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Foreword


The Philippines has developed institutions, policies and good practices for governing the various phases and types of migration by virtue of decades of experience as a source country for international migrants. The creation of the Sub-Committee on International Migration and Development (SCIMD) in 2014 was one step forward in its pursuit of multi-level migration governance. The policy-making approach has also evolved from a primary concern to increase overseas employment opportunities, to an emphasis on migrant protection and the linkages with development. Recent attention to development has led to the inclusion of international migration in the two national development plans, the Philippine Development Plan 2011-2016, which continued in the newly approved Philippine Development Plan 2017-2022.

In this context, the OECD Development Centre and the European Commission began a project to provide empirical evidence on the interrelations between public policies, migration and development (IPPMD) in ten countries around the world, including the Philippines. This report, which presents the Philippines’s findings, is the result of four years of fieldwork, empirical analysis and policy dialogue, conducted in collaboration with the Scalabrini Migration Center, and with strong support from the Commission on Filipinos Overseas.

The report examines how the various dimensions of migration affect key policy sectors – the labour market, agriculture, education, and investment and financial services. It also analyses how policies in these sectors influence a range of migration outcomes, such as the decision to migrate, the use of remittances and the success of return migration. The empirical analysis is based on fieldwork in the Philippines, which involved collecting quantitative data from 1 999 households and 37 communities across four provinces, and conducting 40 qualitative stakeholder interviews.

This report is published in parallel with nine other country reports and one comparative report, which analyses the cross-country findings and provides a coherent policy framework drawn from the fieldwork and analysis in the ten partner countries. The Philippine report is intended as a toolkit for better understanding the role that public policies play in the migration and development nexus. It also aims to foster policy dialogue and provide guidance on how best to integrate migration into national development strategies. Building on discussions with key stakeholders and policy makers in the Philippines, the OECD Development Centre and the Scalabrini Migration Center look forward to continuing their co-operation to enhance the positive contribution of migration to the country’s sustainable development.


Mario Pezzini

Director of the Development Centre and Special Advisor to the Secretary-General on Development, OECD

Graziano Battistella

Director Scalabrini Migration Center
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Facts and figures of the Philippines(Numbers in parentheses refer to the OECD average)












	
The land, people and electoral cycle







	
Population (million)d


	
100.7


	
Official language


	
Filipino (Tagalog), English





	
Under 15 (%)d


	
31.9 (18)


	
Form of government


	
Constitutional republic





	
Population density (per km2)d


	
338 (37)


	
Last presidential election


	
May 9th 2016





	
Land area (thousand km2)


	
298.1


	



	














	
The economy







	
GDP, current prices (billion USD)d


	
292.5


	
Exports of goods and services (% of GDP)d


	
28.2 (28.5)





	
GDP growth (%)d


	
5.9 (2.1)


	
Imports of goods and services (% of GDP)d


	
34.8 (28.2)





	
GDP per capita, PPP (thousand USD)d


	
6.9 (38.0)


	
GDP shares (%)c


	






	
Inflation rated


	
1.4 (0.2)


	
Agriculture, forestry and fishing


	
11.3 (1.6)





	
General government total expenditure (% of GDP)c


	
18.1


	
Industry, including construction


	
31.3 (24.2)





	
General government revenue (% of GDP)c


	
18.9


	
Services


	
57.4 (74.2)













	
Well-being







	
Life satisfaction (average on 1-10 scale)d


	
5.5 (6.5)


	
Proportion of population under national minimum income standard (%)a


	
25.2





	
Life expectancyc


	
68 (80)


	
Unemployment rate (%)c


	
7.1 (7.3)





	
Income inequality (Gini coefficient)a


	
43 (31)


	
Youth unemployment rate (ages 15 to 24, %)c


	
16.4 (15.9)





	
Gender inequality (SIGI index)c


	
0.1765 (0.0224)


	
Satisfaction with the availability of affordable housing (% satisfied)d


	
58 (55)





	
Labour force participation (% of 15 to 64 year old)c


	
67.1 (70.7)


	
Enrolment rates (%)


	






	
Employment-to-population ratio (15 and over, %)c


	
60.0 (55.4)


	
Primary (Net)b


	
96 (96)





	
Households with improved sanitation facilities (%)d


	
73.9 (97.8)


	
Secondary (Gross)b


	
88 (103)





	
Expected years of schoolingb


	
12.8


	
Tertiary (Gross)c


	
36 (70)







	
Notes: a) Data for 2012; b) Data for 2013; c) Data for 2014; d) Data for 2015.



