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Recent literature on gender and migration demonstrates that gender plays an 

important role in human mobility. Men and women hold different positions in households 

and communities, and gender norms both shape migration decisions and are shaped by 

the migration process. The literature on gender aspects of migration has remained largely 

separate from the literature that identifies socioeconomic conditions and human capital 

characteristics that predict migration, leaving open questions of how gender norms and 

gender ideology in origin countries might interact with socioeconomic conditions to 

shape migration patterns. I seek to integrate these two areas, clarifying the ways in which 

performances of gender can influence migration and destination decisions, and providing 

a better understanding of which contexts are more conducive to men’s migration and 

which to women’s.  

My dissertation incorporates both semi-structured interviews and nationally 

representative survey data. The mixed methods approach is valuable because the 

interviews allow for a more detailed analysis of gender norms than would be possible 

with survey data, while the survey data allow for a systematic comparison of migrants 

and non-migrants and help to contextualize and generalize the findings from the 

interviews. I use survey data to test associations between human capital, socioeconomic 
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status, family status, patriarchal gender ideology, and migration. As migration theories 

predict, measures of human capital and relative deprivation are strongly associated with 

men’s migration. For women, socioeconomic status and human capital matter, but family 

status is also strongly associated with migration. Patriarchal gender ideology is positively 

associated with men’s migration, and negatively with women’s. Survey data also show 

strong gender and demographic differences in destination patterns among Georgian 

migrants. 

Qualitative data complement and expand these findings. Migrants’ narratives 

show that women’s ability to migrate is limited by their primary responsibility for care 

giving and domestic work. In more strongly traditional, male-headed households, 

women’s migration may be further constrained by unwillingness of male relatives to 

allow women to migrate. On the other hand, the growing popularity of Turkey, Greece, 

and other European destinations encourages women’s migration, as many Georgians 

believe that the labor markets in these countries are more open to female migrants. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction and Theoretical Framework 

INTRODUCTION 

The collapse of the Soviet Union opened 15 new countries to the forces of 

globalization, including global labor markets, foreign investment, international 

organizations, and the global media. One key consequence of the Soviet collapse has 

been the formation of a new international migration system in Eurasia (Buckley 2008). 

Western scholars have mainly focused on specific aspects of migration in the Eurasian 

migration system—the return of diaspora groups to their ethnic homelands (Dunlop 

1993), and the migration of Russians and Eastern Europeans to Western Europe and 

North America (Castles and Miller 2009). Less noticed has been the fact that several 

former Soviet states, including the Republic of Georgia, have become sources of 

international labor migration, heavily dependent on remittances. Russia is the primary 

destination country for migrants in the post-Soviet space, but migrants from the region 

also travel to a variety of countries in Europe, North America, and the Middle East.  

These new and developing migration flows have much in common with the 

better-known migration systems in North America, Europe, and Asia, but they are also 

shaped by the unique experiences of the Soviet and post-Soviet periods. Understanding 

the factors that drive migration in Eurasia allows us to test and expand existing migration 

theories in a context where large-scale labor migration is recent development, and where 

the economic, social, and political contexts are different from those countries where 

migration theory has been primarily developed. 

This project uses one country within the Eurasian migration system—the 

Republic of Georgia—to explore issues of gender ideology and migration decisions. 

Georgia is a former Soviet republic in the South Caucasus that has experienced severe 
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economic and political turmoil in the post-Soviet period, as well as an explosion of out-

migration among both men and, later, women. My dissertation has two main goals. First, 

I will provide a comprehensive picture of migration patterns and the socio-demographic 

characteristics of migrants, shedding light on the feminization of migration from Georgia, 

a poorly understood but important demographic process. Second, I will use the case of 

Georgia to analyze the relationship between gender ideology and migration, explaining 

why some destination and origin contexts are more conducive to the migration of men 

and others more conducive to women’s migration.  

Motivations 

There is a great deal to be gained from understanding the relationship between 

gender ideology and migration, both in general and in Georgia specifically. Georgia, 

which has experienced profound economic, political, social, and cultural upheaval in the 

post-Soviet period, provides an ideal context for such analysis. Labor migration from 

Georgia is a response to economic realities and gender relations that many Georgians feel 

are “backwards” in comparison to their memories of the more stable Soviet era. 

Understanding how this “backwardness” shapes migration patterns will help to 

understand the interrelationships between gender norms and other drivers of migration, 

integrating two largely separate areas of migration literature and providing a better 

understanding of migration as a gendered process. Better understanding the patterns and 

drivers of migration from Georgia also has practical implications for analysts and 

policymakers interested in understanding Georgia’s future development. 

Contributions to Theory 

An extensive body of literature addresses the issue of selectivity, questioning who 

migrates, how migrants select destinations, and why people choose to migrate. While 
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migration is a complex process, extensive research has identified a set of socioeconomic 

factors—individual human capital, household socioeconomic status, social networks, 

state policies, and labor market demands—that influence the selectivity of labor 

migration in many contexts (Massey et al. 1998). There is also a growing literature on 

migration and culture. Large-scale migration can lead to cultural change in origin 

countries, turning labor migration into an acceptable or even idealized part of growing up 

in some societies (Ali 2007; Horvath 2008; Kandel and Massey 2002). 

The cultural aspects of migration are highly gendered. The gendered nature of 

migration has historically been neglected in migration theory, but a growing body of 

literature over the past few decades has made great strides in rectifying this deficiency 

(Donato et al. 2006). The literature on gender and migration highlights the fact that both 

men and women participate in the process of migration, and demonstrates that they often 

experience it in very different ways. While migration can become normative for young 

men, it is often viewed more negatively among women, because it comes into conflict 

with traditional female domestic responsibilities (Hondagneu-Sotelo and Avila 1997; 

Keough 2006; Parrenas 2005). 

The literature on migrant selectivity and the literature on gendered aspects of 

migration have remained largely separate. The existence of widespread female migration 

in many societies, despite strong evidence of social stigma surrounding it, might indicate 

that gender ideology plays little role in shaping migration. But there is intriguing 

evidence that gender ideology is important. At the national level, there is an association 

between the strength of traditional gender norms in a society and the sex composition of 

migrant flows from that society, with more patriarchal societies experiencing lower 

proportions of women among out-migrants (Massey, Fischer, and Capoferro 2006; Oishi 

2005; Sana and Massey 2005; Zlotnik 1998). 



 4 

The lack of research incorporating both norms and socioeconomic factors as 

motivations for migration has left open questions of how gendered social norms in origin 

countries might come together with socioeconomic conditions to shape migration 

processes. We also do not understand the mechanisms through which norms interact with 

other factors in the migration decisions of individuals and families. In this dissertation, I 

develop a framework that incorporates gender ideology and gender norms as well as 

socioeconomic conditions in order to explain migration patterns. Incorporating gender 

norms and gender performances into the more common socioeconomic framework will 

provide a more complete picture of the migration process and a better understanding of 

which contexts are conducive to men’s and women’s migration, and why. 

Most research on international migration has focused on Asia, the Middle East, 

and especially Latin America, and little attention has been paid to former Soviet countries 

such as Georgia. But Georgia provides a valuable test case to explore issues of gender 

and migration. The Georgian context combines strong patriarchal gender ideology in the 

private sphere with high levels of human capital and labor market experience among 

women. The emergence of large-scale women’s labor migration from Georgia is fairly 

recent, but today both men and women in Georgia have access to a wide variety of 

migration networks leading to Russia, North America, Europe, and the Middle East. 

Georgia therefore provides an opportunity to explore the influences of both traditional 

gender ideologies and economic incentives in a context where migration options for both 

men and women are extensive. 

Policy Contributions 

In order to explore issues of gender, norms, and labor migration in Georgia, I will 

use newly available data from two national surveys, along with the results of in-depth 
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interviews in two Georgian cities. Together, these multiple data sources will provide a 

more complete picture of patterns of labor migration from Georgia than any previously 

available. Labor migration is an important economic, social, and political issue in 

Georgia, and recent shifts towards increasing women’s migration have generated a great 

deal of media and political interest. Shifting migration patterns may influence the social 

consequences of migration, the size and use of remittance flows, and demographic 

processes. My work will shed light on the extent and nature of these shifts. 

The experience of migration in other parts of the world has shown that a strong 

understanding of migration patterns—including issues of migrant selectivity—is useful in 

policymaking. The selectivity of migration is associated with migrants’ desire and ability 

to send remittances, making some sending countries more likely to reap the benefits of 

remittances than others (Portes 2007). Different types of migrants are also likely to take 

different approaches to transnational engagement in the political and social life of their 

home countries (Portes, Escobar, and Radford 2007). By increasing our knowledge of 

Georgia’s migrant population, my research makes a valuable contribution to 

understanding the social, economic, and political implications of international labor 

migration in Georgia. 

This research also highlights the need for improved migration data in Georgia and 

other post-Soviet states, and provides suggestions for future directions in data collection. 

My conclusions are limited by the absence of longitudinal data or surveys that record 

complete migration histories. While I partly address this limitation by employing a 

mixed-methods approach, qualitative data cannot fully compensate for the absence of 

nationally representative longitudinal data. Improving the quality of available data would 

have tremendous benefits for both researchers and policymakers.  
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Definitions 

Before exploring further the relationship between gender ideology and 

international labor migration, it is necessary to specify the definition of both these terms. 

International migration refers to the movement of people across international borders, but 

not all international movement is generally considered migration. Most researchers only 

consider an international trip to be migration if it exceeds certain duration, but the precise 

duration used in the definition varies. The United Nations considers trips of at least three 

months duration to be migration (United Nations Population Division 2002), while other 

groups use six months or a year as the cutoff point (Anderson and Blinder 2011; GeoStat 

2009a).  

There are many different types of international migration. Migrants can be 

classified by their motivations for migration, which can include: economic or labor 

migrants who travel in search of employment and income; educational migrants; 

environmental migrants in search of more favorable climactic conditions; refugees and 

forced migrants who flee violence or oppression at home; and family migrants who travel 

along with or join family members already abroad. Migrants can also be classified by 

their intended timeframe of migration, with some migrants intending to establish 

permanent residence and obtain citizenship in their destination countries, and others 

intending to eventually return home. Finally, migrants can be categorized by their legal 

status. Broadly, migrants include both authorized migrants, who have legal permission to 

reside in their destination country, and unauthorized migrants, who do not. But legal 

status can be further divided based on what type of legal authorization a migrant has (a 

temporary work contract, permission for permanent residence, or a student visa) or based 

on the nature of unauthorized status (those who traveled with no documents, those who 

used falsified documents, and those who have visas but violate the terms). 
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In this research, I focus on temporary international labor migration from Georgia. 

I focus exclusively on out-migration from Georgia, as immigration to Georgia is a very 

rare event. I define temporary labor migrants are people who go abroad for a period of at 

least three months for primarily economic reasons (such as finding a job, or earning more 

money than would be possible in Georgia), and who intend to return to Georgia at some 

point. This definition includes both authorized and unauthorized migrants. Because 

temporary labor migrants often leave family members behind in Georgia, this is the 

easiest type of migration to study in a research project focusing on the migrant-origin 

country. In addition, temporary labor migration, although not the only type of migration 

from Georgia, is an extremely important social, economic, and political phenomenon. 

Trying to study one specific type of migration is complicated by the fact that 

migrants do not fit neatly into categories. Many people have multiple motivations for 

migration: educational migrants and refugees participate in the labor markets of their 

destination countries, and often behave in ways that are very similar to economic 

migrants (Cortes 2004; Li et al. 1996; Riddle and Buckley 1998). Distinguishing between 

temporary and permanent migrants is equally difficult, because migrants may be unsure 

of how long they intend to stay abroad, or their intentions may change over time. Family 

arrangements may also change over time, as left-behind family members reunite with 

migrant relatives in the destination country, or some members of a family who migrated 

together are deported or choose to return home.  

Like migration, gender ideology is a complex and multi-faceted concept. Gender 

itself is a complicated concept, although it is often simplified into a male/female 

dichotomy in studies of migration (Curran 2006). Gender is an essential feature of social 

organization, shaping family structures, economic relations, political systems and social 

power (Hondagneu-Sotelo 1999). In this paper, I focus on gender as the performance of 
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norms and expectations. West and Zimmerman define gender as “the activity of 

managing situated conduct in light of normative conceptions of attitudes and activities 

appropriate for one’s sex category” (1987: 127). Their formulation focuses on gender as 

something that is “done” by individuals in the context of social interactions (West and 

Zimmerman 1987). Gender norms and expectations influence how we act in our everyday 

interactions; they also influence our expectation of how others act, and our interpretations 

of their actions (Ridgeway 2009). 

Gender norms are thus a foundation of social interactions, but they are by no 

means static. Conceptions of appropriate masculine and feminine behavior vary across 

societies, and within a society, the prevailing gender norms can change over time (Davis 

and Greenstein 2009). Within a society, different communities and different individuals 

may espouse different gender norms (Becker and Wagner 2009; Cha and Thebaud 2009; 

Keleher and Franklin 2008). I use the term gender ideology as shorthand for a set of 

expectations, beliefs, and norms about gender. Following the work of others, I classify 

gender ideology along a continuum from egalitarian to patriarchal (sometimes called 

traditional) (Davis and Greenstein 2009; Massey et al. 2006). Patriarchal gender ideology 

describes the insistence on a strict separation of spheres between men and women, with 

men belonging in the public sphere and the labor market and women belonging in the 

domestic sphere, and assigns men the primary decision-making role within households. 

Egalitarian ideology, on the other hand, holds that both men and women should 

participate in both the public and private spheres, and that both should have equal 

decision-making authority within families and households. This patriarchal/egalitarian 

dichotomy is simplistic, and fails to recognize the diverse forms of patriarchy (Kandiyoti 

1988), but it provides a good starting point for looking at the relationship between gender 

ideology and migration.  
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Both migration and gender ideology can be difficult to operationalize and 

measure. In analyzing secondary survey data on migration, I am limited to studying 

migrants as they are defined and identified by the survey designers and interviewers. 

Both surveys that I use in this project used fairly flexible definitions of migration, relying 

on social understandings of “migration” in Georgia and classifying individuals as 

migrants primarily based on their self-identification or attribution by family members as 

migrants. Because of the difficulty of creating a hard-and-fast category of temporary 

labor migrants, I adopted a similarly flexible approach in identifying migrants for the 

qualitative portion of the research. I relied on self- and family-identified migrants, opting 

to include people who did not perfectly fit the profile of a temporary labor migrant rather 

than excluding self-identified migrants who did not fit a narrow set of criteria. 

Operationalizing gender norms in survey research is challenging, but has been 

frequently attempted. Surveys such as the American Community Survey and the World 

Values Survey have developed a relatively standard set of questions that are intended to 

measure patriarchal versus egalitarian gender ideology, and these measures, while far 

from perfect, have been shown to be reliable and valid across multiple contexts (Davis 

and Greenstein 2009). However, such measures have not been widely used in migration 

surveys. Much of my data on gender ideology comes from respondents’ discussions of 

typical male and female behavior in qualitative interviews. I am also able to use some 

limited measures of support for traditional values and women’s rights that are available in 

one survey data set.  

Chapter Outline 

 The remainder of this chapter will lay out the theoretical underpinnings of the 

dissertation, and provide background on gender and labor migration from Georgia. The 
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section on theoretical background provides an overview of the extensive literature on 

selectivity. It covers why some people are more likely to migrate than others are, as well 

as the somewhat less developed literature on how migrants select destinations, and 

explains how these motivations have been shown to be gendered. I then go into more 

depth on the issue of gender ideology and how it can influence decision-making, and how 

it may influence migration decisions and migration patterns. The next section of the 

chapter provides a history of labor migration from Georgia, and discusses the strengths 

and shortcomings of existing studies. Finally, I consider the literature on gender norms in 

Georgia, and considers how Georgia’s specific gender context might influence its 

migration patterns. 

In Chapter 2, I give an overview of the three data sources that I use for this 

research: two national surveys of migration and a set of in-depth and expert interviews 

conducted in two Georgian cities. The chapter provides extensive descriptions of the very 

different sampling and data collection strategies employed by the two national surveys, 

and discusses the challenges and advantages of using both surveys together to describe 

migration patterns in Georgia. I also provide a thorough description of the sampling, 

protocol, coding, and logistical and ethical issues involved in collecting the interview 

data, as well as an overview of respondents and their characteristics. The chapter also 

includes a discussion of the goals and advantages of using a mixed-methods approach to 

studying international labor migration in Georgia. 

Chapters 3 through 5 present the empirical findings of the qualitative and 

quantitative analyses. In Chapter 3, I use logistic regression models to test associations 

between human capital, socioeconomic status, family status, and migration, separately 

among men and women. In Chapter 4, I address more specifically the influence of gender 

ideology on migration. I add indicators of household gender ideology into the logistic 
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regression models developed in the previous chapter to determine whether they improve 

the model fit and whether they mediate any of the other predictors of migration. I then 

introduce qualitative data, identifying ways in which respondents’ beliefs about proper 

masculine and feminine behavior influenced their own decisions to migrate and their 

reactions to the migration of family members. In Chapter 5, I explore issues of gender 

and destination selection. Destination choice among Georgian migrants is strongly 

associated with gender. I use logistic regression models and qualitative data to identify 

the demographic, economic, political, and cultural factors that draw men to Russia and 

the former Soviet Union (FSU) and women to Turkey, Greece, and other European 

countries. 

The concluding chapter (Chapter 6) provides a final summary of the research 

findings and an evaluation of their contribution to migration theory. I summarize the 

main findings, focusing on three key themes: the feminization of migration from Georgia, 

the role of gender ideology in the migration decision, and gendered destination patterns. I 

highlight gender differences in patterns of labor migration from Georgia and the role that 

gender ideology plays in both influencing who migrants and where they go. These 

findings contribute to migration theory by linking together socioeconomic factors and 

social norms as potential motivating factors for migration, and by identifying 

mechanisms through which patriarchal gender ideology can promote men’s migration and 

constrain women’s. I conclude by identifying future areas for research and theory-

building, as well as policy implications. 
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THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

Early migration research focused heavily on the individual economic motivations 

for migration and conceptualized migrants as male breadwinners (Lee 1966), leading 

questions of gender to be marginalized in the literature on migrant selectivity. Even as 

new theories examined motivations for migration at the household, community, and 

global levels, most did not consider gender differences, assuming either that men’s and 

women’s motivations for migration are the same, or that women migrate primarily as 

wives or daughters, tied to their male family members (Curran et al. 2006; Lutz 2010; 

Pedraza 1991). In the 1980s, a new body of literature began to challenge these 

assumptions, highlighting the large number of women who migrate and arguing that, 

because gender is a fundamental organizing principle of society, the social factors that 

motivate migration and destination choice will influence men and women differently 

(Donato et al. 2006; Kanaiaupuni 2000; Mahler and Pessar 2006; Pedraza 1991). 

In this section, I first describe the largely gender-neutral literature on motivations 

for migration and destination choice. I then examine the evidence for gender differences 

in the push and pull factors of migration. I pay specific attention to the potential role of 

origin-country gender ideology in driving or constraining men’s and women’s migration. 

While there is a growing body of literature on “how discourses in sending societies react 

to (massive) out- or transnational migration of men and women, and whether or not the 

debate on gender relations in the sending countries is influenced at all by this kind of 

mobility,” (Lutz 2010: 1655) there is limited evidence on how gender ideology might 

itself shape migration processes. Incorporating the role of gender ideology into traditional 

theories of migration can provide a better understanding of which contexts are more 

conducive to the migration of men, and which to the migration of men, and why. 
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Motivations for Migration 

Migration is a complex phenomenon, but extensive research has identified several 

key factors that influence the propensity to migrate that appear to be relevant in many 

different contexts (Massey et al. 1998). The factors that influence migration operate on 

multiple levels of analysis, from the global to the individual. Most traditional theories 

focus on only one level, but recent research has demonstrated the importance of 

incorporating factors from multiple levels in order to fully understand migration 

processes. In particular, combining individual-level data with household- or community-

level factors can be very effective in explaining migration, although most research 

primarily focuses on the economic factors associated with migration (Bohra and Massey 

2009; Massey et al.  2010; Yang and Guo 1999).  

At the macro level, aspects of both national labor markets and global economic 

systems motivate migration. Developed countries require a steady stream of immigrants 

to fill low-status jobs that native workers will not take (Piore 1979), and many states 

enact policies designed to attract certain types of workers (Snowden 1990). With aging 

and shrinking populations in developed countries, the need for immigrants is only 

increasing, and many developing countries have growing populations of young people, 

providing a ready supply of migrants (Coleman 2009). Political and economic linkages 

between developed and developing countries, as well as within the developing world, 

create pathways that supply the demand for immigrants (Morawska 1990; Portes and 

Walton 1981). Many of these linkages arise from the historical legacies of colonialism, 

but new linkages can arise from contemporary processes such as foreign investment and 

international aid (Castles and Miller 2009; Hooghe et al. 2008; Sassen 1988).   

At the community level, social and family networks play an important role in 

determining migrant selectivity. International migration is a difficult and costly process, 
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requiring the potential migrant to navigate unfamiliar labor and housing markets, often 

without knowledge of the local language. Having a social connection to a previous 

migrant, however, can dramatically decrease the difficulty of migration, because ties to a 

migrant network provide potential migrants with valuable social capital (Massey et al. 

1987). Previous migrants can provide recent-migrant friends and relatives with 

recommendations to employers and concrete advice on jobs, housing, and daily life. The 

importance of social networks in motivating migration is attested by research in sending 

countries throughout the world, all showing that having a friend or family member who is 

a previous migrant greatly increases an individual’s chances of migration (Curran et al. 

2005; Curran and Rivero-Fuentes 2003; Davis and Winters 2001; Garip 2008; Massey, 

Durand, and Malone 2002; Massey and Espinosa 1995; Palloni, Massey, and Ceballos 

2001). Migration is therefore a self-perpetuating process: as more people from a 

community migrate, transnational social networks broaden and migration becomes easier 

for those remaining in the origin community, thus encouraging more migration (Massey 

1990).  

Community and regional characteristics also have important influences on 

migration. Theorists of the New Economics of Labor Migration argue that a lack of 

access to insurance and credit markets motivates migration (Massey et al. 1998). Other 

research has demonstrated that a variety of other community characteristics, such as 

availability of employment, level of local development, and transportation and 

communication networks, can all motivate migration (Bohra and Massey 2009; Brown 

2002; Massey et al. 2010).   

Finally, both household and individual resources motivate migration. A 

household’s relative economic deprivation is an important motivator of household 

members’ migration. Households at the upper end of the wealth spectrum in their 
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communities have little incentive to send a member abroad, while those at the bottom 

cannot afford to, leading migrants to be selected from the middle of the socioeconomic 

spectrum (Bhandari 2004; Stark and Taylor 1991). Human capital theories predict that 

individuals with higher levels of human capital will experience greater benefits and lower 

costs to migration. Migrants, therefore, should be positively selected on both tangible 

measures of human capital (such as education) and intangible characteristics such as 

ambition (Chiswick 2000). Migration is also associated with specific stages in the life 

course. Massey and colleagues (1987) argue that, in Mexico, the typical migrant is a 

young, married man. Migration provides the necessary capital to set up an independent 

household and to care for children. Other research in Kyrgyzstan and South Africa has 

demonstrated that marriage has a positive association with migration, at least among men, 

while having children makes a person less likely to migrate (Agadjanian, Nedoluzhko, 

and Kuzkov 2008; Gubhaju and DeJong 2009). The need to care for elderly parents can 

also diminish a person’s likelihood of migration (Giles and Mu 2007). 

Destination Choice 

The question of who migrates and why has received the greatest amount of 

attention in the selectivity literature, but it is only part of the story. When people make 

the decision to migrate, they must also make the decision of where to go, and these two 

decisions are closely intertwined. In countries like Mexico, where much of migration 

theory has been developed, there has historically not been significant variation in 

destination choice, making the question of who migrates more interesting than the 

question of where they migrate. As global migration flows have become increasingly 

diverse in recent decades, the literature on destination selection has been expanding. 
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Historically, migration has tended to follow distinct spatial patterns, leading to the 

development of migration systems (such as Mexican migration to the U.S., Turkish 

migration to Germany, and North African migration to France). Within migration 

systems, sending and receiving areas are linked by a complex set of historical and 

political ties, transportation and communications systems, and trade and other economic 

ties (Kritz, Lim, and Zlotnik 1992; Massey et al. 1998). But from the perspective of 

migrants, social networks are probably the most important linkage between origin and 

destination. As mentioned above, migrant networks are a valuable source of social capital 

(Massey 2008; Portes and Bach 1985; Portes and Rumbaut 1990), but the social capital 

that migrants provide is highly location-specific, meaning that migrants in the same 

social networks tend to choose the same destinations (Bauer, Epstein, and Gang 2005; 

Funkhouser 2000; Haug 2008). 

But what happens when potential migrants have access to multiple networks, 

providing location-specific social capital in multiple destinations? Based on research in 

the Philippines, where migrants can access dozens of possible destination countries 

through extensive social networks and a highly developed migration industry, Paul argues 

that potential migrants envision a “personally and socially constructed destination 

hierarchy” (2011: 1864). Some destinations are more desirable than others, and migrants, 

having made the decision to look for work abroad, will aim as high on the destination 

hierarchy as their social, financial, and human capital will allow them to reach (Paul 

2011). Gallo’s research on migrants from India’s Kerala shows that Keralans share a 

similar hierarchy of potential destinations (Gallo 2006).  

The factors that make some destinations more desirable than others are complex 

and often highly personal, but the literature has identified some common themes. 

Ravenstein (1885) argued that geographically closer destinations exert a greater pull on 
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migrants than do more distant destinations. This argument, now known as a gravity 

model, is particularly common in the geographic literature. Gravity models have been 

widely criticized (Vanderkamp 1977), but there is significant evidence that increasing 

geographic distance between origin and destination increases the economic, social, and 

emotional costs of migration (Feliciano 2005), making closer destinations potentially 

more attractive.  

Geographic proximity is far from the only factor involved in destination choice, 

however. For labor migrants, real or perceived differences in employment opportunities 

in different destinations strongly influence their desirability. In recent years, U.S. 

scholars have devoted substantial attention to the shift of Mexican and other migrants 

away from traditional destination states (especially California) and towards new 

destinations in southern and Midwestern states (Massey 2008). One common explanation 

for this shift is that economic competition between migrants in popular destinations drove 

down wages, making new destinations, with less competition and higher real wages, 

more attractive to migrants (Donato and Bankston 2008; Leach and Bean 2008; Light and 

von Scheven 2008). Some studies have found associations between overall wage and 

unemployment rates and migration (Karemera and Iwuagu 2000), while others have 

found associations between concentrations of specific industries (such as agriculture) and 

migration (Lianos 2001). 

Migration policies and legal opportunities for migration may also influence the 

desirability of destinations. According to Paul (2011), the possibility of eventually 

gaining permanent residency in Canada or the United States is part of what make these 

countries more desirable destinations for Filipino migrants than Hong Kong or countries 

of the Middle East, where migrants are generally prevented from establishing permanent 

residence (2011). Collyer (2005) found that perceptions of British migration and foreign 
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policy as more favorable leads some Algerian refugees migrate to the UK, rather than 

France, despite the presence of a large Algerian community in France. 

Less tangible factors can also influence perceptions of the desirability of different 

destinations. Returning to the literature on new migration destinations in the United 

States, several scholars have argued that, by adopting a number of high-profile anti-

immigrant policies during the 1990s, the state of California sent a strong message to 

migrants that they were not welcome, deterring even migrants who may not have 

personally been harmed by the policies (Massey and Capoferro 2008). Small-town 

amenities, such as better schools, cheaper housing, and safe communities may be another 

factor pulling recent immigrants away from traditional gateway cities and towards new 

destinations (Hernandez-Leon and Zuniga 2000). 

Gendered Motivations for Migration and Destination Choice 

Although often ignored, there is a clear gender dimension to migration streams. 

Migration scholars as far back as Ravenstein (1885) have noted that some flows of 

migrants tend to be dominated by women, while others are dominated by men. In a 

comprehensive study of 26 countries, Donato and colleagues found that the gender 

composition of foreign-born populations in most destination countries varied widely 

based on the country of birth of the migrants. Migrants from north Africa to Europe and 

from Bangladesh to Malaysia, for example, were predominantly male, while migrants 

from the Philippines to both the U.S. and Middle Eastern countries were predominantly 

female (Donato et al. 2011). There are also gendered patterns in migrant selectivity. In 

Mexico, Kanaiaupuni (2000) found that positive selection on education was significantly 

stronger among female migrants than among male migrants. Feliciano (2009) argued that 

the educational selectivity of women migrants from Mexico is declining over time, as 
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migration becomes more common among Mexican women. In Nepal, on the other hand, 

Williams (2009) found that educational selectivity among female migrants is increasing 

over time as women have more access to education. 

What are the causes of these gendered migration patterns? There are three areas 

that provide promising explanations for gendered selectivity and gendered destination 

patterns. First, labor market demands in destination countries are often highly gendered. 

Employment opportunities in destination countries are shifting from male-dominated 

heavy industries toward traditionally female areas: services, hospitality, entertainment, 

and light manufacturing (Cheng 1999; Pettman 1998). Aging populations and the entry of 

native women into the professional workforce creates demand in female-dominated 

employment sectors (healthcare, eldercare, and domestic work sectors) that native 

workers are reluctant to fulfill (Ehrenreich and Hochschild 2002). The association of 

service work with immigrant women has been strongly established in the social 

consciousness in many destination countries (Cheng 1999; Moya 2007). Women from 

developing countries fill positions in the service and entertainment sectors, while men fill 

positions in agriculture and construction, reinforcing gender norms as well as ideologies 

of class and social constructions of race (Hill Maher 2003; Hugo 2005).  

In response to strong market demands for immigrants in specific economic 

sectors, many destination countries have developed official programs to recruit migrants 

into specific jobs (Snowden 1990). Such programs are often explicitly or implicitly 

gendered, recruiting men for agricultural and industrial work, and women for nursing and 

domestic work (Castles and Miller 2009; Flynn and Kofman 2004; Silvey 2004; Tyner 

1999). The ability to access employment, either in the informal or the formal labor 

market, can have important consequences for whether men or women migrate, and where 

they choose to go (Foner 2009; He and Gober 2003). 
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Second, migrant networks are also gendered. Analysis of migrant networks 

demonstrates substantial overlap between male and female networks (Cerrutti and 

Massey 2001; Kanaiaupuni 2000), but there is also evidence that some types of networks 

are most helpful to women, and others to men (Curran and Rivero-Fuentes 2003; Davis 

and Winters 2001). Because women can be more vulnerable to exploitation than are men, 

women may benefit more from having a single, trusted family member who is a migrant, 

and less from the large, diverse networks of acquaintances that are most helpful to male 

migrants (Curran et al. 2005). In addition, the sex segregation in immigrant labor 

markets, and the concentration of migrants in gendered niches, often means that women 

provide the most valuable links to employment opportunities for other women, while men 

are more valuable contacts for other men (Bastia 2007; Moya 2007; Peixoto 2009; 

Schrover, van der Leun, and Quispel 2007).  

In addition to informal social networks, migrants often rely on the emerging 

global migration industry to connect them with jobs across national borders. Several 

studies highlight the rise of organizations facilitating the recruitment and placement of 

labor migrants (Cohen 1997; Glick Schiller 2004; Salt 2001). Local migration industries 

in origin countries have expanded into traditionally female occupations, such as nursing, 

childcare and elder care (Brush and Vaspuram 2006; Pittman, Folsom, and Bass 2010). 

Access to formal and informal networks can shape both potential migrants’ probability of 

migration, and the probability of choosing certain destinations over others. 

Finally, gender ideology in the country of origin may play a role in explaining 

why migration is more attractive to men in some circumstances, and to women in others. 

Many migrant-origin societies are characterized by patriarchal gender ideology. Engaging 

in labor migration is often seen as a sacrifice of family closeness in favor of financial 

security, and is therefore more compatible with male breadwinner roles than it is with 
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female domestic roles (Aranda 2003; Broughton 2008; Parrenas 2005). It is often difficult 

to transfer domestic responsibilities to men within a household when women migrate 

because men view “women’s work” as demeaning (Asis, Huang, and Yeoh 2004; Curran 

et al. 2005; De Jong 2000). Because the role of motherhood in women’s lives is treated as 

special, or even sacred, it can be difficult to reconcile the separation from children that 

migration necessarily entails with idealized notions of motherhood and caregiving (Dreby 

2006; Hondagneu-Sotelo and Avila 1997). Women who migrate face family opposition 

and social stigma for neglecting their husbands and children, in addition to themselves 

feeling a great deal of ambivalence about their position as migrant mothers and wives 

(Hondagneu-Sotelo and Avila 1997; Ishkanian 2002; Keough 2006; Parrenas 2005; 

Raijman, Schammah-Gesser, and Kemp 2003). Women may therefore be less willing or 

less able than are men to migrate from societies where patriarchal norms are strong. 

Gender Ideology and Migration 

The role of social norms in shaping gendered migration patterns has received 

limited attention in the migration literature and merits further discussion. While the 

fundamental tension between women’s labor migration and patriarchal norms has been 

well documented, it is less clear to what extent this tension influences men’s or women’s 

migration decisions, and how. Few studies have incorporated both gender ideology and 

socioeconomic factors as motivators of migration, raising questions about their relative 

weight and potential interactions in determining who migrates. Research on the role of 

gender ideology in migrant selectivity is hindered by the difficulty of operationalizing 

and measuring gender ideology. Surveys of migration provide valuable opportunities to 

systematically compare migrants to non-migrants, but rarely include measures of beliefs 

and norms. Ethnographic studies provide highly nuanced pictures of gender ideologies 
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and beliefs among individuals and families, but rarely allow for comparison across 

households or communities. 

