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Migration from and remittance flows to Latin America 
and the Caribbean (LAC)—usually with the United 
States as the host economy—have major economic and 
social ramifications for the migrants’ home countries. This 
chapter examines recent trends in outward migration from 
and remittances to LAC, as well as their costs and ben-
efits. Outward migration in isolation may lower growth 
in home countries through reduced labor supply and 
productivity, but the remittances sent home by migrant 
workers serve as a mitigating factor, both by serving as 
a large and relatively stable source of external financing, 
notably in Central America and the Caribbean, and by 
helping cushion the impact of economic shocks. How-
ever, the region’s dependence on remittances primarily 
from the United States can pose risks to macroeconomic 
stability for cyclical reasons and, more importantly, from 
possible changes to immigration-related policies. Tar-
geted reforms in home countries can help reduce outward 
migration and the attendant adverse consequences. In 
particular, structural reforms, aimed at leveraging the 
pool of high-skilled and highly educated workers to foster 
economic diversification at home would likely reduce 
“brain drain.” Similarly, given the key financing and 
stabilizing roles played by remittances, policies aimed 
at reducing transaction costs and promoting the use of 
formal channels of intermediation merit support.         

Migration and remittances can have profound 
effects on human welfare and economic 
development. Economic migration reflects 
people’s desire to improve their own and their 
families’ wellbeing. As migrants find higher paying 
jobs abroad, productivity likely rises at a global 
level. Likewise, the remittances migrants send 
home can also improve the standard of  living, 
health, and education of  the often poor recipient 
households. However, for others in the home 
country, the impact of  outward migration can be 
less benign because the departure of  people of  
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prime working age, who may be relatively well 
educated, can weaken the country’s economic 
base. 

Outward migration has been an important 
phenomenon for countries in LAC, particularly 
those in Central America and the Caribbean. In 
these two subregions, emigrants account for about 
10 percent or more of  the population—compared 
with about 2 percent, on average, for the group 
of  emerging market and developing economies 
as a whole—and they remit substantial funds, 
averaging about 8 percent of  GDP, to support 
family members back home. 

Given their importance for the region, this 
chapter examines recent trends in migration and 
remittances, as well as the costs and benefits 
of  these flows. Does the loss in population 
associated with emigration hurt economic 
growth? Do remittances compensate for this 
loss and function as engines of  growth? Are 
remittances macroeconomic stabilizers and do 
they help reduce poverty and inequality? This 
study offers qualified positive answers to each of  
these questions. The analysis focuses only on the 
consequences for countries in LAC from where 
the migrants originate and not on the effects on 
migrants’ host countries.

The results presented in this chapter underscore 
the profound and multifaceted implications of  
migration and remittances for the LAC region. 
While emigration may reduce real per capita 
economic growth (as a result of  the decline in 
labor resources and productivity), remittances 
can support investment and education and foster 
commercial linkages. The analysis in this chapter 
indicates that the negative impact of  emigration 
on real per capita growth seems to outweigh 
growth gains from remittances, notably for the 
Caribbean. However, on the positive side, in both 
Central America and the Caribbean, remittances 
are important macroeconomic stabilizers. They 
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are one of  the most important sources of  
external financing, facilitate a smoothing of  
private consumption, and help boost financial 
sector soundness and fiscal performance. Since 
lower-income households are more likely to 
receive remittances, these flows also function as 
a channel for reducing poverty and inequality. 
Mexico stands out as a special case, as it is the 
largest source of  immigrants into the United 
States and an important hub for migrants from 
Central America. In contrast, for most South 
American countries, emigration and remittances 
are less material and do not appear to act as 
macroeconomic stabilizers. Even for those 
countries in South America that have seen 
substantial outward migration, remittances tend 
to be relatively modest, and this analysis does not 
reveal significant macroeconomic effects. Labor 
market developments and changes to immigration 
and remittance policies in host countries can 
have a significant impact. Because the majority of  
emigrants from Central America, Mexico, and the 
Caribbean live in the United States, large shifts 
in its economic cycle and policies could have 
particularly far-reaching regional repercussions.

The chapter begins by reviewing the patterns of  
migration and remittances in LAC. The analysis 
leverages the U.S.-centric nature of  the region’s 
emigration patterns, and the availability of  micro 
data for this country, to examine the characteristics 
of  emigrants and remittance senders. This 
is followed by an analysis of  the impact of  
emigration and remittances on per capita growth 
and macroeconomic stability. Finally, the chapter 
considers the risks of  dependence on remittances 
and concludes with policy considerations.

Migration and Remittances 
at a Glance
The stock of  LAC emigrants (as a share of  the 
home country population) is among the highest 
globally (Figures 5.1 and 5.2).1 Starting in the 

1Data on migration is from the United Nations Population 
Division migration statistics. The data are based on migrant stock 
data collected from national population censuses. Although the 
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Sources: United Nations Population Division, International Migrant Stock database;
and IMF staff calculations.
Note: For International Organization for Standardization (ISO) country codes used
in data labels, see page 137. EME = emerging market economies.

Figure 5.1. Emigrants, Latin America and the Caribbean and
Emerging Market Economies, 2015  
(Percent of total population) 
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Sources: United Nations Population Division, International Migrant Stock database;
and IMF staff calculations.
Note: CIS = Commonwealth of Independent States; LAC = Latin America and the
Caribbean.

Figure 5.2. Emigrants, by World Region
(Percent of population) 
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1960s, emigration to countries offering better 
economic opportunities has been an important 
phenomenon for LAC. Emigration has also 
resulted from violent conflict in several countries, 
in particular in Central America, through the 
1990s and subsequent deterioration in the security 
situation. Emigration has been particularly 
significant for the Caribbean, where about one-
fifth of  the population lives abroad, as well as 
for countries in Central America, Panama, and 
the Dominican Republic (CAPDR) and Mexico, 
where emigrants represent about 10 percent of  
the population in both instances. Emigration 
from countries in South America, by contrast, has 
been more limited, averaging about 2½ percent 
of  the subregion’s population. However, some 
South American countries such as Paraguay and 
Uruguay have sizeable emigrant populations living 
abroad that represent more than 10 percent of  
their populations. Among other South American 
countries, Bolivia, Colombia, and Ecuador also 
have sizable emigrant populations.

