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In 2012, remittances from migrant workers to developing countries were roughly three times the total
amount of global foreign aid, yet itle is known about how to make these funds work better.[i ¢ ednt) i
# oan2) Researchers in this study explored this in two ways: First, they introduced a financial product
that enabled migrant workers to pay schools in the Philippines directly for their children’s or other
relatives’ education. Second, they tested if giving migrants different degrees of control over how
remittances are used for educational purposes made them more likely to send money home. Simply
labeling remittances as funds to be used for education raised the amount of money migrants sent
home by more than 15 pe hile adding the ability to directly pay the school only
added a further 2.2 percent

Policy Issue:

Migrant remittances are one of the largest international financial flows to developing countries. They
exceeded US$400 billon in 2012, which was roughly three times the amount of total foreign aid flows to
developing countries that year.il # ednt) However, lttle is known about how to maximize the impact of
remittances. Studies have shown that spending on the education of relatives back home is one of the
most significant expenditures for migrant workers and that remittances improve educational attainment
of migrant's children. Previous studies also suggest that financial products that provide migrants with
greater ability to monitor and control how remittances are spent can lead them to send more money
home. This study evaluates how migrants’ remitting behavior changes when they can label remittances
to be used for education or directly transfer remittances to their child's school back home. It also
investigated the demand for a new financial product that allowed migrants to channel tuition payments
directly to schools and to receive information about student performance.

Context of the Evaluation:
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Research Motivation-Why Remittances do not affect

Economic Growth?

o Migrant remittances are one of the largest international financial flows
to developing countries, exceeding US$ 432 billion (World Bank
2015). Great interest: how these financial inflows are employed?
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Research Motivation-Why Remittances do not affect

Economic Growth?

o Migrant remittances are one of the largest international financial flows
to developing countries, exceeding US$ 432 billion (World Bank
2015). Great interest: how these financial inflows are employed?

@ Recent studies argue that migrants may differ in their preferences
from remittance recipients specially for how money sent should be
used due to physical separation and limited information (Ashraf et
al. 2014, Ambler 2015)

@ Microeconomic problem: intra-household relationship between the
migrant/giver and the household/recipient (same preferences?)

e Control in remittance utilization is then crucial! (Batista et al. 2015)
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Contribution to the literature

@ (Theory) An empirical framework to evaluate competing models of
in-kind giving within the logic of the Samaritan’s dilemma:
o the private-public good model (i.e. giving in kind public goods that
also the giver can enjoy)
o the signalling model (i.e. giving in kind when the giver is observed to
signal the knowledge of recipient's tastes)

Giuseppe De Arcangelis, Majlinda Joxhe Remittances October 2018 6 /25



Contribution to the literature

@ (Theory) An empirical framework to evaluate competing models of
in-kind giving within the logic of the Samaritan’s dilemma:
o the private-public good model (i.e. giving in kind public goods that
also the giver can enjoy)
o the signalling model (i.e. giving in kind when the giver is observed to
signal the knowledge of recipient’s tastes)

@ Complementarity between giving in kind and giving in cash,

Giuseppe De Arcangelis, Majlinda Joxhe Remittances October 2018 6 /25



Contribution to the literature

@ (Theory) An empirical framework to evaluate competing models of
in-kind giving within the logic of the Samaritan’s dilemma:
o the private-public good model (i.e. giving in kind public goods that
also the giver can enjoy)
o the signalling model (i.e. giving in kind when the giver is observed to
signal the knowledge of recipient’s tastes)

@ Complementarity between giving in kind and giving in cash, in our
case specifically for education expenses.
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@ A lab-in-the-field experiment with different treatments in terms of
information sharing
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@ A lab-in-the-field experiment with different treatments in terms of
information sharing

@ Choices of in-kind giving within a closed list of goods and services
@ For education only, choices of in-cash giving
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@ When the migrant knows his choices will be known to the MCCH,
consumption increases significantly between 10 and 10.5 per cent at
the expense of investment.

@ The main contraction in investment is due to the contraction in
education expenditure.

