Mapping Feminized Migration Globally: 1960-2000*
Abstract

We explore gendered patterns in migration, using an unusually comprehensive dataset that
allows us to explore the global nature of gendered migration from 1960 through 2000. While
migration was relatively gender balanced for much of the 20" century, in recent decades there
has been an increase in reproductive labor migrants, usually women, who provide domestic
work, childcare, elder care, entertainment work, and other forms of care for wealthier families.
Our data come from the 2011 World Bank Global Bilateral Migrant Stock Database, which
provides a standardized global picture of the international migrant stock population over the
period 1960-2000. We produced gender-disaggregated country-by-country migration flow socio-
matrices that visually represent women’s flows globally for four selected time periods. We
further examine gendered migration patterns over time for five major receiving countries, and
five major sending countries, to further identify changing global patterns in women’s migration.
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Migration reflects and reinforces gender inequalities, but also opens up opportunities for
gender transformations. We explore gendered patterns in migration, using an unusually
comprehensive dataset that allows us to explore the global nature of gendered migration from
1960 through 2000. While both men and women have long migrated, there have been interesting
variations in where women have migrated, and how women’s migration maps onto men’s
migration (Donato and Gabaccia 2015). We examine these variations in migration for the latter
part of the 20" century, across the globe.

Have changes in the global economic system over the last fifty years led to changes in
women’s migration? In many cases, women migrate as members of families, so that as men’s
migration expands or recedes so does women’s migration. Yet while migration was relatively
gender balanced for much of the 20" century, in recent decades there has been an increase in
reproductive labor migrants, usually women, who provide domestic work, childcare, elder care,
entertainment work, and other forms of care for wealthier families (Oishi 2005; Parrenas 2012).
Women also migrate as marriage migrants, migrating directly for marriage or migrating first as
workers and later marrying foreign husbands (Cheng and Choo 2015; Constable 2009; Kim
2010; Kofman and Raghuram 2015).

It is critical to recognize how meeting the care and social reproduction needs of receiving
countries is reshaping migration (Bakker and Gill 2003). As Hondagneu-Sotelo (2011, p. 223)
suggests, “Women from countries as varied as Peru, the Philippines, Moldavia, Eritrea and
Indonesia are leaving their families, communities and countries to migrate thousands of miles
away to work in the new worldwide growth industry of paid domestic work and elder care.”
Women also migrate for marriage, assuming caring roles for their new husbands (Cheng and
Choo 2015; Constable 1997, 2003, 2013, 2014; Ehrenreich and Hochschild 2003; Kim 2010;

2



Kofman and Raghuram 2015; Lan 2006; Lutz 2012; Oishi 2005; Piper 2006; Piper and Roces
2003).

Existing qualitative research documents women’s reproductive labor migration in
specific locations. We examine global patterns to help understand this phenomenon. We use a
new quantitative data set that tracks migration for men and women globally since 1960 (Abel
and Sander 2014; Abel 2013a; Ozden et al. 2011). While these data do not directly identify
reproductive labor migrants, we use it to analyze how women’s migration patterns are changing,
and draw on existing studies to consider what these patterns mean. We consider in particular
what women’s migration and streams of migration dominated by women (feminized migration)
might tell us about care/reproductive labor migration flows. Where women predominate in
migration may suggest where care migration is occurring (Donato and Gabaccia 2015; Kofman

and Raghuram 2015; Lutz 2012).

Gender & Migration

We build on scholarly literature on gender and migration, that recognizes complex gender
realignments within migration streams (Constable 1997; Curran and Rivero-Fuentes 2003;
Curran and Saguy 2001; Curran, Shafer, and Donato 2006; Donato 2012; Gamburd 2000, 2004;
Ghosh 2009; Gordon 2005; Herrera 2013; Hoang and Yeoh 2011; Hoang, Yeoh, and Wattie
2012; Hofmann and Buckley 2013; Hondagneu-Sotelo 1994, 2000, 2003, 2011; Hondagneu-
Sotelo and Avila 1997; Kanaiaupuni 2000; Lutz 2010; Mahler and Pessar 2006; Menjivar 1999;
Menjivar 2000; Morokvasic, Erel, and Shinozaki 2003; Oishi 2005; Oso and Ribas-Mateos 2013;

Pessar and Mahler 2003; Ramirez and Hondagneu-Sotelo 2009; Silvey 2006; Sinke 2006). Many



studies to explore the characteristics of women migrants and how migration may shift or
reconstitute gendered practices and expectations.

Despite the growth of gender and migration research, however, quantitative migration
research has not adequately considered the gender composition of migration streams,
particularly with a focus on the Global South (Donato et al. 2006; Hondagneu-Sotelo 2011,
Mahler and Pessar 2006; Pessar and Mahler 2003). Yet, gender deeply impacts all aspects of
migration. For example, women’s migration decisions and experiences differ in important ways
from men’s (Curran and Rivero-Fuentes 2003; Curran and Saguy 2001; Donato 2012; Hofmann
and Buckley 2013; Kanaiaupuni 2000; Massey, Fischer, and Capoferro 2006). This reflects
different gendered expectations within the family and the realm of paid labor, and differences by
gender in embeddedness in migrant social networks.

Gender and migration research has increasingly incorporated substantial attention on
migrant women workers, as well as the interconnections of work and family (Constable 1997,
Espiritu 2003; Ghosh 2009; Herrera 2013; Hofmann and Buckley 2013; Hondagneu-Sotelo and
Avila 1997; Hondagneu-Sotelo 2011; Kanaiaupuni 2000; Lutz 2010; Menjivar 1999; QOishi 2005;
Oso and Ribas-Mateos 2013; Roberts 2002; Vershuur 2013). Family and kinship organization
plays a large role in determining when and whether women migrate, as well as their remittance
practices (Mahler and Pessar 2006; Massey et al. 2006; Oishi 2005; Ratha and Shaw 2007;
Roberts 2002; Safri and Graham 2010). An important literature explores the transnational family,
where women migrants continue to care for family members in other locations, including
through remittances (Abbots 2012; Curran et al. 2006; Eckenwiler 2014; Herrera 2013; Hoang
and Yeoh 2011; Hondagneu-Sotelo and Avila 1997; Hondagneu-Sotelo 2011; Lutz 2010; Mahler
and Pessar 2006; Momsen 2003; Oishi 2005; Parrefias 2001a, 2005a, 2005b, 2012; Pessar and
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Mahler 2003; Rodriguez 2008; Safri and Graham 2010; Yeates 2012). However, work is also
key to understanding women’s migration. Families often make decisions about who will migrate
— whether those migrants are men or women — reflecting their understandings of gendered
economic opportunities, migration policies, and cultural expectations (Mahler and Pessar 2006;
Momsen 2003; Morokvasic et al. 2003). Globally and historically, women migrants work in
production as well as service sector jobs, including carework, domestic work, and entertainment
work (Choo 2013; Ghosh 2009; Lan 2006; Loebach and Korinek 2012; Oishi 2005; Parrefias
2001a). Lutz (2010, p. 1649) suggests that women’s migration historically has reflected women’s
involvement in service work, noting “the majority of women participating in mass migration
movements at the turn of the nineteenth to the twentieth century were not occupied in factories
but were rather recruited for domestic work in the cities and the countryside.”

Migration is also gendered at the state level, where policies carry gendered assumptions
about migrants’ relationships and engagement in work (Manalansan 2006; Martin-Pérez and
Moreno-Fuentes 2012; Misra, Woodring, and Merz 2006; Momsen 2003; Oishi 2005; Pessar and
Mahler 2003; Stokes-DuPass 2015). Bilateral immigration policies often carry particular notions
about race, religion, nationality and gender, shaping perceptions about who is a more or less
welcome immigrant (Momsen 2003). Indeed, more broadly, migrants’ rights often reflect deeply
gendered assumptions and strategies (Choo 2013; Parrefias 2001a, 2001b). Importantly,
emigration policies are also gendered in consequential ways; some sending countries encourage
certain women to migrate, while others restrict women’s migration (Momsen 2003; Oishi 2005).

Migration reconstitutes new forms of gendered relations, rather than “degendering”
society (Mahler and Pessar 2006; Oishi 2005; Parrefias 2005a; Pessar and Mahler 2003; Richter
2004). Mahler and Pessar (2006, p. 43) argue for a “gendered geographies of power” approach,
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which recognizes “gender operates, usually simultaneously, at multiple spatial, social, and
cultural scales” (emphasis theirs). Gender and migration research has also increasingly taken an
intersectional perspective, underscoring important variations among women migrants, by
education, class, race, sexuality, and nationality (Espiritu 2003; Herrera 2013; Hondagneu-Sotelo
2011; Lutz, Vivar, and Supik 2011; Mahler and Pessar 2006; Manalansan 2006; Menjivar 1999;
Menjivar 2000; Parrefias 2005b; Pessar and Mahler 2003; Smith 2005). These models offer new
opportunities to theorize the complex inequalities reflected in gendered migration — including of

the role of reproductive labor - in shaping women’s migration.

