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I. Introduction

1. As international migration continues to beconm@eéasingly important on a global scale so
does the need to improve the collection and quafityigration data.

This need is a result of many factors, includinfjalilty accepting common definitions of
migration, data collection issues (e.g. migrat®a relatively rare event), difficulty measuring th
true size of migration, as well as lack of inforioatto measure the impact of migration for both
receiving and sending countries. Migrant workeniteances are a good example of this, as better
definitions, methods of data collection, and measwant still need to be developed. Household
surveys can play an important role in collecting anproving data on remittances, particularly
with regards to their impact and characteristicsesfders and receivers.

2. As international migrant remittances have becamacreasingly important part of sending
countries’ economies, there has been a corresppimitinease in the amount of work devoted to
measuring the topic, particularly at an internadidevel. Several countries include basic
remittance questions on their national Censuseie wiany others include more detailed
remittance modules on national household survéysiddition, there has been a recent
proliferation in the number of internationally cdorated surveys to measure remittances,
including those developed or sponsored by the Deyaant for International Development (DFID),
the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB), the megional Migration Organization (IOM), the
International Labour Office (ILO), and the Worldda
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3. For the most part, surveys asking remittancetires have been developed independently
of one another. Development of a harmonized sebo€epts and questions is essential to obtain
comparable data and to enhance reliability andliglof survey questions. How have remittances
been measured and concepts defined in recentatikenally coordinated surveys? What are the
similarities between these survey instruments,ianehat ways do they differ in terms of coverage
and measurement? Can international survey institgre better harmonized and coordinated?
These are just some of the questions this papeessis.

[I. Current measurement of remittances from a Balarce of Payment perspective

4. Current measurement of remittances is deriva fiBalance of Payment” (BOP) sources,
but these suffer from a number of limitations. 3&enclude the inability of banks to distinguish
between short- and long-term migrants; lack ofrimfation about "informal” (e.g. hand-carried) or
“in-kind” (e.g. goods) remittances; difficulty inalling transactions made at money transfer centres
(which make up a large percentage of remittandealility to identify flows (where remittances
came from, went); and different recording and répgrpractices of BOP across countries, and
even within countries, over time. While recentipmosed changes to the BOP framework (e.g.
Luxembourg group, Mode 4) ameliorate these problsomsewhat, there are still limitations to

what a BOP data system can provide.

5. In brief, under the old BOP framework, there avéliree components of the BOP balance
sheet that made up remittance payments: migramtddcer) remittances, employee compensation,
and migrant transfers. Acknowledging weaknessesiteptual and measurement practices, new
concepts and definitions for measurement of BOR mawently been developed by IMF with input
from other international organizatiohsThese changes include introducing four categacies
measure remittances (personal transfers, perseméttances, total remittances, and total
remittances and transfers to non-profit institusieerving households (NPISH)), changes in the
conceptual use of migration and residence stalinsination of the concept of “migrant
remittances” (replaced by “personal transfers”j] eeporting of bilateral flows.

6. Under old BOP definitions, “migrant” or “workerémittances were defined as private
transfers (cash or in-kind) made from residentdo-resident households in other countries (in
other words, from migrant workers considered “resid” of the host country to households
resident in their country of origin). “Residendg’determined by having lived for at least one-year
in the host country, regardless of visa statusririguhe first year of living in another country,
migrant household members are still considerectpast of their original household in their
country of origin. Per this definition, migrantsthe country less than one year (non-residents) ca
not make remittance transfers, but rather all atisns are instead considered to be part of
“compensation of employees” (in fact, the entireoime of non-resident migrants is included in
this category). By definition, “compensation of @oyees” is the entire income received by
individuals while working in a country other thdretone in which they are resident, for work
performed in and paid by a resident of the hoshtrgu The third remittance component was
“migrant transfers,” or the total net worth of nagts transferred from one country to another at
initial time of migration (considered for up to oyear).

7. Under the newly proposed BOP framework, conceppersonal transfers and remittances
are still based on residency, thus the concepinifrant” is no longer relevant. “Personal
transfers” replaces the term “migrant remittancasd includes all current transfers in cash or in-

1 2006.Definition of Remittances. United Nations Technical Subgroup on MovemerR@fsons, Mode 4. Outcome
paper.
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kind made or received by resident households fooan other non-resident households. This
includes all sources of income, independent otimiahip between households, or purpose of
transfer. Previous residency definitions still gpthus transfers made between households of less
than one year would be included as part of emplopeepensation and “migrant transfers” are
now called “capital transfers between householdBérsonal remittancésare all “personal
transfers” plus “net compensation of employees$gtapital transfers between households.”
“Total remittance’s are personal remittances plus social benefits (wimcludes social insurance
and social assistance benefits, such as pensidhg) most inclusive new category is “total
remittances and transfers to non-profit institusiserving households,” which includes total
remittances (as previously defined) and all flovesif abroad either received by households
directly or indirectly though NPISHSs in the homeuotry for the benefit of the household. Finally,
reporting of bi-lateral remittance flows will becauraged. Aside from the change to personal
transfers, all new definitions are expected touppkementary items countries are encouraged, but
not required, to complete.

8. While these changes improve the conceptual apprased to define and measure
remittances, they do not make it easier for Cemtaaiks to provide data reflecting these changes.
The BOP method is still severely limited becausentaes (e.g. Central Banks) often had difficulty
reporting remittance data per IMF’s old guidelinasd | suspect will continue to do so even with
new definitions. Banks are not normally able tetidguish between short- and long-term migrants,
which makes identification of residents and noneests difficult. This lack of residency
information creates inconsistencies in how coustréport data to IMF. Due to this problem,
under the old BOP framework, most researchers adlli¢iitee relevant BOP components to yield
one figure for migrant remittances, which is roygduivalent to the new “total remittance”
category. In addition, many countries do not enegrort remittance data on their BOP sheets (for
example, in 2003, 87 countries did not do thisludimg important labour migrant receiving
countries like Canada and the UAEEven among countries providing data, there are
inconsistencies between what is included in eatdgoay, as well as method used to calculate it.
Most countries use actual transactions made, ber®use alternative sources to compute an
average remittance figure, and then multiply tlyighe total migrant population. Also, for any
given year of IMF-reported data, countries ofteppy data based on different year vintages.
There are even inconsistencies within countridsoiv and what they report as BOP items from
year to year. All these factors conspire to makeiy difficult to create comparable datasets
across countries and over time. Improvement teeptual definitions of remittances and
reporting guidelines will help ameliorate theselppems, but they will still exist.

