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Abstract

Labor migration and remittances have become increasingly important for many developing and transition coun-
tries in recent decades. In the case of Macedonia, labor migration has a long history, going back for a century
or even more. Yet, remittance flows have ignited considerable interest within the academic and policy commu-
nity in the last few years, as net private transfers in Macedonia increased from 565.75 Millions of EUR in 2003
to 923.07 Millions of EUR in 2006.

Despite the high level of remittances, little is known about the sources of remittances (or the main source coun-
tries of remittance transfers), the demographic and educational profile of senders and recipient households, the
final use of remittance inflows (household consumption, investments or savings), the role of the formal financial
sector, the link between remittances and financial development and the prospective trends.

Without proper survey data, accurate estimation of remittance flows and how they are impacting the economy is
not possible. No surveys or other in-depth analyses have been conducted in Macedonia on this topic so far.
Moreover, the link between migration movements and developments in remittance receipts has not yet been
properly analyzed.

The official estimate of remittance inflows in Macedonia was $181.45 millions of US § in 2006, whereas our alter-
native estimate equals roughly 301.8 millions of US $. Therefore, the true importance of remittances to the
Macedonian economy is much higher that the ratio of official remittances to GDP. In addition to shedding light
on the size and importance of remittances in Macedonia, we believe that the insights gained on how remittance
data are used will be useful to policymakers and donor community.

Key words: remittance transfers, migration, macroeconomy.

1) This paper is @ much shorter version of the final paper prepared by CEA and submitted to the NBRM and USAID BEA. The final paper
will be readily available at: www.cea.org.mk. The study was sponsored by the USAID BEA.
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Introduction

Publicly-available details on how remittance transfers are compiled by national statistical authorities are
lacking. As with all countries and particularly transition ones, accurate estimation of Macedonian remittance
flows is a challenging and difficult task due to a variety of factors. Many remitters use informal transfer chan-
nels and therefore, it is difficult to determine what part of transfers through formal financial institutions should
be classified as remittances (income transfers).

Without proper survey data, accurate estimation of remittance flows and how they are impacting the econ-
omy is not possible. No surveys or other in-depth analyses have been conducted in Macedonia on this topic
so far. Moreover, the link between migration movements and developments in remittance receipts has not
yet been properly analyzed.

Therefore, the main objective of this project was to deepen the understanding of the:
e main sources of remittances in Macedonia,
@ key determinants of remittance flows (push- and pull-factors),
o the channels through which remittances are transferred, and

The estimate of remittances inflows in this Study, based on the Survey conducted should be taken as
indicative and considered as that of the authors. The only authorized institution for compilation and dissem-
ination of the official Balance of Payments Statistics is the National bank of the Republic of Macedonia . We
hope that this research will contribute to its forthcoming official estimate of this highly sensitive for the com-
pilation item of the Balance of Payments. The USAID BEA project sponsored the research, IDSCS conduct-
ed the survey and the research was done by CEA.

AN ESTIMATE OF EMIGRANT AND DIASPORA REMITTANCES - ANALYSIS OF THE
QUESTIONNAIRE

REMITTANCE-RECEIVING HOUSEHOLDS
Profile of the remittance recipients

Most respondents (55.4% out of 1046) have only one person from their family working abroad. The
responses of remittance-receiving households indicate that 19.7% have parents, and 32.0% have son or
daughter abroad. Husbands or wives as migrant workers have 13.7 % of the respondents, whereas brother
or sister 33.4%.

The relatives of remittance recipients are concentrated in Germany, Switzerland and Italy (55% in total).
The main host countries of Macedonian migrant workers are presented in Chart 1.
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Reasons for migration

The most important reasons for migration are the expectations of higher income abroad (36.7%), and
unsuccessful job search in Macedonia (30.5%). Moreover, better quality of life expect 20.9% of the respon-
dents, 5.7% are joining their families abroad, and 3.3% are looking for better educational quality.