Reproductive Labor & Migration

Reproductive labor encompasses domestic work, cleaning and ensuring the functioning
of homes, as well as the provision of childcare, eldercare, and care for the disabled or other
household members in need of care. It also includes marriage migration and entertainment work
(Malhotra et al. 2016; Kim 2010; Cheng and Choo 2015; Choo 2013; Constable 2003, 2013,
2014; Ghosh 2009; Lan 2006). A wide variety of scholarship documents the growth of
reproductive labor migration, which is gendered in unique ways (Andall 2000; Beneria, Diana
Deere, and Kabeer 2012; Chang 2000; Constable 1997; Eckenwiler 2014; Ehrenreich and
Hochschild 2003; Hondagneu-Sotelo 2007; Kittay 2009; Lan 2006; Lutz 2002, 2010, 2012;
Momsen 2003; Nare 2011; Oishi 2005; Parrefias 2001a, 2001b, 2005a, 2012; Setien and Acosta
2013; Vershuur 2013). Around the globe, women remain primarily responsible for care in what

Parrenas (2000) has called the “international division of reproductive labor.”?

2 Of course, migrant careworkers are not only women; men have also engaged in care migration both historically
and currently (Bartolomei 2010; Chopra 2006; Espiritu 2003; Kilkey 2010; Manalansan 2006; Nare 2011; Parrefias
2012; Qayum and Ray 2010; Ray and Qayum 2009; Richter 2004; Sarti 2010; Scrinzi 2010). Yet, we focus on
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One of the key drivers of migration is economic need and perceived economic
opportunity (Borjas 1999; Chang 2000; Hofmann and Buckley 2013; Hooghe et al. 2008;
Kanaiaupuni 2000; Oishi 2005). Women'’s reproductive labor migration is typically a response to
the demand for their labor, though some women may also migrate to break away from normative
gender expectations or other challenges (Espiritu 2003). Poverty and inequality have enabled the
conditions for emigration through which many women aim to support their families through
work or marriage migration (Bakker and Gill 2003; Beneria et al. 2012; Calavita 2006; Chang
2000; Eckenwiler 2014; Ehrenreich and Hochschild 2003; Hofmann and Buckley 2013; Misra et
al. 2006; Oishi 2005; Parrefias 2001b, 2001a; Sassen 2000). Women are also “pulled” to
countries where the demand for care is high and where earning capacities are perceived to be
higher than at home. Migrant caregivers are particularly needed in countries where most women
are engaged in paid work, as well as in societies with large aging populations (Ghosh 2009;
Hofmann and Buckley 2013; Nare 2011; Setien and Acosta 2013). They are also in demand in
newly wealthy countries, where having domestic workers is a middle class status symbol
(Momsen 2003; Oishi 2005). Yet, migrant reproductive labor does not only occur in the
wealthiest countries. Within Asia, middle-income countries like Malaysia, Singapore and Hong
Kong, host migrant domestic workers from Indonesia, the Philippines and to a lesser degree,
South Asia (Constable 1997; Malhotra et al. 2016; Momsen 2003; Oishi 2005). These processes

have created new inequalities among women; rather than men becoming more involved in care,

women because overall, and on a global scale, as Huang, Thang, and Toyota (2012, p. 132) argue, “the gendered
(read feminized) nature of care labour [has] not altered even as care labour becomes increasingly commodified,
professionalized, institutionalized and transnationalized.”
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migrant women “pick up” care responsibilities previously met by native-born women (Hutter
2013).3

Where wealthy countries place responsibilities for care on families (rather than, for
example, providing care through the welfare state), there is also a particularly high demand for
immigrant caregivers (Calavita 2006; Eckenwiler 2014; Lutz 2012; Misra et al. 2006; Nare 2011,
Scrinzi 2011; Setien and Acosta 2013). Lutz (2012) notes that it is not just the absence of state
services, but the nature of state support for care that shapes the particular demand for
reproductive labor in different contexts. However, migration is also costly; financial resources
restrict who can migrate and where they go (Borjas 1999; Ghosh 2009; Kanaiaupuni 2000).
Women migrants from many countries tend to be more educated than those who do not migrate,
while men migrants may be less educated (Kanaiaupuni 2000; Oishi 2005; Vershuur 2013).4
Care migrants may become “downskilled” through emigration; for example, many women
trained as qualified nurses, are employed as “less skilled” home care attendants (Eckenwiler
2014; Lutz 2010; Misra et al. 2006; Momsen 2003; Vershuur 2013).

Historical global relationships and inequality also play a key role in shaping migration
flows (Espiritu 2003; Hooghe et al. 2008; Momsen 2003). Migration policies and laws impose
different costs and opportunities on migration (Borjas 1999; Calavita 2006; Eckenwiler 2014;
Ghosh 2009; Kanaiaupuni 2000; Lutz 2002, 2010; Misra et al. 2006; Momsen 2003; Oishi 2005;
Piper 2006; Raghuram 2012; Ratha and Shaw 2007; Rodriguez 2008; Sassen 2000). Filipina
nurses have long worked in the U.S., just as Indian nurses have worked in the U.K., as a result of

migration policies that have encouraged their labor (Eckenwiler 2014; Momsen 2003). Particular

3 Lutz (2010) argues middle class families prefer to outsource domestic and care work rather than distributing this
work within the household in a gender equitable way.
4 Analyzing the Philippines, Loebach and Korinek (2012) find that selectivity declines with higher migration
prevalence.
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groups of women therefore become concentrated in reproductive labor through social networks;
where there are established migrant communities, and information about migration, more
migration will likely occur due to reduced migration costs (Kanaiaupuni 2000; Massey et al.
1999). Cultural attitudes around women’s migration and employment also matter, of course
(Ghosh 2009; Hofmann and Buckley 2013; Kanaiaupuni 2000; Massey et al. 2006; Oishi 2005).
In some cases, laws may even prevent women from migrating alone (Ghosh 2009; Massey et al.
2006).

As Helma Lutz (2010) argues, we must analyze three intersecting regimes — gender
regimes (gendered cultural scripts), care regimes (policies distributing care across families,
states, and markets), and migration regimes (policies that promote or discourage migration). To
understand reproductive labor migration, we need a better understanding of how these three
regimes intersect. Existing research shows how these processes operate in specific locations, but

global models are not yet available.

Mapping Gender & Migration Globally

Much gender and migration research, due in part to limits in quantitative data collection,
uses qualitative methods to understand women’s migration (Constable 1997; Curran et al. 2006;
Hondagneu-Sotelo 1994, 2000, 2011; Momsen 2003). Summarizing existing research, Hutter
(2013, p. 741) notes, “four major emigration flows can be identified: from developed Southeast
Asia to the Middle East, from Africa to Europe, from East to West in Europe and from
Central and South America to North America.” Herrera (2013) argues that although women’s
care migration was first used to analyze Asian women’s migration to Europe, the Middle East,
and the U.S., it has been increasingly useful for understanding Andean and Eastern European
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migration to Europe (Herrera 2013). Yet, as Curran et al. (2006) argue, it is important that
quantitative scholars build on insights about gendered processes emerging from qualitative
research on migration.

Some researchers have answered this call (Donato et al. 2011; Donato and Gabaccia
2015; Ghosh 2009) through attempts to map changes in the gender composition of migration.
Using data from IPUMS for about thirty countries, Katherine Donato and collaborators show that
since 1960, “women’s presence had increased among international migrants from most regions,
with the exception only of those from Africa and North America” (Donato et al. 2011, p. 516).
Yet a more global quantitative mapping of this phenomenon is also needed. Mapping these
dynamics contribute to analyses of the globalization of reproductive labor. As Loebach and
Korinek (2012) argue, changes in the gender composition of temporary migrants reflect
“globalization’s demand for service labour in certain regions of the world — labour viewed as
particularly appropriate for women.” Oishi (2005) further makes a compelling, grounded
argument about the role of emigration policies, women’s autonomy, and social legitimacy in
Asia. Our aim is to expand the map even further, to consider these migration trends at a global
level. Following Sassen (2000, p. 511), we believe that migrant women are playing a crucial role
in globalization, and we aim to document these “alternative global circuits, or counter-
geographies of globalization.” We attend to how the changing gender composition in migration

may signal both shifts in demands for care and the availability of women migrants.

Methods
As noted by Donato, Gabbacia, and colleagues (Donato et al. 2011; Donato and Gabaccia
2015), scholars of migration have not attended as carefully to gender imbalances in migration as
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they have to other gender differences. This in part reflects a mistaken assumption that men
always predominated in international migration. Yet, systematic research suggests that there has
been greater variation in gendered migration than previously thought, and that these patterns
differ by both sending and receiving country (Donato et al. 2011; Donato and Gabaccia 2015).
As Donato et al. (2011, p. 497) note “there is little scholarship that offers consistent empirical
measures”; these scholars capture gender ratios in migration for the U.S. and a number of other
countries, providing a foundation for our analyses (though their sample is smaller).

Our data come from the 2011 World Bank Global Bilateral Migrant Stock Database,
which provides standardized gender-disaggregated migrant stock data. This is a relational
database that reports how many people from a given country of origin are residing at a specific
point in time in corresponding destination countries, excluding refugees.> However, some of the
flows we observe appear to include refugees, who may be difficult to distinguish from other
migrants. This database is unique in providing a standardized global picture of the international
migrant stock population over the period 1960-2000 (Ozden et al. 2011).