9. Unfortunately, problems are not limited to insistent country reporting. There are a
number of transactions normally considered to lm$oof remittance payments, but are not

usually included in BOP remittance data, includiamittances made “in-kind,” such as payments
made on behalf of relatives or friends in the hamentry (e.g. school or medical bills),

remittances in the form of household goods (elgvigons, washing machines, etc.), and
donations to origin-country institutions. Ofteredle sorts of remittances are misclassified as expor
revenue, tourism receipts, and/or FDI (foreignairavestment) in BOP reports.

10. In addition, small remittance transactions matdeanks often go unrecorded (there is often
a minimum amount that needs to be sent in ordbetoounted), and as mentioned earlier, many
formal and informal remittance flows go undetectdtbst formal transactions made outside of a
bank, such as using post offices, travel agenei&hange bureaus, or money transfer operators,
are not recorded. In many parts of the world tle@eethe most common means of sending

2 World Bank. 2006aGlobal Economic Prospects: Economic Implications of Remittances and Migration. Washington, D.C.
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remittance payments. There is also a lack of médion about "informal” (e.g. hand-carried)
remittances. Amount of dependence on informal oughof remittance transmission differs by the
migrant’s country of origin, but is estimated tovmy high in some places (such as Africa).

11. Finally, BOP data are not always able to idgsgpecific flows of where remittance
payments are going (e.g. how much is sent to paaticountries), even though the new guidelines
will encourage reporting them bilaterally. Somse@chers derive these estimates by using stock
data on the immigrant population to redistribute tibtal amount of remittance payments sent to
individual countries, but this method is lackingcg it assumes all migrants send the same amount
of money, regardless of their education level, tguaf origin, or other characteristics.

12.  Though the description above paints a rathesaibpicture of the current state of BOP
migrant remittance data, household survey datdhegmcompensate for some of these limitations.
For example, household survey data can not only imelasure the size and trends of remittance
flows through measurement of remittances made $ivead in-kind, but also by determining
means of remittance transmittal, e.g. what pergentd remittances are sent or received via non-
bank or informal channels. Remittance estimateddcihen be adjusted using this information
normally missing from BOP methods. In additionusehold surveys can inform us about the
characteristics of migrant remittance senders,elkas characteristics of remittance recipients.
These in turn can help measure the impact remgthave on individuals residing in migrant
sending and receiving countries. Household suraeg$aced with their own limitations, including
the need for large sample sizes to measure flofgulty finding migrants in regular sampling
frames (coverage and non-response), question isggsind cost of conducting household
surveys, so they are unlikely to replace currenPB@ethodology, but rather serve a supplemental
role.

[ll: Recent Internationally Coordinated Surveys to measure remittances

13. Household surveys can advance our knowledget aligrant remittances by measuring
aspects of their size, characteristics, and imp&bere are already a number of countries collgctin
information about migrant remittances on reguladynducted household surveys, as well as a
number of internationally coordinated surveys ddimgsame. Though limited to a few cases,
countries who include a small number of remittagueestions on their Population Census include
Guam (1990 and 2000), the Dominican Republic (20Bajau (2000), Tuvalu (2002), and St.
Lucia (1991). Some countries include remittancestjons on other national surveys, such as
Household Income and Expenditure Surveys (e.gPthigppines), but these are usually limited to
“other source of income” questions. More detailehittance data is collected on modules to
regular national household surveys in several cmstsuch as Costa Rica’s Multiple Purpose
Household Survey, Thailand’s Labour Force Survey, the Survey on Overseas Filipinos
(currently part of the Philippine’s Labour Forcer&y), for example.

14.  There have also been several recent interradliyacoordinated or sponsored surveys on
remittances, though these are often not conduewguarly. International Organizations like the
World Bank have helped develop migration and remdé questions for the Living Standards
Measurement Surveys (e.g. Albania and Ghana), hssveonducting ad hoc modules in countries
like Belgium. The Inter-American Development B4HRB) and Multilateral Investment Fund
(MIF) have cosponsored a number of surveys throuigbatin America, the Caribbean, and the
United States to measure remittances. ILO hasoese a migration module for attachment to
Labour Force Surveys (LFS) that includes a suhsiamimber of questions on migrant
remittances, of which several have been testecatianal household surveys in Armenia, Ecuador,
Egypt, Moldova, and Thailand. Other organizatidikg, IOM, have sponsored remittance surveys
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in countries like Moldova and Guatemala, while DFH2ently sponsored a survey of “Black and
Minority Ethnic” remittance senders in the Unitethgdom.

15.  Costa Rica’s Multiple Purpose Household Suihey been conducted annually since 2002,
with a sample of 15,000 households, and includestipns on both remittances sent and received.
These questions include information for both reanite senders and receivers about frequency,
amount, mode of transferal, use of money, and go8dwsilarly, the Philippine’s “Survey on
Overseas Filipinos” has been conducted annualbesli®93 (with an earlier version dating back to
1982), and is currently a supplement to their Oetdl=S. About 40,000 households are asked
questions about household members living abroactasia remittances received (amount and
mode of transferal). Finally, Thailand has beemdewmting a migration module during th8 4
quarter of its LFS since 2004. This module is adsteéred to approximately 80,000 households,
though the intent of its remittance content is ®asure internal remittances received, not
remittances sent or those going to or coming fromside the country.

