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FOREWORD

Foreword

F ew events have changed the course of migration flows in the last half-century the
way the dissolution of the Soviet Union did in 1991. The creation of new international
borders and the opening towards the world generated distinct opportunities. Migration
flows in Georgia were consequently altered and undertook a dramatic shift. Emigration
as a percentage of population increased from around 13% in 1980 to 26% in 2000.
Emigration also began benefiting the country as remittances followed, growing more
than 500% between 2004 and 2014.

Georgia began taking action to leverage the benefits of migration for better
development outcomes. It held diaspora fairs, for instance. In 2010, it created the State
Commission on Migration Issues, charged with integrating migration more into the
country’s development strategy. The State Commission’s goal is to base decisions on
empirical knowledge. Few studies, however, provide sufficient knowledge to ensure
that policy responses in the field of migration and development are coherent and well
informed.

This report seeks to address that gap. In 2013, the OECD Development Centre
and the European Commission began a project to provide empirical evidence on the
interrelations between public policies, migration and development (IPPMD) in ten
countries around the world, including Georgia. The findings for Georgia in this report
result from four years of fieldwork, empirical analysis and policy dialogue, conducted
in collaboration between the Development Centre and the Caucasus Research Resource
Center — Georgia (CRRC-Georgia), and with strong support from the State Commission
on Migration Issues.

The report examines how the various dimensions of migration affect key policy
sectors — the labour market, agriculture, education, and investment and financial
services. It also analyses how policies in these sectors influence a range of migration
outcomes, such as the decision to migrate, the use of remittances and the success of
return migration. The empirical analysis is based on fieldwork in Georgia, which involved
collecting quantitative data from 2 260 households and 71 communities across the
country and conducting 27 qualitative stakeholder interviews.

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

development.
Mario Pezzini Koba Turmanidze
Director of the Development President
Centre and Special Advisor to the Caucasus Research
Secretary-General on Development, Resource Center - Georgia

OECD
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FACTS AND FIGURES OF GEORGIA

Facts and figures of Georgia

(Numbers in parentheses refer to the OECD average)

The land, people and electoral cycle

Population (million)® 3.7 Official language Georgian, Abkhazian
(in Abkhazia)
Under 15 (%)® 17.3 (18) Form of government Constitutional
republic
Population density (per km?)e 64 (37) Last presidential election October 27th 2013
Land area (thousand km?) 69.5

The economy

GDP, current prices (billion USD)¢ 14.0 Exports of goods and servicesd 45.0 (49.2)
(% of GDP)

Latest 5-year average real GDP 3.8 (0.6) Imports of goods and servicesd 64.9 (46.0)

growthf (% of GDP)

GDP per capita, PPP (thousand USD) 9.2 (37.2) GDP shares (%)®

Inflation rate® 4.0 (0.6) Agriculture, forestry and fishing 9.2 (2.5)

General government total expenditured  29.8 (41.9) Industry, including construction 24.5 (26.6)

(% of GDP)

General government revenued (% of 28.0 (38.0) Services 66.3 (70.7)

GDP)

Well-being

Life satisfaction? (average on 1-10 scale) 4.1 (6.5) Life expectancy ¢ 75 (80)
GDP per capita® (thousand USD) 3.8 Proportion of population under 14.8
national minimum income
standard? (%)

Income inequality (Gini coefficient) b 40 (31) Unemployment rate® (%)2 13.4 (8)

Gender inequality (SIGI index) 0.2035 Youth unemployment rated 34.1(17.3)
(0.0224)¢ (ages 15 to 24, %)

Labour force participationd (% of 15 to 69.8 Satisfaction with the availability of 61.0 (45.7)

64 year old) (71.1) affordable housing® (% satisfied)

Employment-to-population ratio® (15 and 223 Enrolment rates (%)

over, %) Primary (Net)3 99

Population with access to improved 86.3 Secondary (Gross)¢ 99

sanitation facilities® (%)

Expected years of schooling® 14.9 Tertiary (Gross)¢ 39 (70)
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FACTS AND FIGURES OF GEORGIA

Notes: a) Data for 2011; b) Data for 2012; c) Data for 2013; d) Data for 2014; e) Data for 2015.

Sources: World Bank (2015) World Development Indicators (database), http://data.worldbank.org/; OECD,
Social Institutions and Gender index, http://www.genderindex.org; IMF (2015), World Economic Outlook
Database, International Monetary Fund, April 2015 edition, Washington DC; AJG Simoes, CA Hidalgo.
The Economic Complexity Observatory: An Analytical Tool for Understanding the Dynamics of
Economic Development. www.atlas.media.mit.edu; UNESCO Institute for Statistics (2013), Data Centre,
http://stats.uis.unesco.org; Exposure Data by Country, Global Health Observatory data repository, World
Health Organisation Data, http://apps.who.int/gho/data/; UN Office on Drugs and Crime’s International
Homicide Statistics database, https://www.unodc.org/gsh/en/data.html; Gallup (2015), Gallup World Poll
(database), Gallup Organisation.
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Interrelations between Public Policies, Migration and Development
in Georgia
© OECD/CRRC-Georgia 2017

Executive summary

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

Georgia has led this evolution in many ways. Following the dissolution of
the Soviet Union in 1991, migration flows from Georgia undertook a dramatic
shift. Many people left the country in the early years of independence, and
emigration increased from around 13% in 1980 to 26% in 2000 as a percentage
of the population, and has remained near that level ever since. Remittances
followed by growing more than 500% between 2004 and 2014. The creation of the
State Commission on Migration Issues (SCMI) in 2010, charged with integrating
migration more into Georgia’s development strategy, was an important step in
increasing the contribution of migration to the country’s development.

Adequate data, however, continue to be an issue in ensuring that policy
responses are coherent and well informed. The Interrelations between Public
Policies, Migration and Development (IPPMD) project in Georgia - managed by
the OECD Development Centre and co-financed by the European Union - was
conceived to enable decision-making in Georgia, in collaboration with the
Caucasus Research Resource Center-Georgia (CRRC-Georgia) and the SCMI. The
IPPMD project in Georgia explores in particular:

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

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

This report summarises the findings of the empirical research, conducted
between 2013 and 2017 in Georgia — and presents the policy recommendations.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A project with empirical grounding

The OECD Development Centre launched the IPPMD project, co-funded
by the EU Thematic Programme on Migration and Asylum, on January 2013.
The project — carried out in 10 low and middle-income countries between 2013
and 2017 - sought to provide policy makers with comparative evidence of the
importance of integrating migration into development strategies and fostering
coherence across sectoral policies. A balanced mix of developing countries was
chosen to participate in the project: Armenia, Burkina Faso, Cambodia, Costa
Rica, Cote d'Ivoire, the Dominican Republic, Georgia, Haiti, Morocco and the
Philippines. In addition to a comparative report, highlighting findings from all
ten countries, a specific country report was drafted for each partner country.

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

The project is grounded in empirical evidence. Data were gathered from
a survey of more than 2 260 households, interviews with 71 local authorities
and community leaders, and 27 in-depth stakeholder interviews across Georgia.
Empirical analysis, accounting for the Georgian political, economic and social
contexts, measured the relationship between the three migration dimensions
and the four key sectors.

The policy context is critical for how migration affects
development in Georgia

20

Georgia provides a unique setting since international migration has
been possible only since the country obtained independence in 1991. The
research provides evidence of some links between migration and a range of
key development indicators in Georgia. It also finds that public policies that
improve market efficiency, relieve financial constraints, develop skills and
reduce risk influence individual and household-level decisions to emigrate,
return home or send remittances.

Emigration can relieve underemployment, provide an incentive for skills
upgrading and boost women’s economic and social autonomy in the countries
of origin. Despite these opportunities, the contribution of emigration to Georgia’s
development remains limited. According to the data collected in Georgia, for
instance, highly educated people are more likely to emigrate. Better job matches
help curb emigration rates, as the research suggests that unemployed workers
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are more likely to plan to emigrate. Financial aid can also foster emigration,
as households benefiting from agricultural vouchers in Georgia are more likely
to have had a member emigrate. Insurance mechanisms may be contributing
towards more emigration too. Evidence points to the fact that agricultural-
land owning households in Georgia, that have their land title certificates thus
enforcing their factual right over it, are more likely to have a member planning
to emigrate.

Remittances can help build financial and human capital in origin countries.
In the right policy environment, they relieve credit constraints and enable
households to invest in businesses and other productive activities. This is
indeed true in Georgia as households receiving remittances are more likely
to own real estate as well as spend on agricultural assets. However, despite
a high share of households with bank accounts, very few households have
participated in financial training, which constitute a missed opportunity in
channelling remittances into more productive uses. Georgia’s land reform,
which began in the 1990s, also is linked with the receipt of remittances as
households that gained land through distribution programmes are less likely
to receive remittances. This implies that acquiring productive assets may lower
the incentive for emigrants to remit.

Return migration is a largely underexploited resource — although this is
slowly changing. With the right incentives, return migrants can invest financial
capital in business start-ups and self-employment, and have the potential
to transfer the skills and knowledge acquired abroad. In Georgia, evidence
shows that return migrants are more likely to own a business and spend on
agricultural assets. Providing insurance mechanisms may not be enough to
attract migrants back to their home country. Migrant households that benefited
from or were covered by agricultural insurance mechanisms, such as crop
insurance, governmental farming contracts and cash-for-work programmes,
were less likely to have had a return migrant.

The links between migration and the four sectors under study are
particularly strong in Georgia compared to the other countries in the IPPMD
project. For instance, Georgia has the strongest link between return migration
in agricultural households and investment in non-agricultural businesses,
amongst the ten partner countries. It is also the only country with a link between
real estate ownership and the amount of remittances sent. There are good
reasons for this. The first is that Georgia has strong institutional capacity in
migration and development. Second, while emigration is slowing down, the
stock of emigrants remains amongst the highest across IPPMD partner countries.
Moreover, most Georgian emigrants live in high-income countries. Therefore, the
potential for remittances to continue flowing to Georgia remains high. In fact,
the growth in remittances has been particularly fast in Georgia, second only to
Armenia out of the IPPMD countries since 2004. Third, the cost of remitting to
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Georgia has fallen remarkably, the lowest amongst IPPMD countries and below
the 3% target set by target c in Sustainable Development Goal 10 (on reducing
inequality within and among countries).

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

22

Georgia already has a government body in the SCMI to help ensure policy
coherence across its migration objectives. While the country’s migration
strategy includes discussing development, sectoral strategies often do not
discuss migration. Ministries and local authorities in charge of these sectors are
often unaware of the effects of their policies on different migration outcomes.
Though authorities aim to make the agricultural sector more productive and
competitive by providing vouchers, their aims may fall short if such vouchers
enable workers to emigrate to another country. Authorities in the financial
sector may be unaware that the limited financial inclusion in the country may
be translating into a lower investment rate from remittances.