Migrant flow data captures the numbers of international migrants moving in and out of a
given country over a specific time period, while stock data captures the numbers of international
migrants living in a given country at a specific point in time (Abel 2013a; Donato and Gabaccia
2015). Yet unstandardized comparative analyses of flow data are problematic, as data on flows
tend to be collected distinctly from country to country, reflecting differences in resources and
motivations for data collection as well as specific measures used (Abel and Sander 2014; Abel
2013a; Sander, Abel, and Bauer 2010). On the other hand, stock data may fail to identify

temporary labor migrants (Donato and Gabaccia 2015; Loebach and Korinek 2012). Yet, since

5 Since the World Bank treats those who are stateless, refugees, and born at sea as a separate category, we did not
include them in the analysis.
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comparative flow data tends to include only wealthy countries,® and we believe it is crucial to
develop a more global map of women’s migration flows, we use these stock data as the basis for
estimating standardized migrant flows using the flows-from-stock methodology reflected in the
migest R Package (Abel and Sander 2014; Abel 2013a, 2013b). In doing so, we present analyses
that are more global in nature than existing studies. We believe that the key limitation of using
these data is that they will likely lead to a conservative bias in our estimates since we primarily
capture international migrants reflected in stock data. This undercounts temporary migrants, as
well as migrants in places where, having been naturalized, they are no longer identified as such.

Following the approach of Abel and colleagues (Abel and Sander 2014; Abel 2012,
2013a; Sander et al. 2010), we further differentiate migration flows by gender to understand the
gendering of migration flows over time. The flows-from-stock methodology allows us to
estimate dyadic migration flows using any two subsequent 10-year stock tables produced by the
World Bank (e.g. 1960-70), after properly combining stock data with data on births, deaths, and
total population for each country under analysis. We rely on publicly available demographic data
sheets published in 2015 by the United Nations (UN). These are available for 191 countries
represented in the stock data made available by the World Bank. We also included data for
Taiwan, thus making the final sample size equal to 192 and the number of unique dyads —
excluding self-ties — equal to ([192*(192-1)] / 2) 18,336.7

We also account for the costs of migration, typically modeled by the geographic distance
between countries or by relevant economic and social factors associated with migration

dynamics, like migrant networks ((Massey and Espafia 1987; Palloni et al. 2011). Consistent

& See, for example, the International Migration Flows to and from Selected Countries database produced by the UN.
The 2015 revision of this database contains annual flow data from 45 countries.
”We used UN 2015 demographic data available at http://esa.un.org/unpd/wpp/index.htm. Taiwan data were
obtained at http://www.ris.gov.tw/en/web/ris3-english/home.
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with Abel (2013a), we used geographic distance between countries as a proxy for migration
costs. We draw our data on geographic distance from the Centre d’Etudes Prospective et
d’Informations Internationales (Mayer and Zignago 2011), which publishes a country-by-
country sociomatrix comprising distance data between capital cities around the world.®

After merging stock data with the relevant demographic and geographic distance data, we
estimated the minimum number of migrant transitions (i.e. flows) required to meet the changes
observed in any two subsequent 10-year stock tables using the fss routine in the migest R
package (Abel 2012). Before producing our gender-disaggregated flows, we replicated Abel’s
(2013a) regional estimations for each decade, finding only a few minor discrepancies which
reflect our slightly updated demographic data.’

We produced four gender-disaggregated country-by-country migration flow socio-
matrices for 1960-70, 1970-80, 1980-90, and 1990-2000. These weighted and undirected
matrices reflect the volume of migration flows between each unique sending-receiving dyad. Our
primary analytical tool is circular plots — circos — that visually represent women’s flows globally
for four selected time periods (Zhang, Meltzer, and Davis 2013).1° We define a relevant and
restricted analytic sample due to the massive amount of dyadic flows that could possibly be
plotted using the circular plots mentioned above. We focus, in this context, on sending and
receiving countries with high levels of women’s migration during two or more consecutive
decades. We operationalized this by identifying the top 15 sending or receiving countries for

women migrants that fulfill the aforementioned criteria. We therefore produce circular plots that

8 Data available at http://www.cepii.fr/PDF_PUB/wp/2011/wp2011-25.pdf. Following Abel (2013a), the distance
was calculated as the inverse of the geographic distance between countries, which is originally measured in
kilometers.
% There are minor variations in the samples under analysis. Abel (2013a) used the 2010 version of the UN population
data, we use 2015 version. Moreover, we include two countries excluded by Abel (Kiribati and Antigua and
Barbuda) and exclude Netherlands Antilles which Abel included in his analysis.
10 The circos were drawn using a web application http://mkweb.bcgsc.ca/tableviewer//
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reflect migration among these countries, allowing us to identify where and how the bulk of
women’s migration appears to be changing on a global scale. In the second part of our analysis,
we identify key sending and receiving countries around the globe, and examine their top five
receiving and sending countries. This allows us to concentrate on the country level, to further
consider how migration patterns have changed over time, and incorporates more countries into
the analysis.

Analytically, we are interested in documenting where women’s migration has increased
over time, and where women predominate as migrants. While recent research demonstrates that
women have been more engaged in migration historically than previous research suggests
(Donato et al. 2011; Donato and Gabaccia 2015), we aim to further illuminate the global reach of

women’s migration (Ozden et al. 2011).

Findings
Women’s Global Migration Over Time

Research suggests that feminized migration patterns reflect an increased demand for
women’s labor (Donato and Gabaccia 2015). Our analyses of gendered migration flows during
1960-2000 show that, while this is broadly true, migration patterns vary significantly over time
among countries with the largest numbers of women migrants. We begin by presenting a series
of circular migration plots, which allow us to visualize migration flows over time (Abel and
Sander 2014; Sander et al. 2010). These plots illustrate the tremendous complexity reflected in
global migration dynamics over time. Following the approach taken by Abel and colleagues
(Abel and Sander 2014; Sander et al. 2010), we focus on women migrants. Our Circos plots map
women’s migration flows in absolute numbers, over time. Yet, if we included every country in
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the Circos, it would become a tangle of flows difficult to decipher. So, we focus on countries that
fall within the top-fifteen sending or receiving countries for at least two consecutive decades for
women migrants between 1960-2000. Focusing on these countries allows us to represent
gendered migration dynamics globally between regions, visually representing how migration
trends have changed over these decades.?

This necessarily biases us toward countries with larger populations, but also allows us to
uncover dynamics of population flows among key sending or receiving countries. These include
the United States (USA), Canada (CAN), Australia (AUS), Pakistan (PAK), India (IND),
Bangladesh (BGD), the Philippines (PHL), Indonesia (IDN), Japan (JPN), Hong Kong (HKG),
China (CHN), Saudi Arabia (SAU), Israel (ISR), Uzbekistan (UZB), Turkey (TUR), Kazakhstan
(KAZ), Ukraine (UKR), Russia (RUS), Poland (POL), Italy (ITA), Great Britain (GBR), France
(FRA), Spain (ESP), Germany (DEU), and Mexico (MEX). The width of the flows indicates the
volume of movement between the first year (e.g., 1960) and the last year (e.g., 1970) over a
decade. The band of color beside a given country label identifies the direction of respective
migration flows. So, for example, in Figure One, because the band beside Turkey is green, the
green line from Turkey to Germany indicates that migrants were flowing from Turkey to
Germany. Where there is a white band by the country title, the flow indicates immigrants are
entering the country; where there is no white band, the flow indicates emigrants are leaving the
country. So, for example, in Figure One, Germany receives relatively large flows of immigrants
from Turkey, Spain, France, and the United States, and, as indicated by the orange outflow in the

region where the white band does not extend, sends its largest flow of emigrants to France.

11 We use these data to explore migration within specific regions of the world (Blinded 2016a; Blinded 2016b), but
here develop a more global perspective on women’s migration.
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Figure One describes women’s migrant flows from 1960 to 1970 in our sample of
countries. As should be clear from this figure, the largest flows of women appear to be between
Russia, Kazakhstan, and Ukraine. Other major flows of women migrants during this period are
also between nearby countries, and may also reflect family migration — Mexico and the United
States, Italy and France, France and Spain, and, Hong Kong and China, India and Bangladesh,
and Pakistan and India. During this period, women’s migration appears fairly confined to
particular flows of neighboring countries. The key migration flows between regions include
Turkish women migrating to Germany, British women migrating to Australia, Indian women
migrating to Great Britain, and Filipino women migrating to the United States. Canada is another
interesting case — while it does not receive very large flows from any one country, it looks like a
“rainbow,” accepting women migrants from around the world.

[Figure One About Here]

Figure Two plots migration flows from 1970 to 1980. Again, much of the migration is
within regions, with particularly large flows between Bangladesh, Pakistan, and India (during the
unsettling period when Bangladesh split from Pakistan). Large flows also remain between China
and Hong Kong, Mexico and the United States, and Ukraine, Kazakhstan, and Russia. The flow
of Turkish women to Germany becomes much larger, as does the flow of Filipina women to the
United States. The United States also becomes more of a “rainbow” of migrants, with more
women migrating from Japan, China, and European countries. The flow of women migrants to
Saudi Arabia increases from both the Philippines and Indonesia, suggesting an increasing
demand for the labor of women migrants.

[Figure Two About Here]
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Figure Three plots women’s migration flows from 1980 to 1990. Here, flows become
more global, with larger flows of women between regions, and well as within regions of the
world. Asian women’s emigration grows enormously during this period, with both Saudi Arabia
and the United States serving as key destinations for these migrants. Saudi Arabia becomes a
very large destination country for women migrants. Russian, Ukrainian, and Kazakhstani flows
remain high. Turkish women’s migration to Germany decreases, While Russian women’s
migration to the country increases dramatically, with the end of the Cold War. Mexican-
American migration remains high, but migration flows within South Asia become much smaller.