Nevertheless, existing research does show some intriguing associations between 

gender ideology and migration. Hondagneu-Sotelo’s ethnographic research on women 

migrants from Mexico highlights power structures within patriarchal households and 

demonstrates the lengths that women go to convince their fathers and husbands to allow 

them to migrate, indicating that the acquiescence of male household members is a 

potentially important factor in women’s migration (Hondagneu-Sotelo 1994). 

Quantitative, national-level studies show an association between the strength of 

patriarchal ideology in a society and the sex composition of migrant flows from that 

society. In a study of five Latin American countries, Massey and colleagues (2006) 

classified countries on a continuum from patriarchal (characterized by a predominance of 

male-headed and male-dominated households) to matrifocal (characterized by high rates 

of informal unions, non-marital childbearing and a predominance of female-headed 

households). They found that independent female labor migration was much more 

common in the matrifocal societies of Nicaragua and the Dominican Republic than it was 

in the patriarchal societies of Mexico and Costa Rica. Other work on Latin America by 

Sana and Massey (2005) and on Asia by Oishi (2005) has similarly found that the 

strength of patriarchal norms in a society influences patterns of labor out-migration. 

There are several theoretical pathways through which gender ideology shapes 

men’s and women’s migration decisions. First, men’s and women’s own beliefs about 

proper masculine and feminine behavior might influence both their desire and willingness 

to migrate. Gender beliefs are not perfectly correlated with behavior. The U.S. literature 

demonstrates that many women who express the belief that having a mother at home full-

time is best for children nonetheless end up working while their own children are young, 
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due to financial constraints, boredom, or other reasons (McRae 2003). Egalitarian beliefs 

can be equally difficult to live up to. Many couples who express egalitarian beliefs and a 

desire to share household responsibilities still follow traditional patterns where the wife 

spends much more time on housework and childcare than does her husband (Blaisure and 

Allen 1995; Hochschild and Machung 1989). 

Despite these contradictions, gender ideology can be an important determinant of 

behavior. In a review of the literature, Davis and Greenstein (2009) find that patriarchal 

gender ideology is associated with earlier childbearing, lower involvement in childcare 

and housework among men, lower educational aspirations, and fewer hours of work and 

lower wages among women. Desai and Andrist (2010) find a strong influence of markers 

of gender performance on age at marriage in India. In the area of migration, belief in 

patriarchal gender norms may make men more willing to migrate, as a means of 

solidifying their role as breadwinners, but hesitant to migrate to specific destinations if 

they believe they may be forced into demeaning domestic jobs (Gallo 2006). Women 

who hold strong patriarchal beliefs may be unwilling to even consider migration. If such 

women do migrate, they may be drawn to locations that offer opportunities in the 

“feminine” sphere of domestic and care work (Aranda 2003). 

The second way in which gender ideology can influence migration is at the level 

of the household. Family members may actively encourage men to migrate, while directly 

opposing the desires of women who wish to migrate (Broughton 2008; Hondagneu-

Sotelo 1994). Such opposition might exist for a number of reasons. Migration is 

frequently framed as a greater risk to women’s safety than it does to men’s; families fear 

the consequences of sending their wives, sisters, or daughters off to make a dangerous 

border crossing or live in an unknown city with no (male) family to take care of them 

(Cohen, Rodriguez, and Fox 2008; Donato, Wagner, and Patterson 2008). Women’s 
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migration could also force male family members to participate in demeaning domestic 

activities or lead to diminished control of men over their female relatives (Asis et al. 

2004; Gamburd 2000; Hoang and Yeoh 2011). Family disapproval of migration can be a 

serious obstacle, particularly when women’s power within their households is limited 

(Lawson 1998). In many cases, women are able to either defy their family members or 

negotiate with them, particularly when migration has the potential to improve the 

household’s financial situation, but in the most hierarchical households, disapproval of a 

husband or father is an insurmountable barrier to migration (Hondagneu-Sotelo 1994; 

Oishi 2005). 

Finally, gender ideology can influence migration at the community level. A 

woman who migrates can risk her own or her family’s reputation, opening herself up to 

suspicion that she is neglecting her children or being unfaithful to her husband (Dreby 

2009). Women’s reputations are particularly at risk where migration is associated with 

sex work. In strongly patriarchal contexts, such as Bangladesh, all migrant women may 

be suspected sex workers, regardless of their actual occupations (Dannecker 2005). In 

other cases, women are more at risk of suspicion when they work in entertainment or 

other industries closely associated with sex work. 

Where gender ideology puts up barriers to women’s migration, these barriers may 

influence the selectivity of female migration. Heering and colleagues (2004) found in 

Morocco that women from more prosperous backgrounds, who had higher education and 

a history of paid employment, were the most able to overcome gendered barriers and 

therefore had the highest migration intentions. Conversely, research in Bangladesh has 

argued that women’s migration is more common among the most desperate households. 

Families lacking the money to pay the (higher) recruitment fees for a male migrant will 

send a (cheaper) woman when they see no other option (Dannecker 2005), and widowed 
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women with no means of support and no husband to defer to migrate more often than 

married women (Oishi 2005). 

Understanding the relationship between gender ideology and migration is 

complicated by the fact that migration itself changes origin communities (Portes 2010). 

The socioeconomic changes brought about by migration tend to encourage future 

migration, a process that Massey calls “cumulative causation” (Massey 1990). One of the 

ways in which migration encourages future migration is by changing norms and values in 

sending communities. Ethnographic research has described a “culture of migration” that 

emerges in many places where out-migration is common, although it is best-documented 

in Mexico and seems to be most relevant for men (Ali 2007; Elrick 2008; Horvath 2008; 

Kandel and Massey 2002; Oishi 2005). Evolving social norms in sending communities 

privilege migration—and devalue education and local employment—as a means of 

achieving wealth and status. Particularly for young men, migration is seen as a normal or 

even necessary part of becoming an adult (Horvath 2008; Kandel and Massey 2002). 

Cultural norms encouraging migration can exist independently of economic motivations 

for migration. Based on research in India, Ali (2007) argues that local cultures of 

migration continued to motivate migration to the U.S. and Saudi Arabia, even after 

changes in both the local economy and destination country policies made migration less 

lucrative.   

Migration may also lead to change in gender ideology in origin communities. 

Labor migration splits families, forcing changes in household decision-making patterns 

and responsibilities. When men leave, their wives have day-to-day responsibility for 

running the household, increasing their responsibility for financial and other household 

decisions, and potentially leading them to develop more egalitarian gender ideology 

(Menjivar and Agadjanian 2007; Parrenas 2005; Wilkerson, Yamawaki, and Downs 
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2009). When women leave, their husbands lose their role as primary breadwinner, often 

threatening their identities as men (Asis et al. 2004; Gamburd 2000). Women who work 

abroad gain experience in the labor market, in living without family supervision, and in a 

new and often less restrictive understanding of gender (Dannecker 2005; Foner 2002; 

Foner 2009; Guendelman and Perez-Itriago 1987). A 2006 study in Moldova found that 

men took on much greater responsibility for housework and childcare when their wives 

migrated, and that women who migrated became less tolerant of spousal abuse (Peleah 

2006). 

But the transformative potential of migration is not always realized. A number of 

studies have highlighted the durability of traditional gender ideology in the face of 

migration, demonstrating that men’s migration in particular can reinforce male 

breadwinner norms rather than challenge them (Bever 2002; Mahler 1999; Menjivar and 

Agadjanian 2007; Parrado and Flippen 2005; Spitzer et al. 2003). Women’s migration, 

despite the clear challenges it presents to male breadwinner norms, can also lead to a 

retrenchment of local patriarchal ideologies and does not necessarily lead to a change in 

women’s primary responsibility for care work (Hoang and Yeoh 2011; Kusukabe and 

Pearson 2011). In many cases, migrant women’s domestic and care work is replaced by 

other women, rather than taken over by men, providing men with additional leisure rather 

than forcing them to re-imagine their roles as husbands and fathers (Gamburd 2000; 

Parrenas 2005). 

An additional complication in studying the relationship between gender ideology 

and migration is the fact that all patriarchal ideologies are not the same (Kandiyoti 1988), 

and the influence of patriarchal culture on migration may not be the same across 

societies. In Mexico, families tend to discourage women’s migration, because women are 

expected to remain in the supervised realm of the family home (Cerrutti and Massey 
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2001; Cohen et al. 2008; Hondagneu-Sotelo 1994). In Thailand and the Philippines, by 

contrast, male household heads sometimes prefer young women as migrants, because 

they are seen as more easily controlled and as more reliable remitters than are men 

(Curran et al. 2005; Tacoli 1999). Although research demonstrates that women are not 

necessarily better remitters than men are (Semyonov and Gorodzeisky 2005), the belief 

that women are docile and family-oriented plays an important role in shaping migration. 

The potentially varied influences of patriarchal norms on migration mean that research on 

migration and norms across different cultures is essential. Existing research in this area 

focuses on Latin America and South and Southeast Asia, making Eurasian countries such 

as Georgia valuable sites for future research, due to the unique post-Soviet gender legacy.  

 

RESEARCH SETTING 

Georgia is a former Soviet republic in the southern Caucasus region, with an 

estimated population of 4.46 million in 2010 (GeoStat 2011). Part of the Russian Empire 

since the 18th century, Georgia’s economy has historically been based on agriculture, 

with tourism and some heavy industry developed during the Soviet era. Despite the long 

shared history with Russia, Georgia has a unique language and alphabet, and distinct 

cultural traditions. Within the Soviet Union, Georgia was known for its strong sense of 

ethnic identity. 

Georgia became an independent country upon the collapse of the USSR in 

December 1991, and like other countries in the region, its economy contracted sharply 

(World Bank 1996). The economic crisis in Georgia was intensified by political turmoil 

and war. The country’s first president, Zviad Gamsakhurdia, was deposed in a violent 

coup in early 1992 and replaced by Eduard Shevardnadze. The autonomous regions of 
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Abkhazia and South Ossetia refused to submit to the authority of the new Georgian 

government, leading to civil wars from 1991-1992 in South Ossetia and 1992-1994 in 

Abkhazia, which displaced hundreds of thousands of ethnic Georgians (Internal 

Displacement Monitoring Centre 2010). With Russian support, both regions have 

maintained de facto independent status ever since.  

Georgia under president Shevardnadze suffered from continued economic 

difficulties and endemic corruption, and was widely considered a failed state (Robinson 

2002). In 2003, Shevardnadze was forced to step down in the so-called Rose Revolution, 

and accept reform-oriented Mikheil Saakashvili as president. Since the Rose Revolution, 

Georgia has reported substantial economic growth, but corruption and poverty remain 

rampant (Papava 2009). In 2008, a brief armed conflict broke out between Georgia and 

the Russian Federation over the separatist territories of Abkhazia and South Ossetia, 

causing significant damage to Georgia’s infrastructure and displacing thousands more 

people (Internal Displacement Monitoring Centre 2010). In this turbulent context, it is not 

surprising that labor migration has become a common household survival strategy, with 

some estimates placing at least 1 million Georgians living outside of the country 

(Chelidze 2006; IOM 2008). 

Historical Legacies and New Destinations 

Migration from Georgia has been strongly shaped by the unique experiences of 

the Soviet and post-Soviet periods. Migration within the Soviet Union, while tightly 

controlled by the state, was fairly common; industrial development and increasing higher 

education brought people from rural areas to cities, and the Soviet government 

encouraged migration to “underdeveloped” areas, particularly in Siberia and the Russian 

Far East (Buckley 1995; Rybakovskii 1973). Although Soviet scholars described 
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Georgians as less likely to migrate than residents of other republics (a belief still widely 

held in Georgia today), Georgia experienced a net loss of population due to migration 

from the 1960s through the end of the Soviet period (Makarova, Morozova, and Tarasova 

1986). In addition to permanent migration of Georgians to other Soviet republics, 

Georgians and other South Caucasians participated in seasonal, temporary migration. 

Often unofficial, and viewed negatively by Soviet leadership, seasonal migration was 

nonetheless a common means of addressing labor shortages in regions such as Siberia 

(Moiseenko and Barinov 1974; Shabanova 1991). Based on a study in Siberia, Shabanova 

(1991) found that seasonal migrants were typically young men from rural areas who were 

starting families and looking to earn more money than they could in their home regions, 

but had no interest in a permanent move to Siberia. Women rarely participated in such 

temporary labor movements. 

Economic incentives for migration from Georgia have only increased in the post-

Soviet period (IOM 2003; Mansoor and Quillin 2006). As in other post-colonial contexts, 

post-Soviet migration from Georgia was directed primarily toward the former colonial 

center, thanks to strong cultural, economic, and transportation ties between Georgia and 

Russia, as well as high levels of Russian language proficiency among Georgians 

(Badurashvili 2004; IOM 2003). Due to the history of Soviet-era migration, many 

Georgians had friends or family living in Russia at the time of the collapse, or had 

themselves at some point lived, worked, or studied in Russia. 

Because Russia allowed visa-free entry to all citizens of the Commonwealth of 

Independent States (CIS) until 2000, Georgians could enter Russia with ease. Navigating 

the complex rules to obtain residence and work permits was more difficult, but because 

these requirements were poorly enforced, many Georgians and other post-Soviet migrants 

simply worked without permits in the informal economy (Ivakhniouk 2004). Russia 
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suffered its own economic difficulties, particularly in the early 1990s, but remained one 

of the strongest economies in the CIS. In addition, a shrinking population, including very 

high death rates among working-age men (Chen, Wittgenstein, and McKeon 1996), 

ensured a continuing demand for immigrant workers. In Russia, foreign workers are in 

greatest demand in the spheres of construction, which is almost exclusively male, and 

retail trade, which provides some opportunities for women but is still male-dominated 

(Adelaja 2007; IOM 2003). Demand in traditional female spheres such as childcare and 

domestic service, although growing, is less strong in Russian than it is in other developed 

countries (Zaionchkovskaia and Tiuriukanova 2010). 

Since the mid-1990s, Russia’s migration policies have become increasingly 

bifurcated: welcoming towards ethnic Russians, but restrictive for anyone else 

(Ivakhnyuk 2009; Robarts 2008). Non-Russian migrants in Russia have faced xenophobic 

attacks, exploitation by employers, and harassment and extortion from the police (Reuters 

2009). Georgian citizens specifically have faced additional barriers to entry into and 

employment in Russia, due to the antagonistic political relationship between the two 

countries. Following a 2006 diplomatic dispute, Russia deported thousands of Georgian 

migrants and stopped issuing visas to Georgian citizens (Adelaja 2007). In 2007, Russia 

briefly resumed issuing visas to Georgians (Vartanyan 2007), but the practice stopped 

again during the armed conflict between Russia and Georgia in August 2008. Relations 

between Georgia and Russia remain extremely tense, and the border remains militarized 

and unstable, making migration difficult and dangerous (Wier 2009). 

The difficulty of legal migration to Russia has increased the appeal of destination 

countries outside the CIS, such as Turkey, Israel, Greece, and other European countries. 

While Russia was an obvious choice for Georgian migrants in the early post-Soviet 

period, it is not the only country in which many Georgians had social ties. Georgia has 
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long been home to substantial Greek and Jewish populations. Many members of these 

minority groups migrated to Greece and Israel after 1989, when restrictions on 

emigration from the USSR were lifted (A. Cohen 1997; de Waal 1994). These emigrants 

have maintained strong ties with their home country (Hess 2008; Popov 2010), allowing 

them to facilitate the migration of Georgian friends. There is also an ethnic Georgian 

population in neighboring Turkey, which may also serve as a basis for migration 

networks. 

In addition, Georgia has actively sought American and European contacts in order 

to distance itself from Russian influences. Since 2008, Georgia has received substantial 

increases in foreign aid, and energetically pursued foreign investment. Tbilisi and other 

Georgian cities now house scores of international inter-governmental and non-

governmental organizations, and thousands of young Georgians participate in 

international exchange programs every year. These international contacts have also 

served as a starting point for the development of migration networks. 

Evidence of New Migration Patterns 

The commonly held view among both scholars and policymakers in Georgia is 

that migration flows are shifting away from Russia and toward Turkey, Israel, Europe, 

and North America, and simultaneously becoming more attractive for women, because of 

the widespread availability of domestic and service jobs in these countries (Badurashvili 

2004; Chineda et al. 2008; Svobodnaiia Gruziia 2006a; Svobodnaiia Gruziia 2006b). 

However, the extent to which such changes have taken place is uncertain. In Georgia’s 

turbulent political context, labor migration is a highly contentious issue. The government 

did not pursue contacts with Georgian communities abroad until 2008. Moreover, few 

attempts to document the size and composition of labor migration flows were made. 
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Existing state studies and estimates of out-migration have been widely criticized by local 

scholars for under-representing migration (Tsuladze 2005). Without reliable national 

data, the ability to study migration patterns is severely limited. 

Still, both Georgian and international researchers have explored labor migration 

in Georgia, typically using small, non-random samples or samples drawn from a single 

city or neighborhood. In the capital city of Tbilisi, Chelidze (2000) found that by 2000, 

women already comprised nearly half of all out-migrants. More recent studies by 

Badurashvili (2004), Dershem and Khoperia (2004), and Zurabishvili, Tavberidze and 

Zurabishvili (2009) find substantial female migration from outside of Tbilisi as well. 

These studies also note gender differences in destinations, with men directed towards 

Russia, and women seeking Turkey, Greece, and other European countries. 

These studies also provide evidence that migration from Georgia is selective, and 

that selectivity varies by gender. Small-scale surveys indicate that the majority of both 

male and female migrants are married, have children, are between the ages of 20 and 50, 

and have higher than average levels of education (Badurashvili 2004; IOM 2003). 

Women are most likely to migrate from major urban centers, while men are more likely 

to migrate from smaller cities and rural areas. There is also substantial regional diversity 

in the sex composition of migrant flows (Badurashvili 2004; Dershem and Khoperia 

2004; IOM 2003; Tchaidze and Torosyan 2009).  

Gender Ideology and Migration from Georgia 

Georgia is frequently described as a patriarchal society, where women’s roles as 

mothers, the value of sexual purity, and the superiority of men in the public sphere 

receive cultural emphasis (Naskidashvili 2011; Sumbadze 2006; Tsihistavi and 

Berekashvili 2002; United Nations Development Programme 2004). Soviet-era policies 
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increased women’s access to education and employment, but had little effect on 

traditional gender norms. Women remained in low-paying employment sectors and 

maintained their primary responsibilities for family and caregiving (Kandiyoti 2007). In 

Georgia, as elsewhere in the FSU, post-Soviet national and religious revivals have served 

to strengthen patriarchal norms by glorifying women’s domestic and maternal roles 

(Heyat 2006; Kandiyoti 2007). The 2006 Generations and Gender survey shows that, in 

comparison with residents of other European countries, Georgians report substantially 

higher levels of religiosity, have stronger support for traditional marriage, are more likely 

to believe that men are less effective than women at raising children, and are more likely 

to believe that men make better political leaders and that men should have the first right 

to jobs in times of scarcity (Badurashvili et al. 2008). 

Unlike the patriarchal societies that Massey and colleagues describe in Mexico 

and Costa Rica (2006), or that Oishi describes in Bangladesh (2005), gender ideology in 

Georgia has been strongly shaped by Soviet employment policy and its dramatic end in 

1992. In the Soviet era, state policies encouraged women’s education and labor-force 

participation (Kourany 1990). By the late Soviet period, both men and women in Soviet 

Georgia received high levels of education, and at least 80 percent of working-aged 

Georgian women were employed (Kostakov 1982; Lapidus 1978). In the post-Soviet 

period, Georgians remain strongly supportive of women’s education, and women serve as 

the primary breadwinners in 40 percent of Georgian households, although this is widely 

seen as a less-than-optimal situation (Naskidashvili 2011). 

Nevertheless, male and female workers in Georgia experienced the Soviet 

collapse differently. Official labor-force participation rates in Georgia are presently 

estimated at 75 percent for men and 50 percent for women (ILO 2011), with women 

earning approximately 25 percent less than men (World Bank 2008). Gender differences 
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in the local labor market may reflect overt discrimination, or the increased likelihood of 

women dropping out of the labor market in response to declines in social support, 

including state-supported childcare and maternity benefits (Bernabe 2002). This dramatic 

decrease in state support and increase in discrimination is common in other post-

Communist societies, and may serve as an incentive for women’s migration (Stecklov et 

al. 2010). 

Changes in household structure in Georgia may also drive an increase in women’s 

migration, as women take on greater responsibility for household financial support. 

Research in the former Soviet Union highlights the weakening role of men within the 

family. Men succumb to substance abuse and risky behavior more often than women, 

who have more successfully adapted to the dramatic social and economic change 

(Ashwin 2002; Kay 2006), even while reporting higher levels of social-psychological 

distress (Barrett and Buckley 2009). The number of female-headed households in 

Georgia is growing, reflecting high rates of divorce and increases in non-marital 

childbearing (UNICEF 2006). Women’s employment and declining marriage rates have 

been found to facilitate women’s migration in Kazakhstan (Becker et al. 2003), and the 

same factors may facilitate women’s migration from Georgia as well.  

Georgia, like other migrant origin countries, experiences conflict between strong 

economic incentives for women’s migration and patriarchal norms that discourage 

women from migrating. In 2007, Cynthia Buckley and I conducted in-depth interviews 

with nine women in Tbilisi who had experience as international labor migrants. These 

interviews highlighted the conflict between prevailing gender norms and women’s 

migration. Although women felt that migration was essential to their family’s economic 

survival, and many women would encourage a female friend to migrate, prevalent 

stereotypes associated women’s migration with sexual immorality and portrayed women 
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who migrate as negligent mothers and wives (Hofmann and Buckley 2011). While these 

findings highlighted the importance of gender ideology in migration decision-making, 

because our sample included only women who had successfully migrated, our research 

could not determine whether or how social norms might constrain women’s migration, or 

how gender ideology might influence men’s migration. 

More in-depth research on gender ideology and migration in Georgia is 

potentially valuable because Georgia represents a different social, economic, and cultural 

context from the Asian and Latin American countries where much of the research on 

gender and migration has been done. Both Georgian men and Georgian women have 

clear economic incentives to migrate, and migration networks in the region are rapidly 

expanding. This means that both men and women have access to a variety of different 

migration networks leading to different destination countries and a variety of different 

labor markets (a particular contrast from Mexico and Central America, where the U.S. is 

the dominant destination). In contrast to many other patriarchal migrant-origin countries, 

Georgian women historically have levels of education and labor force participation that 

are equal to or nearly equal to men’s. Gendered social norms may therefore play a unique 

and identifiable role in explaining gender differences in patterns of labor migration from 

Georgia. 

 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

In order to understand gendered migration patterns from Georgia and identify the 

role that gender ideology plays in men’s and women’s migration decisions, I focus on 

three sets of related research questions. First, what are the socioeconomic, demographic, 

and family characteristics associated with migration in Georgia? How are these 
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associations different for men and for women? These two questions form the basis for 

Chapter 3. Second, to what extent are men’s and women’s labor migration compatible 

with prevailing gender norms in Georgia? Are measures of patriarchal gender ideology 

associated with men’s or women’s migration? How do norms influence men’s and 

women’s migration decisions? Has the influence of norms changed as women’s 

migration has become more common? These four questions form the basis for Chapter 4. 

Finally, does destination selection vary by gender? What socioeconomic, demographic, 

and cultural factors explain gender differences in destination? These questions form the 

basis for Chapter 5. 
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Chapter 2: Data and Methods 

INTRODUCTION 

To examine my core research questions, I employ both qualitative and 

quantitative data. I use data from two national surveys to examine overall associations 

between demographic characteristics, socioeconomic conditions, family status, gender 

ideologies, and migration in nationally representative samples of Georgian men and 

women. I complement these findings with interviews with returned migrants, family 

members of current migrants, and local migration experts. The interviews provide 

important insight into how individuals and families have made migration decisions 

throughout the post-Soviet period and how migration motivations and actions are 

interpreted and framed within the context of gender norms and performances. 

These two forms of evidence are epistemologically distinct, but complementary, 

and together can allow for triangulation and provide more complete answers to the 

research questions than either could alone (Creswell 2003). The quantitative analysis 

provides a generalizable picture of migration patterns at the national level, partially 

compensating for the challenges to generalizability that arise from the modestly sized and 

non-representative interview sample. The quantitative data also allow for a systematic 

comparison between migrants and non-migrants, allowing me to test gender differences 

in the associations between both socioeconomic conditions and indicators of gender 

ideology and migration. This is particularly important in the case of Georgia, where little 

is presently known about migration patterns or the selectivity of migration at the national 

level. 

Incorporating interviews complements the survey data by providing complete 

individual migration histories spanning a period of nearly 20 years, partially 

compensating for the lack of longitudinal quantitative data. The interviews also provide 
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detailed personal insights into migration motivations, allowing motivations for migration 

not included in survey data to emerge from respondents’ narratives. Finally, the in-depth 

look into the process of migration decision-making helps identify the mechanisms and 

pathways through which gender ideology influences migration decisions. 

 

QUANTITATIVE DATA AND ANALYSIS STRATEGY  

Migration is one of the more challenging demographic phenomena to measure, 

due to its often temporary and circular nature, as well as to many migrants’ desire to 

avoid detection and enumeration. One increasingly common strategy uses household 

surveys in migrant-origin countries. In such surveys, household members are asked to 

report their own migration histories, as well as to provide proxy information on any 

household members who are current migrants. Using household surveys to measure out-

migration has two key advantages. First, emigration, particularly undocumented 

migration, is not easily captured by official statistics (Massey and Capoferro 2004). 

Second, surveys can collect a wide variety of socioeconomic and demographic data about 

both migrants and non-migrants, allowing for comparison between the two population 

groups. 

Nevertheless, measuring migration based on household surveys faces two major 

challenges. The first challenge is the difficulty of creating a representative sample of 

migrants. For any sub-population that comprises less than 10 percent of the total 

population, specialized sampling methods are required to ensure a representative sample 

of the sub-population (Kish 1987). Most countries have annual emigration rates below 1 

percent, making migrants, particularly recent migrants, a rare element in national 

populations (UN Statistical Division and Bilsborrow 2009). Sampling techniques such as 
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stratification and oversampling are useful in capturing rare sub-populations, but require 

some prior knowledge about the size, geographic distribution, and characteristics of the 

sub-population.  

Geographic concentration of migrants presents a specific challenge for the cluster 

sampling strategies used by most household surveys. As previously discussed, migration 

is heavily driven by the existence of migration-specific social capital, which is unevenly 

distributed across households and across communities within origin countries (Palloni et 

al. 2001). While social capital can and does spread from one origin community to nearby 

communities, the prevalence of migration can vary widely from community to 

community, even within a small geographic area. When migrants are heavily clustered in 

certain primary sampling units (PSUs) in a survey, sample variance will be high and 

population estimates will suffer from large confidence intervals. 

The second challenge of measuring migration using an origin country survey is 

the fact that many of the desired respondents are absent from the country and therefore 

unable to participate in the survey. For respondents who are returned migrants, surveys 

can record past migration, but current migrants can only be captured if there is someone 

remaining behind who is able and willing to provide information about the migrant. 

When a whole household migrates, no one in that household is likely to be captured in an 

origin-country survey. Even when a migrant’s family members remain behind, they may 

be unwilling to report on their migrant relative, due to social stigma or fear of legal 

consequences, or they may simply have little knowledge of the migrant’s background or 

current whereabouts. Alternatively, respondents in the origin country may simply no 

longer think of the migrant as a member of the household; surveys commonly ask about 

the current location of people who “usually” live in the household, although it is likely 
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that this type of phrasing leads to an under-count of long-term migrants (Massey and 

Zenteno 2000). 

Because large-scale out-migration from Georgia is a fairly recent phenomenon, 

because of the social and political turmoil in the country, and because Georgian migrants 

travel to a wide variety of destination countries, measuring migration from Georgia has 

been particularly difficult. Although an ongoing International Organisation for Migration 

(IOM) project is attempting to improve the quality of official migration statistics (IOM 

2009), currently the only indicator of migration published by the Georgian national 

statistical office (GeoStat) is annual net migration. Household surveys done in Georgia 

therefore provide the best opportunity to understand migration patterns from Georgia, and 

study the characteristics of Georgian migrants. Despite the limitations of the household 

survey approach, research in other countries has indicated that household surveys—even 

those that do not specifically attempt to identify a representative sample of migrants—can 

be effectively used in migration research (Bohra and Massey 2009; Curran et al. 2005; 

Frank and Hummer 2002; White and Buckley 2011). 

Data Sets 

In 2008, two national household surveys of migration, the GeoStat migration 

survey and the Development on the Move: Measuring and Optimizing Migration’s Social 

and Economic Impacts in Georgia (DOTM) survey, were conducted in Georgia. While 

both surveys were similar in intent, they were conducted entirely independently and 

employed different sampling strategies, which are described in detail below and 

summarized in Table 2.1. 
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GeoStat Migration Survey 

This survey was conducted by GeoStat, using state funding, in October and 

November of 2008. The data and results have not been publicized or distributed, even 

within Georgia. The GeoStat survey is a multi-stage cluster sample, using the 2002 

Census Instructor Areas as PSUs, and stratified to represent Tbilisi and 10 other 

administrative regions of Georgia (GeoStat 2009a). For reference, a map of Georgia’s 

administrative regions is provided in Figure 2.1. Sampling weights were calculated to 

reflect the probability of inclusion of households in the sample based on the varying sizes 

of the PSUs. The overall response rate for the survey, as reported by GeoStat, was 78 

percent (GeoStat 2009a). 

The final sample includes 5,450 households, just under 15 percent of which 

include a current or former migrant. The GeoStat survey defined absent migrants as 

household members who were currently living in another country and had been gone, or 

intended to be gone, for at least six months. Returned migrants were defined as household 

members who had spent at least six months living abroad. The survey identified a total of 

478 current male migrants and 235 returned male migrants, as well as 251 current and 

232 returned female migrants.  

The GeoStat survey questionnaire included only a small number of variables. 

Information about all household members, including migrants, was collected from a 

single household respondent. Data on all household members includes age, sex, marital 

status, ethnicity, and education level. For both current and returned migrants, the 

questionnaire recorded the destination and timing of the most recent international trip, 

employment before and during migration, and primary reasons for migration. The survey 

also recorded total household income. 
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Figure 2.1: Administrative Regions of Georgia 

 
1. Abkhazia 
2. Samegrelo and Svaneti 
3. Guria 
4. Achara 
5. Racha-Lekhumi (combined with Samegrelo/Svaneti in GeoStat sampling) 
6. Imereti 
7. Samtskhe-Javakheti 
8. Shida Kartli 
9. Mtskheta-Mtianeti 
10. Kvemo Kartli 
11. Kakheti 
12. Tbilisi 

Development on the Move (DOTM) Survey 

The DOTM survey was developed and sponsored by the Global Development 

Network (India), the Institute for Public Policy Research (UK), and the International 

School of Economics of Tbilisi State University (Georgia), and the fieldwork was 

conducted in October 2008 by the Caucasus Research Resource Center (Georgia). The 

DOTM survey includes a much smaller sample size than does the GeoStat survey, but the 

DOTM incorporates a deliberate oversample of migrant households. The survey was 
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based on Georgia’s electoral precincts, which were used as PSUs. A total of 42 PSUs 

were randomly selected, stratified by location in rural areas, urban areas, and the capital 

city (Tbilisi). Some PSUs were excluded from the sampling frame due to a high 

proportion of non-Georgian speakers (3.9% of all PSUs), and others were excluded 

because they were inaccessible while fieldwork was being conducted due to the recent 

conflict between Georgia and Russia (3.8% of all PSUs). Interviewers screened every 

household in the 42 selected PSUs to determine if the household included any current or 

returned migrants. Based on this screening, approximately 500 households without 

migrants, 500 with current migrants, and 500 with returned migrants were selected 

(households with both returned and current migrants were randomly assigned to one of 

the two categories). Weights were calculated based on both the size of the PSUs and the 

proportion of migrants in the original screening in order to develop estimates of the 

prevalence of migration at the national level (Tchaidze and Torosyan 2009). The 

response rate of the survey was similar to the GeoStat survey, at 75 percent. 

The final DOTM sample size is 1484 households, which include 254 current male 

migrants and 367 returned male migrants, and 252 current and 232 returned female 

migrants. During the survey, all available adult household members were interviewed, 

and information about currently absent migrants was obtained from another household 

member by proxy. Current migrants were defined as members of the household currently 

residing in another country, who had been gone for at least three months. Returned 

migrants were defined as all household members who had spent at least three months 

living abroad in the past. 

The DOTM questionnaire was much more extensive than the GeoStat 

questionnaire. For all household members, the DOTM survey collected information such 

as age, sex, education level, marital status, employment, income, and usual household 
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tasks. For current and former migrants, variables include the destination and timing of the 

most recent international trip, employment before and during migration, and several 

questions about reasons for migration, destination choice, experiences during migration, 

and remittances. The questionnaire also includes socioeconomic information about the 

household, and several questions on opinions of political issues, values, and migration 

issues. 

Table 2.1: Characteristics of the DOTM and GeoStat Surveys 

  DOTM GeoStat 
Year 2008 2008 

Sampling 
frame 

Civilian, non-institutionalized 
population of ethnic Georgian-

majority areas of Georgia, minus 
Abkhazia, South Ossetia, and 

surrounding territories occupied by 
the Russian army 

Civilian, non-institutionalized population 
of Georgia, minus Abkhazia and South 

Ossetia 
Sample 
size 1,484 households 5,454 households 
Stage 1 
frame 

Electoral districts for 2008 
parliamentary elections 2002 Census instructor areas 

PSUs 42 303 

Strata 

3 strata (urban, rural, capital) and 3 
sub-strata (households with no 

migrants, households with current 
migrants, households with returned 

migrants) 

10 (Tbilisi, Achara, Guria, Imereti, 
Kakheti, Mtskheta-Mtianeti, Samegrelo 

and Svaneti, Samtskhe-Javakheti, Kvemo 
Kartli, Shida Kartli) 

Response 
rate 75% 78% 
Post-
survey weights, clusters, strata, sub-strata weights, clusters, strata 

Comparison of the Surveys 

Using weighted data, the two surveys produce similar estimates of the overall 

prevalence of international migration (see Table 2.2). According to the GeoStat survey, 

8.77 percent of men and 6.04 percent of women have ever migrated internationally; in the 
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DOTM survey the point estimates are slightly higher, with 11.87 percent of men and 7.02 

percent of women having international migration experience, but the estimates are not 

statistically different at the 95 percent confidence level. There are significant differences 

in the division of ever-migrants, however, with the DOTM survey finding a larger 

proportion of returned migrants, and the GeoStat survey finding a larger proportion of 

current migrants. Both surveys show more current and returned migrants among men 

than among women.  