16. The World Bank has sponsored the Living Statgland Measurement Survey (LSMS) in
many countries. First piloted in the Cote d’lvoéned Peru in 1985, it has since been conducted in
over 40 other countries. The LSMS program hopaespsove quality of household survey data,
improve capacity of statistical institutes to camnt household surveys and analyze data, and
provide policy makers with data on social and eooicamutcomes. Though LSMS surveys are not
standardized, and are highly customizable by castsome have included a substantial number
of migration and remittance questions, for exan@ihena (2005-6) and Albania (2005). Ghana
has conducted the LSMS since 1987, and most rgaari005 (to 6,000 households in 1998).
While earlier years of Ghana’'s LSMS included migmatguestions, the 2005-6 survey included a
dedicated migration and remittance module. Alb&ais.conducted the LSMS annually since
2002, with a sample of 3,600 households in 200% Most recent version of Albania’s LSMS
includes a large number of migration and remittaguoestions.

17.  The World Bank also conducts ad hoc remittauceeys. A recent example of this was a
survey in Belgium, which asked detailed questidn&facan-born remittance senders to Nigeria,
Senegal, and the Republic of Congo. Given theiSp@ature of this survey, limited to specific
remittance flows from Belgium to Africa, a target@dhptive sampling strategy was used to draw a
representative sample. About fifty questions vaeieed covering a wide variety of topics related
to remittances.

18.  The International Labour Office (ILO) recentdgveloped a migration module for
attachment to household surveys, particularly lalbfotce surveys. The complete module contains
approximately 200 questions, but smaller sets estjons have been tested in several countries, all
of which have included questions on remittances.

19. Pilot tests were carried out in Armenia, EcuaBgypt, and Thailand, though only a limited
number of questions could be tested (due to respurmirden and amount of funding available).

20. In 2006, about twenty questions were addechtoldnd’s pre-existing LFS migration
module, including questions about remittaneeeived (internally and from abroad). In Armenia,
a specialized survey was conducted in 2006, incy@,000 households and about thirty questions
related to remittances. Further, in 2007 twengg-fjuestions were tested during the third quarter
of Egypt’s LFS, to about 20,000 households, and ¢y questions were administered to 6,000
households on Ecuador’'s Work and Employment Su(E&EMDU). These surveys were all
carried out by, and are property of, the NatiortatiStical Agencies of these countries, so at times
questions were modified from their original constion. 1LO is also currently testing an
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unrelated migration module on Moldova’s LFS, and baen involved in several other surveys to
measure remittances in Africa.

21.  The International Organization for Migratio®\) has sponsored several remittances
surveys, though they often do not develop or conthen themselves, but rather outsource their
design and implementation. For example, IOM cospoed the 2006 “CBSXA survey on
migration and remittances in Moldova,” given to epgmately 4,000 households. First developed
and conducted in 2004 by the Kiel Institute for VldEconomics and the CBSXA opinion research
company, this bi-annual survey asks a large nurmberigration and remittance related questions.
Similarly, an IOM sponsored and developed migratiod remittance surve¥£iicuesta Sobre
Remesas Familiares) was recently carried out in Guatemala (2006) pioraximately 2,800
households, following up on previous remittance/eys conducted there. IOM is also funding
remittance research in other countries like Alba@i@umbia, Costa Rica, El Salvador, and Serbia.

22.  The United Kingdom’s Department for InternatibBevelopment (DFID) recently
sponsored a remittance survey in the United Kingddime BME (Black and Minority Ethnic
Community) Survey was developed, in close consahawith DFID, and conducted by ICM
research in 2006. The survey was completed (setfiaistered) by 1,800 BME households who
had remitted to family or friends in the past 12ntig, and asked over thirty questions about
remittances sent abroad.

23.  Similarly, the Inter-American Development B4HBB) has sponsored a number of surveys
developed by Dr. Manuel Orozco (currently of thieeirAmerican Dialogue) in Latin American

and the Caribbean. Though specific documentatias difficult to find, IDB sponsored remittance
surveys have been conducted in Bolivia, Costa Hit&alvador, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras,
Panama, and the United States. Generally, thegeysuare conducted by local research firms to a
sample of 3,000 individuals (not households), amsist of 15 to 20 questions. While these
surveys are not publicly available, one commisgidmeg the Canadian Foundation for the Americas
(FOCAL), based on the one designed for the IDB, eaaglucted in Jamaica in 2005 by Market
Research Services Ltd. Less than 800 Jamaicanseshived remittances from Canada, the US or
the UK, and lived in specific locations (based aghremigration to Canada), were asked twenty-
six questions about remittances received. Thisggils some sense of what types of questions are
asked on IDB sponsored surveys.

24.  Though there has been little coordination betwaevelopers of many of these remittances
surveys, and while each asks slightly differentstjo@s to measure remittances, there is
surprisingly quite a bit of overlap between conseptd measures. What underlying dimensions
are needed to measure migrant remittances and &owausehold surveys be used to accomplish
this?

IV. Using household surveys to measure dimension$ migrant remittances
Definitions

25.  This section examines various dimensions relatehe study of migrant remittances and
how recent surveys have addressed these concEnosigh there is no universal agreement on
how migrant remittances should be measured, new @iRitions provide a strong foundation for
doing so. Summarizing what has been already destrin its most simplistic sense, remittances
are all household income obtained from or sentabfbetween resident and non-resident
households), regardless of relationship betweedeseand receiver. “Household income” not only
includes money, but also remittances made in-kMdnetary remittances include cash sent or
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given to other people, as well as payment madaigiranoney transfers, cheques, etc. through
either formal or informal channels. “In-Kind” rett@inces should include a number of things, such
as goods, donations, and payments made on behatli@fs. Latest BOP definitions include the
concept of social benefits as part of “total reamttes,” which includes both social insurance and
social assistance benefits, presumably mainly paegieceived from other countries. Inclusion of
social benefits as a part of remittances is misBim@ most remittance surveys, as is detailed
information about the scope and magnitude of thenpmenon (social benefits going abroad).

