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Abstract

This paper addresses the relationship between remittances and home coun-
try investment in developing countries. It highlights, through both a theoret-
ical model and an empirical analysis, the role of �nancial sector development
(FSD) in the impact of remittances on home country investment. The key con-
tribution of the paper is to show that di¤erent transaction costs traditionally
associated with the FSD, namely �Cost of Bank Depositing�and �Cost of Exter-
nal Finance�, have con�icting e¤ects on the marginal impact of remitances on
investment. Our stylized model, which addresses the speci�cities of remittance
�ows through the loanable funds market, yields several intuitive results. First,
the marginal impacts of remittances on bank-deposits and formal investment
are positive. Second, both marginal impacts increase when the Cost of Bank
Depositing declines. Third, a decrease in Cost of External Finance lowers the
marginal impact on formal investment, and does not a¤ect the marginal impact
on bank deposits. Hence, since FSD lowers both transaction costs, it has an
ambiguous e¤ect on the marginal impact on investment. The empirical analysis
on a sample of 100 developing countries, using both cross-section and panel-data
methodologies, con�rms our model�s predictions.
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1 Introduction

Remittances, the money sent home by migrants, accounted for more than US$ 300

billion in 2007, with US$ 240 billion �owing to developing countries (World Bank

Remittances Database, World Bank, 2007). For developing countries, remittances

are the second source of external �nancing, after foreign direct investments (FDIs)

and before o¢ cial aid (McKenzie and Sasin, 2007). This observation has raised

interest among policy makers and researchers, on the potential of remittances as a

tool for development.

This paper addresses the impact of remittances on domestic investment in devel-

oping nations. Like other sources of external �nance, remittances allow the economy

to invest in human and physical capital (health, education), which contribute to

growth (Ziesemer, 2006). Two recent contributions, Mundaca (2009), and Giuliano

and Ruiz-Arranz (2009), stress the role of the development of the �nancial sector.

Both �nd that remittances have a positive impact on investment. However, while

the former �nd that �nancial intermediation increases the responsiveness of growth

to remittances, the latter observe that remittances impact is weaker at higher levels

of �nancial sector development1. Mundaca (2009) argues that a better-developed

�nancial sector helps channeling remittances more e¢ ciently to productive uses. In

turn, Giuliano and Ruiz-Arranz (2009) argue that poor households use remittances

to �nance informal investment in poorly developed �nancial markets with liquidity

constraints. In this sense, remittances substitute for lack of �nancial sector develop-

ment.

In this paper, we show that di¤erent transaction costs traditionally associated

with the �nancial sector development (FSD) have con�icting e¤ects on the marginal

impact of remittances on investment. We focus on two transaction costs, which

decline with FSD. The �rst is the �Cost of Bank Depositing�, henceforth CDEP,

wich measures the di¢ culties of savers, particularly the less well o¤, of depositing

their savings in the formal banking system. These di¢ culties are particularly relevant

1While Giuliano and Ruiz-Arranz (2009) include all developing countries in their regressions,
Mundaca (2009) focuses on 25 Latin America countries. Giuliano and Ruiz-Arranz (2009) use four
proxies of the �nancial sector development, namely, the ratio of liquid liabilities of the �nancial
system to GDP (M2/GDP), the sum of demand, time, saving and foreign currency deposits to
GDP (DEP/GDP), claims on the private sector divided by GDP (LOAN/GDP), and �nally, credit
provided by the banking sector to GDP (CREDIT/GDP). Mundaca (2009) also uses the latter proxy
in her empirical regressions.
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for the social groups that include remittance receivers and can be related to physical

access, a¤ordability and eligibility (Beck, Demirgüç-Kunt and Martinez Peria, 2008)2.

The second transaction cost is the �Cost of External Finance�, henceforth CEXF,

which measures the marginal cost for the banking system of borrowing in global

�nancial markets. This cost is associated with the policy environment in the country,

notably in terms of capital mobility, the robustness of the country�s �nancial sector,

the regulatory environment and the perception of country risk.

In a stylized model of the loanable funds market, we analyze how both these

variables a¤ect the marginal e¤ect of remittances on investment, and establish three

intuitive propositions on the marginal impact of remittances. First, the marginal

impacts of remittances on (a) bank-deposits and (b) formal investment are positive.

Second, both marginal impacts increase when the CDEP declines3. Third, a decrease

in CEXF lowers the marginal impact on investment, and does not a¤ect the marginal

impact on bank deposits. Note that, since FSD lowers both transaction costs, it has

an ambiguous e¤ect on the marginal impact on investment.

We test these propositions using country-level data on remittances, investment,

banking sector deposit, and proxies for both CDEP and CEXF, on a sample of 100

developing countries. We perform empirical tests using both cross-section and panel-

data with country �xed e¤ects, over the period 1975-2004. Our cross-sectional results

support the main predictions of our theoretical model regarding the �remittances -

investment� and the �remittances - deposit� relations. First, we �nd signi�cant

evidence for a stimulating e¤ect of remittances on both investment and bank deposit,

for all levels of the two transaction costs considered. Second, the stimulating e¤ect of

remittances on investment (or, bank deposit) is signi�cantly smaller at lower levels

of CDEP. Third, the stimulating e¤ect of remittances on investment is signi�cantly

weakened by a lower level of CEXF. Our panel-data regressions con�rm these results,

2 In terms of physical access, customers may have to visit remote bank headquarters to open the
account, instead of local bank branch o¢ ces. They could also face a¤ordability problems as the
minimum balances and fees may be high. Finally, the requirements in terms of necessary documents
to open a bank account or necessity to have a job in the formal sector can be perceived as eligibility
barriers. Beck, Demirgüç-Kunt and Martinez Peria (2008) show that, in general, banks in more
�nancially developed economies impose low barriers, implying that a signi�cant share of the pop-
ulation in countries with less-developed �nancial systems is excluded from using banking services.
Moreover, according to Orozco (2007), the majority of remittances receivers are part of this group.
Our working assumption, therefore, is that remittances receivers pay a cost to deposit their savings,
and that this cost falls as the country�s level of FSD rises.

3This is consistent with Aggarwal, Demirgüç-Kunt and Martinez Peria (2006) regarding the con-
tribution of remittances in the supply of loanable funds trough deposits.
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with the sole exception of the impact of the CDEP on the �remittances - bank

deposit� relationship, for which we do not �nd a signi�cant e¤ect under most of

the speci�cations tested.

In sum, our model con�rms the results in Giuliano and Ruiz-Arranz (2009) that a

rise in remittances has a positive e¤ect on informal investment, which increases with

CDEP. However, as discussed above, the marginal impact on formal investment,

declines with the CDEP. Our model implies that a more nuanced analysis of the role

of FSD is required. Possible biases in Giuliano and Ruiz-Arranz (2009) may emerge

because the empirical FSD measures used are inappropriate proxies for the �Cost of

Bank Depositing�and due to a failure to control for �Cost of External Finance�.

A vast literature has assessed the impact of remittances on development, stress-

ing the speci�cities of this external �ow. Ratha (2003) argues that they are more

broad-base distributed (as they �ow directly to households), less volatile and more

counter-cyclical than other sources of external �nance. Amuedo-Dorantes and Pozo

(2006) stress the implications for real exchange rate appreciation, which discourages

exportations, and hinders output and employment. Chami, Fullenkamp, and Jahjah

(2005) highlight the potential for lower productivity and/or labor supply in recipi-

ent households, who want to encourage the migrant worker to send more �nancial

help. World Bank (2006) and Giuliano and Ruiz-Arranz (2009) argue that remit-

tances improve country�s creditworthiness and enhance its access to international

capital market. Empirically, although the majority of the empirical literature �nds

that remittances have a positive impact on recipient countries� GDP (e.g., Faini,

2007; Glytsos, 2005; Solimano, 2003; Toxopeus and Lensink, 2007), a few studies

(e.g. Chami et al, 2005 or Azam and Gubert, 2005) �nd a negative impact.