@ The major contraction under private information is observed for
durable goods (about 10 per cent)

Evidence in favour of the the signalling model of in-kind giving with
respect to the public good model!
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Related Literature

Work related to the importance of information asymmetries in remittance
behavior.

e Ambler (2015) shows that information asymmetry may affect the level
of remittance send in cash.
e Chen (2013) wife-husband behaviour in China and finds that they will

exhibit non-cooperative strategies for activities that are difficult to
monitor.

o De Laat, (2014), Ambler, (2013), Doi et al. (2014): giving in kind
may lead remittance receivers to save and invest more for e.g
education (investment) purposes.
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Experimental setting

@ Filipino workers in Rome to form a sample of 501 subjects between
August 2012 and January 2013, out of 2,291 intercepted Filipino
migrants at common meeting points in Rome.

o OFWs were selected such that they would have a most closely
connected household (MCCH)
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Experimental setting

@ Filipino workers in Rome to form a sample of 501 subjects between
August 2012 and January 2013, out of 2,291 intercepted Filipino
migrants at common meeting points in Rome.

o OFWs were selected such that they would have a most closely
connected household (MCCH)

@ Migrants were said to enter a lottery and allocate the eventual
windfall of 1000 euros. In case of lottery winning the allocation
instructions could not be changed.

@ Subjects had to: (1) decide an in-kind budget allocation (2)
complete a baseline survey, (3) play five dictator's games for in-cash
allocation with a focus on education. One purpose of the general
project was to evaluate the demand for a financial facility for
education (EduPay) — but it is marginal to our current study!
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Baseline Survey

Table 2: line Summary Stati
Mean SD Min Median Max  Observations

Migrant is a female 0.73 0.44 0.00 1.00 1.00 501
Migrant’s age 42.25 10.32 19.00 42.00 71.00 499
Migrant is married 0.68 0.47 0.00 1.00 1.00 501
Migrant’s number of children 1.95 1.47 0.00 2.00 8.00 501
Migrant’s year in Italy 9.68 8.56 0.00 7.00 38.00 499
Migrant’s Phil. Citizenship 0.99 0.10 0.00 1.00 1.00 500
Migrant is employed 0.98 0.15 0.00 1.00 1.00 499
Migrant is self-employed 0.02 0.15 0.00 0.00 1.00 488
Migrant’s monthly Income 1045.18 566.42 0.00 900.00 7000.00 481
Migrant’s Hours working 42.66 18.87 0.00 40.00 88.00 499
Migrant is remitting monthly 0.72 0.45 0.00 1.00 1.00 501
Remittances monthly 412.54 299.17 0.00 380.00  3000.00 499

Notes: All variables are from 2012 baseline survey of migrant. Migrants were all located in Rome

Giuseppe De Arcangelis, Majlinda Joxhe Remittances



Lab-in-the-Field Experiment

We hypothesised that the migrant’s choices of the in-kind budget may
differ depending on the information shared with MCCH. Randomly
assigned migrants into three treatment groups:
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Lab-in-the-Field Experiment

We hypothesised that the migrant’s choices of the in-kind budget may
differ depending on the information shared with MCCH. Randomly
assigned migrants into three treatment groups:

© Treatment 1 (Private information): migrants were told that the
MCCH in the Philippines would simply receive the goods chosen
without giving any information on the decisions the migrant made

(i.e. on the other possible goods that the migrant could have chosen
and did not)

@ Treatment 2 (Information sharing): migrants were told that the
household in the Philippines would be fully informed of all the choices
that the migrant had made including the goods that he (or she) did
not choose.

© Treatment 3 (Social excuse): Treatment 2 + the survey team would
also tell the household that a small donation to a Filipino community
in Rome was done in case the migrant would have chosen the
financial product EduPay to send funds to the schools.
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List of in-kind items and regrouping

Food

Clothes

Rent payment Basic

Utilities payment (electricity, water, etc.)

Phone (house, cell phone, calling cards)

Large goods for the household (durables) Consumption-type
goods and services

Car or other vehicle Durables

Construction of a house (including repairs)

Medical expenditure and medicines

Insurance (life, health, etc.)

