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Abstract 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Migrant workers from all over the world send remittances to their families in their countries of 

origin. These generally refer to monies that are transmitted to households by workers who find 

employment outside their home economies. Since remittances directly increase the income of 

a migrant‟s family back home, they have become a vital source of financial support for 

meeting daily consumption needs. As well, international remittances have also been shown to 

lead to more investments in health, education, and small business
1
. At the national level, the 

receipt of large amounts of international remittances has presented countries with increased 

opportunities for accelerated growth and development.  Because of their volume and their 

development potential, remittances are thus attracting growing attention from policymakers at 

the highest levels in both developed and developing countries. 

 

Our interest in remittances lies not in the impact of remittances on sending countries, but more 

on the more basic question of why migrants remit. What factors affect the migrant‟s decision 

to remit or not? And if they remit, what factors affect the size and frequency of their 

remittance? These are not new questions of course, and indeed, there is a whole strand of 

literature that delves into this question. The extreme ends of the spectrum of reasons for why 

migrants remit are pure altruism and pure self- interest. The pure altruism motive, first 

formally modelled by Lucas and Stark (1985) is premised on the popular notion that migrant 

cares for the welfare of those left behind and so implies a negative relationship between the 

well-being of the origin household and the amount of remittances sent.  In contrast, the pure 

                                                           
1
 See Adams (2011) for a comprehensive overview.    
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self-interest motive suggests that migrants send monies home to promote their own personal 

welfare as may be revealed by the investment, savings or consumption behaviours of their 

remittance-receiving origin households (see for example Osili (2007), Acosta, et al (2008), 

Yang (2008b) and  Dustmann and Mestres (2010)). 

 

Since the first formal conceptualisations of models of remittance behaviour in the 1980s, there 

has been an abundance of empirical studies in a range of settings that have tried to model and 

test the underlying motives to remit. The picture presented is, however, often at best 

incomplete. The main problem is that most databases are limited in some crucial dimension: 

for example, data are limited to migration outcomes in the host country only, where these data 

are often collected by host country agents for purposes of their own policy evaluation; 

alternatively, data contain detailed information on migrant characteristics in home country 

alone. As economic theory requires data on both sending and receiving households, most 

datasets limit the extent to which formal models underlying remittance behaviour can be 

tested. The altruism motive for remittances for example is often tested by approximating 

welfare levels of migrants‟ households „back home‟ using characteristics of migrants in the 

host country. Similarly, it is problematic to test the exchange or insurance motive directly 

when information on expenditures, assets or risks faced by migrant-sending households are 

not directly available.  

 

A unique matched survey dataset from the Philippines presents a rare opportunity to test 

remittance motivations models using information from both sending and receiving 
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households. These unique micro data sets, available for three survey years, contain rich 

information on the migrants in the host country as well as comprehensive details about the 

migrant‟s household of origin in the sending economy. The Survey of Overseas Filipinos 

(SOF) is collected by the National Statistics Office (NSO) of the Philippines and contains 

detailed information about migrants working in around 150 destination countries around the 

world. It is conveniently linked with the NSO‟s Family Income and Expenditure Survey 

(FIES) which provides household income and expenditure information as well as demographic 

and socioeconomic details of households in the Philippines. This unified SOF-FIES database 

thus contains unique information on Filipino migrants as well as their households of origin in 

the Philippines. 

 

The interest in the Philippines is strategic. The Filipino diaspora has been in the forefront of 

the migration movements since the late 1950s when large numbers of medical professionals 

began emigrating from the Philippines to Europe and the US. International migration has since 

become a prominent strategy for economic advancement among Filipino households. The 

growth of the diaspora has accelerated even more in recent times. The stock of Filipinos 

working abroad is now placed at 10 million, which is a massive 15 per cent of the nation‟s 

total labour force. In 2010
2
, an average of 3780 Filipinos left the country each day to take up 

contract work in over 180 countries around the world while total remittance income received 

from overseas migrant workers reached US$18.76 billion, about 7 per cent of the country‟s 

gross national income for 2010.  This makes the Philippines the world's fourth largest 

                                                           
2
 Authors’ own calculations from published data from the Bangko Sentral ng Pilipinas (Central Bank of the 

Philippines) and the National Statistical Coordination Board.  
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recipient of remittances, trailing only India ($45 billion), China ($34 billion) and Mexico ($26 

billion), according to the World Bank
3
.  

 

All that given, there are three main objectives in this study: (i) use matched data to examine 

altruism and other motivations as drivers of remittances; (ii) identify what factors in both the 

migrant‟s destination and source countries affect his/her decision to remit; and (iii) predict 

who will remit, and for those who choose to remit, how much.  

 

Following this introductory section, a brief overview of the literature on economic motivations 

to remit is provided in Section 2. We present the data and our empirical model in Section 3. 

The results of our statistical analysis are presented in Section 4. In Section 5, we include a 

section on skill mismatching as further investigation into determinants of remittance 

behaviour. In the final section, Section 6, we summarise our findings and conclude. 

 

II. Why Migrants Remit: What We Know So Far  

Since the seminal study by Becker (1974) on social interactions, a rich variety of theoretical 

models on motivations to remit have been proposed in the economic literature. The theoretical 

models range from pure altruism on the one end and pure self-interest on the other. Pure 

altruism in remittances is modelled by allowing the utility of a remitting migrant to be solely 

derived from the well-being or consumption level of family members left behind – an idea 

                                                           
3
Mohapatra, et. al (2011) . 
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originally due to Becker (1974), and formalised for remittances in Lucas and Stark (1985).  

The pure self-interest model in remittances, on the other hand, is directly drawn from the 

"neo-classical" economic idea that rational people always act in their own self-interest, and 

that these independent, self-interested actions collectively create substantial economic value.  

As Adam Smith famously suggested in The Wealth of Nations, "It is not from the benevolence 

of the butcher, the brewer, or the baker that we expect our dinner, but from their regard to 

their own interest.”  

 

By and large, most theories of remittances carry elements of both altruism and self-interest. 

Where migration is seen as a risk diversification strategy, the co-insurance model of 

remittances comes to the fore.  Under this model, remittances are a means to insure the origin 

household against adverse economic eventualities such as crop failure, livestock diseases, and 

bad weather/devastating floods. Using data from Mexico,   Amuedo-Dorantes and Pozo 

(2006) show that greater risks to labour earnings tend to raise both the propensity and the 

proportion of wages sent home.  Yang and Choi (2007) and Yang (2008a) meanwhile tried to 

validate this model for negative weather shocks in developing countries.  

 

In another context, Lucas and Stark (1985) proposed an investment model where migrants are 

seem to remit to family back home to gain favour in the inheritance stakes or to build a better 

environment for themselves for their eventual return. Under this, remittances used to acquire 

physical assets such as land, livestock or house as in the studies of Osili (2007) and Yang 

(2008b).   
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Alternatively, the exchange model of remittances views such monies as payments for services 

rendered. This model, based on a more general model of private transfers in Cox (1987), 

captures remittances used to cover the costs  of caring for the (migrant‟s) children left behind, 

the upkeep and maintenance of the properties including the family home, and the management 

of  his (migrant‟s) financial and other accounts back home
4
. It also includes remittances made 

as return payments to parental investment in his/her education prior to migration, as well as 

the costs of the job search and transfer costs in the early years of migration. 

 

The investment model predicts that the higher the level of education of the migrant, the higher 

will be the level of remittances. The exchange model, meanwhile, predicts that an increase in 

income raises the migrant‟s willingness to pay for more services provided by the recipient, 

and so increases both the probability of remitting as well as the size/value of the remittances 

sent. Corollarily, an increase in the recipient‟s income is expected to reduce the probability of 

transfer since the opportunity cost of the services rise with recipient‟s income. 