A related strand of the literature has argued that remittances may have an impact

on FSD, either through demand factors, such as the need for �nancial inclusion by

remittance receivers, or through supply factors, such as the increase in deposits and

credits or the creation of niche markets. Aggarwal, Demirgüç-Kunt and Martinez

Peria (2006) �nd that remittances promote �nancial development by increasing the

aggregate level of deposits and credits intermediated by the local banking system (see

also Orozco and Fedewa, 2006, and Gupta, Pattillo, and Wagh, 2007). Toxopeus and

Lensink (2007) �nd that remittances a¤ect growth in developing countries trough the
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improvement of �nancial inclusion.

2 Theory

2.1 The model

In this section, we model the loanable funds market, to highlight the e¤ects of remit-

tances on investment. The highly stylized model captures a simple story: an increase

in remittances leads to a rise in deposits in the banking sector, which facilitates

credit that �nances investment. Our goal is to address the role of �nancial sector

development as an enabler of this relationship.

Take a market for loanable funds with two potential types of agents, remittance

Receivers (denoted by the subscript R) and Non-receivers (denoted by the subscript

N). We assume there is a measure one of agents, of which a share q are receivers. For

simplicity, we suppose that consumption decisions are exogenous4. Each agent j has

savings of sj , with sj = sR for remittance receivers and sj = sN for non-receivers. We

will capture the e¤ect of a rise in remittances in the loanable funds market through an

increase in sR. Implicitly, we are assuming that the marginal propensity to consume

of receivers is constant.

The model unfolds in two stages. In stage one, agents have the option of de-

positing their savings on a bank or keeping them as cash. Later, in stage two,

each agent has the opportunity to invest in a project. Each project j allows for a

maximum investment of � >> sj and pays a per dollar return of �j5, where �j is

a random variable independent across agents/projects, uniformly distributed in the

support [0; ~�[, where ~� >> 1. The uncertainty about the return of the investment

projects is resolved at the beginning of stage two.

In stage two, to �nance their investment, if pro�table, agents can use their cash

(non-deposited savings) or request an interest-bearing loan from a bank. Banks

�nance their lending through the deposits of domestic agents or by borrowing inter-

nationally. The sector is competitive and the interest rate, r, is the same for deposits

and for loans.
4This assumption is without loss of generality, as long as the marginal propensity to consume is

below 100%, on the signs of the expected relations implied by the model.
5Financial return variables are expressed in gross terms. Namely, 1 dollar with a �j return yields

�j at the end of the period.
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Non-receivers have no additional transaction costs on depositing or borrowing.

For them, the optimal strategy in this setting is straightforward. In stage one, each

agent deposits her savings, sN , to obtain the interest rate r and any non-�nancial

returns. In stage two, if the return to her project compensates borrowing costs, i.e.

if �j > r, the agent will borrow � to �nance her investment.

2.2 Remittance Receivers and the Banking Sector

We now focus on the relationship between remittance receivers and the banking

sector. The main assumption here is that remittance receivers have more di¢ culties

in accessing the banking sector, both for deposits and credit. This hypothesis is well-

established in the literature, which shows that the majority of remittances receivers

are out of the �nancial system due to economic and physical barriers (see for instance

Beck, Demirgüç-Kunt, Martinez Peria, 2008; Orozco, 2007).

In our model, each receiver j must pay per dollar access costs of � >> 0 to obtain

a loan and of � j to make a deposit. � j , the Cost of Bank Depositing (CDEP), is

a uniformly distributed random variable in the support [0; 2� [, with � >> 0. As

a result, the actions of receivers vis-à-vis the banks is less straightforward than for

non-receivers.

In stage one, each receiver must decide the amount c to keep as cash, with the

remaining sR � c to be deposited in the banking system. We assume that the total

per dollar bene�ts are given by d >> r, which includes �nancial returns and the non-

�nancial bene�ts. CGAP (1998) and Deshpande and Glisovic-Mezieres (2007) stress

the role of increased security that deposits provide to the poor, who look for a safe

place to keep their savings. Robinson (1994, 2001) and Wright (2003) highlight the

liquidity bene�ts of bank deposits, compared to traditional forms of savings (such

as, jewels, land, or livestock). In fact, several researchers (e.g. Deshpande and

Glisovic-Mezieres, 2007; Wright; 2003) argue that these non-�nancial bene�ts dwarf

the �nancial return in the informal sector, which is rarely positive, and often negative,

such as when the poor pay a deposit collector who visits daily to collect savings.

Motivated by these results, and for the sake of simplicity, we assume away the role

of the interest rate (�nancial returns) as a component of the bene�ts from deposits,
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taking d to be a constant (i.e. @d=@r = 0)6. In this case, the payo¤ U of receiver j,

at the end of stage two, is

Uj(c) =

return of depositsz }| {
(sR � c) (d� � j) +

expected return of investment projectsz }| {
c

~�

Z 1

0
d� +

c

~�

Z ~�

1
�d� +

�� c
~�

Z ~�

r+�
(� � r � �)d�

where, we can assume, without loss of generality that ~� > r > 1. There are two

key components. The �rst component is the payo¤ from depositing savings in the

banking sector, associated with the bene�ts obtained (d) net of the access costs (� j).

The second component is the expected return from the investment project. There

are three scenarios: if the return is less than one, the agent will not undertake the

project and keep the cash; if the return is larger than one but lower than r + �, the

agent will invest only her cash; if the return is higher than r+�, the agent will invest

her cash and borrow to make the maximum investment.

Taking the �rst derivative, and assuming that the cost to borrow, �, is higher or

equal to ~� � r, we obtain7

@Uj=@c = � j � d+� (1)

where � � ~�2 + 1

2~�

Since @Uj=@c does not depend on c, agents will either keep all her savings in cash, if

@Uj=@c > 0, or deposit all their savings, if @Uj=@c < 0. A key element of the decision

of each receiver is the deposit access cost, � j . From (1), receivers with � j < d+� will

choose to deposit, with the remainder opting to keep their savings as cash. Note that

d�� is the net marginal cost of keeping cash, with � capturing the option value of

keeping cash to �nance potential pro�table (~� > 1) investment projects. Since � j is

distributed uniformly between 0 and 2� , a proportion (d��) =2� of receivers deposit

their savings.

6Note that, although the interest bene�ts may be included in d, we have simpli�ed the model by
assuming away the e¤ects of changes in r on the decision of receivers to deposit. In line with the
argument of security bene�ts for the deposited cash amounts, we assume that total bene�ts from
bank depositing, d, are proportional to the deposited amount.

7For simplicity, we focus on the case where the cost of access to borrowing is prohibitive (� � ~��r),
such that receivers do not have access to borrowing. Otherwise, if access to borrowing by receivers
is not prohibitive (i.e. � < ~� � r), an increase in � raises the marginal payo¤ of keeping cash,
since it increases the option value of undertaking some productive investments, which would become
unpro�table if the agent had to borrow. In this case: @Uj=@c = � j � d+ �+ r + 1�(r+�)2

2~�
. Working

with the alternative case would only change the intensity, not the directions, of the key e¤ects.
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2.3 Equilibrium in the loanable funds market

In stage 2, the loanable funds market, where banks lend funds to investors, clear.