	
Sources: World Bank (2015) World Development Indicators (database), http://data.worldbank.org/; OECD, Social Institutions and Gender Index (SIGI), www.genderindex.org/; IMF (2016), World Economic Outlook Database, International Monetary Fund, October 2016 edition; UNESCO Institute for Statistics, Data Centre, http://stats.uis.unesco.org; Gallup (2015), Gallup World Poll (database), Gallup Organisation.









Executive summary


The view of policy makers on the role migration plays in development has changed remarkably over the past 20 years. Today, migration has a firm place amongst the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and officials from countries worldwide meet annually to discuss policies that best leverage migration for development at the Global Forum on Migration and Development.

The Philippines realised the development potential of migration fairly early on thanks to its long-standing experience of migration. The Philippine Development Plan 2011-2016 includes specific provisions on migration and development. The creation of the Sub-Committee on International Migration and Development (SCIMD) under the National Economic and Development Authorities (NEDA) in 2014 demonstrates a recognition of the importance of generating a co-ordination mechanism for policy coherence on migration and development.

Adequate data, however, continues to be an issue in ensuring that policy responses are coherent and well informed. A discussion on how migration is generally embedded in all aspects of decision making is now needed, with the goal of making policies coherent with migration and development objectives. The Interrelations between Public Policies, Migration and Development (IPPMD) project – managed by the OECD Development Centre and co-financed by the European Union – was conceived to enable this discussion in the Philippines, in collaboration with the Scalabrini Migration Center (SMC) and the Commission on Filipinos Overseas (CFO). The IPPMD project in the Philippines fulfils this goal by exploring:


	how migration, in its multiple dimensions, affects a variety of key sectors for development, including the labour market, agriculture, education, and investment and financial services.


	how public policies in these sectors enhance, or undermine, the development impact of migration.




This report summarises the findings of the empirical research, conducted between 2013 and 2016 in the Philippines – and presents the main policy recommendations.



A project with empirical grounding


The OECD designed a conceptual framework that explores the links between three dimensions of migration (emigration, remittances, return migration) and four key policy sectors in the Philippines: the labour market, agriculture, education, and investment and financial services. It also looked at how the policies in these four sectors influence a range of migration outcomes, including the decision to emigrate or return home, the amount of remittances sent and how they are spent.

The project is grounded in empirical evidence. Data were gathered from almost 2 000 households, interviews with 37 local authorities and community leaders, and 40 in-depth stakeholder interviews across the Philippines. Robust analysis, accounting for the Philippine political, economic and social contexts, measured the relationship between the three migration dimensions and the four key sectors.





The policy context is critical for how migration affects development in the Philippines


After more than 40 years of policies supporting sustained labour migration, migration governance is now expanding to examine how migration can be better linked to development. The research undertaken in the framework of the IPPMD project provides evidence of some links between migration and a range of key development indicators in the Philippines. It also finds that public policies that help improve market efficiency, relieve financial constraints, develop skills and reduce risk do influence individual and household-level decisions to emigrate, return home or send remittances.

Emigration can be a stronger asset for the Philippines’ development than it is now. Intentions to emigrate increase with educational level; individuals with post-secondary education are more likely to plan to emigrate than poorly educated people. The opportunity to emigrate, however, can encourage people to invest more in education, possibly leading to an increase in human capital if not everyone realises their plan to emigrate. Losing labour to emigration can cause shortages in some sectors, for instance, the health sector. While the relevant skills are abundant, the sector has considerable shortages, especially in rural areas, because people with the right skills choose to leave to seek better job opportunities rather than stay in the domestic labour market. The Philippine government now sees that the migration of Filipino workers is a reflection of the lack of employment opportunities at home and has thus set a goal of creating new opportunities and decent jobs. Yet, vocational training programmes in the Philippines appear to serve people as a means to find jobs abroad according to the IPPMD surveys. It may be that the training programmes are not entirely relevant to the domestic labour market. Policies that relieve financial constraints such as agricultural subsidies and cash-based education programmes tend to curb emigration.