26.  There are a few other issues to keep in minehvaleveloping remittance-related questions
for household surveys. Even though both BOP andéffidmmendations on international
migration statistics use a twelve-month residemnty to define residents or migrants, the latest
BOP guidelines include remittances sent by nordesgihouseholds as part of the “total
remittance” category. Also, the relatively recemtrease in developing countries of alternative
methods to access income, such as ATM and credi$ @a another person’s name (usually a
family member living abroad), could increase diffiy in accurate measurement. Finally, it is
important to remember remittances are not justéichto international migrants, but also include
internal migrant remittances, which make up a $iggut proportion of total remittances
transferred in developing countries.

Populations of interest and time references

27. Depending on whether a country is primarilydseg or receiving migrants, there are
different populations of interest for householdveys. In destination countries, current (or
lifetime) migrants who are (or were) remittancedss should be included. In origin countries
there are two populations of concern, 1) householus receive remittances from abroad, 2) return
migrants who used to send or brought back remiggsn&on-remittance receiving and sending
households (both migrant and non-migrant) can lagsof interest for comparison purposes.

28. Most remittances surveys are conducted in casnof origin (e.g. ILO, IOM, LSMS
surveys), where either households who currentlgivecremittances, or relatively recent returned
migrants who used to send remittances, are capturecbuntries where emigration is a relatively
common event, regular sampling methods are likelyjie¢ld good results even if the sample size is
relatively small (e.g. in the ILO Armenia case, ménan half of sampled households had a current
or former migrant experience).

29.  Among the surveys examined in this paper, tisene consistent criterion used for defining
current migrants living abroad, though UN recomnaimhs call for 12 months for long-term, and
at least 3 months for short-term migrants. Manyeys include a time component, either duration
of stay abroad (e.g. at least 3 months for retugrants on ILO pilot surveys and IOM Moldova;

at least 1 month for return migrants on the LSMBahiia) or time-period of migration (e.g. IOM
Moldova since 1991: ILO Moldova last 12 monthspnf countries use time-references related to
political events (e.g. dissolution of the Sovietid) while others are more interested in recent
(a.k.a. temporary) migrants. Other surveys makmantion of time, and include any household
(LSMS Ghana and Albania, Costa Rica) or family men{BOCAL Jamaica) currently living
abroad.

30.  While all examined surveys conducted in soomentries ask questions about current
migrants, only about half include questions onmretuigrants (e.g. LSMS Ghana and Albania, ILO
Armenia, Egypt, Ecuador, and Moldova, Philippin@d8pst surveys measuring return migrants use
a defined time-period to capture more “recent” me¢es, though there is wide variation in what
reference period was used. Time of return mignat@ried from the last 6 months (the



Working paper 12
Page 8

Philippines), the last 12 months (ILO Moldova), tast 5 years (LSMS Ghana), the last 10 years
(ILO Egypt), to the last 16 years (since 1990, IAfnenia). Obviously, a more recent time frame
reduces the number of returnees in sample, buimlsmves respondent recall for some types of
guestions.

31. Fewer surveys are conducted in destinationtdesnthough there are a few internationally
coordinated examples (World Bank in Belgium, DFiDUnited Kingdom, IDB in the United
States). Most of these surveys look at currentamity (or descendent of migrants) who send
remittances to family or friends in another countRinding a relatively rare population (not only
migrants, but those who remit) can be difficultngsa regular sampling design, thus targeted
sampling methods are often used in these survegisiding oversampling in areas with a high
concentration of migrants, and/or adaptive or sradindampling techniques. Itis also no
coincidence fewer internationally coordinated réamte surveys are carried out in destination
countries, due to funding being more availableottver parts of the world, and differences in
degree of government cooperation (from the ILO eepee, developed countries were less
inclined to change current survey design or adst)(tpuestions to established surveys). Table 1
summarizes similarities and differences betweeiouarsurveys discussed in this paper.
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Table 1 Summary of Contents of National and Intéonally Coordinated Surveys with Remittance Quereti
Duration of
Frequency Sample size Origin/ Remittance  Remittance  Return migrant residence If send/receive
Survey Year of survey (hosueholds)  Destination Migrant defintion receiver sender (former sender) abroad monetary
National Surveys
Survey on Overeseas Filipinos- 2007 Annual
(LFS) (October) (since 1996) 41'000 (0] Family member abroad last 5 years Y N Y Y Y
Costa Rica Multiple Purpose 2007 Annual
Household Survey (July)  (since 2002) 15'000 B Hhld members currently abroad Y Y N Y YIY
World Bank
About every Hhld member currently abroad, return
Ghana Livings Standards Survey 5 2005-6 7 years 6,000 (1998) O migrant past 5 years Y N Y (past 5 years) Y Y
Albania Living Standards and Annual At least one month abroad (return)/no
Measurement Survey 2005 (since 2002) 3'600 O longer living in hhid (current) Y N Y Y Y
International Remittance Senders Nigerian, Senegalese, Republic of Congo-
Household Survey 2005? One time ? D born, living in Belgium N Y N Y Y
ILO
Complete Module X X X B At least 3 months abroad Y Y Y Y Y
3 months or more(return)/hhld members
Armenia Migration Survey 2006 One time 2'000 o} living abroad (current) Y N Y (since 1990) Y Y
Ecuador Work and Employment 3 months or more, since 1990 (return)/hhid Y
Survey (ENEMDU). 2007 Monthly 7'000 (0] members living abroad (current) Y N Y Y (return/current)
Y (first and
Thailand LFS 2006 Monthly 80'000 O Person in another village Y Y N last) Y
3 months more, last 10 years (return
Egypt LFS 2007 Monthly 21'000 (0] mig)/Hhld members living abroad (currrent) Y N Y (last 10 years) Y Y
Y (to
Monthly relatives or Y (last 12
Moldova LFS 2007  (since 1998) ? (6] Abroad last 12 months others) N months) Y Y
IOM
Former hhhld members since 1991
Moldova: CBS AXS Survey of Bi-annual (current)/3 months more, since 1991
Migration and Remittances 2006 (since 2004) 4'000 (0] (return) Y N N Y Y
Guatemaela: Encuesta Sobre
Remesas Familares 2006 Annual? 3'000 (6] Hhid members currently abroad Y N N Y Y
IDB/MIF
Jamaica- FOCAL Remittance
Survey 2005 One time 766 receivers O Family members/relatives living abroad Y N N N Y
DIFD
United Kingdom -BME Remittance 1,800 BME A BME who remitted to famlly and friend N (criterion for
Survey 2006 One time senders D abroad within the last 12 months N Y N Y selection)
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Include non  Sender- Flows
Multiple hhld/family receiver (country-to- Net
Survey remitters _members? relationship  country) Monetary  Goods (if sent, value) Other in-kind Social benefits  remittances Time frame and amour
National Surveys
Survey on Overeseas Filipinos- Monthly over past 6
(LFS) Y N Y Y Y Y (value) N N N months
Costa Rica Multiple Purpose Last time, last 12
Household Survey Y Y No Y Y Y (value, type) N N Y months
World Bank
Ghana Livings Standards Survey 5 Y N Y Y Y Y (value, type) (current only) N N N Average per year
();return amount in pas
year (current)
Albania Living Standards and Y (value of all remittances
Measurement Survey Y N Y Y Y inkind) ? ? N Past year
International Remittance Senders Total past 12 months,
Household Survey Y Y Y Y (predefined) Y Y (value) N N N last time
ILO
Past 12 months
(current), avg per year
Complete Module Y Y Y Y Y Y (items, value) Y (paid fees) Y (pension) Y (return)
Y (non-
family, in Past 12 months (currer
Armenia Migration Survey Y Y theory) Y Y Y (items, value) N N N only)
Ecuador Work and Employment Y (fees paid Avg per year (return),
Survey (ENEMDU). Y Y Y Y Y Y (if receive) on behalf) N N past 12 months (curren
N (abroad,
Thailand LFS Y Y Y region) Y N (things) N N N Last 12 months
Avg per year(return),
Egypt LFS Y N Y Y Y Y (value, mode) N N N last 12 months(current)
Y (current))/ Avg per month in last 1
Moldova LFS N Y N (return) Y Y N N N N months
I0M
Y (former hhid
Moldova: CBS AXS Survey of members Y (no Last 12 months, total
Migration and Remittances Y Y Y only) Y Y (type, frequency, mode) Y (donations) N amount) since departure
If sends regularly,
Guatemaela: Encuesta Sobre amount for last time, la
Remesas Familares Y N Y Y Y N N N N 6 months
IDB/MIF
Jamaica- FOCAL Remittance Y (Canda, US, Normally receive on
Survey Y N N UK, other) Y Y (value on single occasion) N N N single occasion
DIFD
How much hhlid sent in
United Kingdom -BME Remittance past 12 months/ last
Survey Y Y Y Y Y N N N N occasion
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Frequenc Characteristic