Table 2.2 also shows that both surveys find smaller proportions of migrants 

departing before 1993, and larger proportions migrating since 1999, and especially since 

2004. Both surveys also find that Russia is the single most common migration 

destination, especially among men, followed by Western Europe, Greece and Turkey, and 

other former Soviet states. There are no significant differences between estimates of 

migrants’ departure years and destinations between the GeoStat and DOTM results at the 

95 percent confidence level. This is partly due to the fact that the confidence intervals, 

particularly the intervals around the DOTM estimates, are quite large.   
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Table 2.2: Point Estimates and 95% Confidence Intervals of the Prevalence and 
Characteristics of Migration from Georgia, GeoStat and DOTM Surveys 
(Weighted Data) 

  GeoStat DOTM 
  Men Women Men Women 
Total adults 7654 8522 2075 2263 

% ever migrants 
8.77              

(7.63 - 9.90) 
6.04              

(5.13 - 6.96) 
11.87            

(8.66 - 15.09) 
7.02             

(4.58 - 9.47) 

    % former migrants 
2.91            

(2.31 - 3.51) 
1.92            

(1.43 - 2.37) 
6.66              

(4.03 - 9.30) 
4.31             

(1.83 - 6.79) 

    % current migrants 
5.86            

(5.00 - 6.71) 
4.14           

(3.48 - 4.80) 
5.21            

(3.79 - 6.64) 
2.72                

(1.80 - 3.63) 
Migrants by departure 
year 

    
    % before 1989 

7.3               
(4.51 - 10.09) 

6.19           
(2.98 - 9.39) 

2.79                 
(0.00 - 7.11) 

0.00                    
(0.00 - .51) 

    % 1989-1993 
9.90              

(6.23 - 13.57) 
7.71           

(4.24 - 11.18) 
12.30            

(3.72 - 20.88) 
8.70                 

(0.00 - 17.59) 

    % 1994-1998 
17.88       

(13.88 - 21.89) 
16.72         

(7.87 - 14.14) 
17.83            

(.07 - 28.52) 
37.30          

(6.83 - 67.77) 

    % 1999-2003 
22.10        

(17.50 - 26.69) 
25.40        

(20.14 - 30.66) 
21.37        

(12.19 - 30.55) 
18.93         

(8.00 - 29.86) 

   % 2004-2008 
42.82       

(36.88 - 48.76) 
43.99       

(37.43 - 50.54) 
45.70          

(31.99 - 59.42) 
34.93       

(15.14 - 54.66) 
Migrants by 
destination 

    
    % Russia 

52.31       
(46.69 - 57.92) 

30.90        
(25.32 - 36.47) 

45.03        
(31.07 - 58.98) 

49.09       
(23.16 - 75.02) 

    % Other FSU 
14.00             

(9.56 - 18.44) 
12.26         

(7.94 - 16.58) 
9.37             

(1.93 - 16.81) 
3.12               

(0.00 - 6.24) 
    % Greece or 
Turkey 

11.00             
(7.87 - 14.14) 

27.88       
(21.92 - 33.85) 

11.52          
(5.98 - 17.10) 

24.21         
(8.30 - 40.11) 

    % Western Europe 
14.39       

(10.88 - 17.90) 
20.43       

(15.58 - 25.28) 
21.54         

(10.63 - 32.45) 
19.88         

(6.38 - 33.38) 

    % Other   
8.30            

(5.42 - 11.18) 
8.53           

(5.53 - 11.53) 
12.55          

(2.96 - 22.14) 
3.70            

(1.98 - 5.43) 

The fact that two surveys, both attempting to measure a phenomenon that is 

difficult to capture and using very different sampling strategies, produced statistically 

identical estimates of migration, is heartening. Nevertheless, the occasionally large 

differences in point estimates is worthy of further discussion. There are three areas that 
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might help explain differences between the results of the two surveys: the definition of 

migration, representation of ethnic minorities, and sampling differences. 

One key definitional issue in migration surveys is exactly how long a person 

needs to be absent in order to qualify as a “migrant.” In these surveys, the GeoStat uses 

the more restrictive definition, requiring an absence of at least six months, while the 

DOTM requires only three months. While this appears to be a likely explanation for the 

lower estimates of migration in the GeoStat survey, on closer inspection definitional 

differences are unlikely to be a problem. In the DOTM sample, only 6 percent of returned 

migrants were absent for less than six months, and a similar percentage of returned 

migrants in the GeoStat sample also report a trip length of less than six months. 

Similarly, in both surveys around 10 percent of current migrants left within the six 

months prior to the survey; shorter-term migrants seem to be included in the GeoStat, 

because the respondent believes they intend to be gone for at least six months, even if 

they have not yet been gone for so long.  

Another potential problem is that the two surveys may differ substantially in the 

representation of Georgia’s ethnic minority populations. Georgia has substantial 

Armenian and Azeri populations, as well as other minority groups. Many ethnic 

minorities, particularly those living in rural areas, do not speak Georgian (Tchaidze and 

Torosyan 2009). Neither survey provided the option of questionnaires in languages other 

than Georgian, and the DOTM excluded from their sample the nearly 4 percent of PSUs 

where over 50 of the population is comprised of ethnic minorities, and therefore 

deliberately under-represents Georgia’s minority populations. If ethnic minorities are less 

likely to migrate than ethnic Georgians, this could explain the slightly higher estimates of 

migration prevalence in the DOTM. 
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In the GeoStat sample, which records the ethnicity of every household member, 

just over 84 percent of adults identify as Georgian, 6.5 percent as Armenian, 2 percent as 

Azeri, 1.4 percent as Russian, and nearly 5 percent as other. Based on the ethnic 

breakdown of the population in Georgia’s 2002 census, the sample slightly over-

represents Armenians (5.7% of the population in the census) and under-represents Azeris 

(6.5% in the census) (GeoStat 2009b). Among all ethnic minority groups, there is a 

significantly higher proportion of current migrants than there is among Georgians, and a 

similar proportion of returned migrants. Given this pattern, differential representation of 

ethnic minorities cannot explain the higher proportion of returned migrants in the DOTM 

survey. 

The final potential problem relates to sampling issues in both surveys. As may be 

expected, there is substantial clustering of migrants within PSUs, especially in the 

GeoStat data. In the GeoStat survey, 51 percent of migrants are identified in only 10 

percent of PSUs, and 28 percent of PSUs include no migrants, while in the DOTM the 

top 10 percent of PSUs account for only 27 percent of all migrants and only three PSUs 

include no migrants. The high degree of clustering creates large sampling variances, and 

very large confidence intervals. The DOTM, with its deliberate oversample of migrants, 

partly avoids this problem; the design effect for the estimates of migration in the GeoStat 

survey is 4.19, and only 2.91 in the DOTM. However, the design advantages of the 

DOTM are offset by its small sample size and exclusion of certain regions, and the 

confidence intervals around the DOTM survey estimates are even larger than those 

around the GeoStat estimates. 

The extreme sensitivity of the DOTM estimates to the inclusion of sampling 

weights is also notable. Using weighted versus unweighted GeoStat data produces very 

little variation in the point estimates, but this is not the case with the DOTM data. Table 
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2.3 shows point estimates of the prevalence of migration and the characteristics of 

migrants in the DOTM survey, comparing unweighted and weighted estimates. Given the 

deliberate over-sample of migrant households, the prevalence estimates are of course 

sensitive to weighting, with the percent of ever-migrants among adults being nearly three 

times greater in the unweighted data. But weighting the data also shifts the sex 

composition of migrants, decreasing the number of female migrants (particularly current 

migrants) more so than the number of male migrants. The distribution of female migrants 

by year of departure and destination is also highly sensitive to weighting. In the 

unweighted data, more female migrants (52.84%) left in the most recent period, 

compared to only 34.93 percent in the weighted data. Only 32.14 percent of female 

migrants went to Russia in the unweighted data, and 35.44 percent to Greece or Turkey, 

but in the weighted data, nearly half of female migrants (49.09%) went to Russia and 

only 24.21 percent to Greece or Turkey.  

In short, without the weights, the migrant sample in the DOTM looks more 

similar to the GeoStat sample. The DOTM weights are designed to correct for the 

oversample of migrant households and produce accurate national estimates of the 

prevalence of migration, but they do not take into account the sex or other characteristics 

of migrants. Because migration is selective on characteristics such as sex, age, and 

education, and because the nature of this selectivity varies geographically, not including 

this information in the weights may limit the accuracy of the weighted estimates. 
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Table 2.3: Comparison of Unweighted and Weighted Estimates in the DOTM 

  Unweighted Weighted 
  Men Women Men Women 
Total adults 2283 2445 2075 2263 
% ever migrants 30.05 18.08 11.87 7.02 
    % former migrants 14.67 8.22 6.66 4.31 
    % current migrants 15.37 9.86 5.21 2.72 
Year of departure 

         % before 1989 1.16 .28 2.79 0.00 
    % 1989-1993 7.49 7.10 12.30 8.70 
    % 1994-1998 18.14 15.34 17.83 37.30 
    % 1999-2003 27.95 24.43 21.37 18.93 
    % 2004-2006 45.26 52.84 45.70 34.93 
Destination 

        % Russia 46.08 32.14 45.03 49.09 
    % Other FSU 16.34 6.87 9.37 3.12 
    % Greece/Turkey 13.24 35.44 11.52 24.21 
    % Western Europe 12.41 18.68 21.54 19.88 
    % Other   11.93 6.87 12.55 3.70 

 

Analytic Strategy 

Because of the differences in sampling approaches described above, as well as 

some significant differences in the scope and type of variables included, combining the 

GeoStat and DOTM data for the purpose of statistical analysis is not advisable. I 

therefore analyze the two surveys separately in the chapters that follow. In order to 

triangulate results and increase confidence in the findings, whenever possible I use both 

surveys to answer my research questions. This approach is feasible in answering the 

research questions on the socioeconomic and demographic characteristics associated with 

male and female migration that are addressed in Chapter 3. Using both surveys is not 

possible in answering the research questions on the influence of gender ideology on 

migration, or on gender differences in destination selection, because the GeoStat survey 
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simply does not include enough of the variables of interest. In Chapters 4 and 5, I use the 

DOTM data only. 

I elect to rely on unweighted data in all subsequent analyses. The focus of my 

research questions are comparisons between different groups of people: men versus 

women, migrants versus non-migrants, and migrants across different destination 

countries. Together with qualitative data, I use these comparisons to illuminate the 

processes of migration and migration decision-making that occur in Georgia. My focus is 

not on creating statistically accurate profiles of sub-groups within Georgia’s population, 

making the use of weights unnecessary. Particularly with the DOTM data, using weighted 

data in a multivariate analysis of migrants versus non-migrants is problematic. Using the 

DOTM sampling weights substantially decreases the presence of current and returned 

migrants in the sample, greatly reducing the statistical power of the analysis. As 

discussed above, the DOTM sampling weights may also introduce error in the 

distribution of migrants across demographic and socioeconomic groups. 

In Chapters 3 and 4, I use binomial logistic regression models to compare all 

respondents with current and past international migration experience (ever-migrants) to 

individuals with no migration experience (non-migrants). In Chapter 5, I use multinomial 

logistic regression models to compare ever-migrants across different categories of 

destination country. The category of ever-migrants groups together all current and 

returned migrants, regardless of their time of migration, duration of migration, or stated 

reason for migration. There are many reasons to suspect that grouping migrants together 

in this way is problematic. Migrants leaving in the early part of the post-Soviet period 

may be very different from migrants leaving more recently (Korobkov 2007), and 

returned migrants may be a highly selective sub-group of migrants (Constant and Massey 

2002; Haug 2008). The small numbers of migrants leaving for educational, family, or 
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political reasons might be very different from labor migrants. However, preliminary 

analyses show few differences in results when current migrants are separated from return 

migrants, or when migrants are grouped by departure year, or by reason for migration. 

This may be the case because circular migration is a common strategy in Georgia, with 

many people making multiple short-term trips, and the surveys simply captured 

individuals at different points in a cycle of migration. Qualitative data indicate that 

people who migrate with student visas, or along with family members, are often also 

motivated by economic considerations. Because the sample of absent migrants and the 

sample of return migrants, regardless of reason for migration, seem to be capturing a 

similar migration process, I group all current and former migrants together. 

All of the quantitative analyses are hindered by the fact that neither the GeoStat 

nor the DOTM surveys collected personal migration histories. All migration variables 

refer to the migrant’s most recent international trip, and the surveys do not record 

whether this was a first or a subsequent trip. Demographic and socioeconomic variables 

collected in both surveys refer primarily to the time of the survey and are not measured at 

the time of migration. This lack of longitudinal data limits the usefulness of the survey 

analyses in four ways. First, it greatly limits any analysis of how migration patterns have 

changed over time. Second, it prevents me from using time-series models for data 

analysis, which keeps me from controlling for an individual’s length of exposure to the 

risks of migration. Third, I cannot distinguish between first and subsequent international 

trips, which have been shown to be different acts, with different types of motivations, in 

previous literature (Massey and Espinosa 1995). Finally, the fact that most variables are 

measured only after migration, and not before, limits my ability to distinguish between 

the causes of migration and its consequences. Among other advantages, the qualitative 

data can partially address these limitations. 
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QUALITATIVE DATA AND ANALYSIS STRATEGY 

Qualitative data are useful when the goal is understanding a process, particularly 

when little existing research has been done on a topic, as is the case with migration in 

Georgia (Creswell 2003). In this research, I incorporated qualitative data primarily 

because it provides a more detailed understanding of men’s and women’s migration 

decision-making and how their decisions incorporate social norms. In addition, I 

developed my strategies for qualitative data collection after preliminary analyses of 

available quantitative data, and was able to design a data collection strategy that partly 

compensated for the limitations of the existing survey data. 

The qualitative data for this research comes from fieldwork conducted in Georgia 

during the summer of 2010. The fieldwork consisted of both formal interviews with 

Georgian and foreign experts on migration issues, and in-depth, semi-structured 

interviews with migrants and their family members. I conducted the semi-structured 

interviews with a total of 34 men and women, divided between the Georgian capital of 

Tbilisi and the town of Dusheti. Tbilisi is Georgia’s largest and most developed city, 

home to nearly a third of the country’s population (1.4 million residents). It is also 

Georgia’s most international city, playing host to numerous international companies as 

well as inter-governmental and nongovernmental organizations. Dusheti is located around 

80 kilometers north of Tbilisi and has a population of approximately 7,000. It is the 

administrative center of the Dusheti district, which is considered one of the major 

migrant-sending regions of Georgia. Despite its geographic proximity to Tbilisi, 

economic conditions in Dusheti are quite different than in the capital. The Dusheti region 

is largely rural, mountainous, and dependent on agriculture. Local infrastructure, even 

within the town of Dusheti, is in very poor condition. 
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Migrant Interviews 

Shortly after I arrived in Georgia in June 2010, I began recruiting interview 

respondents through referrals from local friends and colleagues. From those initial 

contacts, I used snowball sampling techniques, asking respondents to recommend other 

respondents. Snowball sampling is particularly useful in situations where issues of trust 

make potential respondents less inclined to participate in research. Using snowball 

techniques allows the researcher to “use and/or build upon preexisting relations of trust to 

remove barriers to entrance” (Lofland et al. 2006: 43). Snowball sampling does not 

produce representative samples because the sample is so heavily shaped by the social ties 

of the initial respondents (Berg 2004). However, it was the only feasible method for me, 

as an outsider, to access Georgian migrant populations. I tried to address the problem of 

lack of diversity in the sample by using several unrelated individuals as my initial 

respondents. 

I recruited respondents who were adults (ages 18 and older), residing in either 

Tbilisi or Dusheti at the time of the interview, and who had either themselves spent at 

least three months living abroad or who had a close family member (spouse, parent, or 

child) living abroad at the time of the interview. Interviews in Tbilisi took place in the 

location of the respondent’s choice (usually either the respondent’s home or mine), and 

all interviews in Dusheti took place in the centrally located home of a local woman who 

was able to provide me with a private room. Interviews lasted from 40 minutes to two 

hours, and all respondents received a payment of $10 as compensation for their time.  

Sampling within origin countries can lead to a response bias, as only return 

migrants or non-migrants are available for selection. To lessen this bias, I recruited 

respondents among both returned migrants and family members of current migrants. In 

the interviews, I used proxy respondents for current migrants, in keeping with standards 
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in the literature (Pinnawala 2008), and enhancing the comparability with the survey data. 

The final sample includes 6 men and 12 women in Tbilisi, and 8 men and 8 women in 

Dusheti. Because respondents provided information on both their own migration and the 

migration of any currently absent family members, the sample yielded data on 54 current 

and former migrants (27 men and 27 women). 

All interviews covered a standardized set of core questions regarding individual 

migration histories, migration perceptions and experiences. The protocols were based on 

prior research that Cynthia Buckley and I conducted on female migrants in Georgia 

(Hofmann and Buckley 2011), as well as on review of existing literature, issues that arose 

from expert interviews, and preliminary analyses of survey data. The interviews focused 

on how migrants and their family members recalled the migration decision(s)—who 

made it, how it was made, and why. I asked respondents to describe when the possibility 

of migration first arose and provide a description of the steps that were taken to make 

migration a reality, including the extent to which the migration decision involved the 

whole household, whether all household members were in agreement, how they resolved 

any conflict, and what the barriers to migration were. In order to explore the potential 

reciprocal effects that migration has on social conditions, I also asked questions about the 

consequences of migration for the respondent and their family: how the absence of the 

migrant affected the division of household labor and how other friends and family reacted 

to the migrant leaving. In interviews with returned migrants, I also asked about the 

process of return, how it influenced relationships within the household, how they were 

received by friends and family, and whether being abroad influenced their values or 

opinions. 

In order to maintain comparability across interviews, I used a standardized 

protocol for all interviews (modified slightly for returned migrants versus family 
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members of migrants). The protocol was developed in English, translated into Russian 

and Georgian by native speakers, and then back translated to ensure accuracy. In Tbilisi, 

the majority of respondents (14 out of 18) were comfortable speaking in Russian, as was 

one respondent in Dusheti, and in those cases I conducted the interviews one-on-one in 

Russian. I conducted the remaining interviews (four in Tbilisi and 15 in Dusheti) in 

Georgian with the assistance of two local translators, one of whom translated the 

interviews in Dusheti, and the other of whom translated interviews in Tbilisi.  

The two local translators (both women) were ethnic Georgians who received 

Russian-language higher education and were fully fluent in both languages. I met with 

both of them several times before conducting interviews to review the protocol, the goals 

of the research project, and ethical issues. We also reviewed each interview afterwards. In 

the interviews where I worked with translators, I asked the questions from the Georgian-

language protocol myself. When I did not fully understand the response, the translator 

translated it into Russian. I occasionally asked follow-up questions in Georgian, but more 

often I relied on the translators to translate my follow-up questions from Russian into 

Georgian.   

All interviews were audio recorded. I transcribed the 15 Russian-language 

interviews and translated them into English. The two translators transcribed the 19 

Georgian-language interviews and provided me with Russian-language transcripts. I 

reviewed the Russian transcripts, checking them against the audio recordings, and 

consulting with the translators when questions arose. I then translated these interviews 

into English for the purposes of analysis. 

Table 2.4 summarizes the characteristics of the interview sample, including both 

the 34 respondents and the additional 30 migrants whose histories were provided by 
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proxy.1 Individuals in the sample ranged in age from 19 to 73, with the mean age of men 

and women in both interview sites between 44 and 45. The range of education levels was 

quite large, from one woman who had only a sixth grade education to three individuals 

with graduate degrees. But overall the sample is very well-educated, with over 80 percent 

of men and around 70 percent of women holding college degrees (compared to around 30 

percent in the Georgian population at large). This high level of education is partly a result 

of the dynamics of the snowball sample, and possibly the selection effect of education on 

migration from Georgia. Most sampled individuals in Tbilisi were employed (at the time 

of the interview), but employment levels in Dusheti were lower, with just over half of 

men and just under half of women employed. The majority of the sample was married at 

the time of the interview, with the exception of women in Tbilisi, half of whom were 

widowed or divorced. Widowhood and divorce were more common among women than 

among men in Dusheti as well. Most people in the sample were parents, having an 

average of between 1.3 and 1.6 children. 

Only two men and six women in the sample had no personal migration 

experience. Nearly half the respondents had both themselves migrated and had family 

members whose migration histories they were able to report. Of those with migration 

experience, the majority first migrated between 2000 and 2004. The earliest migrant trip 

in the sample occurred in 1993, and the most recent in 2010. About a third of migrants 

from both research sites had made multiple trips, with multiple trips being somewhat 

more common among men.  

Migrants in the sample represent a total of 18 different destination countries 

(Russia, Ukraine, Poland, the United States, Canada, Denmark, Norway, Sweden, the 

                                                 
1 A complete list of individuals in the sample is provided in Appendix A. 
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United Kingdom, Ireland, Belgium, Germany, France, Italy, Spain, Greece, Turkey and 

Cyprus). Half of both male and female migrants from Tbilisi had gone to Russia or 

Ukraine, while there were no migrants to either of those countries from Dusheti. Migrants 

from Dusheti primarily went to Greece, Cyprus and other European countries. Several 

migrants from Tbilisi had also gone to Europe, but very few went to Greece, Turkey or 

Cyprus. Totals for the destination categories are greater than 100 percent because 

migrants who had been to multiple destinations are listed in multiple categories. 

The qualitative sample cannot be considered representative of migrants from 

Georgia. In addition to its limited geographic representation, the sample almost certainly 

over-represents people with higher education. It also probably under-represents migration 

to Greece and Turkey, which most studies have found to be more common destinations 

for Georgian migrants than other European countries (GeoStat 2009a; Tchaidze and 

Torosyan 2009). However, the sample does demonstrate the diversity of migrants from 

Georgia, in terms of socioeconomic status, family situation, demographic characteristics, 

and destinations. As such, it provides the opportunity to look at gendered motivations for 

migration in a variety of different types of household and situation, and therefore to 

identify common themes and patterns as well as sources of difference. 
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Table 2.4: Summary of Respondent Characteristics 

 
  Tbilisi Dusheti 
  Men Women Men Women 
Mean age 44.10 45.19 44.75 45.59 
% college educated 72.73 68.75 85.00 76.47 
% employed 72.73 68.75 60.00 41.18 
Marital status     
    % Never married 18.18 12.50 15.00 11.76 
    % Married 81.82 37.50 75.00 64.71 
    % Widowed/divorced 0 50.00 5.00 23.53 
Mean number of children 1.50 1.47 1.30 1.63 
Timing of first migration 

        % 1990-1994 27.27 12.50 10.00 0 
    % 1995-1999 27.27 31.25 15.00 17.65 
    % 2000-2004 27.27 18.75 55.00 52.94 
    % 2005-2010 18.18 18.75 10.00 11.76 
    % never migrated 0 18.75 10.00 17.65 
Destination 

        % Russia or Ukraine 45.45 50.00 0 0 
    % Greece, Turkey or Cyprus 9.09 6.25 25.00 23.53 
    % Other Europe 36.36 31.25 60.00 52.94 
    % North America 18.18 12.50 10.00 5.88 
    % never migrated 0 18.75 20.00 17.65 
  

    N 11 16 20 17 

 

Expert Interviews 

The in-depth interviews constitute the primary component of my qualitative 

research, but during the course of fieldwork, I also conducted a total of 16 interviews 

with academic, governmental, and non-governmental experts on migration issues in 

Tbilisi: 12 during my initial trip in the summer of 2010, and four during a follow-up trip 

to Tbilisi in March 2011. One purpose of these interviews, most of which were conducted 
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early in the fieldwork period, was to facilitate the collection of other data, by making me 

familiar with available data sources, providing contacts for recruiting in-depth interview 

respondents, and helping me to revise my interview protocols. The second purpose of the 

interviews was to gain perspective on the perception of men’s and women’s migration in 

Georgian society at large. 

The 16 expert interviews included six academic experts on migration, two 

journalists, six representatives of local and international non-governmental organizations, 

the director of the Division for the Census and Demographic Statistics of the National 

Statistical Office of Georgia, two representatives of the Parliamentary Committee on 

Relations with Compatriots Residing Abroad, and a deputy Minister in the Ministry for 

Relations with Compatriots Residing Abroad.2 I arranged initial interviews through my 

contacts among academics and the NGO community in Tbilisi and then used snowball 

techniques, asking respondents to put me in contact with other experts. I conducted the 

interviews in either English or Russian depending on the respondent’s preference; all 

experts were comfortable in at least one of these two languages. Most interviews with 

academic and NGO experts were done in English, while most of the interviews with 

journalists and government officials were in Russian. 

I developed individualized protocols for each expert interview, in order to ensure 

that I covered my key issues, while focusing on topics within that individual’s area of 

expertise. Key themes that every expert interview covered included: available sources of 

data on migration in Georgia and the expert’s opinion as to their quality, the expert’s 

perception of demographic trends in migration from Georgia in the post-Soviet period, 

the most relevant questions for current migration research in Georgia, the expert’s 

                                                 
2 A complete list of participants in expert interviews is provided in Appendix B. 
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opinion on how Georgians in general perceive the plusses and minuses of migration and 

the appropriateness of male and female migration, and whether these perceptions have 

changed over time. Expert interviews were not recorded, but I wrote up detailed notes as 

soon after the interview as possible. 

Analytic Strategy 

I entered all interview transcripts and notes from expert interviews into the NVivo 

8 qualitative data analysis software package, and used NVivo’s data coding and analysis 

features for all coding and manipulating of qualitative data. Based on pervasive clusters 

of topics, and my initial research questions, I initially coded the text into three broad 

categories: factors motivating the migration decision, consequences of migration, and 

opinions and beliefs. I then proceeded to refine the coding system within each of the four 

broad areas, drawing on the research questions and the interview protocol, but also 

informed by issues that emerged spontaneously in the interviews. I use qualitative data to 

answer the questions about gender ideology in the migration decision in Chapter 4, and 

questions about gender and destination selection in Chapter 5. More detail about the 

coding scheme for each topic is detailed in those chapters. 

Ethical Issues 

This research project was reviewed and approved by the Institutional Review 

Board of the University of Texas, Austin. Although overall a low-risk project, collecting 

individual migration histories in Georgia raises two important ethical issues. First, asking 

people to describe their migration experiences, or those of family members, might force 

them to relive painful or emotionally difficult experiences. Second, while migration is not 

a particularly controversial or politicized issue in Georgia, much of the international 

migration from Georgia is undocumented. Therefore, in providing migration histories, 
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many respondents had to detail their own or someone else’s illegal activities. I attempted 

to mitigate these ethical concerns by adhering to the basic principles of ethics in human 

subjects research: respect for persons, beneficence, and justice (National Commission for 

the Protection of Human Subjects of Biomedical and Behavioral Research 1979). 

In accordance with the principle of respect for persons, I practiced informed 

consent at all stages of the research. When I interviewed local experts, I interviewed them 

“on the record”, as representatives of their organizations, and did not audio record the 

interviews. I did not request formal consent from expert respondents, but did clearly state 

my position as an American researcher and the purposes of my research when arranging 

the interview. For the in-depth interview respondents, I prepared letters of consent in 

Russian and Georgian, which explained the purpose of the research and the precautions I 

would take to protect subjects, and presented them to all respondents before the interview 

began.3 After obtaining advice from several Georgian researchers, as well as American 

researchers with experience working in Georgia, I carefully considered the amount of the 

honorarium given respondents in order to indicate respect for their time and 

inconvenience without introducing an element of coercion. 

In accordance with the principle of beneficence, I strove to minimize the potential 

of harm to participants. Because expert respondents faced little possibility of harm, I 

recorded, with their permission, their real names and titles. With the in-depth interview 

respondents, I took several steps to ensure confidentiality. I obtained verbal consent only 

and did not collect signed consent forms, because local researchers suggested that signing 

their names on a formal document would be a source of concern for respondents. I did 

not include names or identifying characteristics of respondents on transcripts or other 

                                                 
3 The consent letter is provided in Appendix C. 



 63 

materials documenting their attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors. In my personal records, I 

identify respondents by a number, and in this dissertation and other publications I refer to 

all respondents by pseudonyms. Audio recordings of the interviews were kept only long 

enough to complete transcription, and then were deleted.  

I also attempted to minimize the potential harm of interviews bringing up painful 

recollections. In the consent letter and verbally, I emphasized that participation was 

voluntary and that respondents could refuse to answer any question that they did not wish 

to answer. In the several instances where respondents did appear to be distressed in 

recounting difficult experiences, I also offered to pause the interview and leave the room 

to give the respondent a chance to recover, although only one respondent actually 

accepted my offer to leave the room. Finally, in accordance with the principle of justice, 

research participants were selected based on theoretical criteria and willingness to 

participate, and not based on ability to refuse participation.  

 

INTEGRATING QUALITATIVE AND QUANTITATIVE DATA 

There is little research focusing on migration and gender in Georgia, or in the 

former Soviet Union more broadly. Because of this, both the qualitative and quantitative 

aspects of this research make important contributions to understanding the ways in which 

gender ideology influences migration from Georgia. The quantitative analyses identify 

gendered migration patterns at the national level, allowing me to identify the 

socioeconomic and demographic factors associated with migration in general, as well as 

with migration to specific countries. But these findings are limited by the lack of 

migration histories and limited ability to measure gender ideology or other social norms. I 

use qualitative interviews to gain more perspective on how norms and other factors 
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influence men’s and women’s migration decisions, shedding light on the mechanisms 

behind the associations described in the quantitative analyses. 

In Chapter 3, I use quantitative data only to describe gendered patterns of migrant 

selectivity. I use separate binomial logistic regression models for men and women in 

order to identify the demographic, socioeconomic, and family characteristics associated 

with migration, testing the applicability of existing migration theories to men and women 

in the Georgian context. In Chapter 4, I add measures of gender ideology to the logistic 

regression models from the previous chapter. I then rely on qualitative data to describe 

how Georgians think about migration in gendered ways, to explain ways in which norms 

can facilitate men’s migration and constrain women’s in specific situations, and to 

identify the ways in which the role of norms have changed over time. Chapter 5 addresses 

in more depth the gendered destination patterns characteristic of migration from Georgia. 

I begin by using multinomial logistic regression models to compare the demographic 

characteristics, socioeconomic status, and migration intentions of Georgian migrants 

across different destination categories, using interaction terms to identify differing 

associations by sex. I then use the qualitative data to explain how perceptions of different 

destination countries are highly gendered, leading to the development of gendered social 

networks and destination patterns. 
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Chapter 3: Understanding Social and Demographic Factors Associated 
with Migration from Georgia 

INTRODUCTION 

Scholars and representatives of international organizations in Georgia agree that 

the country has experienced a dramatic transformation in the area of labor migration. A 

2003 International Organization for Migration report claimed that, while Georgia had 

experienced migration before the 1990s, “[t]he intensity and scale of labour migration 

from Georgia over the last decade have been unprecedented” (IOM 2003). There is also 

widespread agreement that one important aspect of this “unprecedented” expansion of 

labor migration has been the growth of women’s labor migration. According to Chelidze 

(2000: 85): “Until recently, the idea of women leaving [Georgia] for work was 

completely unacceptable to public opinion in Georgia. A decade ago, probably no one 

would have imagined that today women would constitute 35.3% of labor migrants.” The 

media take these claims to an even greater extent; an article in the newspaper Svobodnaia 

Gruziia dramatically described certain regions of the country as being “emptied of wives 

and mothers” due to growing women’s labor migration (Svobodnaiia Gruziia 2006a). 

But the true extent and nature of gendered patterns of labor migration from 

Georgia is far from clear. Until recently, national data on migration patterns was 

unavailable in Georgia, and most studies drew from small or non-random samples. 

Chelidze’s estimate of 35.3 percent women among labor migrants, for example, is based 

on a survey conducted in only six neighborhoods in two Georgian cities (Chelidze 2000). 

Other studies have found that women are more likely to migrate from urban areas in 

Georgia, while men are more likely to migrate from rural areas, but that male and female 

migrants are similar in terms of age, education level, marital status and other 

sociodemographic characteristics (Badurashvili 2004; Dershem and Khoperia 2004; IOM 
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2003). These studies are all limited to some degree in terms of sample size and 

representativeness, making any generalizations about demographic similarities or 

differences between male and female migrants from Georgia highly questionable. 

In this chapter, I use two recent national surveys to analyze the socioeconomic 

and demographic factors associated with migration, and demonstrate how these factors 

influence men’s and women’s migration differently. The survey data address questions of 

how patterns of labor migration from Georgia are gendered and what socioeconomic and 

demographic factors are associated with men’s and women’s migration. I begin with a 

descriptive analysis of male and female migrants. Next, I conduct logistic regression 

analyses of men’s and women’s migration, testing the relationships between migration 

and a variety of variables related to human capital, socioeconomic status, demographic 

characteristics, and household composition that are hypothesized to influence migration. 

Throughout the chapter, I consider the similarities and differences between the two 

surveys, and the likely causes of differences. 