Loanable funds include the deposits and the funds obtained in global �nancial mar-

kets. From the previous analysis, total deposits include the savings of non-receivers,

as well as those of receivers with a su¢ ciently low deposit access cost, which can be

expressed as

D = (1� q)sN + qsR (d��) =2� (2)

For international borrowing, we assume that the per dollar cost of funds is:

r� + �+B 

where r� is the risk-free international interest rate, B denotes agreggate external bor-

rowing, � > 0 is the country risk premium and  > 0 is the marginal cost of external

�nance, CEXF. � and  are related to the marginal access cost of domestic banks

to global capital markets, and are determined by the robustness of the country�s

�nancial system, and the policy environment.

In this context, perfect competition among domestic banks who fail to internalize

the impact of their external borrowing on country risk implies that, for any given

domestic interest rate, r, the equilibrium amount of external borrowing is

B =
r � r�=�

 
(3)

Note, from (3), that 1= is the elasticity of external borrowing to the domestic interest

rate.

We can obtain the demand for loanable funds to �nance formal investment by

non-receivers with projects with a return higher than the interest rate, i.e.

F � (1� q) (1� r=~�) � (4)

where F is positive if and only if r < ~�. Note that there is also informal (home)

investment by remittance receivers who kept their savings as cash, and thus �nd it

worthwhile to �nance any investment with a positive return. The total amount of

such informal investment is given by

H = qsR(1� (d��) =2�)
�
1� ~��1

�
(5)
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Here, H does not depend on r because we have assumed that, for remittance receivers,

borrowing is prohibitive and r has only a negligible e¤ect on the savings decision.

Finally, equilibrium condition in the market for loanable funds is: D + B = F ,

which implies that external borrowing and deposits are substitutes in �nancing formal

investment. Given (2), (3) and (4), the equilibrium interest rate yields

r =
(r� + �)= + (1� q)(�� sN )� sRq (d��) =2�

1= + �(1� q)=~� (6)

where, since F is positive, r < ~�. Three aspects are worth noting. First, an increase

in savings, either for receivers (sr) or non-receivers (sN ) leads to a decline in the

interest rate, as some of those savings become bank deposits and thus increase the

availability of loanable funds. More important, the impact of increased savings (or,

remittances) on the interest rate is stronger (i.e., more negative) when the CEXF

( ) is higher, because the ability to substitute external �nance for domestic savings

declines. Finally, a rise in the foreign interest rate (r�) or in the country risk premium

(�) lead to a higher domestic rate.

2.4 Deposits and remittances

Now, we can look at the impact of remittances by looking at the e¤ect of an increase

in sR in deposits (D). Implicitly, we are assuming that a given proportion of any

increase in remittances will be saved by receivers, who will decide whether to deposit

or keep as cash. From (2) and (6),we can easily obtain

dD

dsR
=
q (d��)
2�

> 0 (7)

Moreover, the expression shows also that d (dD=dsR) =d� < 0, which means that

the marginal increase in deposits is higher when CDEP falls, since in this case a

higher proportion of receivers are depositers.

2.5 Investment and remittances

We can also look at the e¤ect of remittances on formal investment, F . From (4), we

obtain
dF

dsR
= �(1� q)�

~�

dr

dsR
= q

d��
2�

�
~�

(1� q) � + 1
��1

(8)

which implies three important results. First, dF=dsR > 0, as the increase in remit-

tances raises deposits and the availability of loanable funds, which lowers the interest
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rate and spurs an increase in formal investment. Note that, as long as external bor-

rowing is possible (i.e.,  6= 1), the e¤ect on investment is weaker than the rise in

deposits, because the decline in the domestic interest rate lowers external borrowing

by the banking sector, which lowers the volume of loanable funds.

Second, the marginal e¤ect of remittances on investment is decreasing in CDEP,

d (dF=dsR) =d� < 0. A lower CDEP implies that a larger proportion of receivers

deposit their increased savings, which implies a stronger rise in deposits and a deeper

decline in the interest rate.

Finally, third, this marginal e¤ect of remittances on formal investment is in-

creasing in CEXF, d (dF=dsR) =d > 0. As discussed above, a rise in  lowers the

elasticity of external borrowing to changes in the domestic interest rate. As the

rise in remittances lowers the interest rate and expands investment, the con�icting,

investment-reducing e¤ect of declining external borrowing is weaker when  is high.

As mentioned before, several authors have stressed the role of rising remittances

for informal investment, de�ned here as H. As shown in (5), to the extent that it

increases the savings of remittances receivers, a rise in remittances increases informal

investment - dH=dsR > 0. This e¤ect is stronger when deposit access costs are higher

- d (dH=dsR) =d� > 0 - because then, the proportion of receivers opting to keep cash

is larger (Giuliano and Ruiz-Arranz, 2009).

Note, from that the previous discussion, that while the e¤ect of an increase in

CDEP raises the marginal e¤ect of remittances on formal investment, it lowers the

marginal e¤ect on informal investment. The reason for these con�icting e¤ects is

straighforward, with a higher CDEP, less savings enter the banking system to �nance

formal investment, and more stay as cash to �nance informal investment. To address

this ambiguity, we can obtain the marginal e¤ect on total investment (formal and

informal): I = F +H, as follows:

dI

dsR
=

dB

dr

dr

dsR
+ q

d��
2�

+ q

�
1� d��

2�

�
(1� ~��1) (9)

= �q d��
2�

�
1 +

�(1� q)
 ~�

��1
+ q

d��
2�| {z }

Formal Investment

+ q

�
1� d��

2�

�
(1� ~��1)| {z }

Informal Investment

which, in addition to con�rming that the marginal e¤ect of remittances on investment

is positive and increasing in CEXF( ), clari�es the ambiguity of the impact of an
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increase in CDEP. As can be easily seen, (9) implies that

d (dI=dsR)

d�
< 0,  >

�(1� q)
(1� ~�)

which can be interpreted as follows. When  is small, it is easy to access external

borrowing to make up for any shortfall in deposits. Hence, as the rise in CDEP

increases the share of remittances allocated to cash, it helps spur informal investment,

whereas the easy access to external borrowing helps make up the e¤ect of the shortfall

in deposits on formal investment. This is the case where d (dI=dsR) =d� > 0.

In contrast, when  is high, the decline in deposits cannot be compensated by an

increase in external borrowing. Then, the volume of funds for (formal and informal)

investment is not a¤ected by the choice of receivers between depositing versus cash.

Here, a second e¤ect becomes dominant: when savings are allocated to deposits they

always �nd a pro�table project to �nance, provided � is large, while if they remain

as cash, only Receivers with projects where �j > 1 invest their savings. Hence, any

shift from deposits to cash, due, for example, to an increase in CDEP, implies that

fewer projects are being �nanced, which implies d (dI=dsR) =d� < 0.

3 Empirical methodology

3.1 Speci�cation

The model of the previous sections has helped us gain important insights into the

impact of remittances on deposits and investment, and the role of elements of �nancial

sector development, such as the deposit access cost and the cost of external borrowing.

Our �rst order results are straightforward, as the marginal e¤ect of remittances on

deposits and on investment (formal, as well as informal) are positive. However, the

impact of our �nancial sector development variables on these marginal e¤ect are much

more complex. We summarize the main insights of the model, by showing the expected

coe¢ cient signs and relations in the empirical speci�cations for the investment and

deposit equations.