y of When Mode/meth s of Income w/o

remittanc  first/last od of Use of sender/receiv If worked remittances
Survey es received transferral Dependency money Transaction Costs er aborad available?
National Surveys
Survey on Overeseas Filipinos-
(LFS) N N Y N N N Y Y Y
Costa Rica Multiple Purpose
Household Survey Y N Y N Y N Y Y Y
World Bank

Y (before and
Ghana Livings Standards Survey 5 Y N Y N Y N after) Y Y
Albania Living Standards and Y (if
Measurement Survey N N N N invested) N Y Y Y
Y (last 12
International Remittance Senders months, last Y (sender
Household Survey Y Y time) N N Y only) Y (sender) N
ILO
Complete Module Y Y Y Y Y N N Y N
Armenia Migration Survey Y Y Y N N Y Y N
Ecuador Work and Employment
Survey (ENEMDU). Y Y Y N Y N Y Y Y
Thailand LFS Y N Y N Y N Y (from LFS) N Y
Egypt LFS Y Y Y N Y N Y Y Y
Moldova LFS N N Y N Y N Y Y Y
IOM
Moldova: CBS AXS Survey of
Migration and Remittances Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Y (limited to

Guatemaela: Encuesta Sobre banks,
Remesas Familares Y Y MTOs) N Y N Y Y Y
IDB/MIF

Y (past
Jamaica- FOCAL Remittance 12
Survey months) Y Y N Y N Y (receiver) N Y
DIFD

United Kingdom -BME Remittance
Survey Y Y Y Y Y Y Y N N
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Characteristics of Senders/Receivers/Remittances

32. In analysis of remittance data it is import@antollect information on both characteristics of
persons sending and receiving remittances (monatatyn-kind). This identifies whether or not a
person sends or receives remittances, as wellagygis information about who these people are.
Identifying sender-receiver relationships is impattas well, allowing for identification of
remittances sent and received by family, as wetiasfamily, members. Information about flows,
where remittances originate from and are sentssavitally important piece of information.

33. Most remittance surveys capture basic demograiaracteristics of remittance senders
and receivers, though some are more detailed ttheenso When remittance questions are included
as part of a regular national survey (e.g. LFShailand, Egypt, Philippines), one has access to a
wealth of information about household members, el as the added advantage of regular data
collection. Basic information on sex, age, if wiadk and where/when the migrant moved, for both
remittance senders and receivers, is more or {fasdad on the surveys examined here. More
detailed information about education, marital satccupation (all before and after move),
income, expenditures, bank accounts, etc. aréralgortant to the study of migration and
remittances and are included on many of the survelsvever, it should be kept in mind there are
some limitations to the types of questions which lsa asked of migrants currently living outside
the household (at least from a data quality staimpsince proxy respondents are less likely to
have first-hand information about migrants no langesent in their household.