The analysis of the surveys serves three key functions. First, it provides qualified 

support for the prevailing belief that women’s labor migration from Georgia is 

increasing. Second, it provides a test of some of the main theories of the economic, 

social, and demographic causes of migration. Conducting such an analysis in Georgia 

demonstrates how well established migration theories fit the post-Soviet case, and shows 

gender differences in the predictors of migration. Finally, a statistical analysis of the key 

socioeconomic and demographic correlates of migration provides the necessary 

background for further analyses of gender differences in migration patterns developed in 

subsequent chapters. 
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HYPOTHESES 

In this chapter, I strive to identify the socioeconomic and demographic factors 

associated with migration, and how these associations might be different for men and 

women. Established migration theories posit that a wide variety of factors, from global 

development patterns to community resources to individual human capital, predict 

migration behavior. Given the limited data available, not all of these theorized predictors 

are testable in the Georgian context. Several, however, can be tested.  

Hypothesis 1a: Neoclassical economic theory leads me to expect that education 

and other measures of human capital are positively associated with migration in Georgia. 

While several studies find that some migration flows are actually characterized by 

negative educational selectivity (Borjas 1996; Kanaiaupuni 2000; Massey, Alarcon, 

Durand, and Gonzales 1987), I hypothesize that high average levels of human capital in 

Georgia, combined with the decline in post-Soviet living standards, will lead to positive 

human capital selectivity among Georgian migrants. 

Hypothesis 1b: I expect that both male and female migrants in Georgia are 

positively selected in terms of human capital, but the positive selection is stronger among 

women than among men. Because traditional gender ideology uniquely constrains 

women’s migration, women migrants should require higher levels of human and social 

capital in order to migrate than do men. 

Hypothesis 2a: The New Economics of Labor Migration leads me to hypothesize 

that measures of poverty and relative deprivation are positively associated with 

migration. While absolute poverty may well preclude migration, relative poverty—which 

in Georgia might mean either being poor relative to one’s family or neighbors, or being 

poor compared to a time of greater prosperity in the Soviet Union—should motivate 

migration.  
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Hypothesis 2b: Just as I expect that women require higher levels of human capital 

to migrate, I expect that they will also require higher levels of financial capital than do 

men. Thus, I expect that positive selection on socioeconomic status is stronger among 

women. 

Hypothesis 3: I hypothesize that measures of household composition and family 

status are associated with migration. Migration from other countries has long been known 

to be related to specific ages and stages of the life course (such as marriage, parenthood, 

or retirement). In Georgia, I expect that the effects of household composition and family 

status will be quite different for men and women. Living in a traditional, male-headed 

household should be positively associated with men’s migration and negatively 

associated women’s. Being married and having children in the household should be 

positively associated with men’s migration, because of the income needed to support a 

family, but negatively associated with women’s migration, because women are expected 

to provide childcare and support their husbands. Having multiple adult women in the 

household—either women who were already living in the same household, or women 

who agree to join the household in order to allow their relative to migrate—should be 

positively associated with women’s migration but have no relationship with men’s. 

 

METHODS 

In the subsequent sections of this chapter, I first use descriptive statistics to 

describe gendered migration patterns, and to describe the sociodemographic differences 

between male and female migrants and non-migrants. To test the above hypotheses, I use 

logistic regression models to compare individuals who have ever engaged in international 

migration to those who have never done so. My analysis incorporates data from both the 



 69 

GeoStat and DOTM surveys. Due to the differences in both sampling and variables 

described in Chapter 2, combining data from both surveys into a single model is 

inadvisable. Both surveys suffer from specific limitations (also described in Chapter 2), 

and analyzing both separately allows me to identify similarities and differences in the 

results, providing for a more complete picture of migration patterns in Georgia. 

Sample 

The analytic sample used for both data sets includes all individuals aged 17 and 

older. I chose age 17 as the cut-off point because 17 is the usual age for completing 

secondary education in Georgia (the age of legal adulthood is 18). Because most young 

Georgians today complete secondary education, 17 is the youngest age at which 

independent labor migration becomes a possibility for most people. Although there is 

very limited migration among older adults (ages 60 and over) in both the GeoStat and 

DOTM samples, there are migrants in this age group, particularly among women and 

among those who migrated in the early post-Soviet period, and in order not to exclude 

them, all adult ages are included in the analytic sample.4 Neither the GeoStat nor the 

DOTM data suffer much from missing values on the variables of interest, and only 11 

respondents in the GeoStat sample, and none in the DOTM sample, had to be excluded 

due to missing values on any of the study variables. The GeoStat sample includes 7,661 

men and 8,525 women, and the DOTM sample includes 2,283 men and 2,445 women.  

Variables 

In all analyses, the dependent variable is whether or not the individual has ever 

been an international migrant. The analyses incorporate a variety of independent 

                                                 
4 Sensitivity testing indicates that the results change little whether or not the oldest individuals are excluded 
from the sample. 
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variables. Table 3.1 lists all independent variables and describes how they are measured 

using the GeoStat and DOTM surveys. In order to test the relationship between human 

capital and migration, in both the GeoStat and DOTM analyses, I include a variable for 

highest level of education completed. In the DOTM analyses only, I also include dummy 

variables for whether anyone in the household speaks Russian, and whether anyone in the 

household speaks a European language (English, German, French, or Greek). Speaking a 

foreign language, or having a family member who does, provides clear human capital 

advantages to a potential migrant. I separate Russian speakers from speakers of any other 

foreign language because of the much higher level of Russian-language proficiency in 

Georgia, where a majority of people aged 40 and over, and of urban-dwellers, have 

studied Russian. Speaking a European language, on the other hand, is a much rarer skill 

and is strongly associated with higher education. 

To test the relationship between socioeconomic status and migration, I use three 

variables in the GeoStat analyses: monthly household income,5 the proportion of 

household members older or younger than working age, and the proportion of low-

income households in the PSU. The DOTM analyses include the same three variables for 

socioeconomic status, and also include an index of material wealth, based on the index 

developed by Bollen, Glanville and Stecklov (2002), and derived from the number of 

televisions, DVD players, washing machines, refrigerators, air conditioners, cars, mobile 

phone and computers owned by the household five years prior to the survey. The DOTM 

variables also include a measure of rural versus urban residence. Both the DOTM and 

GeoStat analyses include five measures of household composition and family status: 

marital status, total number of children (under 17) living in the household, whether the 
                                                 
5 Income is measured in Georgian lari (GEL). At the time of the two surveys, 1 U.S. dollar was equal to 
approximately 1.6 GEL, and the official poverty line was 230 GEL per month for a family of four (GeoStat 
2011). 
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household is female-headed (includes no adult males), and whether the household 

includes two or more adult women. Finally, because migration is often associated with 

specific ages and stages of the life course, all models control for age, and age-squared. 
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Table 3.1: Independent Variables Used in Analyses of the GeoStat and DOTM Surveys 

  GeoStat DOTM 

Education 
level 

Four categories (less than high school, 
completed high school, some 
postsecondary education, completed 
higher education), collapsed from a 12-
category variable of self-reported  
education level 

Four categories (less than high school, 
completed high school, some postsecondary 
education, completed higher education), 
collapsed from an 8-category variable of self-
reported education level 

Russian 
speaking N/A 

Anyone in the household speaks Russian 
(reported by household response person) 

International 
language 
speaking N/A 

Anyone in the household speaks English, 
German, French, or Greek (reported by 
household response person) 

Income 

Monthly household income in Georgian 
lari as reported by the household head. 
Four categories (less than 100 lari, 100-
200 lari, 201-400 lari, more than 400 lari) 

Sum of the monthly income of all individual 
household members, plus remittances. 
Collapsed into four categories to match the 
GeoStat data. 

Proportion 
dependents 

Total number of household members aged 
14 and under or aged 60 and older, 
divided by the total number of household 
members 

Total number of household members aged 14 
and under or aged 60 and older, divided by the 
total number of household members 

Community 
poverty 

Proportion of households in each PSU 
reporting monthly income of less than 100 
lari (bottom 30% of households) 

Proportion of households in each PSU 
reporting monthly income of less than 200 lari 
(bottom 30% of households) 

Material 
wealth 
index N/A 

Natural log of the sum of the total number of 
televisions, DVD players, washing machines, 
refrigerators, air conditioners, cars, mobile 
phones, and computers owned by the 
household 5 years prior to the survey, plus 
one. 

Rural/urban 
residence N/A 

Three categories (rural residence, urban non-
capital residence, capital city residence) based 
on PSU-level classifications 

Marital 
status 

Four categories (Married, never married, 
divorced, widowed), from respondent or 
proxy report 

Two categories (married, unmarried), from 
respondent or proxy report 

Number of 
children 

Total number of household members 
under the age of 17 

Total number of household members under 
the age of 17 

Female-
headed 
household 

Household includes no adult male 
members Household includes no adult male members 

Multiple 
adult 
women in 
household 

Household includes two or more women 
over the age of 17 

Household includes two or more women over 
the age of 17 

Age 
Calculated from survey month and year 
minus reported month and year of birth Respondent- or proxy-reported age 

Age-squared Square of age variable Square of the age variable 
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RESULTS 

In the first part of this section, I use descriptive data to highlight gendered 

migration patterns, providing background information on Georgia’s migration context. In 

the second and third parts, I present separate bivariate and logistic regression analyses of 

the GeoStat and DOTM surveys. Both the bivariate and logistic regression analyses show 

a positive association between human capital and migration, and between SES and 

migration, as well as a gendered relationship between household composition and 

migration. However, there are perplexing differences between the results of the GeoStat 

and DOTM analyses, which I discuss at the end of the chapter.  

Gendered Migration Patterns 

While it is not possible to describe trends over time with cross-sectional survey 

data, the 2008 GeoStat data6 provide some tentative support for the widely held belief 

that migration patterns in Georgia have shifted notably over the past 20 years. Georgian 

women increasingly participate in international labor migration, and their migration 

patterns are substantially different from those of men. 

Figure 3.1 shows the total number of male and female ever-migrants in the survey 

sample, by year of most recent departure. Women’s migration, as a proportion of all 

migration from Georgia, is much higher among migrants from after 1999 than it is among 

migrants leaving in the 1990s. Fewer than one in four migrants reporting their most 

recent departure before 1993 were female. Among those whose last migration was in 

1994-1998, more than one in three migrants were female. Among those who migrated 

last in the 1999-2003 period, nearly half (45%) were women. Among migrants with a 

most recent departure between 2004 and 2008, the proportion of women drops to 41 

                                                 
6 In the interest of space and clarity, only the GeoStat data is presented in the descriptions of gendered 
migration patterns.  Similar analysis of the DOTM data produces identical results. 
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percent, but the decline is not significantly different from the previous period at the .05 

level. Figure 3.1 also indicates a dramatic increase in the absolute number of migrants 

over time, but this should be interpreted with caution. Because the survey captured only 

the most recent international trip, and because many migrants make multiple short-term 

trips, the data likely under-represents earlier international trips. 

Figure 3.1: Male and Female Migrants by Departure Year, GeoStat 2008 

 
Chi-square significant at p<.05 

In addition to the larger proportion of women among international migrants, 

women migrating in more recent years are more likely to migrate for labor, rather than 

family or educational reasons. As Figure 3.2 indicates, among women who migrated most 

recently before 1993, well under half migrated with employment as their primary goal. 

Among women migrating most recently in 1994 and later, the proportion migrating for 

labor reasons rises to approximately 75 percent. While lower than the proportion of labor 

migrants among men, over 80 percent of whom identify as labor migrants (not shown), it 

is a dramatic and significant (p<.01) increase compared to previous periods. 

77% 76% 
63% 55% 

59% 

23% 
24% 

37% 
45% 

41% 

0

50

100

150

200

250

300

350

400

450

Women

Men



 75 

Figure 3.2: Female Migrants by Reason for Migration and Departure Year, GeoStat 
2008 

  
Chi-square significant at p<.01 

Demographic Characteristics of Migrants 

Table 3.2 presents bivariate analyses of the GeoStat data, comparing male ever-

migrants to male non-migrants, and female ever-migrants to female non-migrants. 

Among both men and women, migrants are younger than non-migrants, with migrants 

being particularly likely to fall into the age categories between 30 and 50. In terms of 

human capital, both male and female migrants have higher average levels of education 

than their non-migrant counterparts. While around 27 percent of both male and female 

non-migrants have completed higher education, 37 percent of male migrants, and nearly 

42 percent of female migrants, have college degrees. Migrants also appear to come from 

higher-SES backgrounds than do non-migrants, particularly among women. Among 

women only, migrants are significantly less likely to reside in low income households, 

and more likely to reside in high-income households than are non-migrants. Among both 

men and women, migrants are more likely to come from households with a lower 

proportion of non-working members than are non-migrants, and come from PSUs where 

a lower proportion of families live in poverty. 
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Looking at family status and household composition, both male and female 

migrants are less likely to be married than their non-migrant counterparts, likely related 

to the age differences between migrants and non-migrants. Both male and female 

migrants are more likely to come from households that include two or more adult female 

members, and this difference is particularly large among women (85 percent of migrant 

women come from households with two or more adult women, compared to 68 percent of 

non-migrant women). However, both male and female migrants are less likely to reside in 

female-headed households, although this difference is only marginally significant among 

women. 
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Table 3.2: Socio-demographic Characteristics of Male and Female Ever-migrants and 
Non-migrants in Georgia, GeoStat Survey 2008 

  Men Women 

  
Non-

migrants 
Ever-

migrants 
Non-

migrants 
Ever-

migrants 
Age         
   % ages 17-30 29.24*** 28.10*** 24.86*** 30.24*** 
   % ages 31-40 15.73*** 28.85*** 15.39*** 24.40*** 
   % ages 41-50 18.59*** 25.23*** 17.22*** 25.60*** 
   % ages 51-60 14.68*** 13.44*** 15.60*** 13.31*** 
   % ages 61+ 21.76*** 4.38*** 26.92*** 6.45*** 
Education         
   % less than high school 10.89*** 5.14*** 12.44*** 4.68*** 
   % high school 44.28*** 43.20*** 40.64*** 37.07*** 
   % some post-secondary 18.20*** 14.65*** 20.22*** 16.29*** 
   % complete higher education 26.63*** 37.01*** 26.70*** 41.96*** 
Monthly income         
   % 100 lari or less 21.34 21.11 24.15*** 18.05*** 
   % 101-200 lari 35.02 32.2 33.76*** 28.60*** 
   % 201-400 lari 24.62 27.43 23.95*** 26.98*** 
   % more than 400 lari 19.03 19.26 18.13*** 26.37*** 
Proportion dependents in household .35** .31** .39*** .29*** 
% of low-income households in PSU .29** .23** .28*** .23*** 
Marital status         
   % married 64.80** 65.91** 58.07*** 60.89*** 
   % never married 27.29** 29.56** 19.59*** 22.78*** 
   % divorced 2.54** 2.11** 3.79*** 6.85*** 
   % widowed 5.36** 2.41** 18.56*** 9.48*** 
% households with two or more adult women 53.02** 59.73** 68.10*** 84.68*** 
% female-headed households 3.12** 1.21** 17.91^ 14.92^ 
Mean number of children in household .76 .77 .80 .78 
N 6,998 663 8,056 496 

Significance of migrant/non-migrant difference: ***p<.001 **p<.01 *p<.05 ^p<.10 

Table 3.3 presents the same measures for the DOTM survey data, which includes 

a few additional variables that are not included in the GeoStat data. Both surveys show a 

similar relationship between age and migration, and between human capital and 
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migration. In the DOTM, migrants of both sexes are more likely than non-migrants to 

have higher education, and to come from households that include Russian-speakers, 

although there is no relationship between migration and speaking European languages. 

SES appears to be less important in the DOTM sample than in the GeoStat sample; while 

there is a positive association between migration and higher income among both men and 

women in the DOTM data, there is no association between migration and material 

wealth, proportion dependents in the household, or proportion low-income households in 

the PSU. Residence, however, is strongly associated with migration, particularly among 

women. Women migrants are much more likely to reside either in Tbilisi or in another 

urban area than are non-migrant women. Among men, migrants are more likely to reside 

in urban areas outside the capital than are non-migrants.  

The most significant differences between the GeoStat and DOTM samples appear 

in the variables related to household composition and family status. There is no 

relationship between marriage and migration in the DOTM sample, although this may be 

related to the fact that the DOTM does not distinguish between never married, widowed, 

and divorced. The strong relationship between living in a household with two or more 

adult women and migration among women persists in the DOTM (81 percent of migrant 

women come from such a household, compared to 71 percent of non-migrant women), 

but the relationship is reversed among men, with 49 percent of migrants originating in 

households with two or more adult women, compared to 58 percent of non-migrants. As 

in the DOTM, women migrants are more likely to originate in female headed households. 

Male migrants, however, are less likely to come from female-headed households.  
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Table 3.3:  Socio-demographic Characteristics of Male and Female Ever-migrants and 
Non-migrants in Georgia, DOTM Survey 2008 

  Men Women 

  
Non-

migrants 
Ever-

migrants 
Non-

migrants 
Ever-

migrants 
Age         
  % ages 17-30 32.29*** 25.92*** 26.89*** 26.71*** 
   % ages 31-40 14.42*** 28.84*** 15.55*** 28.54*** 
   % ages 41-50 15.42*** 28.70*** 18.21*** 23.52*** 
   % ages 51-60 15.99*** 12.59*** 16.26*** 15.75*** 
   % ages 61+ 21.88*** 3.95*** 23.08*** 5.48*** 
Education         
   % less than high school 9.61*** 2.53*** 7.96*** 2.78*** 
   % high school 36.56*** 32.14*** 34.83*** 25.69*** 
   % some post-secondary 29.92*** 30.95*** 30.80*** 32.64*** 
   % complete higher education 23.91*** 34.38*** 26.41*** 38.89*** 
% living in a Russian-speaking household 80.90* 84.84* 79.98** 85.52** 
% living in a European language-speaking 
household 34.63 36.15 37.94 39.37 
Monthly income         
   % 100 lari or less 13.21*** 10.50*** 12.48*** 9.50*** 
   % 101-200 lari 6.39*** 6.56*** 9.19*** 6.79*** 
   % 201-400 lari 22.29*** 11.66*** 20.92*** 11.09*** 
   % more than 400 lari 58.11*** 71.28*** 57.41*** 72.62*** 
Material wealth index .99 1.07 1.00 1.05 
Proportion dependents in household .30 .29 .33 .32 
% low income households in PSU .25 .23 .25 .25 
Residence         
   % residing in rural areas 43.77* 39.94* 40.34*** 25.11*** 
   % residing in urban areas 37.26* 43.00* 40.19*** 50.90*** 
   % residing in Tbilisi 18.97* 17.06* 19.47*** 23.98*** 
% married 64.32 67.20 61.23 58.90 
% households with two or more adult women 58.17*** 48.69*** 70.84*** 81.00*** 
% female-headed households 3.57** 1.17** 13.53*** 23.53*** 
Mean number of children in household .65 .69 .71 .84 
N 1,597 686 2,003 442 

Significance of migrant/non-migrant difference: ***p<.001 **p<.01 *p<.05 ^p<.10 
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Taken together, descriptive analyses of the GeoStat and DOTM samples indicate 

that age, human capital, and SES are all associated with men’s and women’s labor 

migration. The role of household composition and family status are less clear; while the 

DOTM data identify significant gender differences in the relationship between household 

composition and migration, these gender differences are absent in the GeoStat data. 

Multivariate analyses help clarify the correlates of migration and shed light on the 

sources of difference between the two data sets. 

Multivariate Analyses 

In order to identify net associations between sociodemographic characteristics and 

migration, I conduct nested logistic regression analyses. Because of the potential gender 

differences in associations identified in the bivariate analysis, particularly in associations 

between household composition and migration, I use separate regression models for men 

and women. In the nested logistic regression analyses presented in this section, Model 1 

includes age and human capital variables only, Model 2 adds in SES variables, and 

Model 3 adds variables related to household composition and family status. Given the 

differences between the bivariate analyses of the GeoStat and DOTM data, I continue to 

keep the two surveys separate. Odds ratios and standard errors from the GeoStat data are 

presented in Table 3.4, and those from the DOTM data are presented in Table 3.5. 

Model 1 demonstrates a parabolic relationship between age and migration among 

both men and women, in both the GeoStat and DOTM data. In the GeoStat data (Table 

3.4, Model 1), among men, the odds of being an ever-migrant (net of other variables) 

increase gradually with each year of age until around age 43, when they begin to decline. 

For women, the peak is earlier, around age 32. In the DOTM data (Table 3.5, Model 1), 

the highest odds of migration for men occur at an earlier age (around age 36) than they do 
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in the GeoStat, and later for women (around age 37). Both the GeoStat and DOTM data 

support the idea that human capital is an important correlate of migration. There are no 

significant gender differences in the association between human capital and migration. In 

the GeoStat data, the association between education and migration is significant only at 

the level of higher education. Men with a college degree have 75 percent higher odds of 

being migrants than those without a high school education, while women with a college 

degree are more than twice as likely to be migrants (see Table 3.4). The DOTM also 

shows strong positive associations between having a completed higher education and 

being a migrant among both men and women, as well as somewhat weaker associations 

at the high-school and post-secondary level among men (see Table 3.5). Education 

appears to be the main pathway through which human capital is related to migration, as 

there is no association between language skills and migration among either men or 

women when education is controlled for. 

When income and other SES variables are added in Model 2, clear differences 

appear between the GeoStat and DOTM results. In the GeoStat data, there is a negative 

association between household income and migration, but only among men. Men with a 

household income of at least 400 lari per month have 45 percent lower odds of being 

migrants than those with an income of 100 lari or less (see Table 3.4). Among both men 

and women, there is a negative relationship between the proportion of low-income 

households in the PSU and the odds of being a migrant (see Table 3.4), meaning that, 

among men at least, migrants are more likely to come from poorer households in 

wealthier areas. 

In the DOTM data, there is a positive relationship between household income and 

migration, among both men and women. Having a monthly household income above 400 

lari is associated with 45 percent greater odds of being a migrant among men, and 80 
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percent higher odds of being a migrant among women, compared to those with a 

household income of less than 100 lari (see Table 3.5). As in the GeoStat, living in a PSU 

with a higher proportion of low- income households decreases the odds of being a 

migrant, but only among men. Unlike the GeoStat sample, having a higher proportion of 

dependents in the household is also associated with higher odds of being a migrant 

among both men and women. Among women, living in the capital city or another urban 

area is associated with substantially higher odds of being a migrant, compared to women 

living in rural areas, but there is no significant association between residence and 

migration among men (see Table 3.5). 

Model 3 adds in indicators of household composition and family status, and again 

shows substantial differences between the GeoStat and DOTM results. In the GeoStat 

data, the only association between marriage and migration is that the odds of being a 

migrant are 66 percent greater among divorced women than they are among married 

women (see Table 3.4). Living in a household that includes two or more adult women is 

associated with 39 percent greater odds of being a migrant among men, and 245 percent 

greater odds of being a migrant among women. A greater number of children in the 

household are associated with lower odds of being a migrant among both men and 

women (see Table 3.4). However, among men, adding controls for household 

composition creates a significant, positive association between the proportion dependents 

in the household and the odds of being a migrant. Thus, having elderly household 

members is strongly positively associated with men’s migration, but having children in 

the household is negatively associated with men’s migration. Among women, adding the 

control for number of children in the household removes the significant negative 

association between proportion dependents and migration. 



 83 

In the DOTM data, being married is associated with a 32 percent reduction in the 

odds of being a migrant for women, but there is no relationship among men (see Table 

3.5). This is largely consistent with the GeoStat results. But in contrast to the GeoStat 

results, women in the DOTM sample have 85 percent higher odds of being migrants if 

they come from a female-headed household, and 58 percent higher odds of being 

migrants if they come from a household including two or more adult women (see Table 

3.5). Men, on the other hand, are 40 percent less likely to be migrants if they come from a 

household with two or more adult women. In other words, in the GeoStat data, having 

more women in the household is positively associated with migration among both men 

and women, but in the DOTM data, more women in the household is positively 

associated with women’s migration, but negatively associated with men’s.  

Although the GeoStat and DOTM surveys both provide evidence that human 

capital, SES, and household composition are all important correlates of labor migration 

from Georgia, the two surveys do not provide a clear picture of gender differences in the 

influence of these factors. Analysis of the GeoStat data indicates that human capital and 

household composition are associated with men’s and women’s migration in similar 

ways, while SES and marital status have sex-specific associations. The DOTM data, on 

the other hand, show similar associations for human capital and SES, but highly 

divergent associations for men and women of household composition and family status. 
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Table 3.4: Logistic Regression Models Predicting Ever-Migration, Odds Ratios and 
Standard Errors, GeoStat 2008 

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
  Men Women Men Women Men Women 

Age 
1.17*** 

(.02) 
1.12*** 

(.02) 
1.16*** 

(.02) 
1.12*** 

(.02) 
1.17*** 

(.02) 
1.14*** 

(.02) 

Age-squared 
.998*** 

(.00) 
.998*** 

(.00) 
.998*** 

(.00) 
.998*** 

(.00) 
.998*** 

(.00) 
.998*** 

(.00) 
Education 

         Less than high school (ref) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

   High school 
1.31 
(.25) 

1.44 
(.33) 

1.27 
(.24) 

1.33 
(.31) 

1.24 
(.24) 

1.34 
(.31) 

   Some post-secondary 
1.05 
(.22) 

1.19 
(.29) 

1.05 
(.22) 

1.06 
(.26) 

1.03 
(.22) 

1.08 
(.27) 

   Complete higher education 
1.75** 
(.34) 

2.14** 
(.49) 

1.68** 
(.33) 

1.76* 
(.41) 

1.60* 
(.32) 

1.77* 
(.42) 

Monthly income 
         100 lari or less (ref) 
  

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

   101-200 lari 
  

.78* 
(.10) 

.89  
(.13) 

.75* 
(.09) 

.83   
(.12) 

   201-400 lari 
  

.71* 
(.10) 

.90  
(.14) 

.69** 
(.09) 

.84   
(.13) 

   more than 400 lari 
  

.55*** 
(.08) 

.99  
(.16) 

.53** 
(.08) .89 (.15) 

Proportion dependents in household 
  

1.19 
(.21) 

.63* 
(.13) 

1.89** 
(.14) .97 (.27) 

Proportion low-income households in    
   PSU 

  

.19*** 
(.05) 

.24*** 
(.08) 

.18*** 
(.05) 

.23*** 
(.07) 

Marital status 
         Married (ref) 
    

1.00 1.00 

   Never married 
    

.95   
(.02) 

.91   
(.13) 

   Divorced 
    

.77  
(.22) 

1.66* 
(.34) 

   Widowed 
    

1.27 
(.35) 

1.23 
(.24) 

Female-headed household 
    

1.01 
(.39) 

.89   
(.14) 

Two or more adult women in  
   Household 

    

1.39*** 
(.12) 

2.45*** 
(.33) 

Total children in household 
    

.81*** 
(.05) 

.85* 
(.06) 

  
      N 7661 8525 7661 8525 7661 8525 

Pseudo-R2 .0475 .0433 .0563 .0594 .0621 .0767 
***p<.001 **p<.01 *p<.05 ^p<.10   
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Table 3.5: Logistic Regression Models Predicting Ever-Migration, Odds Ratios and 
Standard Errors, DOTM 2008 

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
  Men Women Men Women Men Women 

Age 
1.23*** 

(.03) 
1.15*** 

(.03) 
1.23*** 

(.03) 
1.15*** 

(.03) 
1.22*** 

(.03) 
1.20*** 

(.03) 

Age-squared 
.997*** 

(.00) 
.998*** 

(.00) 
.997*** 

(.00) 
.998*** 

(.00) 
.997*** 

(.00) 
.998*** 

(.00) 

Education 
         Less than high school (ref) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

   High school 
1.74^ 
(.49) 

1.18 
(.39) 

1.63^ 
(.47) 

1.24  
(.42) 

1.62^ 
(.47) 

1.40  
(.51) 

   Some post-secondary 
1.89* 
(.54) 

1.51 
(.50) 

1.78* 
(.51) 

1.59  
(.53) 

1.79* 
(.53) 

1.77  
(.64) 

   Complete higher education 
2.44** 
(.71) 

2.04* 
(.68) 

2.26** 
(.66) 

2.04* 
(.69) 

2.13* 
(.64) 

2.29* 
(.84) 

Russian-speaking household 
1.14 
(.16) 

1.15 
(.18) 

1.14   
(.17) 

1.07  
(.18) 

1.22 
(.18) 

1.10  
(.19) 

European language-speaking   
   Household 

.94   
(.10) 

.86   
(.10) 

.94     
(.11) 

.78^  
(.10) 

1.05 
(.15) 

.77*  
(.10) 

Monthly household income 
         100 lari or less (ref) 
  

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

   101-200 lari 
  

1.41   
(.34) 

1.54  
(.43) 

1.38 
(.34) 

1.40  
(.40) 

   201-400 lari 
  

.72     
(.14) 

.78    
(.19) 

.79  
(.16) 

.75    
(.19) 

   more than 400 lari 
  

1.45* 
(.24) 

1.80** 
(.35) 

1.70** 
(.29) 

1.79** 
(.36) 

Material wealth index 
  

1.01   
(.08) 

.87    
(.08) 

1.06 
(.18) 

.93    
(.08) 

Proportion dependents in household 
  

1.76* 
(.40) 

1.83** 
(.35) 

2.64*** 
(.72) 

.46    
(.49) 

Proportion low-income households in  
   PSU 

  

.42*   
(.18) 

.64    
(.30) 

.43* 
(.18) 

.59    
(.28) 

Residence 
         Rural area (ref) 
  

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

   Urban area, non-capital 
  

1.21^ 
(.14) 

1.89*** 
(.26) 

1.24 
(.10) 

1.72*** 
(.25) 

   Capital city 
  

.90     
(.14) 

1.85*** 
(.31) 

.87   
(.13) 

1.60** 
(.28) 

Married   
    

.99  
(.14) 

.68** 
(.09) 

Female-headed household 
    

1.51 
(.66) 

1.85*** 
(.32) 

Two or more adult women in  
   Household 

    

.60*** 
(.06) 

1.58** 
(.23) 

Total children in household 
    

.83* 
(.06) 

1.04  
(.08) 

N 2283 2445 2283 2445 2283 2445 

Pseudo-R2 .0850 .0587 .1026 .0868 .1152 .1092 
***p<.001 **p<.01 *p<.05 ^p<.10 
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

In order to identify support for the hypotheses, it is necessary to first understand 

the source of differences between the GeoStat and DOTM results. There are two key 

areas of difference between the two surveys: first, the negative association between 

household income and migration (among men) in the GeoStat sample, compared to the 

positive association between income and migration (among both men and women) in the 

DOTM; second, the different effects of living in a female-headed household or a 

household including two or more adult women.  

In the area of household income, it is difficult to directly compare the two surveys 

because they measure income so differently. As described above, the DOTM measure of 

income is the sum of individual household members’ incomes, explicitly including any 

reported remittances from absent migrants, while the GeoStat simply asked the household 

response person to classify his or her household’s income into one of four categories. 

Migrant households in the DOTM sample, over 70 percent of which report household 

incomes above 400 lari per month, have much higher average incomes than migrant 

households in the GeoStat sample, only 20 percent of which report household incomes 

above 400 lari per month. This large difference in the average incomes reported by 

households including ever-migrants may exist in part because respondents in the GeoStat 

survey did not include remittances when they indicated their income. When I re-specified 

the DOTM income measure to exclude remittances, the results of the regression analyses 

were similar to the GeoStat results, with household income being negatively associated 

with the odds of being a migrant (not shown). 

The difference in the effects of household composition on migration between the 

two samples is more difficult to reconcile. Both surveys report similar average household 

sizes, and similar age-sex distributions within households, but the relationships between 
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composition and migration, particularly men’s migration, differ notably. The positive 

association among men between being a migrant and coming from a household with two 

or more adult women in the GeoStat sample appears largely driven by strong positive 

associations between these two variables in two specific regions of Georgia: Achara and 

Mtskheta-Mtianeti. In other regions of Georgia, the relationship between having two or 

more adult women in the household and men’s migration is negative, as it is in the 

DOTM data. The publicly available DOTM data does not indicate the region in which 

sampled households are located, but unlike the GeoStat sample, the DOTM sample does 

not cover every region of Georgia. The DOTM data, therefore, may be missing data on 

certain regions where the relationship between household composition and male labor 

migration is different than it is in other parts of the country. 

Taking these factors into consideration, to what extent do the data support the 

three hypotheses presented at the beginning of the chapter? Both the GeoStat and DOTM 

analyses support the classical economic theory that human capital is an important driver 

of migration (Hypothesis 1a). In Georgia, higher education in particular is strongly 

associated with migration. This is equally true among both men and women, casting 

doubt on Hypothesis 1b that women require higher levels of human capital than do men 

in order to overcome gender-based constraints to migration. 

These data also provide support for Hypotheses 2a and 2b, which state that 

poverty and relative deprivation are important drivers of migration, particularly for men. 

The GeoStat data, which may be less likely to include remittances in household income 

and therefore may better reflect the influence of SES on migration (rather than that of 

migration on SES), show that male migrants tend to originate in poorer households in 

richer PSUs—the households most likely to experience relative deprivation. Female 

migrants, on the other hand, are only more likely to originate in richer PSUs, potentially 
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indicating women’s greater need for economic capital in order to overcome barriers to 

migration, as Hypothesis 2b predicts. The rural/urban data in the DOTM sample indicates 

that women are more likely to migrate from Georgia’s relatively privileged urban areas, 

rather than its more impoverished rural areas, further indicating women’s need for 

resources to overcome barriers to migration. 

Finally, the data provides very mixed support for Hypothesis 3. Household 

composition and family status are clearly important correlates of migration, but the ways 

in which they influence migration are less clear. My contention that men are more likely 

to migrate when they are heads of households, with children to support, receives no 

support from either survey. With the exception of children having a negative association 

with migration, family factors have little relationship to men’s migration. The two 

surveys provide some support for the idea that women are more likely to migrate if they 

are unmarried (or, specifically, divorced) and heads of their own households, although it 

may also be the case that migration causes women to divorce. And there is particularly 

strong support for the contention that having another adult woman available to preform 

household duties is an important facilitator of women’s migration. 