 

In the empirical literature, factors that drive migrants to remit can be classified under three 

types by source: the characteristics of the migrant him/herself, the characteristics of the origin 

household and the general economic environment under which these money transfers occur. 

The first impacts mainly on the migrant‟s capacity to remit and is a function of the 

                                                           
4
 In local terms, particularly in more traditional households, such ‘payments’ are acknowledged as tokens to 

appreciation and/of gifts more than business payments.  
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demographic and socio-economic characteristics of the remitter – including his or her income, 

gender, age, marital status and education level.  Houle and Schellenberg (2008) for example 

show that for Canadian immigrants, the probability of remitting increased monotonically with 

income; but they also found that the higher level of savings impacted negatively on the 

likelihood to remit. In some other studies, full-time employment appears as an important 

determinant of remittance behaviour (see for example Menjivar et al., 1998, Brown and 

Poirine, 2005) although labour market outcomes at the time remittances are made are likely to 

be endogenous.  Meanwhile, Funkhouser (1995) and Menjivar et al. (1998) find that the 

presence of family in the host country is also influential in the decision to remit. 

 

On the impact of origin household characteristics of the household of origin on remittance 

behaviour, existing evidence show impact of some variables, but results often appear weak 

because of the one-sided nature of data used for such analysis. For instance, Acosta et al. 

(2008) finds that the non-remittance household income of families receiving remittance 

income in Central and South America is significant, but the direction of effect varies across 

the countries they cover. Stanwix and Connell (1995) meanwhile finds that for Fijian 

immigrants in Sydney, those with immediate family (children and spouses) back home tend to 

remit more than those supporting extended family. Canadian evidence from Houle and 

Schellenberg (1998) however show a negative correlation between the likelihood of remitting 

and the number of minor children in the origin household.  Other home characteristics to do 

with the demographics of the family, such as the age, gender and marital status of the 
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household head and the position of the remitter in the family are expected to be significant but 

evidence appear to run in both directions mainly due to differences in data used.
5
  

 

The third main set of factors affecting remittance behaviour relates to the general economic 

environment under which migration and money transfers occur.  The characteristics of 

migration, specifically the reason for migration and the intention to return to the home 

country, stand out as important influences. For example, Brown and Poirine (2005) find that 

the likelihood of remitting and the amounts remitted are both significantly associated with 

intentions to return to the home country, while Dustmann and Mestres (2010) show a strong 

positive association between remittance levels and temporary migration rates. A confounding 

factor in this regard  is whether another member of the same family resides with the individual 

in the host country as this might reflect the person‟s intention to return home but will also 

likely be correlated with the financial means of the individual and his/her family to be able to 

remit.  

  

Characteristics of the source economy appear to be relevant too as indicated by Pernia (2006) 

who finds that migrants who originate from poorer regions of the Philippines remit 

significantly higher amounts on average compared to those from the richer regions
6
. Houle 

                                                           
5
 As will be discussed in the next section, the structure of the dataset used in this analysis has as its main unit of 

observation the household in the Philippines with a family member who has recently worked abroad. Thus, by 

construction, individuals working in another country will have relatively strong family ties with non-immigrant 

family members.). 

6
 This is the only study we found that differentiated migrants by income of their hometown region. 
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and Schellenberg (1998) performed the same analysis using country of birth, but no binding 

conclusion emerged. Additionally, the economic conditions of host countries are also thought 

to play a major part in determining remittances flows, but this remains untested previously due 

to unavailability of matched data on both the remitter‟s and recipient‟s end. We hope to 

provide new evidence to this effect as our matched data will allow us to test this. Variables 

reflecting economic conditions of host countries will be incorporated in our reduced form 

model.  Among others, these country characteristics are expected to provide insight as to the 

impacts of cultural differences, differences in immigration policy, as well as transaction cost 

influences on remittance behaviour. 

 

III. Data and Methodology 

Data for this analysis come from two linked household surveys - the Family Income and 

Expenditure Survey (FIES) and the Survey of Overseas Filipinos (SOF), both collected by the 

National Statistics Office of the Philippines. The FIES is a nationwide survey of households in 

the Philippines, conducted every three years. It collects a comprehensive range of household 

information on the demographic structure, income, and expenses of the household, and 

detailed information on the socio-economic characteristics of the household head. The survey 

involves an interview of a nationally representative sample of households. The Survey on 

Overseas Filipinos (SOF) is a survey administered each year to households reporting in the 

Philippine monthly Labour Force Survey as having a household member who has travelled 

overseas for work within the last five years. Personal identifiers allow these data to be linked 

by individual and household. For the current paper, the focus is on the remittance behaviour of 

Overseas Filipinos Workers (OFWs) who reported working abroad in the six months prior to 
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the relevant October Labour Force Survey. OFWs include overseas contract workers who 

were temporarily out of the country during the reference period to fulfil an overseas contract 

for a specific length of time as well as workers presently at home but on vacation during the 

survey period. Other categories under the OFW label are those individuals overseas with valid 

working visas or work permits, as well as people holding other types of non-immigrant visas 

but who are employed and working full-time during the reference period. Permanent 

emigrants from the Philippines and those individuals on official government missions are not 

considered to be OFWs. The SOF collects data on a range of characteristics of OFWs 

including demographic and socio-economic characteristics, work experience, visa category, 

relationship to household head, and the amount and mode of remittances in the last six 

months. Three cross-sectional waves of data from the linked 1997, 2000 and 2003 FIES/SOF 

datasets are combined to generate the sample for this paper. 

 

Since the SOF sample is not limited to those OFWs who remit money back to the Philippines, 

there are two main questions of interest: what are the characteristics of those who do choose to 

remit money, and if they do, what are the factors associated with the amount of money 

remitted. This information comes from the responses of the individual OFW and not the 

household, though it should be noted that the FIES household dataset also contains data on 

income received from abroad as remittances. For this paper, data on remittances are in terms 

of Philippine pesos remitted during the six months prior to the survey date and are adjusted for 

inflation.  

 

The empirical strategy involves estimation of equations such as (1). For individual i in year t, 

the basic remittance equation is as follows: 
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ittitititit TGWMR      (1) 

where    

 i         =  1, ..., I individuals working abroad 

 t          =  1997, 2000 & 2003 representing each survey year 

itR    is the household remittance receipt from overseas (which can be zero)  

itM   is a vector of migrant characteristics 

itW   is a vector of origin household characteristics 

Git          is a vector of variables on the economic environment  

tT   is a vector of indicator variables for survey year 

it   is the error term. 

 

In the empirical analysis, household characteristics include the presence of children aged 1 or 

less, 7 or less, and 15 or less, the region in the Philippines in which the household resides, 

whether the household received dividend income during the year, whether they received 

pension income during the year, the education level of the household head, the marital status 

of the household head, and the age and gender of the household head. According to the FIES 

documentation, the person responding as the household head must be physically present in the 

household at the time of the survey. Migrant characteristics include age, gender, and marital 

status, educational attainment, relationship in the household in the Philippines, type of visa or 

legal status in the host country, and country of employment abroad. Although information on 

other members of the same household who are working abroad is also available in the SOF 

data, it is not known whether they reside together. Thus, an indicator is included in the 
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regression if a member of the same household is working in the same host country as is the 

main respondent.
7
  

 

Lastly, we note here a complication with the 1997 cross section of the SOF.  A coding error in 

the original dataset classified a significant proportion of individuals holding higher university 

degrees as having other post-secondary qualifications only. In order to address this issue, the 

following approach is adopted: first, a probit equation is run on available SOF data from 1998 

on the subset of individuals with either a higher degree or other non-degree postsecondary 

education. (Note that the education distribution for the 1998 SOF is very close to the 

education distribution for the 2000 SOF, so we are confident using it as a proxy for 1997.) We 

then use the regression results to predict an education status (either higher degree or other 

post-secondary) for relevant individuals in the 1997 wave of the SOF. The overall proportion 

of the sample in each category is fixed to be the same as in the 1998 SOF. 

