/1/383/915898/383hughes.pdf by guest on 10 April 2024

mailto:cmhughes@uw.edu

	Conditional Cash Transfers and Migration: Reconciling Feminist Theoretical Approaches With the New Economics of Labor Migration
	Christina Hughes
	Framing Migration and Conditional Cash Transfers
	Selectivity on Intention to Migrate
	Endogeneity of Intention to Migrate
	Engaging the New Economics of Labor Migration Perspective
	References