Remittances can also be better capitalised for the development of the Philippines with the right policies. Remittances make a significant and increasing contribution to the Philippines’ economy, accounting for 10% of the country’s gross domestic product (GDP). The report finds that remittances are invested in education, but not so much on other productive investments. Sectoral policies can indirectly influence the behaviour of remittance recipients, and help leverage remittances for development by relieving financial constraints and improving market access and functioning.

Return migration is a largely underexploited resource, although this is slowly changing. Return migrants in the Philippines invest financial capital in business start-ups and self-employment. Their potential in human capital development, however, seems to be limited as few of them had acquired more education abroad and in most cases, return migrants were overqualified for their jobs in their host countries. Only a minority considered employment and investment opportunities in the Philippines as a motive for return. About 70% of return migrants reported experiencing difficulties finding a job in the Philippines on their return. It may mean that self-employment or business creation are their only options, which suggests a role for labour market policies.





Integrating migration into sectoral strategies will enhance migration’s role in development


The report confirms that each of the various dimensions of migration – emigration, remittances, and return migration – has something to offer the Philippines’ economic and social development, but that this potential is not being fully realised. While the Philippines does have a wide range of migration-specific policies and many good practices in migration governance, not all departments are actively involved in the discussions and not all sectoral strategies are fully considering the development potential of migration.

Therefore, greater awareness through data and analysis and a more coherent policy framework across departments and at different levels of government would get the most out of migration. Such a framework should be designed to better integrate migration into development strategies by considering migration in the design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of relevant sectoral development policies. This would include i) better integrating migration and development into labour market policies, ii) leveraging migration for development in the agricultural sector, iii) enhancing migration-led development by facilitating investment in education, and iv) strengthening the links between migration, investment, financial services and development.






Chapter 1. Assessment and policy recommendations in the Philippines


Migration’s positive contribution to development in the Philippines is well recognised and targeted by policies designed to maximise its benefits. But less clearly understood is: i) how migration affects a variety of key development sectors in the country, including the labour market, agriculture, education, and investment and financial services; and ii) how policies in those sectors can enhance, or undermine, the development impact of migration.

The Interrelations between Public Policies, Migration and Development (IPPMD) project in the Philippines was conducted between 2013 and 2016 to explore these links through both quantitative and qualitative analysis. This chapter provides an overview of the project’s findings, highlighting the ways in which migration (comprising emigration, remittances and return migration) can boost development, and analysing the sectoral policies in the Philippines that will allow this to happen.



Migration is at the core of economic and social development in the Philippines. Despite steady economic growth, underemployment and unemployment remain high. As a result, 1.8 million overseas Filipino workers (OFWs) left the country in 2014 in search of better employment opportunities. The Philippine Development Plan 2011-2016 acknowledges migration’s positive contribution to the country, while also noting that the scale of emigration of Filipino workers is indicative of the lack of employment opportunities at home (NEDA, 2011). In order to capitalise on the benefits of migration, as well as to minimise its economic, social and human costs, a Sub-Committee on International Migration and Development (SCIMD) was created in 2014 under the country’s National Economic and Development Authority (NEDA).

In this context, this report aims to support the country in its goal of maximising the development potential of migration and constructing policies which stem unnecessary cost. The report provides policy makers with empirical evidence of the role played by migration in a range of policy areas that matter for development, as well as the role of non-migration public policies on migration (Box 1.1). This chapter provides an overview of the findings and summarises the main policy recommendations.





Box 1.1. What is the IPPMD project?