Based on the model, the investment equation takes the following form:
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INVi;t = �1REMi;t + �2REMi;t � CDEPi;t + �3CDEPi;t

+�4REMi;t � CEXFi;t + �5CEXFi;t

+�6REMi;t � CDEPi;t � CEXFi;t

+�7CDEPi;t � CEXFi;t +X 0
i;t�x + "i;t (10)

where INV denotes total investment, REM remittances (both scaled to country

GDP), CDEP and CEXF are de�ned in the model, X is a vector of controls including

a constant, i and t are country- and time-indices, and � is the regression residual. In

such a regression speci�cation, the model implies that

dINV

dREM
= �1 + �2CDEPi;t + �4CEXFi;t

+�6CDEPi;t � CEXFi;t > 0 8i; t (11)

d(dINV=dREM)

dCDEP
= �2 + �6CEXFi;t

< 0 when CEXF is small

> 0 when CEXF is large (12)

d(dINV=dREM)

dCEXF
= �4 + �6CDEPi;t < 0 8i; t (13)

Relation (12) implies that

�6 > 0 (14)

Note that the signs are similar for an empirical speci�cation that includes only

formal investment, except that �6 and �7 = 0.

The deposit equation is as follows:

�DEPi;t = �1REMi;t + �2REMi;t � CDEPi;t + �3CDEPi;t + Z 0i;t�x + �i;t (15)

where�DEPi;t is the increase in deposits between period t�1 and t, and Z is a vector

of additional controls, including a constant, time dummies, as well as measures for

country�s level of development, business cycle, and the money creation by the central

bank between period t� 1 and t. In this speci�cation, our model predicts that

12



d�DEP

dREM
= �1 + �2CDEPi;t > 0 8i; t (16)

d(d�DEP=dREM)

dCDEP
= �2 < 0 (17)

3.2 Data

3.2.1 Remittances and dependent variables

Remittances are computed by statistical agencies, such as the IMF, the UN, or the

World Bank, as the sum of three items in the Balance of Payments, i.e., (1) compensa-

tion of non-resident employees, (2), workers�remittances, and (3) migrant transfers.

The two �rst items belong to the current account (through, respectively, income and

current transfers), and the last item to the capital account (through capital trans-

fers). All other things being equal, 1 dollar worker�s remittance will be re�ected in

the host country GDP and the home country GNP. Aggarwal, Demirgüç-Kunt, and

Martinez Peria (2006), and Al�eri, Havinga and Hvidsten (2005) discuss in depth the

de�nition of remittances.

We use the World Bank newly-constructed database on remittance in�ows world-

wide, covering 157 countries (122 developing countries), year by year, over the period

1970-2006. This database presents two key concerns. First, although much e¤ort

has been done by statistical agencies recently, national statistical sources are still of

varying quality, and there can be di¤erences on the way �ows are recorded in na-

tional balance of payments8. Second, informal (i.e., unrecorded) remittance �ows are

important and may vary along both country and time dimensions.

We address these potentially important sources of measurement errors in our

panel-data analysis. First, we include time dummies in order to capture a potential

shift from informal to formal remittance channels, as well as other shocks. Sec-

ond, we control for unobservable heterogeneity amoung countries, through country

�xed e¤ects, in order to account for varying relative importance of informal vs. for-

mal channels across countries. The country e¤ects also account for potential omitted

variables.
8On top of a di¢ cult data collection, there exists a high variety in the measurement methods,

bank reporting systems and estimation models used the national statistical agencies.

13



Regarding our dependent variables, we measure investment using �gross �xed

capital formation� from the National Accounts Main Aggregates Database (United

Nations, 2007), and deposits using the variable �deposits from deposit-money banks�

provided in the Financial Structure Database (Beck, Demirgüç-Kunt and Levine,

2000, Beck and Demirgüç-Kunt, 2009).

We scale remittances, investment and deposits by the receiving country�s GDP. To

avoid biases due to the mutiplier e¤ects of remittances on GDP, we scale remittances

by a modi�ed GDP measure, which takes out short-term �uctuations in GDP9.

3.2.2 Financial Sector Development

The Financial Structure Database, �rst published by of Beck, Demirgüç-Kunt and

Levine (2000) and updated by Beck and Demirgüç-Kunt (2009), provides a widely-

used panel dataset of �nancial sector development indicators, measured yearly over

the period 1960-2005 for more than 180 countries. To capture CDEP, we use a

measure of the size of the banking sector, �total assets of deposit-money banks,�

scaled by modi�ed GDP10.

With regard to CEXF, Chinn and Ito (2008) de�ne the �Chinn-Ito index of capi-

tal openness�. They provide yearly data covering 181 countries over 1970-2005. The

index is a score measuring a country�s degree of capital account openness. It is based

on a combination of dummy variables measuring restrictions on cross-border �nan-

cial transactions, namely the presence of multiple exchange rates, of restrictions on

current or capital accounts transactions, and the requirement to surrender export

proceeds.

Both our empirical proxies, higher values indicate higher levels of �nancial sector

development, i.e., respectively, a lower cost of depositing and a higher international

�nancial openness. Below, we therefore denote our empirical proxies by, respectively,

9We obtain the yearly modi�ed GDP by (1) computing the linear trend in the logarithm of real
GDP (expressed in constant USD) over the period 1970-2006, and (2) transforming the modi�ed
real GDP into a modi�ed current GDP, using constant vs. current USD conversion factors. This
methodology implies that the yearly real growth rate of modi�ed GDP is invariant through time, i.e.
independent of business cycle �uctuations. GDP data are from United Nations (2007).
10Beck, Demirgüç-Kunt and Martinez Peria (2007, 2008) develop new indicators of banking sec-

tor outreach, such as the number of ATMs or branches per inhabitant, and measures of barriers
to banking services around the world, such as minimum account and loan balances, account fees
(a¤ordability barriers) and documentation requirements (eligibility barriers). However, the coverage
of developing countries remains small. For the countries for which data is available, these variables
are highly correlated with our size indicator.

14



-CDEP and -CEXF.

3.2.3 Additional controls

We include as additional controls, (1) a proxy for the business cycle, computed as the

ratio of country GDP over modi�ed GDP (higher values indicate a positive business

cycle relative to GDP trend), (2) a measure of the country level of development, GDP

per capita in purchasing power parity (PPP), and (3) an interactive term between

normalized remittances and GDP per capital PPP. The latter variable is intended to

capture the e¤ect of overall country development in mediating the local impact of

remittances (beyond the e¤ect of the two FSD transaction costs of interest). Data

in constant USD are drawn from the National Accounts Main Aggregates Data-

base (United Nations, 2007), while data in PPP comes from the World Development

Indicators database (World Bank, 2008). In the deposit equation, we include an

additional control for money creation by the central bank, measured by the change

in Reserve Money11over modi�ed GDP. Data are drawn from the the International

Financial Statistics database (International Monetary Fund, 2008) in local currency,

and transformed in USD using IMF-provided exchange rates.

In summary, combining all data requirements and availabilities12, we end up with

a �nal maximum sample for panel-data (cross-section) analysis of of 100 (96) develop-

ing countries over the period 1975-2004. This compares to the total of 144 countries

classi�ed as �developing�, using the World Bank 2004 GNI threshold (10,066 USD,

international PPP, per capita), implying a coverage of 69 and 67% of the developing

countries, respectively, in our panel and cross-section empricial analyses. We con-

sistently work with 3-yearly averaged data13, over the period 1975 through 2004, in

order to capture only medium- and long-term e¤ects.

11Reserve money is de�ned and computed by the IMF Statistics Department as currency in circu-
lation, deposits of the deposit money banks, and deposits of other residents, apart from the central
government, with the monetary authorities.
12And after eliminating outliers, such as countries with less than 200,000 inhabitants; and Lesotho,

of which the ratio of remittances over modi�ed GDP reached a stunning 90% in the 1970�s.
13The sole exception is the Chinn-Ito index of �nancial openness, for which we use the minimum in

each 3-year period, in an attempt to take into account the slow-moving feature of �nancial openness
regulations.
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4 Empirical Results

4.1 Cross-section results

In this section, we test empirically the predictions of the theoretical model in a cross-

country empirical setting. We use the data of the last 3-year period of our panel

(i.e., we take average data of our indicators over 2002-2004). We �rst discuss the

investment equation, and then the deposit equation.

