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Presenter
Presentation Notes
This policy note aims to explore two of the main challenges origin and destination governments face as they engage diasporas within and outside their borders—obtaining adequate funding and improving technical knowhow. Specifically, it will focus on some of the innovative ways governments have adopted to address these two sets of challenges in order to highlight “good” and promising practices as well as failures. The note will end with some caveats for policy makers, including the need to think beyond a diaspora policy.
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Institutions in charge of the diaspora portfolio in these countries have received a relatively small allocation from the national government. 

The responsibility for protecting and engaging the Philippines’ huge diaspora largely rests on three government agencies: the departments of Labor and Employment and Foreign Affairs and the Commission on Filipinos Overseas (CFO). In 2009, the three bodies spent a total of 19.7 billion pesos (US$437 million) or 1.7 percent of total government expenses in 2009. CFO, which is the key agency in-charge of engaging permanent emigrants, received the smallest allocation among the three at only 45 million pesos (US$1 million) or .004 percent of the national budget.
Mexico’s spending on its Ministry of Foreign Affairs, as a proportion of the total executive branch budget, is also quite low, at only 1 percent or 5.3 billion pesos (US$397 million) in 2009. From this amount, approximately 6 percent ( US$24 million) were spent on services to Mexicans abroad. This money funded the Institute for Mexicans Abroad (IME), the key agency driving Mexico’s diaspora agenda, consular activities and other related programs. At approximately $2.8 million, IME’s budget for 2009 is the smallest portion of Ministry of Foreign Affairs total budget for services to Mexicans abroad.

India and Mali both created separate ministries whose explicit purpose is to address the needs of diaspora populations. India’s Ministry of Overseas Indian Affairs (MOIA) received 80 crores (US$17 million) for the 2009-2010 budget or 0.02 percent of the overall central government budget (416,000 crores or US$90 billion) during the same period. The Ministry of External Affairs, which is responsible for maintaining consular presence abroad, among others, received an appropriation that is 6 times more than MOIA (579 crores or US$ 125 million) but still a very small proportion relative to other government departments. Combined, the two ministries comprised .16 percent of total central plan outlay.

In the absence of reliable data or standards, one reasonable measure of spending might be to compare the budget allocation with the percentage of a country’s population that lives abroad. With that in mind, Mexico, Philippines and Mali, which both have nearly 10 percent of their respective populations abroad, could arguably increase their budget allocation on their diaspora efforts. Another suggested yardstick pertains to remittances sent as a percentage of GDP. Using this measure, the Philippines, where remittances make up 13 percent of GDP, should be spending a significantly higher proportion of its budget than Mexico, Mali and India where remittances are around 3 percent of GDP.
However, developing countries with very limited and dwindling financial resources face real spending and allocation constraints. As the case of the Philippines shows, the Public Works and Highways and Education departments respectively claimed 11 and 5 percent of the 2009 budget. The largest budget allocation, about 252 billion pesos (US$6 billion) or 22 percent, went to paying interest on the national debt, a problem that plagues many heavily indebted countries. 
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• Adequate Funding
• Technical Know-how 
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Successful diaspora engagement requires designing smart ways of delivering services and programs to a dispersed and heterogeneous population. A good case in point is the world largest migrant welfare fund operated by a sending country government. Faced with increasing problems brought about by a  rapidly expanding temporary worker population abroad, the Philippine government established the Overseas Workers Welfare Administration (OWWA) in 1981 to protect Filipino migrant workers and provide various services, from repatriation to new-business loans.  In 2005, despite amassing huge reserves, OWWA spent only 0.03 percent of its fund balance on services, in most cases meeting only the minimum requirements mandated by law. OWWA’s limited experience in administering programs partially explains its conservative spending. For instance, it has tried to provide livelihood loans for many years but has always had poor repayment rates. Aware of its service-delivery problems, OWWA opted to safeguard its funds by placing them in development banks.
More than money, lack of technical know-how can also be the main constraint destination governments face. In the Netherlands, for example, a 2009 study of twinning projects, found that medium sized municipalities like Arnhem, Meppel or Haarlem, which host a relatively small number of migrant groups, have successfully involved migrant organizations. On the other hand, large municipalities, like Amsterdam, with its huge migrant population, For an analysis of
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1.
 

Create innovative institutions and programs 
– “foundations”
– welfare funds
– Diaspora council
– “tres-por-uno”
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1.
 

Create innovative institutions and programs 
2.