34.  The most basic question to the study of remitta if whether or not a person (household)
sent or received money to or from a person livinghbad (e.g., “Does (NAME) send any money to
your household,” Ghana LSMS). Some variation &f tfjuestion is included on all remittance
surveys, except for DFID UK, which based its sanguie¢he criterion of whether or not the
household remitted. Most surveys used a 12-momté frame for money sent (e.g. “Over the past
12 months, did you or anyone living in this resiceesend money to anyone living in
(COUNTRY),” WB Belgium), but this will be addressedmore detail when discussing
measurement of total amount. In most surveys ld@keit is possible to identify the relationship
between remittance senders and receivers (excetitd@ases of Costa Rica, FOCAL Jamaica, and
return migrants on IOM Moldova). Also common, bet universal, are questions on whether or
not goods were sent or received (e.g. “Apart froanay, have you or any other household
members received any goods from someone livingaabower the past 12 months,” ILO Armenia).
While the concept of “goods” is more difficult toemsure than money, and often not thought to be
part of remittances, most surveys include some ureas this (except DFID UK, IOM Guatemala,
and ILO Moldova). However, in some cases questiording is vague (e.g. “Did (NAME) remit

to this household in kind, at any point during it year,” LSMS Albania), or goods are
combined with monetary remittances (e.g. “Do amgifia members or relatives residing abroad
send money or goods to your or your family in Ja@ilDB-like Jamaica), or both (e.g. “During
the 12 months before interviewing data did (nane@dsmoney or things to a person in another
(place)?,” Thailand LFS”).

35. Much less common is inclusion of other typeSmkind” remittances, such as donations
or services paid for. IOM Moldova includes a gi@sabout donating to local organizations (“Has
(ID) sent or donated money/goods to local orgamnaichurches, sports clubs, community
projects etc.) in the last 12 months?”), whilewagjuestion wording in the Albanian LSMS could
also capture this (“did remit to this householdkiimd, at any point during the last year?”). The
complete ILO migration module includes a questielated to this (“apart from money received,
has anyone living abroad paid on your behalf obenalf of other household members any fees
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(e.g. insurance bills, school tuition, etc.) ouer tast 12 months?”) which was included on thetpilo
test in Ecuador.

36.  As previously described, international mignamittances can be sent to or received from
both family (household) and non-family (non-houddhanembers. However, only about half of
the surveys are able to capture remittances framfamily members (e.g. ILO test modules, WB
Belgium, IOM Moldova, and Costa Rica). In the lic@se, separate questions are asked for both
family and non-family members, while in other cagpsestion wording is broad enough to include
remittances sent to or received from all peopla¢\abroad.

37. Finally, almost all surveys allow for identditon of country-specific flows (at least
unidirectional) by identifying what countries sergland recipients live in. Only the case of ILO
Thailand does not allow this (a generic “abroadé&gary is used), while World Bank Belgium
uses predefined African country choices (whichagmgropriate for the specific targeted nature of
this survey).

Size and frequency of remittances and details aboitansactions

38. For many, one of the most sought after pie€@farmation collected from household
surveys is the total value of remittances seneoeived. While household surveys are somewhat
limited in this regard, due to questions about cage and data validity (question sensitivity), ¢her
are also other important things to be learned atvtegtiency of remittance transmission, how
remittances were sent or received (through formaiformal channels), as well as details about
the transaction itself (e.g. cost, etc.). Furtaryeys can be an invaluable source of information
about the value of goods and other in-kind remittamot normally measured by regular BOP
methods.

39.  All surveys include questions on the total antai monetary remittances sent or received.
Most ask for the total amount during the previoRsronths (e.g. “Thinking now about the last 12
months, how much money do you think this househalsisent to family or friends abroad,” DFID
UK), though some also ask for most recent amourit($®B Belgium, IOM Guatemala, DFID

UK, Costa Rica). Some variations of this modesgysuch as ILO-Moldova asking for the average
amount sent per month (“How much did (name) senglva in average per month in the last 12
months?”), or the Philippines asking for the amaserit for each of the past 6 months (“How much
cash remittances was received by the family dutiegmonth of...?”). In Jamaica (IDB model),
only the average amount of money received on desmarasion is asked, though this could be
combined with frequency over the past 12 monthtapute an annual average. |IOM Moldova
asks not only the total amount received duringpidst 12 months, but also the total amount
received since the migrant departed and averagerrper transfer.

40. If return migrants were asked value of remitnsent, they were usually asked for the
average amount per year (“How much money did (NAE)d on the average to your household
per year,” LSMS Ghana), though it should be kephind more recent return migrants should be
able to provide more accurate data than less reeemh migrants. Exceptions were found on
LSMS Albania and ILO Moldova, as Albania askedtfor “value of all remittances in cash during
the last year,” regardless of how long the persahlbeen abroad (at least one month), and
Moldova asked “how much did you send or give penthan the past 12 months,” since it only
included returnees who had returned in the pasadhs.
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41.  Theoretically, remittances need to be measarbdth directions of the sender-receiver
relationship to calculate “net” remittances. lagice, this is not adhered to, as it is appardatty
most remittance relationships are rather one-si@ne surveys ask if migrants received financial
assistance when initially making their move, bt mot asked the amount (e.g. LSMS Ghana).
IOM Moldova does ask if the respondent has “semittances to any migrant abroad in the last 12
months,” and the reason why, though not the amsemtt Costa Rica and Thailand (ILO pilot)
collect information on both remittances sent arineed, but can only identify gross net flows, not
individual pairs. ILO’s complete module has selgraestions to measure net remittances (e.g.
“How much money have you received from others vim your home country or another country
abroad over the last 12 months?”), but none westeden pilot countries.

42.  There seems to be informal consensus among amalysts of household survey remittance
data that household surveys tend to underestirhatadtual amount of remittances, in terms of
amount sent and amount received by persons. Fhidributed to a number of factors, such as
missing migrant households, question sensitivisyiganormal for money-related survey questions,
but particularly so in this case, since monetanyitances are usually unreported to authorities
(untaxed —at least for recipients-), and respondenall. However, despite these limitations,
household surveys are still able to measure othpoitant aspects of remittances, such as direction
of flows, frequency and mode of transmission, usg#gemittances in every day life, and other
measures of impact.