Emigration from LAC has featured both South-
North migration and, especially within South 
America, intraregional migration. About two-
thirds of  all LAC migrants reside in the United 
States, although Canada has the highest share of  
LAC immigrants as part of  its population. Almost 
all emigrants from Mexico and four out of  five 
emigrants from CAPDR live in the United States, 
while the profile of  Caribbean migrants is more 
diverse (with slightly more than half  residing in 
the United States) given the importance of  their 
emigration to Canada and Europe. Within South 
America, important destinations for migrants have 
been Argentina (in particular, from Bolivia, Chile, 
Paraguay, and Uruguay) and, especially during the 
1970s, Venezuela (notably, from Colombia). Since 
the economic crisis of  the 1980s, migration from 
South America to other regions has become more 
important—in particular to the United States 
and—reflecting historical and linguistic ties—to 
Spain.2 In addition, in recent years, Chile and 
Colombia have become notable destinations.

methodology may differ to some extent across countries, in principle 
the data include both legal and illegal migrants. 

2See OAS (2011) for an overview of these migration patterns.

Who are these emigrants? Micro data from the 
American Community Survey provide a profile 
of  LAC immigrants in the United States (Annex 
5.1).3 While immigrants typically enter the United 
States in their early 20s, immigrants from Mexico 
and CAPDR countries tend to be younger and 
have lower levels of  education compared with 
those from South America and the Caribbean 
(Figure 5.3). Of  the latter groups, 40 percent or 
more have attended college (or beyond). Brain 
drain is a particular challenge for the Caribbean 
(Box 5.1). Emigrants from Mexico and CAPDR 
are also more likely to be undocumented, and 
much less likely to become U.S. citizens than those 
from the Caribbean and South America.4 There is 
evidence of  family reunification for emigrants into 
the United States from CAPDR and Mexico.5

3For South American, and to a lesser extent Caribbean, migrants, 
these data may not be fully reflective of their characteristics given the 
more diverse destination pattern.

4For more detail, see Beaton and others (forthcoming).
5Evidenced by the finding that the proportion of households in 

which the head is married but the head’s spouse is absent declines 
with the age of the head of the household. See Beaton and others 
(forthcoming).
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Figure 5.3. Migrant Educational Attainment on Entry to the
United States 
(Percent of migrants with educational level) 



112

REGIONAL ECONOMIC OUTLOOK: Western Hemisphere

International Monetary Fund | April 2017

With lower levels of  education on average, 
emigrants from Mexico and CAPDR tend to work 
in lower-skilled occupations. Their employment 
is concentrated in construction, maintenance, 
transportation, production, and food preparation, 
while emigrants from South America and the 
Caribbean tend to be employed in office and 
administration, sales, management, and health-
related occupations. The higher-skilled immigrants 
from South America and the Caribbean also earn 
more: their hourly wages are almost 60 percent 
higher, on average, than those of  immigrants from 
Mexico and CAPDR (Figure 5.4).

LAC emigrants have maintained strong 
connections with their home countries, sending 
home sizable remittances, reaching 1.4 percent 
of  regional output in 2015 (Figure 5.5). As a 
share of  GDP, remittance flows to CAPDR and 
Caribbean countries dwarf  those received by 
their South American neighbors, consistent with 
their larger migrant stocks, and also far exceed 
those received by Mexico (one of  the largest 
recipients worldwide in nominal terms) and 

emerging market economies on average.6 In four 
countries—El Salvador, Haiti, Honduras, and 
Jamaica—remittances exceed 15 percent of  GDP 
(Figure 5.6).

The remitting behavior of  LAC immigrants in 
the United States varies with their demographic 
characteristics. About a third of  LAC immigrants 
send remittances to their home countries. This 
share is somewhat higher for CAPDR and falls 
with age. The likelihood of  remitting does not 
appear to relate to the immigrant’s income. Not 
surprisingly, immigrants who are married but with 
an absent spouse are the most likely to remit. 
On average, LAC immigrants who remit send 
about US$2,500 to their families on an annual 
basis. Conditional on remitting, immigrants in 
the United States with lower levels of  education 
and income tend to remit more as a share of  their 
income, while immigrants from the Caribbean 

6Even for South American countries that have sizeable emigrant 
populations, remittances are very low compared to CAPDR coun-
tries with comparable emigrant populations.

Female hourly wage
Male hourly wage

Sources: 2008 American Community Survey; and IMF staff calculations. 
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send home much less than those from Central 
America (Figure 5.7).

Remittances to the region peaked at about 2 
percent of  regional output before the global 
financial crisis. With LAC migrants residing mainly 
in the United States, the epicenter of  the crisis, 
remittances fell precipitously during and in the 
aftermath of  the crisis—more so than in other 
parts of  the world. Emigrants from Mexico and 
CAPDR were particularly hard hit by the global 
financial crisis because the crisis had a notably 
profound effect on the industries in which they 
have traditionally been employed, sharply lowering 
remittances into these countries. Remittances to 
the region have subsequently begun to recover but 
still remain well below their precrisis peak.

The fees for sending remittances are substantial, 
reducing the amount of  money received by 
emigrants’ families (Box 5.2). Most remittances 

are deposited and received in cash through either 
money or value transfer service operators or 
banks. Money transfer operators, of  which the 
largest are Western Union and MoneyGram, 
provide the dominant channel through which 
migrants send remittances, with a market share of  
more than 80 percent of  remittances channels in 
LAC.7 

Estimating the Impact 
of Migration and 
Remittances on Growth
What is the impact of  emigration and the 
associated receipt of  remittances on the 
population remaining in the home country? 
Overall, the empirical results detailed below 
suggest that outward migration has a negative 
effect on per capita growth in LAC countries, 
while remittances seem to pull in the other 

7However, these data from the World Bank’s global data set, the 
Remittance Prices Worldwide database, do not take into consider-
ation the amount of remittances transacted on each channel, which 
would better reflect the relative usage.
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Source: IMF,  World Economic Outlook database; World Bank Development
Indicators database; and IMF staff calculations.
Note: For International Organization for Standardization (ISO) country codes used in
data labels, see page 137. LAC = Latin America and the Caribbean; EME = 
emerging market economy.
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direction. The net effect of  migration and 
remittances on growth tends to be negative for 
the Caribbean, but the impact is less clear-cut 
for other country groupings. On the one hand, 
emigration is likely to have a negative effect on 
growth in the home country because the departure 
of  people of  working age reduces the labor force. 
This loss could be significant if  there is brain 
drain given that the loss of  high-skilled workers 
could impose negative externalities for the broader 
economy, including less scope for innovation. 
Accordingly, the negative effects of  emigration 
would likely be most pronounced in the Caribbean 
and South America, which tend to have relatively 
large shares of  high-skilled emigrants. The receipt 
of  remittances could also aggravate the decline in 
labor supply as recipients substitute labor income 
with remittance income. On the other hand, 
remittances could have a positive effect on growth 
by providing financial resources for investment 
and education and through migrant networks that 
can foster trade and investment.8 Such positive 
effects would likely be largest in Mexico and 
CAPDR, which receive the most remittances as a 
share of  GDP.

