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The paper surveys historical evidence on linkagesvéen children’s migration and societal
development in earlier periods of modernisatiord @lentifies parallels to contemporary developing
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scale; (2) individual and family characteristics tbe children involved; (3) decision-makers and
decision-making processes in children’s moveme@swhy it happens, including from children’s

viewpoints; (5) modes of movements; and (6) sitretiof children at destinations.

The paper considers the extent to which childreg deamand migration opportunities, and how this
demand may be met partly with forms of movementigigeto children. Research strategies are
discussed to provide a bridge to development issinetuding conceptualization of children’s

independent movements, children’s labour migrationgration statistics and selection of who
migrates. A final section draws on the review tilex# on global debates in child development and
societal development
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INTRODUCTION

This paper reviews literature on independent chiligration in developing countries. It

defines independent child migrants as below 18syeklt, who ‘choose’ (to a greater to lesser
extent) to move from home, and live at destinatiasithout a parent or adult guardian. It
covers internal migration, and international migmatfrom other developing countries.

Around 40 studies with field evidence are reviewed.

The paper presents quantitative and qualitativdesge to describe the phenomenon in terms
of: (1) its scale; (2) individual and family charagstics of the children involved; (3)
decision-makers and decision-making processes|d¢aat to children moving; (4) why it
happens, including from children’s viewpoints; (Bbdes of movements; and (6) situations
of children at places of destinations. This showa movements by children to live without
parents or adult guardians is a major issue in Idpireg countries, involving poor, rural
children, in some cases as young as 7-10 yearsen@fis motivated partly by the children
themselves, with their own reasons, resources auhamisms, inter-linked to family ones, to
such an extent that many children’s independentem@ants would be difficult to consider
adequately with a trafficking/ criminal lens, rathtean a broader migration/ development
lens.

Thus, the paper discusses development linkagesndépendent child migration in terms of:
(1) linkages between child migration and stagessofietal development in terms of
macroeconomics, demographics and sociology of lebdd (necessarily drawing on
historical research, with inferences to contempodaveloping countries); (2) research gaps
that prevent greater inclusion of this group of raigs in global debates on migration and
development, and (3) themes from development Suahe rights-based migration to explore
implications for the migrant children themselvd® people they leave behind and societies
at destination.

Increasing research, debate and international atativ has focused on linking migration and
development. Whilst this has recognized to somee#geghildren with migrant parents or left
behind by them, it has not included children whaynaiie independently. Until recently

trafficking or asylum-seeking, rather than migratiovere thought to account for most
children’s independent movements. This automagiagiBqualifies from global debates any
development issues independent child migrants naaser(whether from migration to

development, or development to migration). Thedgalal, social and legal distinctiveness
of children and childhood suggest possible childesfic experiences as migrants, and
responses to migration policies and processescamdbines with gender analysis in calling
for greater differentiation across individuals imderstanding migration-development
linkages.

Stages of societal development (section 2)

* A review of historical evidence on linkages betwedildren’s migration and societal
development in earlier periods of modernisationgntifies several parallels to
contemporary developing countries. Historical rdsosshow independent child migration



internally, internationally and inter-continentalisom impoverished parts of Europe to
the Americas and other expanding colonies.

* Children’s migration was linked to stages of saieevelopment, structures of economic
growth and population dynamics, and many similarcima@isms and factors remain
relevant for contemporary developing countries.

» Prevailing notions of childhood gave rise to chsfakcific migration experiences, such as
in financing migration, sector/ geographical disitions of migrant children’s
employment, and the role of children’s migratioriiecycle smoothing.

» Every society has a notion of what childhood medinss not only distinguishes children
from adults, but shapes what children do and whiet are supposed to do. Constructions
of childhood vary not only across societies at egitime, but at different stages of
development. This is manifest in the child quangtiality trade-off that drives fertility
transitions and affects aggregate migration dynamic

Quantitative evidence (section 3)

A review of survey-based evidence indicates theniiggnce of independent child
migration in its quantitative scale, migrant cha&eastics, and migration patterns.
Surveys from Nepal, India, Burkina Faso, Benin, eCdtlvoire, Tanzania, Ethiopia,
Uganda, Mali, Ghana, Rwanda, Zambia, South Afrlcags, Cambodia, Thailand, El
Salvador and Mexico — plus one cross-national stildy included, amongst others,
Argentina, Costa Rica and Kenya — offer evidenomfvaried sources, including: border-
points, places of origins, rural and urban placésemployment, informal sector,
longitudinal tracking, and censuses.

* Mainstream data shaping migration-development d@sbédil to identify independent
child migrants. There appears to be no officialadedllection effort on this group of
migrants. Data exists on ‘youth migration’ but thukirs the lifestage issues between
children and adults, and fails to reflect age-dpeégal and social distinctions inherent
in migration (such as age of employment, passpasl, visas; duties under the UN
Convention on the Rights of the Child, etc.).

» Estimates from academic and other research, inc30d@00 independent child migrants
from 22 Laotian villages; 100,000 in Benin; 121,00Nepal; 333,000 in Burkina Faso;
and one million from two Indian states. Large pmbijpos of street children, informal
sector workers and fostered children are indeperateld migrants.

» Patterns of ‘who’ migrates are important for untmging vulnerabilities and resiliencies
within migrant populations, and their developmenteptials. Girls, boys and young
children are independent migrants. Several of theias report substantial shares of 5-11
year olds. Most come from poor rural backgroundsl, family poverty is a major driver.
Where children migrate to and what they do at datitins, are influenced by age and
sex.

» The organisation of movement sometimes involvesasoetworks, but not always. In
many cases children recruit themselves into mignatMany keep contact with their
families, and return home for visits. Several sysvdound children in hardship at
destination who nonetheless did not want to rehame, but valued independence and
the possibility of a better life.



Qualitative evidence (section 4)

Qualitative evidence is presented to assess wheftigdren demand migration opportunities,
and the partly child-specific ways the demand ig. iredepth, multiple sourced (children
and adults), and highly contextual qualitative agsk has uncovered some of the decisions
involved in children’s independent migration. Theappr focuses on decision-makers,
financing of travel, arrangements for shelter astidation and planned activities at
destination, as elements distinguishing migration.

Some children have independently decided to migratehave played a key role in the
decision. Sometimes migration is entirely initiatadd executed by children. There are
substantial numbers of testimonies and case stuffiesh various contexts, that reveal
children’s participation in the process. Their ors of migration may be far different from
reality, as is the case with many adult migrants.

Motives include: (1) consumption, family roles anttahousehold positioning (within family
livelihoods strategies); (2) accumulation of assatsl human capital to pursue lifecycle
transitions (as part of ‘future seeking’); and &ponding to economic and health shocks and
intra-family conflict (as part of self-protectionlndependent migration can be valued for
gaining independencatself, without abandoning family ties, since megem not to be
runaways; and important in this seems to be econandependence and its effects of
strengthening intrahousehold positions.

Many migrant children are not seen as migrants,iastéad non-migrant labels are used (e.g.
fostered, street children, runaways, and early-erchildren), and this may partly explain
their lack of recognition. Contrary to widespreastqeption children under 15 years can be
motivators of their independent migration.

* Movement seems to occur mainly in two modes: (Ggubh the kinship network or other
social mechanisms; (2) closely tied to labour-meskiollowing adult migrant flows and
routes. Some cross over fences or rivers markingldss, some cross unchecked at
official border points, and others over-stay daysgs.

» At destinations, most work in some form or otheranyl migrated for schooling, but
generally it seems most are not in school, alth@aayhe may be in some form of training.
Many live with relatives or employers, but many dot receive the protection and
support they are entitled to.

» Shelter, access to work, physical security andrégaof savings are important concerns.
Children may be less able to change jobs than ssdulhy be less able to get documents
even when eligible; may be more fearful of empleyietence or police involvement; and
more easily cheated or robbed by employers andthe

* Independence may mean that development programaredbe& problematic for some
children or viewed suspiciously; and repatriatidnchildren may be unsuccessful for
some.



Research gaps (section 5)

Six research lines are suggested to strengtherratadding of links between migration and

development:

1. stronger conceptualisation of children’s independ®aovementdo clarify, for example,
when it is migration and when it is child traffickj or other forms of independent
movement

2. more rounded and generalised evidenéar example by developing larger-scale field-
research, and collecting evidence on the positigasell as negatives of child migration;

3. more inclusive statistics and methodolpdy learning from latest methodological
experiences, because currently mainstream methoelsurmsuited to detecting child
migrants;

4. labour-market and economic analyses of children’gration for work by more
explicitly including migration in research and dedsaon child labour;

5. recognition of seasonality and temporal effects

6. attention to endogeneity in independent child ntigra— endogenous selection of
individuals into migration can affect assessmefth® impact of migration on children,
and on poverty and inequality.

Conclusion (section 6)

By giving voice to children and their families, easch reviewed in the paper reveals the
agency of some children in their independent moves@nd independent living. Being

victims of crime and persecution explain many aleiids independent movements, but for
many others they are not relevant and migratiomdse relevant. A conclusion from the

review is the lack of attention in mainstream miigna research to this group of migrants.

Quantitative evidence supports this view, showimgf it is not a few families or particular
cultures, nor restricted to boys or near-adultdrbih, nor purely about subsistence activities.
Many are seeking independence to enhance the@-fiatnily positions and futures by being
active family members (sometimes even when intnaifa conflict had contributed to
migration), and this differentiates some of themnfr‘runaways’. Even as children, most
have to be, or seek to be, economic migrants toesertent; highlight their economic
motives when asked; and appear to respond to edoriaators.

Adult in purpose in many respects, including wittmilies left behind, independent child

migrants differ in their psychological attributésiowledge, physical abilities, social status,
and legal rights. Clearly this varies by childreages, gender, backgrounds and individual
differences. Independent migrant children may lgmiScantly affected by the absence of

protection and support from their families, andtlg challenges of their new situations after
migration.

Age, sex, lifestage and gender are key influengesn@ration-development linkages, by
affecting who migrates, why, how and to where. €Tbemposition of the migrant population
shapes its current human capital and its potefutiate human capital; its vulnerabilities and
resiliencies to the challenges of migration; arsdniéeds and responses to those needs. The
literature reviewed provides strong evidence foekg®y differentiated understandings of
links between migration and development.



Children of given ages and sex tend to do certgies of work, and these are located in
certain places; children’s migration responds paulthis structure, and the structure itself
depends on societal development (rural/urban inggudabour/knowledge intensive
production, poverty and livelihoods, human capisa&e of informal sector, etc.). The effects
are likely to be highly differentiated within childod itself, between very young (e.g. to 11
years), young (12 to 14 years) and adolescentrelil(L5 to 17). These are likely to interact
with gender in different ways at different agesghnt children’s work may be a key part of
labour market transitions, argued in traditionagration-development theory.

Children’s independent migration, located largelynformal sectors and irregular migration,

may be a component of ‘hidden’ dimensions of urpawerty, and connect to development
agendas on ‘unregulated’ urbanisation. Childrenigration affects development agendas in
poverty, child labour, street children and educafar all. Poor and middle-income countries
are destinations (more than OECD countries), aedetimay be issues to consider in their
resources and capacities towards independent niigtaliuren. The evident agency and

desire of some children to use migration for ttdgrelopment purposes should be further
explored in migration policies and child protectisameworks, recognising that as yet the
kinds of required protection and support are nbly funderstood. It is suggested that part of
the answer will be to seek a combination of infatiorg law enforcement and social-

economic investments in children.

There is a genuinely difficult nexus in identifyitigafficked children and migrant children.

Whilst the nexus is emphasised for children withpatents, in reality an equally complex
nexus exists for children moving with their famdlimto exploitative situations at destinations
(sometimes identical ones). In the family contexinigration/ development lens is mainly
applied, but for independent children the main oese has been to apply a trafficking/ anti-
crime lens. An indispensable part of making headaayhe nexus between trafficking and
migration requires better understanding of child&¥emdependent movements with a
development lens. This means understanding itslolevent causes, and its development
consequences, for the children involved, theirgdaaf origins and their places of destination.