Services
Marriage expenses

Other expenses

Savings to buy a house

Savings to buy a land

Down payment on a house/land

Current mortgage on a house/land

Savings to buy a vehicle

Savings for marriage expenses

Financial Investment-type goods
Long-term investments

Emigration expenditures

Agricultural inputs

Business expenses Business

Savings for other

Giuseppe De Arcangelis, Majlinda



Descriptive Evidence: Treatment 1 and 2
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Econometric Evidence for Treatment 1 and 2

Table 4: Regression Results for Total Consumption and 1,2 and 3) and Test Difference between Treatment 2 and Treatment 3.
1) 2) 3) @) (5) (6)
VARIABLES Consumption Consumption Investment Investment Investment Goods (No Investment Goods (No
Goods Goods Goods Goods Education) Education)
Information Sharing 77.51** 78.18** -76.61** -64.99% -50.65 -42.45
(38.20) (38.82) (38.20) (39.21) (42.69) (42.88)
Information Sharing+Social 1328+ 12224+ 136147 113.7%%% -67.46 2474
Excuse
(39.04) (39.84) (39.05) (40.29) (4134) (43.39)
Age 0269 -0.157 -3.561
(1.892) (1.910) (2.168)
Female 66.14% -75.33* -80.27*
(38.80) (39.29) (42.16)
Head of MCCH is spouse -47.89 38.64 1279
(41.09) (41.65) (43.71)
Have children in Philippines -2.391 1.567 2973
(2.035) (2.052) (2.174)
Years since migrated to Italy 0579 0.246 2.500
(2.496) (2.515) (2.906)
Household Income in Italy -0.0673%** 0.0707%%* 00390
(0.0257) (0.0258) (0.0336)
Primary Education 270.7 -262.3 -205.4*
(169.6) (169.7) (120.0)
Secondary Education 2594 5233 6224
(40.86) (41.16) (46.56)
Constant 315.1%%* 383.5%%* 684.6%** 617.5%** 339.6%** 344.1%**
(26.26) (1005) (26.27) (101.1) (20.89) (106.8)
p-values for testing
Treatment 2= Treatment 3 0.1682 0.2855 0.1380 0.2382 0.6875 0.6796
Observations 500 476 500 476 500 476
R-squared 0023 0081 0024 0075 0.006 0.073

Robust standard errors in parentheses, *+* p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p=0.1,
Interview places fived effect included; Reference category for education i tertiary education:
Consumption goods include: Food. Clothes, Rent, Repair House, Utilities, Phone, Vehicle, Durables, Marriage, Insurance. and Medical Expenses
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Descriptive Evidence: Stochastic Dominance for

Consumption
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Descriptive Evidence: Stochastic Dominance for

Investment
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Econometric model on the effect of information sharing

To identify the impact of different information settings, we rely on random
assignment of information treatments across individuals, and estimate the
following regression at the individual level:

yj = &+ BX; + yInfoShared; + €; (1)
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Econometric model on the effect of information sharing

To identify the impact of different information settings, we rely on random
assignment of information treatments across individuals, and estimate the
following regression at the individual level:

yj = &+ BX; + yInfoShared; + €; (1)

@ y; is the monetary value of consumption or investment goods.
o InfoShared is a dummy variable to identify Treatment 2 and 3.

@ X; are individual characteristics obtained from the baseline survey

Giuseppe De Arcangelis, Majlinda Joxhe Remittances

October 2018 18 / 25



Econometric Evidence for -Information

Sharing-Consumption and Investment Goods

Table 5. ion Results for Total C ion and ~ Scenario 1 Private i Vs Scenario 2 ion Sharing.
(&) @) 3) (] (5) (6)
VARIABLES ‘Consumption Consumption Investment Investment Investment Goods (No Investment Goods (No
Goods (all) Goods (all) Goods(all) Goods(all) Education) Education)
Information Sharing 105.1%+* 99.79%*% -106.3%%% 88.87%%* -59.03 3376
(33.02) (33.47) (33.09) (33.95) (36.43) (37.39)

Age 0.457 -0.365

(1.885) (1.902)
Female 65.57* 7471

(38.85) (39.34)
Head of MCCH is spouse -47.28 37.96

(41.25) (41.83)
Have children in Philippines 2344 1515

(2.009) (2.027)
Years since migrated to Italy -0.600 0.270

(2.500) (2.518)
Household Income in Ttaly -0.0681%** 00715***

(0.0254) (0.0255)
Primary Education 263.5 -254.4

(168.6) (168.4)
Secondary Education -0.457 8604

(40.91) (41.24)
Constant 315.1%%% 2343+ 684.6%*% 776.2%%* 339.6+*

(26.23) (127.2) (26.24) (127.9) (29.86)