Despite the limitations of the GeoStat and DOTM data, these analyses provide a 

more in-depth understanding of gendered migration patterns in Georgia than has been 

possible from previous data. They also provide support for several broad contentions 

about gender and migration in Georgia. The proportion of women among labor migrants 

from Georgia appears to have increased dramatically in the post-Soviet period, although 

just over half of all recently identified migrants are still men. There are some similarities 

between men’s and women’s migration, with both male and female migrants representing 

a well-educated population between the ages of 30 and 50. But there are also important 

differences between men’s and women’s migration, as men may be more strongly 
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motivated by poverty and relative economic deprivation, and women by family 

circumstances. In the next chapter, I explore the role of social norms in motivating men’s 

and women’s migration, in order to understand why some of these gender differences 

might exist. 
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Chapter 4: Gender Norms in the Migration Decision 

INTRODUCTION 

The feminization of labor migration has become an important social and political 

issue in Georgia, but its extent may be exaggerated. As the previous chapter 

demonstrated, men still account for at least half of Georgian migrants, and the data 

provide some indication that the shift towards women’s migration may have leveled off 

in recent years. In addition, the feminization of migration in Georgia is not a seamless 

process of women taking up a previously male-dominated social role. The previous 

chapter demonstrates some key differences between men’s and women’s migration. In 

this chapter, I examine the role that gender ideology and gender norms play in creating 

these differences. 

When individuals consider migration, economic interests often weigh heavily on 

their minds. But labor migration is not only a result of economic calculations; because 

our understanding of the world is fundamentally gendered, the decision to migrate is 

imbued with gendered cultural considerations (Broughton 2008). When men and women 

are contemplating the possibility of migration, making the decision of whether to migrate 

and where, or deciding how to react to a family member’s wish to migrate, their opinions 

and choices will be shaped, consciously or unconsciously, by social norms for acceptable 

male and female behavior. Norms will shape men’s and women’s own attempts to act in 

an acceptably masculine or feminine manner, as well as their expectations of others to act 

in gender-appropriate ways, both of which are relevant in migration decisions. 

In the turbulent social context of post-Soviet Georgia, it is valuable to explore the 

ways in which old, new, and re-imagined gender ideologies influence men’s and 

women’s interest in and ability to use labor migration as a strategy for coping with new 

economic realities. Extensive research in migrant-sending countries highlights the 
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tensions between women’s migration and their traditional domestic roles, and 

demonstrates that men’s migration is more socially acceptable than women’s (Cerrutti 

2009; De Jong 2000; Donato 2010; Hondagneu-Sotelo 1994; Ishkanian 2002; Keough 

2006; Parrenas 2005). Recent findings indicate that the situation in Georgia is similar 

(Hofmann and Buckley 2011). But it remains unclear how gendered cultural 

considerations and economic incentives interact at the levels of individual and household 

decision-making. Do push factors such as economic need, or pull factors such as the 

appearance of new economic opportunities, simply override individuals’ intentions to act 

in gender-appropriate ways? Or, conversely, does the desire to act in a gender-normative 

way, or the need to live up to the gendered expectations of others, influence individual 

men’s and women’s abilities to respond to push and pull factors? In other words, does an 

understanding of gender norms help us better understand and predict men’s and women’s 

migration decisions? 

 

HYPOTHESES 

In this chapter, I examine two broad hypotheses regarding the role of gender 

ideology in men’s and women’s migration.  

Hypothesis 4: I hypothesize that, in comparison to situations characterized by 

relatively egalitarian norms, the presence of patriarchal gender norms at the individual, 

household, and community level will lead to higher levels of labor migration among men, 

and lower levels among women. The presence of egalitarian ideology will have the 

opposite effect, encouraging women’s migration and discouraging men’s. Holding the 

personal belief that men should take primary responsibility for financially supporting 

their families, or being surrounded by such norms, will encourage men to fulfill their 
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breadwinner role by working outside of Georgia, given the extremely limited 

opportunities in the domestic labor market. Norms that place men as heads of household 

and assign women primary responsibility for domestic work and care giving will tend to 

make women less willing or less able to leave their households as migrants. In the 

presence of more egalitarian norms, women’s migration will be more common.  

The influence of norms on migration may operate at multiple levels. Holding 

strong personal beliefs about the proper roles for men and women can directly shape an 

individual’s willingness to migrate. Living in a patriarchal household makes it likely that 

family members will actively discourage the migration of female household members and 

promote the migration of men. Living in a community where patriarchal gender norms 

are prevalent can encourage both men and women to act in gender-normative ways by 

enforcing stigma against those who do not. Women in a patriarchal community may face 

stigma if they migrate, and men may face similar stigma for allowing their wives to 

migrate instead of migrating themselves.  

Hypothesis 5: I expect norms to influence migration independently of human 

capital, household conditions, and other factors known to influence migration, but norms 

may also interact with or mediate the effects of other factors that motivate migration. For 

example, norms may have little effect on the likelihood of migration among young, 

childless men and women who have few domestic or familial responsibilities. Norms 

may also have more effect on married women’s migration than they do on single or 

divorced women, because fewer economic options are available to unmarried women. 

Controlling for norms may also decrease the positive association between number of 

adult women in the household and women’s migration identified in the previous chapter. 

Having another adult woman in the household may be less necessary for migration 
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among women living in more egalitarian households, where male family members are 

willing to take on women’s domestic responsibilities. 

To test these hypotheses, in the next section of this chapter, I add three measures 

of patriarchal versus egalitarian norms at the household level to the logistic regression 

models developed in the previous chapter. The expanded model demonstrates that 

egalitarian norms do have a positive effect on women’s migration, and some negative 

effect on men’s, but shed little light on the mechanisms through which norms might 

influence migration. In the third section, I explore these mechanisms by identifying the 

role that gender norms play in the qualitative narratives of respondents’ and their family 

members’ migration decisions. I first demonstrate that migration is to some extent 

incompatible with both masculine and feminine gender norms in Georgia. Next, I explain 

how patriarchal gender ideology influences men’s and women’s migration decisions. 

Qualitative data demonstrates the complex ways in which individuals’ gender ideologies, 

and their performances of masculinity and femininity, influence their decisions about 

migration and their reactions to the migration of others. Overall, both sources of data 

indicate that traditional norms do constrain women’s migration and may also promote 

men’s, and that these effects occur primarily at the household level. The chapter 

concludes with a discussion of the limitations and implications of the analysis. 

 

QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS 

Measures 

In this section, I examine three indicators of gender ideology at the household 

level available in the DOTM survey. The three measures are summarized in Table 4.1. 

The first indicator, whether anyone in the household believes that traditional values 
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should be protected, is taken from a question asking respondents to rate on a scale of 1 

(strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree) their support for the statement “I feel we need to 

protect traditional ways of life in Georgia”, which was asked of all adults present in the 

household. If anyone in the household strongly agreed with the statement, the whole 

household is coded as supporting traditional values. There was a high degree of 

homogamy among household members in response to this question, with only 14 percent 

of households having any variation among household members in the answer. While not 

directly a measure of gender norms, this measure does capture those households with the 

strongest support for traditional values, which may include patriarchal gender norms. 

Support for traditional values is strong in Georgia, covering 43.19 percent of households 

in the sample. 

The second indicator, whether anyone in the household supports women’s rights, 

was coded similarly to the support for traditional values indicator. It was taken from a 

question asking respondents to rate their support for the statement “We need to make 

more of an effort to ensure that men and women have equal rights in Georgia.”7 If 

anyone in the household strongly agreed with the statement, the whole household is 

coded as supporting women’s rights and thus as espousing egalitarian gender ideology. 

Support for women’s rights is less common than support for traditional values, covering 

29.45 percent of households in the sample, but the degree of homogamy within 

households is higher, with only 8 percent of households having any variation among 

household members. 

                                                 
7 The official English version of this question, as provided by the Institute for Policy Research, is “We need 
to make more of an effort to ensure that men and women are treated equally in Georgia,” but consultation 
with Georgian colleagues has convinced me that the Georgian-language version of this question strongly 
implies political rights, rather than just equal treatment, and so I use “equal rights” as a more appropriate 
translation. 
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While the authors of the DOTM survey specifically intended this question to 

measure egalitarian gender ideology, it is not one of the standard questions that have been 

used to measure gender ideology across multiple contexts (Davis and Greenstein 2009), 

which raises the question of what, exactly, it is measuring. In the Georgian women’s 

movement, women’s rights are most often associated with policies that facilitate 

women’s labor force participation (such as a return to Soviet-style extended maternity 

leaves and state-supported childcare), an end of overt discrimination in hiring practices, 

and increased penalties for domestic violence (Tsihistavi and Berekashvili 2002). Support 

for such policies would indicate a more egalitarian gender ideology, but little is known 

about how respondents actually interpreted this question, necessitating caution in 

interpreting results. 

The final measure indicates that a man in the household has regularly performed 

female-associated household tasks (domestic work), indicating an egalitarian gender 

ideology. Each member of the household was asked to pick his or her three main 

household activities from a list that included cooking, cleaning, shopping, household 

repairs, agricultural work, childcare, care of elderly or sick family members, social 

activities, and leisure. Currently resident household members were asked to pick their 

three main tasks at the time of the survey, and at five years prior. A proxy household 

member reported the three main tasks of absent migrants at the time before they left the 

household. I coded only activities done five years ago (or before migration for the absent 

migrants) in order to look at the household’s division of labor at a time before most 

migrants left the household. If any adult male household member listed cooking, 

cleaning, child care, or elder care as one of his three main tasks, I coded the household as 

having a man involved in domestic work. In general, men’s involvement in any 

household work is very low, with 48 percent of adult men listing social activities or 



 96 

leisure as their main household activities. Only 9.43 percent of all households had any 

adult male member who performed domestic work, which may mark them as the most 

egalitarian households in the sample. 

Table 4.1: Measures of Gender Ideology, DOTM Survey 2008 

Measure Definition 
Percent of 
households 

Support for 
traditional values 

Any respondent in the household strongly agrees 
that traditional values should be protected in 
Georgia 43.19% 

Support for 
women's rights 

Any respondent in the household strongly agrees 
that women's rights should be protected in Georgia 29.45% 

Men's involvement 
in domestic work 

Any adult male in the household listed cleaning, 
cooking, childcare or elder care as one of his 3 main 
household activities 5 years before the survey (non-
migrants) or immediately before migration 
(migrants) 9.43% 

 

Bivariate Results 

Table 4.2 shows the proportion male and female migrants and non-migrants who 

live in households where each of the three indicators are present. There is no noticeable 

association between migration and living in a household where there is support for 

traditional values. Living in a household where there is support for women’s rights is 

significantly associated with migration among women, but not among men. Women 

migrants are more likely than non-migrant women to live in a household where someone 

strongly supports women’s rights. Living in a household where men have done domestic 

work, by contrast, is significantly associated with migration among men, but not among 

women. Male migrants are less likely than non-migrants to live in a household where a 
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man has done domestic work, while women migrants may be more likely to live in such a 

household, but the association among women is not statistically significant. 

 

Table 4.2: Gender Norms in the Households of Male and Female Ever-migrants and 
Non-migrants, DOTM Survey 2008 

 
% living households 
supporting tradition 

% living in households 
supporting women's 

rights 

% living in households 
where men have done 

domestic work 

  
Non-

migrants 
Ever- 

migrants 
Non-

migrants 
Ever- 

migrants 
Non-

migrants 
Ever- 

migrants 
Men 43.71 41.55 29.62 29.01 12.09* 8.69* 
Women 42.24 42.31 28.16* 33.26* 8.04 9.95 

* Difference between migrants and non-migrants significant at the p<.05 level (two-
tailed test). 

Multivariate Results 

When the three indicators of household gender ideology are added to the logistic 

regression models predicting migration developed in the previous chapter, some 

interesting associations appear (see Table 4.3). The logistic regression models use the 

same analytic sample of 2,283 adult men and 2,445 adult women in the DOTM survey 

that was used in the previous chapter. Also in common with the previous chapter, the 

dependent variable is whether or not the respondent had ever lived outside of Georgia. 

The model coefficients therefore predict the change in odds of an individual being an 

ever-migrant versus a non-migrant. I conduct separate analyses for men and women 

because of the gender differences in the associations between norms and migration 

identified in the bivariate analysis. 

In Table 4.3, Model 1 is a variation on the full model developed in Chapter 3. In 

order to prevent over-saturation of the model with variables, some variables that did not 
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achieve significance in the Chapter 3 models are removed (household includes Russian-

speakers, household includes European language speakers, and household material 

wealth index). In addition, the categorical household income variable is replaced with a 

dichotomous variable for having an income less than 400 lari per month. These changes 

have little substantive effect on the results. Model 2 in Table 4.3 adds the three indicators 

of household-level gender norms. I also estimated additional models, in which support for 

women’s equality and male participation in domestic work were interacted with marital 

status, education level, number of adult women in the household, and low household 

income. None of the interaction terms achieved statistical significance, so only the first 

two models are presented. 

Model 2 shows that living in a household where there is support for traditional 

values is not associated with migration for either men or women, but living in a 

household where there is support for women’s rights is associated with a 34 percent 

increase in the odds of migration for women. Living in a household where men are 

involved in domestic work is negatively associated with migration for men, resulting in a 

38 percent decline in the odds of migration. But men’s domestic work is associated with a 

38 percent increase in the odds of women’s migration, although this association is not 

quite significant at the .05 level. 

Adding indictors of gender norms to the previous models improves the model fit 

for both men and women slightly, but significantly. The gender norms indicators have 

little effect on the other model coefficients, with one important exception. Patriarchal 

gender norms, at least as measured in the DOTM survey, do not mediate the negative 

association between marriage and migration among women, or the strong positive 

association between having multiple adult women in the household and women’s 

migration. Among women, however, adding indicators of norms changes the significant 
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positive association between living in an urban area (not the capital) and migration to a 

significant negative association. In other words, the greater concentration of women 

migrants in urban rather than rural areas is explained by the greater concentration of more 

egalitarian households in urban areas. There is no evidence that norms interact with other 

significant predictors of migration, among either men or women. The presence of 

patriarchal or egalitarian gender norms at the household level does play a role in 

migration, but norms appear to act primarily in addition to other motivating factors, 

rather than to mediate or interact with them. 

The measures of gender ideology available in the DOTM survey are limited. 

There is no community- or region-level data in the survey that would allow for an 

examination of the effects of community norms on migration. In addition, the questions 

about gender ideology are fairly simplistic. The only available indicators are therefore 

simple traditional/egalitarian dummy variables at the household level.  

Even more problematic is determining the direction of the causal relationship 

between indicators of gender ideology and migration. For example, the association 

between women’s migration and egalitarianism may exist because the migration of a 

female household member forces the household to think and behave in a more egalitarian 

manner, rather than because women can migrate more easily from an egalitarian than a 

traditional household. With the indictor of men doing “feminine” household work, I tried 

to address this problem by basing the indicator on household activities done five years 

ago, rather than at the time of the survey, because the majority of ever-migrants in the 

sample left within the five years prior to the survey. However, because many current 

migrants in the sample may have also migrated in the past, and because these trips are not 

recorded in the survey, my ability to represent household conditions prior to migration is 

limited. 



 100 

Table 4.3: Logistic Regression Models Predicting Ever-Migration, Odds Ratios and 
Standard Errors, DOTM 2008 

 
Model 1 Model 2 

  Men Women Men Women 

Age 
1.24***            

(.03) 
1.20*** 

(.03) 
1.24***   

(.03) 
1.20***   

(.03) 

Age-squared 
.996***   

(.00) 
.997*** 

(.00) 
.997***   

(.00) 
.998***   

(.00) 
Education     
    Less than high school (ref) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

    High school 
1.65^    
(.48) 

1.45     
(.53) 

1.69^     
(.49) 

1.50      
(.55) 

    Some post-secondary 
1.91*     
(.56) 

1.78     
(.65) 

1.90*     
(.56) 

1.84^     
(.67) 

    Complete higher education 
2.35**  
(.69) 

2.17*   
(.79) 

2.36**  
(.70) 

2.26*    
(.82) 

Household income less than 400 lari per 
month 

.54***  
(.06) 

.53*** 
(.07) 

.53***  
(.06) 

.53***  
(.07) 

Proportion dependents in household 
2.38**  
(.62) 

1.59     
(.52) 

2.52*** 
(.66) 

1.59      
(.52) 

Proportion poverty in PSU 
.43*      
(.18) 

.64       
(.30) 

.43*      
(.18) 

.56        
(.27) 

Residence     
    Rural area (ref) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

    Urban area 
1.25*     
(.14) 

1.68*** 
(.23) 

1.26*    
(.15) 

.63**    
(.23) 

    Capital city 
.92        

(.14) 
1.48*    
(.25) 

.95        
(.14) 

1.54*    
(.25) 

Married 
.99        

(.14) 
.68**   
(.10) 

.98        
(.14) 

.67**    
(.10) 

Female-headed household 
1.45      
(.61) 

2.01*** 
(.34) 

1.39      
(.60) 

2.03*** 
(.34) 

Two or more adult women in household 
.60***  
(.06) 

1.49** 
(.22) 

.58***  
(.06) 

1.51**  
(.23) 

Total number of children in household 
.84**        
(.06) 

1.01           
(.08) 

.84**        
(.06) 

1.00            
(.08) 

Anyone in hh believes in maintaining 
traditions 

    .88            
(.10) 

.94            
(.13) 

Anyone in hh supports women's rights     1.10            
(.13) 

1.34**   
(.18) 

Men in hh have performed domestic or care 
giving work     .62**        

(.10) 
1.38^     
(.27) 

Pseudo-R2 0.1124 0.1062 0.1161 0.1094 
N 2224 2367 2224 2367 

* p<.10 ** p<.05 *** p<.01 
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QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS 

The regression analysis indicates that norms within the household have an 

independent association with migration, with more egalitarian norms associated with 

women’ migration, and patriarchal norms associated with men’s. Understanding why 

these associations exist requires a detailed analysis of the roles that norms play in the 

narratives of migrants and their families. Results from the 34 in-depth interviews 

conducted among returned migrants and family members of current migrants in Georgia 

help to uncover these norms.  

For this chapter, the interview data serve two main functions. First, they illustrate 

respondents’ beliefs about the appropriateness of men’s and women’s labor migration. In 

this area, three main themes emerged in the coding of the narratives: positive aspects of 

migration, negative aspects, and gender differences. The second function of the 

interviews is to identify the factors that facilitated and constrained men’s and women’s 

migration decisions. Because migration is a complex process, and many migrants 

expressed multiple motivations, I identified a large number of codes for this area. In this 

chapter I focus on three: economic motivations, who was involved in the migration 

decision, and family reactions to migration. The migration narratives provided by these 

interviews allow for an in-depth exploration of both gender norms and the process of 

migration decision-making, address some of the limitations of the DOTM survey data 

and help us understand the mechanisms of association between norms and migration. 

Gendered Understandings of Migration 

As in other migrant-origin countries, the prevalence of patriarchal gender norms 

in Georgia makes migration seem more appropriate for men than it is for women. In long-

term migration countries such as Mexico, men’s migration can be seen positively, as the 

embodiment of men’s adventurous nature, the fulfillment of their breadwinner 
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responsibilities, or as a source of vital financial resources for origin communities 

(Broughton 2008; Kandel and Massey 2002; Portes et al. 2007). Georgian respondents, in 

contrast, portrayed migration as a largely negative phenomenon, whether the migrants 

were men or women. Most respondents, both migrants and non-migrants, recognized the 

financial benefits of migration, and many also acknowledged personal benefits, such as 

seeing the world and learning new languages, especially for men. At the same time, they 

felt that the social consequences of migration were largely negative, for migrants 

themselves, for left-behind families, and for society at large. Most often, they worried 

about the family separation that migration entails. Manana, a 59-year-old woman in 

Dusheti, explained that migration hurt society because: “Families can break apart, and for 

us in Georgia family and family love have always been important things, and this has 

already cooled.” Sopia, the 60-year-old wife of a migrant in Dusheti, highlighted the 

negative consequences of migration for the raising of future generations: 

Although there are of course some material benefits, on the other hand children 
are growing up as orphans, and that is very, very bad. We lose human resources, 
and children grow up without their parents, maybe with just a grandmother. And 
maybe the parents send money, but their children end up in bad situations. They 
become – not criminals, perhaps, but they fall into bad situations.  

When first asked for their opinions of migration, most respondents spoke in 

gender-neutral terms. But with probing, it became clear that both men and women saw 

the loss of a mother and wife from the household and from the community as a greater 

loss than that of a husband and father. Particularly common was the expression that 

mothers had a larger role to play in childrearing than did fathers. Tamaz, a 53-year-old 

man from Dusheti who had worked in Scandinavia, felt that the loss of a mother was 

much more difficult for children than the loss of a father: 

Earlier, when men left to work in Russia, the mother stayed home and raised the 
children; today everything is backwards and the next generation is left without 
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mothers. A father can’t give such attentions to children, such as they need, and so 
children are left without supervision. 

In Georgian society at large, women’s migration is stigmatized. A recent World 

Bank survey found that 14 percent of respondents felt that it was acceptable for a woman 

to migrate for economic reasons, compared to 43 percent of respondents who felt that 

men’s migration was acceptable.8 In everyday interactions, I met several people who felt 

that women who migrated were selfishly or foolishly sacrificing all-important family ties 

for less important material rewards. Others associated women’s migration with sex work. 

Nana Lomidze, a radio journalist who has reported on labor migration from Georgia for 

more than 15 years, described the “extremely negative” responses she often heard from 

listeners when she reported on Georgian women’s migration to Turkey in the mid-1990s.  

Although interview respondents saw labor migration as, on the whole, more 

“natural” and desirable for men than for women, migration was still not wholly 

compatible with masculine norms. The collapse of the Soviet Union caused many people, 

even those holding prestigious professional jobs in industry, science, healthcare, and 

government, to either lose their jobs or take dramatic pay cuts. This created conflict 

between two masculine norms: the expectation that a man should financially support his 

family, and the role of work as a source of social status and personal pride. In this well-

educated sample, many men (and women) had held high-status professional jobs during 

the Soviet period, and they felt this conflict very strongly. When finding an unskilled job 

abroad became one of the most viable ways for a man to financially support his family, 

men often had to choose between being a successful breadwinner and saving face as an 

educated professional.  

                                                 
8 Unpublished survey results. Personal communication from Nana Sumbadze, Director, Institute for Policy 
Studies, Tbilisi. 
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My respondents were divided on which of these two imperatives were more 

important. Sopia and Manana, both older women in Dusheti who had higher education, 

told me with great pride about their husbands’ financially successful, though unskilled, 

work abroad. Manana contrasted migrants like her husband with men “who are just 

sitting around here and waiting for money from women. In my opinion such men are not 

worthy of respect.” For a man who is able to find steady work, and who does not abandon 

his Georgian family and sends money home, migration can effectively demonstrate his 

prowess as a breadwinner. 

But not everyone felt as Manana and Sopia did, and migration can also be a 

source of social stigma and personal shame. For some respondents, the low-skilled jobs 

that migrants often take seemed degrading. Teona, a 56-year-old refugee from Abkhazia, 

described how she and her husband returned to Georgia, rather than take low-skill jobs in 

Russia:  

 [In Russia], even doctors were working in the bazaars, and we just couldn’t do 
that. We decided to return and study, and study some more, re-qualify ourselves, 
and find work in our fields…[My relatives in Russia] had all adjusted, they were 
working in the bazaars, men who had been teachers, professors even, were 
working in construction. But we could not. 

 
As Teona’s experience demonstrates, demeaning jobs are a problem for both men 

and women, but men seemed to feel the stigma most acutely because work and education 

were more central to their identities. I saw this most strongly in my interview with Zurab, 

a 40-year-old man in Dusheti, who had spent 11 years in Germany working towards a 

degree in German literature. When I first used the world “migrant” in the interview, his 

reaction was immediate and negative: “I left to go to school, not as a migrant; I need to 

emphasize that…I was there to study, I was not forced to go. It wasn’t migration.” It 
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turned out that in addition to his studies, Zurab had also worked at a variety of jobs, many 

alongside other foreigners, but he still took offense at being associated with those he saw 

as more typical labor migrants.  

Perceptions of migrant work as degrading often influenced men’s opinions of 

migration. But the family members of male migrants were often more concerned with 

how migration could influence their loved one’s chances of getting involved with 

substance abuse or crime. Migration, especially undocumented migration (by far the most 

common type in this sample), is undoubtedly a risky endeavor, and left-behind relatives 

worried about the safety of both male and female migrants. But young men were seen as 

facing particular risk, due to their inherently risk-taking nature. While cautionary tales 

about women’s migration typically centered around the negative consequences for the 

woman’s family after her departure, cautionary tales about men’s migration involved the 

men’s behavior while abroad.  

Many mothers and fathers saw young men as potentially reckless and impulsive, 

and in need of guidance from their wives, and members of the older generation, to control 

their behavior. Migration, however, removed young men from such supervision. 

Particularly in Dusheti, where migration was common and neighbors were very much 

involved in each other’s concerns, everyone I spoke with was aware of stories of local 

men who had gone abroad and gotten themselves into trouble. One example is the story 

of Ketino, a 39-year-old physician, and her husband Vano, who went to France in 2001 

with their two young children. Ketino explained: “Our problem was that [Vano] became 

addicted to drugs over there. That’s why I left…That’s why he’s getting treatment now. 
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When we came to France he was healthy, now he’s in a treatment program.” Ketino 

divorced Vano and returned with their children to Dusheti, where she used her own story 

to warn friends away from migration. 

Given the ways in which common understandings of masculinity conflicted with 

the realities of migration, it is important not to overstate the compatibility of men’s labor 

migration with patriarchal gender ideology in Georgia. Nevertheless, when a family 

decides that migration is necessary, the ideal situation is to send a man rather than a 

woman. Most of my respondents would agree with Tamar, a 50-year-old woman and 

former migrant from Tbilisi, who said: “It is men who should take that responsibility 

[migration] on themselves, to support their wives and their children. If he has a family, I 

mean. He is the head of the family, he has that responsibility.” While nearly all my 

respondents shared the fundamental belief that men are naturally inclined to be heads of 

households and family breadwinners, and women are naturally attached to children and 

care giving, the strength of commitment to this belief varied, with notable effects on 

households’ migration strategies. The extent to which these beliefs influenced 

households’ migration strategies also depended on the household’s specific material and 

social situation. 

Patriarchal Gender Ideology and Migration Decisions 

Most respondents did not see their own migration, or any migration, as part of a 

conscious strategy; they saw it as something forced upon them by economic 

circumstances, and thus as not subject to calculation or choice. Nevertheless, in the 

details of their own stories—when they decided to leave, how their family reacted, what 
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arrangements they made, and whether and when they decided to return—respondents 

demonstrated that their understandings and expectations of masculine and feminine 

behavior did play a role in the complex decision of whether or not to migrate. Patriarchal 

norms were a substantial constraint on women’s migration, but could serve to encourage 

men’s.  

In this sample, patriarchal norms appeared to influence women’s migration 

decisions primarily at the individual and household level. Community-level social 

stigmatization of women’s migration may have influenced women’s thinking about 

migration in the past, but in recent years such stigma appears diminished. Only one 

woman migrant mentioned experiencing stigma at all. Magda left for Greece in 1995, at 

the age of 58, leaving her husband and adult sons behind in Dusheti. One of the earliest 

migrant women in the sample, Magda stated that family respected her decision to go 

abroad, but she felt her neighbors were judgmental: “Some of them thought, look, she 

left, she abandoned her family; after all we live here and survive somehow without 

leaving.”  

None of the more recent women migrants reported perceptions of judgment for 

engaging in labor migration, and none mentioned the potential for hurting their 

reputations or facing social stigma as a factor in their decision to migrate, or as an aspect 

of their family’s reaction. Expert respondents also felt that stigma towards female 

migrants, particularly the association between women’s migration and sex work, was 

diminishing in Georgia. Among my respondents, all of whom are closely connected to 

migration and migrants, women’s migration was framed within gender-normative terms. 

At worst, female migrants were framed as victims of circumstances, as Bela, a 64-year-

old mother of two migrant children in Tbilisi, asserted: “They are forced [to migrate]! 

They don’t want to go, but they have to. And so of course we respect them, and we pity 
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them.” At best, migrant women were seen as heroes. Sergo, a 71-year-old winemaker in 

Dusheti used heroic language to describe his daughter’s decision to look for work in 

Spain: “My daughter left her child behind for the sake of us, us old people…we were 

starving and she saved us.” Migration could be framed as a type of care giving and as a 

specifically feminine type of sacrifice. Despite this positive framing of women’s 

migration, it was clear from respondents’ narratives that patriarchal norms influence 

household migration strategies in two important ways.  

Domestic Responsibilities and Migration 

Women’s primary responsibility for childcare, eldercare, and housekeeping can 

make it difficult for them to leave home. This was true across all households, although 

the extent to which domestic responsibilities constrained women’s migration varied with 

individual situations, and particularly with women’s life course stage. Two of the 

younger, unmarried women in the sample (Eka and Nino) lived with their parents at the 

time of their migration, and had few responsibilities at home because their mothers took 

care of domestic chores. These two women, who migrated for educational as well as 

financial reasons, spoke of their decision to migrate as fairly straightforward, and entirely 

based on their own wishes. For those women who would be leaving behind children, 

husbands, or elderly parents who needed care, it was necessary to make arrangements to 

“replace” their domestic labor with the labor of another person, usually a female relative. 

This necessity corresponds with the strong association in the quantitative models between 

living in a household with two or more adult women, and women’s migration. 

The area where women most frequently saw the need to replace their domestic 

labor was in childcare. Georgian households are frequently multi-generational, meaning 

that mothers of young children often live with either their own or their husband’s parents, 
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and it is typical for grandmothers to be heavily involved in childcare. In a multi-

generational household, it can be a straightforward process for the grandmother to 

assume primary responsibility for her grandchildren when their mother migrates. When 

asked about the division of domestic work in her household, Maia, a 51-year-old woman 

living in a multigenerational household in Tbilisi, said: “Well…my son’s wife and I did 

everything. Mostly I did things, it was always me. I took care of the family, [cared] for 

those who were sick, and for everyone.” When Maia’s son Rezi and his wife Nato went 

to work in Spain, their two young children remained with Maia. While Maia found Rezi 

and Nato’s absence to be an emotional burden, she did not see that it made a very big 

difference in her day-to-day workload because she had always had so much responsibility 

for housework and childcare.  

In other situations, care transfers can be more complicated to arrange. Rusudan, 

an unmarried and childless 54-year-old woman in Dusheti, was the primary caregiver for 

her elderly mother when she decided to go to Italy. In order to leave, Rusudan had to 

make arrangements with her two married sisters, who agreed to take turns living with 

their mother. Rusudan’s primary reason for going to Italy was to earn enough money to 

cover her mother’s medical expenses, which had been a substantial financial burden on 

the entire family. According to Rusudan, her sisters were so appreciative of her financial 

contribution that they readily agreed to take over her care giving responsibilities, but she 

was clearly as dependent on their care giving support as they were on her financial 

support.  

General housework and care for (healthy) husbands was also a concern for several 

women. There were few points in the life course where women, particularly married 

women, were truly free from domestic responsibilities. Magda, the woman who went to 

Greece in 1995, explained that she was more comfortable going abroad because she knew 
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there would still be women in the household: “In the family there were two daughters-in-

law, and they looked after the children and the house and my husband.” At the age of 58, 

with both her sons grown and married, Magda was free of the most demanding 

responsibilities of motherhood, but still had substantial responsibilities as a wife and 

grandmother that required other women to handle in her absence. 

Tamar, who migrated to Turkey at the age of 47, lived with her husband and 20-

year-old daughter. While she found it relatively easy to transfer her domestic 

responsibilities to her daughter, it was still an issue that she and her family considered 

carefully before she left:   

Tamar: My husband was…working all day. And my daughter studied, she was 
also busy all day. So I took care of everything at home: cooking, and cleaning, 
and all of that. 

[Interviewer: Did you and your family talk about how they would handle the 
housework while you were gone?] 

Tamar: Yes, we talked about it. My daughter said that she would do the 
housework, she was old enough, and there was no other option, and my husband 
also agreed to help out.  

Tamar’s husband, Lado, in fact took on more domestic responsibility during Tamar’s 

absence than anyone in the family had expected—not an uncommon occurrence. But 

when they made the decision to migrate, women like Tamar never felt that they could 

rely on their husbands to manage without the help of a female relative. 

Even when adequate arrangements were in place at the time of migration, such 

arrangements were fragile, and a change of circumstances could force a woman to return 

home. Diana, a divorced mother in Tbilisi, left her preschool-aged children in the care of 

her mother when she went to New York, at the age of 26. Although her mother originally 

agreed, she soon became overwhelmed: “The children cried. They cried, and my mom 
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said, come back right away, I can’t handle this anymore. I don’t want to do it.” Diana 

returned home. Tamaz, quoted above on the irreplaceable nature of a mother’s care, sent 

his wife Elsa home from Norway when his mother became ill: “[Elsa] needed to look 

after and take care of my mother. My sister already couldn’t take care of her on her own; 

[my sister] was also working.” Although Tamaz’s mother lived in close proximity to 

several male relatives, they played little role in her day-to-day care. It was taken for 

granted that care for an ill family member needed to be arranged among the women. 

When Tamaz’s sister became overwhelmed with her care giving responsibilities, another 

woman had to be found to help out, forcing Elsa to return to Dusheti. 

Men, on the other hand, did not need another man in the household for migration 

to be possible. Male respondents seemed to take it for granted that their wives, mothers, 

or sisters would manage in their absence, and that they would simply grow to accept male 

migration decisions. In many families, men did very little around the house to be missed. 