 

IV. Results and Analysis 

Table 1  presents some basic information from our unified databases for years 1997, 2000 and 

2003.  It is a two-part table – the first part contains information on the migrant him/herself, 

while the second part presents information on the migrant‟s household in the Philippines.  In 

the table, we see that 70 per cent of migrants in our sample have gone to either East Asia or 

the Middle East. The bulk of these worker are men and women in their mid-30s, more likely 

to be married than not and most are in jobs requiring some level of skill (for example, 

                                                           
7
 Around 10 per cent of individuals in the SOF data are from Philippine households that had or have another 

member of the household also abroad during the relevant time period. Only one person abroad per household 

with individuals abroad is used in the empirical analysis.  
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technicians, plant and machine operators).  There are three significant trends over time that 

appear related – the increase in the relative population of women migrants, the increase in the 

migrant share of East Asian countries and the significant increase in the migrant share of 

lower skilled jobs (clerk/service category)  at the expense of those in more highly skilled jobs 

(managers, technicians, machine & plant operators, etc).  These trends reflect in part the 

increased trend of Filipino women taking on domestic helper jobs in such countries as Hong 

Kong, Taiwan and Singapore. 

 

The table further shows that Filipino migrant workers are also remarkably well-educated. In 

our sample, around 60 per cent have completed a bachelor‟s degree or higher, which also 

explains the significant representation of the migrants in higher skilled jobs overseas.  About 

10 per cent of migrants identify themselves as head of the sending household in the 

Philippines. For the most part, however, the migrants are part of an extended family 

arrangement (usually composed of nuclear family (or families) + elder parents) in which they 

identify themselves as either a son/daughter/son-in-law/daughter-in-law of the household head 

in the Philippine household (45 per cent) or as a spouse of the household head in the 

Philippines household (37 per cent).  

 

Information on the source households in the Philippines, in the second part of the table, shows 

that the poorest households in the Philippines – those arguably most in need of additional 

income support - are markedly under-represented among households with a member working 

overseas. The poorest 20 per cent of households account for only 2.2 per cent of sender 

households in the country, while the middle 60 and top 20 per cent accounts for 51 and 47 per 

cent of sender households, respectively. This is perhaps not surprising since the migration 
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process requires significant financial resources to initiate, and so will tend to attract those with 

greater financial capacities.  

 

We find this conclusion consistent with other statistics provided in the table on the distribution 

of households across regions of the Philippines. Indeed, migrants are more likely to be from 

households in the more urban and affluent regions of the country, such as the National Capital 

Region. This is not a simple reflection of the overall population distribution in the country as 

it may initially appear to be. Rather, this is because of the fact that transactions costs are likely 

to be higher for individuals from more rural and distant regions such as Visayas and 

Mindanao. It may also reflect a two-stage process where individuals may decide to internally 

migrate to the main cities in the first instance, get additional qualification there if necessary 

and then after some time, apply to migrate overseas from these more urbanised areas. The 

educational attainment of the household head does not seem to be a correlate of whether a 

household has a migrant sender or not, though we suspect that it may be so once we control 

for other factors in the regression analysis.  

 

Table 2 presents the proportions of workers abroad who remit money and, conditional on 

positive remittance, the median amount remitted. Results are decomposed by education level 

and region of work. In terms of the incidence of sending remittances home, about 65 to 75 per 

cent of individuals send remittances to their origin household, where the figures are 

marginally higher for men working in the Middle East. For both men and women, people 

working in Southeast Asia are less likely to remit money than are people working in other 

regions of the world. However, in terms of amounts remitted, we see that those remitted by 

men are markedly higher than those remitted by women, and are positively correlated with 



16 
 

education level. For both men and women, the largest median amount remitted is from degree 

holders in the English speaking developed countries namely US, UK, Canada, and Australia 

(52,585 pesos for men and 36,101 pesos for women).
8
 The smallest amounts remitted are from 

women working in the Middle East and in Southeast Asia. To provide some context, median 

total family expenditure in 2003 among households in the FIES data was 79,000 pesos. 

Among households with a family member working abroad (that is, present in the SOF data), 

the median total expenditure was 169,000 pesos.  

 

Regression results for the incidence of sending remittances are contained in the first two 

columns of Table 3, for men and women respectively. The regressions also include controls 

for country of employment, usual region of residence in the Philippines and survey year but 

these additional results are instead reported in Appendix Table A1
9
. As can be seen, a range of 

different types of variables are significant determinants of the decision to remit, and that there 

are substantial differences between men and women.  

 

Our first regression results show that migrants are less likely to remit money back to their 

source households if the household head in the Philippines has a degree or more -  with men  4 

per cent less likely to remit, while women are 12 per cent less likely to remit.  Results for the 

age of the household head are mixed, with migrant men less likely to remit money when the 

household head is young (aged 20-24) but more likely when the head is a little older (aged 25-

34). Male migrants are also shown to be more likely to remit when there are more children in 

                                                           
8
 At an exchange rate of 40 pesos per 1USD, this is equivalent to $1315 and $903 USD.  

9
 A complete Table 1 with p values are also tabulated in Appendix Table A2. 
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the Philippine household. The age and children effects are however not seen for women 

migrants.  

 

These first results demonstrate migrant responses to indicators of needs by origin households 

and as such provide some support the altruism motive. Higher educational attainment of the 

household head implies greater earning capacity for the household back home and hence we 

see lower migrant propensity to remit.  In contrast, the number of young children can reflect 

the needs level of sender households, with more children signalling greater need, compelling 

migrants to send more remittances. That the presence of children affects the behaviour of men 

more than women migrants reflects the traditional role of men as financial providers for the 

household. Also, women migrants may be the secondary earners rather than primary earners 

even whilst abroad, so the pressure to remit to support children could be less. 

 

Variables reflecting the migrant‟s relationship with the household head also appear to be 

important. Relative to the base case of the household head‟s spouse working abroad, males 

who identify themselves as the usual household head are 20 per cent less likely to remit while 

females are 34 per cent less likely to remit. Non-spouse relationships to the household head 

are also associated with lower incidence of remittance for men but not for women. These 

patterns suggest that a strong connection to the household in the Philippines, as would be the 

case when the household head is one‟s spouse, is associated with a significantly higher 

incidence of remittance. Furthermore, if another member of the same household also resides in 

the same (foreign) country of employment as the migrant, then he or she is about 6-7 per cent 

less likely to remit.  Our data is not able to identify the relationship between the two migrants, 

but it seems reasonable to think that the second migrant is a spouse or a sibling. In either case, 
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their presence in the same (foreign) country tends to shift the migrant‟s financial focus away 

from the Philippines household. This would be very true if indeed the second migrant was the 

spouse. But if it the second migrant is a sibling, then the responsibility of sending remittances 

to family back home could be shared between them. The effect is nonetheless the same - the 

presence of a second migrant from the same sender household reduces the migrant‟s 

propensity to remit. These results are consistent with those of Funkhouser (1995) and 

Menjivar et al (1998) who both find that the presence of family in the host country is 

influential in the decision to remit.  

 

 

For those individuals who report leaving the Philippines for reasons other than to take up a 

work contract, we find that the incidence of remittance is also significantly lower. This 

concurs with the findings of Brown and Poirine (2005) and Dustman and Mestres (2010) who 

both show that the likelihood remitting and amounts remitted are both highly correlated with 

intentions to return to the home country. OFW contracts, particularly for those in the Middle 

East and East Asia, are normally fixed term arrangements which often carry strict conditions 

that does not allow them to change residency status after their contract terminates.  Thus, 

majority of OFWs have no choice but to return to the Philippines after some years,  and as 

such they are very focused on sending resources to their Philippine household than would 

otherwise be the case.  