Therefore, greater awareness through data and analysis, and a more coherent
policy framework across ministries and at different levels of government would
get the most out of migration. Such a framework should be designed to better
integrate migration into development strategies by considering migration in
the design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of relevant sectoral
development policies. This could be done within the context of the SCMI
by instituting the review of sectoral strategies from each relevant ministry.
More concretely, the SCMI itself should participate in ongoing discussions to
design Georgia’s strategies on, for instance, agricultural development as well as
vocational education and training that inform the current national development
strategy — “Georgia 2020” — and future versions.
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Chapter 1

Assessment and policy
recommendations in Georgia

Since the late 1990s Georgia has made great strides in recognising migration’s
positive contribution to development, and has included it in its socio-economic
strategies. The empirically based Interrelations between Public Policies, Migration
and Development (IPPMD) project builds on this recognition, aiming to help policy
makers fill the knowledge gaps on the links between migration and a range of
sectoral policies. Drawing on quantitative and qualitative analysis, this report
justifies an even wider whole-of-government approach, in which migration
is integrated into the national development strategy. This chapter provides an
overview of the report’s findings, highlighting the ways in which migration
(including emigration, remittances and return migration) can boost development,
analysing the sectoral policies in Georgia that will allow this to happen, and
revealing the sometimes unexpected ways in which sectoral policies can affect
migration.
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International migration policy in Georgia has evolved remarkably since 1991,
when the country regained its independence from the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics (USSR). Many people born in Georgia left the country at that time, and
while emigration continues to play an important role in the country, it has slowed
down in intensity today. Nevertheless, remittance flows grew by 500% between
2004 and 2014. Recognising the value of migration for its development, Georgia
began experimenting with the concept of cross-ministerial migration policy in
1996, ultimately culminating with the creation of a State Commission on Migration
Issues (SCMI) in 2010 and two subsequent national migration strategies. The
current strategy (covering 2016-20) highlights the role of emigration, remittances
and return migration, amongst other dimensions, in the development of the
country and builds on progressively available data and research in an attempt
to align the country’s development objectives in various domains with those of
migration (SCMI, 2015).

In this context, the European Union and the OECD Development Centre’s
project on the Interrelations between Public Policies, Migration and Development
(IPPMD) in Georgia is rather timely. The empirically based project aims to provide
policy makers with evidence of the untapped development potential embodied
in migration and the role of a range of sectoral policies in realising this potential.
While Georgia has taken innovative steps over the past decade to integrate
migration into wider policy making and to co-ordinate migration management
across several ministries and migration dimensions, the findings in this report
justify an even wider whole-of-government approach, integrating migration
into the national development strategy.

The chapter provides an overview of the findings and summarises the main
policy recommendations of the IPPMD research in Georgia. It first briefly explains
the project’s unique conceptual and methodological framework (Box 1.1) before
summarising the main findings on the links between emigration, remittances
and return migration and the labour market, agriculture, education, and
investment and financial services. It ends by outlining some recommendations
for policy.
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Box 1.1. Interrelations between Public Policies, Migration and Development

In January 2013, the OECD Development Centre launched a project, co-funded by
the EU Thematic Programme on Migration and Asylum: the Interrelations between
public policies, migration and development: case studies and policy recommendations
(IPPMD). This project — carried out in 10 low and middle-income countries between
2013 and 2017 - sought to provide policy makers with evidence of the importance of
integrating migration into development strategies and fostering coherence across
sectoral policies. A balanced mix of developing countries was chosen to participate in
the project: Armenia, Burkina Faso, Cambodia, Costa Rica, Cote d’Ivoire, the Dominican
Republic, Georgia, Haiti, Morocco and the Philippines.

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

Labour market

Agriculture

Education

Country of et
origin destination

Investment and financial services

TN N NN
N A D/ N/ N

Return Social protection and health

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

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

Migration dimensions Migration outcomes

Emigration Emigration occurs when people live The decision to emigrate is an important outcome for the
outside of their countries of origin for at countries of origin, not only because it may lead to actual
least three consecutive months.’ outflows of people in the short term, but also because it may

increase the number of emigrants living abroad in the long
term.

Remittances Remittances are international transfers, The sending and receiving of remittances includes the
mostly financial, that emigrants send to  amount of remittances received and channels used to transfer
those left behind.2 money, which in turn affect the ability to make long-term

investments.

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

Return migration  Return migration occurs when The decision to return is influenced by various factors
international migrants decide to go including personal preferences towards home countries or
back to and settle in, temporarily or circumstances in host countries. Return migration, either

permanently, their countries of origin.  temporary or permanent, can be beneficial for countries of
origin, especially when it involves highly skilled people.

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

Immigration Immigration occurs when individuals ~ The integration of immigrants implies that they have better
born in another country — regardless of  living conditions and contribute more to the development
their citizenship — stay in a country for  of their host and, by extension, home countries.
at least three months.

1. Due to the lack of data, the role of diasporas — which often make an active contribution to hometown
associations or professional or interest networks - is not analysed in this report.

2. Besides financial transfers, remittances also include social remittances - i.e. the ideas, values and social capital
transferred by migrants. Even though social remittances represent an important aspect of the migration-
development nexus, they go beyond the scope of this project and are therefore not discussed.

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

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

e The surveys covered a variety of migration dimensions and outcomes (Table 1.1),
thus providing a comprehensive overview of the migration cycle.
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Box 1.1. Interrelations between Public Policies, Migration and Development (cont.)

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

e Quantitative and qualitative tools were combined to collect a large new body of
primary data on the 10 partner countries:

1. Ahousehold survey covered on average around 2 000 households in each country,
both migrant and non-migrant households. Overall, more than 20 500 households
were interviewed for the project.

2. A community survey administered to 590 local authorities and community leaders
in the communities where the household questionnaire was administered.

3. Qualitative in-depth stakeholder interviews were held with key stakeholders
representing national and local authorities, academia, international organisations,
civil society and the private sector. In total, 375 interviews were carried out across
the 10 countries.

The OECD Development Centre and the European Commission hosted a dialogue
on tapping the benefits of migration for development through more coherent policies
in October 2016 in Paris. The event served as a platform for policy dialogue between
policy makers from partner countries, academic experts, civil society and multilateral
organisations. It discussed the findings and concrete policies that can help enhance
the contribution of migration to the development of both countries of origin and
destination. A cross-country comparative report and 10 individual country reports
will be published over the course of 2017.

How did the IPPMD project operate in Georgia?

The project was carried out between 2013 and 2017 in close collaboration
with two key partners in Georgia:

1. The State Commission on Migration Issues (SCMI): this was IPPMD’s government
focal point. The SCMI and its secretariat acted as the main link between the
OECD and the various policy makers in Georgia and helped gather available
information on policies and data.

2. The Caucasus Research Resource Center (CRRC-Georgia), an independent
research institution, which mainly dealt with data collection and analysis.

Both of the OECD’s partners in Georgia played a significant role in organising
local events and facilitating bilateral meetings with key stakeholders in the
country.
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The project was launched with a kick-off workshop in July 2013 in Tbilisi
(Figure 1.2). The workshop served as a platform to shape the focus of the
project in the country with policy makers, and representatives of international
organisations, employers and employee organisations, civil society organisations
and academics. Following lively and diverse discussions, the IPPMD project
team decided to focus the analysis on four sectors:! i) the labour market;
ii) agriculture; iii) education; and iv) investment and financial services. The
various stakeholders who participated in the workshops and meetings organised
in Thilisi played a role in strengthening the network of project partners and
setting research priorities in the country.

Figure 1.2. IPPMD project timeline in Georgia

Guidance
Jan. 2017 -
Jun 2017

Fieldwork
July 2014 -
Nov. 2014

Framework
July 2013 -
June 2014

Inception
Jan. 2013 -
June 2013

Analysis
Dec. 2014 -
Dec. 2016

Kick-off workshop Training and pilots Consultation meeting  Policy dialogue
July 2013 July 2014 May 2015 Mar. 2017

The methodological framework developed by the OECD Development
Centre (Box 1.1) and the data collected by CRRC-Georgia offer an opportunity
to fill significant knowledge gaps in the field of international migration and
development in Georgia. The surveys covered a variety of migration dimensions
and outcomes:?

e A household survey covered 2 260 households, including both migrant and
non-migrant households.

e A community survey reached a total of 71 local authorities and community
leaders in the communities where the household questionnaire was
administered.

e Qualitative in-depth stakeholder interviews were held with key stakeholders
representing national and local authorities, academia, international
organisations and civil society. In total, 27 interviews were carried out.

The quantitative data were analysed using both descriptive and regression
modelling techniques. The former identifies broad patterns and correlations
between key variables concerning migration and public policies, while the latter
deepens the empirical understanding of these interrelations by also controlling
for other factors. More information about the survey tools, the data collection
and the analytical framework is found in Chapter 3.
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Emigration’s positive impacts can be enhanced in Georgia

Emigration is an important conduit for the development of migrants
themselves and the families they leave behind, and is also an asset for their
home communities and countries. More than one in every five people born
in Georgia live outside the country - the second highest rate of all the IPPMD
partner countries (Figure 1.3). However, the emigration trend does seem to
be slowing and even reversing. Between 2000 and 2015, it is estimated that
the number of Georgian emigrants fell by 13% (UNDESA, 2015); Georgia is
the only IPPMD partner country to have experienced a negative emigration
growth over that period. Moreover, the latest census data from 2014 suggest
that total emigration since 2002 represents only 2.4% of the 2014 population
(GeoStat, 2016). In addition, according to the IPPMD data, at 2.6% Georgia has the
second lowest rate amongst IPPMD partner countries of individuals planning to
emigrate3 - yet another sign that pressures to emigrate have reduced.

Figure 1.3. Georgia is a country of net emigration
Emigrant and immigrant stocks as a percentage of the population (2015)

[ Emigrants (%) [ Immigrants (%)

Costa Rica

Cote d'lvoire
Philippines
Cambodia

Burkina Faso
Morocco

Haiti

Dominican Republic
Georgia

Armenia

Note: Data come from national censuses, labour force surveys, and population registers.
Source: UNDESA (2015), International Migration Stock: The 2015 Revision (database), www.un.org/en/development/desa/
population/migration/data/estimates2/estimates15.shtml.