The paper reviews evidence on children’s independegration, to describe it globally and
differentiate it as migration; makes a first asse=m# of its development linkages at multiple
levels of macro-structures, micro-processes anityalebates; and suggests research that
would help clarify those linkages further.



1. MIGRATION, DEVELOPMENT AND CHILDREN

11 Introduction: global debate on migration

In recent years, there has been greater intermdtitotus on linking migration and
development. It was the topic of inter-governmedialogue at the UN General Assembly in
2003 and 2006, in Belgium in 2007, and in the Phities in 2008.The Global Migration
Group coordinates UN regional commissions and 13 ddincies on the topfcRegional
discussions have paralleled global discussfons.

The purpose is to maximise the benefits of migratend minimise its drawbacks. Current
debate is largely in the realms of broad links leetwmigration and development, prioritising
agendas and pursuing research topics, rather geifis policy instruments or government
commitments. The focus so far has been on remésrtuman capital effects and ‘brain
drain’; and labour market regulation (UN 2008).

Involving high-level representation from both deation and origin countries, these
processes are mapping issues for government engagiehot only assessment of what is
known, but also assessment of whaedsto be known, is part of this process. As in thstpa
in other aspects of managing globalisation, suclrade, this may influence what will be
accepted as legitimate and illegitimate under cédis stronger systems of ‘managed
migration’* Within this are migrants’ human rights and theitEments different societies

are willing to guarantee outsiders.

These debates have included children mainly in deomchildren’s needs as dependents,
when they are left behind by migrants or when igramt families But the fact that many
children are migrants who are substantially seffeselent, living without parents and adult
guardians, is yet to gain attention. Instead, meimidren are depended upon by siblings,
parents and grandparents whom they have left belMiachy have actively participated in
their movements in ways that differentiate themmfrivafficked children. The development

! Global Forum on Migration and Developmedtly 2007 (Brussels) and October 2008 (Manila).

2 Notably UNICEF joined in November 2007, four yeafter the group’s creation, a reflection of theela
positioning of children’s issues in migration dedzat

® For example, 2008 saw the™annualRegional Conference on Migratidnvolving vice-ministers from 16
countries in the Americas.

“ “In the social production of their existence, nirevitably enter into definite relations... Theality of these
relations of production constitutes the economiacttire of society, the real foundation, on whicises a legal
and political superstructure... At a certain stafjdevelopment, the material productive forcesamfisty come
into conflict with the existing relations of prodign... [and] lead sooner or later to the transfoiorabf the
whole immense superstructure” (Marx 1977).

® The UN Convention on the Protection of the Rights of Aigtdnt Workers and Members of their Families
offers some consensus on this, but with just 3fications and accessions after 18 years (wwwigeatn.org,
accessed 22 Sep 2008), nearly all by net-origimeis, it can be said that a broadly accepted ativen
framework on migrants’ rights is yet to be securgldreover it is unclear how far the convention ddess
children outside of families, the topic of this pap

® Whilst this captures key issues, like effects bitdeen of remittances, changed childcare and bsesicices, it
omits how children may affect the destinations d@iniing of adult migration (even if they do not mage
themselves), and how children’s paid and unpaidkveord their care-giving to family members, ofteripke
make adult migration viable.



implications — for themselves and their communitiesf this group of migrants have not
been factored into global migration-development adef. There is little literature on

independent child migration that directly engagathwinks to development; and little

mainstream migration-development literature thatenevacknowledges the existence of
independent child migration.

1.2 Children as migrants

The idea of unexplored links via children betweeigration and development stems from
certain distinctions that may arise when childreigrate. Independent child migrants are
different from adult migrants. There are three mSak reasons for this: children are
biologically different in their physiology and pdwogy; children have accumulated fewer
life experiences and knowledge; and childhood addlthood are socially constructed
differently.

Several potential implications can be outlinedhi@ tontext of migration.

1. Children have special vulnerabilities and resilieacand so may be affected differently
by migration’ Children have also age-specific responses to tiveanand risks, and so
may respond differently to a given migration poliay other influences on migratién.
Children’s capacity to claim their legal rights mayso differ due to knowledge,
experience and social position. Children’s différ@hysical, emotional and lifecycle
needs may affect their ‘reservation wages’ (as ighpa subsistence workers) and their
choices of activities and motives as migrants¢mmts of balancing their lower immediate
consumption needs, with care and family needsréuseeking and self-protectioh).

2. Children are subject to particular legal and soo@ims, restrictions and expectations.
The social construction of childhood parallels sloeial construction of gender (although
obviously the content is different). It raises daniquestions about differentiated effects
of migration and migration policies, across persamd societies.

* Whether children are expected to work and at wigat anay affect their entry and
terms of entry into work migration. Children’s wonkay be related to perceptions of
its age-appropriateness and lifecycle preparatsnwell as poverty and poverty-
shocks.

e As minors, children have limited opportunities flmcumented migration. Yet they
may have child-specific and society-variant meahsnovement (such as earning
their livelihoods under arrangements of socialdasaty, informal apprenticeship or
early marriage, which can have causes similar tdt é&&bour migration).

* At destination, legal minors who migrate may hairaited independentaccess,
without adult-involvement, to shelter (causing stréving for some), livelihoods,
healthcare and schooling.

" For concepts of children’s vulnerability and riesite, see Engle, Castle, and Menon (1996). Relean
‘independent’ children, Engle, Castle and Menonlaphese concepts to show that children’s well-gein
indicators are affected by different co-residenilesd

8 Age-specific responses to incentives and risksehlaen studied with respect to sexual health, sisch
Yoddumnern-Attig et al. (2007) on migrant youthseveral southeast Asian countries. Attitudes tk ci&n
affect migration participation also (see Jaeger.€2007).

° Children’s lower consumption needs is recognisedeconomic literature on poverty measurement, for
example in terms of adult equivalence scales iard@hing poverty lines.
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» As discussed later, notions of childhood can chamgr time and shift the child
‘guantity-quality trade-off’, and this can help ki demographic dynamics central in
migration-development theories.

Constructions of childhood may be relevant in défdgiating migration-development
linkages at four levels: between adults and childeemongst children as they grow-up;
across societies with differing notions of childdp@nd over time as a given society
changes its notion of childhood.

3. Children’s human development is unique within thiecburse. What happens in
childhood matters for adulthood, and often canmoinade up for completely in later life.
Childhood is a foundational lifestage. This recegsithe long-term role of childhood in
adult achievements incomes, family formation, healthiness, skills depeent, and
other adult indicators (see Yaqub 2002). Thesesideave been established using
longitudinal data in research on the micro-fourafeiof economic growth and economic
mobility, and link childhood development to sociedavelopment. Whilst this has been
noted in reference to children in general (e.g. 8299), it has not for migrant children in
particular. Similar longitudinal processes over lifexourse could shape long-run effects
within migrant populations, affecting their rewarfdem migration, integration at places
of destinations, and relationships and economi@tes to places of origiﬁ%.

Migration is not gender or lifestage-neutral. Tlsssummarised in Figure 1. Age, sex,
lifestage and gender can influence migration-deymalent linkages, such as determining who
migrates, why, how and to where. Female and chaldig@pation in migration; the shifting
burdens of paid and unpaid work across householthbees; and the implications of
relocated labour-market activity for reallocatingnsumption and family relationships, are
some possible implications. Understanding theséatians goes beyond simply applying
sex- and age-breakdowns to migration data, andidies! social relations underlying them.
This paper considers these issues in relationdependent child migration.

Figure 1: Children and migration-development linkages

Characteristics Migration-development linkages

Biological| Age Sex |

Migration motives: differing well-being needs anakbds
Mode of migration and choice of destination
Activities, capacities, benefits/risks and protecs at destination

\ Selection, endogeneity and participation in mignati

Social | Lifestage Gendgr

10 This paper concentrates on contemporaneous amtirshoeffects of children’s independent migratiamd
leaves longitudinal issues to a forthcoming compamiaper (a preliminary discussion is in Yaqub 3007
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1.3 Definition of independent child migrants

This review includes studies on populations whbifdb the definitions below of ‘children’,
‘migration’ and ‘independent’. The term independehild migrant was not necessarily used
by all, because relevant information exists witk@veral child research topics, as well as
migration research.

e Children are aged less than 18 years, followinguheConvention on the Rights of the
Child. Additionally 12 and 15 years are relevamtifdernational definitions on children’s
work M

» Migration is understood as a change in ‘usual srsid’ (briefly defined as place of daily
period of rest). This follows UN recommendationsmoigration statistics (UN 1978; UN
1998). International migration is a change in usaaldence from one country to another,
and internal migration is a change in usual residdrom one civil division to another.12
Similar to adult definitions, migration is understbas a chosen change in residence,
different from trafficked or refugee movements. Tadinition excludes temporary travel
for recreation, holiday, business, medical treatn@nreligious pilgrimage. The paper
includes seasonal migration. Alternative — and leygring — definitions of migration
exist based on citizenship or birthplace, althotggual residence’ is the criterion in
much of the literature under review.

* Independent children are those living without eepapr legal/customary adult guardian.

o The definition covers independence in travel andependence at destination.
Children can migrate as one or other or Bdthledia has tended to focus on dangers in
independent travel, especially when undocumentegioang* Most research concerns
independence at destination — this raises the carglex issues (although some cover
travel, as reported).

o The definition centres on relationships with coent or co-travelling adults, if any,
and these relationships can differ from childreactual care contexts (e.g. step-parents
may act as guardians but not provide care).

0 The definition includes children with and withouher relatives (apart from parents
and adult guardians), referred to, respectively, separated and unaccompanied

1 Following ILO conventions 138 and 182, childrenyEars and older can work if it is not hazardousttieir
safety, physical or mental health, or moral develept; and children 12-14 years old can performagetypes
of light work a few hours per week. All other ecamoally active children are termed as ‘child labenst.
Economic activity encompasses productive activiasept schooling and chores in the child’'s owadetold,
of at least one hour per week (whether for the etadt not, paid or unpaid, casual or regular, galeor
illegal).

12 According to UN (1978), the concept of internalgmaition has sometimes been restricted to moverhant t
involves a change of locality or a certain distarmg change of locality is not readily amenableobjective
measurement and distance is seldom recorded. Alsrnal migration statistics are tabulated for the
administrative or political units into which a cdonis divided. Hence internal migration is opevatilly
defined as a change of residence from one civikitim to another.

13 For a minority, independence in one might not yniple other. Children may be independent at detima
after travelling with families, because of parerdehth, deportation or abandonment. Some cases bieare
noted of children independent from the border omwaAlso, children may travel independently but het
independent at destination, because their travel ifamily reunification, such as when undocumentggrants
cannot return to collect their children.

4 See for example, ‘Children Highlight Migrants’ [pesation in Canary Islands Journdjox News30 May
2006; ‘Child migrants die in shipwrecRdelaide Now28 Nov 2006; ‘Mexico says growing number of chédr
found crossing border illegally3an Diego Union Tribun&4 April 2006.
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children?® The literature does not allow the two groups tadllferentiated, and besides,
children’s contexts with relatives can be highlyigd (sometimes better, and sometimes
worse than unaccompanied children).

In summary, independent child migrants are childndo have to some extent chosen to
move their usual residence across a major intennaiternational boundary (often entailing

movements from birthplace and/or country of cited@ip); and live at destination without

parents or legal/customary adult guardians, althqagsibly do so with relatives (like many

adult migrants), and also possibly have travelhetEpendently.

1.4  Structure of the paper

Section 2 reviews migration through a historicalsléo explore potential macro-linkages that
are as yet lacking in research on independent mtgchildren. It connects to societal
development, industrialisation and demographic aying, all of which are highly relevant to
current developing countries.

Section 3 presents evidence from large-sample gsiroe children’s independent migration
in some 20 developing countries. The section dsesigthe scale and types of children’s
independent migration; and assesses its pattetesmis of age-structure, sex and other child
and family characteristics. It shows children’satenural and rural-urban migration, both
within countries and internationally.