Table 1 - Conditioning factors for migration (pull-and push factors) perceived by the remittance recipients

Conditioning factors for migration In percent
Pull factors 66.6%
Higher income in the destination country 36.7%
Better quality of life in the destination country 20.9%
Education 3.3%
Joining the other family members 5.7%
Push factors 30.5%
Impossibility to find job in Macedonia 30.5%
Other reasons or no response 2.9%

Duration of stay abroad

Most respondents are abroad more than 15 years (28.8%), whereas 52.4% are more than 10 years.
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Chart 2
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The education background of remittance senders

Most senders have only secondary school (57.2%).
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Professional background of the remittance sender

Most senders are blue-collar workers (56.3%), and the rest are evenly distributed among sole proprietors
(18.3%), white-collar workers (13.2%) and public administration (11.2%).

Unspecified [J 1

Chart 4 White-collar worker 132
. Public 112
Professional background of the administration :
remittance sender Sole proprietorship 18.3
Blue-collar worker 56.5

(manual labour)
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Types and timing of money transfer

Most respondents are receiving funds from abroad (85.7%), out of which nearly 81% have received funds
from only one sender. Remittance-receiving households get the funds by physical transportation of cash
(44.4% get them in hand from the relative, 15.2 percent receive transfers through formal money transfer busi-
nesses, and 23.4 through bank transfer. Hence, more than half of the money transfers, coming as private
transfers are not registered through the payment operations channels.

Table 2 - Types of remittance channels used

Types of money transfer Number of Percent Recalculated per
respondents cent
Physical transportation of cash by the worker 398 38 444
Making transfers through formal money transfer businesses
(Western Union) 136 13 15.2
Making bank transfer 210 201 234
Physical transportation of cash by friend or colleague 138 13.2 15.4
Physical transportation of cash by visiting family member 6 0.6 0.7
Other type 8 0.8 0.9
Sub-total 896 85.7 100
Respondents declared "no remittances received" 150 14.3
Total 1046 100

Most respondents (39.0%) that are getting funds through the bank prefer this type because of the safety
or because of the sender's preferences. And only 9.6% answered that the decision is based in terms of the
transaction costs.

Most of those who get the funds through Western Union are choosing this type of money transfer because
it is faster than the others (49.2%), because it is the preferred method by the sender (22.9%), whereas 17.3%
believe this is the safest manner.

Only 1.6% of remittance recipients get funds through credit card from foreign bank. Most of those who
receive cash prefer this way because it reflects sender preferences (64.5%) or because they perceive it as
the safest way (25.7%).
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Therefore, the strongest impact on selecting the type of money transfer have the senders' preferences
and the safety reasons, while the option of Western Union money transfer is preferred in terms of prompt-
ness.

More than 60.9% of remittance-receiving respondents rely on private transfers for more than 5 years.

Chart 5
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Many recipients answered that during the summer months they get most of the funds, which indicates
strongly pronounced seasonal effect.

Chart 6
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(the monthly amount is less than
average, average and more than
average)

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

O Less than the annual average M Average B More than the annual average

The highest amounts of remittances are received in July and December.

Magnitude of received remittances

Interestingly, 83.9% of the respondents report that they receive between 0 to 5000 EUR as private
transfers from abroad. Out of them, 34.7% received between 1000 and 5000 EUR.

Table 3 - Magnitude of received remittances

Amount of remittance received Number of

respondents Percent

Less than 500 EUR 168 16.1
Between 501 and 1000 EUR 272 26.0
Between 1001 and 5000 EUR N 29.7
Between 5001 and 10000 EUR 87 8.3
Between 10001 and 20000 EUR 33 3.2
More than 20000 EUR 17 1.6
No response 8 0.8
Respondents declared "no remittances received" 150 14.3
Total 1,046 100
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Currency structure of spending financed by remittances

Most respondents are spending the funds in Denars (41.6%), 19.8% in the same currency as they got the
funds, and 38.6% as combination. An exceptionally high percentage (81.1%) of remittance recipients save
or spend in cash, thereby avoiding the bank transactions.

Foreign

Combined currency

Chart7 38.6% 19.-8%

Currency structure of spending
financed by remittances

Domestic
currency
41.6%

Spending priorities (Final uses of the remittances)

The respondents could report a variety of spending decisions with modalities, such as least important,
important, most important or irrelevant.