Irakli, a 62-year-old artist and activist in Tbilisi, described his domestic arrangements in a 

very typical way: “I am a complete klutz at home—you understand, the kitchen, and the 

laundry. And the kitchen is more of a woman’s world…It is our tradition, it is not some 

kind of a burden on women.” In most cases, replacing domestic contributions to family 

well-bring did not require consideration before migration. 

In this sample, whether a woman was able to overcome the constraint to migration 

posed by her domestic responsibilities depended largely on her individual circumstances, 

and very little on her gender ideology or the ideology of her family members. Women, 

such as Tamar, who held strongly patriarchal views about men as heads of household and 

breadwinners, were still able to migrate when another woman was available to take over 

her domestic responsibilities. Other women, such as Eka, who expressed more egalitarian 

beliefs and took pride in both her career successes and her equal decision-making role in 
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her marriage, still saw domestic work as an exclusively female domain. Eka described 

having to give up her studies in Germany after she married a fellow Georgian migrant, so 

that she would have enough time to work and take care of her husband; she expressed 

neither expectation that her husband might take over some domestic duties, nor 

resentment that he did not. 

Male Household Authority and Migration 

The strength of individual and household patriarchal norms did appear to matter 

in another area, however. Because men are seen as the heads of household, women living 

in male-headed households typically needed permission from the men in their household 

before they could migrate. In the more patriarchal households, this permission might not 

be forthcoming. Married women, in particular, sought their husbands’ permission before 

making a final decision to migrate, sometimes engaging in extended periods of 

negotiation: 

Magda: Over two years my husband and I argued over whether or not I should go 
abroad, and the arguments even got to be unpleasant. 

[Interviewer: And why didn’t he want you to leave?] 

Magda: There is a male mentality, that pride, like “How can you leave? We have 
good jobs!” I was an educational administrator, and my husband was an inspector. 
And a good job is important, but we had no salaries. 

[Interviewer: How did you convince him, in the end?] 

Magda: Finally we both became convinced that the only way for us to overcome 
our difficulties would be my leaving. Otherwise we would never be able to buy an 
apartment for our son; we could barely buy enough food for the family. 

  

As described above, Magda’s domestic responsibilities were not a major hindrance to her 

migration, because her children were grown she had two daughters-in-law living in her 
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household. Nevertheless, she had to consider her husband’s concerns about their social 

position, and obtain his support, before leaving. 

Only one married woman in my sample migrated against the wishes of her 

husband, and the marriage ended in consequence. Nunu, a 55-year-old woman in Dusheti, 

told me the story of her 32-year-old daughter Lela, who had gone to Italy in order to 

augment the limited remittances sent by her husband, Temo, in England. Because Temo 

was not in Dusheti to ask, Lela left for Italy without asking his permission, and only told 

him later. According to Nunu, Temo was furious when he learned what Lela had done: 

He immediately came back, and he told [Lela]: “Either come back, or I’ll marry 
someone else.” But she had taken on a debt to leave, and she couldn’t return 
without money…Now [Temo] has a new family, and he doesn’t pay attention to 
my grandson…He married another woman and it’s not clear that he will give his 
son anything. 

Most women preferred to remain at home rather than migrate without their 

husband’s approval. A husband’s initial disapproval of migration was by no means 

insurmountable, as the stories of Magda and several other women in my sample show. 

With time and effort, a husband might change his mind, but he also might not. Badri, a 

57-year-old man in Dusheti, described how he spent three years debating with his wife 

over which one of them should go to Greece to try and earn the money to pay off a debt. 

Despite the fact that they both thought it would be easier for a woman to find work in 

Greece, in the end: “we decided, that it would be hard for her to do physical work, and 

that it would be better for her to stay with the children.” Although Badri presented the 

decision as mutual, it was clear that his say was final. Badri did go to Greece, but failed 

to find a job and returned home after three months. With their debt still unpaid, Badri’s 

wife wanted to make her own attempt at migration, but Badri did not approve, and she 

remained in Dusheti. 
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 These stories of negotiations between husband and wife that lasted months or 

even years were not uncommon in women’s stories of migration, but they were absent 

from men’s. Most men preferred to migrate with their family’s approval, rather than 

without it, but having this approval was often taken for granted. Most male migrants felt 

that their family members had little choice but to respect their need to leave. Varlam, a 

migrant to Russia in 1994 (at the age of 40), gave a very typical description of his wife’s 

reaction when he decided to leave for Moscow: “She agreed, of course. How could she 

not agree? … I had to support my family. I had to do something in order to get us on our 

feet, it was necessary that I found some kind of work.” In the few cases where men faced 

the disapproval of a family member, they were more able than women to act in defiance 

of others’ wishes. Describing her 30-year-old son’s decision to go to Spain without his 

father’s approval, Maia said: “Well, what was there for [his father] to do? [Rezi] said to 

his father, I need to leave, I need to feed my kids.”  

In the most extreme cases, male migrants did not even offer their wives or 

families the choice to support them or not. Kakha, a 36-year-old father of three in Tbilisi, 

took a job in New York on a whim, without even telling his wife. Kakha went to the U.S. 

to participate in an athletic tournament, with the intention of returning home in a few 

weeks, but once he was there he made some friends in the local Russian community, and 

decided to look for a job. He found one, and remained in New York for several years. 

Kakha knew, when he decided to stay in New York, that his wife would miss him, and 

would worry that he might never return, but he had no concern that his wife might choose 

to end the marriage because of his actions. Indeed, because he sent regular remittances 

and because he returned home as promised, Kakha saw himself as a model husband and 

father. Although Kakha’s situation was certainly extreme, his narrative was more similar 

to the stories of Varlam or Rezi than it was to any of the women in the sample. Married 



 115 

women never described their decision to migrate as so straightforward, or with so little 

consideration of their family’s wishes and ability to manage during their migration. 

The interviews demonstrate that patriarchal gender norms in Georgia constrain 

women’s migration in ways that men’s migration is not constrained, for two reasons. 

First, women’s primary (or even exclusive) responsibility for care giving and domestic 

work prevents them from migrating unless they can arrange for an adequate substitute to 

take on their domestic responsibilities. The taken-for-granted belief that women are 

responsible for the home was universal among my respondents. A woman’s ability to 

overcome domestic constraints to migration seemed to depend more on her particular 

circumstances than on whether she or anyone else in her family held patriarchal or 

egalitarian beliefs. Second, women, unlike men, had a strong need to obtain family 

approval in order to migrate. Most women needed support, if not the approval, of at least 

one female family member, in order to have someone to take over her domestic 

responsibilities. In addition, married women needed and wanted the approval of their 

husbands in order to migrate. Support from husbands was often challenging to obtain, 

and may depend on the husband’s willingness to accept a disruption to the traditional 

gender division of labor, or on the wife’s aggressiveness in pursuing her point, making it 

more likely in more egalitarian households. 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

This chapter began with two hypotheses. Hypothesis 4 stated that exposure to 

patriarchal gender ideology at the individual, household, or community level would 

encourage men’s migration and discourage women’s. This hypothesis receives partial 

support. There is little evidence that community-level norms have much impact on 
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migration decisions, either in Dusheti, where migration is ubiquitous, or in Tbilisi, where 

it is less common. However, individual and household norms do appear to be important. 

The negative association between men performing “women’s work” in a household and 

men’s migration lends support to the idea that patriarchal norms encourage men’s 

migration, and the interviews demonstrate that men in patriarchal households may have 

more incentive to migrate in order to fulfill their breadwinner roles, or to substitute for a 

woman’s migration. Men who are particularly concerned with their role as breadwinner 

may be more willing than other men to migrate and take jobs they perceive as demeaning, 

in order to support their families.  

The same patriarchal norms that encourage men’s migration serve to discourage 

women’s. Patriarchal norms constrain women’s migration in two ways. First, women 

have domestic responsibilities that are difficult to transfer to a man upon migration; few 

of my respondents saw a man having primary responsibility for domestic work as even a 

possibility. The second constraint on women’s migration comes from their need to obey 

the wishes of their husbands or other family members. More traditional men may be more 

likely to forbid their wives’ migration, and less likely to be talked into acceptance. The 

need for family approval of migration may explain the independent association between 

gender ideology and women’s migration demonstrated in the regression models. 

Hypothesis 4, that norms would interact with other predictors of migration, or 

mediate their effects, received no support from the regression analysis. The interviews, 

however, did highlight some potential interactions. In particular, the possibility of being 

prevented from migrating by the wishes of a patriarchal relative was much greater for 

married women than it was for young, unmarried women or for divorced women. The 

absence of a significant interaction between marital status and gender norms in the survey 
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data may relate to the simplistic indicators of gender norms available in the DOTM 

survey. 

Overall, the quantitative and qualitative data show that gender ideology and 

performances of masculinity and femininity play an important supporting role in 

migration processes in Georgia. While social stigma seems to play little role in men’s or 

women’s migration decisions, norms within the household have an independent effect on 

migration, with more egalitarian norms facilitating women’s migration, and patriarchal 

norms facilitating men’s. Women’s primary responsibility for domestic work and 

childcare exerts an important constraint on their migration, and this constraint seems to 

be universal. Women may well be able to overcome this constraint, particularly if they 

have other women in their household to take over their domestic duties. Having a 

husband or other man in the house who is willing to take on “women’s work” may be of 

some assistance for women wanting to migrate, but does not seem to decrease the 

importance of having another woman’s support.  

The real importance of norms in determining migration decisions may be in how 

they influence the way that men and women think about migration. In a more traditional 

household, men will be more resistant to their wives’ or daughters’ migration, and more 

likely to migrate themselves, even if it is not the most financially advantageous option. 

Traditional women will be unwilling to challenge the wishes of male family members, or 

may simply not wish to migrate because of their beliefs about being a good wife and 

mother. While it is not the case that women in traditionally oriented households will 

never migrate, it may take a greater sense of financial urgency, or a particularly desirable 

opportunity abroad, to overcome their own reluctance to migrate, or the opposition of 

their family members. 
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Chapter 5:  Gender and Destination Selection 

INTRODUCTION 

Masculine and feminine frames play an important role in shaping people’s 

thoughts about migration and their decisions whether or not to migrate. But 

understanding who chooses to migrate is only part the story. When people make the 

decision to migrate, they must also make the decision of where to go, and these two 

decisions are closely intertwined. In Georgia, destination choice is also very much tied to 

gender. Since the 1990s, when the great majority of Georgian migrants went to Russia, 

migrant flows have diversified to include new destinations, including other former Soviet 

states, Greece, Turkey, Western Europe, and North America, as Figure 5.1 shows. As 

Figure 5.2 shows, this shift in destinations corresponds with the dramatic increase in 

women’s migration during the same period, because several of the “new” destination 

countries attract a higher proportion of female migrants. 

The reasons behind the shift away from Russia are fairly clear. With the 

imposition of a visa regime for Georgian citizens in 2000, and the moratoriums on visas 

in place during much of the period since 2006, Russia is no longer the easy and low-cost 

destination for Georgians that it was in the 1990s (Adelaja 2007; RFE/RL 2000; 

Vartanyan 2007; Wier 2009). Russia experiences widespread anti-migrant, and especially 

anti-Georgian, sentiments, and average wages in Russia are much lower than those in 

other European countries (Reuters 2009). Previously, the appeal of Russia as a 

destination had come from the low cost and relative ease of legal migration; once that 

was gone, Russia’s appeal to Georgians declined considerably (Hofmann and Buckley 

2011). While it is not surprising that Georgians began to look to alternate destinations, 

the reasons for the simultaneous shift to increased women’s migration require more 

explanation. 
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Figure 5.1: Male and Female Ever-migrants by Destination Country and Year of most 
Recent Departure, Combined DOTM and GeoStat Data, 2008 

 

Figure 5.2: Percentage of Women among Ever-migrants, by Destination Country, 
Combined DOTM and GeoStat Data, 2008 
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The dramatic differences in destinations between male and female migrants raise 

the question of why men and women choose such different destinations. In general, the 

issue of destination choice has received much less attention than the question of who 

migrates in the migration literature. In countries like Mexico, where much of migration 

theory has been developed, there has historically not been enough variation in 

destinations to effectively study destination choice. Migration from Georgia, in contrast, 

has expanded to an astounding variety of destinations over the past 20 years.  

 

HYPOTHESES 

Data from the GeoStat and DOTM surveys confirm the conclusions of previous 

research showing that Russia and other former Soviet states are more popular destinations 

among male migrants, while European destinations are more popular among women 

(Badurashvili 2004; Tukhashvili and Chelidze 2005; Zurabishvili et al. 2009). Why these 

differences exist is a more complicated question, and existing literature provides limited 

guidance. However, based on the literature described in Chapter 1, in the remainder of 

this chapter, I will consider the following six explanations for gender differences in 

destination choices: 

Hypothesis 6: Demographic differences. The logistic regression models presented 

in Chapter 3 demonstrate that female migrants may be older and slightly better educated 

than male migrants, and are more likely to be divorced. It is possible that these 

differences, more so than gender, explain the different destination choices of men and 

women. 

Hypothesis 7: Destination-country labor market demands. Much of the literature 

on migration in Georgia, as well as discussions in the local media, mention the demand 



 121 

for female domestic workers as a main reason for the predominance of women’s 

migration to Europe (Badurashvili 2004; Hofmann and Buckley 2011; Svobodnaiia 

Gruziia 2006a; Tukhashvili and Chelidze 2005; Zurabishvili et al. 2009). I will explore 

the role of having a pre-arranged job on migrants’ destination choices, as well as the 

perceptions of migrants and potential migrants about labor market demands. 

Hypothesis 8: Destination-country migration policies. Job opportunities may be 

greater for men or for women depending on the destination country. Similarly, either men 

or women may have greater legal opportunities to work, or perceive greater legal 

opportunities to work, in some countries compared to others. Migration policies may 

therefore also play a role in explaining gender differences in destination. 

Hypothesis 9: Destination-country amenities. Research in the Philippines and 

other migrant-origin countries shows that migrants often perceive a hierarchy of 

destination countries, with some potential destinations more desirable than others (Gallo 

2006; Paul 2011). Various destination country “amenities” such as a perceived safe 

environment, a pleasant climate or culture, the availability of social safety nets, or the 

potential for eventual permanent migration, may lead Georgian migrants to rank some 

countries higher than others. The importance of specific amenities and the ranking of 

different countries may vary by the gender of the migrant, leading to gender differences 

in destination choice. 

Hypothesis 10: Social networks. In the migration literature, networks play an 

essential role in destination selection: people are much more likely to travel to a place 

where they know they will have friends or family (Kritz et al. 1992; Massey 1990; 

Palloni et al. 2001). Networks can be gendered, with male migrants providing more social 

capital for other men, and female migrants being most helpful to other women (Curran 

and Rivero-Fuentes 2003; Davis and Winters 2001). Gendered migration patterns can 
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therefore be self-perpetuating; if pioneer migrants to a certain destination are mostly 

women, subsequent migrants to the same destination will also be more likely to be 

women. 

Hypothesis 11: Migration intentions and goals. As Chapter 3 demonstrated, the 

majority of both male and female migrants from Georgia list economic reasons as their 

main reason for migration. Women, however, are more likely than men to migrate for 

education, family, or other non-economic reasons. If certain destinations are more 

attractive to economic migrants and others not non-economic migrants, this may explain 

gender differences in destination patterns. 

These six potential sources of gender differences in destinations are by no means 

mutually exclusive, and they may all be true and may interact in complex ways. Neither 

available survey data nor interview data alone can fully test these hypotheses. In the 

remainder of this chapter, I first use discrete-choice regression models to compare 

migrants across different destination countries, focusing on differences in demographic 

characteristics, migration goals, and available jobs at destination. Next, I use qualitative 

data to explore the role of perceived labor market demands, legal opportunities for 

migration, social networks, and destination amenities, which are not available in the 

survey data. Interview data also allows me to explore differences across European 

countries, which must be combined in a single category in the quantitative analysis due to 

sample size concerns. I argue that perceived labor market demands, legal opportunities, 

and social networks play the most important role than do demographic differences, 

amenities, or migration intentions and goals in explaining gender differences in 

destination patterns. 

 



 123 

QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS 

Measures 

The dependent variable in these analyses is destination country, which is divided 

into five categories: Russia, all other former Soviet states (primarily Azerbaijan and 

Ukraine), Greece and Turkey, all Western European countries, and all other countries 

(although the “all other countries” category is excluded from multivariate analyses). 

Independent variables include sex, age at the time of migration, and marital status. 

As in the regression models presented in previous chapters, education and household 

income are included, but here they are collapsed into dichotomous variables (those 

having a college education versus all others, and those with a household income under 

400 lari per month, versus all others) due to the small sample size. I also include a 

dichotomous variable for urban/rural residence. Finally, I add a number of migration-

specific indicators, including reason for migration, year of departure, whether the migrant 

had a job arranged at his/her destination before departing, whether the migrant intended 

to migrate permanently, and whether the migrant traveled as part of a couple. These 

variables are summarized in Table 5.1. 

Reason for migration is divided between labor migrants, educational migrants, 

and all other reasons for migration. These categories are collapsed from a question on 

migrants’ reasons for migration that included 15 possible answers. Respondents were 

allowed to select multiple reasons for migration, although in fact few did. In the few 

cases where there was conflict, I coded respondents who listed any employment or 

financial reasons for migration as labor migrants, even if educational or other goals were 

also listed. Labor and educational migrants make up the bulk of the sample; the “other” 

category includes primarily migrants traveling for family reunification but also a small 

number of politically motivated migrants and people migrating to receive medical care. 
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Table 5.1: Variables Used in the DOTM Destinations Analysis  

Age at migration 
Respondent- or proxy-reported age, minus the number of years since the 
last reported migration experience 

Marital status Two categories (married, unmarried) from respondent or proxy report 

College education 
Whether the individual has completed higher education, from respondent 
or proxy report 

Poverty 
Sum of the monthly income of all individual household members, plus 
remittances is less than 400 lari per month 

Urban 
Household is located in a urban area (including Tbilisi), based on PSU-
level classifications 

Departure year 
Year of most recent international departure, divided into three categories 
(before 2000, 2000-2005, 2006-2008) 

Reason for 
migration 

Three categories based on respondent- or proxy-reports of reasons for 
migration (labor, education, and other) 

Pre-arranged job 
The migrant had a job lined up in his/her destination before departing, 
based on respondent and proxy reports 

Permanent migrant 
At the time of migration, migrant planned to leave Georgia permanently, 
based on respondent and proxy reports 

Migrated with 
partner 

The migrant’s partner migrated to the same destination at the same time 
(within 1 year) 

Year of departure is divided into three categories, corresponding with periods of 

change in Russian policies towards Georgian migrants. Migrants who left before 2000 

had the option of travelling to Russia without visas, migrants leaving between 2000 and 

2005 required visas to go to Russia that were generally accessible, and migrants leaving 

between 2006 and 2008 left during a time when Russian visas were difficult or even 

impossible for Georgians to obtain.  

Determining permanent versus temporary migration intentions was 

straightforward among current migrants, because the household proxy respondent was 

asked what factors prevented the migrant from returning to Georgia. If the response was 

that the migrant did not wish to return, the migrant was coded as a permanent migrant. 

Returned migrants, however, were asked about their reasons for return, but were not 

asked about their permanent or temporary migration intentions at the time of departure. I 
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assume that the majority of return migrants intended to migrate temporarily, given the 

fact that they did return. To account for the possibility that some had intended to remain 

abroad, but returned involuntarily, I code anyone who listed deportation or a change in 

legal status as their only reason for returning to Georgia as a permanent migrant. 

Finally, I examine family migration strategies by creating a creating a variable 

indicating migration as part of a married couple. If the migrant and his/her partner are 

listed as migrating to the same destination, within one year of each other, both partners 

are coded as migrating as part of a couple. These migrants may be a special case, because 

the destination decision is taken at the level of the couple, not the individual man or 

woman. 

Sample 

In contrast to previous chapters, where I compared people who had ever migrated 

to people who had never migrated, the analyses in this chapter include ever-migrants 

only. While the DOTM has very little missing data in terms of basic demographic and 

household characteristics, there is a significant amount of data missing on the migration-

related variables, particularly for returned migrants. Of the 1,128 adult ever-migrants 

identified in the sample, 254 of them have missing values on at least one of the migration 

variables (destination, year of departure, reason for migration, pre-arranged job, or 

permanent migration). While 70 individuals have missing values for one or two of these 

variables, the majority of migrants with missing data are missing for all migration-related 

variables. Discussions with Georgian researchers involved with data collection for the 

DOTM confirms that this pattern of missing values occurred primarily because 

individuals were identified as returned migrants by another household member, who also 

provided basic demographic information, but the migrant in question declined to 
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participate in the more detailed follow-up section for returned migrants. Of the 184 

respondents missing on all migration variables, 141 are returned migrants. 

Because most of the problematic cases are missing on such a large number of 

variables, imputing missing data is not a viable strategy. Instead, I employed casewise 

deletion, excluding all individuals missing on any of the study variables, resulting in a 

total sample of 874 migrants. Casewise deletion is a problematic approach to dealing with 

missing data because, unless missing values are randomly distributed, it can introduce 

bias into estimates, and it also results in excessively large or incorrect standard errors 

(Allison 2001; Johnson and Young 2011). However, comparing the DOTM sample of 

874 migrants with no missing data to the GeoStat sample (which has very little missing 

data) of 1,159 migrants, distributions of current and returned migrants by sex, departure 

year, destination, and reason for migration is quite similar, indicating that the cases 

deleted from the DOTM sample are distributed fairly randomly. 

Bivariate results 

Bivariate analyses are presented in Table 5.2, which shows significant differences 

in the demographic characteristics of same-sex migrants across destination countries. 

Male migrants in Greece/Turkey and Western Europe are younger than male migrants in 

other countries, with over half migrating in the ages between 17 and 30. Over half of 

female migrants to Europe, as well as to Russia were also aged 17-30 when they left, but 

female migrants to Greece and Turkey are substantially older, with over 40 percent over 

the age of 40. There are also significant differences in marital status, although only 

among men, with men in Russia being most likely to be married. There are significant 

differences by destination in rural versus urban origin, with migrants to Western Europe 

and other countries most likely to come from urban areas of Georgia, and migrants to 
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FSU states being most likely to come from rural areas. The pattern is similar for both 

men and women. Destination differences in education are also similar among men and 

women. Over half of all migrants to Western Europe have a college degree, compared to 

less than a quarter of those going to Greece or Turkey. Household income differences are 

significant only among men, showing that male migrants going to Russia and to other 

countries are most likely to come from poor households. 

Patterns in departure year are fairly straightforward and vary little by gender: 

migration to Russia drops sharply over time, particularly after 2005, and migration to 

other destinations increases. The increase for Western Europe occurred largely in the 

2000-2005 period, while increases for Greece/Turkey and other FSU states are more 

recent. Differences in reasons for migration are significant only among women, with 

labor migration to Russia and the FSU much less common among women than labor 

migration to other destinations. Not surprisingly, women are also much less likely to have 

a job lined up in these destinations, in comparison to women in other destinations. 

Finally, men are much less likely to migrate permanently to the FSU than they are to any 

other destination. 

These findings alone provide limited guidance in addressing why some 

destinations are more attractive to men and others to women. The two most “feminized” 

destinations, Greece/Turkey and Western Europe, attract very different types of migrants, 

with younger, better-educated, urban women and a higher proportion of educational 

migrants going to Western Europe. Migration goals and demographic characteristics may 

therefore be important factors driving destination selection, but they do not necessarily 

explain the gendered patterns of destination selection. 

One potential complicating factor in understanding gender differences in 

destination choice is married couples who migrate together. I discuss this phenomenon in 
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more depth in the qualitative analysis, but in the DOTM sample it is actually a fairly rare 

occurrence. Fewer than 15 percent of female migrants, and fewer than 10 percent of male 

migrants, migrated as part of a couple. As Table 5.2 shows, there are destination 

differences in the proportion of people who migrate as part of a couple. Men are most 

likely to migrate with a partner when they go to either Russia or Western Europe, while 

women are most likely to migrate with a partner when they go to either Russia or other 

FSU countries. These differences may reflect differences across destinations in marriage 

or in the proportion of labor migrants. 
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Table 5.2: Characteristics of male and female migrants by destination, DOTM 2008 

 Men Women 

  Russia 
Other 
FSU 

Greece/ 
Turkey 

Western 
Europe Others Russia 

Other 
FSU 

Greece/ 
Turkey 

Western 
Europe Others 

% age 17-30 at migration 39.50* 50.00* 58.11* 55.56* 39.68* 52.81* 36.36* 25.66* 60.61* 50.00* 
% age 31-40 at migration 35.29* 26.74* 21.62* 30.56* 26.98 26.97* 40.91* 33.63* 18.18* 18.18* 
% age  41-50 at migration 17.65* 13.95* 13.51* 8.33* 20.63* 12.36* 13.64* 26.55* 16.67* 27.27* 
% over 50 at migration 7.56 9.30 6.76 5.56 12.30 7.87* 9.10* 14.16* 4.55* 4.55* 
% married 75.79* 59.09* 59.46* 66.20* 71.88* 70.83 59.09 58.26 59.09 59.09 
% college educated 30.53* 31.46* 18.92* 48.61* 43.75* 46.94* 40.91* 23.48* 54.55* 45.45* 
% poor 31.35* 17.98* 27.03* 23.61* 39.06* 35.71 36.36 22.61 21.21 31.82 
% living in urban area 52.38* 38.20* 56.76* 79.17* 92.19* 75.51* 59.09* 68.70* 89.39* 86.36* 
% migrated before 2000 43.65* 23.60* 8.11* 20.83* 17.19* 53.06* 27.27* 17.39* 7.58* 13.64* 
% migrated 2000-2005 42.46 47.19 39.19 56.94 35.94 34.69 36.36 35.65 53.03 27.27 
% migrated 2006-2008 13.89* 29.21* 52.70* 22.22* 46.88* 12.24* 36.36* 46.96* 39.39* 59.09* 
% labor migrants 78.17 79.78 89.19 81.94 76.56 46.94* 54.55* 87.83* 63.64* 68.18* 
% educational migrants 9.92 10.11 4.05 15.28 14.06 12.24* 4.55* 10.43* 28.79* 22.73* 
% other migrants 11.90 10.11 6.76 2.78 9.38 40.82* 40.91* 1.74* 7.58* 9.09* 
% with a job lined up 21.03* 29.21* 22.97* 12.50* 32.81* 4.08* 9.09* 21.74* 24.24* 27.27* 
% permanent migrants 16.67* 4.49* 13.51* 18.06* 20.31* 17.35 22.73 22.61 21.21 27.27 
% migrated with partner 12.70* 2.25* 6.76* 12.50* 4.69* 27.55* 22.73* 4.35* 12.12* 13.64* 
N 252 89 74 72 64 98 22 115 66 22 

*Among same-sex migrants, differences by destination are significant at p<.05 (two-tailed chi-square test) 
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Multivariate results 

In order to identify the net associations of these factors with destination patterns, I 

conduct multinomial logistic regressions. In these analyses, I omit the “all others” 

destination category. This group includes migrants to the U.S., Canada, and Eastern 

Europe, as well as a handful of migrants to Africa and Asia, and is too heterogeneous to 

conduct a meaningful analysis. The number of migrants to any one country within the 

category is too small to break down into more homogenous groups. In all models, I use 

Russia as the reference category; the odds ratios presented therefore describe the relative 

odds of going to the FSU, Greece/Turkey, or Western Europe versus going to Russia. 

Table 5.3 shows the models predicting migration to the FSU versus Russia, Table 5.4 

shows the same models for Greece and Turkey, and Table 5.5 shows Western Europe. 

In each table, there are six models presented. Model 1 includes only demographic 

and socioeconomic characteristics. Model 2 adds year of departure, reason for migration, 

job arrangement, and permanent migration. The variable for migrating as part of a 

married couple was tested in preliminary models, but never achieved statistical 

significance and is not presented here. Models 3-6 add interaction terms. The sample size 

in these analyses is not sufficiently large to include separate models for men and women. 

In order to understand how the factors associated with destination choice might differ by 

gender, I interact sex with reason for migration in Model 3, with year of departure in 

Model 4, with job arrangement in Model 5, and with permanent migration intentions in 

Model 6. 

As Model 1 (Table 5.3) shows, age, sex, and education have similar associations 

with migration to the FSU as they do with migration to Russia. However, being married, 

coming from a household with an income of less than 400 lari, and living in an urban area 
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are all associated with lower odds of migration to the FSU states. Looking at migration-

related variables (Model 2, Table 5.3), shows that migrating between 2000 and 2005 

doubles the odds that a migrant goes to the FSU rather than Russia, and migrating 

between 2006 and 2008 increases the odds of going to the FSU by more than four times. 

Intending to migrate permanently gives a migrant 55 percent lower odds of going to the 

FSU. There are no significant differences in having a job arranged or reason for 

migration. Looking at the interaction terms (Models 3-6, Table 5.3), shows a marginally 

significant, negative interaction between male and permanent migration intentions, 

indicating that men who intend to migrate permanently are less likely to migrate to the 

FSU, but women with permanent migration intentions are no less likely to go to the FSU. 

Looking at the coefficients for Greece and Turkey provides a very different 

picture. Being male, being married, having a college education, and coming from a low-

income household are all associated with lower odds of migrating to Greece and Turkey. 

Being older increases the odds of migrating to Greece and Turkey (see Model 1, Table 

5.4). As Model 2 (Table 5.4) shows, migrating for labor or educational reasons greatly 

increases the odds of going to Greece or Turkey rather than Russia, as does migrating in 

more recent years. Migrating in 2006-2008 increases a migrant’s odds of going to Greece 

or Turkey by a factor of more than 10. The only significant interaction term (see Models 

3-6, Table 5.4) is a strong negative interaction between being male and educational 

migration, indicating that women are more likely to go to Greece or Turkey than to 

Russia if they are migrating for education, while male educational migrants are more 

likely to go to Russia. 

There are some similarities between migration to Western Europe and migration 

to Greece and Turkey. As Model 1 (Table 5.5) shows, being male, being married, and 

coming from a low-income household are all negatively associated with migration to 
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Western Europe. But in contrast to migrants to Greece and Turkey, having a college 

degree increases the odds of migration to Western Europe by 56 percent, and coming 

from an urban area increases the odds of migration by more than 300 percent. 

Educational and labor reasons for migration increase the odds of migration to Western 

Europe rather than Russia. Migration in 2000-2005 is associated with six times higher 

odds of migration to Western Europe, and migration in 2005-2008 is associated with 10 

times higher odds, compared to migration before 2000 (see Model 2, Table 5.5). There 

are significant interactions between sex and departure year (see Model 4, Table 5.5). 

While migrating in more recent years is strongly and positively associated with migration 

to Europe rather than Russia for women, the relationship is less strongly pronounced for 

men. Finally, Model 5 (Table 5.5) shows that there is a significant negative interaction 

between being male and having a job arranged at destination. While having a job 

arranged at destination is not significantly associated with migration to Western Europe 

in previous models, adding the interaction term shows that female migrants are more 

likely to choose Europe over Russia when they have a job arranged at destination, while 

male migrants are less likely to choose Europe in the same situation. 

Together, the bivariate analysis and multivariate models show that demographic 

factors play a substantial role in explaining the distribution of migrants across 

destinations. Russia and other FSU states attract mostly young and middle-aged men, 

with moderate levels of education, although migrants to Russia tend to come from poorer 

households and migrants to other FSU states are more likely to come from rural areas. 

Greece and Turkey attract more female migrants who are older and unmarried, and also 

attract migrants with the lowest average levels of education in the sample. Western 

Europe, while also attracting unmarried women, attracts the best-educated migrants in the 

sample, and those from urban areas. Contrary to the expectations of Hypothesis 6, these 
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demographic differences do not explain gender differences in destination choice, because 

the sex coefficients remain significant in multivariate models. 

Reasons for migration also explain a substantial amount of variation in destination 

patterns, with Greece and Turkey attracting mostly labor migrants, Western Europe 

attracting the most educational migrants, and Russia and other FSU states attracting the 

most people migrating for other reasons (primarily family migrants). But again, these 

differences play no role in explaining gender differences in destination choice, casting 

doubt on Hypothesis 11. There is evidence that female educational migrants are more 

likely to choose Greece or Turkey (relative to Russia), but the absolute number of female 

educational migrants to Greece and Turkey is quite small.  

The multivariate models do provide some support for Hypothesis 7, that 

destination country labor demands influence gender differences in destination choice. 

Female migrants are much more likely to migrate to Western Europe with a job pre-

arranged, while male migrants to Western Europe are less likely to have a job pre-

arranged than male migrants to other destinations. This may indicate that women find 

jobs more easily in Western Europe than do men. A similar pattern may hold for Greece 

and Turkey, although the effects are not statistically significant. 