In January 2013, the OECD Development Centre launched a project, co-funded by the EU Thematic Programme on Migration and Asylum, on the Interrelations between public policies, migration and development: case studies and policy recommendations (IPPMD). This project – carried out in ten low and middle-income countries between 2013 and 2017 – sought to provide policy makers with evidence of the importance of integrating migration into development strategies and fostering coherence across sectoral policies. A balanced mix of developing countries was chosen to participate in the project: Armenia, Burkina Faso, Cambodia, Costa Rica, Côte d’Ivoire, the Dominican Republic, Georgia, Haiti, Morocco and the Philippines.

While evidence abounds of the impacts – both positive and negative – of migration on development, the reasons why policy makers should integrate migration into development planning still lack empirical foundations. The IPPMD project aimed to fill this knowledge gap by providing reliable evidence not only for the contribution of migration to development, but also for how this contribution can be reinforced through policies in a range of sectors. To do so, the OECD designed a conceptual framework that explores the links between four dimensions of migration (emigration, remittances, return migration and immigration) and five key policy sectors: the labour market, agriculture, education, investment and financial services, and social protection and health (Figure 1.1). The conceptual framework also linked these five sectoral policies to a variety of migration outcomes (Table 1.1).




Figure 1.1. Migration and sectoral development policies: A two-way relationship


[image: graphic]



	
Table 1.1. Migration dimensions and migration outcomes in the IPPMD study









	


	
Migration dimensions


	
Migration outcomes







	
Emigration


	
Emigration happens when people live outside of their countries of origin for at least three consecutive months.a


	
The decision to emigrate is an important outcome for the countries of origin, not only because it may lead to actual outflows of people in the short term, but also because it may increase the number of emigrants living abroad in the long term.





	
Remittances


	
Remittances are international transfers, mostly financial, that emigrants send to those left behind.b


	
The sending and receiving of remittances includes the amount of remittances received and channels used to transfer money, which in turn affect the ability to make long-term investments.

The use of remittances is often considered as a priority for policy makers, who would like to orientate remittances towards productive investment.





	
Return migration


	
Return migration occurs when international migrants decide to go back to and settle in, temporarily or permanently, their countries of origin.


	
The decision to return is influenced by various factors including personal preferences towards home countries or circumstances in host countries. Return migration, either temporary or permanent, can be beneficial for countries of origin, especially when it involves highly skilled people.

The sustainability of return measures the success of return migration, whether voluntary or forced, for the migrants and their families, but also for the home country.





	
Immigration


	
Immigration occurs when individuals born in another country – regardless of their citizenship – stay in a country for at least three months.


	
The integration of immigrants implies that they have better living conditions and contribute more to the development of their host and, by extension, home countries.







	
Note: a) Due to the lack of data, the role of diasporas – which often make an active contribution to hometown associations or professional or interest networks – is not analysed in this report.; b) Besides financial transfers, remittances also include social remittances, i.e. the ideas, values and social capital transferred by migrants. Even though social remittances represent an important aspect of the migration-development nexus, they go beyond the scope of this project and are therefore not discussed in this report.






The methodological framework developed by the OECD Development Centre and the data collected by its local research partners together offer an opportunity to fill significant knowledge gaps surrounding the migration and development nexus. Several aspects in particular make the IPPMD approach unique and important for shedding light on how the two-way relationship between migration and public policies affects development:


	The same survey tools were used in all countries over the same time period (2014-15), allowing for comparisons across countries.


	The surveys covered a variety of migration dimensions and outcomes (Table 1.1), thus providing a comprehensive overview of the migration cycle.


	The project examined a wide set of policy programmes across countries covering the five key sectors.


	
Quantitative and qualitative tools were combined to collect a large new body of primary data on the ten partner countries:


	A household survey covered on average around 2 000 households in each country, both migrant and non-migrant households. Overall, more than 20 500 households, representing about 100 000 individuals, were interviewed for the project.


	A community survey reached a total of 590 local authorities and community leaders in the communities where the household questionnaire was administered.


	Qualitative in-depth stakeholder interviews were held with key stakeholders representing national and local authorities, academia, international organisations, civil society and the private sector. In total, 375 interviews were carried out across the ten countries.