In order to assess the validity of the model, we test di¤erent empirical speci�-

cations of the investment equation. Table 1 presents the estimated coe¢ cients and

heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors. Recall that our two empirical transaction

cost measures, -CDEP and -CEXF increase with �nancial development and proxy,

respectively for, the easiness of depositing money in the local banking system, and

the degree of �nancial openness.

Table 1: Cross-section empirical results - Investment equation

Dependent variable: Investment over GDP
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Bus cycle .245�� .225�� .240�� .213��
(.098) (.090) (.100) (.101)

GDP/cap .005� .003 .005 .007
(.003) (.002) (.003) (.005)

Rem .293� -.144 .026 -0.252
(.173) (.256) (.262) (.265)

Rem*GDP/cap .063 .072 -0.019
(.079) (.079) (.088)

-CDEP .006 -.026 -.063
(.036) (.046) (.053)

Rem*-CDEP .477 2.086���
(.690) (.806)

-CEXF -.010 -.014 -0.016
(.009) (.014) (.027)

Rem*-CEXF .068 .279
(.118) (.209)

-CDEP*-CEXF .007
(.041)

Rem*-CDEP*-CEXF -.711�
(.393)

cons -.067 -.025 -.057 -0.022
(.101) (.086) (.106) (.107)

Nb of countries 96 96 96 96
Joint signi�cance (p-value) - 0.894 0.726 0.045�

R2 .102 .095 .115 .14
Adjusted R2 .052 .034 .056 .039

Joint signi�cance refers to �nancial sector transaction costs, remittances, and their interaction(s).
Robust standard errors in parentheses
* signi�cant at 10%; ** signi�cant at 5%; ***signi�cant at 1%
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In equation (1), we assume that FSD transaction costs do not a¤ect the impact of

remittances on domestic investment, i.e., we do not include interaction terms between

remittances and FSD measures (we do, however, control for a potential direct e¤ect of

our two FSD transaction costs measures on investment). Next, we include interaction

terms between remittances and FSD, i.e., we allow FSD to mediate the local impact

of remittances. However, in equation (2) and (3), we only control for a single aspect

of FSD transaction cost per equation, respectively, Cost of Bank Depositing, and

Cost of External Finance. Finally, equation (4) is the speci�cation derived from our

model. A triple interaction term is included, in accordance with the model, which

shows that barriers to bank depositing have a di¤erent impact depending on the level

of �nancial openness.

As expected, the business cycle control enters all speci�cations signi�cantly and

positively. In equation (1), when �nancial sector transaction costs are included as

simple controls but not interacted with remittances, none of the FSD coe¢ cients

is signi�cant. This suggests that �nancial sector transaction costs as such do not

in�uence the level of local investment, at least not through a direct channel. In this

speci�cation, we observe, as expected, that remittances have a positive and signi�cant

impact on the level of investment: A 1% increase in remittances over GDP implies a

0.3% increase in the ratio of investment over GDP. When FSD, measured by a single

factor, is interacted with remittances, be it Cost of Bank Depositing (equation (2))

or Cost of External Finance (equation (3)), we do not �nd any signi�cant impact

of FSD. Additionally, the coe¢ cients of FSD, remittances, and their interaction, are

not jointly signi�cant.

The role of FSD in mediating the impact of remittances on investment only ap-

pears in our sample when the two aspects of FSD are included in the empirical setting.

We henceforth focus on equation (4).

The expected FSD e¤ects cannot be readily checked from the table and have to

be analyzed jointly and conditionally on FSD transaction cost values. Consistently

with relation 11, we compute the �rst derivative of our empirical investment equation

with respect to remittances to analyze the marginal e¤ect of remittances on invest-

ment. Table 2 displays the empirical e¤ect of remittances on investment for di¤erent

percentile values of Cost of Bank Depositing and Cost of External Finance. It shows,
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in harmony with our model, that the e¤ect of remittances on domestic investment,

whenever signi�cant, is positive. In a country with median FSD features, a rise in the

ratio remittances/GDP of 1% implies an increase of 0.25% in the investment/GDP ra-

tio. This is only slightly lower than the empirical results of Giuliano and Ruiz-Arranz

(2009), who obtain, depending on the proxy they use for measuring the development

of the local �nancial system, an average increase of 0.3 to 0.5% in investment/GDP

following a rise in remittances/GDP of 1%14. However, in contrast with the same

authors, who conclude that remittances can have a detrimental e¤ect on investment

at very high levels of FSD, we do never observe a signi�cant detrimental e¤ect of re-

mittances on investment: For any level of our two FSD indicators, remittances either

stimulate investment, or have no signi�cant e¤ect.

Table 2: Cross-section results: Conditional marginal e¤ect of Remittances on
Investment

-CDEP
min (0.03) p05 (0.06) p25 (0.16) p50 (0.27) p75 (0.42) p95 (0.82) max (1.03)
-0.29 -0.19 0.00 0.25 0.57�� 1.39��� 1.83���
(0.28) (0.26) (0.22) (0.19) (0.23) (0.48) (0.64)

-CEXF
min (-1.77) p05 (-1.11) p25 (-1.11) p50 (-0.06) p75 (1.44) p95 (2.60) max (2.60)

0.11 0.17 0.17 0.25 0.36 0.46 0.46
(0.34) (0.27) (0.27) (0.19) (0.22) (0.35) (0.35)

Robust standard errors in parentheses
* signi�cant at 10%; ** signi�cant at 5%; ***signi�cant at 1%
Note: The table includes the marginal e¤ects of remittances on investment, conditional on the
FSD transaction cost measures. Each line assumes a median value on the other FSD measure.
We calculated the marginal e¤ects for various percentile values in the estimation sample, using the
following relation:

dINV

dREM
= �Rem + �Rem��CDEP � CDEP + �Rem��CEXF � CEXF

+�Rem��CDEP��CEXF � CDEP � �CEXF

Beyond this median e¤ect, we are interested in the way the above relationship

changes with di¤erent levels of FSD. First, we state from table 2 that the marginal

e¤ect of remittances on investment increases when bank depositing is easier (the e¤ect

14Our coe¢ cient, though, is not signi�cant at the median level of Cost of Bank Depositing. Nev-
ertheless, it becomes signi�cant from values of -CDEP above the 55th percentile in our sample. At
this value, the impact of a 1% rise in remittances/GDP entails a signi�cant increase of 0.38% in
investment/GDP. The same impact reaches 0.57% when -CDEP is at its 75th percentile value (i.e.,
when barriers to bank depositing are lower).
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changes from non-signi�cant when cost of bank depositing is high, to signi�cant and

positive when cost of depositing is low). We cannot conclude from this table on a clear

direction for the e¤ect of �nancial openness, as none of the coe¢ cients is signi�cant

conditionally on a median value of Cost of Bank Depositing. To examine the second-

order e¤ects more deeply, we compute further derivatives of the obtained relationship

with respect to our FSD transaction cost measures. Tables 3 and 4 show the overall

e¤ect of, respectively, Cost of Bank Depositing, and Cost of External Finance on the

marginal impact of remittances on investment (in line with theoretical relations 12

and 13).