StatLink = http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933457593
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Despite short-term labour losses, emigration can be leveraged
for positive outcomes in Georgia

Migration provides countries with long-term benefits stemming from
both remittances and return migration (discussed further below). Emigration
itself can also benefit the country by relieving a congested labour market,
providing opportunities for women to increase their economic independence
and generating incentives to upgrade skills. However, realising these positive
impacts depends on the right conditions being in place.

Where labour markets are congested, such as those in Georgia (World Bank,
2013), the emigration of workers can open up job opportunities for the
unemployed or underemployed. For instance, the IPPMD data show that
households with emigrants are likely to use less household labour for farming;
instead 18% of emigrant households in Georgia hired in farm labour, compared
to 14% of non-migrant households.? This suggests that rather than prompting
households to draw more on household labour, emigration may be revitalising
the agricultural labour market and reducing underemployment in that sector.
Men remaining in emigrant households in Georgia tend to work less and are
more likely to be unemployed than men in households without an emigrant,
also suggesting that the jobs previously done by the emigrant are not necessarily
taken on by others in the household.”

In many cases households lack the tools to overcome the negative short-
term effects associated with the departure of one or several members of the
household. For instance, losing household labour to emigration can have a
significant impact on the remaining household members, especially as migrants
are often in the most productive years of their lives. Emigrants in the Georgia
IPPMD dataset left on average between the ages of 35 and 37, and are usually the
youngest adults in their household; the current average age of emigrants from
Georgia according to the IPPMD data is 42, while the average age of non-migrant
adult household members is 47 (OECD, 2017).

Under the right conditions, emigration can also create opportunities for
women. When men emigrate, women often take on greater household financial
and managerial responsibilities (Bauer et al., 2012; DFID, 2007; Hughes, 2011).
However, if women are barred access to financial markets or the right to hold
land, emigration by the male members of the household emigration can instead
put women in a difficult situation. In Georgia, 39% of emigrant households
are headed by women, compared to only 33% of non-emigrant households.®
The adult male-to-female ratio in emigrant households is also lower than in
non-migrant households (0.79 vs. 0.85).”

According to the OECD’s Social Institutions and Gender Index (SIGI),8
there is room for improvement with respect to conditions for women. While
they are on equal footing with men de jure, de facto conditions are a different
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story and social institutions in Georgia have a strong influence on attitudes
towards land ownership. In fact, as land is usually registered solely in the
husband’s name, women often have little involvement in economic decision
making, and many women lack information about their rights under civil law.?
In terms of credit and bank loans, women find it very difficult to access credit
in rural area in Georgia. This is because microfinance institutions require a
collateral for security, such as immovable property (USAID, 2010; USAID, n.d.).
In fact, men are usually the owners of residences or household farms in Georgia
(UN Women, 2013).

Much of the impact on the home country labour and education sectors
depends on the types of people emigrating. According to the survey in Georgia,
more than 80% of emigrants left to seek work. Prior to leaving, emigrants also
typically had jobs in the health sector and other skilled occupations in the
home country, leaving potential shortages in these fields (Figure 1.4). Highly
educated Georgian individuals are also more likely to have emigrated, or to plan
to emigrate in the future (Figure 1.5). This has implications for the education
sector, which is losing the skills is has helped build in the country.

Figure 1.4. The health sector and highly skilled occupations lose most workers
to emigration

Share of current emigrants to remaining Share of current emigrants to remaining
workers in each sector workers in each skills group
% %
18 18
16
16 16
14
14 14
12 11 12 | 11
10
10 9 10
8
8 8 |
6
6 6 F
4 4
2 F 2t
0 - L — - 0 : : :
Agriculture  Construction  Education Health Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4

Note: The skills level of occupations has been categorised using the International Standard Classification of Occupations
(ISCO) provided by the International Labour Organization (ILO, 2012). Skills level 1: occupations which involve simple and
routine physical or manual tasks (includes elementary occupations and some armed forces occupations). Skills level 2:
clerical support workers; services and sales workers; skilled agricultural, forestry and fishery workers; craft and related
trade workers; plan and machine operators and assemblers. Skills level 3: technicians and associate professionals and
hospitality, retail and other services managers. Skills level 4: Other types of managers and professionals.

Source: Authors’ own work based on IPPMD data.
StatLink sa=m http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933457603
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This finding is not entirely negative however. Highly educated individuals
with the intention to emigrate do not always manage to do so. Moreover,
the successful emigration of highly skilled individuals may persuade more
people to acquire skills and formal education than would have been the case
otherwise, partly mitigating the loss of human capital (Helmenstein et al.,
1997, 1998; Mountford, 1997; and Stark and Wang, 2002). This dynamic goes
beyond formal education. The share of individuals who speak a foreign language
(mostly English19) is higher amongst those who plan to emigrate (48%) than
those who do not (20%).

Figure 1.5. Well-educated individuals are more likely to plan to emigrate
Share of adults (20 years and above) planning to emigrate (%), by gender and education level

[ Men [ Women
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Lower secondary education Upper secondary education Post-secondary education

Note: The figure displays intentions to emigrate on the part of adults aged 20 years and over.!! Lower secondary
education includes basic education, and upper secondary education includes general secondary education (grade 10-12)
in the Georgian education system.

Source: Authors’ own work based on IPPMD data.
StatLink sz http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933457615

How do sectoral policies influence emigration and development?

While emigration can have a positive effect on the country of origin, public
policies in Georgia may also play a role in the decision to leave. For instance,
people often leave because they cannot find a (good) job — one that offers
physical, social and financial security. Even though such jobs may be available,
an inefficient labour market can mean that employers and potential employees
do not always find each other. Active labour market policies, especially those
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Figure 1.6. Highly educated, unemployed adults are more likely to plan to emigrate

%
25

20

that try to link employers with job seekers through government employment
agencies, may help reduce emigration by improving access to information on
labour market needs.

The IPPMD data demonstrate that unemployed workers are more likely to
plan to emigrate (Figure 1.6); thus unemployment insurance mechanisms or
better job matches may help curb emigration rates. However, the IPPMD data
also show that specific active labour market programmes - such as government
employment agencies, public employment programmes and vocational training
programmes - seem to have little effect on emigration. This is largely because
they are small programmes and only benefit a few individuals. There is some
evidence that skills mismatches play a role in the decision to emigrate, leading
to some scope for better matching between labour demand and the supply of
skills (Chapter 4).

Unemployment and intentions to emigrate (%), by education level

= Unemployed C—1 Plans to emigrate =g Jnemployed and plans to emigrate

Primary education

Note: The sample includes individuals 20 years and above.
Source: Authors’ own work based on IPPMD data.

Lower secondary education ~ Upper secondary education Post-secondary education

StatLink =a=r http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933457622

On the other hand, financial constraints are a major obstacle to people
emigrating; according to the IPPMD data, both households with emigrants
and those with members planning to emigrate are wealthierl? than other
households. Policies that relieve financial constraints (such as providing funds
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or subsidising goods or services) may therefore inadvertently contribute to
emigration. For example, households benefiting from the agricultural voucher
programme in Georgia, a sort of subsidy programme, were more likely to have
had a member emigrate in the past five years (Figure 1.7 and Chapter 5), although
this was not the case for those benefiting from other subsidy programmes.
By helping households financially, the voucher system may be helping those
same households overcome the often substantial cost of emigrating.

Figure 1.7. Agricultural vouchers appear to be linked to plans to emigrate
Share of households with a member planning to emigrate, by public policy

Share of Agricultural subsidies Agricultural vouchers*
households

(%)
10

Note: Results that are statistically significant (calculated using a chi-squared test) are indicated as follows: ***: 99%,

8
7
4

Household did not benefit Household benefited Household did not benefit Household benefited

**:95%, *: 90%.
Source: Authors’ own work based on IPPMD data.
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StatLink =a=m http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933457632

In certain cases, individuals may opt not to emigrate because of other
opportunity costs. For instance, households may fear losing the rights to their
agricultural land if they emigrate and leave it fallow. Enforcing land rights may
mitigate these concerns and allow households to emigrate in the knowledge
that their land tenure is secure. Evidence from the Georgian IPPMD data indeed
point to the fact that land-owning households who possess land titles are more
likely to have a member planning to emigrate (9% vs. 4%, Chapter 5).

Overall - and despite the short-term labour losses incurred by emigration -
the long-term effect of emigration is positive and outweighs the losses. That is
because while emigration itself can be positive, the greatest tangible benefits
stem from remittances and return migration - the topics of the next two sections.
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Remittances can build financial and human capital,
given the right policies

Remittances represent an important source of foreign funds for many
developing countries, both in terms of absolute numbers and as a share of
gross domestic product (GDP). In Georgia, the share of remittances in GDP was
10.4% in 2015, the third highest of the IPPMD partner countries (Figure 1.8).13
The amount of remittances sent to Georgia has grown very quickly since 2004,
the year following the Rose Revolution.14 In 2014, the World Bank estimated
the remittance inflow to be worth about USD 2 billion,1> up from about
USD 300 million in 2004 (World Bank, 2017). This is a growth rate of more
than 500%, and the second highest growth experienced across IPPMD partner
countries over that period. In 2015, there were signs that remittance inflows
were slowing down, as they had fallen to USD 1.5 billion (World Bank, 2017).

Figure 1.8. Remittances represent a high share of Georgia’s GDP
Remittances as a share of GDP, 2015

Share of GDP (%)

30

25

20

24.7

14.1
10.4
9.8
Average = 8.3% 7.0 7.7
3.0 36
11 12 . .

Costa Rica Cote d'lvoire Cambodia  Burkina ~ Morocco  Dominican Philippines  Georgia ~ Armenia Haiti

Faso Republic

Source: World Bank, Annual remittances data (inflows), World Bank Migration and Remittances Data http://www.
worldbank.org/en/topic/migrationremittancesdiasporaissues/brief/migration-remittances-data.
StatLink a=r http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933457648

In addition to increased and more efficient labour emigration, one of the
main factors in the rise of remittances is a fall in the costs of sending money
to Georgia. For instance, the cost of remitting money from Russia — historically
the main destination country for Georgian emigrants until the 2000s - has
fallen substantially. In 2008 the average cost of remitting USD 200 from Russia
to Georgia was around 2.7% of the transfer total, but had fallen to 1.3% in 2016

INTERRELATIONS BETWEEN PUBLIC POLICIES, MIGRATION AND DEVELOPMENT IN GEORGIA © OECD/CRRC-GEORGIA 2017

35


http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933457648
http://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/migrationremittancesdiasporaissues/brief/migration-remittances-data
http://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/migrationremittancesdiasporaissues/brief/migration-remittances-data

1. ASSESSMENT AND POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS IN GEORGIA

(World Bank, 2016).16 Another important factor is increased access to formal
money transfer channels and improved banking infrastructure in the country,
particularly in rural areas (Zurabishvili, 2012).