	The data were analysed using both descriptive and regression techniques. The former identifies broad patterns and correlations between key variables concerning migration and public policies, while the latter deepens the empirical understanding of these interrelations by also controlling for other factors.




The OECD Development Centre and European Commission hosted a dialogue on tapping the benefits of migration for development through more coherent policies in October 2016 in Paris. The event served as a platform for policy dialogue between policy makers from partner countries, academic experts, civil society and multilateral organisations. It discussed the findings and concrete policies that can help enhance the contribution of migration to the development of both countries of origin and destination. A cross-country comparative report and the ten country reports will be published in 2017.






How did the IPPMD project operate in the Philippines?


The IPPMD project was carried out in close collaboration with a government focal point, the Commission on Filipinos Overseas (CFO). Acting as the main link between the OECD and policy makers in the Philippines, the CFO helped the IPPMD team gather information on migration policies and data and played a significant role in organising local events and bilateral meetings with key stakeholders. The IPPMD team also worked closely with a local research institution, the Scalabrini Migration Center (SMC), to ensure the smooth running of the project. SMC helped organise country-level events, contributed to the design of the research strategy in the Philippines, conducted the fieldwork and co-drafted the country report.

The IPPMD project team also organised several local workshops and meetings with support from the Delegation of the EU to the Philippines. The various stakeholders who participated in these workshops and meetings and who were met during the missions to the Philippines played a role in strengthening the network of the project partners and setting the research priorities in the country.

A kick-off workshop organised in July 2013 in Manila launched the project in the Philippines (Figure 1.2). The workshop served as a platform to discuss the focus of the project in the country with national and local policy makers, and representatives of international organisations, employer and employee organisations, civil society organisations and academics. Those present agreed that the project in the Philippines should focus only on emigration and not on immigration. Following lively and diverse discussions, the IPPMD project team decided to focus the analysis on four sectors: i) the labour market; ii) agriculture; iii) education; and iv) investment and financial services.




Figure 1.2. IPPMD Project timeline in the Philippines


[image: graphic]


Following a training workshop and pilot tests conducted by the IPPMD project team, the SMC collected quantitative data from 1 999 households and 37 communities and conducted 40 qualitative stakeholder interviews (Chapter 3). The team organised a consultation meeting in July 2015 to present the preliminary findings to relevant stakeholders, including policy makers, academic researchers and civil society organisations in the Philippines. The meeting discussed the different views on and interpretations of the preliminary results and fed into further analysis at the country level. A policy dialogue in December 2016 shared the highlights of the ten-country comparative study, along with the main findings of the Philippine study and their policy implications. The dialogue coincided with stakeholder consultations and preparations for the Philippine Development Plan 2017-2022, the roadmap for national development planning.




Emigration can be a stronger asset for development than it is now


The Philippines is mainly a source country of emigrants. Data from the United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs (UN DESA) indicate that there were an estimated 5.3 million Filipino emigrants in 2015, around 5.3% of the Philippines’ total population (UN DESA, 2015). This share is lower than for most of the other IPPMD partner countries (Figure 1.3). However, the Commission on Filipinos Overseas (CFO) estimates the numbers of emigrants to be far higher: as of December 2013, the population of Filipinos overseas stood at 10.2 million, or roughly 10% of the total population. The difference between the two figures is mostly explained by the fact that CFO data also include Filipinos born abroad, who are not technically “migrants”.1





Figure 1.3. The Philippines is a country of net emigration



Emigrant and immigrant stocks as a percentage of the population (2015)


[image: graphic]

Note: Data come from national censuses, labour force surveys, and population registers.



Source: UNDESA (2015), International Migration Stock: The 2015 Revision (database), www.un.org/en/development/desa/population/migration/data/estimates2/estimates15.shtml.