 
Capitalize on existing government 
structures and accumulated knowledge 

– Consular networks
– Inter-governmental committees 
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Consular networks
Consulates remain the most important interlocutors for diaspora populations. A 2004 survey of International Organization for Migration (IOM) member governments revealed that 76 percent had consular services interacting with citizens abroad. Consulates are in a unique position to gauge diaspora needs and partner with other actors in the private and public realm. They can play a key role both for countries with well-established diaspora policies, where consulates are given special recognition and resources, as well as those with frail policies, where consulates seem the sole link to diaspora populations. 
International Organization for Migration, Results of the Survey “Engaging Diasporas as Agents of Development” (Geneva: IOM, nd), http://www.iom.int/jahia/webdav/site/myjahiasite/shared/shared/mainsite/policy_and_research/research/Diaspora%20questionnaire%20analysis.pdf.
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Create innovative institutions and programs 
2.

 
Capitalize on existing government structures 
and accumulated knowledge

3.
 

Create Meaningful Partnerships 
– Public-private initiatives 
– Between governments
– With international organizations 
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Problems with funding and technical know-how also highlight why governments need meaningful partnerships with external actors. They have to aggressively tap into the available pool of financial and technical resources from the private sector, other governments and international organizations. 
Private-public initiatives could augment tight government budgets by leveraging community contacts and resources. For example, Mexico has aggressively pursued partnerships with various organizations in the United States to meet its goals on diaspora engagement. One project maintains on-site education centers which teach English to adult English language learners. These centers are hosted by sponsoring organizations that provide the classroom  and teachers. The National Institute for Adult Education (Instituto Nacional Para la Educación de los Adultos, INEA) and the National Council for Workforce Education (Consejo Nacional de Educación para la Vida y el Trabajo, CONEVyT) provide the core curriculum while the Mexican government acts in a coordinating role. Success of other Mexico’s programs on areas including health promotion, financial education, and remittances, depends largely on their partner organization’s resources and technical ability. 
Other governments can also make a difference by sharing the financial costs of engagement. Although many destination countries support their own diasporas abroad, such as Australia’s fellowship initiatives for its expatriates funded by the National Health and Medical Research Council, some have initiated programs supporting diaspora communities within its borders. For example, UK’s development agency, the Department for International Development, initiated in March 2008 a £3 million (US$ 4.7 million) program with Voluntary Service Overseas, a UK-based international development charity, to support and help people from diaspora communities to work as volunteers in their countries of origin. 
Indeed, the “co-development” policy that France introduced in the early 1990s is now back in vogue. The concept made its debut as a theoretical justification for leveraging the resources of African migrant organizations in France to promote development in Africa. The approach emphasizes developing local economies and promoting partnerships between enterprises, local authorities, training institutions, and associations. Countries like Italy, Spain, and France have seen an increase in public policy plans and funding schemes to support co-development projects. Some developing countries have explored this shared interest with destination governments and identified projects of mutual interest. 
For instance, in December 2000, Mali and France signed a co-development agreement. From 2003 to 2005, 250 return and reintegration programs, 22 local development projects, and ten projects for youth of immigrant ancestry (in France) were completed. Of the 3.5 million euros (US$4.8 million) raised to finance the projects, around 70 percent (2.5 million euros or US$3.4 million) came from the French government. 
 
Likewise, recent years have seen a number of Dutch municipalities establishing relations with local governments in countries of migration to the Netherlands such as Turkey, Suriname and Morocco.  Twinning with these so-called “diaspora countries” is relatively new with most ties established only after 1999. At present, there are some 39 diaspora-focused municipal twinning initiatives from the Netherlands and their number is increasing.
Governments have also partnered with international organizations such as the International Organization for Migration (IOM) and the United Nations (UN) to initiate permanent return of the highly-skilled and well-financed members of the diaspora. IOM, for example, has been implementing return of talent programs in Africa, Latin America and more recently, in Afghanistan. Between 1983 and 1999, it reportedly succeeded in relocating about two thousand expatriates to eleven African countries. 
Recent years, however, international organizations have focused less on the return and resettlement of migrants back in their countries of origin but on the transfer of skills and financial resources, regardless of return.  Foremost example of such a project is IOM’s Migration for Development in Africa (MIDA). MIDA aims to mobilize the skills and financial resources of African Diasporas to support development projects at home.  Described as a capacity-building program, the project focused on facilitating temporary movement and does not entail the systematic return of migrants.
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• Partnerships among equals
• Monitoring, evaluation and frequent adjustments
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Governments alone cannot drive diaspora engagement, which is, by definition, a partnership between the diaspora and some actor in the country of origin or destination. In weighing their options in building capacity,  governments at origin and destination should ensure that efforts are based on complementarity of skills, capacities and intentions, a solid understanding of respective responsibilities, agreed indicators of success, and complete transparency. Beyond that, a strong emphasis on monitoring, evaluation and frequent adjustments is also important.