[Figure Three About Here]

Finally, Figure Four plots women’s migration flows between 1990 and 2000, a period
when global, not just regional, migration of women remains high. Intra-regional migration flows
continue to be important. Examples include Mexican women’s migration to the U.S., migration
within Eastern Europe, migration within Western Europe, and migration within Asia. Yet, inter-
regional migrant flows also remain high as Turkey becomes arguably “closer” to Western
Europe, regaining high levels of women’s migration to Germany. Both Canada and the United
States appear to accept women migrants from many parts of the world. Saudi Arabia, after its
boom of women’s migration between 1980 and 1990, brings in a smaller flow between 1990 and
2000. This may reflect its drawing in of women from new countries, such as Sri Lanka.

[Figure Four About Here]

Circos plots allow us to understand how women’s global migration has changed over
time. Among countries that either send or receive increasingly large numbers of women,
migration becomes more global and less regional from 1960 to 2000. While there are very large

flows between many neighboring countries, particularly during periods of political instability,
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there appears to be a growth in women’s global, and not just regional, migration.'? This dataset
allows us to more effectively visualize how women’s migration has changed over time.

One of the key limitations of our data is that we know very little else about these
migrants, such as why they migrate, or with whom they migrate. Research on countries that
collect comprehensive migration data suggests women migrants increasingly migrate not only as
members of families, but also as laborers. The data we use allows us to envision women’s
migration more globally, but does not allow us to identify the reasons for their migration.
However, in the following section, we focus on a subset of key receiving countries over these
time periods, to understand the range of countries from which women migrate, and consider how
women’s migration compares to men, to explore whether their migration is feminized, which

may indicate migration for reproductive labor.

Migration to Key Receiving Countries Over Time

In the Circos plots, we focused on a subset of major sending and receiving countries. In
the next section, we zoom in on a few receiving countries, but consider key sending countries to
that receiving country to better take advantage the global nature of the dataset. We are also
interested in understanding how women’s migration patterns to these countries differ from men’s
migration patterns. Men may predominate in migration (for example, where they migrate for
construction work), women may predominate (for example, where they migrate for reproductive
labor work), and women’s and men’s migration may be equally balanced (for example, where
families migrate together, or where both men migrate for construction work and women migrate

for reproductive labor). While the gender composition of migration does not tell us why migrants

2 Formally, our dataset excludes refugees, but there are very large flows of migrants between countries during
periods of political instability.
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migrate, feminized migration may provide some clues. Donato and Gabbacia’s (2015:9) argue
that gendered balanced settings are those in which 47-53% of migrants are women. They identify
men predominant streams as those where 25-47% of migrants are women, and heavily men
predominant streams as those where 0-25% of migrants are women. At the same time, women
predominant streams are those where 53-75% of migrants are women, and heavily women
predominant streams as those were 75-100% of migrants are women. We use these categories to
discuss migration patterns for key receiving countries.

In Figure Five, we focus on gendered migration to China. There are very high numbers of
both men and women migrating between 1960 and 1970 from Hong Kong, Indonesia,
Philippines, Macao, and relatively high numbers from North Korea. Yet, migration appears
gender balanced; both men and women enter China, perhaps as families. Migration to China
becomes much smaller between 1970 and 1990, except for North Korean migrants. From 1970-
80, streams are somewhat men predominant, but the Philippines sends many more women than
men migrants. Filipina women may be entering as labor migrants, though these numbers are
quite small. Between 1990-2000 migration becomes more extensive from Indonesia, the
Philippines, and North Korea. At the same time, women predominate in migration flows, except
among the relatively few migrants from Hong Kong. Based on the flows from 1990 to 2000, it
does appear that China may be drawing in women migrants; some of these women may be
ethnically Chinese marriage migrants (Cheng 2014).

The literature on gendered reproductive labor migration primarily identifies China as a
source rather than destination country. Throughout the twentieth century, Chinese women have
migrated to Hong Kong, Taiwan, Singapore and Malaysia — for care and domestic work and also
marriage (Cheng and Choo 2015; Constable 2003, 2013; Kim 2010; Kofman and Raghuram

19



2015; Malhotra et al. 2016; Momsen 2003; Oishi 2005). Feminized migration to China,
however, remains relatively under-studied (Constable 1997). It is possible that family migration
to China increased following liberalization policies in the 1980s (Haugen 2015). Also worth
noting is that the Philippines —now ‘sending’ migrants to China— has historically attracted both
migrant men and women from China (while Filipina women migrated to Hong Kong) (Asis
2006; Constable 1997). Although our dataset formally excludes refugees, the relatively high
numbers of migrants from North Korea match what we know about the movement of North
Korean refugees and marriage migrants into China (Robinson 2013; Tanaka 2008).
[Figure Five About Here]

Figure Six shows gendered migration to Russia over time, and tells a very different tale.
Over the entire period, migration is occurring in fairly large, gender balanced, and stable
numbers, except for women-predominant streams from Ukraine, and for the most recent period,
Belarus. Rather than women migrating separately, they appear to migrate either as part of
families, or in equal numbers to men as labor migrants. Ukraine is the second largest sending
country in Europe, and Belarus is another significant source country within the region
(Commander, Nikolaychuk, and Vikhrov 2013; Pilkington 1998). The movement of Ukrainian
women for entertainment and sex work is well documented, as is women’s migration from
Belarus (Hughes 2000; Migration Policy Centre 2013). Our data appears consistent with these
reports. Given that our data reflects documented migrants, our findings suggest the migration of
documented women may fit the undocumented migration flows.

[Figure Six About Here]

Figure Seven focuses on gendered migration to Saudi Arabia over time. Migration from

key sending countries is quite high over the entire period, although there are relatively small
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numbers of Indonesian women migrants to Saudi from 1960-70. Conversely, very few
Indonesian men migrate to Saudi from 1990-2000. The trends suggest that Egyptian and Indian
migration streams have been men predominant, although they move from heavily men
predominant to men predominant over time. Indonesian migration shifts from being men
predominant from 1960-70, to heavily women predominant from 1970-2000. Filipino migration
is consistently heavy women predominant, though it also dips to merely women predominant
from 1980-90. Sri Lankan migration begins heavily women predominant, becomes gender
balanced between 1970-80, and becomes heavily women predominant again by 2000.

[Figure Seven About Here]

The Saudi case suggests a very different migration pattern, where it appears both men
and women are engaged in labor migration, and there is less family migration. We know that
Saudi has been a major destination country for reproductive labor workers. Our findings about
Filipina and Indonesian women predominant migration is consistent with the literature (Castles
and Miller 2009; Oishi 2005). For instance, streams from the Philippines that are women
predominant likely reflect the effects of the 1974 Philippines Overseas Employment Program.
Despite the ban on Filipino migration to Saudi Arabia from 1982 to 1987, women’s migration
flows did not decrease until the 1990s, and remains highly feminized. Like the Philippines, the
Indonesian government also promotes overseas employment, though requiring women migrants
to be at least 22 years old (Hoang et al. 2012; Lan 2006; Momsen 2003; Oishi 2005). The heavily
women predominant flows prior to the government’s labor export strategy (1989-93) suggest
that the strategy was an effort to regularize and further encourage existing reproductive labor

migration flows.
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Figure Eight shows gendered migration to the United States over time, with a similar
trend to Russia’s. Again, migration to the U.S. is fairly large and stable over time for these
sending countries. Much of the migration is relatively gender balanced, although some flows are
women predominant, and others are men predominant (Gordon 2005). Migration from Puerto
Rico (a U.S. territory) is almost entirely gender balanced, except in the latest period when it
becomes women predominant. Mexican migration from 1960-70 is women predominant, but
subsequently becomes gender balanced or even slightly men predominant. This trend does not
reflect the dominant narrative about Mexican transnational migration (Curran and Rivero-
Fuentes 2003; Kanaiaupuni 2000; Pessar 2005), but may be explained by family reunification or
marriage migration. Mexico served as the largest source of foreign wives for U.S. citizens in the
1970s, and this was a period when Mexican men’s migration contracted, due to the end of the
Bracero program in 1964 (Figueroa-Hernandez and Pérez-Soto 2011; Houstoun, Kramer, and
Barrett 1984; Massey et al. 1990). Family reunification might, thus, account for early women
predominant streams during this period. Less surprisingly, Filipino migration is women
predominant over the period, which reflects the long history of Filipina migrant nurses. The
Philippines has been the largest supplier of nurses to the U.S. since the 1970s (Espiritu 2003,
2005) South Korean migration is also women predominant throughout this period. While South
Korea has been a destination country for marriage migrants within Asia, South Korean women
have also migrated to the U.S., particularly as military brides (Yuh 2002).