Observations 500 476 500 476 500
R-squared 0019 0079 0019 0.072 0.005

Robus sandard rors b parenfes
Interview places fived effect i fere education i tertiary education;,
v Good i Do payment Morigage, Sosiga for land. hous. vehicle, masviage and other), Lon:term incsiments, Agriculural inpu, Busivess inpus and Edcation

<00l <005 =<0
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Econometric Evidence

Sharing-Consumption

for Treatment-Information

Table 6. Results for C i ps — St io 1 Private Vs Scenario 2 Sharing.
(1) (2) 3) (@) (5) (6)
VARIABLES ion good  C good  C good  C ion good  C good  C ion good
(basic) (basic) (adding durables)  (adding durables) (adding (adding
Services) Services)
Information Sharing 49.67°* 42.57** 112.9%** 109.7%%* 105.17°* 88.10%**
(20.81) (21.01) (27.51) (28.69) (33.02) (33.94)
Age 0577 1412 0.358
(1.293) (1.671) (1.900)
Female 7.850 4538 73.79%
(26.35) (33.86) (39.34)
Head of MCCH is spouse -40.53 2962 -37.43
(25.09) (36.71) (41.85)
Have children in Philippines -1.749 1831 -1.456
(1.274) (1.596) (2.025)
Years since migrated to Italy -1.837 1493 0322
(1.486) (2.115) (2518)
Household Income in Ttaly 0.0136 0.0561** 0.0707***
(0.0168) (0.0218) (0.0255)
Primary Education 33247 260.1* 2565
(160.1) (153.1) (168.5)
Secondary Education 63.12** 30.93 7386
(30.21) (36.04) (a1.29)
Constant 154.37%* 150.5* 206.1%** 157.5 315.1%%* 223.8*
(16.09) (83.25) (21.10) (118.6) (26.23) (127.9)
Observations 500 476 500 476 500 476
R-squared 0010 0102 0.029 0.081 0019 0071
Robuststandard errors in parentheses, *** p=<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
i included; education is tertary education

Consumption goods include: Food. Clothes, Rent, Repair House. Ulities, Phone, Vehicle, Durables, Marriage, Insurance, and Medical Expenses
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Econometric Evidence for Treatment-Information

Sharing-Investment

Table 7. Regression Results for Investment Groups — Scenario 1 Private vs Scenario 2 Sharing.
(1) ) 3) (4 (5) (6) ) (®)
VARIABLES Residential ~ Residential  (1)+Financial (2)+Fi (3)+Busines (4 s (5)+Educatio (6)+E
Investment Investment Investment Investment s s n Investment n Investment
Investment _Investment
Information Sharing. -16.63 -12.01 -32.88 -10.32 -59.03 -33.76 106.3*** -88.87%**
(18.57) (18.88) (27.39) (27.70) (36.43) (37.39) (33.04) (33.95)
Age 2.787%%% 3165 -3.486
(1.003) (1.436) (2192)
Female 10.59 6.102 -80.50*
(18.58) (29.69) (42.13)
Head of MCCH is spouse 54,95+ 4132 13.03
(27.31) (33.63) (43.66)
Have children in Philippines -0.299 2283 2.992
(L071) (1.591) (2.175)
Years since migrated to Italy 0414 0.648 2.491
(0.964) (1.891) (2.908)
Household Income in Italy 0.00143 0.0621** 0.0387
(0.00902) (0.0308) (0.0336) (0.0255)
Primary Education 2223 -4.851 -208.3* -254.4
(15.30) (95.17) (119.5) (168.4)
Secondary Education 8019 12.46 61.01 8.604
(24.67) (34.42) (46.46) (41.24)
Constant 69.58%** 193.9% 159.1%** 503.8*** 339.6*** 715.3%** 684.6*** 776.2***
(15.73) (115.2) (22.77) (166.3) (29.86) (145.3) (26.24) (127.9)
Observations 476 500 476 500 476 500 476
R-squared 0.002 0.054 0.003 0.070 0.005 0.073 0.019 0.072

‘Robust standard errors in parentheses
Interview places fixed effect included;

¥ p<0.0L, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1,
or education is terti
Investment Goods include: Down payment, Morigage, Savings for (land, house,

ducation;
chicle. marriage and other), Long-term investments, Agricultural input, Business inputs and Education
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In-kind and in-cash expenditure on education:

complements or substitute?