Table 3 indicates that a lower Cost of Depositing (i.e., a higher -CDEP) leads

to a higher stimulating e¤ect of remittances in the domestic economy. Our results

are signi�cant on over 75% of the values of Cost of External Finance. This empirical

observation corresponds to the case where the openness to external �nance is too

low to cancel out the positive e¤ect of increased in�ow of remittances in the formal

banking system following a drop in the Cost of Bank Depositing. Hence, the higher

the FSD, the lower the barriers to bank depositing, and, all other things being equal,

the higher the e¤ect of remittances on investment. We also note, from the regression

results table, that the coe¢ cient of the triple interaction term (between remittances

and our two transaction cost measures), has the expected negative and signi�cant sign

(from relation 14). This con�rms that the stimulating role of lower bank depositing

barriers is reduced by a too high �nancial openness.

Table 3: Cross-section results: Conditional marginal e¤ect of -CDEP on the
remittances - investment relationship

-CEXF
min (-1.77) p05 (-1.11) p25 (-1.11) p50 (-0.06) p75 (1.44) p95 (2.60) max (2.60)
3.34�� 2.87�� 2.87�� 2.13�� 1.15�� 0.23 0.23
(1.41) (1.17) (1.17) (0.82) (0.53) (0.66) (0.66)

Robust standard errors in parentheses
* signi�cant at 10%; ** signi�cant at 5%; ***signi�cant at 1%
Note: The table includes the marginal e¤ects of remittances on investment, conditional on the
FSD transaction cost measures. We calculated the marginal e¤ects for various percentile values in
the estimation sample, using the following relation:

d(dINV=dREM)

d� CDEP = �Rem��CDEP + �Rem��CDEP��CEXF � CEXF
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In turn, table 4 analyzes the e¤ect of the Cost of External Finance on the

remittances-investment relation (relation 13). Although the e¤ect is less clear-cut,

when signi�cant, the Cost of External Finance e¤ect is negative, as expected from

the model. As we see below in our panel regressions, the Chinn-Ito indicator of �nan-

cial openness seems better at measuring the change in regulatory �nancial openness

within a country, than discriminating between countries15.

Table 4: Cross-section results: Conditional marginal e¤ect of -CEXF on the
remittances - investment relationship

-CDEP
min (0.03) p05 (0.06) p25 (0.16) p50 (0.27) p75 (0.42) p95 (0.82) max (1.03)
0.26 0.23 0.16 0.08 -0.03 -0.30 -0.45�
(0.20) (0.19) (0.16) (0.13) (0.12) (0.19) (0.26)

Robust standard errors in parentheses
* signi�cant at 10%; ** signi�cant at 5%; ***signi�cant at 1%
Note: The table includes the marginal e¤ects of remittances on investment, conditional on the
FSD transaction cost measures. We calculated the marginal e¤ects for various percentile values in
the estimation sample, using the following relation:

d(dINV=dREM)

d� CEXF = �Rem��CEXF � CEXF + �Rem��CDEP��CEXF � CDEP

Results on the investment equation are presented visually in �gure 1, which dis-

plays the marginal impact of remittances on investment at various levels of Cost of

Depositing (given a �xed median Cost of External Finance). It shows that the mar-

ginal e¤ect increases by a factor 2.3, from 0.25 to 0.57% between the second and third

quartiles of -CDEP values.

We now discuss the deposit equation. Table 5 presents regression results under

two di¤erent equation speci�cations. In each case, the control for money creation

enters the relation signi�cantly and positively. When we fail to interact remittances

with FSD (equation (1)), we observe a positive e¤ect of remittances on deposits,

but no direct e¤ect of FSD. However, Equation (2), which interacts remittances and

FSD, uncovers the expected relations. Table 10 (see appendix) con�rms relation 16,

i.e., that remittances have mainly a positive e¤ect on country deposits. Indeed,

15This statement is robust to eliminating Malaysia, the country with the highest value of -CDEP
in our sample.
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whenever signi�cant, the marginal impact of remittances is positive. Additionally,

as expected from relation 17, this impact is higher when Cost of Bank Depositing

is lower, as indicated by the signi�cant positive coe¢ cient of the interation term

between remittances and Cost of Bank Depositing in the regression results table.

Table 5: Cross-section empirical results - Deposit equation
� Deposit over GDP
(1) (2)

Bus cycle .069 .063
(.054) (.052)

GDP/cap .002 .002
(.002) (.002)

� Money .496��� .543���
(.181) (.182)

Rem .214��� -.004
(.075) (.117)

Rem*GDP/cap -.022
(.044)

-CDEP .028 -.013
(.028) (.032)

Rem*-CDEP .903���
(.246)

cons -.073 -.059
(.055) (.052)

Nb of countries 96 96
Joint signi�cance (p-value) - 0.000���

R2 .177 .219
Adjusted R2 .131 .157

Joint signi�cance refers to transaction costs, remittances, and their
interaction.
Robust standard errors in parentheses
* signi�cant at 10%; ** signi�cant at 5%; ***signi�cant at 1%

Figure 2 depicts the cross-section empirical relation in the deposit equation.

In the next section, we turn to panel-data regressions to assess the robustness of

our empirical results.

4.2 Panel-data results

The panel-data allows to exploit the available data history, which runs over the period

1975 to 2004. We keep using three-year average data points in order to capture long-

term e¤ects. This implies a maximum of 10 observations per country.

We estimate equations similar to our cross-section speci�cations with remittances-

FSD interaction terms. Additionally, we take advantage of the larger sample size to

test the presence of quadratic e¤ects. The likely correlation of the error terms with

the regressors does not allow the use of random-e¤ects (this is con�rmed by Hausman
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tests), hence we rescourse to the �xed e¤ects estimatimators (�Least Squares Dummy

Variable�, i.e., �within�estimators), which do not su¤er from biased or inconsistent

parameter estimates. In total, our regressions use a dataset of 100 countries with 6.2

observations on average per country, i.e., 617 observations in total.

Table 6 reports panel-data regression results for the investment and deposit equa-

tion, under various speci�cations (with and without quadratic e¤ects).

Table 6: Panel empirical results - Investment and deposit equations

Dependent variable =
Investment over GDP � Deposit over GDP

(1) (2) (3) (1) (2) (3)
Bus cycle .376��� .373��� .381��� .135��� .141��� .130���

(.035) (.033) (.037) (.029) (.029) (.029)

GDP/cap .005 .004 .005 -.001 .0003 -.0002
(.004) (.004) (.004) (.005) (.005) (.005)

� Money .129� .132� .127�
(.075) (.076) (.075)

Rem .230 .220 -.137 .064 .055 .045
(.191) (.173) (.228) (.161) (.172) (.224)

Rem*GDP/cap -.001 .016 -.014 .089 .089 .083
(.052) (.052) (.051) (.070) (.065) (.071)

-CDEP -.024 -.112 .057� .117�
(.044) (.085) (.033) (.065)

Rem*-CDEP -.055 2.311�� -.068 .072
(.458) (1.054) (.545) (1.410)

-CDEP2 -.006 0.093 .031 -.063
(.036) (.063) (.029) (.057)

Rem*-CDEP2 -.388 -2.683�� -.049 -.137
(.478) (1.079) (.572) (1.514)

-CEXF -.005 -.002 -.003
(.006) (.004) (.005)

Rem*-CEXF .074 .014 .069
(.073) (.053) (.068)

-CDEP*-CEXF .022 .019
(.015) (.015)

Rem*-CDEP*-CEXF -.338�� -.287�
(.155) (.149)

-CDEP2*-CEXF .029�
(.017)

Rem*-CDEP2*-CEXF -.343��
(.168)

cons -.180��� -.179��� -.169��� -.115��� -.115��� -.123���
(.030) (.033) (.032) (.025) (.026) (.026)

Nb of observations 615 615 615 615 615 615
Nb of countries 100 100 100 100 100 100
Joint signi�cance (p-value) 0.002��� 0.010��� 0.004��� 0.311 0.694 0.408
R2 .386 .387 .392 .228 .223 .230
e(r2-a) .367 .367 .370 .208 .203 .207

Joint signi�cance refers to �nancial sector transaction costs, remittances, and their interac-
tion(s).
Robust standard errors in parentheses
* signi�cant at 10%; ** signi�cant at 5%; *** signi�cant at 1%
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Let us �rst analyze the investment equation.