Remittances are not only used for consumption, but also for investment

Most households receiving remittances, especially the poorest, tend to use
the money to increase consumption of basic goods. However, the additional
source of income may also be used to make productive investments. Remittances
can help to free up savings to invest in children’s education, for instance. While
remittances are not linked to youth school attendance in Georgia, they do seem
to be linked to increased educational expenditures (Chapter 6).

Remittances may also provide the remaining household members with
the capital they need to start up a business and boost self-employment.
Starting one’s own business is a way to solve the issue of low job supply
or mismatches in the labour market, but it requires funds. The IPPMD data
collected in Georgia show that the share of self-employed men and women
is indeed higher among households receiving remittances than those not
receiving remittances (Figure 1.9). A further regression analysis that controls
for other factors suggests that receiving remittances is positively associated
with self-employment for men in rural areas (Chapter 4).

Figure 1.9. Self-employment is higher among remittance-receiving households
Employment types among employed people, working age population (%)
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Note: The difference is not statistically significant for either men or women (using a chi-squared test).
Source: Authors’ own work based on IPPMD data.

StatLink sizr http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933457654
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The data also point to other types of investment enabled by remittance
income. Although very few agricultural households spend money on agricultural
assets in general, such as machinery, barns, fencing, feeding mechanisms,
irrigation systems and tractors, agricultural households receiving remittances
do tend to spend more on such assets than those not receiving remittances
(Figure 1.10 and Chapter 5).17 Remittances can therefore give households the
impetus needed to revitalise the agricultural sector, helping them to become
more competitive and boost the sector with much-needed capital. This comes
at a critical time for Georgia’s agricultural sector, which was declared a priority
sector by the government in 2012 due to its lacklustre growth and lack of
dynamism. Many people are leaving the sector to work in urban areas and
overseas, particularly in service-oriented jobs.

Figure 1.10. Households receiving remittances spend more on agriculture

Share of household with agricultural expenditures and average amount spent, by whether household
receives remittances
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Source: Authors’ own work based on IPPMD data.
StatLink sz http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933457662

In addition to agricultural investments, remittances tend to also be used
to finance non-agricultural investments such as businesses, land and housing
(Figure 1.11). Households receiving remittances were more likely than households
not receiving remittances to own a non-agricultural business, non-agricultural
land or housing other than the house where they currently reside, although
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the differences between the two groups are not statistically significant. Such
investments generally help build the capital base in the country, contributing to
job creation and more investment if used productively.

Figure 1.11. Business and real estate ownership is higher among households receiving
remittances
Share of households owning a business and real estate, by remittance status

[ Households receiving remittances [ Households not receiving remittances
%
25
20
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Note: Business ownership is defined as the household running at least one business. Real estate includes
non-agricultural land and housing other than the property the household currently lives in. Results that are
statistically significant (calculated using a chi-squared test) are indicated as follows: ***: 99%, **: 95%, *: 90%.

Source: Authors’ own work based on IPPMD data.
StatLink si=r http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933457679

How do sectoral policies influence remittance use?

While remittances are often used productively in Georgia, sectoral
policies can increase this trend. For example, financial sector policies can make
remittances easier and cheaper to send or receive, and help route them through
formal channels. This can encourage more savings and better matching of
savings with investment opportunities, thereby strengthening the development
impacts of remittances. Remittances sent through formal channels can also have
multiplier effects by making more financial resources available to fund economic
activities. According to the IPPMD data (see Chapter 7), remittance-receiving
households based in urban areas other than Thilisi are more likely to have a
bank account, while the opposite is true for households in rural areas and in
Thilisi (Figure 1.12).
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Figure 1.12. Most households have access to bank accounts, particularly households
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StatLink sz http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933457680

Training those who receive remittances in using money transfer operators
and financial services more effectively may help to lower the costs and to
use remittances in a more productive way. The IPPMD data show that very
few households in the sample (1%) have participated in a financial training
programme in the past five years. Furthermore, the community survey revealed
that no courses on financial literacy or business creation are available in any
of the sampled communities.

Remittances may compensate for weak institutions, or fill gaps in policy.
Agricultural households without land of their own, for instance, may use
remittances to compensate for the fact that they must rent land or work for
other people to make a living. Policies through which they acquire their own land
may therefore mean they have less need for remittances. The IPPMD data show
that this may be occurring in Georgia, as only 23% of households that acquired
agricultural land during a reform initiated in 1992 and that has continued into
the 2000s receive remittances, compared to 31% of households that did not
acquire land in this way (Chapter 5). This relationship is robust to a regression
analysis controlling for the fact that the household owns agricultural land but
may have acquired it in a different way.
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Return migration to Georgia is an underexploited resource

In addition to remittances, emigrants who return to Georgia may bring
home savings, as well as social and human capital. These assets are not only
beneficial for their households, but also for the country’s general development.
Just as for remittances, the capital brought back by return migrants can be
used to start businesses, invest and bring value to the labour market. The
development potential embedded in the return of migrants is, however, a poorly
researched area. Moreover, its potential depends on Georgia’s economic, social
and institutional environment.

Return migration is a vector for investment

The IPPMD data confirm that return migrants are usually more likely than
non-migrants to be self-employed (Figure 1.13). This may be because they use
savings accumulated abroad to set up a business. On the other hand, return
migrants are more likely to be unemployed and seeking for jobs, but less likely
to be economically non-active (Chapter 4).

Figure 1.13. Return migrants are more likely to be self-employed than non-migrants
Employment status of adult non-migrants versus return migrants (%)

[ Non-migrants [ Return migrants
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Note: The difference in the distribution of employment statuses between non-migrants and return migrants is
statistically significant (99% significance level, using a chi-squared test).

Source: Authors’ own work based on IPPMD data.
StatLink = http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933457690
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It could be argued that for some return migrants, self-employment may
be the only option, especially for those who were forced to return or whose
skills do not match the country’s labour market needs. The IPPMD data suggest
that this is not necessarily the case, however, as business ownership is also
linked with return migration (Figure 1.14). About 5% of households with return
migrants run a business, compared to 2% of households without return migrants.
In contrast, the data show only small differences between households with
and without return migrants when it comes to housing ownership, and no
visible difference for land ownership (20% of households own non-agricultural
land, regardless of having a return migrant or not). Households with a return
migrant are only slightly more likely to own housing (14% compared to 13% for
households without return migrants).

Figure 1.14. Business ownership is higher among return migrant households
than other households
Share of households owning a business, land or housing, by return migrant status

[ Households with a return migrant [ Households without a return migrant

Business ownership*** Land ownership Housing ownership

Note: Business ownership is defined as the household running at least one non-agricultural business. Housing ownership
refers to property (housing and/or apartments) other than the property the household currently lives in. Results that
are statistically significant (calculated using a chi-squared test) are indicated as follows: **: 99%, **: 95%, *: 90%.
The reference group includes households receiving remittances.

Source: Authors’ own work based on IPPMD data.

StatLink sz http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933457703

Return migration also tends to be an effective way to boost the agricultural
sector — and to diversify away from it. Agricultural households with return
migrants show better investment results for several agricultural outcomes than
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households without a return migrant. They are, for instance, in the previous
12 months more likely to have bought, and to have spent more on an agricultural
asset on average (GEL 775 vs. 284; Figure 1.15).18 They are also more likely to
own a non-agricultural business, which suggests that return migrants help their
agricultural households diversify and may be a catalyst for a more generalised
diversification of the Georgian economy (Chapter 5).

Figure 1.15. Households with return migrants are more likely to invest in agriculture
and to own a non-agricultural business
Household asset expenditures and business ownership, by whether household has a return migrant
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Source: Authors’ own work based on IPPMD data.
StatLink sz http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933457711

How can sectoral policies make the most of return migration?

To answer this question it is important to understand why migrants decide
to return home. According to the IPPMD household survey, about half of the
return migrants came back because they preferred to be in Georgia than in
another country (Chapter 3). Only a minority considered employment and
investment opportunities in Georgia as a motive for returning.

Household vulnerability is a key push factor for migration. Until these
vulnerabilities are addressed, migrants are unlikely to want to return home. Not
only can policies that reduce risk, such as agricultural contract programmes,
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provide more incentives for emigrants to return, they can also help make their
return sustainable (OECD, 2017). Economic and political stability in the home
country also makes return migration more attractive. More stable countries may
have more resources to spend on public social welfare, for example.

The IPPMD data found little evidence of any policies being linked to return
migration, likely because policies that would help are not generally accessible
enough, or because risk persists in the country. On the contrary, the IPPMD data
provide evidence that households involved in risk-protection programmes are
less likely to have return migrants. Only 18% of migrant households that had
benefited from or were covered by crop insurance, government farming contracts
and cash-for-work programmes had a return migrant, compared to 29% of
households that did not benefit from such programmes (Chapter 5). This may
be because the risky conditions that preceded the emigration of the household
member still exist, and these programmes may not lower the risk enough for
people to want to return. The agricultural sector is inherently risky; households
that benefit from such programmes may be those most exposed to risk. In
addition, current emigrants may have plans to move out of the agricultural
sector, meaning reduced risk in the sector for their households are not linked
with the decision to return to Georgia.

A more coherent policy agenda can unlock the development
potential of migration

The SCMI's current migration strategy, which covers 2016-20, highlights the
role of migration in the development of the country. The SCMI has historically
leaned on data and research to align the country’s development objectives with
those of migration. This study has added to this knowledge by collecting a large
new body of primary data on migration in Georgia.

The analysis confirms that each of the various dimensions of migration
examined - emigration, remittances and return migration — has something
to offer Georgia’s economic and social development, but that this potential is
not being fully realised. Understanding the intentional or unintentional role
of sectoral policies — especially those governing the labour market, agriculture,
education, investment and financial services - in people’s migration decisions
will be a step forward in fulfilling this potential.

While Georgia does have a wide range of migration-specific policies,
including a migration strategy, not all sectoral strategies fully take into account
the effects of migration on their areas of competency and, conversely, the
effects of their policies on migration. The way individual sectoral policies affect
migration is not always straightforward, either, and it is a combination of policies
that is more likely to influence the impact on migration. This interaction among
public policies needs to be taken into account when drawing up a country’s

INTERRELATIONS BETWEEN PUBLIC POLICIES, MIGRATION AND DEVELOPMENT IN GEORGIA © OECD/CRRC-GEORGIA 2017

43



1. ASSESSMENT AND POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS IN GEORGIA

development strategy. This suggests the country would benefit from an even
wider whole-of-government approach, integrating migration into the national
development strategy.