Table 4 reveals that the funds are mostly spend on current spending. Lower priority is attached to saving
decisions, and the least important is the housing maintenance. Portfolio investment and real estate purchase
seem to be the least preferred options.

Table 4 - Spending priorities (Final uses of the remittances)

Final use / purpose Not important Most important Important Least important
Saving 60.5 13.7 16.6 9.2
Current spending 7.7 74.1 14.5 37
Family celebrations 69.2 56 17.0 8.3
Cars (durable goods) 90.2 1.5 48 3.6
Construction of homes 85 8.8 4.7 1.5
Housing maintenance 70.8 5.7 13.5 10
Business start-ups 92.7 2.6 2.6 21
Real estate purchase 98.3 0.7 0.3 0.7
Portfolio investment 98.4 0.3 0.6 0.7
Loans 97.3 0.2 1.0 1.5
Other 90.6 1.6 28 5.0

Moreover, 75.3% of the respondents reported they spend the remittances within the next six months of
their reception.

Remittances received as percent of total household income

33.8% of the remittance-receiving households report that the magnitude of remittances is between 10%
and 30% of their disposable income, and 14.8% of them declared that these funds could be the only source
of their income (between 90% and 100%). Interestingly, 39% of the respondents reported that remittances
received constitute half of their disposable income.




CEA Journal of Economics :
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Table 5 indicates that not much funds are used for investing, whereas most are used as a cash flow.
Moreover, 26.3% from respondents reported that they will spend nearly the all amount received.

Table 5 - Allocation of remittances received by final use (median for each class)

Not devoted | Up to 10%| 10 - 20% | 20 - 30% | 30 - 40% | 40 -50% | 50 - 60% | 60 - 70% | 70 - 80% | 80 - 90% | 90 - 100%
for this purpose
Saving 60.3 9.8
Current spending 8.6 26.3
Cars 84.7 5.1
Construction of homes 89.1 26
Housing maintenance 76.1 9.9
Celebrations 76.1 8.3
Business start-ups 94.8 1.5 15
Real estate purchase 98.9 0.2 0.2 0.2
Portfolio investment 98.9 0.2 0.2 0.2
Loans 97.8 13
Other 91.6 3

Trends in remittance inflows, reasons and expectations

The survey reveals that 58.7% of the remittance-receiving respondents reported that they do not antici-
pate any changes of the amount in comparison with 2005 and 2006. However, the largest share explained
that these two years witnessed increasing amounts of remittance received.

Chart 9

Trends in remittance inflows (Annual
remittance inflows in 2005 and 2006 in
comparison with previous years)
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The reasons behind such trends in remittance inflows are different: 44.1% reported that all depends on
the earnings of the relatives abroad, 26.9% explained that these transfers depends on the family needs, and
only 3.2% responded that the main determinant is the political and economic situation in Macedonia.
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The expectations of the remittance-receiving respondents are that no changes in the trend are foreseen
(49.7%), 25.4% are expecting moderate increase and 17.4% believe they will receive smaller amounts of pri-
vate transfers. The reasons behind those expectations are in line with the trend.

Plans of the remittance senders

Most remittance-receiving respondents (44%) reported that the migrant worker visits Macedonia 2-3
times per annum, whereas 33.8% opted for one visit per year. Within this percentage, 61.3% of remittance-
receiving households reported that the migrant workers are staying from one to three weeks, and 32.4%
declared that they are staying from one to three months. 45.6% of the remittance-receiving respondents
explained that their relatives are planning to stay abroad in future, and 24.7% said that they do plan to return
to Macedonia.

Plans of the remittance recipients

Only 32.1% of respondents are determined not to emigrate, whereas 21.7% of them are planning to do
s0. 19.7% of those planning to go abroad, would like to stay there forever, and 82.3% will be sending remit-
tances to their family in Macedonia.