From all speci�cations tested, no signi�cant e¤ect of Cost of Bank Depositing

appears, unless we include a quadratic term, which makes the overall e¤ect of Cost

of Bank Depositing signi�cant. That is, the e¤ect of Cost of Bank Depositing is

important, but non-linear16. Hence, we focus on investment equation (3) in our

analysis below. In accordance with our expectations, remittances always stimulate

domestic investment. Table 7 con�rms that the e¤ect is positive and signi�cant over

a wide range of both transaction cost values. At median FSD level, a 1% increase in

remittances/GDP entails a signi�cant 0.24% increase in domestic investment/GDP,

a �gure very close with our cross-section results.

Table 7: Panel-data results: Conditional marginal e¤ect of Remittances on
Investment

-CDEP
min (0.00) p05 (0.06) p25 (0.15) p50 (0.25) p75 (0.37) p95 (0.66) max (1.24)
-0.25 -0.10 0.09 0.24�� 0.35��� 0.30 -1.13
(0.26) (0.21) (0.15) (0.12) (0.12) (0.20) (0.79)

-CEXF
min (-1.77) p05 (-1.77) p25 (-1.10) p50 (-1.10) p75 (-0.06) p95 (2.60) max (2.60)
0.24� 0.24� 0.24�� 0.24�� 0.24�� 0.23� 0.23�
(0.14) (0.14) (0.12) (0.12) (0.09) (0.12) (0.12)

Robust standard errors in parentheses
* signi�cant at 10%; ** signi�cant at 5%; ***signi�cant at 1%
Note: The table includes the marginal e¤ects of remittances on investment, conditional on the
FSD transaction cost measures. We calculated the marginal e¤ects for various percentile values in
the estimation sample, using the following relation:

dINV

dREM
= �Rem + �Rem��CDEP � CDEP + �Rem��CDEP2 � CDEP

2

+�Rem��CEXF � CEXF + �Rem��CDEP��CEXF � CDEP � �CEXF

As in the cross-sectional case, beyond the average remittance e¤ect, the levels

of FSD strongly in�uence the relationship, in the sense predicted by our model.

Table 11 (see appendix) computes the net e¤ect of Cost of Bank Depositing on the

remittances - investment relationship at various levels of FSD. Over most of the

range of FSD values, the e¤ect is positive and signi�cant, which corresponds to the

cross-section result, and the model prediction when �nancial openness is low enough.

However, the derivative picks up the quadratic e¤ect of Cost of Bank Depositing.
16Note that this decreasing marginal e¤ect is also consistent with our model, if we derive relation

9 with respect to � .
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The marginal impact of -CDEP is decreasing and turns to a negative impact at very

high values of transaction cost proxy. Such an impact, though, only appears around

maximum values of -CDEP in our sample. This signi�cant negative e¤ect of -CDEP

is due to the strong quadratic regression �t and does not hold anymore when highly

�nancially developped countries are excluded from the sample17. In sum, in a country

with median �nancial openness, from the second to the third quartile of -CDEP, the

impact of remittances on investment increases by roughly 65% (from 0.21% to 0.35%).

Table 12 (see appendix) indicates a strongly negative impact of -CEXF on the

remittances - investment relation across the whole range of Cost of Bank Depositing

values. This contrasts with the somewhat weaker results obtained in the cross-section

regressions, but con�rms our previous interpretation of the results. The e¤ect is small,

but signi�cant. In particular, in a country with median Cost of Bank Depositing,

1% higher remittances/GDP generate 0.25% higher investment/GDP ratio at the

minimum of the Chinn-Ito index (i.e., when Cost of External Finance is high), but

the impact is reduced to 0.22%, when �nancial openness increases to its maximum

value.

Figures 3 and 4 provide a visualisation of panel-data results on the investment

equation.

Turning to the deposit equation, we con�rm that the e¤ect of remittances on

deposits is positive and signi�cant over a wide range of Cost of Depositing values

(see table 13 in appendix). However, we do not observe, in any of the speci�cation

(linear or quadratic), a clear-cut result on the role of FSD (Cost of Bank Deposit-

ing) in channelling remittance funds to local deposit banks. The interaction term

coe¢ cient between remittances and Cost of Bank Depositing, from table 6, is never

signi�cant in any of the speci�cations. This may be due to the imperfection of our

proxy for local agents deposits. Indeed, our proxy for deposits might also capture

foreign agents deposits in the local economy (vs. local agents deposits only in our

model). Also, alternative proxies for the Cost of Bank Depositing would allow for ad-

ditional robustness checks of the importance of deposit access barriers to the amount

of remittances channeled to banking sector. In particular, the analysis would greatly

bene�t from proxies of Cost of Bank Depositing less directly linked with the asset

17Thailand and Malaysia reach between 4 and 5 times the sample average values of deposit-money
bank assets / GDP.
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size of the banking sector, which is itselft highly correlated with the deposit size of

the banking sector. Unfortunately, comprehensive datasets are not available for the

moment.

5 Concluding remarks

This paper complements the literature on the impact of remittances on domestic

investment in developing countries. It con�rms the important role of �nancial system

development in the relationship, relying on both a theoretical model and empirical

�ndings. In our model, remittance receiving and non-receiving agents face varying

depositing and borrowing transaction costs, in an open economy, and act rationally

to maximize their payo¤s from formal (i.e., loan-�nanced), as well as informal (i.e.,

self-�nanced) investment projets. Empirical regressions test our model�s predictions

using a total sample of 100 developing countries, in both cross-section and panel

set-ups.

The key contribution of this paper is to consider the role of di¤erent transaction

costs traditionally associated with �nancial sector development, namely, the cost of

holding a bank account and the cost of using international capital. We show that

such costs have con�icting e¤ects on the domestic impact of remittances. As both

types of transaction costs usually decrease with �nancial development, the net e¤ect

is unclear.

Our results can be summarized as follows. First, the marginal impact of remit-

tances on investment and deposit is positive. Part of remittances indeed become bank

deposits, which increases the availability of loanable funds, reduces the interest rate

and stimulates investment. Second, lower deposit access costs, usually associated

with higher �nancial development, increase the positive impact of remittances on

both domestic deposits and investment. Our model indeed shows that lower barriers

to bank depositing allow for an easier channelling of remittance �ows into formal

loanable funds and increases the participation in the formal banking sector. This,

again, decreases the interest rate and stimulates investment. Third, lower capital

controls, usually associated with better-developed �nancial sectors, decrease the pos-

itive impact on investment, and have no e¤ect on deposits. Indeed, lower capital

controls increase the elasticity of external borrowing to domestic interest rates and
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reduce the interest rate e¤ect of increased remittances. Hence, an easier access to ex-

ternal borrowing tempers the e¤ect of remittances on the domestic interest rate and

investment. In sum, we demonstrate, theoretically and empirically, that remittances

and ease of access to the banking sector act as complements to stimulate domestic

investment, while remittances and external borrowing are substitutes.