It is difficult to empirically estimate the effect of  
emigration and remittances on per capita growth. 
The existing literature has mostly focused on the 
role of  remittances, and is inconclusive.9 This 
chapter, in contrast, aims to estimate the net effect 
of  both emigration and remittances on growth. 
In any case, two-way causality poses a serious 
problem. Emigration and remittances could 
respond to economic conditions as well as affect 
them (in line with the channels described above). 
Simple ordinary least squares panel regressions 
would overlook this two-way causality. To mitigate 
such concerns, the impact of  migration and 
remittances on real per capita GDP growth is 

8For example, Edwards and Ureta (2003) find that remittances 
have a significant positive impact on schooling retention in El 
Salvador.  

9For earlier studies on the impact of migration or remittances on 
growth, see, for example, Barajas and others (2008).

also estimated using an instrumental variables 
approach.10,11 

As expected, the estimation results suggest that 
outward migration, taken separately, has a negative 
effect on growth, and this impact seems most 
pronounced in the subregions experiencing brain 
drain (Annex Table 5.2.1). Remittances seem 
to have positive (though not always statistically 
significant) growth effects, which are largest 
in the high-remittance-receiving subregions. 
However, these separate effects are difficult to 
quantify with precision given that migration and 
remittances are highly correlated (in particular, 
remittances cannot occur without migration). 
Furthermore, estimates for South America 
conceal a large degree of  heterogeneity within this 
subregion: while emigration and remittances have 
limited importance for some countries, Paraguay 
and Uruguay have large stocks of  emigrants, 
and remittances are significant for Bolivia and 
Ecuador. However, restricting the sample to these 
four countries does not materially change the 
estimation results (not shown).   

10A similar approach is followed in all subsequent sections, with 
the exception of the section on consumption risk-sharing.

11Regressions are estimated on the period 1980–2015 (unbalanced 
sample). The ordinary least squares regressions include country 
fixed effects to account for any time-invariant unobservable country 
characteristics (as well as to mitigate concerns related to nonran-
dom missing data in the unbalanced panel, to the extent that this 
is related to time-invariant or slow-moving country characteristics). 
Regressions control for external conditions such as real GDP growth 
in the United States, other factors affecting growth such as foreign 
direct investment as a share of GDP, export growth, change in the 
terms of trade, and country risk and the stock of emigrants as a share 
of the home population. Results are robust to controlling for invest-
ment and lagged real GDP per capita. The endogenous variables 
here are remittances and migration, as well as government spending 
and money supply (M2) as a share of GDP. These are instrumented 
using their regional averages (excluding the country in question), 
the share of rural population, and unemployment in the destination 
countries. Although the instruments based on regional averages may 
not be strictly exogenous if the country itself is large relative to the 
region, this is unlikely to be a concern for most countries in the 
sample. Instrumental variables regressions are implemented using 
two-stage least squares and include country fixed effects but not time 
fixed effects as they include controls such as growth in the United 
States. First-stage F statistics exceed 10 for all specifications except 
the Caribbean, where sample sizes are particularly small. Specifi-
cations pass the test of overidentifying restrictions. Unfortunately, 
information on ages and skill levels of emigrants is not available for 
sufficiently long periods to be included in the regressions; cross-sec-
tional variation in these factors would be mopped up by country 
fixed effects.
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Emigration and remittances together appear to 
have had a small and ambiguous effect on real per 
capita GDP growth in the LAC region as a whole, 
but the effect has varied across subregions, likely 
reflecting the different characteristics of  migrants. 
Figure 5.8 shows the estimated cumulative joint 
impact on growth of  the actual increases in 
the stock of  emigrants and in remittances over 
2003–13, using the estimated coefficients and 
actual increases in the stocks of  emigrants and in 
remittances for each of  the subregions over this 
period. Given the complications from two-way 
causality, Figure 5.8 shows ranges rather than 
point estimates.12 This joint or net effect has 
likely been negative for the Caribbean and South 
America, with the former experiencing large 
emigrant outflows and both regions characterized 
by brain drain and relatively smaller remittances 
receipts. However, the net impact appears small 
and possibly positive for CAPDR countries, which 
receive much higher remittances.13 

To examine the net effect of  emigration and 
remittances over the longer term, the same 
specification is estimated using five-year averages 

12The “true” joint effect of migration and remittances on per 
capita GDP growth is likely somewhere between the instrumented 
effects (which try to remove all reverse causality effects, but only pick 
up variation in the instruments) shown in Figure 5.8 as the bottom 
of the range and the ordinary least squares effects (which confound 
some of the true effect with reverse causality) corresponding to the 
top of the range.

13The effect is about zero for Mexico, but this result is not strictly 
comparable to other results because it is estimated purely from time 
series variation and the data sample is particularly small (see Beaton 
and others forthcoming). Effects are typically less significant for 
subregions than for LAC as a whole as sample sizes are smaller and 
subregions have less variation within them. The empirical literature is 
inconclusive on the effects of remittances on growth: Catrinescu and 
others (2006), AFD (2007), and World Bank (2005) found positive 
effects, while Giuliano and Ruiz-Arranz (2005) looked at longer-
term effects and found significant positive effects only in countries 
with small financial sectors where presumably credit constraints 
would be more pervasive. The April 2005 World Economic Outlook 
found no statistically significant effect and Barajas and others (2008) 
found a positive and significant effect only when the estimation 
excluded investment and was in the absence of country fixed effects. 
The empirical approach used here is closest to that in Barajas and 
others (2008) and Abdih and others (2009), though with the crucial 
distinction that they do not control for migration stocks or migration 
flows. The positive effect of remittances on growth in this chapter is 
estimated while controlling for migrant stocks and migration flows, 
and is thus relative to the counterfactual of “migration without 
remittances.” The positive effect of remittances on growth also holds 
up when examining GNI instead of GDP.

to allow for lag times and dynamic effects (Annex 
Table 5.2.2). These results suggest that although 
the ordering of  the subregions remains similar, 
the net effect is more negative in the longer term. 
Accordingly, remittances (and migration) appear 
unlikely to act as drivers of  durable growth. 