[Figure Eight About Here]

Figure Nine focuses on gendered migration to Spain over time. We find that key sending
countries span several regions, including Europe and Central/Latin America. Flows from
Argentina, Colombia, Ecuador are women predominant in the 1960s and throughout the rest of
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the period are gender balanced, but become women predominant again for Columbians in the
1990s. In the case of France, we find that throughout the period under review flows are men
predominant. These findings are broadly consistent with the literature. For example, existing
literature identifies women’s migration to Spain from Colombia and Ecuador as prominent and
motivated by a demand for care workers from these countries, particularly in the 1990s (Escriva
1997; Gratton 2007; Oso and Catarino 2013; Pujadas and Massal 2002; Sole et al. 1998; Sole
and Parella 2005). Our findings also reflect existing literature on Moroccan migration to Spain —
we find that migration flows are significant and gender balanced or men predominant (Bradatan
and Sandu 2012; Escriva 1997; de Haas and Plug 2006; Mendoza 2000; Sole et al. 1998). Also
consistent with the literature, France has been particularly notable as a source of migration to
Spain (Arango and Martin 2005; Escriva 1997). However, these flows are not women
predominant nor do they appear to emerge in response to a demand for reproductive labor.
[Figure Nine About Here]

This data helps us recognize that gendered migration patterns differ over time by
receiving country. While in some countries, much of the migration is gender balanced, in others,
such as Saudi Arabia, migration is either heavily men predominant or heavily women
predominant. Countries like China, Russia, and the U.S, include some gender balanced flows,
while others are women predominant. While the data are merely suggestive, feminized streams
do reflect existing research on migration for reproductive labor. Gendered migration is dynamic,

and may reflect demand for certain types of workers.

Migration from Key Sending Countries Over Time
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Next, we focus on key sending countries, to better understand how gendered migration
has changed over time from the standpoint of the countries sending women migrants. Once
again, we present a series of graphs that consider the gender composition of migrants, this time
focusing on streams between the sending country and the top five countries that receiving its
migrants.

Figure Ten summarizes gendered emigration from the Philippines, a country that has
been the source of a very large number of women migrants, globally. At the beginning of the
period, emigrant flows to Japan are men predominant, while Malaysia and Canada show gender
balanced migration. By the end of the period, emigration from the Philippines is women
predominant for Canada and Malaysia, and women highly predominant for Japan. Migration to
the United States is generally women predominant, but not highly women predominant. Yet
migration to Saudi Arabia is highly women predominant almost the entire period, with a slight
dip in 1980-90, as also shown in Figure Nine. While Filipino migration has taken on a different
gendered meaning to Japan over time, in the case of the U.S. and Saudi, it has been more steady
and women predominant (Espiritu 2003; Parrefias 2001a, 2012).

[Figure Ten About Here]

Figure Eleven examines gendered migration from Indonesia, also a country that sends
many women migrants abroad (Lim and Oishi 1996; Oishi 2005; Silvey 2006). As in our earlier
discussion of China, flows from Indonesia to China are very small between 1970 and 1990, and
should not be overly emphasized. Flows to Hong Kong between 1960 and 1970 are also quite
small. Yet Indonesian migration, like Filipino migration reflects highly women predominant
flows to Saudi Arabia since 1970, although Indonesian migration to Saudi was highly men
predominant from 1960 to 1970 (as discussed previously). Migration from Indonesia to China

24



has gone from being gender balanced to women predominant, and to Hong Kong becomes
women predominant, which may reflect the migration of ethnic Chinese women (Haugen 2015).
Migration to the United States has gone from being highly men predominant, to women
predominant, to a more gender balanced migration flow stream, while migration to Malaysia
alternates between being gender balanced and men predominant. Clearly, streams of Filipina
migrants to Saudi are feminized, while streams to Hong Kong and China are becoming
feminized.

[Figure Eleven About Here]

Figure Twelve examines gendered migration from Mexico. As in Figure Nine, migrants
to the U.S. appear to be women predominant from 1960-1970, but in all of the later periods
migrants are men predominant. This early period may reflect the cessation in men’s migration, at
the end of the Bracero program, and family reunification as well as marriage migration
(Figueroa-Hernandez and Pérez-Soto 2011; Houstoun, Kramer, and Barrett 1984; Massey et al.
1990). This later pattern reflects men’s migration for labor without their families (Boehm 2008;
Donato et al. 2011; Kanaiaupuni 2000). On the other hand, migration to Spain, Bolivia, and
Canada is more gender balanced, and may reflect greater opportunities for families to migrate
together. The spike of highly women predominant migration to Guatemala between 1970 and
1980 should be discounted because in absolute numbers relatively few migrated during that
decade, and flows were gender balanced in the other periods. This graph suggests that Mexican
migration over this time period has generally been gender balanced.

[Figure Twelve About Here]

Figure Thirteen explores gendered migration patterns from Pakistan. All of these flows

are reasonably high, though migration to India dips from 1980-2000, as shown in Figures One
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and Two. This figure shows a similar pattern across destinations, of lower percentages of
women migrating from 1960-70 and 1990-2000, and a peak in 1970-80. From 1960-70,
migration is men predominant for the United States, and heavily men predominant for the United
Kingdom, Saudi Arabia, and the UAE. Migration becomes women predominant or even heavily
women predominant for India, the UK, and the US from 1970-1990, after which it drops;
migration flows do however, remain women predominant for India between 1990 and 2000. It
appears that migration to Saudi may become women predominant after this point as well. This is
consistent with the literature; within these migration streams women from Pakistan have
typically migrated with family members and not for care or domestic work (Oishi 2005). Yet
interestingly women’s flows from Pakistan between 1980 and 2000 increase slightly, becoming
women predominant. This perhaps reflects, at least in part, the lifting of the ban on women’s
independent migration in the early 1990s (Lim and Oishi 1996).

[Figure Thirteen About Here]

Figure Fourteen reflects gendered migration patterns from Ukraine (Hughes 2000;
Pilkington 1998). Most emigration from Ukraine occurs to other former Soviet republics; some
of these migrants may be ethnic groups, for example Russians or Kazakhs, repatriating. There is
virtually no migration from Ukraine to Uzbekistan, Kazakhstan, and Moldova from 1990 to
2000. This data point is therefore entirely missing from the graph. Other flows are based on
larger numbers. These migration patterns are remarkably stable, even after the fall of the Soviet
Union. Emigration is women predominant throughout the period, very stable, at around 60
percent. Existing research suggests Ukraininan women are engaged in migration for reproductive
labor, including marriage and sex work (Commander, Nikolaychuk, and Vikhrov 2013; Keryk
2010; Tolstokorova 2010).
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[Figure Fourteen About Here]

SUMMARY/CONCLUSION

Our analysis of gendered migration streams, based on global stock data, deepens and
complicates our understanding of changes in migration patterns over the second part of the
twentieth century. We have considered how women’s migration has changed over time, and how
mapping these changes gives us new insights into why women migrate, focusing specifically on
reproductive labor migration. We consider in particular where flows are women predominant (or
feminized) and draw upon existing literature that shows that demand for care and reproductive
labor — in the form of domestic work, childcare, elder care as well as marriage and entertainment
work —leads to feminized migration flows.

Indeed, our global data suggest that feminized flows are common. While feminized flows
are visible to Saudi Arabia, and from the Philippines and Indonesia, as previous research has
shown, our global perspective allows us to identify other feminized flows — some short-term, and
some with longer trajectories. We find variations in women’s migrations flows across countries
and regions, and over time, that point to a growing demand for women’s care and reproductive
labor.

Our findings suggest that demand for reproductive labor occurs in many parts of the
globe, including a variety of countries, such as the United States, China, Spain, and Saudi
Arabia. Regional proximity plays a key role in shaping migration streams the 1960s and 1970s,
though these streams become more global in the 1980s and 1990s. Over time, women’s

migration has shifted from primarily being regional, to become a more global phenomenon. At
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the same time, the women predominant streams suggest that women are migrating not only as
family members, but also as workers, including workers doing reproductive labor.

Our findings confirm existing literature on the feminization of migration; and helps
suggest the potential for more quantitative scholarly studies on reproductive labor migration.
Streams of migrant women emerged in response to the demand for care in Spain and the
perceived opportunity for employment. Feminized migration flows from Ukraine and Belarus to
Russia also appears consistent with existing literature pointing to entertainment work and
marriage migration. Within Asia, our findings corroborate the dominant narrative identifying
Southeast Asian women as providing reproductive labor in East and West Asia (i.e. the Gulf).
Reproductive labor migration streams are evident in very different locations — Colombia to
Spain, Ukraine to Russia, the Philippines to the U.S., Indonesia to Saudi Arabia, suggesting that
this is a global phenomenon, worthy of greater study. While many qualitative studies emphasize
how the need for care is driving a great deal of migration, a global overview of this phenomenon
has previously been obscured due to lack of quantitative global migration data.

Historical relationships (such as colonial ties between the Philippines and the U.S.) and
bilateral agreements between countries shape both the demand and supply for women’s
reproductive labor (Heyzer, Nijeholt, and Weerakoon 1994; Malhotra et al. 2016; Misra et al.
2006; QOishi 2005; Williams 2010). Bilateral migration agreements help mold the demand for a
reproductive labor workforce intended to meet growing care deficits. With an emphasis on high
productivity, and a lack of time and support for care in wealthy and middle-income countries,
migrant women workers fill in the gaps. In other countries, migrant care workers serve as a status
symbol. Yet, reproductive labor migration can also be disruptive to the families of migrants
(Hoang et al. 2012; Parrefias 2005a, 2005b; Tolstokorova 2010). Thus, care regimes, intersect
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with migration regimes and gender regimes, to create the global system of reproductive labor
migration (Lutz 2010), or the “international division of reproductive labor” (Parrefias 2000).