 

Although we do not observe how much a person earns while working abroad, variables 

reflecting the individual‟s own education and employment outcomes will capture his or her 

earning potential. For men, education seems to make little difference to the incidence of 
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remittance but women with a higher degree are actually less likely to remit money. While the 

skill level of the occupation in the host country appears to have little effect on a woman‟s 

remittance decision, the same makes a significant difference for men. Relative to the base 

category of unskilled work (labourer, domestic servant, agricultural worker), each of the other 

skill levels is associated with between 4-7 per cent greater incidence of remittance.  

 

 In terms of the age of the respondent, except for the oldest category of workers aged 65+, the 

age of the male individual working abroad are found to have little effect on the remittance 

decision. In contrast, age is an important determinant for women, with a pronounced inverted 

U-shaped pattern. Relative to women aged 40-54, both younger women and older women are 

less likely to remit and the estimated marginal effects are large – in the order of 20 per cent. 

While age is a proxy for work experience, this age effect may also be reflecting the extent to 

which the woman is a core rather than peripheral income provider for the household. Relative 

to married women, women who are widowed, separated or divorced are 13 per cent more 

likely to remit money to the Philippines. The breakup of a marriage may put greater pressure 

on the woman to provide for her household back in the Philippines, other things equal. 

 

We turn next to aggregate economic activity measures in the host country and in the home 

region of the Philippines. The former will affect an individual‟s capacity to earn and so to 

remit, while the latter will reflect the opportunity costs of remaining in one‟s home region to 

work and support the household.  Neither per capita GDP nor GDP growth across host 

countries is a significant determinant of the decision to remit. However, both the home region 

Gini coefficients and the home region labour force participation rates significantly affect the 
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remittance behaviour of women.
10 

 Women are seen to be more likely to remit money back to 

the Philippines when her home region is characterized by greater inequality and when the 

home region labour force participation rate is lower.  

 

For country of employment, there are no clear patterns with respect to the level of economic 

development of the country.
11 

Relative to individuals working in Saudi Arabia (by far the 

largest percentage of the total), men in Bahrain and Japan are more likely to remit while men 

in Malaysia, Thailand and Holland are less likely to remit. For women, the incidence of 

remittance is higher in Canada and Hong Kong but lower in Kuwait.  

 

The region of origin in the Philippines is also found to be an important determinant of 

remittance behaviour. While remittance incidence does not vary much across home region for 

men, women in most regions are relatively more likely to remit compared to those who live in 

the National Capital Region of Manila (where unemployment and poverty rates are also 

lowest). It thus appears that women‟s remittance behaviour is more sensitive to local 

economic conditions.  

 

                                                           
10

 The effects of these variables can be identified in the presence of country and region fixed effects because of 

time series variation across the 3 sample years 1997, 2000, and 2003. We also experimented with other variables 

including the relative exchange rate (taking account of the formation of the Euro zone where appropriate) and 

educational attainment in the host countries but none of these variables was significant. The same applies to the 

results on the amounts remitted. 

11
 It should be reiterated that these country fixed effects will capture a wide range of time-invariant factors 

besides economic development. These include institutional restrictions on where temporary workers can work 

differences in paths to permanent residency, credential recognition, discrimination, and language difficulties. 

Some of these factors will also partly be reflected in other explanatory variables such as occupation of 

employment abroad. 
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The last two columns of Table 3 give the coefficient estimates from the OLS regressions on 

the log of the amount remitted, conditional on at least some positive remittance. Amounts are 

in Philippine pesos and have been adjusted for inflation, but with the log transformation the 

coefficient estimates can be interpreted as proportional increases (approximate increases in the 

case of non-continuous variables). Higher education levels of the household head are 

associated with greater amounts remitted by men even though the incidence of remittance was 

found to be lower. For women, the age of the household head is a significant determinant but 

there is no clear pattern between age and remittance amount. A larger number of kids in the 

household is associated with a larger amount remitted by women, but not by men. As with 

incidence, the relationship of the individual to the household head is very important. For those 

who are neither the spouse nor the head of the household, remittance amounts are in the order 

of 14-19 per cent lower for women and 15-27 per cent lower for men. 

 

Variables reflecting characteristics of the worker, including age, education, marital status and 

occupation skill level, are all significant. Younger men and women remit less than older 

workers, possibly reflecting less experience and so less earning potential. University educated 

workers remit more than those with high school education or less, again suggesting a greater 

earning potential. Similarly, all occupation skill types remit significantly more on average 

than those in unskilled occupations. For high skilled occupations in particular, men remit 35 

per cent more than otherwise comparable men in the lowest skilled occupations, while women 

remit 24 per cent more. Single men also remit significantly less than married men. 

 

Region and country effects are found to affect the amount remitted for women but not for 

men. When the home region‟s labour force participation rate is higher, less is remitted from 
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women working abroad, indicating less financial need on the part of households in those 

regions. In contrast, a higher host country real GDP per capita is associated with lower 

remittance amounts. Not surprisingly, there is a huge range in GDP per capita across the 

countries and even with country specific fixed effects, this variable may be a product of the 

volatility of this measure over the sample period. In terms of country and region fixed effects, 

men in almost all other countries remit at least as much as do men working in Saudi Arabia, 

including both developed countries such as the US, UK, Singapore and Japan and developing 

countries such as China, Panama and Thailand. For women, remittance amounts are higher in 

developed countries including Hong Kong, Israel, Norway, the US and Switzerland. Amounts 

are lower in some developing countries in Southeast Asia (Thailand, Malaysia) but are also 

lower in developed countries (Germany and Holland). Philippine region effects are mostly 

insignificant except that remittance amounts from women back to households in the 

Autonomous Region of Muslim Mindanao are much lower than to other regions of the 

Philippines. 

 

 

V. Results and Analysis: Skill Mismatching and Remittances 

In this section, we extend the analysis of remittances to examine the labour market 

determinants of remittances in more detail by explicitly considering the effect of a skill-to-job 

mismatch. A skill-to-job mismatch (skill mismatch, for short) occurs when an individual is not 

working in an occupation commensurate with his or her level of education, for example the 

stereotypical instance of an engineer or physician driving a taxi. From the point of view of the 

individual migrant, a skill mismatch can mean lower returns to investments in education and 
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health in addition to the social and psychological losses (loss of self-worth/self-confidence; 

lower job-satisfaction; etc) that he or she may also experience as a result  

 

The impact of skill mismatching on remittances has not been studied previously despite the 

obvious policy implications for skilled labour migration programs. That is, that a skill 

mismatch outcome could lead to significantly less remittances, and thus, in aggregate, return 

less income for the national economy. Manacorda and Petrongolo (1999), Hartog (2006) and 

McGuiness (2006) reviews trends in skill mismatching and analyses its effects on outcomes 

such as earnings. More recently, Chiswick and Miller (2011) find evidence on the „negative‟ 

assimilation of immigrants in the advanced economies.  The skill-to-job mismatching we 

consider here is a specific kind of negative assimilation and we wish to test its occurrence and 

its influence on remittance behaviour of Filipino migrants.   

 

To implement this, we systematically compare the educational requirements of the migrant‟s 

job to their educational qualifications to identify a skill mismatch if the former falls short of 

the latter. In determining the educational requirements of particular occupations, guidance is 

taken from the Canadian National Occupational Classification coding system (HRSDC, 2008), 

which at its broadest level identifies four occupation skill levels and the educational 

qualifications required for each. Professional and managerial/administrative occupations 

require a degree; technical, trades and plant/machine operator occupations require some form 

of post-secondary education; moderately skilled occupations such as clerks and bookkeepers 

require a high school degree or 3-4 years of high school plus work experience; and low skilled 

occupations such as labourers, shop assistants and agricultural workers require less than the 
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threshold for moderately skilled occupations.
12

 We then include this indicator variable as an 

explanatory variable on the right hand side of equation (1).  To check robustness of results, we 

also try alternative measurements of skill mismatch that are variations on the scale presented 

above. Since information on occupations is only available at a broad level, we are somewhat 

constrained in what alternative definitions are possible.  