Section 4 considers how far children ‘demand’ opyaties to migrate as agents of their own
movement, and the channels through which this ddmanmmet, given children’s fewer
opportunities to migrate. This considers childreaitgins, in which both the decision to
migrate and the channel of migration are determifié@ section also reviews evidence on
children’s situations at destination.

Section 5 considers research gaps: (1) need toeptualise children’s independent

movements in ways that reflect existing evidenc2) fieed for empirical research,

particularly to round out some existing imbaland@); need to improve the statistical and
methodological bases of current debates on migratevelopment linkages; 4/ need to
understand migration and children’s work; (5) needconsider seasonality and temporal
issues; and 6/ need for more explicit account mhigtation may be a selective process, and
implications of this for independent child migrards individuals, and for poverty and

inequality in communities they leave behind.

Section 6 draws on the review to suggest some derent implications, at child and
societal levels. In mainstream migration-developnigerature, the assumption seems to be
that these are ‘children’, and the only issuesrthegration can raise is ‘vulnerability’ and
‘protection needs’. Whilst important, and indeedil&chprotection is necessary for
development and is discussed, the section alsecteflon broader issues for developing
countries experiencing sizeable independent chidptation.

15 See interagency report involving UNICEF, UNHCR dodr international NGOs (Red Cross et al. 2064y
example, a migrant child domestic worker withouparent or legal/customary adult guardian in an tadul
relative’s house is separated, but not unaccomganie
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2. CHILD MIGRATION AND STAGES OF (SOCIETAL)
DEVELOPMENT

Children have been always involved in migrationstbliical records show children migrated
internally, internationally and inter-continentalisom impoverished parts of Europe to the
Americas and other expanding colonies. As is thee daday, this was frequently within
families or involved children left behirtd.But also, children migrated independently.

The historical experience is instructive in showimgw children’s migration is linked to
stages of societal development, economic growthpepadilation dynamics, issues that have
not been well explored in current literature. Th&drical experience parallels contemporary
experience in developing countries in many wdys.

2.1 Links to macroeconomic and demographic transfanations

Grubb (2003) describes how children’s work parthahced German emigration to colonial
America in the 18 century. Children were auctioned, often into daimeservice, whilst still
at the docks. Nine to 13 year olds were the mokiatde relative to the cost of their
transport. The transatlantic passage cost betweeihalf and a whole year’'s income.

This parallels the relative costs of internatiotatumented migration for the poor in today’s
developing countrie¥ Even at that time, as it is today, children’s raigr labour was
sometimes tied to their education and training; taedextended family network helped some
children escape the auction by being fostered bly kmerican relatives.

Another issue of contemporary relevance is indaistation and its influence on children’s
migration. This changed the structure of producti@amd hence the structure (and
geographical location) of children’s employment. 18" century United States, important
growth sectors were commercial agriculture (seennsde work), and urban-based
manufacturing and domestic service (also suitatMddmales). Hammel et al. (1983) argue
that this contributed to boys migrating to rurairftier areas and girls to urban areas. They
note also that children’s migration was both indefsnt and as part of families, from abroad
and internally. This occurred to such an extent thtierences arose across the country in
boy-girl sex-ratios, as shown in census data thrabg 1800s.

The transformation of the structure of productiand the associated labour movement, is
central in classical migration-development thegrgh as the Lewis model (Lewis 1954),
the ‘take-off model'’ (Rostow 1956) and the Harrisd&ro model (Harris and Todaro 1970).
Rural-urban movement of people and capital was seetine first stage in the ‘East Asian

16 See for example, van Imhoff and Beets (2004) dlde left behind by Dutch colonial administrators

" An exception might be the state-sponsored indegmendhild migration from Britain to various ‘white’
colonies, which existed on-and-off since aroundeehrcenturies ago until the 1970s. As an Australian
parliamentary enquiry into the most recent wavengty) some children were as young as four years piday
were not orphans, and many were entered into laftao 2001).

18 For example, Mckenzie (2005) reports a recentesutiiat found in Burundi, Chad and DR Congo, a parss
alone costs more than half the average nationamie¢ unaffordable to poorer households. This wdidd
without factoring in additional documentation, visasts, transport costs, time costs, bribes (somesti
multiples of official costs), and brokers’ feesifpay households lacking education, informatiorerperience

in negotiating officialdom).
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miracle’ of newly industrialised countries (Lee 297What is very likely, though not well
recognised, is that child migrants were part of¢heeansformations.

The ‘gender literature’ on migration has highlightdvow the changing structure of
employment and growth across sectors can haveps®ifis effects. In recent debates this
has been argued to be partly responsible for ttreasing ‘feminisation of migration’ (Piper
and Yamanaka 20085. But a similar possibility is not acknowledged fohildren’s
migration, even though children’s work is often @gel-gender specific. As argued later, an
important reason for this is an artificial sepamatof research fields in ‘child labour’ and
‘child migration’ in that there is no easily idefidble body of literature on ‘child labour

migration’*°

Lifecycle dynamics is another contemporary issuth wiistorical echoes. In f9century
Netherlands and Sweden, adolescents migrated indepdy — mainly internally — as a
lifecycle step between leaving home and marriagek(K997; Dribe and Lundh 2002).
Migration was a route to the greater economic sefficiency necessary for marriage,
particularly for rural landless youth. In Utrech&tween a third and a half of 12-26 year olds
independently migrated to another province (Kok7)9%his supply of ‘young hands’ helped
peasant households, without farming machinery, cojle their lifecycle dynamics, since
families with young or no children took-in workiaglolescents from families with excess.

Child migration via the social practice of ‘inforfyafostering’ working children continues in
many developing countries (as discussed later)ndgftaphic research in contemporary
developing countries suggests similar motives ofjramt children around marriage and
status. The historical perspective suggests thigarfly how lifecycle dynamics — that of
children, their families and their communities —pimets agrarian families dependent on
manual labour for their livelihoods. Over a centago, Seebohm Rowntree’s analysis,
Poverty: A study of town lif€1901), showed how families are impoverished byratected
lifecycle dynamics. Whilst the British welfare-statddressed this some 50 years later,
unprotected lifecycle dynamics is still the nornramal parts of developing countries.

2.2 Child ‘quantity-quality tradeoff’

An over-arching insight, one that ties all the abalscussion, is how children’s migration
may be linked to notions of childhood. Adults axpected to look after themselves in ways,
and through means, that children are not, and d®n of childhood are crucial to
understanding links between children’s independaigration and societal development.
Every society has a notion of what childhood medis not only distinguishes children
from adults, but shapes what children do and wiey &are supposed to do, conditional on
sex and age. It may identify also duty bearerbgeitegally or socially, for the protection and
promotion of children’s development, and influertbe division of responsibilities for an

9 paiewonsky (2007) suggests the term feminisaiders more to changes in patterns of female migati
rather than its share of the total (which is royghke same as in 1960).

2 For example, that economic globalisation affectgration and affects child labour is shown in seper
research, but the implication that it may affeatccimigration by shifting labour demands and reveahds not
been researched.
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individual's well-being, between the state, comntesj families, and the individual
him/herself.

Of course notions of childhood are not fixed indinAs societies changed their notions of
childhood, towards study, play and not waekd provided resources, institutions and laws to
support those new notions, so it seems that childigrated less. Paping (2004) describes
this transition unfolding in the Netherlands at then of the 28 century, when children’s
migration declined partly due to rises in workirlgss real wages. Paping argues that
although this meant lower family earnings in theorsiun, children who stayed home
experienced more upward social mobility over th&time.

Economists have studied changing notions of chadhdut with different terms. One of the
most influential ideas, that strongly links to na@iion-development theories, has been that of
the ‘child quantity-quality tradeoff’ (Becker 1993)his is the transition that has occurred
with development in countries worldwide, and has tie societies with many children with
low investments per child, to fewer children witigtrer investments per child. The basis of
around 30 years of research, the idea has helpgtstand the social and economic logic of
smaller families, greater investments in childrenéalth and education, and reductions in
children’s work. This has brought focus to the emusf not only declining fertility, but also
causes of qualitative improvements in childhood.

The connections to declining fertility are impoitérecause demographics drive theories on
migration and developmefit.As summarised by de Haas (2005) migration is fhedrto
follow patterns: 1/ pre-modern societies with hfghtility and mortality are characterised by
limited circular migration; 2/ the early developmestage sees a rapid decline in mortality,
major population growth, and increased migratioralinforms (circular, rural colonization
frontiers, internal rural-urban, international);&third stage sees a major decline in fertility,
rapidly decreasing international migration, stilgtn rural-to-urban migration, and more
complex circular movements; 4/ in the advancedestagth fertility and mortality stabilized

at low levels, the rural exodus significantly dexses, and migration is mainly residential
mobility, urban-to-urban and circular, and in tiplsase countries become net destinations
rather than origins.

Important also is the qualitative upgrading of dhdod as the quantity-quality tradeoff
proceeds. This is supposed to depend on familiénghfrom short-term survival to longer-
term perspectives on childhood — precisely the kaficshift discussed by Paping in the
Netherlands (cited above). Referring to contempodaveloping countries, Kabeer (2000)
argues this shift is part of implicit intergeneoatal contracts between parents and children
over the lifecycle, and the terms of this can clearg@nd be changed — in favour of children
if the wider social and economic circumstances ragbt. In other words, such parental
responses could be seen as social and economic-foigndations for legal instruments, such
as the UN Convention on the Rights of the Childl ather modern notions of childhood.

2L The fertility transition is when societies moverfr high to low fertility. It is supposed to havecacred in
Western Europe and North America before the 20tiucg (Schultz 2001).
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2.3 Summary

This section briefly reviewed child migration dugirmndustrialisation in Europe and North
America, to understand contemporary deb&telligration was part of economic and
demographic dynamics in household survival strategand longer-term development.
Children patrticipated in this, as both cause afecefThree main conclusions for migration-
development debates/ research can be drawn bagad oaview.

1. Child-specific experiencedhe migration-development debate has not consitlsocial
constructions of childhood, in the way it has betmmo for gender. Nor has the debate
much considered children’s independent migratidre 'wo omissions are connected. In
the historical literature, notions of childhood gavise to child-specific migration
experiences, such as in financing migration, ségographical distributions of migrant
children’s employment, and the role of children’sgration in lifecycle smoothing.
Understanding how childhood is constructed woul@nseto help recognise (and
understand) child migration.

2. Conceptualising children’s independent movemeAtsotable feature of the historical
literature is that it hardly mentions child traing. It identifies children in exploitative
situations that would have been defined as tradfickunder today’s laws of child
protection, but the literature does not sectiontbi$ movement into a separate category
distinct from migration. This is a useful approacltonceptualise children’s independent
movements (whilst recognising the practical impocta of a category of children’s
movements deemed illegal). In the modern contehtdien’s independent migration is
‘analytically unexpected’. This is an outcome oéyailing notions of childhood implicit
in conceptualisations of migration, which univeisalacross highly varied economic and
social realities.

3. Dynamics in migration-development link#Another insight from the longer-run
perspective is the two-way relationship between ratign and development.
Development can affect migration, and vice versansfructions of childhood vary not
only across societies at a given time, but at dfie stages of development. Migration is
argued to be linked to fertility transitions, whidsult from changed parental valuation of
children; and this suggests that direct investmenthildren could strengthen migration-
development linkages. The importance of this paaépathway depends on the empirical
extent of endogeneity of migration (being greafemigration is selective on children
below their ‘full potential’).

Contemporary evidence on independent child mignasgresented in Sections 3 and 4. This
is used in Section 5 to revisit the above themesnadonsidering research gaps, including
conceptualisation of children’s independent moveisiémsing the contemporary evidence to
suggest analytical approaches); identificationetain types of field-research to understand
what aspects of migration are child-specific an@dtdre more generalised; and consideration
of endogeneity in children’s independent migratiand its links to poverty and inequality.