We obtain in-cash giving from the third section of the experiment —
migrants had to allocate cash for education in three different way

(labelling and two forms of direct transfer via EduPay), see De Arcangelis
et al. (2015).
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In-kind and in-cash expenditure on education:

complements or substitute?
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complements or substitute?

We obtain in-cash giving from the third section of the experiment —
migrants had to allocate cash for education in three different way
(labelling and two forms of direct transfer via EduPay), see De Arcangelis
et al. (2015). We consider the average and the maximum value.

educash; = éo + 61InfoShared; + d>eduinkind;+ (2)

+03(InfoShared; * eduinkind;) + 64.X; + €;

Results: for each additional euro in kind, in-cash expenditure for education
increases between 29 and 33 eurocents.
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Econometric Evidence for In-cash-allocation

Table 8. Complementarity between In-Cash and In-Kind Allocations for Education — Scenario 1
Private Information (reference) vs Scenario 2 Information Sharing.

In-Cash Allocation for Education

VARIABLES (average) erage) « ) ¢
Inform. Sharing Soc.Exe -3.936 -11.56 -16.75 -17.88
(42.72) (43.49) (47.56) (48.03)
In-Kind Education All 0.334%%* 0.313%%% 0.314%%% 0.204%**
(0.0807) (0.0805) (0.0880) (0.0900)
Info Shar*In-Kind Ed. All -0.0197 -0.0224 -0.0332 -0.0391
(0.0979) (0.100) (0.105) (0.109)
Age 0.502 -0.180
(1.508) (1.618)
Female 21.87 4034
(34.80) (36.71)
Head of MCCH is spouse -53.89 -30.35
(33.88) (37.02)
Have children in -1.676 -1.216
Philippines
(2.145) (2.212)
Years since migrated to -2.796 -3.192
Ttaly
(2.149) (2.280)
Household Income in 0.08427%+* 0.0936%**
Italy
(0.0204) (0.0228)
Primary Education 71.62 15.26
(120.2) (125.5)
Secondary Education -22.27 -46.46
(34.41) (36.58)
Constant 327.5%%% 490.2%%% 411500 622.5%%*
(35.87) (130.2) (40.14) (121.3)
Observations 500 476 500 476
R-squared 0.112 0.160 0.084 0.142

Robust standard errors in parentheses, *** p=0.01, ** p=0.05, * p=0.1;

Interview places fixed effect included; Reference category for education is tertiary education.
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Findings and Main Conclusion

@ Using variants of a dictator game through lab-in-the-field
experiments with Filipino migrants in Rome, we explore whether
information asymmetry may affect the allocation of a given budget
between: in-kind consumption-type goods and in-kind
investment-type choices.
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@ Using variants of a dictator game through lab-in-the-field
experiments with Filipino migrants in Rome, we explore whether
information asymmetry may affect the allocation of a given budget
between: in-kind consumption-type goods and in-kind
investment-type choices.

@ The strong effect of information asymmetry indicates that the
signalling model for in-kind giving can be the main reference

@ Consumption rises at the expenses of investment by 10-10.5 per
cent under information sharing.

@ In-kind and in-cash giving for education are complements; therefore,
online services that could offer direct giving to sponsored students
may enhance also monetary funds for education
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Afrimarket

ENVOYEZ DE LARGENT | NOTRE RESEAU ‘ INFORMATIONS NOUS REJOINDRE |  S'IDENTIFIER

Afrimarket

NOURRITURE, ELECTROMENAGER, MATERIAUX DE CONSTRUCTION...
NOUS LIVRONS VOS PROCHES EN AFRIQUE A PARTIR DE 48H !

Q Afrimarket, comment ¢a marche ? Cliquez sur votre pays pour découvrir les
milliers de produits disponibles !

@ Vous sélectionnez les produits sur le catalogue

@ Vous payez en ligne ou par téléphone l I l * II
@ Vos produits sont livrés

> Cote d'lvoire > Sénégal
Au Sénégal, en Cote d'lvoire, au Bénin ou au Togo, nous ﬁ
livrons les produits sélectionnés 4 vos bénéficiaires entre
2et 5 jours. g
> Bénin > Togo
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