Within this coherent approach, individual sectors have a role to play. This
final section summarises the main policy recommendations for each sector
studied in the IPPMD project in Georgia. A synthesis of policy recommendations
stemming from the 10-country study is available in the IPPMD comparative
report (OECD, 2017).

Integrate migration and development into labour market policies

Unemployment is a strong push factor for emigration in Georgia. Labour
market policies aimed at reducing unemployment will affect the migration
decisions of households and individuals. It is therefore important to identify to
what extent Georgia’s various labour market policies affect migration. The IPPMD
survey found state employment agencies and vocational training programmes
were having limited impact on migration decisions, most probably because of
their low take-up ratio and patchy coverage. The findings also show that highly
skilled occupational groups, especially in the health sector, are losing the most
labour to emigration. Better skills-matching mechanisms are needed, as well
as the creation of quality jobs.

e Widen the activities of employment agencies to reach out to both current
emigrants abroad and return migrants at home to ensure they have information
on and access to formal wage jobs. Closer connections between the employment
agencies and the private sector will be important for achieving this.

e Refine vocational training programmes to better target and match demand with
supply. Mapping labour shortages and strengthening co-ordination mechanisms
with the private sector are important steps. Training programmes can also aim
to foster the inclusion of return migrants into the labour market.

Leverage migration for development in the agricultural sector

Despite agriculture’s lessening share in Georgia’s GDP, over 50% of the
population worked in the sector in 2011, continuing to depend on it for their
livelihoods and to climb out of poverty. The sector is affected by migration in
several ways. Emigration reduces farming labour, though it can lead to more
external labour being hired in. Although agricultural households tend to be more
likely to receive remittances than non-agricultural households, remittances are
generally not channelled towards investment in the sector. On the other hand,
return migration seems to be a boon for the country. Households with return
migrants were more likely to buy agricultural assets as well as diversifying
into non-agricultural investment. In terms of policies in the sector, agricultural
policies are rather widespread and often used in Georgia, with the agricultural
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voucher programme being the most common. Households that benefited from
the voucher programme are more likely to have an emigrant - the vouchers
could be helping households afford to send a member overseas.

e Ensure that agricultural households can access agriculture labour when needed.
Better coverage by labour market institutions in rural areas can help agricultural
households replace labour lost to emigration. Without such institutions the
agricultural sector, food security and poverty could all deteriorate further in
areas where emigration rates are high.

e Make it easier for remittances to be channelled towards productive investment,
such as ensuring money transfer operators are present and affordable in
rural areas, households are sufficiently trained in investment and financial
skills and adequate infrastructure is already in place. Bottlenecks that limit
investments in specific sectors, particularly declining ones like agriculture, are
a lost opportunity to harness the potential of remittances and return migration
for revitalising these sectors. In addition, economic and administrative hurdles,
such as the cost of remitting and the lack of programmes to reintegrate return
migrants, can also limit the potential of these assets.

e Tie agricultural aid to ex post output rather than providing it ex ante. The analysis
of Georgia’s voucher programme suggests that agricultural subsidy programmes
that are not contingent on some level of output or outcome or do not provide a
non-transferable asset, such as land, may help spur more emigration. This may
run counter to the objectives of the programme if its aims are to keep farmers
in the country and in the sector.

Enhance migration-led development by facilitating investment
in education

Alarge share of Georgia’s emigrants are highly skilled. Lack of employment
opportunities seems to be an important driver of emigration by these educated
professionals. Policies that strengthen the links between labour market needs
and professional and tertiary education and training is needed to reduce
unemployment among the highly educated and offer alternatives to emigration.
The findings also show that remittance inflows lead to investments in child and
youth education, calling for investments in educational infrastructure in order
to meet the increased demand for education.

e Align professional and tertiary education to the demands and needs of
the local labour market to address unemployment among highly educated
professionals and reduce their need to emigrate. This will allow the local
labour market to better absorb the highly skilled and to reduce skill shortages
in certain sectors.

® Meet the increased demand for educational services with investments in
educational infrastructure to ensure universal access to education.
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Strengthen the links between migration, investment, financial services
and development

The link between migration and investments in Georgia is not clear-cut,

and although remittances and return migration do seem to spur investments
in entrepreneurship and real estate, barriers to productive investments still
remain. Business ownership is low among the households in the sample, and
no link between remittances and business ownership was found. Furthermore,
although most households have access to the formal financial sector, few have
participated in financial training. Sectoral policies could help create a more
enabling investment environment for remittances by providing financial literacy
training and facilitating business creation.

e Provide business management and entrepreneur skills courses, promote
entrepreneurship and help remittance-receiving households and return
migrants overcome barriers to investments. Providing more information
about local investment opportunities to return migrants could also increase
investments.

e Develop financial education programmes to enhance financial literacy, especially
in areas with high emigration rates and remittance flows.

Notes

1. Although the social protection and health sectors are included in the project, they
were not included in the country specific report on Georgia.

2. Although immigration is an important dimension of the migration phenomenon,
including in Georgia, too few immigrant households were found during data collection
to carry out an adequate analysis. It was therefore decided to focus solely on emigration,
remittances and return migration.

3. This group does not include return migrants.

4. Note that this relationship is not entirely robust to regression analysis.

5. Note that the data do not show what household members were doing prior to the
member’s departure.

6. The share of female-headed households amongst non-emigrant households is
lower (35%) if return migrant households are included, as many return migrants
are men.

7. The difference in ratios is even wider and more statistically significant when return
migrant households are included in non-migrant households (0.79 vs. 0.87).

8.  See http://www.genderindex.org/.

9. Many married women live in properties belonging to their fathers-in-law in Georgia,
which means they would have no rights to claim a share of this property if they were
to divorce (USAID, 2010; USAID, n.d.).

10. Russian is not considered a foreign language here.
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11. To better capture a sample of individuals that has completed post-secondary
education, the cut-off age for adults in these estimations is 20 years and above
(compared to 15 years in other parts of the report). To test robustness, the analysis
was also carried out using the sample of individuals 25 years and above; this did not
change the results.

12. Wealth is measured using a composite indicator based on the household’s owned
assets and constructed using principal component analysis. For details see Chapter 3.

13. The National Bank of Georgia reported a slightly lower figure in 2014, at 8.7%.

14. The Rose Revolution refers to peaceful protests in Georgia occurring in November
2003 and leading to a change of power in the country. It generally marks the end of
the early years of independence in the country.

15. The National Bank of Georgia reports lower levels of remittances than the World
Bank, reflecting a smaller share of remittances in GDP. For example, the National Bank
of Georgia reported remittance inflows equal to USD 1.4 billion in 2014 (NBG, n.d.),
compared to the World Bank’s figure of USD 2 billion (World Bank, 2017), meaning a
share of remittances to GDP of 8.7% vs. 12%. In 2015, the National Bank of Georgia
reported a remittance inflow of USD 1.1 billion (NBG, n.d.), while the World Bank’s
figure was USD 1.5 billion (World Bank, 2017), and a share of 7.7%, rather than 10.4%.
The differences can be explained by definitions and data sources. The National Bank of
Georgia obtains remittance data directly from the figures reported by the commercial
banks and other financial institutions engaged in money transfer operations, whereas
the World Bank estimates are based on the International Monetary Fund’s balance of
payments data, reported by the countries.

16. Prices are from the second semester of each respective year.

17. The equivalent totals are USD 269 vs. 149, according to the exchange rate on 1 July

2014.

18. The equivalent totals are USD 338 vs. 124, according to the exchange rate on 1 July
2014.
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Chapter 2

Georgia’s migration landscape

Georgia is a country of net emigration, with migration increasingly driven by
economic factors. Migration is high on the political agenda, and Georgia has
long understood the potential it offers for national development. It has taken
innovative steps to integrate it into wider policy making and to co-ordinate
migration management.

This chapter gives a brief overview of emigration since Georgia’s independence:
its drivers and impact, who the migrants are and where they have gone, how they
remit and the impact this has on their household and country, and what happens
to them when they return. It also examines what data are available and where
the gaps lie. Finally, it lays out the policy and institutional framework covering
emigration, remittances, return migration and relations with the country’s
diaspora and how migration relates to wider development policy.

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant
Israeli authorities. The use of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status
of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem and Israeli settlements in the West Bank under the
terms of international law.
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Emigration from Georgia has varied in intensity since 1991, when the country
regained its independence from the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR).
Following the dissolution of the USSR, Georgia gradually opened up to international
trade and integrated into the world economy, but the collapse and instability of
the economy during the 1990s led to large waves of emigration. While some of
these flows were internal, particularly around the conflict regions of Abkhazia
and South Ossetia, many were also international.

The return to stability in the 2000s, particularly following the Rose
Revolution in 2003, led to greater economic and social progress. Gross domestic
product (GDP) per capita grew from USD 928 in 2003 to USD 4 440 in 2014, an
increase of nearly 400% (World Bank, 2016a). The percentage of the population
living below the relative poverty line decreased from 25% in 2004 to 21%.in 2013
(ADB, 2014). Georgia has also made progress in implementing several reforms
over the years. For instance, the country ranked 16th globally in the World Bank’s
Doing Business index in 2017, an improvement from a ranking of 23rd in 2016.
Between 2004 and 2012 the number of procedures needed to start a business
fell from 9 to 2 and the time involved fell from 25 to 2 days (World Bank, 2016b).
In 2013-14, the country put in place a universal health system (SCMI, 2015a).

On the other hand, inequality has continued to increase. Between 2003 and
2009, the top 20% of the population saw their consumption increase by over
26%, while the bottom 20% saw an increase of only 10% (World Bank, 2011).
Although the country has made tangible progress, poverty continues to be a
major challenge. Employment opportunities have remained limited and the
quality of services and more general quality of life in Georgia lag behind many
European countries, despite economic growth.

Although it has always been economically driven, these recent factors have
helped reshape emigration from Georgia. At the same time, many emigrants
have also started to return to Georgia following the country’s change in fortune,
providing it with new opportunities.

This chapter describes the migration landscape in Georgia, setting the
scene for the chapters and analysis that follow. It outlines current trends in
migration and reviews what the existing research tells us about the key issues
linked to migration in the country. It also reviews the role of migration in
national development policies, reviews specific migration-related policies and
the institutional framework for managing migration.
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A brief overview of migration and remittance trends in Georgia

Until 1991, emigration from Georgia to beyond the USSR borders was largely
controlled and limited, although migration within the USSR was possible.
Large-scale emigration from Georgia did not begin until the dissolution of the
USSR. Because some individuals born in Georgia were living in other Soviet
Republics at the time, independence and the change in borders generated
emigrants practically overnight.? For this reason, and other reasons, interpreting
Georgia’s migration statistics can be challenging. This section presents an
overview of migration and remittance trends in Georgia, using the data available.