  

We begin this part of the analysis by estimating the determinants of skill mismatch. We 

restrict the sample to university degree holders from the SOF
13

  and run Logistic regressions 

on two binary variables. The first takes a value 1 if the individual is working in a low-skilled 

occupation, and zero otherwise. The second takes a value 1 if the individual is working in an 

occupation other than professional or managerial/administrative fields, and zero otherwise. 

Results are presented in Table 4, as odds ratios. 

 

Some important findings emerge. First, we find strong evidence of skill-to-job mismatching 

among Filipino workers temporary work contracts in other countries. We find that significant 

proportions of highly educated individuals are working in low skill jobs, though there is 

substantial variation by gender and by country of work. Skill-to-job mismatching is most 

pronounced for Filipino women working in East Asia and Western Europe as well as 

Canada/Australia. For men, it is higher in the USA than most other regions of the world. 

Additionally, the education level of the household head (back home) exerts a significant 

influence on the likelihood of a skill mismatch – specifically, the higher the education level of 

                                                           
12

 In the SOF data, there is also a residual category for current occupation that includes such activities as unpaid 

homemakers, unemployed, those in military, and so on. However this is a very small proportion of the total, and 

for convenience they are grouped in with the lowest occupation skill category. Omitting them from the sample 

makes no difference to the results.  
13

 We restrict the sample to degree holders only as this group dominated the mismatched category. 
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the household head, the lesser is the chance that a university-educated worker is working in a 

lower skill occupation. Higher education levels of the household head might reflect better job 

certification of skills or a more readily recognized or higher quality educational certification 

from the Philippines. This may also reflect greater household resources and so less economic 

need, implying that migrant members seeking work abroad may have greater capacity to 

choose occupations more appropriate to their education levels. 

 

We next include these indicators of skill-to-job mismatching in the remittance equations
14

. We 

find that when a degree holder is working in a relatively low skill occupation, the incidence of 

remittances is higher for both men and women but the amount remitted is substantially lower 

for women. These results are intuitively plausible – where an overseas worker accepts a job 

that is of lower skill level than his or her education would dictate, there may be a particular 

need for income support with the household in the Philippines. However, the impact of the 

skill-to-job mismatch on the value of remittances is significantly lower (by 69%) for 

university-educated women than it would otherwise have been had the woman found 

employment in a higher-skilled occupation. In fact, the incidence of remittance and the 

amount remitted of these university-educated women is close to what is predicted for women 

                                                           
14

To address the issue of endogeneity, we use a host of instrumental variables for the indicator of skill mismatch. 

Valid instruments must be correlated with the endogenous regressor but uncorrelated with the outcome – in this 

case remittance behaviour. As potentially valid instruments, we employ a series of time- and country-specific 

aggregate measures of population, economic activity, investment, economic structure, per capita GDP, and 

various measures of the distribution of educational attainment. The argument is that these host country 

characteristics should reflect the indigenous supply of skilled workers, the supply and demand of both skilled and 

unskilled workers, and other factors likely to affect the degree of skill mismatch. We suggest that these variables 

do not exert an independent effect on remittances outside of this channel, once other observable factors of 

individual, household, and region of work are controlled for.  
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with a high school education only.
15

 For men, there is no such effect on the amount remitted, 

so that men with university degrees are predicted to remit the same amount regardless of 

broad occupation group, other things equal. The implication is again that the man might be 

able to compensate for otherwise lower remittances through for example greater labour supply 

or reduced host country consumption.  

 

VI. Summary and Conclusions 

 

This paper presents revisits the issue of remittances using a unique matched survey data that 

allows us to test remittance models using information from both remittance sending (migrant) 

and receiving (origin) households. Our results show that for Filipino workers overseas, the 

decision to remit is affected by both home and host country factors with the altruism motive as 

the underlying element. We find that migrants remittance behaviour responds strongly to 

economic needs of their origin households with the key „pull‟ factors being the low earning  

capacity of origin household combined with the high number of children needing support 

there. We also find that sending regions that are poorer, have low labour force participation 

rates and exhibit greater levels of economic inequality tend to attract higher levels of 

remittances. On the migrant side, we find significant differences in remittance behaviour 

between men and women: men‟s remittances tend to reflect their capacity to remit (so higher 

skilled and higher earning migrants tend to remit more) while women‟s remittances appear to 

respond more to needs back home than any other factor. Our results further show that skill-to-

                                                           
15

 The magnitude of the estimated effect of skill mismatch on the decision to remit is marginally larger than the 

negative coefficient on having a degree. The estimated effect of skill mismatch on remittance amount is very 

close to the positive coefficient on having a degree. 
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job mismatching is widespread among Filipinos working overseas and that the this job state 

exerts a significant downward pressure on remittances of  university-educated women, while 

the same effect is absent for men with university degrees. 

 

These results bear important policy implications and provide an agenda for future research. It 

is clear from the results that remittance behaviour reflects the nature of the migration strategy 

undertaken. For most sending households, it is but an economic strategy to improve the 

current economic condition of the household, with a long term view to provide for it future 

needs as well.  More research needs to be done to measure the impact of male and female 

remittances on welfare back home, but  the important role of female migrants in alleviating 

immediate „needs‟ and increasing the households ability to cope with risks cannot be 

underestimated, especially among those in the lower end of the income scale.  

 

Lastly, on skill-to-job mismatching, our results point to the fact that the economic losses in 

terms of remittance flows can be substantial, though they appear more transparent for women 

than is for men. Even then, the true costs of skill-to-job mismatching appear more complicated 

than what we can infer from our results and may well be understated with a focus simply on 

remittance amounts. More research needs to be undertaken to further characterise and quantify 

the economic and social losses associated with this phenomenon.    
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TABLE 1.  Summary Statistics  

Survey Year   1997 2000 2003 

Sample size  2343 2807 2392 
MIGRANT CHARACTERISTICS 

Age Men 36.6 38.0 37.9 

 Women 33.3 34.1 34.2 

Marital Status Single .343 .344 .318 

 married .616 .610 .633 

 other .041 .046 .048 

Location of 
employment* 
 

US, UK, Canada, Aus, NZ .093 .114 .135 

Western Europe .084 .080 .073 

East Asia .342 .378 .379 

Middle East Asia .377 .355 .350 

South East Asia .050 .026 .020 

Others .032 .030 .028 

Type of employment* 
 

Mgr/admin/Prof .105 .127 .107 

Tech/trades/plant .434 .401 .372 

Clerk/service .109 .108 .132 

Laborer .344 .319 .335 

Education 
 
 
 
 

Higher Degree .274 .368 .356 

Bachelor Degree .298 .239 .245 

Post-secondary  No degree .029 .034 .048 

High School Graduate .241 .230 .253 

Less than High School .159 .128 .098 

Relationship to 
household head 

Head** .107 .106 .108 

Spouse .389 .360 .383 

Child/child in law .442 .472 .436 

Other .062 .062 .074 
SENDER HOUSEHOLD 

Per-capita income 
percentile 

Bottom 20% ? .022 .026 

Middle 60% ? .510 .496 

Top 20% ? .468 .478 

Region National Capital Region .146 .152 .149 

Luzon (except NCR) .559 .561 .537 

Visayas .154 .154 .161 

Mindinao .140 .133 .153 

Urbanity Urban .693 .720 n.a. 

Rural .307 .280 n.a. 