The Stabilizing Role of Remittances
Remittances are often seen as a source of  
economic stabilization, and this feature could 
offer important benefits for migrants’ home 
countries even if  emigration and remittances 
may, on balance, have unclear or negative net 
implications for growth. The analysis in this 
section suggests that remittances have indeed 
contributed to macroeconomic stabilization within 
the LAC region. Statistically significant beneficial 
effects are found especially for the Caribbean and 
CAPDR (Table 5.1), where they typically increase 
consumption smoothing, help generate fiscal 
revenues, and support financial stability, while 

Source: IMF staff calculations.
Notes: The net effect is based on coefficient estimates from fixed effects and
instrumental variable regressions on changes in migrant stocks and remittances
as a percent of GDP during 2003–13. LAC = Latin America and the Caribbean;
CAPDR = Central America, Panama, and the Dominican Republic.
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there appears to be little evidence of  possible 
adverse “Dutch disease” effects given that their 
impact on the real exchange rate and inflation 
tends to be minor. In addition, evidence from 
Mexico confirms that remittances can also help 
lower poverty as well as inequality—and all the 
more so in the wake of  negative shocks (Box 5.3). 

This stabilizing role is especially strong when 
remittances are countercyclical, and rise in 
response to adverse domestic shocks. Remittances 
are an important and relatively reliable source 
of  external financing for many emerging market 
and developing economies.14 They are larger than 
any other external inflow for CAPDR and the 
Caribbean. For South America, private capital 
inflows (excluding foreign direct investment) 
have typically been larger than remittances, but 
remittances flows have been a more stable source 
of  external financing for all subregions in LAC.  

Consumption Smoothing 

Receiving remittances can help smooth 
consumption in the home country as emigrants 
send home additional funds to cushion economic 
shocks. This stabilizing property of  remittances 
is illustrated in Figure 5.9, which shows that 
remittances (as a share of  GDP) jump when 
a natural disaster hits the remittance-recipient 
country.15 This effect appears to be stronger for 
LAC than for emerging market and developing 
economies in general, and seems to be especially 
important for the Caribbean—the country group 
that is particularly susceptible to large natural 

14For instance, Barajas and others (2008) and Balli and Rana 
(2015) argue that remittances are resilient and less volatile compared 
with other sources of external financing.

15For example, remittances in Grenada increased from 2 percent 
of GDP in 2003 to 4 percent of GDP in 2004, the year Hurricane 
Ivan hit the island, and then normalized to the 2003 level in the 
following years.

disasters—and, to a lesser extent, for CAPDR (not 
shown).16

More generally, the analysis finds that remittances 
lower income volatility in the home country. This 
effect is shown in Annex Figure 5.2.1, which 
demonstrates that for most countries in the LAC 
region, overall income, including remittances, 
is less volatile than domestic income (measured 
using international prices). Beyond the above-
mentioned countercyclicality of  remittances, this 
stabilizing effect also reflects the finding that 
remittances to LAC are typically set in U.S. dollars. 

16See Beaton and others (forthcoming) for a formal analysis of the 
drivers of remittances to LAC, which confirms the importance of 
natural disasters.

t  – 1
Natural disaster (t )
t  + 1

Sources: Emergency Events Database; and IMF staff calculations.
Note: EMDEs = emerging market and developing economies; LAC = Latin America
and the Caribbean.
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Table 5.1. Macroeconomic Stabilizing Effect of Remittances
Effect on Priors Result
Fiscal revenues 1 Yes, significant for CAPDR and the Caribbean.
Nonperforming loans 2 Yes, significant for CAPDR.
Real exchange rate 1 (appreciation) Results generally insignificant and not strong.
Inflation 1 Yes, significant for the Caribbean and CAPDR.

Source: IMF staff calculations.
Note: For country group information, see page 137. CAPDR 5 Central America, Panama, and the 
Dominican Republic.
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Hence, while, for example, a sharp depreciation 
would reduce the value of  domestic income in 
international prices, remittance income would 
cushion this effect even if  it is not increased in 
U.S. dollars.    

Remittances can foster consumption smoothing 
not only through their direct countercyclicality, 
but also by supporting financial inclusion and 
access to credit. Remittances allow recipients to 
save in good times and tap into these resources 
when domestic income contracts. They also 
facilitate access to credit by strengthening 
borrowers’ capacity to repay. In addition, 
households receiving remittances can vary the 
share of  their receipts used for consumption. An 
analysis of  the overall effect of  remittances on 
the stabilization of  private consumption shows 
that higher remittances (as a share of  GDP) are 
associated with more consumption smoothing 
across countries in the face of  idiosyncratic 
shocks to output. Specifically, remittances help 
delink country-specific consumption growth 
from country-specific output growth.17 Annex 
Figure 5.2.2 shows that consumption-growth 
correlations are lower for countries with higher 
levels of  remittances. Again, these effects seem 
relatively pronounced for LAC and, in particular, 
for the Caribbean.18 Besides the high remittances-
to-GDP ratios, the strong effects found for 
the Caribbean countries likely reflect their 
susceptibility to natural disasters as well as the 
countercyclical response of  remittances to such 
events. 

Finally, Figure 5.10 and Annex Table 5.2.3 
summarize the results of  a more formal analysis 
of  the latter effect.19 Whereas emerging market 
and developing economies typically seem to 
smooth consumption in the face of  output 
shocks through financial and other linkages, 
remittances appear to be a relatively important 

17See Hadzi-Vaskov (2006), Balli and Rana (2015), World Bank 
(2015), and De and others (2016) for the role of remittances in 
improving such cross-country consumption risk sharing.

18The samples are quite limited and the relationships are not 
statistically significant.

19See Annex 5.2 for details about the specification.

channel for LAC.20 In particular, most of  the 
cushioning of  consumption risk that takes place 
in the Caribbean seems to be associated with 
remittances. Further analysis sheds light on the 
consumption-smoothing impact of  remittances 
taking into account the fiscal stance and finds that 
this impact occurs mainly during periods of  fiscal 
consolidation and fiscal shocks, suggesting that 
remittances and fiscal policy may act as substitutes 
(Beaton, Cevik, and Yousefi forthcoming).