StatLink  http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933458076





While losing labour to emigration can be detrimental, emigration can revitalise the labour market


How emigration affects a country’s human capital stock depends on the education and skills profile of those who leave. Data from the IPPMD Philippines show that intentions to emigrate increase with education level: individuals with post-secondary education are most likely to plan to emigrate (Figure 1.4). They also show that the Philippines is losing more highly-skilled workers than less-skilled to emigration (Chapter 4). More highly educated and skilled individuals are better able to access information, which is an important resource for making migration possible.




Figure 1.4. Highly educated Filipinos are more likely to plan to emigrate



Share of individuals planning to emigrate (%), by education level


[image: graphic]

Note: To better capture those individuals who have completed post-secondary education, the cut-off age for adults in these estimations is 20 years and above (compared to 15 years in other parts of the report).



Source: Authors’ own work based on IPPMD data.


StatLink  http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933458088



However, the de-skilling of Filipino emigrants is of concern: emigrants predominantly hold less skilled occupations in their new destination countries than the ones they held prior to emigrating. This enduring issue is worrying, in particular for young Filipino migrants who may experience increasingly limited job choices and find themselves trapped in low-skilled employment in their host country (Asis and Battistella, 2013).

Despite the plentiful labour supply in the Philippines, losing labour to emigration – especially the highly educated and skilled – can cause shortages in specific sectors. The IPPMD research found that among the four key sectors (agriculture, construction, education and health), the health sector seems to be the most affected by emigration (Chapter 4). Stakeholder interviews in Manila also noted the health sector has considerable shortages, especially in rural areas. Most people with relevant skills choose to leave to seek better job opportunities, rather than stay in the domestic market.

When a household member (especially those who were working) emigrates, their departure increases the probability that the remaining household members will have to work unless the emigrant sends remittances home. This may be exacerbated in rural areas where more households are working in agriculture and requires more labour than in urban areas. The IPPMD results find that agricultural households with emigrants are more likely to hire workers from outside the household (Figure 1.5), probably to compensate for the loss of labour from the departed member. This may imply that emigration is helping to revitalise the labour market. In the longer term, a significant drop in labour supply caused by emigration can reduce competition for jobs in the labour market, which in turn would tend to decrease unemployment and increase wage levels.




Figure 1.5. Emigrant households have fewer family workers and are more likely to hire in external labour



Use of labour in agricultural activities by emigrant and non-emigrant households


[image: graphic]

Note: Statistical significance calculated using a t-test (1st and 3rd graph) and a chi-squared test (middle graph) is indicated as follows: ***: 99%, **: 95%, *: 90%.



Source: Authors’ own work based on IPPMD data.


StatLink  http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933458099






How do sectoral policies influence emigration?


Despite the positive opportunities emigration brings to origin countries, its contribution to development is not fully realised. This is either because the households left behind do not have the tools to overcome the negative short-term effects associated with the departure of one or several members of the households, or because the country lacks adequate mechanisms to harness the development potential of emigration. The way policies affect emigration is not always straightforward.



Policies that facilitate job
...
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			Éditions e-pub de l’OCDE – version bêta

			
			Félicitations et merci d’avoir téléchargé l’un de nos tout nouveaux ePub en version bêta.


			
			Nous expérimentons ce nouveau format pour nos publications. En effet, même si l’ePub est formidable pour des livres composés de texte linéaire, le lecteur peut être confronté à  quelques dysfonctionnements  avec les publications comportant des tableaux et des graphiques  – tout dépend du type de support de lecture que vous utilisez.


			Afin de profiter d’une expérience de lecture optimale, nous vous recommandons :


			
						D’utiliser la dernière version du système d’exploitation de votre support de lecture.


						De lire en orientation portrait.


						De réduire la taille de caractères si les tableaux en grand format sont difficiles à lire.


			


			Comme ce format est encore en version bêta, nous aimerions recevoir vos impressions et remarques sur votre expérience de lecture, bonne ou autre,  pour que nous puissions l’améliorer à l’avenir. Dans votre message, merci de bien vouloir nous indiquer précisément quel appareil et quel système d’exploitation vous avez utilisé ainsi que le titre de la publication concernée. Vous pouvez adresser vos remarques à l’adresse suivante :
			sales@oecd.org


			Merci !
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