Finally, the models also provide some support for Hypothesis 8, that destination 

country policies influence gender differences in destination choice. The odds of traveling 

to any destination other than Russia are much higher for migrants leaving after Russia’s 

imposition of visa requirements in 2000. For women, the odds of going to either other 

FSU states or Western Europe after Russian visas became particularly difficult to obtain 

in 2006 are especially high. Although these results are consistent with Russian visas 

policies having a transformative effect on patterns of migration from Georgia, they are 

not sufficient evidence to demonstrate that that Russian policies caused these shifts. 
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Table 5.3: Multinomial Odds Ratios and Standard Errors for Migration to the FSU 
(versus Russia), DOTM survey 2008 

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 

Male 
1.36 
(.28) 

1.26 
(.29) 

1.03 
(.56) 

1.54 
(.52) 

1.25 
(.32) 

1.57 
(.32) 

Age at migration 
1.01 
(.01) 

.99   
(.01) 

.99   
(.01) 

1.00 
(.01) 

1.00 
(.01) 

1.00 
(.01) 

Married 
.45** 
(.24) 

.50** 
(.25) 

.51** 
(.25) 

.50** 
(.25) 

.51** 
(.25) 

.48** 
(.25) 

College education 
1.13 
(.24) 

1.39 
(.26) 

1.39 
(.25) 

1.38 
(.25) 

1.40 
(.26) 

1.42 
(.26) 

Household  income under 400 
lari 

.58* 
(.27) 

.54* 
(.28) 

.54* 
(.28) 

.54* 
(.25) 

.54* 
(.28) 

.55* 
(.28) 

Urban residence 
.55* 
(.23) 

.55* 
(.25) 

.55* 
(.25) 

.55* 
(.25) 

.55* 
(.25) 

.55* 
(.25) 

Migration reason             
    Other (reference)  1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

    Employment   
.95   
(.33) 

.88   
(.52) 

.94   
(.33) 

.95   
(.33) 

.92   
(.33) 

    Employment X male     
1.13 
(.67)       

    Education   
.86   
(.48) 

.28 
(1.12) 

.85   
(.48) 

.87   
(.48) 

.87   
(.48) 

    Education X male     
4.07 
(1.26)       

Departure year             
    Before 2000 (reference)  1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

    2000-2005   
1.96* 
(.28) 

1.98* 
(.28) 

2.32 
(.60) 

1.96* 
(.34) 

1.89* 
(.28) 

    2000-2005 X male       
.80   
(.68)     

    2006-2008   
4.50*** 
(.34) 

4.53*** 
(.34) 

6.36** 
(.74) 

4.44*** 
(.34) 

4.36*** 
(.34) 

    2006-2008 X male       
.63   
(.74)     

Job arranged at destination   
1.46 
(.29) 

1.49 
(.29) 

1.46 
(.29) 

1.86 
(.92) 

1.44 
(.28) 

Job arranged X male         
.76   
(.97)   

Permanent migrant   
.45* 
(.39) 

.44* 
(.39) 

.47* 
(.39) 

.45* 
(.39) 

1.21 
(.59) 

Permanent migrant X male 
 

        
.21^ 
(.81) 

Pseudo-R2 .0935 .1823 .1890 .1885 .1887 .1845 
*** p<.001  ** p<.01  * p<.05  ^ p<.10 
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Table 5.4: Multinomial Odds Ratios and Standard Errors for Migration to Greece and 
Turkey (versus Russia), DOTM survey 2008 

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 

Male 
.25*** 
(.20) 

.19*** 
(.23) 

.27     
(.90) 

.11*** 
(.52) 

.21*** 
(.25) 

.19*** 
(.25) 

Age at migration 
1.03*** 
(.01) 

1.00   
(.01) 

1.00   
(.01) 

1.00 
(.01) 

1.00 
(.01) 

1.00 
(.01) 

Married 
.45*** 
(.21) 

.57*   
(.23) 

.58*   
(.23) 

.58* 
(.23) 

.59* 
(.23) 

.57* 
(.23) 

College education 
.46** 
(.23) 

.62^   
(.25) 

.63^   
(.25) 

.62^ 
(.25) 

.63^ 
(.25) 

.62^ 
(.24) 

Household income under 400 
lari 

.60* 
(.22) 

.50** 
(.24) 

.50** 
(.25) 

.49** 
(.24) 

.50** 
(.25) 

.50** 
(.24) 

Urban residence 
1.12 
(.21) 

1.16   
(.23) 

1.15   
(.23) 

1.14 
(.23) 

1.16  
(.23) 

1.15 
(.23) 

Migration reason             
    Other (reference)  1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

    Employment   
8.70*** 
(.45) 

31.71*** 
(.75) 

8.85*** 
(.45) 

8.15*** 
(.45) 

8.72*** 
(.45) 

    Employment X male     
.06     
(.93)       

    Education   
4.39** 
(.55) 

16.22** 
(.87) 

4.52** 
(.55) 

4.16* 
(.56) 

4.44** 
(.32) 

    Education X male     
.04** 
(1.19)       

Departure year             
    Before 2000 (reference)  1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

    2000-2005   
3.11*** 
(.29) 

3.16*** 
(.29) 

3.00** 
(.39) 

3.12*** 
(.29) 

3.10*** 
(.29) 

    2000-2005 X male       
1.40 
(.62)     

    2006-2008   
11.48*** 
(.31) 

11.82*** 
(.32) 

9.72*** 
(.46) 

11.42*** 
(.32) 

11.45*** 
(.32) 

    2006-2008 X male       
1.99 
(.66)     

Job arranged at destination   
1.19   
(.27) 

1.15   
(.27) 

1.21 
(.27) 

2.97^ 
(.59) 

1.20 
(.27) 

Job arranged X male         
.35   
(.68)   

Permanent migrant   
.94     
(.28) 

.94     
(.29) 

.92   
(.29) 

.93   
(.29) 

1.01 
(.41) 

Permanent migrant X male           
.92   
(.59) 

Pseudo-R2 .0935 .1823 .1890 .1885 .1887 .1845 
*** p<.001  ** p<.01  * p<.05  ^ p<.10 
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Table 5.5: Multinomial Odds Ratios and Standard Errors for Migration to Western 
Europe (versus Russia), DOTM survey 2008 

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 

Male 
.51** 
(.22) 

.39*** 
(.24) 

.60    
(.91) 

1.31  
(.57) 

.57* 
(.26) 

.38*** 
(.27) 

Age at migration 
1.00 
(.01) 

.97*   
(.01) 

.97*  
(.01) 

.97*  
(.01) 

.98* 
(.01) 

.97*  
(.01) 

Married 
.57* 
(.23) 

.78     
(.25) 

.79    
(.25) 

.77    
(.26) 

.85   
(.25) 

.78    
(.25) 

College education 
1.56* 
(.21) 

1.86** 
(.24) 

1.87** 
(.24) 

1.89** 
(.24) 

1.96** 
(.24) 

1.85* 
(.24) 

Household  income under 400 
lari 

.54** 
(.24) 

.46** 
(.26) 

.46** 
(.26) 

.48** 
(.27) 

.47** 
(.27) 

.46** 
(.26) 

Urban residence 
3.16*** 
(.27) 

3.72*** 
(.28) 

3.71*** 
(.28) 

3.79*** 
(.28) 

3.69*** 
(.28) 

3.70*** 
(.28) 

Migration reason             
   Other (reference)  1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

    Employment   
6.36*** 
(.46) 

7.96*** 
(.57) 

6.35*** 
(.47) 

5.67*** 
(.46) 

6.34*** 
(.46) 

    Employment X male     
.61    
(.95)       

    Education   
7.05*** 
(.51) 

8.58** 
(.65) 

7.06*** 
(.52) 

6.28*** 
(.52) 

7.09*** 
(.52) 

    Education X male     
.61  
(1.07)       

Departure year             
    Before 2000 (reference)  1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

    2000-2005   
6.40*** 
(.31) 

6.44*** 
(.31) 

13.78*** 
(.59) 

6.54*** 
(.31) 

6.44*** 
(.31) 

    2000-2005 X male       
.31^  
(.66)     

    2006-2008   
10.25*** 
(.36) 

10.41*** 
(.36) 

31.23*** 
(.62) 

9.98*** 
(.36) 

10.32*** 
(.36) 

    2006-2008 X male       
.15*  
(.74)     

Job arranged at destination   
.93     
(.30) 

.92    
(.30) 

.89    
(.30) 

4.56* 
(.62) 

.93    
(.30) 

Job arranged X male         
.09** 
(.76)   

Permanent migrant   
.98     
(.29) 

1.02  
(.29) 

.99    
(.29) 

1.00 
(.29) 

.97    
(.45) 

Permanent migrant X male           
1.17  
(.59) 

Pseudo-R2 .0935 .1823 .1890 .1885 .1887 .1845 
*** p<.001  ** p<.01  * p<.05  ^ p<.10 

 



 137 

QUALITATIVE RESULTS 

The quantitative analyses provide only a partial test of the hypotheses. The 

DOTM has a limited number of variables available to explore destination choice; in 

particular, there is no information on social networks, which are likely to play an 

important role in destination choice, and there is no information on the legal status of 

migrants or their employment abroad. In addition, the small sample size of the DOTM 

makes it difficult to explore migration to individual countries other than Russian. 

Qualitative migration narratives allow me to analyze the many factors that men and 

women use to select a destination, providing a better understanding of the sources of 

gender differences.  

This section returns to the results of the 34 in-depth interviews conducted in 

Tbilisi and Dusheti. The interviews serve three main functions in this chapter. First, they 

highlight the importance of destination selection for the majority of migrants in the 

sample. Second, they demonstrate how Georgians perceive different destination countries 

and why some are more desirable than others. In this area, I created codes for positive 

and negative associations for each of the more than 20 different countries mentioned by 

respondents, as well as for groups of countries (such as Europe). The final function of the 

interviews is to identify the factors that led migrants to pick the specific country that they 

eventually traveled to. For this section of the analysis, I draw on aspects of the migration 

narratives that I coded as “pull factors,” which includes eight codes: social capital, 

specific job opportunity, general employment opportunities, social benefits, accessibility, 

conditions for children, availability of education/training opportunities, and other. 

Types of Destination Decision 

The results of the qualitative interviews demonstrate an important division 

between migrants that is not visible in the survey data. Migrants in the interview sample 
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fell into two distinct categories: those who left in response to a specific opportunity that 

was offered in a specific country, and those who made a more general decision to 

migrate, and then picked what country to go to. Diana, a 33-year-old single mother in 

Tbilisi, was typical of those in the first category: 
 
Interviewer: So you said you lived in New York… 
Diana: Yes…I lived with an old woman. My friend brought me there, and I 
moved straight in with this woman. The work was already there, waiting for me, 
you understand. I could go right there…. 
Interviewer: So you mean that your friend found you this job? 
Diana: Yes. She worked for the old woman before, and then she called me and 
asked me to take over her job.…I was already a single mother…and then all of a 
sudden my friend calls [to say she’s coming back to Georgia for a visit] and asks 
can she bring me back [to the U.S.] with her. It was a good opportunity for me. 

Diana had not particularly thought about looking for work outside of Georgia until her 

friend suggested the job in New York, so her decision to migrate centered on her decision 

to take the specific job she had been offered.  

For migrants like Diana, social networks played the central role in both the 

decision to migrate and the decision of where to go—which were essentially the same 

decision. Because their social networks included migrants, they were made aware of 

specific opportunities to earn money abroad, which they chose to take advantage of. 

Migrants like Diana comprised 11 of 24 migrants from Tbilisi and only two of 32 

migrants from Dusheti. Most migrated before 2000, when migrant networks from 

Georgia were smaller and less diverse. Because migrants who responded to a specific 

employment opportunity did not really make a choice between destinations, in the 

remainder of this chapter I will focus on the second category of migrants: those who were 

generally aware of employment opportunities abroad, made the decision to migrate, and 

then picked which country they would try to go to.  
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For these migrants, who comprise the majority of my sample, social networks and 

social capital are still extremely important factors in the migration decision; only 15 

migrants traveled without having a friend or relative in their destination country. 

Networks functioned much as they do in other migration systems, supplying potential 

migrants with valuable social capital and decreasing the costs of migration. But having 

social ties in a particular country is not enough to explain migration to that country, 

because the majority of my respondents had ties in multiple countries. The diversity of 

migrant networks that my respondents had access to was astounding. From the 16 

individuals I interviewed in Dusheti, I heard about migrants going to 14 different 

destination countries. It was not uncommon for two siblings to be living in two different 

foreign countries. The situation in Tbilisi was less dramatic, but still the majority of 

respondents in Tbilisi knew migrants living in at least two different destination countries. 

Factors in the Destination Decision 

What, then, are the factors that explain how a potential migrant picks one country 

over another? Respondent narratives show a notable, although not hard and fast, shift 

between decisions made before 2000, when Russia was the dominant destination, and 

decisions made later. Migrants who left after 2000 (as well as some who left before), 

made highly strategic choices between different possible destinations, although only a 

few were actually able to migrate to their first choice destination, due to many economic 

and structural constraints.  

The Shift from Russia to Europe 

The disappearance of legal opportunities to migrate to Russia played an important 

role in people’s decisions. For respondents who migrated in the 1990s, going to Russia 

often seemed the only way to get out of Georgia. Teona, a 56-year-old woman in Tbilisi, 
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explained: “People talked about going to Europe, or to America, but we could never have 

done that. Not that we didn’t want to, but there was no money. You have to pay for your 

documents and everything. Russia was easier.” Since 2000, however, widespread 

discrimination against Georgians, the new visa requirements for Georgian citizens, and 

lower perceived wages in comparison to Europe have made Russia a less attractive 

destination.  

Among the latest migrants in the sample, few even considered Russia as a 

destination. More recent migrants focused on Greece, Turkey, and Western Europe (and, 

less often, Canada, the United States or Australia) as potential destinations, but the 

availability of legal opportunities to migrate to these countries played little role in 

destination choice. Georgia’s wide-reaching informal migration industry prompted 

respondents to convey that anyone, man or woman, could migrate almost anywhere, as 

long as he or she paid enough money to the right people.  

Desirability of Destinations 

Georgians commonly perceive a hierarchy of destinations, similar to the 

categorization of destination countries among Filipino migrants described by Paul (2011). 

This hierarchy is based on a variety of factors, including the availability of low-skill jobs 

for migrants, the typical wages of such jobs, the availability of social assistance, the 

likelihood of eventual legalization or family reunification, and living conditions and 

security in different countries. Roughly speaking, the United States and Canada (as well 

as Australia) were the most desirable destinations, followed by the UK, Ireland, Belgium 

and Germany, then Spain and Italy, then Greece, with Turkey and Russia at the bottom of 

the list.  
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There was, however, some variation in the details of this hierarchy from migrant 

to migrant. In part, the perceived desirability of a destination country depended on the 

goals of one’s migration. Nunu, a 55-year-old woman in Dusheti, had two children who 

were living abroad: her daughter Lela (whose story is detailed in Chapter 4) had been in 

Italy for several years, and her son Temur had recently gone to France. Lela and Temur 

chose different countries because they had different goals. Lela hoped to save enough 

money to buy an apartment and then return. Temur, on the other hand, had applied for 

asylum in France, in the hopes of government assistance and the eventual opportunity to 

bring his wife and son with him. Nunu and others in Dusheti believed that France offered 

the most generous state subsidies to those who successfully obtain refugee status. Nunu 

expected that Temur “might be able to take his wife and children and they will get an 

apartment as refugees…[now] he gets 300 Euros [per month] and if he brings his family 

they will give him an apartment.” 

Less tangible factors, like climate, could also be important considerations. Davit, 

a 35-year-old man in Dusheti, attempted to migrate permanently in 2000 with his wife 

and young son, in the hopes of building a better life in a new country. Davit’s son had 

been diagnosed with asthma, and so climate and healthcare took on a paramount role in 

their perception of the best destination for their family. They chose Belgium: “Our main 

reason to leave was because of the boy. He had asthma and the climate there [in Belgium] 

would be good for his health; there’s a lot of rain there and high humidity, which is good 

for asthmatics.” 

Ideas about safety also influenced people’s “ranking” of destinations. Migration is 

seen as a risky endeavor, for everyone, but particularly for young men. Male migrants 

leave the supervision of their elders and join migrant communities comprised primarily of 

other unsupervised young men. Everyone in Dusheti seemed to know the story of Ketino 
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and her husband Vano’s descent into drug addiction (described in Chapter 4), which 

highlighted the dangers of Georgian enclaves abroad. While most Georgian migrants still 

preferred the social support of living in a Georgian community at their destination, 

Tamaz, a 53-year-old man in Dusheti, saw the risks as not worth the benefits. In the late 

1990s, he began planning to migrate in a group—himself, his wife, his oldest son, and his 

young adult niece—and he felt that avoiding destinations where other Georgians lived 

would protect his son. 

In those places in Europe where there were Georgians, I didn’t want to live, 
because they [Georgians] act so badly. I mean in places like Germany, Holland, 
Belgium, Austria… I went with my wife and my oldest son and my niece and at 
that time we heard terrible rumors, about how Georgians over there get 
themselves in to trouble, get involved in stealing. And I didn’t want the boy to fall 
in with a bad crowd. 

Tamaz’s focus on safety gave him a very different ranking of destinations than did most 

respondents, which strongly influenced his eventual destination choice.  

Constraints to Destination Choice 

A variety of factors influenced each migrant’s ranking of destinations, but most 

people were not able to go to their first choice destination.  The cost of the trip was the 

most serious limitation. Most migrants used informal “travel agencies” to arrange their 

trips. The fees that agencies charged for the most desirable countries (such as the United 

States) were substantially higher, due to geographic distance, difficult visa requirements, 

and high demand, than the fees charged for less desirable countries like Greece. Russia 

(at least before 2006) and Turkey could usually be reached without the assistance of an 

intermediary, making them the cheapest destinations of all.  

Migrants tended to aim as high on their personal destination hierarchy as they 

could afford. Tamaz, looking for a destination where there would not be other Georgians, 
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set his sights on a very expensive trip to Australia, and began saving up. However, his 

house was robbed and his family lost much of their savings, forcing Tamaz and his wife 

to settle for a cheaper trip to Denmark—less desirable in terms of employment 

opportunities, but still fulfilling Tamaz’s primary criterion of having no local Georgian 

community. Tamar and her husband Lado, in Tbilisi, needed to earn money quickly to 

pay for their daughter’s college tuition. Having no savings and fearful of taking out a 

large loan, they felt they had no choice other than for one of them to go to Turkey. It was 

a very undesirable destination, but one could travel there for the cost of a bus ticket and a 

visa—less than $100. 

Gender and Destination Choice 

When speaking in general terms about the desirability of different destinations, 

both men and women tended to repeat the same basic hierarchy, with North America on 

top, Europe in the middle, and Turkey and Russia at the bottom. There was some 

individual variation in the exact organization of the hierarchy, but there was also 

variation based on the gender of the potential migrant. In addition to gendered 

perceptions of the desirability of destinations, there are also gender differences in the 

accessibility of destinations, primarily due to strongly gendered social networks. 

Gendered Destination Hierarchies 

Both male and female respondents shared a strong belief that European countries 

(including Greece and Turkey) were better destinations for women than they were for 

men. Rusudan, a 54-year-old woman in Dusheti, gave a common characterization that 

mirrors the quantitative data on gender and destination: “migrants to Europe and the USA 

are mostly women, if you don’t consider migrants to Russia, where the migrants are 
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almost all men. And in the USA there is actually more work for men than in Europe, so I 

think more men actually go there than they do to Europe.”  

This gender distribution of countries is strongly related to the perceived demands 

of the local labor markets. Our respondents were well aware of the demand for female 

immigrants in the service sector in European countries, viewing jobs in the service sector 

or domestic sphere as “natural” for women but jobs that men cannot or will not do. 

Occupations considered suitable for men, such as construction work or other forms of 

physical labor, were seen as much more competitive and scarce in Europe. As Teona, 

quoted above on migration to Russia in the 1990s, described: 

First of all, men wanted to go. But men were not able to find work [abroad]. It’s 
harder for them if they go there illegally. But women can find work in cleaning or 
looking after children. A man can’t do that! He can’t look after a child, in general. 
. . . Some [men] do find work, in construction, but not everyone can do 
construction work; it is so to say a skill. . . . [But Georgian] women are well 
educated, and they care for the children, so the employers trust them. And our 
women are housewives too—they know how to cook and to clean and do laundry. 

One other factor that influenced the perception of Europe as less appropriate for 

male migrants was the issue of safety. As described above, respondents were concerned 

about the dangers of exposure to migrant communities in Europe. This concern, which 

was unique to respondents in Dusheti, was focused mostly on dangers to young men, who 

are seen as more reckless and impulsive than women. The only country that respondents 

(both in Tbilisi and Dusheti) saw as uniquely dangerous to women was Turkey. The 

perception that Georgian women in Turkey are vulnerable to harassment by local men 

was a major component of Turkey’s low ranking in the hierarchy of destinations, but the 

strong perception that the labor market in Turkey was more open to female workers 

prevented any respondents from suggesting that Turkey would be a more appropriate 

destination for men. 
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Destination decisions are often made at the household level. Given the 

household’s migration goals, and where they can afford to send someone, the choice of 

destination will affect which member of the household migrates. Tamar and her husband 

Lado, who needed money for their daughter’s education and felt that Turkey was their 

only viable destination, also felt that they had no choice but to send Tamar. The couple’s 

first choice would have been for Lado to go, reflecting his economic responsibility as 

head of the family. But Tamar’s sister-in-law, who lived in Turkey and had offered her 

assistance, warned that Lado would not find a job as easily as Tamar would. Tamar 

noted: 

We tried very hard to find some man’s work there. Even one week before I left, I 
called my sister-in-law again, to check whether she had found any work for my 
husband, but there was nothing. . . . If [Lado] had gone there and not been able to 
find work, we would have had to take on more debt to support him. 

The decreasing accessibility of Russia to Georgian migrants over the past decade 

closed off the destination most accessible to men with few financial resources. While 

men were often very willing to consider migration to North America and the United 

Kingdom, few households could afford the costly travel arrangements required to access 

these destinations. Men were more ambivalent about Belgium, Spain, Germany and other 

EU countries, and especially ambivalent about Greece, fearing that they would struggle to 

find a job. They were influenced by stories that that of Badri (detailed in Chapter 4), who 

was unable to find a job in Greece and returned to Dusheti. Although a substantial 

number of men did migrate to Europe, and even to Greece, they and their families saw 

their migration as a riskier option. 
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Gendered Migrant Networks 

Changes in Russia’s migration policy have influenced the ways that Georgian 

men and women think about migration destinations, but migrant networks also play an 

important role in determining the accessibility of different destinations to men and 

women. Tamar’s story highlights the gendered role of migrant networks. If Tamar’s 

relative in Turkey had been a brother-in-law instead of a sister-in-law, he might well have 

found some “man’s work” for Lado. Instead, Tamar was left with the impression that 

only female migrants can find work in Turkey, an impression she may pass on to future 

migrants, perpetuating continued female migration from Georgia to Turkey. Overall, 

among the migrants in the sample who migrated with the help of friends or relatives in 

their destination, approximately three quarters were relying primarily on the assistance of 

a migrant of the same gender. 

The gender segregation of migrant networks is not hard and fast, however. Bela, a 

64-year-old woman in Tbilisi, described how her daughter, Eka, had facilitated the 

migration to Germany of her younger brother, Gia. Eka worked in the domestic sphere in 

Germany, and had met and married a fellow Georgian migrant while living abroad, so she 

had social ties in both the male and female employment sectors. Still, the help she could 

give her brother was limited. As Bela explained:  

[Eka] always found work quickly. I don’t think she was ever without it for more 
than three months. But it’s a little harder for men. That’s true in general. It’s 
harder for men to find work abroad. And until today, [Gia] has had a harder time. 
Sometimes he has work, and sometimes he doesn’t.  

Despite this limitation, Gia found that migrating with the assistance that his sister and 

brother-in-law were able to provide was preferable to remaining in the even more 

uncertain labor market in Georgia. 
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 Another strategy that was fairly common in the interview sample, although fairly 

uncommon in the survey data, was for a married couple to migrate to the same 

destination, either together or with one partner following the other. Three couples who 

went to Russia, and seven couples who went to Europe, used this strategy. Although 

several of the couples who used this strategy in Europe reported that the wife found work 

more easily than the husband, the couples were able to make things work because they 

had social ties to both male and female migrants in their destination countries. As more 

and more couples migrate together, and brothers and sisters support each others’ 

migration, the gendered nature of migrant networks may be diminishing over time. 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

This chapter began with six hypotheses regarding gender differences in 

destination choice (demographic characteristics, destination labor market demands, 

destination country migration policies, destination amenities, social networks, and 

migration goals). The qualitative and quantitative analyses show that all six play a role in 

explaining how individuals select destinations, but labor market demands (Hypothesis 7), 

migration policies (Hypothesis 8), and social networks (Hypothesis 10) play the largest 

role in explaining gender differences in destination patterns. 

The survey data show that there are distinct demographic differences between 

migrants, depending on their choice of destination. These differences may be explained 

by any number of factors. For example, the low levels of education among migrants to 

Greece and Turkey may reflect the demands of the local labor market in low-skill 

occupations, while the high level of education and income among migrants to Western 

Europe may reflect the need for human and financial capital to overcome the extensive 
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legal barriers to migration. However, these demographic differences do not seem to play 

a role in explaining why some destinations attract more women and others more men.   

The survey data also indicate differences in migration goals by destination. People 

migrating for family or other reasons (rather than education or employment) are most 

likely to go to the former Soviet Union, and people intending to migrate permanently 

(particularly men) are very unlikely to go to former Soviet states other than Russia. 

Women are most likely to go to Western Europe when they have a job arranged 

beforehand. The interview data confirm that an individual or family’s goals for migration 

influence their perceptions of the ideal destination. The interviews also add nuance, 

showing that within Western Europe, some countries are seen as more amenable 

destinations for permanent migration, while others are more appropriate for those who 

wish to work temporarily. But again, the influence of these differences on broader 

gendered patterns does not appear to be large.  

The interviews also demonstrate the importance of destination country amenities 

in shaping destination decisions, but their influence is idiosyncratic. Different destination 

countries all had positive and negative aspects related to climate, culture, security, 

availability of employment, wages, and social safety nets. But each migrant rated these 

plusses and minuses somewhat differently, and they had differing perceptions of which 

plusses were the most important to have, and which minuses where the most important to 

avoid. 

Although all of these factors are important in shaping destination choice, none 

appear to explain the strong gender differences in destination choice. In the multinomial 

logistic regression models, the gender coefficients generally remain strongly significant 

no matter what other covariates are included in the model. In the interviews, I found 

that—while men were more likely to be labor migrants and women more likely to have 
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other reasons—both men and women migrated for a variety of reasons, and with a variety 

of goals.  

Strongly gendered patterns do arise, however, out of the interaction between 

destination-country migration policies and perceived labor market demands. There was 

no sense among respondents that either men or women had more legal opportunities to 

migrate. The loss of the ability to legally migrate to Russia was a loss for all Georgian 

citizens, men and women alike, and there was no other country where respondents saw 

other opportunities to migrate legally. However, Russia’s imposition of a visa regime, 

while not gendered in its application, was gendered in its results. Respondents saw Russia 

as providing the best labor market opportunities for men, and the opportunities for men in 

Europe as being much inferior. Women, on the other hand, could take advantage of the 

widespread opportunities in the domestic service sphere in Europe. For many families, it 

made much more sense to send a woman to Europe than it did to send a man. As Tamar 

and Lado decided, a woman was simply a safer investment. 

Social networks also play a role in gendered destination patterns. The majority of 

my respondents traveled to destinations where they had a friend, relative, or acquaintance 

living, and in the majority of cases, the primary social contact at destination was a person 

of the same gender. Women, particularly those who work in the domestic sphere, can be 

rather isolated in their destination communities, and may have little social capital that 

would be of much assistance to a male migrant looking for housing or employment. 

However, this is far from universally true. In my sample, husbands followed wives and 

wives followed their husbands to European destinations, and brothers followed sisters. 

An opposite sex contact might be less helpful than a same-sex contact, but could still 

provide valuable social capital. 
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The survey data presented in Chapter 3 show that women represent just under half 

of migrants who left Georgia between 2004 and 2008. Women migrants dominate in most 

destinations outside of the FSU (and particularly in Greece and Turkey), but the number 

of Georgian men going to these destinations is higher among migrants departing in 2004-

2008 than it was among migrants whose most recent departure was before 2004. The 

process of crossover between male and female networks may help to explain this pattern. 

While the growth of men’s migration to non-FSU destinations is reflected in the fairly 

large number of men in the sample who were working or had worked in Europe, the 

perception that European labor markets were most amenable to female migrants remained 

very strong among respondents. 
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Chapter 6: Conclusion 

This work has explored the complex ways in which gendered social norms, and 

performances of masculinity and femininity, influence patterns of international labor 

migration from the Republic of Georgia. Incorporating both secondary survey data and 

new qualitative data from in-depth interviews in a little-studied region of the world, this 

work brings a new perspective to the growing body of literature on migration as a 

gendered process. In this chapter, I review the key findings of my research and their 

contributions to the literature on migration. I conclude by providing an overview of the 

main limitations of this research, and discussing directions for future research. 

 

SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS 

Feminization of Migration from Georgia 

Since the late 1990s, Georgian scholars, international organizations, and the 

Georgian media have claimed that women’s labor migration from the country is 

increasing (Chelidze 2000, 2006; Svobodnaia Gruziia 2006a, 2006b; Tukashvili and 

Chelidze 2005). Because the only data on migration from Georgia currently available is 

either non-representative or cross-sectional, it is impossible to definitively state the extent 

to which labor migration from Georgia has feminized. My research provides support for 

the contention that the proportion of women among labor migrants from Georgia is 

increasing. In both the GeoStat and DOTM survey data, women comprised less than one 

quarter of migrants who reported their most recent departure before 1993, and nearly half 

of migrants who reported their most recent departure after 2000. But my research also 

provides reason to be cautious about over-stating the extent of feminization of migration 

from Georgia. The survey data showed that, among migrants reporting their most recent 
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departure between 2000 and 2008, the proportion of women is consistently between 40 

and 50 percent. The interview sample includes women who migrated from 1993 through 

2008, and men who migrated from 1994 through 2010, and several instances of husbands 

and wives, or brothers and sisters, migrating together.  

The findings also indicate that growing women’s labor migration is not just a case 

of women taking on a previously male-dominated social role. The logistic regression 

models in Chapter 3 demonstrated that both men’s and women’s migration is associated 

with relative deprivation and high levels of human capital, but women’s migration is also 

strongly associated with family and household characteristics, such as marital status, the 

presence of dependents in the household, and the number of adult women in the 

household. In Georgia, a large population of well educated but impoverished women, the 

common pattern of multi-generational households, and the growing presence of women 

as heads and breadwinners of households may all be factors allowing women to take on a 

key role in new flows of labor migration. 

Gender Ideology and the Migration Decision 

In Chapter 4, I explored the role that gender ideology plays in explaining the 

demographic differences between male and female migrants. I asked questions of 

whether and how the strength of patriarchal norms at the community, household, and 

individual level might influence individual and household decisions about participation in 

labor migration. I found that DOTM survey data showed significant negative associations 

between household patriarchal gender ideology and men’s migration, and significant 

positive associations with women’s migration. These associations existed independently 

of the demographic, socioeconomic, human capital, and family associations with 

migration established in Chapter 3, indicating that gender ideology is related to 
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migration, but does not necessarily explain demographic differences between male and 

female migrants. 

Analysis of the qualitative data highlighted ways in which patriarchal gender 

ideology might discourage women’s migration and encourage men’s. Men who migrated 

were able to take the support of their family for granted when they made their decision to 

migrate, or even to make the decision without the approval of family members. Women 

(particularly married women) were less willing or less able to migrate without family 

support. In part, this related to women’s greater domestic responsibilities. Women were 

only able to migrate when they had few domestic responsibilities or were able to make 

arrangements for their domestic responsibilities to be taken over by another woman, 

likely explaining the strong association between multi-generational households and 

women’s migration. However, even women who were able to make satisfactory domestic 

arrangements were still unwilling to migrate without their husbands’ approval. 

The influence of norms on migration decisions appeared to operate largely at the 

individual and household levels. While I found some evidence among migrants and 

expert respondents that, in the past, women who migrated from Georgia were stigmatized 

as bad wives and mothers or potential prostitutes, I found little evidence of such stigma in 

my fieldwork in Georgia in 2010, and no evidence that fear of stigma was a factor in 

either men’s or women’s migration decisions. Women’s need to find “replacement” 

domestic help was a constraint to their migration, regardless of the individual woman’s or 

her family members’ attachment to patriarchal beliefs. The need to obtain permission 

from husbands or other male family members was a particular constraint to women’s 

migration in the most patriarchal households, where the household head’s support might 

not be forthcoming. Such men might also be more likely to migrate themselves, as a 
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means of preventing their wives from leaving or of demonstrating their role as 

breadwinner. 

Gendered Destination Patterns 

In Chapter 5, I moved beyond the individual-level decision of whether or not 

people migrate, and examined questions of how gender shapes where people choose to 

migrate. Georgian migrants are increasingly traveling to destinations other than Russia, 

and there are clear gendered patterns in destination selection, with men going to Russia 

and other former Soviet states, and women going to Western Europe, Greece and Turkey. 

Survey data shows significant differences between migrants to different destinations by 

demographic characteristics, socioeconomic status, and migration intentions, but these 

differences appear to play little role in explaining gender differences in migration 

patterns. 

Based on the narratives of migrants and their family members, I argue that the 

main source of gender differences in destination choice is the strong and widespread 

perception that “masculine” jobs are less available in Turkey, Greece, or other European 

countries than they are in former Soviet states or in North America. With Russia (the 

main destination state in the FSU) increasingly hostile to migration from Georgia, men 

have lost access to a promising (and previously easily accessible) labor market. My 

respondents did not believe that men could not migrate to Europe or North America if 

they chose to; most people felt that with a bit of luck, and enough money to pay an 

intermediary, a man or woman could migrate just about anywhere. Coming up with the 

money for the intermediary, however, was a substantial obstacle. If a household could 

afford the expensive trip to North America, they might well send a male member, if one 

were available. If the household could only afford a cheaper trip to Belgium, Italy, or 
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Greece, they would be more likely to send a woman, based on her expected better 

chances of finding work. 

The tendency of women to go to Europe and Turkey, and men to go to Russia and 

the FSU, is to some extent self-perpetuating. Because male and female migrants tend to 

work in very different areas of the labor market, finding a job in the destination country is 

easiest for a migrant who has social ties among migrants of the same sex. The majority of 

migrants in the interview sample left Georgia knowing at least one migrant of the same 

sex in the destination country who would be able to help them with employment and 

other concerns. In this way, female migration tended to perpetuate additional female 

migration, and male migration additional male migration. However, sex-segregated 

networks do not stay segregated forever. Several of the recent migrants to Europe in the 

interview sample were married couples (or brothers and sisters) who traveled together. 