Our findings highlight that across regions, feminized migration tends to be most
prominent from countries within the Global South to countries in the Global North, as well as
from poorer countries within the South to wealthier ones in the same region. We find this to be
true for instance in the case of Latin America to Spain, Mexico to the U.S., and poorer parts of
South and South East Asia to wealthier East and West Asian countries. By focusing on gendered
South-North migration flows, some of which have been understudied, we highlight the
complexity and variety of feminized migration across regions of the world.

These migration streams of women reconstitute new forms of gendered relations, with
women from poorer countries continuing to meet care expectations, even where women from
wealthier countries have moved into employment that was once dominated by men (Mahler and
Pessar 2006; Pessar and Mahler 2003). Women are divided — by class, nationality, citizenship
status — even as gender continues to operate spatially, socially, and culturally (Mahler and Pessar
2006). The need for care exists worldwide. Yet women from poorer parts of the world
disproportionately meet these needs for families in other parts of the world, with migration and

care policies shaping these migrant streams.

References

Abbots, Emma-Jayne. 2012. “In the Absence of Men? Gender, Migration and Domestic Labour
in the Southern Ecuadorean Andes.” Journal of Latin American Studies 44(1):71-96.

Abel, Guy J. 2013. “Estimating Global Migration Flow Tables Using Place of Birth Data.”
Demographic Research 28(March):505-46.

Abel, Guy J. and Nikola Sander. 2014. “Quantifying Global International Migration Flows.”
Science 343(March):1520-22.

29



Andall, Jacqueline. 2000. Gender, Migration and Domestic Service. Ashgate Aldershot.

Arango, Joaquin and Philip Martin. 2005. “Best Practices to Manage Migration: Morocco-
Spain.” International Migration Review 39(1):258-69.

Asis, Maruja M. B. 2006. The Philippines ° Culture of Migration. Washington, DC.

Bakker, Isabella and Stephen Gill. 2003. Power, Production, and Social Reproduction: Human
In/security in the Global Political Economy. Palgrave Macmillan.

Bartolomei, Maria Rita. 2010. “Migrant Male Domestic Workers in Comparative Perspective:
Four Case Studies from Italy , India , Ivory Coast, and Congo.” Men and Masculinities
13(1):87-110.

Beneria, Lourdes, Carmen Diana Deere, and Naila Kabeer. 2012. “Gender and International
Migration: Globalization, Development, and Governance.” Feminist Economics 18(2):1-33.

Boehm, Deborah A. 2008. ““Now I Am a Man and a Woman!’: Gendered Moves and Migrations
in a Transnational Mexican Community.” Latin American Perspectives 35(1):16-30.

Borjas, George J. 1999. Economic Research on the Determinants of Immigration: Lessons for the
European Union.

Bradatan, Cristina E. and Dumitru Sandu. 2012. “Before Crisis: Gender and Economic Outcomes
of the Two Largest Immigrant Communities in Spain.” International Migration Review
46(1):221-43.

Calavita, Kitty. 2006. “Gender, Migration, and Law: Crossing Borders and Bridging
Disciplines.” International Migration Review 40(1):104-32.

Castles, Stephen and Mark J. Miller. 2009. Migration in the Asia-Pacific Region. Washington
DC.

Chang, Grace. 2000. Disposable Domestics: Immigrant Women Workers in the Global Economy.
Boston, MA: South End Press.

Cheng, Catherine Man Chuen and Hae Yeon Choo. 2015. “Women * S Migration for Domestic
Work and Cross-Border Marriage in East and Southeast Asia : Reproducing Domesticity ,
Contesting Citizenship.” 8:654—67.

Cheng, Isabelle. 2014. “Home Going or Home Making? The Citizenship Legislation and Chinese
Identity of Chinese Women in Taiwan.” in Migration to and From Taiwan, edited by K.
Chiu, D. Fell, and L. P. Ping. New York: Routledge.

Choo, Hae Yeon. 2013. “The Cost of Rights: Migrant Women, Feminist Advocacy, and
Gendered Morality in South Korea.” Gender & Society 27(4):445-68.

Chopra, Radhika. 2006. “Invisible Men: Masculunity, Sexuality, and Male Domestic Labor.”
Men and Masculinities 9(2):152-67.

Commander, Simon, Olexandr Nikolaychuk, and Dmytro Vikhrov. 2013. Migration from
Ukraine : Brawn or Brain ? New Survey Evidence. Bonn.

Commander, Simon, Olexandr Nikolaychuk, and Dmytro Vikhrov. n.d. “Migration from
Ukraine : Brawn or Brain ? New Survey Evidence.” (156).

Constable, Nicole. 1997. Maid to Order in Hong Kong: Stories of Filipina Workers. Cornell
30



University Press.

Constable, Nicole. 2003. Romance on a Global Stage: Pen Pals, Virtual Ethnography, and Mail
Order Marriages. Univ of California Press.

Constable, Nicole. 2009. “The Commodification of Intimacy: Marriage, Sex, and Reproductive
Labor.” Annual Review of Anthropology 38(1):49-64.

Constable, Nicole. 2013. Migrant Workers in Asia: Distant Divides, Intimate Connections.
Routledge.

Constable, Nicole. 2014. Born out of Place: Migrant Mothers and the Politics of International
Labor. Univ of California Press.

Curran, Sara R. and Estela Rivero-Fuentes. 2003. “Engendering Migrant Networks: The Case of
Mexican Migration.” Demography 40(2):289-307.

Curran, Sara R. and Abigail C. Saguy. 2001. “Migration and Cultural Change: A Role for
Gender and Social Networks?” Journal of international Women'’s Studies 2(3):54-77.

Curran, Sara R., Steven Shafer, and Katharine M. Donato. 2006. “Mapping Gender and
Migration in Sociological Scholarship: Is It Segregation or Integration?” International
Migration Review 40(1):199-223.

Donato, K. M. 2012. “Introduction: Variation in the Gender Composition of Migrant
Populations.” Social Science History 36(2):191-95.

Donato, Katharine M., Joseph T. Alexander, Donna R. Gabaccia, and Johanna Leinonen. 2011.
“Variations in the Gender Composition of Immigrant Populations: How They Matter.”
International Migration Review 45(3):495-526.

Donato, Katharine M. and Donna Gabaccia. 2015. Gender and International Migration: From
the Slavery Era to the Global Age. New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Donato, Katharine M., Donna Gabaccia, Jennifer Holdaway, Martin Manalansan 1V, and Patricia
R. Pessar. 2006. “A Glass Half Full? Gender in Migration Studies.” International Migration
Review 40(1):3-26.

Eckenwiler, Lisa. 2014. “Care Worker Migration, Global Health Equity, and Ethical Place-
Making.” Women's Studies International Forum.

Ehrenreich, Barbara and Arlie Russell Hochschild. 2003. Global Woman: Nannies, Maids, and
Sex Workers in the New Economy. Macmillan.

Escriva, Angeles. 1997. “Control, Composition and Character of New Migration to South-west
Europe: The Case of Peruvian Women in Barcelona.” Journal of Ethnic and Migration
Studies 23(1):43-57.

Espiritu, Yen Le. 2003. Home Bound: Filipino American Lives across Cultures, Communities,
and Countries. Univ of California Press.

Espiritu, Yen Le. 2005. “Gender, Migration, and Work.” Revue européenne des migrations
internationales 21(1):55-75.

Figueroa-Hernandez, Esther and Francisco Pérez-Soto. 2011. “El Proceso de Asentamiento de La
Migracion México-Estados Unidos.” Papeles de poblacién 17(68):161-90.

31



Gamburd, Michele Ruth. 2000. The Kitchen Spoon’s Handle: Transnationalism and Sri Lanka’s
Migrant Housemaids. Cornell University Press.

Gamburd, Michele Ruth. 2004. “Money That Burns like Oil: A Sri Lankan Cultural Logic of
Morality and Agency.” Ethnology 43(2):167-84.

Ghosh, Jayati. 2009. Migration and Gender Empowerment: Recent Trends and Emerging Issues.

Gordon, Linda W. 2005. “Trends in the Gender Ratio of Immigrants to the United States.”
International Migration Review 39(4):796-818.

Gratton, Brian. 2007. “Ecuadorians in the United States and Spain: History, Gender and Niche
Formation.” Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 33(4):581-99.

de Haas, Hein and Roald Plug. 2006. “Cherishing the Goose with the Golden Eggs: Trends in
Migrant Remittances from Europen to Morocoo, 1970-2004.” International Migration
Review 40(3):603-34.

Haugen, Heidi @stbg. 2015. Destination China: The Country Adjusts to Its New Migration
Reality. Washington DC.

Herrera, Gioconda. 2013. “Gender and International Migration: Contributions and Cross-
Fertilizations.” Annual Review of Sociology 39(1):471-89.

Heyzer, Noeleen, Geertje Lycklama Nijeholt, and Nedra Weerakoon. 1994. The Trade in
Domestic Workers: Causes, Mechanisms and Consequences of International Migration.
London: Zed Books.

Hoang, Lan Anh and Brenda S. A. Yeoh. 2011. “Breadwinnign Wives and ‘Left Behind’
Husbands: Men and Masculinities in the Vietnamese Transnational Family.” Gender &
Society 25(6):717-39.