22 For perspectives on migration patterns over tee38 years and its possible effects on childremigration,
see Kwankye et al. (2007) and Young (2004).
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3. QUANTITATIVE EVIDENCE ON INDEPENDENT CHILD
MIGRATION

This section reports on the overall numbers of peseent child migrants, and their
individual and family characteristics. The sectgiarts by considering official data. These
are the main quantitative sources shaping migratemrelopment debates. For reasons
discussed, mainstream data are of limited valusdependent child migration. The section
then presents data from academic and other rese@ingse indicate the scale in certain
countries and localities, the involvement of youmgd poor children, attained schooling
levels and gender composition.

The section highlights also data on children’s atigin motives, migration planning, travel
and situations at destination. This previews qaii¢ evidence reported later on the same
themes to understand children’s agency in theirenents, and is reinforced in the paper’s
concluding section when discussing the implicatiohshildren’s movements for debates on
trafficking and migration.

3.1 Official data

Official data from governments and internationalgasrisations offer very little on

independent child migration. The data weaknessyssemic, and contributes to the low
visibility of independent child migrants, including official intergovernmental discussions
on migration, and limits possibilities for analygithe development significance of their
migration. The data weaknesses fall into four prois:

1. Basic recognition problemAge-distributions of migrant populations do nastehguish
independent and dependent children. There appealt® ho concerted recognition at
international levels, sufficient to influence oniyw efforts to improve official migration
statistics, that independent migration by children a phenomenon in need of
measurement.

2. Comparability problem Age-distributions of migrant populations existr fonany
countries, but for many this is not easily locatal definitions vary. A global picture on
the age-structure of migration is difficult to coilep The IOM’sWorld Migration Report
2005 does not, for example, report age-structure data;does the UN’s databases on
international migrant stocks or on urbanisafidEven in relatively data-rich countries,
the OECD’sProfile of Immigrant Populations in the 21st Centim 2008, tabulates the
age-distribution of immigrants aged 15 years amglomitting children 0-14 years and
making no distinction between children with andheiit parents or adult guardians.

3. Aggregation problemMany sources publish data in five-year intervatsnmon in
population studies, and often include 18 and 19 wdds in an interval starting at 15.
Perhaps worse is that often a ‘youth’ category egates data on adolescents and young
adults. Wherever one chooses the line (18 yeardsewhere), adolescents are not the
same as young adults. It seems important that tegrdata ought to approximate some
of the age-specific legal and social distinctionkerent in migration (such as age of
employment, passports, visas, etc.), and a youtdgosy fails to do this, as do arbitrary
five-year intervals.

% See http://esa.un.org/migration/index.asp?panatwilhttp://esa.un.org/unup/index.asp
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4. Lower-bound problemOften the lower bound, in terms of young childsgparticipation,
is assumed away by starting data at some arbitesmyage (often at 15 years). Whilst
young children’s participation as independent mitgas expected to be relatively small,
it is of prime policy interest wherever it occues)d as the review below shows, is far
from zero in some places.

Putting these limitations aside, it is worth notthgt childrenwith and without parentmake
up a large share of the migrant population, botarmationally and internally. For example,
two cross-national sources are:

* UN’s World Youth Report 2007 gives shares of ing@mmigrants in Latin America, and
5-19 year olds comprise at least 9 per cent invggliChile, Costa Rica, Ecuador,
Honduras, Mexico, Panama, Paraguay and Venezuefe (of the 12 countries
presented).

* World Bank’s World Development Report 2007, whidlieg data on 12-24 year olds in
international migration; and depending on destamtitheir shares in flows of foreign-
born immigrants are between 19 to 50 per cent Gatodd 7 per cent of stocks).

In summary, mainstream migration data gives higliiyited perspectives on children’s
independent migration, but could be improved witleager awareness and attention to
definitions in data-generation.

3.2 Research sources

The following presents data from academic and othsearch. Evidence exists for Nepal,
India, Burkina Faso, Benin, Co6te d’lvoire, Tanzankthiopia, Uganda, Mali, Ghana,

Rwanda, Zambia, South Africa, Laos, Cambodia, ®mai] El Salvador and Mexico — plus

one cross-national study that included, amongstrethArgentina, Costa Rica and Kenya.
Though few are truly nationally representative reates (even if many are large sample-
based), the data comes from varied types, souncgdogations, including border-points,

families of migrant children at places of originsyal and urban places of employment,
informal sector surveys, longitudinal tracking dfildren and national censuses, and this
supports a collective picture of a sizable migraphenomenon by children.

Nepal

International migrant children were surveyed erntedo India at five border checkpoints in
Nepal in 2004 (Adhikari and Pradhan 2085%0ome 17,583 children were surveyed, 90 to 95
per cent of the outflow over three montAsOnly 4 per cent of children carried any
identification document (broadly definef)About a quarter were aged 11-15 years, and half
aged 16-17 years.Boys comprised 87 per cent. Lowest and higheste odlsildren were

24 Whilst Nepal is discussed here as an origin cquit7 per cent of its population is foreign bashywhom 11

per cent are aged 0-14 years (children 15-17 years bracketed with adults in the reported dat&) #003).

% The authors noted this was a low flow period, iuearious factors.

% This included citizenship cards; student cardizemship documents of fathers, brother or undéger from

the Village Development Committee; election cardscertificate of some form; or a driver's licencef
relevance is that in Nepal, just 34 per cent ofaurislyear olds had their births registered (UNICIB5), and

the cost of a passport is 26 per cent of per cgpdas national income (McKenzie 2005).

27 Children under 5 years comprised 18 per cent ayedl #-10 years comprised 9 per cent, suggestirg tha
middle children increase migration costs for a fgrmelative to their rewards as a migrant.
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over-represented relative to the population. Halthose of school age had never attended
school, and a quarter had completed primary scfool.

Two-thirds appeared to be independent: half wetdragelling with a parent or sibling, and
13 percent were alone. Around 2 percent said thelyrno other family members in Nepal. 13
percent were said to be travelling with uncles aa@jhbours. There was no way to verify
these relationships, and enumerators doubted sOmig.one percent of all children in the
survey had any relatives in India (and family réigation was not cited as a reason for
migration).

A third cited poverty as the reason for leavinge Thajority of children said they were going
for work (60 percent), with tourism, health checkgmd schooling also cited. Around three-
guarters of children going for work actually hadtmalar types of jobs in mind, and 98
percent had in mind a particular state as the mgsdn, both of which suggests some degree
of calculated migration. A third had been to Inbéfore, so they knew first-hand some of the
pluses and minuses. Some were seasonal migrahesdund a fifth planned to stay a year or
more, and 40 percent did not have any timefranretton.

Gurung (2001; 2004) argues children’s migration aisregular feature in Nepal and

indispensable for understanding children’s work.viBeing estimates, Gurung reports
children working from around age six; a fifth o@5year olds and three-fifths of 10-14 year
olds economically active; 2.6 million economicadigtive 5-14 year olds, of whom 8 percent
are migrants; and an estimated 1.6 percent of $ebr olds away from home for over 6

months as internal migrant child labour, totallihgl,000, of whom 56 percent were boys.
Sector studies indicate migrants constitute 97 gueérof children in carpet factories, 95

percent of domestic servants, 94 percent of shiveish 93 percent of porters, 75 percent of
brick-makers, 64 percent of ragpickers, and 87 guarof transport workers. Importantly

children’s work is age-selective with, for exampte9 year olds being more able to do
ragpicking than portering, thus potentially addiag age-selective effect to children’s

migration.

Citing six separate surveys, Gurung (2000; 200Dwshthat poverty was the dominant
reason for leaving home; being influenced by tipiedties was stated by 13-17 percent; and
other reasons were parental suggestions, domestizlems, and personal preferences.
Gurung argues land is a key driver, where 6 peroéttie population owns nearly half the
cultivated land, and feudal farming provides jusd 8 months of a family’s annual food.

Bihar and Uttar Pradesh (India)

A study in the Indian provinces of Bihar and Uttaadesh estimated one million children, 3
per cent of 5-14 year olds, reside away from theathers (Edmonds and Salinger 2007).
This compared data on living children against tloeigehold roster in a survey of 2250
households. The estimate counts independent migtaldren in that it excludes children

recorded in the survey as temporarily absent, dildren whose mothers migrated, died or

% The caste and schooling data suggests childrem twit best and worst indicators migrate more, wisch
opposite to what is believed to be for adults adity to migration literature.
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never married; also, no mother had all her children-resident, suggesting children classed
as migrants were genuinely so.

Rates of residing away were more or less steadydsst ages 8-13 years (and sloped
upwards, both before and after). Children livingagvon average were 10 years old, a year
older than mother-resident children; twice as ikl be boys; and more likely from asset-
poor families. The strongest community-level cate$ with children residing away were
lower child wage rates and being less remotelyt@mtdsuch labour market effects appear
also in qualitative research reported below).

Benin

A similar method in Benin asked mothers on the whbouts of their surviving children
(Kielland 2008). All mothers in a random sample rofal households were surveyed
regardless of their statuses in their householdglationships to household heads. Children
whose mothers had died were reported upon by sit tea other women.

This collected information on 13,324 children andulés aged 6-18 years, from 6,510
mothers in 4,722 rural households. The resultscatdi that 22 per cent of 6-16 year olds
were independent migrants, translating into 100,00itren of that age-group nationwide.
Mothers reported that 9 per cent had gone to waner cent to study, 2 per cent to marry
and 6 per cent for ‘other reasons’. Around half hagrated abroad, mostly boys (girls were
mainly internal migrants). Boys were on averagedafyg years at departure, and girls 10
years.

Kielland models the probability of 6-18 year oldsgrating independently for labour. In
Benin, rural children’s work is mainly in subsistenfarming, cash crop farming, livestock
herding, fetching water and petty trading. Whilst girls local characteristics such as these
appear to discourage staying home and increase likelihood of migrating, they are
uncorrelated with boys migrating — except the absesf piped water (and presumably other
utilities) which seems to be a push factor. Closeximity of schools increases school
participation; it also reduces boys’ migration, Imais no effect on girls’ migration, which
may reflect gendered access to education. Chilorerealthier households are more likely to
be in school and less likely to be migrants (patéidy girls). Greater maternal education
increases the likelihood of girls migrating (bushe effect on boys), and female headedness
increases the likelihood of boys migrating (but haseffect on girls).

Burkina Faso

In Burkina Faso, an estimated 330,000 childrenp@sscent of rural 6-17 year olds, migrated
independently in 2001. This was based on a natiaveurvey of 7,354 mothers on the
whereabouts of their surviving children, with pragporting for children whose mothers had
died (Kielland and Sanogo 2002). Less than onecpet of the migrant children were
double-orphaned.

Around 30 per cent were reported to be in anotiver mrea, 40 per cent in a city and 30 per
cent abroad (with Cote d’lvoire accounting for Ztqentage points). Whilst 11 per cent had
a father who was a migrant, few were at the sars@rddion. Of those said to have migrated
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for work or ‘other reasons’, roughly a fifth leftitwy a friend, another fifth with a stranger and
the rest with a relative. Parents said 18 per oéritoys and 16 per cent of girls migrated
entirely on their own initiative.

Strong gender differences in children’s migraticgrevfound. Whilst overall as many boys as
girls were involved, girls were twice as likelydo to a rural destinatiofl.Work (29 per cent

of cases), study (26 per cent), marriage (15 pet)@d other reasons (30 per cent) were
cited as migration motives. But girls were neafytitnes more likely to go for marriage and
boys nearly twice as likely for study. Noting tlgatls were more cited for ‘other reasons’, the
authors suggest some labour migration by girlsdddn, such as for domestic work, because
it is not culturally seen as work.

Children’s ages at migration depended on an intemof migration motives and gender.
Average age at departure was 11.2 years, with irfonths younger than boysBoys for
work and girls for marriage were oldest, at ovely&ars at departure. Boys were over a year
older than girls when departing for work. Childramo left for other reasons were the
youngest (average 8.7 years). This possibly reflectmore socially complex type of
movement for younger children, perhaps comprisingvasiety of informal fostering
arrangements, and perhaps connected to more speaifsehold shocks.