Bolstering Financial Sector Stability

The positive impact of  remittances for 
financial sector development can go beyond the 
associated increase in deposits and access to 
credit (Fajnzylber and Lopez 2008). Remittances 
may also alter credit quality and affect financial 
stability. In theory, the impact of  remittances on 

20Among emerging market and developing economies there are 
subgroups of countries, such as those from the Commonwealth of 
Independent States, where remittances are also an important channel 
for risk sharing. 

Source: IMF staff calculations.
Note: Estimates of the portion of total risks shared are based on region-specific
coefficients obtained from panel regressions of idiosyncratic consumption growth
on idiosyncratic output growth and its interactions with indicators for remittances,
the capital account openness index (Chinn and Ito 2006), and de facto financial
integration measures (Lane and Milesi-Ferretti 2007). BOPS = IMF Balance of
Payments Statistics; EMDEs = emerging market and developing economies;
LAC = Latin America and the Caribbean.
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credit quality is ambiguous. On the one hand, 
remittances could fuel excessive private credit 
growth, which can diminish credit quality. On the 
other hand, by strengthening borrowers’ capacity 
to repay, remittances can improve credit quality. 
The results shown in Table 5.2, which control 
for reverse causality, indicate that the latter effect 
seems to dominate in LAC as higher remittances 
are associated with lower nonperforming loans 
(NPLs), though the effect is only significant for 
CAPDR.21 

Based on these results, an increase in the 
remittances-to-GDP ratio for CAPDR by 1 
percentage point would cause a drop in the NPL 
ratio by almost 0.5 percentage point. It follows 
that the increase in the remittances-to-GDP 
ratio since 2000 has contributed to the fall in the 
area’s NPL ratio by 1 percentage point. Sufficient 
observations were not available for the Caribbean. 
In South America other determinants (terms-of-
trade shocks and cyclical factors) seem to be more 
important NPL drivers than remittances (which 
are small in most countries and restricting the 
sample to a country subgroup with relatively larger 
flows still did not reveal significant effects).

Boosting Fiscal Revenues

Apart from the smoothing of  private 
consumption, remittances can foster economic 
stabilization through the fiscal accounts. 

21See Ebeke, Loko, and Viseth (2014) for similar results for a 
group of global emerging market economies.

Remittances can help raise fiscal revenues even 
though they are typically not taxed directly, given 
that spending out of  remittances is part of  
the base for indirect taxation.22 The associated 
increase in fiscal space, in turn, enhances the 
scope for stabilization through countercyclical 
fiscal policies. Although empirical studies have 
found evidence for remittances’ revenue-raising 
role in the Middle East and North Africa region 
and Central Asia, this aspect of  remittances 
has not been explored for countries in LAC.23 
Controlling for different determinants of  fiscal 
revenue and possible endogeneity, remittances 
are found to help mobilize fiscal revenues, and 
this effect is particularly strong and significant for 
CAPDR and the Caribbean (Table 5.2).24

These estimates imply that, for example, the 
actual increase in the remittance-to-GDP ratio 
since 2000 in CAPDR, which reflected continued 
substantial emigration from the region to the 
United States, accounted for an increase in fiscal 
revenues of  1 percent of  GDP. Incidentally, the 
increase in the region’s revenue-to-GDP ratio 
since 2000 is fully concentrated in the group 

22The few countries that tried to tax remittances directly later 
repealed these taxes. Examples include Vietnam, Tajikistan, and the 
Philippines.

23For instance, see Ebeke (2010) and Abdih and others (2009).
24See Beaton and others (forthcoming) for the empirical specifica-

tions. As with the above regressions on the determinants of growth, 
numerical estimates of the coefficients differ somewhat between the 
ordinary least squares and instrumental variables regressions. While 
estimates of the effect of remittances are positive and statistically sig-
nificant in all specifications, they fall within a relatively narrow range 
for CAPDR, but are more widely dispersed for the Caribbean.

Table 5.2. Effects of Remittances-to-GDP Ratio on Selected 
Macroeconomic Variables

Key coefficients in instrumental variable regressions

LAC Caribbean CAPDR
Real exchange rate 0.027

(0.03)
0.003

(0.016)
0.061***

(0.02)
Revenue-to-GDP ratio 0.44

(0.31)
1.16**

(0.56)
0.39**

(0.16)
Inflation1    21

(20.34)
2.52**

(1.27)
3.37*

(1.97)
Nonperforming loan ratio 20.48

(0.46)
n.a.
n.a.

20.45**
(0.22)

Source: IMF staff calculations.
Note: Standard errors in parentheses. Standard deviation is in parentheses below the coefficients. 
CAPDR 5 Central America, Panama, and the Dominican Republic; LAC 5 Latin America and the 
Caribbean; n.a. 5 not applicable.
1Specification with lagged change in the remittances-to-GDP ratio.
*p  0.1; **p  0.05; ***p  0.01.
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of  five countries that are receiving significant 
remittances (for example, excluding Costa Rica 
and Panama).25 Further regressions (not shown) 
indicate that in the Caribbean higher remittances 
have been associated with improved fiscal 
balances, while in CAPDR they are associated 
with higher expenditures and no significant effect 
on fiscal balances. This finding suggests that in 
CAPDR, revenues generated by remittances have 
helped create scope for additional spending. 

Limited Impact on Competitiveness and Inflation

Although remittances support stability through 
the above channels, these benefits may be 
counteracted by risks to competitiveness and 
inflation. Remittance inflows are expected to 
boost household spending, which in turn may 
put pressure on nontradable prices and interest 
rates, leading to real exchange rate appreciation. 
The existing empirical literature typically finds 
that remittances tend to appreciate the real 
exchange rate, though some studies do not 
detect such an effect or find it to be very small 
(Amuedo-Dorantes and Pozo 2004; Fajnzylber 
and Lopez 2008; Hassan and Holmes 2013; 
Izquierdo and Montiel 2006; Barajas and others 
2010). Similarly, remittances inflows may exert 
generalized pressures on domestic prices, and 
empirical studies have typically detected such 
effects (Mishra, Narayan, and Narayan 2011; Ball 
and others 2010; Caceres and Saca 2006; Balderas 
and Nath 2008). 