Our �ndings have important policy implications. To begin with, we con�rm

that remittances may be used as a policy instrument in developing areas as it has

a stimulating impact on investment. More importantly, we show that enhancing

�nancial sector development is crucial as is allows remittances to better fuel domestic

investment. This, �nally, is even more true when the access to international funds is

di¢ cult or costly. Acting to improve the ability of domestic banks to collect deposits is

a more straightforward recommendation to policy-makers than trying to in�uencing

remittance �ows that are determined, in part, by international conditions. (XXX

Ritha: Illustration: successful countries or types of institutions, eg, cf. ci-dessous,

micro�nance + Islamic �nance. EXAMPLE: Raising the a¤ordability of deposits in

local banks can be done through ... Country (-ies) X has (have) been especially

successful at this, ... There is an increasing literature that shows the important role

of ...).

Avenues for further improvements and research are numerous. To begin with, ever

improving datasets should make possible to test the robustness of our results using

alternative proxies for �nancial sector development, measuring more directly both

costs of bank depositing and costs of external capital. Besides, extending the research

framework from investment to long-term growth would be of prime importance in a

policy making perspective. Finally, certain �nancial institutions seem more e¢ cient

than other at fostering �nancial inclusion, such as micro�nance or, possibly, Islamic

�nancial institutions. Analyzing the particular role of such institutions in channeling

remittances to productive uses certainly remains a promising research area.
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6 Appendix

Table 8: Summary statistics - Cross-section data, 3-year averages over the
period 2002-2004

Variable Mean Median Std. Dev. Min. Max.
Investment/GDP 0.219 0.202 0.09 0.059 0.839
Deposit/GDP 0.324 0.305 0.195 0.060 0.975
Delta Deposit/GDP 0.031 0.023 0.051 -0.147 0.166
Bus cycle 1.003 1.014 0.084 0.789 1.245
GDP/cap 4.887 4.037 3.771 0.567 16.867
Money/GDP 0.119 0.111 0.064 0.017 0.346
� Money/GDP 0.016 0.012 0.032 -0.106 0.138
Rem/GDP 0.045 0.018 0.057 0.000 0.261
-CDEP 0.329 0.279 0.215 0.027 1.022
-CEXF 0.130 -0.062 1.461 -1.767 2.602
Nb of countries 96
Outliers have been excluded.

Table 9: Summary statistics - Panel data, 3-year averages over the period
1975-2004

Variable Mean Median Std. Dev. Min. Max.
INV 0.209 0.203 0.081 0.024 0.890
DEP 0.268 0.226 0.171 0.000 0.935
� DEP 0.021 0.018 0.058 -0.513 0.240
Bus cycle 1.001 0.999 0.093 0.441 1.370
GDP/CAP 3.873 3.196 2.920 0.483 16.867
Money/GDP 0.124 0.097 0.184 0.000 3.102
� Money/GDP 0.004 0.004 0.125 -1.745 1.724
Rem/GDP 0.028 0.011 0.043 0.000 0.311
-CDEP 0.292 0.253 0.190 0.000 1.242
-CEXF -0.414 -1.105 1.268 -1.767 2.603
Nb of observations 615
Nb of countries 100
Outliers have been excluded.
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Table 10: Cross-section results: Conditional marginal e¤ect of Remittances on
� Deposit

-CDEP
min (0.03) p05 (0.06) p25 (0.16) p50 (0.27) p75 (0.42) p95 (0.82) max (1.03)
-0.07 -0.02 0.05 0.16�� 0.29��� 0.64��� 0.83���
(0.11) (0.10) (0.09) (0.08) (0.08) (0.14) (0.19)

Robust standard errors in parentheses
* signi�cant at 10%; ** signi�cant at 5%; ***signi�cant at 1%
Note: The table includes the marginal e¤ects of remittances on investment, conditional on the
FSD transaction cost measures. We calculated the marginal e¤ects for various percentile values in
the estimation sample, using the following relation:

d�DEP

dREM
= �Rem + �Rem��CDEP � CDEP

Table 11: Panel-data results: Conditional marginal e¤ect of -CDEP on the
remittances - investment relationship

-CDEP
min (0.00) p05 (0.06) p25 (0.15) p50 (0.25) p75 (0.37) p95 (0.66) max (1.24)
2.63�� 2.30�� 1.80�� 1.27� 0.62 -0.94 -4.03��
(1.09) (0.98) (0.81) (0.66) (0.53) (0.68) (1.78)

-CEXF
min (-1.77) p05 (-1.77) p25 (-1.10) p50 (-1.10) p75 (-0.06) p95 (2.60) max (2.60)
1.46�� 1.46�� 1.27� 1.25� 0.97 0.21 0.21
(0.72) (0.72) (0.66) (0.66) (0.59) (0.58) (0.58)

Robust standard errors in parentheses
* signi�cant at 10%; ** signi�cant at 5%; ***signi�cant at 1%
Note: The table includes the marginal e¤ects of remittances on investment, conditional on the
FSD transaction cost measures. Each line assumes a median value on the other FSD measure.
We calculated the marginal e¤ects for various percentile values in the estimation sample, using the
following relation:

d(dINV=dREM)

d� CDEP = �Rem��CDEP + 2 � �Rem��CDEP2 � CDEP

+�Rem��CDEP��CEXF � CEXF
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Table 12: Panel-data results: Conditional marginal e¤ect of -CEXF on the
remittances - investment relationship

-CDEP
min (0.00) p05 (0.06) p25 (0.15) p50 (0.25) p75 (0.37) p95 (0.66) max (1.24)
-2.68�� -2.70�� -2.73�� -2.75�� -2.79��� -2.87��� -3.03���
(1.08) (1.08) (1.08) (1.08) (1.08) (1.08) 1.08

Robust standard errors in parentheses
* signi�cant at 10%; ** signi�cant at 5%; ***signi�cant at 1%
Note: The table includes the marginal e¤ects of remittances on investment, conditional on the
FSD transaction cost measures. We calculated the marginal e¤ects for various percentile values in
the estimation sample, using the following relation:

d(dINV=dREM)

d� CEXF = �Rem��CEXF � CEXF + �Rem��CDEP��CEXF � CDEP

Table 13: Panel-data results: Conditional marginal e¤ect of Remittances on �
Deposit

-CDEP
min (0.00) p05 (0.06) p25 (0.15) p50 (0.25) p75 (0.37) p95 (0.66) max (1.24)
0.35� 0.34�� 0.34��� 0.33��� 0.32��� 0.30 0.27
(0.19) (0.16) (0.12) (0.09) (0.10) (0.22) (0.52)

Robust standard errors in parentheses
* signi�cant at 10%; ** signi�cant at 5%; ***signi�cant at 1%
Note: The table includes the marginal e¤ects of remittances on investment, conditional on the
FSD transaction cost measures. We calculated the marginal e¤ects for various percentile values in
the estimation sample, using the following relation:

d�DEP

dREM
= �Rem + �Rem��CDEP � CDEP

33



Figure 1: Cross-section results: The impact of Remittances on Investment as a
function of Cost of Bank Depositing

Values implied from regression are computed using the 50th percentile value for -CEXF and

GDP/cap

Figure 2: Cross-section results: The impact of Remittances on Deposit as a
function of Cost of Bank Depositing

Values implied from regression are computed using the 50th percentile value for GDP/cap
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Figure 3: Panel-data results: The impact of Remittances on Investment as a
function of Cost of Bank Depositing

Values implied from regression are computed using the 50th percentile value for -CEXF and

GDP/cap

Figure 4: Panel-data results: The impact of Remittances on Investment as a
function of Cost of External Finance

Values implied from regression are computed using the 50th percentile value for -CDEP and

GDP/cap
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