Whilst poverty was cited in half the cases as thase, regression analysis suggested a
complex picture involving individual, household andmmunity characteristics. Children
more likely to migrate were older, never went thaal, had fathers who died (maternal death
affected mainly girls), were from smaller familiemd were less wealthy (mainly affecting
girls’ internal migration). Being a biological ctilincreased migration abroad by sons, and
the authors suggest this is because of their griladdihood to remit. Less remoteness, better
transport and greater access to media are thoughhdrease children’s independent
migration.

Cote d’lvoire

The finding above of large numbers of independéiit enigrants from Burkina Faso to Cote
d’lvoire is corroborated by a survey of 1500 coéaans across Cote d’lvoire (IITA 2002).
This estimates that nationally 22,240 children wiorkhe sector, around 12,000 of whom are
independent. Over three-quarters were migrants g&7 cent internal and 19 per cent
international), and 58 per cent were living in hetusids ethnically different from their own.
Over one-third were enrolled in school.

The survey probed the recruitment process and tiessdts are discussed in the next section.
It is noted here that immigrant farmers (from sunding countries) were somewhat more
likely to have salaried children working on thearrhs (possibly indicating their greater need
to use labour market mechanisms rather than faneitworks that may be more available to
Ivorian farmers).

2 The data showed 40 per cent girls, compared fpe2@ent boys.
%0 Average age at survey was 13.4 years, with girteoiiths younger.
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Tanzania

Liviga and Mekacha (1998) is one of the few studres surveyed at both destinations and
origins. A survey of 250 male sellers of petty goad Dar es Salaam, nearly all of whom
were migrants, was followed by a survey in one pro¥ from where 30 originated. The

surveys truncated at 15 year olds, and 11 per wen¢ 15-19 years old. Nearly all had

completed primary schooling or more. 80 per cedtiare than 6 family members.

Limited access to land or livelihoods was why thgjarity said they migrated. Over 93 per
cent came from families in subsistence farmingpd0 cent considered land to be scarce in
their places of origin, and just 1.6 per cent said-agricultural employment was available.

Intrahousehold position was emphasised. Of 30 migraurveyed in Dar es Salaam, 28
originated from zones facing land pressures frorpufaiion and cash crop production.

Though not in the least fertile or presumably pebegeas, the migrants themselves had little
access to the better opportunities. Property mrlatdictated that older male adults controlled
production and distribution within the family, wsil females and youth did the actual

farming. Young males had little prospects of buyiggd since their labour was unpaid, nor
of inheriting since average family size was 12.gefotwice the national average), one-third

were female-headed and ‘borrowed’ land, and ndébdyest were polygamous families.

Migration seemed to be a means of having indepdrideome. This was reflected in the fact
that nearly 60 per cent felt their migration wascassful, despite one-third having no water
or electricity, one-third said they did not eat eglo, and four-fifths lived in rented rooms.
Success was understood in terms of having regntame, the means to start a family and
supporting relatives back home. Over a quarter idensd themselves successful mainly
because they managed their lives without parergfd. PAround 85 per cent sent money
home. The independence aspect of independent ioigraas valued for itself. The historical
evidence introduced this idea already, and suppgpdualitative evidence is presented later,
including independent ownership of certain socialganingful possessions.

Kadonya et al. (2002) surveyed 157 children, malrdys, working in the informal sector in

Dar es Salaam, Arusha and Mwanza. Nearly 2 perwerg less than 10 years old, a third
aged 10-13 years, and two-thirds were aged 14-arsyéverage daily earnings were US$
0.76, and ranged between US$ 0.25 for under 10 gldarto nearly a dollar for 14-17 year
olds.

Some 68 per cent of the children were internal amtg. Less than 5 per cent had migrated
from home due to mistreatment; and nearly 17 hagtated for schooling or training but had

ended up working. Nearly 45 per cent were livinghvét least one parent, over a fifth with a
relative, and 12 per cent alone. Nearly 40 per setdcted by themselves their occupation
(covering scavenging, garage work, fishing and iyirgg), and a recruiter was not used by
any.

Ethiopia

Another large survey was conducted in Ethiopialkamet al. (2006) surveyed 1076 10-19
year olds in low-income zones of Addis Ababa, aodnfl one-third were migrants who
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arrived more than a year previoudlyAround one-third migrated when younger than 10
years, 47 per cent between 10-14 years, and jusrunfifth between 15-18 years. Only 17
per cent were living with their parents. Girl migtawere four times as likely as boys to be
living without parents.

Most came from rural areas, but a large proportaoound 27 per cent) migrated from other
towns. 50 per cent migrated for schooling oppottesj although some 13 per cent did not
enter school. Nearly a quarter of girls said thegrated to escape early marriage, of which
60 per cent migrated aged 10-14, and none mignatédparents? Death of a parent and
family problems such as parental divorce were aisomonly cited.

Compared to non-migrant children, migrant boys weviee as likely to be working and
migrant girls 6 times more likely. Their earninger® some two-thirds of working non-
migrants, even though migrants were slightly ololeaverage. Girls who migrated to escape
marriage were the most likely to be working and lgest paid. Migrant children reported
fewer friends, fewer sources of support and greateicerns about their safety. Domestic
workers were nearly all migrants, over one-in-thoéamigrant girls (Erulkar and Mekbib
2007).

Uganda

An ILO (2004) survey in Uganda of 433 children adged7 years working in the urban

informal sector found that around 40 per cent wereliving with a parent and a fifth were

heads of households. Occupations were gender amdlifigrentiated. Nearly 63 per cent
were migrants (including over 1 per cent internadip. Of child migrants, 70 per cent were
aged 15-17 years, 28 per cent 10-14 years and @epe5-9 per cent. Of children under the
ILO definition of child labour (rather than merefconomically active), 80 per cent were
away from home. Nearly 29 per cent worked for atre¢ and 54 per cent worked for a non-
relative (others worked for parents).

In Young’s (2004) survey of 273 children indepertfleliving and working on the streets in
Kampala, nearly all were rural migrants rather tfram the city’s slums. Most were boys.
Ages ranged from 8-17 years. In two large towns) alurveyed, street children were over 70
per cent migrants.

Many arrived through multiple migrations. Most atien has been on causes of children
being on the street, rather than the migration pnatedes it. Young also shows how macro
changes in the past three decades altered theidimgof children’s migration.

Mali and Ghana

Hatloy and Huser (2005) report surveys of stredti@n “living separated from parents or
other tutors, who slept on the streets the previtghkt” in Bamako (N=340) and Accra
(N=1,341). In Bamako, around two-thirds were ingrmigrants and 16 per cent were

31 Aware that non-relatives are often omitted by syrvespondents, the researchers included speaatiqns
on non-familial members and household employees.

%2 This suggests that for many girls who cannot niégréhe alternative is early marriage or opportasifor
traffickers.
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international migrants; in Accra, 97 per cent wiaeternal migrants and under 1 per cent were
international migrants.

In Bamako, 13 per cent were 6-11 years old, 41cpat were 12-14 years old, and 46 per
cent were 15-17 years old. The main reason foringahhome was money; but also
mistreatment was cited by around a tenth. Arourtdird had been on the street for over a
year, and a third had been there for less than &hmsoOnly a tenth were double-orphans,
and two-thirds kept contact with parents. Most weegging or working in services in the
informal sector, with choice of activity being inéinced by age and sex.

Average earnings the day before the survey of mmnlcaged over 11 years was around one
US dollar (for 6-11 year olds, it was 90 cents)e Huthors compare this with an estimate that
three-quarters of the population nationwide lived less than a dollar day. Given lower
consumption needs of children compared to adwitseschildren may be able to satisfy their
immediate consumption needs through migration. Hew¢he authors note this is achieved
forfeiting other needs, including shelter, fair Wworhealthcare, schooling, stability of
earnings, and physical and emotional care.

Only a quarter of children said that life was betten at home; but also only a tenth said that
they wished to actually return home. The majorityotthirds) wished for a better job and 11

per cent wished for schooling. The authors sugtest this cautions against policies that

force children to return home.

In Accra, 10 per cent were 6-11 years old, 27 pet evere 12-14 years old, and 63 per cent
were 15-17 years old. Nearly all, irrespective gé areported money as the reason for leaving
home. Many said they were working towards some atsoof money or certain possessions
(including for marriage), and would return afterdsr Half had been on the street for less
than 3 months; and 14 per cent for over a year.

Half travelled to Accra with relatives or villageembers, 10 per cent with friends, and 40 per
cent alone. A fifth of children 6-11 year olds ameharly a third of 12-13 year olds travelled

alone. Travelling alone was 59 per cent amongss,bayd 34 per cent amongst girls. Hardly
any involvement of recruiting agents or unknownleiwas reported (11 of 1,331 cases).

Only 2 per cent were double-orphans, and nearbetiguarters were in contact with parents
in the last year. Visits — rather than telephoatet or oral messages — made up only 15 per
cent, and this was slightly lower for 6-11 yearso{d4 per cent) than for 16-17 year olds (17
per cent). This might reflect the greater indepecdeand earnings of the older children.

Average earnings were 20,770 cedis (US$ 2.33).nAdali, there was a marked difference
by age. The day before the survey, 6-11 year cdasesl 11,508 cedis (N=128), 12 and 13
year olds earned 16,219 cedis (N=196), 14 and &bglds earned 17,349 cedis (N=400) and
16 and 17 year olds earned 26,784 cedis (N=573)pnmparison, the authors report that daily
per capita expenditure in Ghana ranged betweerr 886is and 16,667 cedis.
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Three-quarters of the children said they savedforial savings schemes, 16 per cent spent
their money themselves, and 8 per cent gave theimes to others. Younger children
appeared to have less control over their money.

Similar to the Mali results, whilst only 27 per tesaid life on the streets was better than at
home — and older children and boys were more gatisf going home was wished by 23 per
cent and getting a better job by 46 per cent amiggo school by 18 per cent.

Zambia

A large survey of 1,150 street working childrenLimsaka found that one-third were 15-17
years old, 40 per cent 12-14 years old and 27 pat 4-11 years old. (Lemba 2002). A
quarter of the surveyed children were migrants,lusiog nearly 2 per cent from
neighbouring countries. Fewer than 30 per centtsgiennight on the streets, and half had
been street working for less than two years. Radjtifew were orphans with 78 per cent
with a surviving parent, and another 12 per centrftpa close relative. Yet a third were
residing with non-relatives or alone (43 per ceetevwith one or both parents). Half cited
work, money and helping family as to why they wstreet working, 5 per cent cited poverty,
5 per cent family abuse and 15 per cent friendgly@arnings were under US$ 1.10 for 42
per cent of children and between US$ 1.10 and ®8®@2 per cent. Girls earned more,
mainly because average earnings in prostitutiorei@ur times other activities. Returning to
school was cited by 70 per cent as help most wantagital to start a business or
employment by 13 per cent; housing, food or clotbgsover 8 per cent; money for
repatriation by 1 per cent and assistance recagailith parents by nearly 1 per cent.

Rwanda

In 1998, Veale and Dona (2003) surveyed 290 sthidren in Kigali and three largest
towns, of whom 91 per cent were boys and 53 perwere aged under 15 years. Despite the
genocide of 1994, 61 per cent had at least onegliperent whose whereabouts was known.
Around 65 per cent were migrants (with much largfeaires in towns). 42 per cent reported
living with one or both parents, 9 per cent a siplfbut whether the sibling was adult was not
stated), and 16 per cent a relative, neighbouriend (not stated if adult). Far fewer girls
slept on the streets. The authors found that coedptar non-migrant children, migrants were
statistically more likely to be sleeping on theests, out of school, and reporting nightmares.
For reasons for being on the street, nearly 4G eet cited poverty or economic motives; 17
per cent family disharmony; and 27 per cent patedgath, parental remarriage, or loss of
parents.

South Africa

A longitudinal study with surveys every 4-6 monthsone rural district in one province in
South Africa recorded 39,163 episodes of childrenigration over two years (Ford and
Hosegood 2005). The district has one of the high@gtrates nationally. This captured all
episodes of out/in-migration, what the origin ostiigation was, and whether the migration
was accompanied.
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Around 21 per cent of children migrated, and ov@p8r cent did so independently. Around
60 per cent migrated out of the district. Childiarhouseholds with more assets were less
likely to migrate.