Hoang, Lan Anh, Brenda S. a Yeoh, and Anna Marie Wattie. 2012. “Transnational Labour
Migration and the Politics of Care in the Southeast Asian Family.” Geoforum 43(4):733-40.

Hofmann, Erin Trouth and Cynthia J. Buckley. 2013. “Global Changes and Gendered Responses:
The Feminization of Migration from Georgia.” International Migration Review 47(3):508—
38.

Hondagneu-Sotelo, P. and E. Avila. 1997. “‘I"'M HERE, BUT I’'M THERE’: The Meanings of
Latina Transnational Motherhood.” Gender & Society 11(5):548-71.

Hondagneu-Sotelo, Pierrette. 1994. Gendered Transitions: Mexican Experiences of Immigration.
Univ of California Press.

Hondagneu-Sotelo, Pierrette. 2000. “Feminism and Migration.” The ANNALS of the American
Academy of Political and Social Science (571):107-20.

Hondagneu-Sotelo, Pierrette. 2003. Gender and US Immigration: Contemporary Trends. Univ of
California Press.

Hondagneu-Sotelo, Pierrette. 2007. Domestica: Immigrant Workers Cleaning and Caring in the
Shadows of Affluence. Univ of California Press.

Hondagneu-Sotelo, Pierrette. 2011. “Gender and Migration Scholarship: An Overview from a
21st Century Perspective.” Migraciones Internacionales 6(1):219-34.

32



Hooghe, Marc, Ann Trappers, Bart Meuleman, and Tim Reeskens. 2008. “Migration to European
Countries: A Structural Explanation of Patterns, 1980-2004.” International Migration
Review 42(2):476-504.

Houstoun, Marion F., Roger G. Kramer, and Joan Mackin Barrett. 1984. “Female Predominance
in Immigration to the United States since 1930: A First Look.” The International MIgration
Review 18(4):908-63.

Huang, Shirlena, Leng Leng Thang, and Mika Toyota. 2012. “Transnational Mobilities for Care:
Rethinking the Dynamics of Care in Asia.” Global Networks 12(2):129-34.

Hughes, Donna M. 2000. “The‘ Natasha’ trade: The Transnational Shadow Market of
Trafficking in Women. Journal of International Affairs.” Journal of International Affairs
52(3):625-52.

Hutter, Mark. 2013. “*My Filipina Is from Ghana’L Transnational Migration , Nannies and
Family Life.” Journal of Comparative Family Studies 44(6):741-48.

Kanaiaupuni, S. M. 2000. “Reframing the Migration Question: An Analysis of Men, Women,
and Gender in Mexico.” Social Forces 78(46936):1311-47.

Keryk, Myroslava. 2010. “‘Caregivers with a Heart Needed’: The Domestic Care Regime in
Poland after 1989 and Ukrainian Migrants.” Social Policy and Society 9(3):431-41.

Kilkey, Majella. 2010. “Men and Domestic Labor : A Missing Link in the Global Care Chain.”
Men and Masculinities 13(1):126-49.

Kim, Minjeong. 2010. “Gender and International Marriage Migration.” Sociology Compass
4(9):718-31.

Kittay, Eva Feder. 2009. “The Moral Harm of Migrant Carework: Realizing a Global Right to
Care.” Philosophical Topics 37(2):53-73.

Kofman, Eleonore and Parvati Raghuram. 2015. Gendered Migrations and Global Social
Reproduction. New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Lan, Pei-Chia. 2006. Global Cinderellas: Migrant Domestics and Newly Rich Employers in
Taiwan. Duke University Press.

Lim, Lin Lean and Nana Oishi. 1996. “International Labor Migration of Asian Women:
Distinctive Characteristics and Policy Concerns.” Asian and Pacific Migration Journal
5(1):85-116.

Loebach, Peter and Kim Korinek. 2012. “Crossing Borders, Crossing Seas: The Philippines,
Gender and the Bounding of Cumulative Causation.” International Migration.

Lutz, Helma. 2002. “At Your Service Madam! The Globalization of Domestic Service.” Feminist
Review 70:89-104.

Lutz, Helma. 2010. “Gender in the Migratory Process.” Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies
36(10):1647-63.

Lutz, Helma. 2012. Migration and Domestic Work: A European Perspective on a Global Theme.
Ashgate Publishing, Ltd.

Lutz, Helma, Maria Teresa Herrera Vivar, and Linda Supik. 2011. Framing Intersectionality:

33



Debates on a Multi-Faceted Concept in Gender Studies. London: Ashgate Publishing, Ltd.

Mahler, Sarah J. and Patricia R. Pessar. 2006. “Gender Matters : Ethnographers Bring.”
International Migration Review 40(1):28-63.

Malhotra, Ragini Saira, Joya Misra, and Diego F. Leal. 2016. “Gender and Reproductive Labor
Migration in Asia, 1960-2000.” International Journal of Sociology 46(2):114-40.

Manalansan, Martin F. 2006. “Queer Intersections: Sexuality and Gender in Migration Studies.’
International Migration Review 40(1):224-49.

Martin-Pérez, Alberto and Francisco Javier Moreno-Fuentes. 2012. “Migration and Citizenship
Law in Spain: Path-Dependency and Policy Change in a Recent Country of Immigration.”
International Migration Review 46(3):625-55.

Massey, Douglas S., Rafael Alarcon, Jorge Durand, and Humberto Gonzélez. 1990. Return to
Aztlan: The Social Process of International Migration from Western Mexico. Univ of
California Press.

b

Massey, Douglas S., Joaquin Arango, Graeme Hugo, Ali Kouaouci, and Adela Pellegrino. 1999.
Worlds in Motion: Understanding International Migration at the End of the Millennium:
Understanding International Migration at the End of the Millennium. Clarendon Press.

Massey, Douglas S. and Felipe Garcia Espafia. 1987. “The Social Process of International
Migration.” Science 237(4816):733-38.

Massey, Douglas S., Mary J. Fischer, and Chiara Capoferro. 2006. “International Migration and
Gender in Latin America: A Comparative Analysis.” International Migration 44(5):63-91.

Mayer, Thierry and Soledad Zignago. 2011. Notes on CEPII’s Distances Measures: The GeoDist
Database.

Mendoza, Cristobal. 2000. “African Employment in Iberian Construction: A Cross-Border
Analysis.” Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 26(4):609-34.

Menjivar, C. 1999. “The Intersection of Work and Gender: Central American Immigrant Women
and Employment in California.” American Behavioral Scientist 42(4):601-27.

Menjivar, Cecilia. 2000. Fragmented Ties: Salvadoran Immigrant Networks in America. Univ of
California Press.

Migration Policy Centre. 2013. “Migration Profile: BELARUS.”

Misra, Joya, Jonathan Woodring, and Sabine N. Merz. 2006. “The Globalization of Care Work:
Neoliberal Economic Restructuring and Migration Policy.” Globalizations 3(3):317-32.

Momsen, Janet Henshall. 2003. Gender, Migration and Domestic Service. Routledge.

Morokvasic, Mirjana, Umut Erel, and Kyoko Shinozaki. 2003. Crossing Borders and Shifting
Boundaries. Gender on the Move. Leske+ Budrich.

Nare, Lena. 2011. “The Moral Economy of Domestic and Care Labour: Migrant Workers in
Naples, Italy.” Sociology 45(3):396-412.

Oishi, Nana. 2005. Women in Motion: Globalization, State Policies, and Labor Migration in
Asia. Palo Alto, CA: Stanford University Press.

Oso, Laura and Christine Catarino. 2013. “From Sex to Gender: The Feminisation of Migration
34



and Labour-Market Insertion in Spain and Portugal.” Journal of Ethnic and Migration
Studies 39(March 2015):625-47.

Oso, Laura and Natalia Ribas-Mateos, eds. 2013. The International Handbook on Gender,
Migration, and Transnationalism. Northampton, MA: Edward Elgar.

Ozden, Caglar, Christopher R. Parsons, Maurice Schiff, and Terrie L. Walmsley. 2011. Where on
Earth Is Everybody? The Evolution of Global Bilateral Migration 1960 — 2000.

Palloni, Alberto, Douglas S. Massey, Miguel Ceballos, and Kristin Espinosa. 2011. “Social
Capital and International Migration : A Test Using Information on Family Networks.”
American Journal of Sociology 106(5):1262-98.

Parrefias, Rhacel Salazar. 2000. “Migrant Filipina Domestic Workers and the International
Division of Reproductive Labor.” Gender & Society 14(4):560-81.

Parrefias, Rhacel Salazar. 2001a. Servants of Globalization: Women, Migration and Domestic
Work. Stanford University Press.

Parrefias, Rhacel Salazar. 2001b. “Transgressing the Nation-State : The Partial Citizenship and *
Imagined ( Global ) Community > of Migrant Filipina Domestic Workers A.” Signs
26(4):1129-54.

Parrefias, Rhacel Salazar. 2005a. Children of Global Migration: Transnational Families and
Gendered Woes. Stanford University Press.

Parrefias, Rhacel Salazar. 2005b. “Long Distance Intimacy: Gender and Intergenerational
Relations in Transnational Families.” Global Networks 5(4):317-36.

Parrefas, Rhacel Salazar. 2012. “The Reproductive Labour of Migrant Workers.” Global
Networks 12(2):269-75.

Pessar, P. 2005. Women, Gender, and International Migration across and beyond the Americas:
Inequalities and Limited Empowerment. Mexico City.