Georgia is a country of net emigration

Estimation on long-term trends in migration flows are typically based on
census data. Since its independence, Georgia has had two census rounds: one
in 2002 and one in 2014. While the 2002 round did include specific questions
about migration, technical issues reduced the collection of migration data. Since
these households were not selected to be representative of all households in the
country, the 2002 emigration data cannot serve as a reliable source of migration
statistics (Tsuladze, 2005).

The most recent census in Georgia took place in November 2014 and also
asked specific questions on emigration. It defined an emigrant as a person who
had left Georgia, lived abroad permanently or temporarily since 1 January 2002
and who had been absent from Georgia for more than 12 months.3 The results
highlighted the major role played by emigration in the 15% fall in Georgia’s total
population from 4.37 million in 2002 to 3.71 million in 2014. According to the
data collected, there were 85 5414 emigrants in 2014, equivalent to 2.3% of the
population, 45% of whom were men and 55% women. Prior to leaving, 32% of
emigrants had been living in Tbilisi, 23% in the region of Imereti and 13% in the
region of Kvemo Kartli. At the time of the census, emigrants were overwhelmingly
of working age — 75% were between the ages of 20 and 54. Most live in Russia (22%),
followed by Greece (15%), Turkey (11%) and Italy (11%) (GeoStat, 2016).

Apart from the census results, several international organisations have
also estimated the size of the Georgian emigrant stock, but come to different
conclusions. This is particularly the case for the Migration Policy Centre (MPC),
the United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs (UNDESA) and
the World Bank (Table 2.1). A major explanation for the different estimations is
how emigrants are defined, as some organisations define them on the basis of
their citizenship and others on their place of birth. For instance, the World Bank
estimated that there were 1 058 300 (24.9% as a percentage of the population)
emigrants from Georgia in 2010, while UNDESA estimates 734 065 (17.3%) for
the same year, more than 300 000 individuals fewer (Table 2.1).

As also seen in the census data, Russia stands out as the major destination
for emigrants, despite the introduction of a visa regime for Georgian citizens in
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2001 and the 2008 conflict between Russia and Georgia, which virtually ended
migration flows between the two countries (Table 2.1). The flows which occurred
prior to 2008 mean a large number of emigrants from Georgia continue to live
in Russia, although presumably a large number of these emigrants have since
acquired Russian citizenship. This group still count as having emigrated if
migration is defined based on country of birth. Apart from Russia, the estimated
numbers suggest that many Georgian emigrants reside in former republics of the
USSR, particularly Armenia, Ukraine and Uzbekistan, which is at odds with the
results from the census. Greece is the most common non-USSR country listed,
but Turkey and Italy appear underestimated in comparison to the 2014 census
results, probably due to the fact that estimating emigrant stocks by country is
difficult without regular census data (Table 2.1).

Table 2.1. Stocks of emigrants from Georgia by selected countries of residence 1990-2013

UNDESAT World Bank2 MPC3
g;’:t'l‘r‘];y“g; Type 1990 Type 2000 Type 2010 Type 2013 | Type| 2010 Type 2012
Russian B 656888 B 625298 B 441793 B 436005 644390 B (2002) 628973
Federation
Ukraine B 76612 B 72826 B 6838 B 67875 72410 C(2001) 6446
Greece C 2393 C 21283 C 36628 C 37912 41817 B (2006) 13254
Armenia BR 1603 BR 67525 BR 36329 BR 37277 75792 - -
Uzbekistan B 31462 B 25154 B 23288 B 23175 - - -
Cyprus B 3802 B 6950 B 13388 B 17994 13497 - -
USA B 7691 B 11346 B 14386 B 14907 25310 B (2011) 14270
Germany B 1410 B 10482 B 13255 B  13406| M@ 18164  C(2012) 17163
Spain B 104 B 53 B 10168 B 10621 10702 B(2012) 10501
Turkey BR 588 BR 6443 BR 8740 BR 9512 7295  C(2011) 1740
Israel BR 25921 BR 21123 BR 9328 BR 9479 26032 B (2005) 44462
Other Southd - .- - .- - 98123 - -
EU28 39 695 50 566 100313 108 728 95992 -
World 890 120 913777 73406 738733 1058 300 767 489
(16.3%) (19.3%) (17.3%) (18.1%) (24.9%) (18.5%)

Note: “Type of data” denoted as follows: foreign-born population (B), foreign citizens (C), UNHCR refugees (R), not
available (n/a). Numbers in parentheses in last row represent the share of the population, using population figures
from UNDESA World Population Prospects 2015, https://esa.un.org/unpd/wpp/Download/Standard/Population/.

UNDESA (2013), Includes occupied territories of Abkhazia and Tskhinvali Region/South Ossetia. Estimates refer to 1 July
of the reference year, http://www.un.org/esa/population/migration/index.html.

World Bank (2010). Data based on the 2008 revision of UN DESA’s data on International Migrant Stock and Ratha and
Shaw (2007). No indication as to whether occupied territories of Abkhazia or Tskhinvali Region/South Ossetia are
included. http://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/migrationremittancesdiasporaissues/brief/migration-remittances-data

MPC (2013), based on national data. No data provided for Armenia, Uzbekistan and Cyprus. No indication as to whether
occupied territories of Abkhazia or Tskhinvali Region/South Ossetia are included, http://www.enigmma.ge/wp-content/
uploads/2015/08/ENIGMMA-State-of-Migration_Electronic_Version2.pdf.

Note by Turkey: The information in this document with reference to “Cyprus” relates to the southern part of the Island.
There is no single authority representing both Turkish and Greek Cypriot people on the Island. Turkey recognizes the
Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus (TRNC). Until a lasting and equitable solution is found within the context of the
United Nations, Turkey shall preserve its position concerning the “Cyprus issue”.

Note by all the European Union Member States of the OECD and the European Union: The Republic of Cyprus is
recognised by all members of the United Nations with the exception of Turkey. The information in this document
relates to the area under the effective control of the Government of the Republic of Cyprus.

Sources: Table adapted from SCMI (2015a).
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According to both the World Bank and UNDESA, the second most common
region of destination after the former Soviet Republics are EU member states
(Table 2.1). Data from Eurostat’s residence permits, shown in Table 2.2, confirm
that the number of long-term emigrants from Georgia in the EU member states
increased between 2010 and 2014 (Eurostat, 2015). It also highlights the fact that
family reasons for emigrating are just as important as remunerated activities.

Table 2.2. Increasing numbers of Georgian citizens live in the European Union
Residence permits by reasons for migration (2010-14)

Education Remunerated Subsidiary

Year Family reasons - Refugee status ) Other Total
reasons activity protection

2010 3687 17114 17 511 1741 462 12 576 53 091

2011 3445 19 248 19131 1727 440 13 438 57 429

2012 3967 21013 17 847 1856 420 14 950 60 053

2013 4146 23949 19098 1894 621 16 327 66 035

2014 3844 15723 15 892 2022 629 11163 49 273

Note: As of October 2015, 2014 data were missing for Greece, Hungary, the Netherlands and Austria.

Source: EuroStat, “Residence permit statistics”, http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/Residence_permits_
statistics.

Due to the lack of administrative sources, it was impossible to estimate
annual migration flows in the early years of independence. Since 2004, the
National Statistics Office of Georgia (GeoStat) has made efforts to collect such
data, providing an annual assessment of migration dynamics in the country.
Despite improving migration statistics, data on annual migration flows remain
incomplete for three reasons:

1. Data are not collected on the countries of destination, emigrants’ level of
education and the length of time emigrants have spent abroad.

2. Many Georgians are unregistered in their host countries, making it difficult
to count them using host country statistics.

3. Prior to 2012, the data collected by GeoStat were not consistent with
international standards, notably those defined by the United Nations, meaning
data are not comparable with other countries.

Before 2004, GeoStat used expert estimates of migration flows, defining
an emigrant as a person moving abroad (changing usual place of residence)
for at least 12 months, and an immigrant as a person moving to Georgia for at
least 12 months.

From 2004 to 2011, GeoStat calculated net migration using a simple metric:
official border crossings by nationality, without referencing the duration in or
out of the country by those crossing borders. In 2012, GeoStat began measuring
net migration using border crossings of persons moving abroad for at least
6 months and one day (emigrants) and persons moving to Georgia for at least
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6 months and one day (immigrants). Figure 2.1 presents the figures using the new
methodology for 2012-15. Bearing in mind the limitations of the methodology,®
the data suggest that Georgia is a country of negative net migration, meaning
more people leave the country than enter it. The average age of emigrants that
left the country in 2015, based on the methodology described above, was 34.5
and 58% of them were men. The gender balance is the reverse of that found
in the census data, where there are more female emigrants. This may be due
to the definition used for emigration. The census defines an emigrant based
on a 12-month absence and GeoStat’s net migration flow report is based on
a shorter 6-month definition. As many men work temporarily and for short
periods in neighbouring countries, it may explain why men are overrepresented
in GeoStat’s flow data.

Number of persons

100 000

80 000

60000

40 000

20000

0

Figure 2.1. Georgia is a country of net emigration
Annual migrant inflows and outflows (2012-15)

[ Number of emigrants [ Number of immigrants = =&= = Ratio
Ratio of
emigrants/immigrants 15
1 1.0
1 1 0‘5

2012 2013 2014 2015

Source: GeoStat (2015), “Migration”, www.geostat.ge/?action=page&p_id=173&lang=eng.

StatLink = http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933457726

It is also worth noting that it is not possible to explicitly identify return

migrants using GeoStat’s methodology described above. Statistics on return
migration in Georgia are therefore not available.

In 2016, Georgia began testing the online-based Unified Migration

Analytical System (UMAS), which will enable better and more regular collection
of migration data. The system will gather data from the databases of various
Georgian administrative bodies, making it easier to monitor migration flows
and provide timely analysis.
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Remittances to Georgia are increasing, while the financial cost
of remitting is decreasing

Remittances form an important part of the Georgian economy. In absolute
terms, they remained stable from 1998 to 2004, but then took off and have been
increasing ever since (Figure 2.2). In 2014, they were estimated to be worth
nearly USD 2 billion, up from about USD 300 million in 2004, a growth rate of
more than 500%.° A major reason behind the steep rise was increased access
to formal money transfer channels and improved banking infrastructure in
the country, particularly in rural areas (Zurabishvili, 2012). In 2007, one-third of
remittances were being received through informal channels, as opposed to being
sent through money transfer operators or banking institutions (EBRD, 2007).