Having a resident parent lowered the chances bild'€ migration. In the first survey wave,
one-third of children were not resident with a paéyr@nd 1.4 per cent were double-orphaned.
Death of the mother increased the chances of d’shiigration, unless death was due to
AIDS, in which case it lowered the chances of ntigra Father’s death increased migration,
whether due to AIDS or not.

Mekong region

A few surveys in the Mekong region in southeasiaAsgether show views from origins and
destinations. Phetsiriseng (2003) reports a suimeyaos of three provinces bordering
Thailand (N=1614 households). Migration is centiriéd in this area, with the same ethnic
groups on both sides of the 1730 km border, and i Laos languages have similarities.

One-third of migrants from 22 villages, were indegent migrant children, some 30,000
children. Presenting data and views of immigrataord social welfare officials in those
provinces, Phetsiriseng argues that between hdlttaee-quarters of undocumented migrant
workers may be under 18 years in some places.géitamentioned parents trying to stop
their children migrating, but most left anyway, amdny were said to be aware of the risks
but trusted their luck and social networks.

Cycles of repatriation and remigration are commmoithis area. In six months in 2000, the
Thai government repatriated 150,000 Laotians, ddetb 24 years, more than 70 per cent of
whom had been repatriated three times. Girls madaare than half. Some district officials

experimented with penalising families with indepentdmigrant children, but this has been
abandoned. A local official reported the case of fooys repatriated from Thailand, who an
international agency supported in vocational tragnin motorcycle repair in Laos, but who

after graduating re-migrated undocumented to Thdilaith their new skills.

Lack of jobs and schooling was reported in theagdl surveys to be a major push factor, with
three-quarters of the labour force in subsisteacmihg, and nearly half the girls and a third
of the boys, aged 6-16 years, not attending schegthblished smuggling networks, peers
migrating, electricity/TV, poverty, and proximityo tThailand were other factors. Some
villages had mobile phones to contact smugglers.

Seasonal migration between rice planting and h@ingesemains important, but villagers
reported that children increasingly preferred tgnaie to avoid the planting work (and return
for festivals). Additionally, Phetsiriseng argudsldren may prefer migrant work because
they may have more control of the income than tamaly farm.

ILO (2005) reports a survey of 163 10-17 year atd81 villages in a Cambodian province
bordering Thailand, that found over half were notschool and 36 per cent were working
(half of whom were 10-14 years old). Amongst cutiseor previously working children,

nearly a quarter of 10-14 year olds, and half oflLI5/ear olds, worked outside the village.
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Most went to Thailand, with working 10-14 year oltsoughly the same rate as working 15-
17 year olds. All children working outside the adle were independent migrants. Lack of
food was the primary reason given for why someonthé family migrated, with 85 per cent
of households saying they did not have enoughfoiceverybody for all the year.

A survey in 2005 of 313 child migrants in Mae Sotapidly industrialising Thai town close
to the Myanmar border, included mainly over 15 yels, although the youngest was 12
(FTUB 2006). Around 70 per cent of mothers and &5 pent of fathers remained in
Myanmar. Just 12 per cent of migrant children liveith a parent. One-third lived at the
workplace (often a condition of employmetit).

Around 85 per cent cited an economic motive forngein Thailand. Almost all had
completed at least primary school, but only a fentmued schooling in Thailand, and half
said work, costs or opportunity prevented it (calfjfth said they did not want to study).

The children originated from all over Myanmar, sorags far as provinces bordering
Bangladesh on the other side. Around 60 per cahln@ved within 12 months, suggesting a
high turnover, which is argued to help keep wag®s IDespite harsh working conditions,
around 60 per cent said they liked living in Thadaand around the same number said they
would like to return to Myanmar.

Immigration was documented in two-thirds of caseajnly using a one-day pass that was
subsequently over-stayed (thus reducing the uskaafrdous routes). Over 90 per cent
travelled with trusted people, such as parentgtivels or friends, suggesting the actual
journey might be often safer than presumed. Thigiqudar crossing is easy terrain,
explaining why very few paid a smuggler, and thetad migration in 80 per cent of cases
was zero or low (under US$ 2). Lower migration sasieant that families could come, and
many were ‘left behind’ in Thailand directly aftidre border. The report gives data that travel
costs from the border within Thailand can be quigh. The authors argue that migrant
vulnerability is a function of not only immigratiadocumentation, but also the financing and
debts of the migration (which would apply to int@rmigrants too).

El Salvador

Citing a national estimate of 350,175 working cteld in 1998 in El Salvador, Quiteno and
Rivas (2002) surveyed 110 working children in theeé largest cities, of whom two-thirds
were boys, and 19 per cent were aged 16-17 ye@rseBcent 13-15 years, and 45 per cent
were aged 7-12 years. Around 41 per cent of thiglrelm were migrants, with nearly a third
having moved less than five years previously. Neaithird of migrant working children said
they lived with different family members before magng. Around 36 per cent were living
with both parents, 55 per cent with one parentr@Eind per cent with neither parent. Parents
were cited as their reason for working by 8 pertcesmnting to help the family by 23 per
cent, wanting to earn money by 63 per cent andislmeeds by 5 per cent. Half the
children said they spent the money on themselves22nper cent gave the money to co-

% The link between employment and housing was raasealin Pearson et al. (2006) and Iversen (2002 an
effective tool of control for employers. A lack wfarket-based housing options may increase migtalren’s
vulnerability.
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resident family members. Daily earnings were beld®$ 3 for 33 per cent of children, US$
3-6 for 40 per cent, and US$ 6-12 for 9 per cent.

Mexico

Most attention has been on Mexico as a migrantcgowr transit country to the USA.
However Mexico is a major destination as well. Agtiural production in Mexico depends
on both international and internal migration, angoilves children. Rural-rural migration
across Mexico’s 1000 km southern border sustanasige of fruit and other production.

Sin Fronteras (2005) estimate 10 per cent of algui@l migrants are 14-17 years old, mostly
boys. Younger children are involved — Sin Frontesiss official Guatemalan statistics on
independent Guatemalan children repatriated fronxidde and around 1.5 per cent were
below 11 years old and nearly 23 per cent agedslylears (April 2004 — April 2005). Artola
(2007) cites official Mexican data for January tdyJ2007 that 15 per cent of children with
and without families repatriated to Guatemala, Hoad, El Salvador and Nicaragua, were
under 12 years old.

Romero et al. (2006) reports on several large sgrnan Mexico’s internal migration for
agriculture. Of around 3.1 million agricultural wagvorkers, half are migrant and a fifth
children. Whilst mostly with families, around onergent of agricultural wage workers were
migrant and independent under 14 year olds. Twalghof migrant household heads said
they first started migrant work aged 16 years annger. Around 58 per cent of migrant
children under 6-14 years worked, of which: 1.2 pemt were alone, 66 per cent were with
both parents, 14 per cent were with one parent,cdiners were with village members. All
independent migrant children worked, compared tgp&3cent when with both parents. Of
those with one parent, 57 per cent worked if oniththe mother and 68 per cent if only with
the father.

Cross-national census study

One of the few cross-national quantitative studesMcKenzie (2008). This estimated

children’s international migration using large saespdrawn from censuses from 12
countries. The definition of migration was resettto: (1) foreign-born international

migrants; (2) flows that arrived in recent fivenot or one-year periods (depending on the
country); 3/ migrants originating from developinguatries with gross national income per
capita below US$11,116 in 2006.

The data shows that in recent flows large propostiof migrant children live without a
parent at destination. This ranges from 5-82 pet oé girls and 7-75 per cent of boys, as
shown in Table 1. The unweighted average acrossties was 25 per cent of 12-14 year old
girls, 49 per cent of 15-17 year old girls, 21 pent of 12-14 year old boys, and 46 per cent
of 15-17 year old boys. The high proportion amongisis aged 15-17 years in several
countries was related to marriage, but this dodsapply in all countries and the net-of-
marriage figures remain high.
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Table 1: Flow of child migrants from developing coutries: % living without a parent at
destination and % married

GIRLS

Living without a parent, % Married, %
Destination Flow... 12-14yold: 15-17yold: 12-14yold: 15-17 vy old:
Argentina 1996-2001 19 50 n.a. 2
Canada 1999-2001 7 13 n.a. 2
Costa Rica 1998-2000 31 60 3 29
Greece 1999-2001 14 41 2 19
Ivory Coast 1997-2002 55 82 5 41
Kenya 1998-1999 34 52 2 12
Mexico 1995-2000 25 48 2 14
Portugal 2000-2001 29 42 0 6
South Africa 1999-2001 41 66 0 11
Spain 1999-2001 19 34 0 7
United Kingdom 2000-2001 5 61 0 5
United States 1998-2000 17 39 n.a. 10

BOYS

Living without a parent, % Married, %
Destination Flow... 12-14yold: 15-17yold: 12-14yold: 15-17 vy old:
Argentina 1996-2001 19 35 n.a. 1
Canada 1999-2001 7 7 n.a. 0
Costa Rica 1998-2000 20 49 1 5
Greece 1999-2001 27 60 0 1
Ivory Coast 1997-2002 S.S 67 S.S. 3
Kenya 1998-1999 29 47 0 3
Mexico 1995-2000 12 29 0 2
Portugal 2000-2001 21 50 0 2
South Africa 1999-2001 45 75 0 3
Spain 1999-2001 21 30 0 2
United Kingdom 2000-2001 8 58 0 2
United States 1998-2000 18 49 n.a. 4

Source:McKenzie (2008)

Note:s.s. means small sample size, and n.a. means aitztdg

Crucially, of the 12-14 year old migrants, the pujmn living without a parent was higher in
poorer destination countries, as shown in Figurdlis is likely due to richer countries
having greater barriers to migration and childrentk. It was more pronounced for girls
than boys. The correlation would be stronger tHaows to the extent that some children’s
undocumented migration is not captured in the dettddren’s undocumented migration is
larger in poorer countries; and internal migrati@s not been included.
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Figure 2: Per cent of migrant flows aged 12-14 yeamwithout a parent at destination
Versus gross national income per capita
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Source:McKenzie (2008) and World Bank World Developmerdit@tors (2007)

Secondary sources

Several studies cited data from other sourcesgported only basic statistics. These are
collected below:

» Morocco: around half the irregular migrants in Moro from sub-Saharan Africa were
15-25 year olds (Barros et al. 2002).

* Ghana Child Labour Survey 2001 showed 55 per cérstreet children are migrants
(Kwankye et al. 2007).

* India: of around 5000 independent child workerstacted by a Mumbai NGO between
2001 and 2003, nearly all were migrants and ovénwere under 12 years old (Edmonds
and Salinger 2007).

» Philippines: Official statistics suggest some 400,¢hildren aged 5-17 years live and
work away from home in the Philippines, of whichp8r cent are in domestic service
(Camacho 2006).

* Mexico: a survey of migrant shelters in border arkund 40 per cent were aged 14-17
years old (Sin Fronteras 2005).

3.3 Return child migrants

A number of studies have surveyed return child aritg at origins. These add temporal
information by reporting children’s retrospectiviews on migration, and their re-migration
intentions. Previewing the next section, the datggests that many children are not naive
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about migration and its pros and cons. Many indi¢heir experiences have influenced how
they would re-migrate.

Adhikan and Pradhan (2005) cited above also sud/8y210 Nepali children returning from
India, over a period of two months. Sex-structages and reasons for leaving Nepal were
roughly the same as outgoing children (discussedelb Half had migrated for work. Nearly
three-quarters had stayed a year or more.

Importantly, a quarter of children intended to ratgr to India again within two months,
another quarter within a year, and 50 per cent wesare if they would re-migrate. One-
third had worked as day labourers, especially instroiction, and over a quarter worked in
hotels, restaurants and as porters. Around a teptirted they studied in India, and nearly all
of these children had planned to do so when theyated.