Education of 
household head 

Degree or more .144 .200 .205 

Post-secondary  No degree .163 .169 .178 

High School Graduate .219 .230 .229 

Less than High School .304 .268 .253 

Less than Secondary School .167 .133 .135 

Household 
characteristics 

Age of household head 49.2 50.9 49.3 

Median household size 4 5 4 
*about 2% of location and about 5% of job types are not reported. **See paper for explanation 
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Table 2: Remittances by region of employment and broad education level  

Proportion sending 
remittances 

US, UK, 
Canada 

Western 
Europe East Asia 

Middle 
East 

Southeast 
Asia 

Other 
Country 

MEN       

University Degree 0.724 0.757 0.778 0.806 0.615 0.794 
Post-secondary 
No degree   0.667 0.766   
High School 
Graduate 0.732 0.776 0.763 0.802 0.542 0.783 
Less than High 
School 0.667 0.750 0.701 0.767 0.391 0.852 

Median amount (>0)       

University Degree 52585 52423 45226 42068 43821 52585 
Post-secondary 
No degree   27169 36101   
High School 
Graduate 34382 43321 36810 31941 26474 37248 
Less than High 
School 37770 32604 36101 30151  30069 

WOMEN       

University Degree 0.617 0.729 0.719 0.719 0.523 0.750 
Post-secondary 
No degree   0.700 0.633   
High School 
Graduate 0.667 0.846 0.773 0.683  0.615 
Less than High 
School 0.674 0.667 0.717 0.630 0.628  

Median amount (>0)       

University Degree 36101 28531 25126 25126 9627 30151 
Post-secondary 
No degree   18090 19254   
High School 
Graduate 26985 26293 24121 17528   
Less than High 
School 15644 20477 21911 17090 10830  
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Table 3. Regression Results    

Explanatory Variable 
Incidence of Remittance 
(Probit Marginal Effects) 

Log of Amount Remitted1  
(OLS Coefficients) 

 
Men Women Men Women 

SENDER HOUSEHOLD  

Household head education 
    - Did not finish primary school -0.01 -0.036 -0.052 -0.095 

- Did not finish secondary school -0.007 -0.018 -0.02 -0.120* 

- Some post-secondary -0.025 -0.015 0.120** 0.029 

- University Degree or more -0.039+ -0.127** 0.177** 0.077 

Age of Head:    -   20-24 -0.113+ 0.034 -0.003 0.261* 

- 25-34 0.052* -0.012 -0.073 -0.117 

- 45-54 0.006 0.047+ 0.058 0.106+ 

- 55-64 0.007 -0.005 -0.006 0.069 

- 65+ -0.03 -0.013 -0.047 -0.017 

# kids <16 in the household 0.009* 0.007 0.012 0.022* 

MIGRANT CHARACTERISTICS   

Relationship to Head:    -    Head  -0.200** -0.338** -0.036 0.028 

-    Child -0.125** 0.02 -0.150* -0.140+ 

-    Other  -0.220** -0.051 -0.274** -0.192* 

Family present in same country -0.061* -0.069* -0.028 0.074 

Reason           -   Contract work 0.024 -0.120* -0.055 0.102 

          -   Other reason -0.160** -0.293** -0.057 0.014 

Education   -    Less than high school -0.008 -0.016 -0.052 -0.023 

-    Some post-secondary -0.011 -0.07 0.111 -0.066 

-    Undergraduate degree 0.016 0.024 0.127** 0.058 

-    Higher degree 0.006 -0.050* 0.234** 0.156** 

Marital status     -    single -0.057** 0.035 -0.255** 0.003 

-     wid/sep/div 0.049 0.133** -0.09 0.084 

Age  of Migrant         -    20-24 -0.045 -0.211** -0.218* -0.145+ 

- 25-29 -0.018 -0.207** -0.275** -0.105 

- 30-34 -0.052+ -0.140** -0.129* -0.181** 

- 35-39 -0.013 -0.099** -0.112* -0.110+ 

- 45-49 0.007 -0.024 0.019 0.062 

- 50-54 -0.022 -0.01 0.024 0.108 

- 55-59 -0.078 -0.145 -0.078 0.015 

- 60-64 -0.075 -0.247* 0.12 -0.127 

- 65+ -0.431** -0.276* 0.123 -0.547+ 

Job skill level in host country 
    - High skilled 0.068** 0.02 0.352** 0.238** 

- Moderately skilled 0.040* 0.041 0.105** 0.139* 

- Less skilled 0.069+ 0.052 0.064 0.172+ 
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Table 3 Regression Results … continuation 

HOST & HOME COUNTRY CHARACTERISTICS  

Host country real GDP growth rate  0.000 -0.004 0.000 -0.007 

Host country log real GDP p/c -0.001 -0.015 -0.010 -0.117* 

Home region Gini 0.937 1.252* -1.019 -1.053 

Home region LF participation rate 0.198 -2.060* -0.208 -3.311+ 

Number of Observations 4098 3435 3163 2445 

R-squared or pseudo-R-squared 0.143 0.106 0.237 0.164 

 
Omitted categories: household head with secondary school only, aged 35-44. Individual is aged 40-
44, married, graduated secondary school, left the Philippines to take a work contract, is the spouse of 
the household head, works in an unskilled job, is from Manila and worked in Saudi Arabia. 
 
 
Table 4: Determinants of skill mismatch (loss of employment status) in current occupation, degree 

holders (Logistic odds ratios) 

 Low skill job Med/low skill job Low skill job Med/low skill job 

 men men women Women 

 OR p-value OR p-value OR p-value OR p-value 

Household head* 
No prim. school 0.957 0.851 1.395 0.282 2.556 0.000 2.558 0.001 
No sec. school 0.769 0.179 1.612 0.053 1.347 0.085 2.102 0.001 
High school 1  1  1  1  
Some post-sec 1.006 0.976 0.947 0.788 0.644 0.018 0.561 0.011 
Degree 0.706 0.056 0.518 0.000 0.461 0.000 0.398 0.000 
Single 2.196 0.038 0.839 0.738 1.458 0.246 1.316 0.430 
W/S/D 1.114 0.627 1.394 0.225 1.606 0.063 1.359 0.313 
Male 1.108 0.533 1.012 0.943 2.024 0.003 1.695 0.059 
Age 1.001 0.862 0.990 0.238 0.998 0.778 0.985 0.076 
Pension income 0.665 0.059 0.740 0.182 0.944 0.769 1.076 0.747 
Dividend income 1.225 0.527 1.908 0.204 1.149 0.667 1.571 0.262 

 
Individual 

        

U’grad degree 1  1  1  1  

Higher degree 0.642 0.000 0.568 0.000 0.806 0.073 0.729 0.030 
Single 1.015 0.937 0.991 0.966 0.867 0.466 0.819 0.425 
W/S/D 1.423 0.470 n/a  1.269 0.425 1.130 0.743 
Age 1.010 0.865 0.868 0.023 1.179 0.009 1.133 0.076 
Age-squared 0.999 0.491 1.001 0.071 0.998 0.014 0.998 0.068 
         
H’hold head* 0.837 0.335 0.760 0.190 9.071 0.144 1.373 0.615 
Spouse of HH 1  1  1  1  

Child of HH 0.556 0.049 1.132 0.647 0.627 0.176 0.492 0.008 
Other reln to HH 0.747 0.499 0.804 0.558 0.878 0.724 0.751 0.347 
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Migrated together  1.869 0.013 0.816 0.534 0.743 0.227 1.420 0.290 
         

USA 1  1  1  1  

Canada/Australia 0.765 0.510 1.255 0.742 3.093 0.022 4.108 0.012 
UK/Ireland 0.359 0.124 0.265 0.014 0.071 0.029 0.251 0.034 
East Asia 0.431 0.000 0.686 0.212 4.448 0.000 5.185 0.000 
Mideast 0.470 0.000 0.245 0.000 1.735 0.097 1.257 0.495 
Southeast Asia 0.231 0.009 0.227 0.001 1.855 0.232 1.430 0.511 
Western Europe 0.383 0.000 1.523 0.275 9.747 0.000 6.266 0.000 
Other country 0.371 0.000 0.490 0.039 2.161 0.129 1.358 0.573 

Pseudo-Rsq 0.0668  0.1232  0.1834  0.2126  
Sample Size 2347  2319  1596  1596  

 

The sample is restricted to adults aged between 20 and 65 who reported working in the host country 

on a temporary work contract and who has at least a university degree. The baseline individual has an 

undergraduate degree, is married, is the spouse of the household head, worked in Canada or 

Australia, and is from a household where the head of household finished high school. Low skill jobs 

include laborer, service worker, and agricultural worker. Medium/low skill jobs are low skill jobs plus 

clerk, technician, plant operator/driver and jobs in trades. Regressions also include controls for 

survey year and region of residence of the household in the Philippines. 