43. Most surveys ask a question on how often mopetaittances were sent (e.g. “how many
times have you or someone else in your househaldhseney in the last 12 months,” UK DFID),
usually over the past year, with the exception ®MS Albania, ILO Moldova, and the Philippines,
which did not include these types of questionsm&surveys additionally ask when remittances
were both first and last sent (WB Belgium, ILO pilests), or variations on this, like how long the
person has been sending money (FOCAL Jamaicapwmniany years they have been receiving
remittances or if the amount has changed over ¢i®&l Moldova).

44.  Again, almost all surveys ask questions abaderof delivery (except LSMS Albania).
However, there is quite a bit of variation on hoany responses are allowed and what reference
period is used. For example, WB Belgium asks “d@laerpast 12 months, what approaches did you
use most to send or transfer money...,” as wellleen money was last sent or transferred.
Similarly, IOM Moldova asks for “...The main methodad by (ID) to send money home in the
last 12 months,” and others ask how money was lysseht with no reference to time (ILO
Moldova, LSMS Ghana). A few surveys allowed resfsnis to choose more than one response,
such as DFID UK and the ILO pilot tests in Egyptugdor, and Armenia (“what methods were
used most frequently to send money to your housietw@r the past 12 months?”).

45.  Some surveys collect detailed information aleatal transactions, though these sorts of
guestions often feel more akin to market resedrah social science. Both UK DFID and WB
Belgium (remittance sending countries) ask a nurobguestions related to last transaction sent,
including questions on how long it took to recemeney, how much it cost to send, if there were
additional costs to receive, how much more theyld/send if it cost x% less, etc. Other questions
are about whether remittance recipients have becduats, use of other financial products (DFID
UK), factors in choosing a provider, and if probkemere experienced (IOM Moldova). Similarly,
one occasionally finds related questions aboutoredpnt’s trust in banking institutions (FOCAL
Jamaica, IOM Moldova).

46. It is more difficult to measure goods than mprsnce there is still some confusion from
respondents (and surveys) about what goods aresfegld presents be included?). When this
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guestion is asked, it is usually restricted to gomteived over the past 12 months. Most surveys
collecting information on goods ask for their va{e&cept ILO Ecuador and IOM Moldova), while
many also ask for item types (e.g. LSMS Ghana, At@enia, IOM Moldova, Philippines, Costa
Rica). In addition, the ILO pilot test in Armeragked how goods were sent (“...how were these
items sent or brought to you?”), while IOM Moldoasks how often goods were received (“How
often do you receive in-kind remittances from () average?”).

47.  As previously described, other in-kind (non-d®poremittances are almost completely
neglected by the surveys examined. While IOM Maldand ILO Ecuador each ask a question
related to this, neither collects information abawomounts. Similarly, measurement of social
benefits, now part of the BOP definition, is nollected on any of these survey instruments.

While the complete ILO module has a few questiangéturn migrants about pensions (“do you
receive a pension for work done while away frons tountry, how much do you receive

monthly”), these questions were not included on g@itot tests, though there were discussions with
the Ukraine to test some similar questions th€bviously, to fully encompass the new BOP
definitions, much could be added to surveys witfards to measurement of social benefits, as well
as other remittances, like NPISHs.

Impact for remittance receivers

48.  One of the most important policy questions,clviiousehold surveys are well suited to
address, is how remittances impact lives of renigieand to what extent remittances are reinvested
in source countries. At a basic level, this cameasured by looking at levels of income and
expenditure with and without remittances, both leemand within households. Further, additional
questions can be asked about how money is useseclpients.

49.  Almost all surveys ask some version of the tiole®n what money was used for (except
WB Belgium and the Philippines), though there imuariation in how this is asked. For
example, some ask if money was used for a listtiities (“Considering money received over the
past 12 months, did the money enable you or otbesdhold members to do any of the following,”
ILO Armenia), allowing more than response. Otherdy ask what the money was mainly used
for (e.g. “What was the money sent or given by (Mamainly used for,” ILO Moldova), or the top
three most important usages (“now can you tell bwuathe top three things you do with the
money you receive? Please rank in order of impodan” FOCAL Jamaica). Most typical
response choices include: using money for dailysd€food, clothes), buying other household
goods, paying for school or medical bills, payirffydebts, savings, and various investments (setup
business, purchase new or livestock, improve hetae),

50. The issue of remittance-dependency is raregctly addressed in the examined surveys,
though there are some related questions on theletaphO migration module (“Does this person
depend on you financially for more than 25% oftés/income?”) and IOM Moldova (“How much
do remittances contribute to the household’s biiyetMost of these surveys include detailed
information about income (such as the LSMS and |L&8) others about expenditures, so it is
often possible to determine the impact of remittaimcome through analysis of these other
questions.

51.  Asyou can see, these surveys cover a widetyanf topics related to remittances. While
there are many differences, there are also a sungly high number of similarities, given most
were developed independently from one-another. Eowd future (and current) surveys be more
streamlined to incorporate a more standardizedoagprto measure remittances?
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V. Conclusion: Tying it all together

52. Is there a need for international survey imsernts on migration and remittances to be
better harmonized and coordinated? The need &weceecommon platform for collection of
international migration and remittance data has beenfitifed as a country-level priority by the
International Household Survey Network (IHSN), wiadieve establishing norms and standards
for migration survey modules will enhance the dgydlieliability and validity) and comparability
of data between countries, thus making developmwielmirmonized questions critical.

53.  Using examples from recently conducted rensedmusehold surveys developed or
sponsored by the World Bank, IOM, ILO, IDB, and Dfi-bne finds a number of similarities in
concepts and approaches used, though there arsomtsodifferences. Keeping in mind many
household surveys are limited in the number of tioies that can be asked, what essential
dimensions of remittances need to be included aisdimold surveys? Should questions collected
on household surveys follow the same framework @asmrement of remittances using Balance of
Payments?

54. In terms of scope of measurement, final quest@ection should depend on what exactly is
wanted to be measured, be it size, characteristiagsypact of remittances (or all of these). As

with all survey research design methodology, qoastshould be concise and clearly worded,
while response categories should be exhaustiverandally exclusive. At the most fundamental
level, remittances are all income received fronoalr Typically, a 12-month time frame should
be used to collect information on the amount ofiteemces received, though this is sometimes
reported on a monthly basis. ldentification ofdmmreceiver relationships (including remittances
from non-family members) is important, as is beafde to identify countries involved in

remittance flows.