ILO (2005) interviewed 72 returned migrants in Cawll (excluding cross-border
commuters). Half had returned from bordering progsin Thailand, and another half from
further inside Thailand. Over a fifth reported mayifirst migrated as a chiff. Two-thirds
had worked in agriculture. Positives of migratioerevincome, work, living conditions and
benefits (56 per cent), food security (5 per cant) new skills (6 per cent). Negatives were
being arrested, low pay, work conditions, missiaqity and being disrespect&d.

Nearly a quarter judged migration to have had atipesimpact on their life, 15 per cent

mixed impact, and 14 per cent negative. All intehttere-migrate. Only one-third said their
return home was to visit family, while others cifggbblems with employers, police, health,
unemployment or marriage/childbirth. When askedualdhat dangers they might encounter
in re-migration (having had migration experiencdj, per cent cited arrest (to which 35 per
cent said they would travel through the jungle voia detection), and 18 per cent feared
being cheated, robbed, killed or health problemst @nly 3 per cent said they would

approach police or organisations if in trouble).

Iversen (2002) studied independent child migratioindia. The results are discussed later,

but at this point an overlap is noted with the Cadian study above, and the discussion on
lifecycle effects in the previous section. Iversggues puberty and marriage are reasons for
return migration of girls. Moreover, girls are rlaly more in domestic service and cannot

change employer as easily at destination, and skphace problems may be another reason
for their return home.

Venkateswarlu (2007) describes two contrastingsa$enigration by boys (12 and 14 years
old) from Rajasthan to Gujarat for cotton cultieati A labour recruiter was involved and the
work was hard in both cases. In one case, the Hayfer was party to the migration and

3 As a whole, over two-thirds said they decided thelves to migrate (data was not reported spedifi¢at
those who migrated as children). Parents and veltivere cited by 11 per cent and intermediaried&yer
cent. Two-thirds migrated on foot, a quarter by bus, anfifth travelled alone. Nearly a third located wor
themselves, and another third used an agencyeametdiary. Whilst over half trusted the personifigcthem a
job, nearly a fifth did not at the time. Nearly ttlirds were paid less than what they were promi3edb-
thirds sent remittances.

% Income generation, debt and other economic motiwa® cited by 77 per cent. Following friends wiect
by 10 per cent, and new experiences and seeinglarmgplace by 11 per cent.
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received payment, and the boy had been migratingdweeral years and the migration was
circular over a year. In another case, the boy aégh with two friends without parental
knowledge, and after abuse and non-payment, alétbscaped and returned home, a difficult
journey of three days without food. Worth noting this sector, is that under 14 year olds
substantially out-numbered 15-17 year olds, anld giade up roughly two-thirds (based on
430 farms across four states).

Interviews in rural Ghana found a complex pictufatitudes around migrant children who
return home (Beauchemin 1999). Some return suadesgh goods and money. Others are
seen to return home with problems, like debt, sSexiiseases, babies, and challenges to
traditional customs. Some returnees find themseleasght between two cultures.
lllegitimate children at destination may be anotbarier to return.

Dezso et al. (2005) cite similar issuesQas, Romania(N=500)3° Some said it is hard for
returnee child migrants to readjust to modest §weonditions after earning more abroad, and
so want to go abroad again. On the other hand,detsal. cite a child’s letter sent to his
family from abroad saying that he would like to ammome because he is tired of hard
conditions, loneliness, and homesickness. Whenmvietged as returnees, children recalled
similar experiences.

3.4 Summary

Mainstream statistics shaping migration-developnuetiates fail to report on independent
child migration. Research sources, although progdi great deal of interesting data, do not
directly explore development.

The evidence available allows conclusions on twsues: 1/ the scale of children’s
independent migration indicates a huge phenomemgroor and middle-income countries,
with many being both origins and destinations; @idreported migrant characteristics,
particularly on age and gender, are important fateustanding strengths and weaknesses of
migrant populations. The review shows girls, baymyng children and older-adolescents are
independent migrants.

The more scattered data reported on earnings/saviagsets at origins, schooling
attainments, poverty-backgrounds and migration vastiare some determinants of whether
migration is beneficial for individuals and commiigs. Origins are overwhelmingly rural,
and consequently some literature made linkageartd inequality and subsistence farming,
issues with long-standing development concerns.yMaa economic migrants, and poverty
and employment was cited in most studies.

Magnitudes

Given the data reviewed, it would not be unreaskentbthink the global scale of children’s
independent migration may run into the tens of ion#, whilst also underlining that the
evidence is drawn from different sources and maydecomparable. Estimates reported

% The authors report the topic was hard to operdgudis, and this set of questions in the surveytheldighest
no-answer rate (14.5% said ‘| don’t know or | woartswer’).
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were 30,000 independent child migrants from 22 iaawovillages; 100,000 in Benin; 121,000
in Nepal; 300,000 in Burkina Faso; and one millioom two Indian states. In Argentina,
Costa Rica, Céte d'lvoire, Kenya, Mexico and Sofflica, between 12 and 82 per cent of
migrant children are without a parent at destimatiS8urveys show large proportions of
working children and street children are migrantsin- some employment sectors
overwhelmingly so, but generally proportions owep4ithirds have been reported in many
places.

Geography of age and gender

Table 2 summarises some age and gender evidender WB year olds were noted in most

studies, and it might be surmised a third or moeeia this age group. Gender plays a role,

probably interacting with age, particularly by askience, and is seen to affect employment
choices (and possibly also schooling linked to atign — see Burkina Faso results).

Children of given ages and gender tend to do cetiges of work, these are located in
certain places, and migrant children appear tooms$po this structure to some extent.
Recalling earlier discussion on stages of develapnbis suggests the underlying structural
drivers of children’s migration are connected tmremmics and demographics, in ways
similar to how migration studies have approachadtddbour relocation, for example, from

rural surplus to higher-demand areas.

Links between migrant characteristics and migragiatierns have been researched. Curran et
al. (2005) found gendered-effects in migration hoeé distinct destinations in Thailand: a
primarily agricultural wage labourer market, a @tyd its surrounding suburbs; and an export
processing zone. The authors argue there are isiymtify different migration patterns linking
sex, destination and place of origin. Gurun (208)ates children’s migration in Nepal
within modernisation and its effects on economimdpiction and family relationships.
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Table 2: Summary of quantitative evidence on age ahgender

migrants. Boys on average aged 11 years at
departure, and girls 10 years

Location Under 15 year olds Gender effects Source
Accra, Ghana |Street children: 37 percent aged 6-14 years; 97 | Type of work depends on age and Hatloy and
percent migrants sex Huser 2005
Bamako, Mali Street children: 54 percent aged 6-14; four- Type of work depends on age and Hatloy and
fifths migrants sex Huser 2005
Banteay Working children: nearly a quarter of 10-14
Meanchey, year olds, and half of 15-17 year olds, worked
Cambodia outside the village, mostly migrants in
Thailand
Benin 22 percent of 6-16 year olds were independent Kielland 2008

Bihar and Uttar
Pradesh, India

One million 5-14 year olds reside away from
their mothers - average age 10 years

Boys living away from mothers twice
as likely as girls

Edmonds and
Salinger 2007

Burkina Faso

Average age at departure 11.2 years, with girls
8 months younger than boys. Children who left
for reasons other than work, school or
marriage were youngest (average age 8.7
years)

Overall as many boys as girls
involved. Girls twice as likely to go to
a rural destination

Kielland and
Sanogo 2002

quarter were migrants

El Salvador Urban working children: 45 percent aged 7-12 Quiteno and
years; two-fifths were migrants Rivas 2002
Ethiopia Child migrants: one-third migrated aged under Compared to non-migrant children, Erulkar et al.
10 years, 47 percent 10-14 years, and under a migrant boys twice as likely to work 2006
fifth 15-18 years. Only 17 percent living with and migrant girls 6 times as likely.
parents. Quarter of girls migrated to escape
marriage, of whom 60 percent
migrated aged 10-14, and none
migrated with parents.
Mexico Migrant agricultural wage families: 58 percent Romero et al.
of 6-14 year olds worked, of which a fifth were 2006
living without a parent
Nepal Child migrants: a quarter aged 11-15 years; Boys comprised 87 percent of Adhikari and
two-thirds independent migrants surveyed children Pradhan 2005
Tanzania Working children: a third aged under 13 years; Kadonya et al.
68 percent internal migrants; 55 percent living 2002
without a parent
Uganda Child migrants: 30 percent aged under 14 Type of work depends on age and ILO 2004
years; 40 percent living without a parent sex
Zambia Street children: two-thirds aged under 15; Lemba 2002

Generalisation of existing evidence is difficulythis attempted on the basis of the above
rationale. Age, sex and destinations might be biphkend used to suggest some general

patterns, cutting across internal and internatiomgration.

* In rural-rural migration: boys can go into farmiagd plantations; girls migrate less to
rural destinations, but do so under social prastgech as informal fostering and early

marriage (escape from marriage usually seems tbttearban destinations).

* In rural-urban migration: boys are more likely tagrate onto urban streets than girls
(except girls in prostitution); girls and young Bogo into domestic service; boys and
girls go into manufacturing, but the jobs may bexdgred; boys are more likely to
migrate for schooling, but nearly always work adlw®oys and girls can be informally

fostered; early marriage can lead to girls in urb@stinations too.
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It seems urban destinations could be more complex tural destinations, with motives and
means of movement being more varied (without inm@yeanything about their relative
magnitudes). Young (2004) made a similar point amparing the greater complexity of
street children’s migration in Kampala to smalleoyincial centres. The point connects to
debates on the rural/urban location of povertyhsas Satterthwaite (1995), in the long-
standing argument that the extent of urban povsrjten concealed and under-appreciated.

Children’s independent migration, located firmlyimiormal sectors, may be a component of
such ‘hidden’ dimensions of urban poverty, and ewminto development agendas on
‘unregulated’ urbanisation. The diversity of chédis characteristics and contexts in urban
destinations may complicate also understandinghdfiren’s protection and support needs.
However there is not enough information by rurdd&mr destinations in the studies reviewed
to comment further.

Intra-family problems were cited under non-econoifactors. Also, significant numbers
were located on streets. These two findings may aut, with further research, to have some
joint importance. Intra-family problems may signal leskilt involvement in organising a
child’s independent migration; and second, strasglaces of work and/or places of shelter.
Accessing certain types of work often requires aghyolvement; and shelter is even more
strongly adult-mediated. A hypothesis could be th&t-family problems not only trigger
some independent migration, but may limit arrangamneor livelihoods and shelter at
destinations. Some children’s migration arrangesiemdy be so lacking, leaving only street-
based work and shelter (in addition to those whppther reasons, may actively choose the
street).

These issues are revisited in the next sectionath@mpts to detail the process through which
children migrate independently, and again in sacidhat attempts a conceptual discussion
of children’s independent movements based on ev&lgmesented. Many themes repeated
later appear in the survey data reviewed. Theseiddacmotives around poverty and asset
accumulation (see for example, Tanzania); the fpéehaps even ‘success’) of migration in
meeting immediate consumption and savings needsf¢ggeexample Mali and El Salvador);
the organisation and modes of movement (see fompbea Thailand and Burkina Faso);
retained contacts back home (see for example Gdvash@ambia); education attainments and
aspirations; and the possibility that many childrecruit themselves into migration.

Remittances and earnings by independent migrantrehi are under-researched. The
financing of the costs of migration (and whethebtdeas involved), the financial returns to
working, and the ability to save safely are likédy be important factors that differentiate
independent migrant children from one another, affielct their experiences at destination
and their ability to visit their families. Some thie qualitative literature cited below mentions
remittances.

Whilst some return unwillingly for various reasonssearch on return child migrants shows
that many do not fit the picture of being trappédestination, for example by traffickers. On
the other hand, economic and social costs of retwmenreported, and may prevent some
children from returning, or circular-migrating, necireely. Whilst repatriation services might
serve as a safety-net for some children, it migiitbre always necessary or wanted, since
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many children are in fact in contact with their faes and return home for visits. Several
surveys found children in hardship at destinatidmwonetheless did not want to return
home, but valued independence and the possibility better life. Intentions to re-migrate

suggest some children want to migrate even aftargb@formed about migration through

first-hand experiences (and a similar point is ddielow, for example by Orgocka and Jasini
2007, on first migration intentions).
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4. DO CHILDREN DEMAND MIGRATION OPPORTUNITIES?