REMITTANCE SENDERS

Destination and period for staying abroad

Out of the sample of 200 respondents, the largest shares of senders come from Switzerland (27.0%),
Germany (18.0%), ltaly (15.5%) and USA (8.5%). This is consistent with the gravity models of remittance
flows that highlight the distance from the home country as one of the main determinants of the destination
country.

Switzerland
27.0%

Italy
15.5%

Chart 10
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Large share of respondents declare that they send remittances for many years. This is a category of per-
manent migrant workers, given the fact that 56.5% from the respondents are more than 10 years abroad
(Chart 11).

Given the relatively low share of the seasonal workers in the sample, one could observe that estimated
remittance inflows will reflect the long-term migrant's propensity to remit. The results for the duration of stay
are consistent with the responses on the number of the household members joining the remittent. 50% of
the respondents are living with their spouse, 46% of those live with their son or daughter, and 20% of them
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are staying with their parents. In accordance with the empirical literature on migrant remittance flows, if the
close family members accompany the emigrant, then their propensity to remit is lower (Faini, 2007). With
respect to the plans for returning to Macedonia, even 44.5% are reporting that they do not plan to return, but
37% are still hesitant whether they will permanently migrate.

More than 15 yearsi ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘

11 - 15 years
Chart 11
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Duration of stay of remittance senders 6 -12 months ——

Less than 3 months
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Frequency of trips to Macedonia

Again the responses are entirely consistent with the number of visits to Macedonia. Most respondents
answered they are visiting Macedonia at least once per year (42%), whereas 35% reported that they visit
Macedonia 2 or 3 times per year.

less than once every month 4 - 8 times per
a year 504 year
14% 5%

Chart 12
Frequency of trips to Macedonia

once a year 2 -3 times per
41% year

35%

Most respondents are coming to Macedonia on a short visit (58.5%), from one to three weeks, and most
of them (77%) are usually staying only for the summer. A stylized fact is that 77% from the respondents are
staying in Macedonia for one to three months. The responses seem logical, if we consider that the main des-
tination for Macedonian emigrants are the European countries (Germany, Italy and Switzerland). Republic of
Macedonia has direct airline connections with these destinations and such distance permits even alternative
modes of transport (e.g. traveling by car). The duration of stay from one to three months is a relatively wide
interval, as it precludes estimation whether the respondents are concentrated on the lower borderline of the
interval (implying they are taking one month leave from their employer), or they work for nine months abroad
(e.g. Italy or Greece), so that they can return to Macedonia for three-month visit.

The concentration of emigrants in certain countries supports the preposition of magnet effect (pull factor)
that facilitates the decision for migration of the other family members or friends. In this case, the 46.5 % of
the respondents are stating that they have helped in the job search or organized the trip for their friends or
relatives. Moreover, 12.5 % of the respondents decided to migrate because this was family tradition.
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Conditioning factors for migration

The main reasons behind the decision to migrate are usually linked with certain indicators of 'the mag-
netic force' of the destination country and the unfavourable political or economic situation in the migrant
home country. The theoretical push-pull model identifies two groups of factors determining the decision to
migrate. Standard variables in the first group (pull factors) are the wage differential, the differences in the
quality of life in the host country, the emigration stock in particular country, the degree of political and eco-
nomic freedom, fluency of the foreign language, destination country attitude toward foreigners (or degree of
xenophobia), the generousness of the social security system, etc. On the other side, there are a lot of push
factors which motivate individuals or household to leave their home country: high unemployment rate, wars
or conflicts, relatively low wages, labour force discrimination, limited political and economic freedom, dissat-
isfactory education quality system etc.

Table 6 presents the answers with respect to the push and pull factors for migration.

Table 6 - Conditioning factors for migration (pull- and push factors) perceived by remittance senders

Conditioning factors for migration In percent
Pull factors 68,5%
Higher income in the destination country 36,0%
Better quality of life in the destination country 17,5%
Education 2,5%
Joining the other family members 12,5%
Push factors 27,5%
Impossibility to find job in Macedonia 27,5%
Other reasons or no response 4,0%

The questionnaire design favours the pull factors, but given the low percent of responses for "the other
non-specified factors”, this has proven to be appropriate empirical strategy. Over 68% of respondents
migrate because of the more favorable conditions in destination country, and 27.5% reported that the high
unemployment rate is the main factor for leaving the Republic of Macedonia.