Building capacity, through creating innovative institutions and programs, capitalizing on existing structures or partnerships with various actors, comes with risks, such as poor coordination on resource issues and misunderstandings about expectations.  It is important to ensure that capacity-building efforts benefit from solid commitment of all actors.
For instance, the Tres por Uno program in Zacatecas, Mexico is a product of active involvement by many actors, especially the state and hometown associations (HTAs) abroad. During the program’s early phase in the 1980s, the Department of Planning’s program director went on numerous trips to the United States to contact individual migrants from the same town or village who had settled in a given city. The local official organized migrants into HTAs and support their efforts to raise money for projects whose proposals and budgets are prepared by the state beforehand. The state also organized and funded at least seventeen visits for municipal presidents to campaign in American cities where their emigrants worked and lived. The Zacatecan governor certified and met with new federations of Zacatecan hometown associations and maintained strong channels of communications with those that were already well established.
These proactive gestures are complemented by HTAs abroad. Apart from donating money, Zacatecan HTAs in the United States are involved in the identification, implementation and monitoring of projects. Especially during the project implementation phase, the Federacion de Clubes Zacatecanos del Sur de California, the largest and oldest federation of Zacatecan hometown associations, works very closely with organizations based in their community of origin. The Federacion also helps in integrating new clubs into the federation by providing young organizations with the institutional support they needed to become more solid and lasting than many of the temporary “fly-by-night” clubs. 
Contrast that with the experience of MIDA Italy, a pilot project supported by the Italian Ministry of Foreign Affairs and implemented between 2003 and 2004, to engage Ethiopian and Ghanaian migrants in socio-economic development at origin.  An evaluation from IOM’s Office of Inspector General reveals uneven participation among partners. Despite its success of meeting many of its goals, it was clear that most of the work was done by the IOM and the Italian government. Despite the strong interest shown by both countries during preliminary discussions, there was no formal institutional agreement in the case of Ethiopia while an inadequate agreement was signed in Ghana. 
As the IOM’s Office of Inspector General noted in the 2005 evaluation of the program:
…there was no concrete commitment from the Governments or private sectors of the countries of origin to support pilot project implementation and play a pivotal role in integrating MIDA Italy into national policies for using the diasporas’ skills and resources. Ownership of MIDA Italy did not rest with the African countries, as also recommended, but with the Italian Government.
 
Ownership is critical because without it, the sustainability of the program is threatened. For instance, the web site created to raise the interest among Ethiopian diaspora to invest in its country of origin was not made in cooperation with the Ethiopian Government. The website’s sustainability, therefore, is not guaranteed. 
This lack of interest at the origin side suggests that programs’ priorities are not arrived at cooperatively. For instance, IOM Rome initially thought that MIDA could generate interest and support from the Ghanaian Investment Promotion Centre. However, the centre’s main objective is not to assist small-scale investments but rather focuses on medium to large-scale investments. The Ministry of Agriculture did not participate either, even if it could have contributed technical assistance.
The experience of MIDA Italy and the Zacatecan Tres por Uno program strongly points to the importance of ensuring that meeting goals is not a complete or reliable indicator of success. The more important question, particularly on diaspora engagement initiatives, is whose goals are they in the first place. 
Iskander, "Social Learning as a Productive Project."
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Diaspora engagement also requires an adequate investment in resources, financial and otherwise. For some governments, the interest in diaspora engagement stems from the perception that diasporas are a low-cost alternative compared, for instance, to a foreign professional or a foreign direct investor. Many studies, indeed, have shown that diasporas are willing to contribute their skills and share their wealth at a discount, and even for free. This is especially true when diasporas respond to national catastrophes at the origin, such as when a devastating earthquake hit Haiti in early 2010.   
Experiences of programs highlighted in this chapter strongly suggest, however, that origin governments still need to invest in adequate resources, both financial and otherwise, in order to successfully initiate and maintain diaspora programs.
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