The estimates in this chapter generally do not 
reveal a significant impact of  remittances on the 
real effective exchange rate in LAC. This outcome 
reflects large leakages of  remittance inflows 
through imports given the small size and relatively 
high openness of  many countries. A significant 
(but small) effect is found only for CAPDR, the 
subregion with the highest level of  remittances 
in LAC (Table 5.2). Regarding inflation effects, 

25Obviously, the cumulative increase in revenues reflected 
diverse, often country-specific, factors, including revenue measures 
implemented by the authorities at various times. Still, the evidence 
of a link between remittances and fiscal revenues in most CAPDR 
countries is extensive and includes high-frequency correlations in 
country-level time-series regressions (not shown).

the lagged change in the remittances-to-GDP 
ratio is found to be associated with somewhat 
higher inflation in the Caribbean and CAPDR 
(Table 5.2). This result may also reflect the 
prevalence of  fixed or stabilized exchange rate 
regimes in many countries in these subregions. 
The contemporaneous effect of  the remittances-
to-GDP ratio on inflation appears to be significant 
only for the Caribbean. 

The Perils of Dependence 
on Remittances
Extensive reliance on remittances can be risky, 
especially when most migrants reside in a 
single country. If  a negative economic shock 
hits a host country and propels unemployment 
among migrant workers, a drop in remittances 
will amplify the negative spillovers to the home 
countries. Thus, with the United States hosting 
most LAC emigrants, large shifts in the U.S. 
economic cycle and policies could have far-
reaching repercussions for the region. 

Such repercussions occurred during the global 
financial crisis of  2007–09, when a rise in 
Hispanic unemployment in the United States of  
5½ percentage points was followed by a decline in 
remittances, with detrimental effects on incomes, 
external positions, and fiscal revenues in Latin 
America. In CAPDR, for example, remittances 
as a share of  GDP declined by more than 1 
percentage point and the ratio of  fiscal revenue 
to GDP fell by more than 1 percentage point 
in 2008–10 compared with 2007. Econometric 
estimates attribute about half  of  this revenue 
decline to the contraction in remittance flows 
(Figure 5.11).26 Furthermore, Spain—the second-
largest destination for LAC migrants—was also 
hit especially hard by the crisis, mainly affecting 
earnings and remittances for South American 
migrants. 

Shocks of  a noneconomic nature, including major 
shifts in immigration and remittance policies, can 
also have important economic consequences for 

26For details, see Beaton and others (forthcoming).
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the recipient countries. For example, deportations 
of  aliens from the United States significantly 
increased during the past decade, totaling 3.7 
million between 2006 and 2015. They peaked at 
434,000 in 2013, but have declined since then as 
prosecutorial guidelines were refocused on those 
deemed to pose a threat to national security, 
border security, and public safety. There are 
about 2 million aliens that risk being deported 
because of  their criminal record. A majority of  
these people have been lawfully present in the 
United States (as either green-card holders or 
noncitizens on temporary visas), but could be 
deported based on their criminal record. The 
unauthorized immigrant population in the United 
States is estimated to have been stable since 
2009 at about 11 million. Close to 80 percent of  
unauthorized immigrants in the United States 
are from Latin America, mostly from Mexico. 
About half  of  the stock of  immigrants originating 
from Mexico and two-thirds of  immigrants 
originating from CAPDR were estimated to be 
unauthorized in 2015. Preempting potential shifts 
in U.S. immigration policy, and in the treatment 
of  remittance outflows, remittances to some 
Latin America countries, such as El Salvador and 
Mexico, have recently increased (Figure 5.12). 

Quantifying the impact on home countries of  
a surge in return migration is subject to much 
uncertainty. Box 2.1 in Chapter 2 underscores 
that its magnitude would depend on various 
factors including the degree to which returning 
workers join the labor force. The empirical 
estimates presented above suggest the impact 
on per capita growth from an intensification of  
the recent trends in deportations could range 
from positive to negative across LAC subregions 
and be particularly tilted to the negative side 
for CAPDR. However, this approach implicitly 
assumes that the effects of  past migration apply 
in a symmetric manner to abrupt return migration 
and, hence, that a significant share of  the 
returning immigrants would be employed in their 
home countries. The actual effects could be more 
negative still, given the disruptive nature of  a 
sudden increase in return migration, with possible 

Sources: IMF, World Economic Outlook database; and World Bank.
Note: LAC = Latin America and the Caribbean; CAPDR = Central America, Panama,
and the Dominican Republic.
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adverse effects on fiscal accounts, poverty, 
financial sector stability, and crime rates.

Taxing wire transfers to some LAC countries has 
also been mentioned as a possible U.S. policy 
measure. Taxing wire transfers could somewhat 
reduce remittances and force them to nonwire 
systems, such as banks or credit unions, or 
informal channels. Using Bitcoin and sending gift 
cards are also viable ways to remit funds outside 
of  the wire system.

Policy Priorities
In light of  the range of  beneficial and adverse 
effects of  emigration and remittances, country 
policies should aim to tilt the balance in a 
favorable direction. 

Remittances merit policy support given their 
key financing and stabilizing roles. Policy 
measures should focus on reducing the cost of  
remittances and facilitating formal intermediation. 
Given the recent challenges to correspondent 
banking relationships, strengthening anti–
money laundering/combating the financing of  
terrorism frameworks, and exploring regional 
solutions for cooperation can help improve LAC 
countries’ regulatory environment and keep 
formal financial channels open. Development 
and enhancement of  payments systems (including 
through new solutions like mobile money) and 
ensuring that remittance-service providers have 
access to them would help foster competition 
and drive prices down. At the same time, policy 
support should help control risks arising from 
the large dependence on remittances, including 
via measures to enhance the financial sector’s 
resilience to volatility and potential sudden stops 
of  remittances. Educating consumers about the 
costs of  remittances can also help users make 
informed decisions and allow them to choose their 
best option. Improving transparency about the 
cost of  remittances, as the World Bank has done 
with its Remittance Price Worldwide database, can 
help in this regard.     

In the short term, steps to curb brain drain could 
ameliorate negative effects from emigration. 
Because the type of  emigration linked to 
brain drain typically generates relatively little 
remittances, the net effect for these countries can 
be especially negative (despite being beneficial 
for the individual). These findings support the 
case for long-term measures to retain potential 
emigrants, either through structural reforms that 
foster job opportunities for the highly educated 
(for example, the development of  a medical 
tourism industry) or through shorter-term 
measures to limit the subsidization of  brain drain 
with public funds (for example, through bonding 
schemes whereby people who have benefited from 
public funding for education must remain in the 
home country for a number of  years). 