The occupational status of senders

According to the occupational status of respondents, it seems that low-skill migrant workers have the
largest share. More precisely, 54% are blue-collar workers, while the 17% of respondents are sole propri-
etors, whereas only 9% have some form of intellectual work. The existing body of empirical literature demon-
strates that low-skill migrant workers have greater propensity to remit, which is associated with favourable
microeconomic (financial support to their families) and macroeconomic implications (higher remittance
inflows in the current account balance).

Magnitude, final use and preferred currency for remittance-financed expenditure

During their stay in Macedonia, emigrants display relatively high propensity to spend, which could be
explained by their wish to justify the sacrifice for leaving their home country or the need to provoke admira-
tion or jealousy. Even, 50% of the respondents answered that during their short-term stay in Macedonia, they
are spending between 1000 and 5000 EUR, and 83% of them say that they do not save at all (Chart 13).
Most of them are planning their visits in accordance with the family celebrations, given the fact that 68% of
respondents indicated that this is the most important expenditure while they are staying in Macedonia. 34%
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of the respondents are spending on housing maintenance. The number of respondents reporting real estate
purchase is negligible. Nearly all of the respondents are not interested for portfolio investments.
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An interesting stylized fact is that the practice of intrafamily loans has nearly ceased. Even 93% of
respondents answered that they are not lending to family members. Recent empirical literature conjectures
that the fall in intrafamily borrowing is associated with the financial system development and improved
access to consumer credit (Schrooten, 2005; Giuliano and Ruiz-Arranz, 2006). Given the rapid private-sec-
tor credit growth, this is likely scenario for Macedonia, as well.

Currency substitution and remittance senders

The responses with respect to the preferred currency for cash transactions reveal that on average, 72.8%
of the remittance amount is exchanged in Denars (Table 7). Moreover, 81 of the respondents (or 40.5 % of
the sample) report that their payment operations are preceded by foreign currency exchange in Denars.

Table 7 - Use of foreign money as means of exchange (degree of currency substitution)

Number of respondents Percentage of prefference Frequency times Weighted average
for Denars preferrence for Denars

81 100 8,100

49 70 3,430

50 50 2,500

15 30 450

4 0 0

199 Total: 14,480 72.8%

The relatively low degree of currency substitution, compared to official estimates, might reflect the fear of
remittance senders that their responses will be disclosed to authorities.

Propensity to remit

Over 80% of the respondents reported they were remittance senders, out of which 47.2 % answered that
they financially support their parents, 27% - their partner, 20.5% - their brother or sister and 17.4 % - their

children.

If non-remittent respondents are excluded from the analysis, then the weighted-average propensity to
remit is 27.4% (according the number of respondents and the mid-point of the interval).
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Table 8 - Estimation of the propensity to remit

Propensity to remit Number of Mid-point of the Frequency times Weighted average
respondents interval propensity to remit

Less than 10% 36 5 180

From 10 to 30% 64 20 1280

From 31 to 50% 25 40 1000

From 51 to 70% 12 60 720

From 71 to 90% 7 80 560

From 91 to 100% 3 95 285

Total: 147 4025 27.4

Remittance distribution channels

According to the survey, 36.6% of the respondents use the services of specialized cash transfer bureaus,
and 24.8% preferred inter-bank transfer of remittances. The credit card distribution channel is not viable
option for 92.5% of respondents, implying lack of basic knowledge on electronic banking. The cash delivery
is preferred option by 67.7% of respondents, out of which 31.1 percentage points stated that this was pre-
ferred channel by the remittance recipients.

Cash |29.8
Chart 14 Interbank transfer 10.6
Perception of the security of Quick ohey transfer 6.2

alternative remittance channels Credit cand issue dijz_s

from foreign bank |

Postal cheques |0
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Particularly interesting is the perceived security of certain remittance distribution channels. Even 29.8%
of the respondents are considering that physical transportation of cash is the safest way to transfer remit-
tances, 10.6% stated that the inter-bank transfer offers sufficient security, 6.2% reported substantial confi-
dence in the specialized money transfer bureaus, only 2.5 % have confidence in the credit cards, and postal
cheques are simply inattractive.