Figure 2.2. Remittances have grown rapidly in Georgia
Total remittances (million USD) and share of remittances as a share of GDP (%)

Total remittances (current USD million) = = = Share of GDP (%)

Total remittance \
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Source: World Bank (2017), World Development Indicators, http://data.worldbank.org/data-catalog/world-development-
indicators.
StatLink sizr http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933457739

The importance of remittances to the economy has grown steadily, from
about 6% of GDP in 2004 to 12% in 2014 (Figure 2.2). The share fell slightly in 2009,
mainly due to the 2008 financial crisis. In 2015, it had decreased again to 10.4%,
probably partly due to a slowdown in economic activity in Russia. According to
the Caucasus Barometer, 16% of households in Georgia were receiving money
from relatives living abroad in 2015 (CRRC, 2015).
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In 2015, an estimated 59% of remittances originated from Russia, which
is not surprising given that most emigrants from Georgia live there. The next
countries in order of importance are Ukraine (8%), Greece (5%), Armenia (4%)
and Germany (3%) (World Bank, 2016c). However, the statistics show a gradual
decrease in the share of remittances from Russia over time. The volume of
transfers from Russia shrank by almost USD 100 million from 2013 to 2014
(SCMI, 2015a).

The cost of remitting money from Russia has fallen substantially over time.

In 2008 the average cost of remitting USD 200 was around 2.7% of the transfer
total, but it had fallen to 1.3% in 2016 (World Bank, 2016d).”

What are the key issues and knowledge gaps?

56

Emigration from Georgia is still largely understudied. The studies so far
provide fragmented evidence on the character of emigration from and return
to Georgia, as well as the remittances sent by emigrants. Clear gaps exist due to
the lack of longitudinal data and information on current emigrants. This section
provides an overview of the major recent empirical studies on emigration from
Georgia.8

There has been a gradual shift in emigrant destination

In the early years of independence, many people left because of political
uncertainty and conflict. However, more recently, studies confirm that the lack
of (good) jobs has become a major push factor. A project using expert interviews
and a representative survey of 1 500 households in Georgia concluded that the
main push factor had shifted over time towards unemployment and economic
hardship (GDN and IPPR, 2009). Another study also found that one-third of
people aged 18-50 had an intention to emigrate, particularly those with poor
job prospects (ETF, 2013).

In general, emigration from Georgia is not of highly skilled workers, mostly
because the demand for emigrants in Russia is for lower-skilled labour. One of
the reasons most Georgians emigrate to Russia and not to the richer countries in
Western Europe is the higher cost of emigrating to those countries. An empirical
study confirmed that individuals in Georgia with higher education were up to
four times more likely to emigrate to a high-income country (Dermendzhieva,
2011). Another study, featuring interviews with 4 000 households in 2011-12,
showed that most return migrants had been living in Turkey, Russia and Greece,
while the more educated ones came from the countries of the European Union,
and the United States (ETF, 2013). As education levels increase in Georgia, it is
plausible that more migration occurs between Georgia and Western Europe.

Indeed, the characteristics of migrants often determine the country of
destination. A study of Georgian emigrants in Germany, Greece and Turkey
featuring a combination of qualitative and quantitative research methods
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showed that common emigrant traits were identifiable for each country (ICMDP,
2014). In Germany, Georgians had largely emigrated for educational purposes,
with many young professionals arriving through formal study and employment
programmes, while those in Greece and Turkey had lower levels of education
and had largely emigrated for employment reasons. Many migrants in Greece
had irregular status and found it difficult to adapt to the country and were
therefore often socially excluded. Turkey is deemed a convenient location for
temporary labour migration, as emigrants from Georgia benefit from a visa-free
regime with Turkey.

The study also confirmed gender differences across emigrant flows.
In Greece, migrants were predominantly women in domestic work, while
Turkey attracts a mix of women and men. Although, like Greece, it is mostly a
destination for female migrant domestic workers, it is also attractive to men
seeking seasonal work on tea and hazelnut plantations, in factories, and physical
labour in construction and privately owned workshops (ICMPD, 2014). A twin
survey between 2006 and 2008 undertaken with people in the municipality of
Tianeti and emigrants in Greece also confirmed that women were increasingly
more likely to emigrate from Georgia than men (IOM, 2009; Zurabishvili and
Zurabishvili, 2010).

Return migration is often temporary

While an increasing number of emigrants seem to be returning to Georgia,
studies have found that many of them plan to migrate again. A 2003 national
study of 960 return migrants in Georgia suggested that 20% of them planned to
migrate again in the six months following the interview. In addition, another
10% of them mentioned that other family members were planning to migrate
within the next six months, while 3% mentioned that the entire household
was considering doing so, suggesting that social networks established through
the returned migrant are likely to play a role in the decision to migrate
(Badurashvili, 2004). A follow-up study in 2005 using 50 in-depth interviews
with return migrants also suggested that return migration was rarely permanent
(Sakevarishvili, 2005).

A major reason for the limited sustainability of return migration seems to
be the poor experience of reintegration. Georgia has put in place a number of
services over the years to help return migrants to reintegrate, including through
assisted voluntary return and reintegration (AVRR) programmes, in collaboration
with the IOM. A study based on five focus groups with returnees in four Georgian
cities found that the awareness and knowledge levels of these programmes was
limited and that many of the returnees interviewed experienced problems in
reintegrating into the labour market, the social system and its services, and
Georgian culture, after having been away for a while. Unsurprisingly, many of
them expressed a willingness to emigrate again (DRC, 2007). These problems
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were reconfirmed in a study a few years later (BAMF, 2013). In fact, one study,
based on 202 unemployed individuals, 100 employers, 102 returnees and
20 experts in the cities of Kutaisi and Rustavi found that return migrants have
a particularly high rate of unemployment (66%) (DRC, 2012).

With the advent of closer ties with the EU, one study argues that
leveraging more positive development outcomes from return migration, and
in particular turning emigration into more of a circular phenomenon, will be
key to accelerating development in Georgia in the coming years (Labadze and
Tukhasvili, 2013).

Less is known about the impact of remittances, return migration
and diaspora links on development in Georgia

Compared to the body of research work on the determinants of emigration,
research on its impact on development is limited, despite the fact that
remittances and return migration are an increasingly important phenomenon.

A 2007 study found that most households spent the majority of the money
received as remittances on everyday consumption, while investment remained
limited and mainly confined to real estate (EBRD, 2007). A more recent study
confirmed that remittances are seldom used for productive investments
(Badurashvili and Nadareishvili, 2012). Another study suggests that young
and better-educated people living in urban areas are more likely to receive
remittances, raising the suspicion that they do not reach the most vulnerable
parts of society and thus could increase inequality (Gugushvili, 2013).

Another recent study found that remittances contribute to fostering social
capital formation by providing households with the means to help out other
households in need. They do not appear to provide disincentives for work or
create downward pressure on the earnings of those left behind, as previous
research in other countries has suggested (Gerber and Torosyan, 2013). The
study also confirmed that most remittance income is used for consumption,
but found increases in education and healthcare expenditure in urban areas
and improved health outcomes in rural areas.

What role does migration play in national development
strategies?

58

Migration remains high on the political agenda in Georgia (ICMPD, 2015).
Georgia is one of a few countries in the world that is increasingly including
migration in national development strategies, defined by its migration strategy
document. The government offers three motivations for Georgia’s 2016-20
migration strategy (SCMI, 2015b): i) ensuring the security and long-term stability
of the country; ii) helping to facilitate the process of approximation® of national
legislation with that of the EU; and iii) to better manage migration in order to
tap its potential for economic and social development in the country.
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The desire to include migration in Georgia’s wider development sphere
dates back to 1997 when the President of Georgia approved the Migration
Policy Concept of Georgia, which outlined the country’s vision on immigration
processes, international protection and internal migration. While these efforts
were novel and represented a significant step forward, the document lacked
an implementation mechanism.

In October 2010, the government created the State Commission on Migration
Issues (SCMI) but it was not until 2012 that it approved a much more developed
migration strategy, which notably included an action plan to support it. With the
assistance of the EU Mobility Partnership!® and within the EU-funded Targeted
Initiative for Georgia (TIG) framework to “Support the reintegration of Georgian
returning migrants and the implementation of the EU-Georgia readmission
agreement”, the SCMI drafted the inaugural 2013-2015 Migration Strategy of
Georgia (SCMI, 2012). The process of developing a strategy paper in the field of
migration management was therefore largely facilitated by the co-operation
between Georgia and the EU within the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP)
as well as the Visa Liberalisation Action Plan (VLAP). One of the challenges
has therefore been to ensure that Georgian legislation, and specifically its
migration-related policies, are synchronised (“approximated”) with the relevant
EU legislation.

On the heels of the expiry of the 2013-15 migration strategy, the SCMI
incorporated the lessons learned from it into a new strategy, drafted and
approved in 2015, for 2016-20. Its vision is stated as:

“To create, by 2020, a legislative and institutional environment that:
e ensures the state’s enhanced approximation to the EU;
e facilitates peaceful cohabitation of various religious, cultural and ethnic groups;
e protects migrants’ rights and their successful integration into society;

e promotes the reintegration of returned migrants and the usage of the positive
economic and demographic aspects of migration for the development of the
country,

e and increases legal migration opportunities for the citizens of Georgia.” (SCMI,
2015b).

A major challenge and priority for Georgia, highlighted in the new strategy,
is the significant fall in Georgia’s population between the 2002 and 2014 census
years.

The current strategy includes the following eight thematic directions, each
with its own specific subgroups:

1. facilitating regular migration
2. combating illegal migration

3. developing the asylum system
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facilitating the integration of immigrants and the reintegration of returned
migrants

leveraging migration for development

improving migration management

raising public awareness of the strategy, and migration issues in general,
deepening international co-operation.

Each thematic direction has a goal and a list of objectives to reach before

the end of the strategy period, supported by analysis. Apart from general
initiatives that aim to improve all dimensions of migration, such as better
policy co-ordination, data collection and analysis and deeper international
co-operation, several of the eight thematic directions are explicitly linked to
emigration, remittances, return migration and links with the diaspora. For
instance, the first thematic direction discusses steps to improve the registration
of emigrants and promote the internationalisation of the education sector,
providing more opportunities for educational exchanges and meaning Georgian
credentials are more likely to be accepted by employers abroad. Another
thematic direction discusses facilitating the reintegration of return migrants.