More generally, improvements in the business 
environment and strong institutions can help 
raise productivity and thereby limit incentives 
for outward migration. Productivity can also 
benefit from steps to promote return migration 
by skilled workers, for example through the 
recognition of  foreign qualifications and 
experience in professional regulations and public 
sector hiring, or the provision of  portable 
social security benefits. Effective policies to 
improve the security situation in many Central 
American and some Caribbean countries may 
also relieve key bottlenecks to productive use 
of  remittances, including their greater use for 
investment. Countries could also seek to leverage 
economic ties with diasporas, which could bolster 
foreign direct investment and tourism receipts. 
Furthermore, policies can aim at boosting labor 
supply, in particular by raising female labor 
market participation, to offset the impact of  
emigration. The adverse impact of  a real currency 
appreciation as a result of  a spike in remittance 
inflows could be cushioned by steps to reduce 
labor and product market rigidities and to support 
the provision of  credit to firms. 

Significant changes in immigration and remittance 
policies in the United States can have an 
important impact, especially on smaller countries 
in Central America. Fiscal revenues could fall, 
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poverty and inequality could increase, and 
financial stability could be affected. Countries 
with flexible exchange rates will find it important 
to allow exchange rate adjustments to act as a 
shock absorber, at least in the short term. In the 

long term, fiscal discipline in conjunction with 
prioritizing social assistance expenditures will be 
important to limit adverse effects on poverty and 
inequality.
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Nearly half  of  the Caribbean emigrants residing in the United States have at least a college education, a ratio 
comparable to the U.S. Native-born population (Figure 5.1.1). In contrast, only one-quarter of  other Latin 
American and Caribbean emigrants in the United States have at least a college education.1 However, to truly 
examine brain drain from the home country, educational levels of  immigrants in the host country are not 
sufficient—attainment levels in the home country are necessary for comparisons. Very few countries in the 
Caribbean publish household data that include detailed educational attainment; Jamaica, however, does. 

In Jamaica, there is evidence of  significant brain drain, especially among women. Among Jamaican-born 
women living in the United States, 50 percent have at least a college education (Figure 5.1.2); this is double 
the attainment rate in the home country, where only one-quarter of  women have a college education.2 A 
simple calculation implies that nearly one-third of  all women with at least a college education in Jamaica have 
emigrated, compared with about 13 percent of  those with high school or less. These patterns reflect the 
significant numbers of  Jamaican nurses and health care practitioners—65 percent of  Jamaican immigrants 
are in these sectors versus 7 percent in the United States–born population. For men, the statistics are not as 
striking, but there is nevertheless evidence of  brain drain—while 21 percent of  men in Jamaica are college 
educated, 37 percent of  Jamaican men in the United States have at least a college education.

       

This box was prepared by Joyce Wong.
1This difference is statistically significant at 99 percent.
2This difference is statistically significant at 95 percent.

Caribbean Rest of LAC
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Sources: 2008 American Community Survey; and IMF
staff calculations.
Note: LAC = Latin America and the Caribbean.
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The cost of  sending remittances to Latin America and the Caribbean (LAC) is lower than to other regions 
with the exception of  South Asia, but, at 6.2 percent for a US$200 transaction, it remains substantial 
(Figure 5.2.1).1 These costs have declined significantly over the past decades—for example, by about 40 
percent for flows to El Salvador, Colombia, and Guatemala, and by 15 percent to Jamaica over 2001–15 
(Orozco, Porras, and Yansura 2016). Within LAC, the region’s largest recipients of  remittances benefit from 
lower transaction costs as do the dollarized economies, with dollarization eliminating the cost of  currency 
conversion (Figure 5.2.2). Costs remain relatively elevated for Caribbean countries compared with those in 
Latin America. Remittances from the United States are the most cost effective, likely reflecting competition 
among remittance-service providers in the region’s most important remittances corridors.

The cost of  remitting has come under upward pressure from the global withdrawal of  correspondent banking 
relationships (CBRs; see also Box 2.3). The withdrawal of  CBRs has disproportionately affected money 
transfer operators (MTOs)—the primary channel through which LAC migrants send remittances—given the 
increased challenges they face in meeting the stringent know-your-customer and anti–money laundering/

This box was prepared by Kimberly Beaton.
1Based on World Bank Remittance Prices Worldwide data.
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combating the financing of  terrorism standards.2 According to a survey by the World Bank (2015), global 
banks have closed the correspondent bank accounts of  MTOs, particularly smaller MTOs, on a widespread 
basis, curtailing their ability to transmit remittances. Coming under similar pressure, local banks in some 
countries and regions have also faced challenges in maintaining their CBRs, with 60 percent of  members 
of  the Asociación de Supervisores Bancarios de las Américas reporting that remittances to LAC have been 
affected. 

The high transaction costs of  remittances reduce the money received by migrants’ families. Based on the 
US$68 billion in officially recorded remittances to LAC in 2015, lowering the cost of  remittances could 
significantly increase the funds received by migrants’ families back home. The United Nations has made 
lowering these transaction costs a priority—reducing them to less than 3 percent and eliminating remittances 
corridors with transaction costs higher than 5 percent by 2030 is a UN Sustainable Development Goal. 
Existing efforts to lower remittances transaction costs have focused on enhancing competition in the market 
for remittances-service providers, which continues to be dominated by MTOs, and promoting the use of  
new payment technologies for sending remittances. Enhanced use of  online and mobile remittances channels 
offers particular promise to further lower the cost of  remittances; mobile remittances-service providers are 
the most cost effective at 3.5 percent for a US$200 transaction.

2The withdrawal of global banks from CBRs has been linked to their cost-benefit analysis in response to more rigorous prudential 
requirements and anti–money laundering/combating the financing of terrorism and tax transparency standards (Erbenová and others 
2016).

Box 5.2 (continued)
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Although the effect of  migration and remittances on poverty reduction has been well documented, the 
literature is inconclusive with regard to the effects on inequality.1

Micro-level evidence for Mexico suggests that migration and remittances can reduce both poverty and 
inequality. About 5 percent of  Mexican households received remittances in 2014, on average about US$290 
per month (US$140 median).2 Poorer households were much more likely to receive remittances: remittances-
receiving households were poorer than non-remittances-receiving households even when including 
remittances in household income (Figure 5.3.1), and for these poorer households remittances constituted 
a larger share of  income (Figure 5.3.2). This pattern became even more pronounced during the global 
financial crisis, with the likelihood of  receiving remittances increasing for poorer households and falling for 

This box was prepared by Zsoka Koczan and Franz Loyola.
1See Acharyaa and Leon-Gonzalez (2013); Acosta and others (2008); Adams (2006); Adams, Cuecuecha, and Page (2008); Barham 

and Boucher (1998); Beyene (2014); Bouoiyour and Miftah (2014); Brown and Jiménez (2007); Gubert, Lassourd, and Mesplé-Somps 
(2010); Loritz (2008); Margolis and others (2013); Möllers and Meyer (2014); Mughal and Anwar (2012); Stark and Lucas (1988); and 
Taylor and others (2005).