Recommended final use of remittances

About 77% of the respondents supposed that the remittances are not used to increase their household
savings, whereas only 13.7% reported that this is very important to them. 78.3% of remittance senders stat-
ed that the most important final use of remittances is current consumption, whilst 6.2 % reported that the
most important use is to finance the family celebrations. Only 12.5% of them reported that there is likelihood
of buying a car (or other durable goods).

Variability of remittance inflows

Most respondents (52% of the sample) there were no significant changes in the remittances they sent in
2006 with respect to the previous three years. The weighted average of the responses demonstrates that the
remittances in 2006 were 3.8% higher than the average for the previous three years.
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Table 9 - Dynamics of remittance inflows in 2006

Increase or reduction of Number of Mid-point of Frequency times change | Weighted average
remittances respondents the interval of the remittance amount

51-100% more 6 75 450

11 - 50% more 33 30 990

No change 85 0 0

11 - 50% less 24 -30 -720

51 -100% less 2 -75 -150

Total: 150 570 3.8

The answers are consistent with respect to the expectations. Unfortunately, the questionnaire does not
distinguish among short, medium and long term. The answers reflect expectations for a moderate increase
of future remittance flows (4.2% increase in relation with 2006).

Table 10 - Dynamics of remittance inflows in near future

Increase or reduction of Number of Mid-point of Frequency times change | Weighted average
remittances respondents the interval of the remittance amount

51-100% more 6 75 450

11 - 50% more 38 30 1140

No change 75 0 0

11- 50% less 25 -30 -750

51 - 100% less 3 -75 -225

Total: 147 615 4.2

AN ESTIMATE OF REMITTANCE INFLOWS

The estimate of remittance inflows uses the information content of the surveys on both remittance-send-
ing and remittance-receiving respondents. In either case, the annual remitted amount per sender (per recip-
ient) is estimated and then, based on the official figures for the emigration stock, the total annual inflow of
remittances is calculated.

The remittance senders' survey does not explicitly ask for the remitted amount, but senders do respond
to questions on annual earnings and their propensity to remit. According to the survey of 200 respondents,
the average annual earning is estimated to equal 32,800 US § (the upper section of the left panel in Table
11), whereas their weighted-response propensity to remit is 0.274 (the lower section of the left panel). These
elements provide an estimated of the average remittance inflow of 8984.4 per sender, under the assumption
that every migrant worker would remit.
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Remittance senders' survey Remittance recipients' survey
Estimated annual earnings: Estimated annual remittance inflows:
Annual Annual
amount of Frequency amount of Frequency
remittances Number of times annual remittances Number of times annual
received respondents amount received respondents amount
15000 51 765000 250 168 42000
25000 50 1250000 750 272 204000
35000 29 1015000 1250 311 388750
45000 7 315000 7500 87 652500
75000 17 1275000 15000 33 495000
105000 6 630000 25000 17 425000
Total: 160 5250000 Total: 888 2207250
Table 11 Estimated 1 earnings32,812.5
Comparlson Of perceptlons on Implicit propensity to remit
sent and received annual remittance o 6 L8
i 20% 64 12.8
inflows o 9 o
60% 12 72
80% 7 5.6
95% 3 2.85
Total: 147 40.25
Propensity to remit 0.274
Average remittance inflow Average remittance inflow
sent to Macedonia: 8984.4| |received in Macedonia: 2485.6

The amount of received remittances is a straightforward question in the remittance recipients' survey. The
weighted average of their responses generates an estimate of the received annual remittance amount of
2,486 US $ per recipient household. The discrepancy between the two surveys is stark, since the remittance
senders report that they remit 6,500 US $ more per annum. Even so, it is questionable whether the results
from the two surveys are indeed comparable.