Pessar, Patricia R. and Sarah J. Mahler. 2003. “Transnational Migration: Bringing Gender In.”
International Migration Review 37(3):812-46.

Pilkington, Hilary. 1998. Migration, Displacement, and Identity in Post-Soviet Russia.
Psychology.

Piper, Nicola. 2006. “Gendering the Politics of Migration.” International Migration Review
40(1):133-64.

Piper, Nicola and Mina Roces. 2003. Wife or Worker? Asian Women and Migration. Lanham,
Maryland: Rowman & Littlefield.

Pujadas, Joan J. and Julie Massal. 2002. “Migraciones Ecuatorianas a Espafa: Insercion,.”
ICONOS 14:67-87.

Qayum, Seemin and Raka Ray. 2010. “Male Servants and the Failure of Patriarchy in Kolkata.”
Men and Masculinities 13(1):111-26.

Raghuram, Parvati. 2012. “Global Care, Local Configurations - Challenges to
Conceptualizations of Care.” Global Networks 12(2):155-74.

Ramirez, Hernan and Pierrette Hondagneu-Sotelo. 2009. “Mexican Immigrant Gardeners:
35



Entrepreneurs or Exploited Workers?”” Social Problems 56(1):70-88.
Ratha, Dilip and William Shaw. 2007. South-South Migration and Remittances.

Ray, Raka and Seemin Qayum. 2009. Cultures of Servitude: Modernity, Domesticity, and Class
in India. Stanford University Press.

Richter, Marina. 2004. “Contextualizing Gender and Migration: Galician Immigration to
Switzerland.” International Migration Review 38(1):263-86.

Roberts, Kenneth. 2002. “Female Labor Migrants to Shanghai: Temporary ‘Floaters’ or Potential
Settlers?” International Migration Review 36(2):492-5109.

Robinson, Courtland. 2013. “The Curious Case of North Korea.” Forced Migration Review
43(May):53-55.

Rodriguez, Robyn Magalit. 2008. “The Labor Brokerage State and the Globalization of Filipina
Care Workers.” Signs 33(4):794-807.

Safri, Maliha and Julie Graham. 2010. “The Global Household: Toward a Feminist Postcapitalist
International Political Economy.” Signs 36(1):99-125.

Sander, Nikola, Guy Abel, and Ramon Bauer. 2010. Global Migration Data Sheet.

Sarti, Raffaella. 2010. “Fighting for Masculinity : Male Domestic Workers , Gender, and
Migration in Italy from the Late Nineteenth Century to the Present.” Men and Masculinities
13(1):16-43.

Sassen, Saskia. 2000. “Women’s Burden: Counter-Geographies of Globalization and the
Feminization of Survival.” Journal of International Affairs 53(2):503-24.

Scrinzi, Francesca. 2010. “Masculinities and the International Division of Care: Migrant Male
Domestic Workers in Italy and France.” Men and Masculinities 13(1):44-64.

Scrinzi, Francesca. 2011. “Gender, Migration and the Ambiguous Enterprise of Professionalizing
Domestic Service: The Case of Vocational Training for the Unemployed in France.”
Feminist Review 98:153-72.

Setien, Maria Luisa and Elaine Acosta. 2013. “Care and Feminized North-South and South-
South Migration Flows: Denial of Rights and Limited Citizenship.” in The International
Handbook on Gender, Migration, and Transnationalism, edited by L. Oso and N. Ribas-
Mateos. Northampton, MA: Edward Elgar.

Silvey, Rachel. 2006. “Geographies of Gender and Migration: Spatializing Social Difference.”
International Migration Review 40(1):64-81.

Sinke, Suzanne M. 2006. “Gender and Migration: Historical Perspectives.” International
Migration Review 40(1):82-103.

Smith, Robert. 2005. Mexican New York: Transnational Lives of New Immigrants. Univ of
California Press.

Sole, C., N. Ribas, V. Bergalli, and S. Parella. 1998. “Irregular Employment amongst Migrants
in Spanish Cities.” Journal of ethnic and migration studies 24(2):333-46.

Sole, Carlota and Sonia Parella. 2005. “Immigrant Women in Domestic Service: The Care Crisis
in the United STates and Spain.” in Crossing Over: Comparing Recent Migration in the

36



United States and Europe, edited by H. Henke. Lanham, Maryland: Lexington Books.

Stokes-DuPass, Nicole. 2015. Integration and New Limits on Citizenship Rights: Denmark and
Beyond. Palgrave Macmillan.

Tanaka, Hiroyuki. 2008. North Korea: Understanding Migration to and from a Closed Country.
Washington DC.

Tolstokorova, Alissa V. 2010. “Where Have All the Mothers Gone? The Gendered Effect of
Labour Migration and Transnationalism on the Institution of Parenthood in Ukraine.”
Anthropology of East Europe Review 28(1):184-214.

Vershuur, Christine. 2013. “Theoretical Debates on Social Reproduction and Care: The
Articulation between the Domestic and the Global.” Pp. 145-61 in The International
Handbook on Gender, Migration, and Transnationalism, edited by L. Oso and N. Ribas-
Mateos. Northampton, MA: Edward Elgar.

Williams, Fiona. 2010. “Migration and Care: Themes, Concepts and Challenges.” Social Policy
and Society 9(3):385-96.

Yeates, Nicola. 2012. “Global Care Chains: A State-of-the-Art Review and Future Directions in
Care Transnationalization Research.” Global Networks 12(2):135-54.

Yuh, J. Y. 2002. Beyond the Shadow of Camptown: Korean Military Brides in America. New
York, NY: NYU Press.

Figure One: Circos Plot of Women’s Migration Flows, 1960-1970, among Top Countries Sending and
Receiving Women Migrants
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Note: Countries can be identified as follows: United States (USA), Canada (CAN), Australia (AUS),
Pakistan (PAK), India (IND), Bangladesh (BGD), the Philippines (PHL), Indonesia (IDN), Japan (JPN),
Hong Kong (HKG), China (CHN), Saudi Arabia (SAU), Israel (ISR), Uzbekistan (UZB), Turkey (TUR),
Kazakhstan (KAZ), Ukraine (UKR), Russia (RUS), Poland (POL), Italy (ITA), Great Britain (GBR),
France (FRA), Spain (ESP), Germany (DEU), and Mexico (MEX).
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Figure Two: Circos Plot of Women’s Migration Flows, 1970-1980, among Top Countries Sending

and Receiving Women Migrants
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Note: Countries can be identified as follows: United States (USA), Canada (CAN), Australia (AUS),

Pakistan (PAK), India (IND), Bangladesh (BGD), the Philippines (PHL), Indonesia (IDN), Japan (JPN),
Hong Kong (HKG), China (CHN), Saudi Arabia (SAU), Israel (ISR), Uzbekistan (UZB), Turkey (TUR),
Kazakhstan (KAZ), Ukraine (UKR), Russia (RUS), Poland (POL), Italy (ITA), Great Britain (GBR),

France (FRA), Spain (ESP), Germany (DEU), and Mexico (MEX).
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Figure Three: Circos Plot of Women'’s Migration Flows, 1980-1990, among Top Countries Sending
and Receiving Women Migrants
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Note: Countries can be identified as follows: United States (USA), Canada (CAN), Australia (AUS),
Pakistan (PAK), India (IND), Bangladesh (BGD), the Philippines (PHL), Indonesia (IDN), Japan (JPN),
Hong Kong (HKG), China (CHN), Saudi Arabia (SAU), Israel (ISR), Uzbekistan (UZB), Turkey (TUR),
Kazakhstan (KAZ), Ukraine (UKR), Russia (RUS), Poland (POL), Italy (ITA), Great Britain (GBR),
France (FRA), Spain (ESP), Germany (DEU), and Mexico (MEX).
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Figure Four: Circos Plot of Women'’s Migration Flows, 1990-2000, among Top Countries Sending
and Receiving Women Migrants
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Note: Countries can be identified as follows: United States (USA), Canada (CAN), Australia (AUS),
Pakistan (PAK), India (IND), Bangladesh (BGD), the Philippines (PHL), Indonesia (IDN), Japan (JPN),
Hong Kong (HKG), China (CHN), Saudi Arabia (SAU), Israel (ISR), Uzbekistan (UZB), Turkey (TUR),
Kazakhstan (KAZ), Ukraine (UKR), Russia (RUS), Poland (POL), Italy (ITA), Great Britain (GBR),
France (FRA), Spain (ESP), Germany (DEU), and Mexico (MEX).
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Figure Five: Women as a Percent of all Immigrants to China

1960-70 1970-80

=fr—Hong Kong =M= Indonesia

== Philippines

42

1980-90

=== North Korea

1990-2000

=—=—1[\acao



100%

90%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Figure Six: Women as a Percent of all Immigrants to Russia
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Figure Seven: Women as a Percent of all Immigrants to Saudi Arabia
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Figure Eight: Women as a Percent of all Immigrants to the United States
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Figure Nine: Women as a Percent of all Immigrants to Spain
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Figure Ten: Women as a Percent of all Emigrants from the Philippines
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Figure Eleven: Women as a Percent of all Emigrants from
Indonesia
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Figure Twelve: Women as a Percent of all Emigrants from Mexico
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Figure Thirteen: Women as a Percent of all Emigrants from
Pakistan
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Figure Fourteen: Women as a Percent of all Emigrants from
Ukraine
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