As mixed-gender networks become more common, the strongly gendered destination 

patterns of Georgian migrants may be changing. 

 

THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS 

Overall, this research makes two main contributions to the literature on gender 

and migration. First, it increases our understanding of the different contexts that are 

conducive to men’s versus women’s migration. In particular, it identifies potential drivers 

of men’s and women’s migration from the former Soviet Union, providing a possibility 

for comparison with other migrant-origin regions. Second, it demonstrates the 

mechanisms through which gender ideology and performances of masculinity and 

femininity can shape migration patterns, both in terms of who migrates and in terms of 

destination selection. 
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Understanding Gendered Migration Patterns 

It has long been understood that, while men and women both participate in 

international migration, some origin and destination contexts seem to be more conducive 

to women’s migration, and others to men’s (Donato et al. 2011; McKenzie 2008; 

Ravenstein 1885; Zlotnik 1998). Nevertheless, the drivers of migration (such as human 

capital, relative deprivation, foreign investment, and social networks) are usually 

assumed to operate in similar ways for both men and women (Curran et al. 2006; 

Kanaiaupuni 2000). My research finds strong associations between education and 

migration, and between relative deprivation and migration, among both men and women 

in Georgia (although the association between relative deprivation and migration may be 

more pronounced among men), just as existing migration theories would predict. 

However, I also found strong associations between women’s migration and aspects of 

family context, including divorce, living in a female-headed household, and number of 

adult women in the household. This indicates that specific family and household 

situations may be important drivers of women’s migration as well. 

These findings provide a contrast to the work of several scholars who have argued 

that women’s migration is an act of desperation. Dannecker (2005) argues that, in 

Bangladesh, an impoverished family that cannot afford the higher recruitment fees to 

send a male member abroad might send a woman instead. Stecklov and colleagues (2010) 

find that young women in Albania are driven to migrate in response to specific economic 

shocks to the household. My findings are also in contrast with work in southeast Asia that 

shows that household heads often prefer to send young women as migrants, because they 

are perceived to be more family-oriented and reliable (Curran et al. 2005; Semyonov and 

Gorodzeisky 2005). Instead, whether to send a man or a woman abroad from a Georgian 

household appears to depend more on the household’s age and sex composition, rather 
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than its socioeconomic circumstances. Understanding household level factors is therefore 

key to understanding gendered migration patterns. 

My findings also contribute to the literature on the feminization of migration. 

Recent authors have argued that labor migration flows are undergoing a process of 

feminization, with women becoming a greater proportion of international labor migrants 

(Castles and Miller 2009). Authors attempting to explain the feminization of migration 

typically focus on macro-level factors, such as globalization and the spread of neo-liberal 

economic policies. Sassen (2000) argues that structural reform programs in the 

developing world have led to unemployment in male-dominated spheres and decreased 

state investment in social services, both of which place a greater burden on women to 

ensure the continued economic survival of their families. Other authors argue that, in 

developed countries, employment structures are shifting away from male-dominated 

heavy industries, while aging populations and the entry of native women into the 

professional workforce creates demand in female-dominated employment sectors 

(healthcare, eldercare and domestic work) that native workers are reluctant to fill (Cheng 

1999; Ehrenreich and Hochschild 2002; Pettman 1998). These macro-level influences are 

clearly important in the Georgian case; women do have increased responsibility for 

household maintenance, respondents were well aware of the strong demand for female 

migrants in European countries, and both of these factors appeared clearly in women’s 

narratives of migration..  

My research adds to these macro-level theories by suggesting that changes in the 

gender patterns of labor migration reflect a combination of demographic realities and 

institutional constraints on opportunities in both origin and destination countries. In 

Georgia, the existence of a large population of well-educated but impoverished women, 

the introduction of a visa regime with Russia, and a growth in female-headed households 
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have come together with global economic changes that increase the demand for female 

migrant workers to produce a dramatic shift in migration patterns. The case of Georgia 

also cautions against an over-emphasis on the feminization of migration. Men in Georgia 

still experience strong incentives to migrate, both pull and push factors. Interview and 

survey data show that men in Georgia migrate in large numbers, and they continue to 

migrate in spite of widespread social perceptions that employment opportunities in most 

destination countries are more favorable to women. 

The Influence of Norms on Migration 

One factor that a handful of researchers have used to explain differences in the 

sex composition of labor migrant flows is the influence of origin-country gender 

ideology. Studies in both Latin America and Asia have shown an association between the 

existence of strong patriarchal gender ideology in a country and the predominance of men 

in migrant flows from that country (Massey et al. 2006; Oishi 2005; Sana and Massey 

2005). This area of research, although promising, remains under-developed and leaves 

open questions of why and how norms might influence migration patterns. Negative 

social perceptions of women’s labor migration—that it emasculates husbands, deprives 

children of care, or leads to immorality—have been well documented in a wide variety of 

migrant-origin countries. These negative perceptions are related to the patriarchal belief 

that men belong in the labor market and women in the domestic sphere, but the fact that 

they are so prevalent across migrant-origin societies indicates that the presence of 

patriarchal ideology alone is not enough to explain gender differences in migration 

patterns. 

This research demonstrates how norms come together with socioeconomic and 

demographic factors to influence migration patterns. The fact that large numbers of 
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women migrate in spite of prevailing social norms of intensive motherhood (Hondagneu-

Sotelo and Avila 1997) and social stigma directed at female labor migrants (Dannecker 

2005; Parrenas 2005) leaves open questions of why some women are able to overcome 

gendered cultural constraints to migration, and others are not. My research suggests that 

high levels of human capital among women, the prevalence of female-headed 

households, and the strong tradition of multigenerational households and grandparent 

care of children have allowed many Georgian women to take advantage of migration 

opportunities, in spite of household norms that constrain their migration. Women with 

less education, or who live in nuclear families and do not have support from their own or 

their partner’s parents, may be less willing to consider migration, or less able to 

overcome their husband’s opposition to their migration. 

This research also suggests several mechanisms through which patriarchal gender 

ideology might shape migration patterns by promoting men’s migration and constraining 

women’s. While social stigma against women migrants may have discouraged some 

women from migration in the early years of women’s labor migration, as women’s 

migration grows, cultural beliefs stigmatizing women migrants are being re-imagined, 

framing women’s migration within normative gender approaches to care giving and self-

sacrifice and providing pathways for cultural maintenance. Despite this cultural re-

framing of women’s migration, women can still be constrained from migration by their 

own need to act in an acceptably feminine way and the strength of patriarchal norms held 

by their family members. Regardless of their individual or household characteristics, 

Georgian women can be constrained from migration by their exclusive responsibility for 

domestic work. Women in more traditional households can be further constrained from 

migration by the resistance of their male family members, who may migrate themselves 

rather than allowing their wives or daughters to migrate. These mechanisms demonstrate 
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the importance of looking at the influence of norms at the individual and household level, 

and not just at the national level.   

Finally, my research looks at the potential influences of gender ideology on 

destination selection, in addition to the question of who migrates and who does not. 

Literature focusing on the destination countries of Europe and North America 

demonstrates that employer interest in hiring female immigrants in the domestic service 

sector is related to ideologies of gender, class, and race (Hill Maher 2003). Immigrant 

women are seen as “naturally” subservient, caring, or maternal (Ehrenreich and 

Hochschild 2002). But these destination-country ideologies are reinforced by origin-

country gender ideologies. In Georgia, domestic service jobs are seen as well-suited to 

women, drawing on their “inherent” strengths in care giving and housekeeping. Such jobs 

are seen as completely unsuitable for men, not simply because employers will not hire 

men in such positions, but because men are inherently unsuited to care work. Thus, the 

strong social perception that European countries are best suited to female migrants, while 

Russia and North America are more suitable for men is not necessarily based on realities 

of local labor market demands. In Greece, for example, the majority of undocumented 

migrants are men, and Georgia is one of the few countries that sends mostly female 

migrants to Greece (Lianos 2001). Instead, this perception reflects the interaction of 

gender norms in both Europe and Georgia. 

Perceptions of destinations as “male-appropriate” versus “female-appropriate” are 

reinforced by social networks. Initial female migration creates migrant networks that are 

centered around the domestic service center. These networks therefore provide more 

valuable social capital to future female migrants than they can to future male migrants, 

who seek a different type of job. With less access to social capital in the destination 

country, male migrants may struggle to find a job, and their stories will reinforce the 
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perception that some destinations are more difficult for men among potential migrants 

back in Georgia. 

   

LIMITATIONS 

One of the greatest challenges of studying labor migration in the former Soviet 

Union is a lack of good-quality migration data. Much of the existing literature on 

migration in the region relies on official migration data, or uses non-random samples and 

attempts only descriptive statistics (Badurashvili 2004; Becker 2003; Chelidze 2006; 

IOM 2003). In this project, I have worked to address data limitations by collecting new 

data on migration histories and migration decisions in two Georgian cities, and by using 

recently-collected migration surveys to conduct multivariate regression analyses. 

However, the data that I have used suffers from a number of limitations and leaves open 

several important questions. 

First of all, the available survey data, although an important first step in allowing 

systematic comparisons between migrants and non-migrants in Georgia, can provide only 

incomplete answers to the research questions posed in this dissertation. Most recent 

migration literature, including studies in the former socialist state of Albania (Stecklov et 

al. 2010), have used longitudinal survey data to test hypotheses on the causes of 

migration. Longitudinal data allows for a better understanding of causal relationships, 

and time-series analyses allow researchers to control for length of exposure to the risks of 

migration. Without longitudinal data, my analyses can only identify associations between 

individual and household sociodemographic characteristics and the odds of being a 

migrant. While these associations are consistent with hypotheses that human capital and 

relative deprivation are important motivations for migration, and that family context is an 
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important motivation for women’s migration specifically, the associations should not be 

interpreted as causal, as they fail to capture change over time. 

A further problem with the survey data, in relation to this particular research, is 

the limited measures of gender ideology available. While measuring something as 

intangible as gender norms with a survey is inherently problematic, there is a long 

tradition of using survey data to quantify gender ideology (Davis and Greenstein 2009). 

Measures of gender ideology, however, are rarely included in migration surveys. The fact 

that the DOTM survey included questions about household division of labor and about 

traditional values was a great advantage for this research, but these measures have not 

been widely used to capture gender ideology and are of questionable validity. In addition, 

they are only applicable at the household level, while the influence of norms on migration 

may operate at multiple levels. 

My research design included collecting complete migration histories from in-

depth interview respondents, in part to compensate for the lack of longitudinal survey 

data. This gave me the advantage of having data on international trips taken from the 

early post-Soviet period through 2010, but asking respondents to recall migration 

decisions made many years ago introduces the possibility of recall bias, particularly for 

those respondents who are describing trips taken more than a decade earlier. In addition 

to simply forgetting details about their decision to leave and about the trip itself, 

respondents’ memories and interpretations of their experiences may be colored by the 

migration experience or by events in their lives post-migration. 

A final limitation of this project is the fact that both the surveys and my in-depth 

interviews sampled migrants only in the origin country. Although both the surveys and 

the interviews employed a proxy-reporting strategy to capture currently absent migrants, 

this strategy requires that a household member be present in the origin country in order to 
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report. Given this project’s focus on temporary labor migration, which typically involves 

individuals rather than whole households, this is not a serious limitation. However, the 

fact that the data on returned migrants was provided by the migrants themselves, while all 

the data on current migrants is provided by proxy, is a significant limitation. The basic 

demographic data used in the regression models in Chapter 3 is likely to be accurate, but 

the social norms variables used in Chapter 4, and the information on migration goals used 

in Chapter 5, may not be as accurate for current as for returned migrants. Similarly, the 

information on current migrants provided by family members in the in-depth interviews 

may be as much a reflection of the respondent’s perspective as the migrant’s. 

 

DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 

The study limitations serve to highlight several important directions for future 

research. First and foremost, my research demonstrates the need for improved data-

collection efforts in Georgia, and in the former Soviet Union more generally. The 

experiences of post-Soviet migration systems have the potential to contribute greatly to 

migration theory. Studying migration in the region allows us to observe a new migration 

system in the early stages of development, and can allow us to analyze the effects of de-

industrialization and rapid political and institutional change on migration patterns. The 

former Soviet region has the potential to make particular contributions to our theories of 

migration and gender, because of the unique legacy of the socialist gender order. 

However, without reliable data on migration, and particularly without longitudinal data, 

any conclusions about trends in migration from the region, or about causes of migration, 

will necessarily be preliminary. Countries such as Georgia have been slow to recognize 

themselves as migrant-origin states, and therefore reluctant to use the examples of 
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Mexico, the Philippines, and other migrant-origin countries, either in the areas of policy-

making or data collection. But both Georgian and international researchers need to be 

aware of the standards of survey data collection established in the Mexican Migration 

Project (Massey 1987) and other major migration surveys, and hold Georgian data to 

similar standards, if the region is ever to have a significant impact on migration 

scholarship. 

Second, my findings highlight the need for future research on gender norms and 

migration to look at the reciprocal relationship between the two. A growing body of 

literature on the effects of migration on gender norms has shown mixed results; migration 

is sometimes empowering to women and can lead to the adoption of more egalitarian 

norms (Dannecker 2005; Foner 2002; Guendelman and Perez-Itriago 1987; Peleah 2006; 

Wilkerson et al. 2009), but it can also serve to reinforce patriarchal norms (Hoang and 

Yeoh 2011; Kusukabe and Pearson 2011; Menjivar and Agadjanian 2007; Parrado and 

Flippen 2005). This dissertation, which shows that gender norms in the origin society can 

influence who migrates and where they go, adds an additional layer of complexity to the 

relationship, which will be important for future studies to take into consideration. 

Finally, the experiences of Georgia highlight the need for comparative research on 

gender ideology and migration. This dissertation helps clarify the negative association 

between patriarchal norms and women’s migration identified in previous studies, and 

suggests several mechanisms through which gender norms influence who migrates, and 

to where. Gender ideology in Georgia has some unusual characteristics, particularly the 

combination of strong patriarchal beliefs and high levels of education and labor market 

experience among women. However, patriarchal norms are by no means unique to 

Georgia, and many of the attitudes and beliefs I found in Georgia have also been 

identified in other migrant-origin societies. This raises the question of whether these 
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findings are generalizable outside of Georgia. How do the specifics of local gender 

ideologies in different origin countries influence the relationship between gender norms 

and migration? 

Studies of gender norms and migration already exist in the qualitative literature, 

primarily based on fieldwork in Mexico (Cohen et al. 2008; Hondagneu-Sotelo 1994), 

and this is a fruitful area for additional ethnographic research. Research on gender norms 

and migration is much rarer in the quantitative literature. Most surveys intended 

specifically to study migration do not include measures of gender ideology, and surveys 

that specifically measure values and attitudes (such as the Current Population Survey in 

the United States, or the World Values Survey) have good measures of gender ideology 

but not enough migration data to examine gender norms as a driver of migration.   

I view this research as an early step in introducing a new migration system in an 

under-studied region into the migration literature. I have used the unusual gendered 

patterns of labor migration from the Republic of Georgia to highlight the relationships 

between gender ideology, migration decisions, and destination selection, shedding light 

on an association documented in previous studies, but not addressed in depth in the 

literature. Understanding how patriarchal norms can encourage men’s labor migration, 

and constrain women’s, as well as shape where men and women migrate, can help 

explain why some migrant flows are more “feminine” and others more “masculine” (see 

Donato et al. 2011) and allow researchers to better understand how motivations for 

migration might differ by gender. It is my hope that this research will inspire scholars of 

migration to consider the case of Georgia and other former Soviet states, as well as to 

consider social norms in addition to socioeconomic and demographic factors, when 

analyzing the causes of migration. 
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Appendix A: Characteristics of the In-Depth Interview Sample 

Namea Sex Age Education Marital 
status 

Time of 
migration 
(1st trip) 

Destination 
(1st trip) 

Time of 
migration 
(2nd trip) 

Destination 
(2nd trip) 

Respondents (Tbilisi) 
Elena Female 33 Higher Widowed 2002-2003 Russia 2004-2009 USA 

Irina Female 71 Higher Divorced - - - - 

Kakha Male 36 High school Married 1999-2001 USA - - 

Irakli Male 62 Higher Married 1994-2004 Russia - - 

Ia Female 45 Higher Divorced 1993-1995 Russia - - 

Anna Female 64 Higher Divorced 1997 Poland - - 

Varlam Male 58 Higher Married 1994-1996 Russia - - 

Teona Female 56 Higher Married 1994-1995 Russia - - 

Nino Female 29 Higher Single 2005-2008 Russia - - 

Lia Female 31 Higher Single 2000-2001 Russia - - 

Diana Female 33 Post-
secondary 

Divorced 1997-1999 USA - - 

Maia Female 51 High school Widowed - - - - 

Bela Female 64 Higher Widowed - - - - 

Eka Female 36 Higher Married 1995-1996 Germany 2000-2008 Germany 
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Sandro Male 35 Higher Married 1999-2008 Germany - - 

Niko Male 35 Higher Single 1998 Germany 2000-2006 Germany 

Tamar Female 50 Post-
secondary 

Married 2008 Turkey - - 

Archil Male 35 Post-
secondary 

Single 2003-2005 Greece - - 
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Name Sex Age Education Marital 
status 

Time of 
migration 
(1st trip) 

Destination 
(1st trip) 

Time of 
migration 
(2nd trip) 

Destination 
(2nd trip) 

Relationship 
to 
respondent 

Proxy-reported migrants (Tbilisi) 
Mishab Male - Higher - 2001-2003 Russia 2004-2009 USA Elena's 

husband 
Natasha Female 37 Higher Divorced 1997-1998 Poland since 2005 Ukraine Anna's 

daughter 
Marina Female 34 Higher Married 1997-1998 Poland since 2007 Ukraine Anna's 

daughter 
Vasili Male 56 Higher Married 1994-1995 Russia - - Teona's 

husband 
Tamuna Female 59 Post-

secondary 
Married 2000-2001 Russia - - Lia's mother 

Nuzgar Male 60 Higher Married 2000-2001 Russia - - Lia's father 

Rezi Male 28 Post-
secondary 

Married since 2005 Spain - - Maia's son 

Nato Female 28 High school Married since 2006 Spain - - Maia's 
daughter-in-
law 

Gia Male 33 Higher Married 2000-2001 UK since 2002 Germany Bela's son 
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Name Sex Age Education Marital 
status 

Time of 
migration 
(1st trip) 

Destination 
(1st trip) 

Time of 
migration 
(2nd trip) 

Destination 
(2nd trip) 

Respondents (Dusheti) 
      Manana Female 59 Higher Married 1996-1998 Cyprus - - 

Miriam Female 71 Elementary Widowed - - - - 

Badri Male 57 Higher Married 2003 Greece - - 

Nunu Female 55 Post-
secondary 

Married - - - - 

Sergo Male 71 Higher Married - - - - 

Koba Male 21 High school Married - - - - 

Salome Female 19 Elementary Married - - - - 

Revaz Male 58 Higher Married 2003-2005 UK - - 

Davit Male 35 Higher Married 2000-2002 Belgium - - 

Sopia Female 60 Higher Widowed 2000 Belgium - - 

Rusudan Female 54 Higher Single 2000-2003 Belgium 2007-2009 Italy 

Ketino Female 39 Higher Divorced 2001-2003 France - - 

Giorgi Male 40 High school Single 1995-2000 Greece - - 

Tamaz Male 53 Higher Married 2000-2001 Norway 2001-2002 Sweden 

Zurab Male 40 Higher Married 1993-2004 Germany - - 

Magda Female 73 Higher Married 1995-1999 Greece - - 
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Name Sex Age Education Marital 

status 
Time of 
migration 
(1st trip) 

Destination 
(1st trip) 

Time of 
migration 
(2nd trip) 

Destination 
(2nd trip) 

Relationship 
to 
respondent 

Proxy-reported migrants (Dusheti) 
      Shota Male 65 Higher Married 1996-1998 Cyprus since 2000 UK Manana's 

husband 
Irma Female 35 Higher Single 1996-1998 Cyprus - - Manana's 

daughter 
Gogi Male 47 Higher Single since 2001 Ireland - - Miriam's son 

Joba Male 43 Higher Single since 2001 Belgium - - Miriam's son 

Lela Female 35 Higher Divorced since 2008 Italy - - Nunu's 
daughter 

Temur Male 29 Higher Married since 2010 France - - Nunu's son 

Neli Female 35 Higher Divorced since 2004 Spain - - Sergo's 
daughter 

Paata Male 48 Higher Married 2001-2009 Cyprus - - Koba's father 

Nana Female 48 Higher Married since 2006 Cyprus - - Koba's 
mother 

Zaza Male 50 Higher Married 1994-2004 USA since 2004 Canada Salome's 
father 

Medea Female 49 Higher Married since 2004 Canada - - Salome's 
mother 

Tamriko Female 50 Higher Married 2003-2005 UK - - Revaz's wife 

Lali Female 35 Higher Married since 2000 Belgium - - Davit's wife 

Kostab Male - Higher - 1999-2000 Belgium - - Sopia's 
husband 
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Dato Male 25 High school Single 2000-2005 Belgium - - Sopia's son 

Vano Male 40 Higher Divorced since 2001 France - - Ketino's ex-
husband 

Elsa Female 50 Higher Married 2000-2001 Norway 2001-2002 Sweden Tamaz's wife 

Givi Male 25 High school Married 2000-2001 Norway 2001-2002 Sweden Tamaz's son 

Natia Female 25 High school Married 2000-2001 Norway 2001-2002 Sweden Tamaz's 
niece 

Guram Male 47 Higher Married since 2005 Canada - - Magda's son 

Soso Male 45 Higher Married since 2003 Greece - - Magda's son 
 

aAll names listed are pseudonyms 
bMigrant was deceased at the time of the interview 
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Appendix B: Participants in Expert Interviews 

Name Position Date of Interview 
   
Researchers   
Irina Badurashvili Director, Georgian Centre for Population 

Research 
May 27, 2010 

Natia Chelidze Lecturer, Department of Economics, 
Tbilisi State University 

July 7, 2010 

Karine Torosyan Assistant Professor, International School of 
Economics, Tbilisi State University 

July 15, 2010 

Ia Iashvili Assistant Professor, Department of Human 
Geography, Tbilisi State University 

March 17, 2011 

Nana Sumbadze Director, Institute for Policy Studies, 
Tbilisi 

March 18, 2011 

Medea Badashvili Ph.D. candidate, Department of Human 
Geography, Tbilisi State University 

March 21, 2011 

   
NGO Workers   
Tamar Zurabishvili Program Manager, Eurasia Partnership 

Foundation 
May 21, 2010 

Varlam Tchkuaseli Project Officer, Danish Refugee Council May 28, 2010 
Natia Kvitsiani National Programme Officer, International 

Organisation for Migration 
June 2, 2010 

Anthony Foreman Project Director, CARE International June 29, 2010 
Tamara Sartania Project Assistant, CARE International June 29, 2010 
Tinatin Zurabishvili Caucasus Barometer Project Coordinator, 

Caucasus Research Resource Center 
July 15, 2010 

   
Journalists   
Zurab Iniashvili Documentary Filmmaker June 25, 2010 
Nana Lomidze Journalist, Radio 1 Georgia March 22, 2011 
  
Government Officials  
Nugzar Tsiklauri Chair, Parliamentary Committee on 

Relations with Compatriots Abroad, 
Parliament of Georgia  

July 7, 2010 

Georgi Mekhrishvili Legislative Assistant, Parliamentary 
Committee on Relations with Compatriots 
Abroad, Parliament of Georgia 

July 7, 2010 

   



 173 

Nikoloz Avaliani Deputy Minister, Ministry on Relations 
with Compatriots Abroad, Government of 
Georgia 

July 22, 2010 

Paata Shavishvili Head, Division of Demographic Statistics 
and the Census, National Statistics Office  
of Georgia 

July 28, 2010 
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Appendix C: Consent Letter 

IRB APPROVED: 12/3/2009         EXPIRES: 12/02/2010 
 

CONSENT LETTER 
 

Gender, Households, and Migration in Georgia 
 
You are invited to participate in a study on households and migration decisions in 
Georgia. My name is Erin Hofmann and I am a graduate student at the University of 
Texas, USA. Through this study, I am seeking to understand how people in Georgia 
make the decision to migrate, how migration affects families, and how migration is 
different for men and for women. You are being asked to participate in an interview for 
this project, to help me understand the experiences of migrants and their family members. 
If you participate, you will be one of approximately 30 people in this study. Your 
participation in the study is completely voluntary, and you are free to decline to answer 
any question, ask for clarification, or end the interview at any time. 
 
In appreciation for your participation, a small honorarium of [$10 in Georgian lari] will 
be presented to you at the beginning of the interview session. 
 
In order to fully record your insights and opinions, I would like to record our interview. 
No record of your name will be kept with the recording or with the transcript, to insure 
confidentiality. Any information that is obtained in connection with this study and that 
can be identified with you will remain confidential. Recordings will be transcribed and 
then erased. Your responses will not be linked to your name in any written or verbal 
report of this research project. 
 
Your decision to participate or not participate in this study will not affect your 
relationship to any organization involved in the study. If you are interested in receiving a 
copy of the study findings, please write out your address on the card provided. 
 
If you have any questions about the study, please ask me. If you have questions later, you 
may call me at [local number]. 
 
If you have questions about your rights as a research participant, complaints, concerns, or 
questions about the research please contact the Office of Research Compliance and 
Support at email: orsc@uts.cc.utexas.edu or Dr. Jodi Jensen, Ph.D., Chair, Institutional 
Review Board, P.O. Box 7426, Austin, TX 78713. 
 

YOU MAY KEEP A COPY OF THIS DOCUMENT 
  

mailto:orsc@uts.cc.utexas.edu
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Appendix D: In-depth Interview Protocols 

Interview Protocol for Returned Migrants 

Block I. General opinions on migration  
I want to start by asking you some general questions about migration in Georgia. 
  

1. In general, what kinds of people migrate from Georgia? (Married/unmarried, 
young/old, men/women)? 

2. Is migration good or bad for Georgia? 
• Is the migration of certain types of people more beneficial or more 

harmful than the migration of others? 
• If the migration of certain types of people is harmful, why do you think 

they do so? 
3. Do people in Georgia respect migrants? Does it matter if the migrant is a man or a 

woman?  How so? 
 
Block II. Pre-migration 
Now I’m going to move on to questions about your personal experiences. I’d like you to 
think back to the time before you had ever worked outside the country.  
 

4. When did you first start thinking about going abroad? 
5. At that time, what was your occupation? 

• How many hours a week did you usually work? 
• How long had you had that occupation? 

6. At that time, who were you living with? 
• [Get a list of all other household members, their gender, age, and 

occupation (if any)] 
• How did you divide up household chores?   

• [Ask specifically about: shopping, cooking meals, cleaning, and 
include any other chores that the respondent thinks is important 

• Who took care of the children in the household? 
7. Before you left Georgia, did you know anyone who was working abroad?   

• Who did you know? [If the respondent knows a lot of migrants, ask for 
details about the three that they know best.] 

• Where were they working? 
• How long had they been abroad? 
• How did they influence your opinions about migration?   

 
Block III. Making the decision to migrate 
 

8. Why did you first start thinking about going abroad?  
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• Where did you want to go? 
9. What did you know about your destination?  

• What did you know about migration laws there (for example, about the 
need for visas or work permits)? 

• What did you know about the availability of jobs? 
• How did you learn this information?  

10. How did you make the decision to migrate? 
• Who did you talk to about your decision? 
• How did they react?  [Ask about each person’s reaction if multiple 

people were involved.] 
• Did anyone disapprove of your decision? 
• How did you handle disapproval? 
• How long did it take you to decide 

11. What did you expect to gain by going abroad? 
• Were you trying to achieve specific financial goals? What were they?   
• Did you hope to attain any personal benefit other than financial goals? 

12. Now I want to ask about some things that people sometimes worry about  when 
they migrate: 

• Do you remember how much it cost to go abroad?   
o Did you take out any loans to pay for your trip? Were you 

concerned about repaying them? 
o Were you concerned about earning enough to return home? 

• Were you worried about your safety if you left?   
o Had you heard anything about people attacking foreigners in the 

country you wanted to go to? 
o Did you think that you might be attacked? 

• Were you worried about leaving your family behind? 
o How well did you think your spouse would cope with your 

absence? 
o How well did you think your children would cope with your 

absence? 
o Other family members? 
o Did your family discuss any specific problems they might face? 

How to resolve them? 
o Did you expect to be able to maintain close relationships you’re 

your family in Georgia while you were gone? 
• Was there anything else you worried about? 

13. Once you decided to migrate, were you able to do so immediately?  
• Did it take time to save/borrow enough money to go?  How long? 
• Did it take time to make arrangements for your children/family to be taken 

care of? 
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Block IV. The experience of migration 
 

14. Did you send money home?  
• To whom?  [Please list all.] 
• When did you start sending money (as soon as you left, or after some 

time)? 
• How frequently? 
• Did you discuss how the money was to be spent?  With whom? 
• Did you ever send or bring gifts other than money? To whom? 
 

15. What happened when your family needed to make an important decision while 
you were gone? 

• Did they consult you before making decisions? 
• Did you ever disagree over important decisions? What happened then? 
 

16. Who took over your household responsibilities while you were gone? 
• [Refer to the household chores that R listed as his/her responsibility in 

response to Question 2] – How were each of those chores done in your 
absence?  

• Were you satisfied with the arrangement? 
• Was your family satisfied? 
 

Block V. Experience of return 
17. When did you return home? 
18. Has anything changed in your household since you’ve returned?  

• Do you do have the same responsibilities that you had before? 
• Has your relationship with your family changed?  [Pursue for each 

member of the household]   
19. Do people outside of your household perceive you differently because you’ve 

been a migrant? In what way? 
20. Do people ever ask you for advice on migration? What do you tell them? 
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Interview Protocol for Family Members of Current Migrants 
 
Block I. General opinions on migration  
I want to start by asking you some general questions about migration in Georgia. 
 

1. In general, what kinds of people migrate from Georgia? (Married/unmarried, 
young/old, men/women)? 

2. Is migration good or bad for Georgia? 
• Is the migration of certain types of people more beneficial or more 

harmful than the migration of others? 
• If the migration of certain types of people is harmful, why do you think 

they do so? 
3. Do people in Georgia respect migrants? Does it matter if the migrant is a man or a 

woman? How? 
 
Block II. Pre-migration 
Now I’m going to move on the questions about your personal experiences. I’d like you to 
think back to the time before anyone in your family decided to work outside Georgia.   
 

4. Who was the first person in your household who migrated? 
5. When did they first start thinking about going abroad? 
6. Before [Migrant’s Name] left, what was your occupation? 

• How many hours a week did you work? 
• How long had you held that occupation? 

7. At that time, who were you living with? 
• [Get a list of all other household members, their gender, age, and 

occupation (if any).] 
• Who took care of the children in the household? 
• How did you divide up household chores? 

o [Ask specifically about: shopping, cooking meals, cleaning, and 
include any other chores that the respondent thinks is important] 

8. Before [Migrant’s name] left, did you know anyone who was working abroad? 
• Who did you know? [If the respondent knows a lot of migrants, ask for 

details about the three they know best] 
• Where were they working? 
• How long had they been abroad? 
• How did they influence your opinions about migration? 

 
Block III. Making the decision to migrate 
 

9. Why did [Migrant’s Name] start thinking about going abroad? 
• Where did he/she want to go? 



 179 

10. What did you know about [Migrant’s Name]’s destination? 
• What did you know about migration laws there (for example, about the 

need for visas or work permits)? 
• What did you know about the availability of jobs? 
• How did you learn this information? 

11. When did [Migrant’s Name] first tell you that he/she wanted to go abroad? 
• What was your reaction? 
• Did you support his/her decision? Why? 
• How did other members of your household react? 
• Was there any conflict? What kind? 
• If there was conflict, how was it resolved?   

12. What did you think your household might gain if [Migrant’s Name] went abroad? 
• Do you have specific financial goals that you hope to achieve? 
• Are your goals the same as [Migrant’s Name]’s? 

13. Now I want to ask about some things that people sometimes worry about when 
they migrate: 

• Do you remember how much it cost for [Migrant’s Name] to go abroad? 
o Did you take out any loans to pay for the trip? Were you concerned 

about repaying them? 
o Were you concerned about [Migrant’s Name] earning enough to 

return home? 
• Were you worried about [Migrant’s Name]’s safety if he/she left? 

o Had you heard anything about people attacking foreigners in the 
country [Migrant’s Name] wanted to go to? 

o Did you think that he/she might be attacked? 
• Were you worried about how your family would cope with his/her 

absence? 
o Were you worried about how you would cope? 
o Were you worried about how the children would cope? 
o Other family members? 
o Did you discuss any potential problems with [Migrant’s Name]? 

Did you discuss how to resolve them? 
o Did you expect to be able to maintain a close relationship with 

him/her while he/she was gone? 
o Were you worried that he/she might not return home? 

• Was there anything else you were worried about? 
14. Was [Migrant’s Name] able to leave the country immediately? 

• Did it take time to save/borrow enough money to go? How long? 
• Did it take time to make arrangements for the children/family to be taken 

care of? 
 

Block III. The experience of migration 
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15. Does he/she send money home?  

• To whom? 
• When did he/she first start sending money (immediately or after some 

time abroad)? 
• How frequently? 
• Do you discuss how the money is to be spent? 
• Has he/she ever given any gifts other than money? 

16. What happens when you need to make an important family decision? 
• Do you consult with [Migrant’s Name]? 
• Have you ever disagreed with [Migrant’s Name] over a decision? What 

happened then? 
17. Who takes care of [Migrant’s name]’s household responsibilities? 

• [Refer to the household chorses that R listed as the migrant’s 
responsibility in response to Question 2] – How are each of those chores 
done now? 

• Is he/she satisfied with the situation? 
• Are you satisfied? 

18. Do people ever ask you for advice on migration? What do you tell them? 
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