The sample of remittance-receiving households is more representative on statistical grounds, because
the remittance recipients' survey encompasses 1,046 respondents, which is 5 times more than the sample
size of the remittance senders' survey. Therefore, the reported figure of 2,485.6 US $ per annum is taken as
more realistic assessment.

Convenient approach in estimating the "true" remittance inflows in Macedonia is to extrapolate the num-
ber of respondents that declared dependence on remittances. Yet, the survey provides an implausibly high
figure of 85.7% of remittance-receiving households. As a second best solution, the Macedonian emigration
stock could be used to assess the total annual remittance inflows in Macedonia. Even so, there are different
estimates of the number of Macedonian emigrants with notable stark discrepancies.

Table 12 - Assessment of annual remittance inflows

Source Estimated Estimated Officially reported
emigration stock | remittance inflows in migrant remittances Discrepancy

Macedonia in 2006 | in 2006 (in millions of US $)

(in millions of US $)
OECD 193,940 482.1 181.45 * 300.65
World Perspective, Universite
de Sherbrooke, Canada 121,400 301.8 181.45 * 120.35
Macedonian census 2002 35,123 87.3 181.45* -94.15
Memorandum items:
Average remittance inflow 2485.6
Implicit propensity to remit 274

** Equivalent to 144.68 millions of EUR
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If the OECD statistical database is taken as reliable source for the Macedonian emigration stock, then the
estimate of remittance inflows is 482.1 millions of US $ per annum (Table 12). The estimated Macedonian
emigration stock by the World Perspective at the Universite de Sherbrooke in Canada is a bit lower (121,400)
and in this case, it would imply an estimated annual remittance inflows of 301.8 millions of US § in
Macedonia. Lastly, the estimated emigration stock by the Macedonian census in 2002 is 35,123, which is
comprised of 22,995 migrant workers staying abroad up to one year (temporary migrants) and another
12,128 staying longer (permanent migrants). The very low margin would imply an estimate of 87.3 millions
of US $ per annum.

Given the implausible assumptions that every migrant worker would remit and would have similar propen-
sity to remit, the conservative estimate based on data from the World Perspective at the Universite de
Sherbrooke in Canada seems realistic. Yet, the estimated annual remittance inflows are a mixture of capital
and current transfers and therefore, in the next section we estimate the share of each component.

The extent of possible uses of remittances has been formulated in qualitative terms (very important, "so-
s0", least important and not important). In order to make some reasonable estimate of the weighted-average
response, we have attached certain percentages to their importance (very important=100%, non-impor-
tant=0%, not very important = 10%). The category "so-so" has been derived as residual, which imposes con-
sistency on the respondents' answers with respect to their saving and consumption behaviour. In other
words, 35% serves as quantitative equivalent of the response "so-so", ensuring that propensity to save and
consume would add up to 100. This is very rough approximation, as there are other combinations of percent-
ages that would generate different propensities.

Saving | Consumption
0% 60.5 7.7
Table 13 100% 13.7 74.1
Saving and consumption behaviour 3% 166 145
of remittance-recipients : 10% 92 37
Weighted average 20.4 79.5

The weighted average of the responses generates an estimate of the propensity to save of 20.4 percent.
Such an estimate is at odds with the existing body of the empirical literature, which suggests that the propen-
sity to save out of remittance income is high (almost 40%). Yet, this is in line with the prepositions of the per-
manent income hypothesis, as it is quite possible that Macedonian remittance-receiving households consid-
er remittances as a permanent income stream and tend to consume more. This is fully consistent with the
answers of the migrant families that they expect stable streams of remittance inflows in near future.

Then, based on survey results we analyze the structure of consumption, financed by the inflow of private
transfers (Table 14). We classified immediate consumption, purchase of cars (durable goods), housing main-
tenance, loans and unspecified spending as current spending, whereas construction of homes, business
start-ups, real estate purchase and portfolio investment into capital spending. For consistency purposes, we
used the same numerical values for the qualitative answers for derivation of the weighted average response.