2Although this data set cannot be used to examine whether households with children are more likely to receive remittances, there is a 
large literature on the effect of children on remittance behavior. Lowell and de la Garza (2000), for instance, find that households with 
minor children present are approximately 25 percent less likely to remit than households without minor children present, while those 
immigrants who reported having minor children who were not residents in the household were more than twice as likely to remit as 
those who did not.
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richer households (Figure 5.3.3), likely reflecting an increase in the insurance role of  remittances and a fall 
in investment motives. This pro-poor pattern of  remittances appears to translate into lower inequality at 
the macro level as well. Comparing actual Gini coefficients with those based on constructed counterfactual 
incomes for remittances-receiving households suggests that inequality would be higher in the absence of  
remittances, even when taking the behavioral response into account (Figure 5.3.4).3

3For details see Koczan and Loyola (forthcoming).
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Annex 5.1.	 Characteristics 
of Latin American and 
Caribbean Migrants

Annex Table 5.1.1. Characteristics of Migrants Who Entered the United States after 
Age 22, 20141

(Percent, except where noted otherwise)

Mexico
Central 
America Caribbean

South 
America

Proportion female 52 55 59 58
Proportion married 69 55 54 66
Proportion in one-adult household 17 22 24 19

Female labor force participation 46 58 63 61
Male labor force participation 79 81 68 81

Married female labor force participation 44 58 67 61
Married male labor force participation 81 82 71 82

Female hourly wage (U.S. Dollars) 9.06 10.43 17.56 14.27
Male hourly wage (U.S. Dollars) 12.34 13.33 19.34 21.05

Age (mean) 49 50 56 51
Years in United States (mean) 17 17 22 17
Entry age (mean)2 20 21.7 24.5 24.5

Proportion U.S. citizens2 28.5 41.5 64.4 51.6

Family size2 4.1 3.5 3 3.2
Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series, American Community Survey.
1�Age 22 was chosen to best reflect the group of people who emigrated to the United States after completing 
their education (22 is the usual age for four-year college completion).

2Includes entire sample.
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Annex 5.2.	 Empirical Results

Growth

See Annex Tables 5.2.1 and 5.2.2.

Consumption Smoothing
The relationship between idiosyncratic (country-
specific) private consumption and idiosyncratic 
(country-specific) output growth is estimated as 
follows:1

Dc̃ it 5 b0 1 b1Rit 1 g1Dỹ it 1 g2Rit Dỹ it 1 g3KAitDỹ it 
1 g4FIitDỹ it 1 eit  
 
where Dc̃ it 5 Dcit 2 D​

__
 ct​ , Dỹ it 5 Dyit 2 D​

__
 yt​

where Δ​​c​ it​​​ is real private consumption growth for 
country i at time t, ​Δ ​y​ it​​​ is for real GDP growth 

1This specification follows Sorensen and others (2007) and similar 
specifications that include remittances in Hadzi-Vaskov (2006); 
World Bank (2015); and De and others (2016).

for country i at time t, ​Δ​ ̄  ​c​ t​​​​ and ​Δ ​​ y ¯ ​​ t​​​ are the world 
variables, and ​Δ ​​c​​ ̃ ​​ it​​​ and ​Δ ​​y​​ ̃ ​​ it​​​ are the idiosyncratic 
ones, ​​R​ it​​​ is the ratio of  remittances to GDP, ​​KA​ it​​​ 
is the index of  de jure capital account openness 
from Chinn and Ito (2006) and ​​FI​ it​​​ stands for de 
facto indicators of  financial integration from Lane 
and Milesi-Ferretti (2007). In this specification, 
the degree of  consumption smoothing in the 
face of  idiosyncratic output shocks (referred 
to as “consumption risk sharing” in the related 
literature) is captured by ​​1 − γ​ 1​​ − ​γ​ 2​​ − ​γ​ 3​​ − ​γ​ 4​​​, 
where ​​γ​ 2​​​ measures the extent to which remittances 
facilitate consumption risk-sharing by delinking 
country-specific consumption from output. The 
estimation used ordinary least squares panel 
regressions with country-specific and time fixed 
effects.
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2. Latin America and the Caribbean
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3. Caribbean
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Annex Figure 5.2.2. Remittances and Deviation from Perfect Risk Sharing

Source: IMF staff calculations.
Note: Slope coefficients obtained from time series country-specific regressions of idiosyncratic consumption growth on idiosyncratic output growth are plotted on the
vertical axis, and average levels of remittances as a share of GDP are plotted on the horizontal axis. A negative relationship suggests that higher average remittances
are associated with lower deviations from perfect risk sharing. 
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Annex Figure 5.2.1. Remittances and Income Volatility

Source: IMF staff calculations.
Note: Standard deviations of income (domestic income plus remittances) are plotted on the vertical axis and GDP standard deviations are plotted on the horizontal
axis. Dots below the 45-degree line indicate that remittances lower income volatility. 
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Annex Table 5.2.3. Remittances and Risk-Sharing

EMDEs LAC Caribbean
Rit 0.000513

(0.515)
20.000278

(0.806)
20.00151

(0.536)
∆y~it 0.895***

(0)
0.999***

(1.35e-09)
1.290***

(0.000926)
KAit ∆y~it 20.0493

(0.253)
20.0302

(0.648)
0.0516

(0.733)
Rit ∆y~it 20.0298**

(0.0216)
20.0428*

(0.0565)
20.0718*

(0.0964)
FIit ∆y~it (volume) 0.0989

(0.122)
20.0215

(0.781)
20.132

(0.763)
FIit ∆y~it (equity) 20.371**

(0.0171)
20.149

(0.476)
20.217

(0.809)
Constant 20.0132***

(0.000443)
20.00750

(0.195)
0.00222

(0.880)
Observations 2,012 679 284
R-squared 0.113 0.094 0.053
Number of countries 117 29 12

Source: IMF staff calculations.
Note: EMDEs 5 emerging market and developing economies; LAC 5 Latin America and the Caribbean.
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