55.  What should be included as part of remittandes&ddition to monetary remittances,
remittances can be in-kind, and while the remittasierveys discussed usually include goods (and
their value), they rarely address other types édimal remittances (donations, payment of bills,
etc.) and almost never include social benefitsivedefrom abroad. A more inclusive approach to
remittances would be beneficial, particularly if\sey results are to correspond with a Balance of
Payment framework. As with monetary remittancek2-anonth timeframe to measure other in-
kind remittances would be beneficial.

56.  What other details are important to colleatelusion of social, demographic, and

economic characteristics, of both remittance remsiand senders, gives us more information
about who receives, who sends, and the impactta@m#s have on people’s lives. Many surveys
ask questions on frequency and methods of remétdetivery, and several ask for more detalil
about transactions. These sorts of questions aieatfor identifying the magnitude of informal
channel use, as well as the likelihood of usingfrchannels to transmit remittances. To measure
impact, it is imperative to have questions on ineomith and without remittances, as either part of
the remittance questions, or some other part o$tineey instrument. It is also helpful to collect
information on what remittances were used forutrthier analyze their impact on receivers and
measure reinvestment.

57.  The greatest degree of inconsistency betwemeyaiis found in how migrants are defined
or for whom data is collected. In almost no casesmigrants defined using the UN (and BOP)
recommended classification of 12 months outsidénthesehold for long-term migrants. Some
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surveys take into account a 3-month residencyfanleeturn migrants (ILO pilot surveys, IOM
Moldova) that corresponds with the UN recommendgfthdion of a short-term migrant. There is
also wide variation when considering how long ageeson migrated, though if remittance
questions are limited to those sent/received duhegrevious 12-month period, this will have
little impact on results. If detailed remittanagegtions are to be asked of return migrants, itldvou
seem appropriate to reduce the time-frame to mak&tance behaviour more recent. Inability to
determine usual residence has its greatest impagyrechronization with the BOP framework.

58. If household surveys are meant to supplemer B&imates they should correspond to a
BOP framework. The key to the new (and old) d&bniis the concept of residency, established
as 12 months in a country, as the term “migrantiadonger used. To clearly meet BOP
requirements and categories, duration of residabogad must be clearly defined, such as asking
duration of residence abroad or date of first st taove (either entry or departure) to another
country, which many surveys already measure. dlhasvs for differentiation between “personal
transfers” and “net employee compensation,” thatiglould have no impact on the amount of
“total remittances.” In addition to monetary retaitces, remittances made in-kind need to be
included as part of “personal transfers,” whichues the total value of everything sent or
received, or paid in one’s behalf. The total nettv of migrants transferred from one country to
another at the initial time of migration (considgfer up to one year) would also need to be
included in a BOP framework, as part of the “pesd@amittances” category. Finally,
measurement of social benefits and transfers tepnafit institutions serving households would be
needed. Most of these other types of remittancese(a for goods), as well as transferred wealth,
are not quantitatively measured on any of the emathsurvey instruments.

59.  Though questions on the characteristics ofasrmhd receivers, frequency and mode of
delivery, use of money, or other questions on irhpae mainly irrelevant to the BOP framework,
these extra pieces of information are importanttierstudy of remittances, and work towards the
strength of what household surveys effectively meas Should internationally coordinated
surveys be encouraged to follow a Balance of Paymedel in their design and implementation?

| would argue it is dependent on the purpose okthregey. If it is being conducted to fill existing
gaps in current BOP measurement then “yes,” htitsfmore to measure the impact of remittances
and information about processes involved, thesritat necessary. Of course, this is not a mutually
exclusive proposition, thus there is no reason 8 B@mework cannot be combined with other
guestions measuring different dimensions of remdts.

60. Harmonization of questionnaires is importamtifioproving the validity, reliability, and
comparability of remittance data, as is inclusibsurh questions on regularly conducted
household surveys. | am hesitant (perhaps to@th)as recommend a specific set of “best
guestions,” as surveys conducted under differenttests will often need different question
wording to be effective. However, there are som&dconcepts and approaches to the
measurement of remittances that should be adheysddth as using a 12-month period to measure
the amount of remittances, inclusion of remittarteesnd from both family and non-family
members, the ability to identify countries of onigind destination, information on mode of
transmission, etc. Improved harmonization of surmsyruments will come with better
dissemination of methods (for example, only abaut &f the questionnaires discussed in this
paper were publicly available on the Internet) aathmunication between organizations.
Harmonization of questions must also make allowdacdifferent cultural dimensions, so they
can be applicable on a global scale. There isdjra large degree of commonality among
internationally coordinated surveys, and | expkist to continue in the future, though we will need
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to provide flexibility for multiple approaches toemsure a complex and important phenomenon
like migrant remittances.
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LINKS TO PUBLICALLY AVAILABLE SURVEY INSTRUMENTS

Albania, Living Standards and Measurement Survey:
http://www.worldbank.org/LSMS/country/alb2005/daib05bid. pdf

Armenia, Migration Survey (ILO Pilot Test):
http://www.armstat.am/Eng/Publications/2007/Mig répe/index.html

Belgium, International Remittance Senders Househol&urvey:
http://siteresources.worldbank.org/DATASTATISTIC8&&®urces/Questionnaire Nigeria (English
Version-FINAL).pdf

Costa Rica, Multiple Purpose Household Survey:
http://www.inec.go.cr/

Ghana, Livings Standards Survey 5:
http://www.surveynetwork.org/home/?Ivi1=tools&lvi@aestionnaire&lvi3=country

Jamaica, FOCAL Remittance Survey:
http://www.focal.ca/pdf/focal_jamaica remittancd.pd

UK, BME remittance survey:
http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTTOPCONF3/Reses/DFID_BME_Remittance_Survey.p
df
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