Such classification enables us to introduce the distinction between current and capital spending, which
could serve as indicator of the nature of the remittance inflow. Current spending comprises 63.8%, whereas
capital spending amounts to 15.8% of the total income from private transfers. The composition of spending
indicates that nearly 20% (19.8%) could be qualified as capital transfers, whereas more than 80% (or 80.2%)
could be defined as current transfers. This estimate is close to the IMF (2007) estimate of the final use of
private transfers, which attaches 75% to current and 25% to capital transfers.
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Table 14 - Weighted average responses for the uses of private transfers

Composition of spending 0% 100% 35% 10% Weighted
and saving average
Current spending 63.8
Immediate consumption 69.2 5.6 17.0 8.3 124
Cars (durable goods) 90.2 1.5 48 3.6 35
Routine housing maintenance 70.8 5.7 13.5 10 11.4
Loans 97.3 0.2 1.0 1.5 0.7
Unspecified spending 35.8
Capital spending 15.8
Construction of homes 85 8.8 47 1.5 10.6
Business start-up 92.7 26 26 21 37
Real estate 98.3 0.7 0.3 0.7 0.9
Portfolio investment ** 98.4 0.3 0.6 0.7 0.6
Saving 204
Total income from private
transfers 100.0
Note:

** Some authors classify portfolio investment into saving, given that it does not affect country's capital stock.

From subnational perspective, in the next step, we use the number of remittance-receiving respondents
to derive an estimate of annual remittance inflows in separate regions of Macedonia.

Table 15 - Extrapolated remittance inflows across regions in Macedonia

Region Number of respondents In percent Extrapolated remittance inflows
(in millions of US $)
Skopski 106 10.1 305
Pelagoniski 141 13.5 40.7
Ohrid 210 20.1 60.7
Polog 340 325 98.1
Povardarie 31 3 9.1
Kumanovski 67 6.4 19.3
Bregalnicki 151 14.4 43.5
Total 1046 100 301.8
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ANNEXES

Table 1: Population born in Macedonia living abroad by status

Census year Foreigners Nationals Unknown Total
Australia 2001 2894 40072 561 43527
Austria 2001 11736 2154 58 13948
Belgium 2001 38 8 46
Canada 2001 1545 5785 7330
Czech Rep 2001 406 124 3 533
Denmark 2002 1301 306 1607
Finland 2000 22 1 23
France 1999 1798 762 2560
Greece 2001 662 274 936
Hungary 2001 49 24 73
Ireland 2002 34 1 35
Italy 2001 24534 339 24873
Japan 2000 15 15
Luxembourg 2001 243 1 254
Mexico 2000 2 2
Netherlands 1995-2000 16 7 23
New Zealand 2001 591 591
Norway 2003 361 354 715
Poland 2001 72 132 0 204
Portugal 2001 9 3 12
Slovak Rep 2001 103 50 3 156
Spain 2001 185 20 205
Sweden 2003 1068 1903 2971
Switzerland 2000 39816 1690 41506
Turkey 2000 1355 30160 31515
United Kingdom 2001 1285 1285
United States 2000 9015 9980 18995
Total: 193940
Source: OECD online database.
Table 2: Macedonian migration in Germany
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
Stock 33984 38774 42550 46167 49420 51841 55986 58250
Inflow 4000 2835 3060 3051 3503 3411 5421 3913
Source: National statistical offices.
Census year Total
Bosnia & Herzegovina 2005 2278
Serbia 2002 25847
Table 3: Croatia 2001 4270
Macedonians living abroad in neighbouring countries | Slovenia 2002 3972
Bulgaria 2001 5071
o o Albania 1989 4697
Source: National statistical offices. ol 16135




Table 4: International migrations
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1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Immigrants 1057 118 1199 1185 1257 1145 1381 3638
- Citizens of Macedonia 595 658 639 458 723 567 543 524
Emigrants 248 141 172 503 141 144 669 1300
- Citizens of Macedonia 241 127 165 312 81 12 656 1282
Net migration 809 977 1027 682 1116 1001 712 2338
Net migration of citizens 354 531 474 146 642 455 -13 -758

Source: State Statistical Office of the Republic of Macedonia.