Some of the directions remain vague on these issues. For instance, there is

a specific direction on leveraging migration for development, which mentions
migration’s potential for development, the development of circular migration
and the investment potential of emigrants and the diaspora, but it only seldom
specifically mentions the use of remittances.

In order for migration to be effectively integrated into a country’s national

development strategy, the migration strategy must take into account the
country’s other objectives and ongoing initiatives. To what extent does Georgia’s
migration strategy achieve this? First, it highlights the importance of integrating
the links between migration and labour market and education policies, such as
vocational training and higher education planning. Second, it contains a section
on the strategies with which it complies. These are:

1.

The State Strategy for the Formation of the Labour Market in Georgia
(2015-2018)

The State Border Management Strategy of Georgia (2014-2018)

The National Strategy for the Protection of Human Rights in Georgia
(2014-2020)

The Communication and Information Strategy for the European Integration
(2014-2017)

The Socio-economic Development Strategy of Georgia — Georgia 2020
(2014-2020)

The Association Agenda between the European Union and Georgia (2014-2016)
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7. The Vocational Education and Training Development Strategy of Georgia
(2013-2020)

8. The Policy Planning System Reform Strategy (2015-2017)
9. The Diaspora Relationship Strategy of Georgia (2015 draft).

The list is long and covers much of the development sphere in the country.
However, two of the strategies listed (numbers 2 and 9) are migration-oriented
and should naturally be integrated into the migration strategy anyway, while
several important sectors are seemingly left out, including agriculture, finance,
investment and trade. Beyond the migration strategy however, it is often the case
that the sectoral strategies do not take into account the migration dimension.

Government policies targeting migration are new and concentrate
on the diaspora

Policies related to emigration, diaspora engagement and return migration in
Georgia are relatively new. The government only began establishing relationships
with the diaspora and promoting their activities about a decade ago. Specifically,
it established the Office of the State Minister for Diaspora Issues in 2008 and
with it the Parliamentary Committee on Relations with Compatriots Residing
Abroad. In 2010, the committee was renamed the Committee for Diaspora and
Caucasus Issues.

In November 2011, the Georgian Parliament adopted a legislative framework
for relations with the diaspora in the form of the Law on Compatriots Residing
Abroad and Diaspora Organizations, which came into effect on 1 March 2012.
The law defines a compatriot residing abroad as a citizen of Georgia who
resides in another country for an extended period or a citizen of another
state who is of Georgian descent and/or whose native language belongs to the
Georgian-Caucasian language group. For the purpose of this law, Georgian descent
means a person whose ancestors belonged to any ethnic group living within
the territory of Georgia and recognises Georgia as his/her country of origin. The
status of compatriot residing abroad offers several advantages. Those who have
this status can enter Georgia without a visa and may stay for up to 30 days.
They also have the right to state-funded secondary and higher education and
are eligible to represent Georgia in international sporting competitions.

In 2013, the Office of the State Minister developed a State Strategy for Diaspora
Issues, aiming to define government policy on diaspora issues and promote the
management of migration processes in relation to the diaspora. As of January 2017,
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs took over responsibility for the strategy.

What is the institutional framework governing migration?

Georgia’s approach to migration management and its national migration
strategy are products of its legislative framework on migration. This section
describes this framework and how coherence across laws and ministerial
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objectives is handled. It is worth mentioning that many of the recent changes
in legislation described below were undertaken in the context of Georgia’s advanced
integration process with the EU, VLAP and the process of approximation of
national legislation to European Standards.

Institutionally, several ministries deal with matters related to emigration,
most notably the Ministry of Justice; the Ministry of Foreign Affairs; and the
Ministry of Labour, Health and Social Affairs. The Ministry of Justice is charged
with issuing travel documents and determining the status of stateless persons.
The Ministry of Foreign Affairs, through its diplomatic missions and consular
offices abroad, ensures the protection of the rights and legal interests of Georgian
citizens. It also negotiates visa and other migration-related agreements with
other countries. The Ministry of Labour, Health and Social Affairs monitors the
employment and paid word of emigrants abroad who emigrated via specific
programmes, ensuring they are adequately protected and their interests are
served, particularly by their employers.

In addition to these three ministries, which are concerned with the process
of emigration and the protection of emigrants working and living abroad, the
Office of the State Minister for Diaspora Issues is charged with strengthening
ties with Georgians living abroad, mobilising their economic and social potential
for the development of the country, and preserving their national identify.

Four laws govern the process of emigration and rights of emigrants.
The Law on the Procedure for the Citizens of Georgia to Leave and Enter
Georgia was passed in 1993 sets the role of the state to review and decide upon
the emigration of its citizens is outdated and impractical from a legal point of
view. Its revision is on the government’s agenda. The Organic Law of Georgia on
Citizenship of Georgia, passed in 2005, provides protection of rights of citizens
of Georgia abroad in accordance with international law and legislation of
Georgia. The Law on Compatriots Residing Abroad and Diaspora Organisations
was passed in 2011. It defines the legal status of diaspora organisations and
compatriots living abroad.!! More recently, the government passed the Law of
Georgia on Labour Migration, which deals with regulation of Georgian workers
abroad.

The reintegration of return migrants has taken a central place in migration
policy in recent years. The TIG, a project under the Mobility Partnership
Agreement signed between Georgia and the European Union in November 2009,
has helped facilitate the return process. This programme trains local authorities
to deal with return migrants, aids return migrants through Mobility Centres
and carries out information campaigns. The Mobility Centres, of which there
are four in Georgia,'2 have been particularly useful, as they provide a number
of essential services to return migrants - transport, accommodation, vocational
training and business plan development (SCMI, 2015a) — although they have had
limited success in generating larger scale return (Chelidze, 2013).
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Immigration matters are also dealt with by a number of ministries.
The Ministry of Justice is responsible for issuing residence permits, granting
citizenship to aliens and co-ordinating anti-trafficking policy. The Ministry of
Internal Affairs is responsible for carrying out border controls, and combating
illegal migration and human trafficking. The Ministry of Labour, Health and Social
Affairs is responsible for matters related to labour migration. The legislation on
immigration has been overhauled in recent years. The previously mentioned
Organic Law on the Citizenship of Georgia, establishing the procedures for
acquiring citizenship, and the Law on the Legal Status of Aliens and Stateless
Persons, establishing visa and residence permit types, were both passed in
2014. In 2015, the Law on Labour Migration, establishing a mechanism for
regulating labour migration flows, was passed. With migration flows becoming
increasingly complex, Georgia began institutionalising cross-ministerial
migration management in 2010, with the creation of the SCMI. The SCMI, which
is chaired by the Ministry of Justice, consists of 13 state agencies13 that discuss
and decide on issues related to migration management. It acts as a consultative
body for the government. Notably, a number of international organisationsl#
and local non-governmental organisation (NGOs),!> dealing with migration, are
also part of the Commission and hold consultative status.

As the main body collecting information on migration and co-ordinating
the country’s migration policy, the SCMI's tasks are primarily to ensure policy
coherence. This includes monitoring overlaps between migration-related
activities of various institutions, and ensuring resources are being used
efficiently. Seven thematic working groups within the SCMI work on specific
issues including migration and development and the reintegration of return
migrants, statelessness and analytical systems.

The Secretariat of the SCMI provides analytical and administrative support
and is hosted by the Public Service Development Agency of the Ministry of
Justice of Georgia. The Secretariat prepares research briefings on migration in
the country, drafts the Migration Strategy of Georgia and facilitates activities
envisioned by the strategy, such as monitoring the implementation of its
action plan and updating the SCMI about progress. It also organises biannual
co-ordination meetings on migration management issues. Projects by different
organisations are presented at these meetings, and participants are given the
opportunity to discuss their work. This provides a valuable resource open to
both policy makers and the academic community.

Conclusions

Georgia has a novel proactive stance on migration management, which
stands out as good practice. The SCMI is a unique forum through which the
government can co-ordinate the often complicated interactions between
government bodies and cross-cutting issues related to migration.
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However, Georgia still lags behind on several development indicators and
more can be done to ensure migration plays a positive role in the country’s
development, including gathering better data and more research.

Systematic studies to understand thoroughly the relationship between
migration and public policies have been scarce. This report hopes to fill part
of that research gap by providing evidence of the inter-relationships between
migration, sectoral policies and development, so that migration can be better
integrated into mainstream policies.

Notes

1. The Rose Revolution refers to peaceful protests in Georgia occurring in November
2003 and leading to a change of power in the country. It generally marks the end of
the Soviet era of leadership in the country.

2. Thisisbecause some international organisations define migration according to one’s
country of birth.

3. For emigrants who had been gone for under 12 months at the time of the census,
this definition was modified to include those “who planned to stay abroad for more
than 12 months”. The census also likely underestimates emigration since it was
asking households about former members so cases where the entire household had
emigrated would not be counted.

4. Amongst this group, 79 583 individuals were born in Georgia.

5. Netmigration is calculated using net entries versus exits and dividing the difference
by the estimated total population in Georgia on July 1st of a specific year, and then
multiplying this number by 1 000.

6. The National Bank of Georgia reports lower levels of remittances than the World
Bank, reflecting a smaller share of remittances in GDP. For example, the National Bank
of Georgia reported remittance inflows equal to USD 1.4 billion in 2014 (NBG, n.d.),
compared to the World Bank’s figure of USD 2 billion (World Bank, 2017), meaning a
share of remittances to GDP of 8.7% vs. 12%. In 2015, the National Bank of Georgia
reported a remittance inflow of USD 1.1 billion (NBG, n.d.), while the World Bank’s
figure was USD 1.5 billion (World Bank, 2017), and a share of 7.7%, rather than 10.4%.
The differences can be explained by definitions and data sources. The National Bank of
Georgia obtains remittance data directly from the figures reported by the commercial
banks and other financial institutions engaged in money transfer operations, whereas
the World Bank estimates are based on the International Monetary Fund’s balance of
payments data, reported by the countries.

7.  Prices are from the second semester of each respective year.

8. Itshould be pointed out that most of these studies are not surveys of emigrants, but
rather of members of their families left behind. Data collected therefore provides
second-hand information. At the same time, the studies used different methodologies,
and had different major goals and research questions, making it difficult to directly
compare findings.

9. A condition for membership of the European Union is that the candidate countries
align their national legal systems with existing EU legislation in all areas, a process
called approximation.
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10. EU Mobility Partnerships provide a flexible and non-legally binding framework for
ensuring that the movement of people between the EU and a third country can be
managed effectively. A Mobility Partnership was signed between the EU and Georgia
in 2009.

11. Asmentioned earlier, this provides the right to enter the country without visa, stay in
the country for up to 30 days, access the edu