*: Information on the head of the household relates to the person nominated as household head 

among those individuals resident in the house at the time of the survey. 
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Appendix. Table A1: Occupation in host country, by education level and region of 
employment  

 
US, UK, 
Canada 

Western 
Europe East Asia 

Middle 
East 

Southeast 
Asia 

Other 
Country 

MEN       

Degree or more       
Mgr/admin 0.092  0.093 0.230 0.231 0.156 

Tech/trades/plant 0.512 0.805 0.712 0.526 0.585 0.706 
Clerk 0.050  0.019 0.082 0.000  

Laborer/service/ag 0.347 0.142 0.176 0.162 0.185  
       
High School only       

Mgr/admin    0.039   
Tech/trades/plant 0.451 0.517 0.684 0.737 0.667 0.500 

Clerk    0.024   
Laborer/service/ag 0.479 0.431 0.271 0.200  0.413 

       
Less than HS       

Mgr/admin    0.055   
Tech/trades/plant 0.361  0.627 0.747 0.375 0.741 

Clerk       
Laborer/service/ag 0.611 0.688 0.328 0.186 0.609  

WOMEN       

Degree or more       
Mgr/admin 0.322  0.101 0.301 0.227  

Tech/trades/plant 0.095  0.149 0.094   
Clerk 0.091  0.023 0.074   

Laborer/service/ag 0.492 0.851 0.727 0.530 0.659 0.550 
       
High School only       

Mgr/admin       
Tech/trades/plant   0.086    

Clerk   0.133 0.063   
Laborer/service/ag 0.844 0.897 0.769 0.918 0.938 0.846 

       
Less than HS       

Mgr/admin       
Tech/trades/plant       

Clerk   0.101 0.085   
Laborer/service/ag 0.913 0.917 0.823 0.911 0.884  
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Appendix. Table A2 .  Table 3 with p-values 

Explanatory Variable 
Incidence of Remittance 
(Probit Marginal Effects) 

Log of Amount Remitted1  
(OLS Coefficients) 

 
Men Women Men Women 

SOURCE HOUSEHOLD EFFECTS 

Household head education 
    - Did not finish primary school -0.01 -0.036 -0.052 -0.095 

 
[0.687] [0.203] [0.416] [0.119] 

- Did not finish secondary school -0.007 -0.018 -0.02 -0.120* 

 
[0.727] [0.431] [0.653] [0.015] 

- Some post-secondary -0.025 -0.015 0.120** 0.029 

 
[0.249] [0.589] [0.005] [0.620] 

- University Degree or more -0.039+ -0.127** 0.177** 0.077 

 
[0.067] [0.000] [0.000] [0.267] 

Age of household head 
    20-24 -0.113+ 0.034 -0.003 0.261* 

 
[0.087] [0.552] [0.985] [0.037] 

25-34 0.052* -0.012 -0.073 -0.117 

 
[0.025] [0.725] [0.133] [0.132] 

45-54 0.006 0.047+ 0.058 0.106+ 

 
[0.799] [0.086] [0.223] [0.064] 

55-64 0.007 -0.005 -0.006 0.069 

 
[0.799] [0.864] [0.919] [0.302] 

65+ -0.03 -0.013 -0.047 -0.017 

 
[0.315] [0.693] [0.506] [0.809] 

# kids <16 in the household 0.009* 0.007 0.012 0.022* 

 
[0.033] [0.183] [0.214] [0.044] 

Relationship to household head 
    Head of household -0.200** -0.338** -0.036 0.028 

 
[0.000] [0.000] [0.422] [0.857] 

Child -0.125** 0.02 -0.150* -0.140+ 

 
[0.000] [0.555] [0.014] [0.054] 

Other relationship -0.220** -0.051 -0.274** -0.192* 

 
[0.000] [0.177] [0.002] [0.026] 

Reason for going abroad 
    Immigration 0.024 -0.120* -0.055 0.102 

 
[0.616] [0.047] [0.576] [0.465] 

Other reason -0.160** -0.293** -0.057 0.014 

 
[0.000] [0.000] [0.432] [0.873] 

Household member in the same  -0.061* -0.069* -0.028 0.074 

                             country [0.037] [0.032] [0.722] [0.323] 

MIGRANT CHARACTERISTICS  

Education Level 
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Less than high school -0.008 -0.016 -0.052 -0.023 

 
[0.770] [0.558] [0.343] [0.669] 

Some post-secondary -0.011 -0.07 0.111 -0.066 

 
[0.766] [0.128] [0.189] [0.489] 

Undergraduate degree 0.016 0.024 0.127** 0.058 

 
[0.403] [0.285] [0.002] [0.242] 

Higher degree 0.006 -0.050* 0.234** 0.156** 

 
[0.761] [0.034] [0.000] [0.002] 

Marital status     

single -0.057** 0.035 -0.255** 0.003 

 
[0.007] [0.173] [0.000] [0.957] 

wid/sep/div 0.049 0.133** -0.09 0.084 

 
[0.339] [0.000] [0.500] [0.276] 

Age of migrant 
    20-24 -0.045 -0.211** -0.218* -0.145+ 

 
[0.249] [0.000] [0.023] [0.077] 

25-29 -0.018 -0.207** -0.275** -0.105 

 
[0.544] [0.000] [0.000] [0.134] 

30-34 -0.052+ -0.140** -0.129* -0.181** 

 
[0.057] [0.000] [0.017] [0.006] 

35-39 -0.013 -0.099** -0.112* -0.110+ 

 
[0.584] [0.004] [0.016] [0.080] 

45-49 0.007 -0.024 0.019 0.062 

 
[0.798] [0.555] [0.725] [0.420] 

50-54 -0.022 -0.01 0.024 0.108 

 
[0.530] [0.861] [0.731] [0.324] 

55-59 -0.078 -0.145 -0.078 0.015 

 
[0.135] [0.107] [0.459] [0.949] 

60-64 -0.075 -0.247* 0.12 -0.127 

 
[0.307] [0.011] [0.479] [0.443] 

65+ -0.431** -0.276* 0.123 -0.547+ 

 
[0.007] [0.047] [0.795] [0.054] 

Job skill level in host country 
    High skilled 0.068** 0.02 0.352** 0.238** 

 
[0.004] [0.473] [0.000] [0.001] 

Moderately skilled 0.040* 0.041 0.105** 0.139* 

 
[0.017] [0.139] [0.007] [0.037] 

Less skilled 0.069+ 0.052 0.064 0.172+ 

 
[0.055] [0.233] [0.422] [0.095] 

HOST & HOME COUNTRY CHARACTERISTICS  

Host country real GDP growth 
rate  0.000 -0.004 0.000 -0.007 

 
[0.894] [0.178] [0.952] [0.313] 
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Host country log real GDP p/c -0.001 -0.015 -0.010 -0.117* 

 
[0.965] [0.613] [0.756] [0.042] 

Home region Gini 0.937 1.252* -1.019 -1.053 

 
[0.109] [0.039] [0.435] [0.458] 

Home region LF participation rate 0.198 -2.060* -0.208 -3.311+ 

 
[0.796] [0.016] [0.904] [0.074] 

Number of Observations 4098 3435 3163 2445 

R-squared or pseudo-R-squared 0.143 0.106 0.237 0.164 

 
Omitted categories: household head with secondary school only, aged 35-44. Individual is aged 40-
44, married, graduated secondary school, left the Philippines to take a work contract, is the spouse of 
the household head, works in an unskilled job, is from Manila and worked in Saudi Arabia. 
 
Appendix Table A3. Country, region and year effects 

 

Incidence of Remittance 
(Probit Marginal Effects) 

Log of Amount Remitted  
(OLS Coefficients) 

 
Men Women Men Women 

Country of Work 
    Australia -0.01 -0.102 -0.092 0.283 

 
[0.872] [0.367] [0.626] [0.346] 

Bahrain 0.153+ -0.035 -0.158 -0.154 

 
[0.099] [0.662] [0.469] [0.437] 

Belgium -0.147 n/a 0.506** 0.19 

 
[0.357] 

 
[0.004] [0.654] 

Brazil 0.081 n/a 0.252 n/a 

 
[0.456] 

 
[0.369] 

 Brunei 0.006 0.004 0.101 -0.16 

 
[0.918] [0.959] [0.341] [0.386] 

Canada -0.008 0.168** 0.016 0.107 

 
[0.908] [0.001] [0.923] [0.434] 

China 0.017 0.001 0.371* -0.208 

 
[0.820] [0.992] [0.016] [0.521] 

France -0.063 0.113 -0.151 0.108 

 
[0.547] [0.403] [0.427] [0.752] 

Germany -0.03 0.112 0.206 -0.638+ 

 
[0.724] [0.485] [0.250] [0.081] 

Greece -0.028 0.082 0.180* 0.185 

 
[0.448] [0.410] [0.020] [0.244] 

Guam 0.094 0.157 0.044 0.496 

 
[0.463] [0.553] [0.893] [0.379] 

Hong Kong -0.049 0.096** 0.104 0.137+ 

 
[0.357] [0.004] [0.470] [0.057] 

Indonesia -0.069 -0.08 -0.206 0.931** 
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[0.558] [0.752] [0.346] [0.000] 

Israel 0.108 0.123+ 0.096 0.276* 

 
[0.317] [0.061] [0.584] [0.024] 

Italy 0.047 0.024 -0.037 0.3 

 
[0.662] [0.773] [0.861] [0.134] 

Korea 0.083+ 0.096 0.193 -0.14 

 
[0.093] [0.375] [0.131] [0.519] 

Kuwait -0.054 -0.109* -0.084 -0.147 

 
[0.383] [0.047] [0.540] [0.207] 

Japan 0.065* -0.06 0.326** 0.131 

 
[0.010] [0.151] [0.000] [0.172] 

Jordan -0.041 -0.09 -0.456** -0.627* 

 
[0.808] [0.458] [0.000] [0.012] 

Lebanon n/a -0.135+ 0.226 -0.228 

  
[0.093] [0.187] [0.219] 

Libya -0.018 -0.318 0.409 -0.713 

 
[0.898] [0.406] [0.188] [0.278] 

Malaysia -0.107* 0.022 -0.383* -0.379** 

 
[0.035] [0.688] [0.017] [0.003] 

Netherlands -0.213+ 0.151 -0.108 -1.094* 

 
[0.094] [0.391] [0.683] [0.012] 

Norway 0.067 0.008 0.335* 0.471* 

 
[0.249] [0.971] [0.012] [0.048] 

Oman -0.041 0.119 0.677** -0.085 

 
[0.729] [0.355] [0.000] [0.600] 

Palau -0.027 -0.292 0.132 0.500** 

 
[0.836] [0.412] [0.731] [0.000] 

Panama 0.042 n/a 0.790** n/a 

 
[0.668] 

 
[0.000] 

 Qatar -0.096 -0.007 0.007 -0.018 

 
[0.174] [0.943] [0.961] [0.912] 

Saipan 0.127 -0.136 0.029 -0.54 

 
[0.224] [0.672] [0.924] [0.355] 

Saudi Arabia -- -- -- -- 

     Singapore -0.043 -0.026 0.338** 0.01 

 
[0.286] [0.514] [0.000] [0.909] 

Spain -0.13 0.102 0.079 0.073 

 
[0.402] [0.373] [0.676] [0.775] 

Switzerland &Denmark 0.066 -0.216 0.400+ 0.771* 

 
[0.362] [0.387] [0.099] [0.024] 

Taiwan -0.05 -0.033 0.280** 0.261** 

 
[0.104] [0.353] [0.000] [0.001] 
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Thailand -0.302* -0.222 0.665** -1.168** 

 
[0.014] [0.273] [0.005] [0.000] 

UAE 0.042 -0.066 0.145 0.093 

 
[0.415] [0.270] [0.192] [0.477] 

UK -0.028 0.043 0.397** 0.277 

 
[0.662] [0.564] [0.000] [0.307] 

USA 0 0.059 0.318** 0.343** 

 
[0.994] [0.209] [0.000] [0.006] 

Other country -0.002 0.069 0.191 0.07 

 
[0.968] [0.491] [0.113] [0.760] 

     Philippine Region 
    I    - Ilocos Region 0.063* 0.126** -0.138+ -0.108 

 
[0.045] [0.000] [0.070] [0.219] 

II   - Cagayan Valley 0.072 0.142** -0.184 0.092 

 
[0.145] [0.003] [0.127] [0.462] 

III  - Central Luzon 0.133** 0.109* -0.106 -0.045 

 
[0.004] [0.048] [0.401] [0.756] 

IV - Calabarzon & 0.032 0.073* -0.042 0.153+ 

Mimaropa [0.203] [0.027] [0.458] [0.068] 

V    - Bicol Region -0.022 0.05 -0.168 0.19 

 
[0.664] [0.374] [0.125] [0.157] 

VI   - Western Visayas 0.003 0.101** -0.011 0.115 

 
[0.938] [0.010] [0.887] [0.222] 

VII  - Central Visayas -0.003 0.091+ 0.112 -0.014 

 
[0.944] [0.089] [0.251] [0.916] 

VIII - Eastern Visayas 0.026 0.111 -0.203 0.148 

 
[0.669] [0.107] [0.128] [0.408] 

IX   - Zamboanga Peninsula -0.02 -0.055 -0.08 -0.237 

 
[0.727] [0.373] [0.603] [0.153] 

X    - Northern Mindanao 0.006 0.177* -0.117 0.426 

 
[0.957] [0.048] [0.616] [0.107] 

XI   - Davao Region 0.085 0.113* -0.041 0.228+ 

 
[0.164] [0.038] [0.813] [0.097] 

XII  - Soccsksargen 0.085+ -0.039 -0.213+ 0.068 

 
[0.087] [0.515] [0.095] [0.601] 

National Capital Region -- -- -- -- 

     Cordillera  0.027 0.082+ 0.129 0.192+ 

 
[0.552] [0.053] [0.198] [0.059] 

ARMM 0.069 -0.132 -0.482+ -0.715** 

 
[0.470] [0.271] [0.076] [0.003] 

Caraga 0.071 0.087 0.007 0.224 



41 
 

 
[0.201] [0.272] [0.959] [0.282] 

     Year of Survey 
    year97 -0.003 0.006 -0.295** -0.351** 

 
[0.897] [0.823] [0.000] [0.000] 

year00 -0.069* -0.063* 0.008 -0.116+ 

 
[0.015] [0.047] [0.894] [0.077] 

 
 
 