An important issue relates to the extent to whibfideen want to migrate. If children are
moved against their will and exploited, then clgdiey have been trafficked. Alternatively,
if children want to migrate but have few opportigstto do so, unsafe forms of migration are
more likely. Also costly smugglers might be used traffickers can exploit the situation.
Alternatively again, if children wilfully migratera contribute positively to their and their
families’ development, then this raises unexpldasstdies in migration-development linkages
related to children’s participation and agency, #raparticular support and protections that
this may require. These development-related aspeatsiot be adequately considered
through a child trafficking lens with its emphasis children in harm, and its necessity by
definition of criminal involvement (since traffiakjy is always a crime).

Qualitative research with child migrants, parentd amployers has shed light on this issue.
Many of the studies recognise the obvious resealdllenge that decisions are multi-
layered, and uncovering the process is difficulie Tin-depth, multiple sourced and highly
contextual accounts from ethnography and partioiyaresearch methods have helped
considerably in building the evidence base. It shélwat pin-pointing criminal involvement
in the independent movements of some children may ploblematic, and therefore
trafficking difficult to identify; and instead, tire vulnerabilities are rooted in low
development in terms of poverty; limited accessrarkets, schools and healthcare; and
social participation and human rights protections.

The following discussion is set out in four parts:

1. How is children’s independent migration decided arghnised?
2. What motives might children have for migrating ipdadently?
3. How do children migrate independently?

4. What are children’s situations at destination?

These questions are important for understandinglémeand side of children’s independent
migration, and also why parents often support dmtittle to prevent it.

4.1 How is children’s independent migration decide@nd organised?

In places where children’s independent migratios ben documented, it seems it is normal
that a child can decide to do it, or play a sulisarole in the decision. Sometimes migration
is entirely initiated and executed by children. Kegicators include who the decision-makers
are; the organisation and financing of the tratekv shelter at destination is secured (if at
all); and children’s planned activities at destioat(recruitment into paid work, unpaid work,
schooling, on-the-job training or some combinatioft)e research reflects views of children
and parents at origins, and child and parentalrtepm the role of ‘third parties’.

A common perception is that independent migratignuibder 15 year olds is unviable.
Iversen (2002) reports evidence on the degree whamy of under 15 year olds in their
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independent migration from Karnataka state, Indige169 children)’ Average age-at-
migration was 11.6 years for boys and 9.6 yeargiits. Three-quarters went to Bangalore
city (110 km away) and a tenth left the state. <Gimlade up 14 per cent and were nearly all
domestic servants. Boys worked mainly in restagtaordrs and shops.

Interviews were conducted at origins and destinatiavith children and parents separately
providing accounts of the decision-making. A stritdfinition of children’s autonomous
migration was adopted whereby it had to be an “Ungoous reflection of a migrant’s
independent wish to leave home, without any palgm&ssure on the migrant to leave, and
without any parental involvement in decision-makingn employment or shelter
arrangement” (pp. 821). Consequently this excluskeeral cases where migration was the
child’s decision but involved some parental support

Some 25 per cent of children’s migration aged 1Q/d4rs was clearly autonomous. All were
boys. This was 3.6 per cent of the village popafatbf 10-14 year old boys. The definition
ruled out any direct parental role in the migratabecision (in the other 75 per cent, some
form of co-decisions with parents took place). ¥ autonomous migrants, over two-thirds
did not seek parental consent and three-quartensrode parental wishes on work/residence.
On the other hand, these were not runaways in riflationships with the family were
generally maintained, even where the migration Iwvea conflicting preferences.

Children also took responsibility for the organisat(or lack of it) of migration. Around 58
per cent migrated without prearranged work (alnadistound work in a day at destination),
29 per cent arranged their own work via older mitgaoutside the kinship network, 12 per
cent arranged via relatives, and strikingly, normmaraged via peers. Peers seemed to have few
practical contacts (lversen 2006). Most travellagth\peers or relatives, and rarely travelled
alone.

Poverty and low human capital were not barriersnigration. Whether a child migrated
autonomously was uncorrelated to per capita houdehealth, land holding or the boy’'s
schooling; it was correlated to higher caste, Haraily conflict, being aged 14 rather than
10, and having migrant peers.

For certain groups, if a child migrated, it was mbkely autonomous (as defined) than non-
autonomous. A 10 year old migrant from a home witimestic discord had 21 per cent
probability of being autonomous, but by age 14 tbise to nearly 90 per cent. When 5 per
cent of peers were migrants, a 14 year old had &8 gent probability of migrating
autonomously rather than non-autonomously. Evehowit domestic discord, a 14 year old
child migrant was 55 per cent likely to be autonasmdhan non-autonomous. The results
suggest that whilst under 12 year olds rarely négtavithout parental involvement, “boys
12-14 regularly made labour migration decisiongepehdently” (lversen 2006).

37 A survey was conducted in 21 villages in one iistin Karnataka, covering all households (153)hwit
migrant children under 15 years old, and resultedata on 134 current migrant children and 35 retnigrant
children. In addition, 95 of the current migrantldien were surveyed at destination.
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Orgocka and Jasini (2007) study the various detisiakers that may be involved. This
asked 150 children and 150 adults (parents and<tie rural northwest Albania on who

facilitates children’s independent migration froneit communities. These communities had
low incomes, low human development indicators, ligth unemployment. One-in-three had
a migrant family member.

Table 3 shows the percentages citing children tkéras, parents, peers and emigrants (those
currently abroad) as facilitators of children’s eépéndent migration (see table-notes for
survey questions). Whilst the absolute data issnahformative, the variations are revealing.

Large majorities cited both children and parenist(fwo columns). Child-facilitation was
cited somewhat more than parental-facilitation. Mthichild-facilitation and parental-
facilitation were cited fairly uniformly by most s of respondents, columns 3 and 4 show
peers and emigrants were cited far more by thesold@ldren, and far less by adults. Whilst
older children noted the importance of peers anijemts, adults failed to do so, including
parents.

Table 3: Who facilitates children’s independent migation from Albania?

Answers on who facilitated, % agreeing (see note)

Respondents: Child Parents Peers Emigrants
16-18 yr olds 85 59 62 75
13-15 yr olds 86 54 44 53
10-12 yr olds 90 67 43 63
Parents 67 40 17 73
Community members 63 50 23 63
Border police 100 100 20 60
Anti-trafficking police 84 60 36 76
Teachers 71 67 32 62
State employees 57 63 10 63

Note: the column ‘Children facilitate’ shows the per céimét agreed that Children are led by someone who
promises him/her better life abroad; ‘Parents @atéd’ shows agreement that Parents pay someofaeitiate

the leaving; ‘Peers facilitate’ shows agreement thageer the child knew organises the leaving; ‘Gm@ants
facilitate’ shows agreement that Emigrants fad#itehildren's migration

Source:adapted from data in Orgocka and Jasini (2007)2p.

Orgocka and Jasini also report the proportions iwgrtb migrate in the near future: 10 per
cent of 10-12 year olds, 15 per cent of 13-15 yd#ds and 26 per cent of 16-18 year olds.
Almost all children believed work at destination Wi be necessary, and the majority
reported knowing about risks of being exploitedusgly, for organ sale, crime, or being sold.
Previewing the later discussion, fake papers anlimgaover the mountains were cited by
children as possible means for their travel.

Similar results on children’s awareness about rtiigmaare reported in Ghana. Beauchemin
(1999) surveyed 805 children in junior secondaryosts in rural Ghana. Two-thirds had
migrant relatives and friends aged below 20 ye@ids said migration helped avoid early
marriage, and helped prepare for eventual marri@yer 80 per cent would like to leave
their locality to seek new opportunities. The stualgo interviewed 174 children who

37



dropped out of school, three-quarters because aif ¢d money. The majority wanted to
migrate, commonly indicating a desire to escapet\liey saw as the hopelessness of their
rural lives.

Beauchemin (1999) also interviewed 282 parentewemal villages in Ghana. Many parents
said their children simply left. 81 per cent apmdwor thought their child’s decision to
migrate was a good idea. Half had more than oneamighild. When they migrated, 14 per
cent of children were aged under 10 years, ande64gnt between 12-17 years. Most parents
knew where their children had gone, although they tontact only once or twice a year (8
per cent had no contact). Many migrate for arousé the year in the low season, and return
to continue schooling with their earnings.

Beauchemin (1999) quotes a 15 year old porter im&gi, Ghana who originally left school

to raise the family’s cows: “One day | told my fathl had to get some clothes altered. |
bought a bus ticket and told my brother to takehilte back home. | knew by the time he got
there, it would be too late for my father to do @hunyg. | wasn't afraid when | left. | had cedi

30,000 and the bus ticket cost cedi 10,000. | adiivn Kumasi around 6 a.m. | didn’t know
anyone here. [He found a job via a clansman heaméhe street.] In the beginning it was
really hard because people cheat you. Sometimemr eedi 10,000 a day, sometimes
nothing. So you have to save.”

De Lange (2006) studied rural to rural independsnid migration in Burkina Faso. Most
were in cotton production. The study interviewedrdturn migrant boys at origin, and 14
migrant boys at destination and their farmer-emgisyBoys aged 10 and above migrated up
to 200 km, on contracts that lasted normally a .yéadependent child migration is so
established that children nearly always undertd@krhigration decision (and like Iversen’s
study in Karnataka, sometimes without parental Kedge). Parents worried about their
children’s safety and health; and some were coeckeabout losing their children’s labour
and company. However, few parents actively attechpteprevent their child’s independent
migration.

De Lange’s interviews at destination revealed chiis strong dependency on their
employers, who usually provided room and board, gaid at the end of the contract (also
reported in India by Venkateswarlu, 2007). Somddchin were paid less than promised or
not at all. Returning without money was considesedmeful, forcing some to stay in the
hope of being paid. Some boys — mostly with littteno schooling — had migrated several
times despite knowing the hardships (and this exhibe survey evidence on return
migrants). Some continued school after returnimagjriig earned their school fees.

Recruitment and transport by others — key elemienitsternational definitions of trafficking
— did not necessary alter the risks faced by migrhitdren in this setting. Most children left
with recruiters; others went alone or in groupscridigers were often older boys, or farmers
looking for workers (who transported extra childfenneighbouring farmers). Children who
were recruited and children who migrated withoutrugers were no different from each
other in their backgrounds, or in their subseqesperiences at destination.
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Information based on larger samples on recruitrimetttis region is given by the cocoa sector
study (discussed above), which surveyed 4500 fann®meroon, Cote d’lvoire, Ghana and
Nigeria (IITA 2002). An intermediary was involved fecruiting 30-40 per cent of the child

workers, but the bulk of recruitment was by otheorkers, children making contacts

themselves or by the farmer directly. In the cadfeecruitment by intermediaries, none of
the children reported their parents being paid aoxe reported being forced against their
will to leave home, and most claimed to know treruiger.

Camacho’s (1999) interviews with 50 migrant donesiorkers aged 14-17 years in Manila,
Philippines found that many started as provincigrants when young, and then migrated to
Manila when older. Over half were under 15 yeadswahen they started in domestic service,
and 22 per cent were under 15 years old when thgsatad to Manila. The Manila job was
located by an agency in 8 per cent of cases, bsnp&for 6 per cent, by themselves in 4 per
cent, and the rest by friends or relatives. Aro88doer cent of children said the decision to
work was theirs, and 14 per cent consulted neigagent. For the majority, parents and
siblings participated in the decisions, although altimate decision rested with the migrating
child. Camacho describes how families try (not gsvauccessfully) to use social networks to
provide protective environments, even long-distance

Dezso et al. (2005) describe a Romaniaother’'s thoughts about her son’s migration abroad
The family was landless, and both parents were pimrad except for seasonal work. Their
son let them know he would seek work abroad bechadead heard how well things were

going for their fellow villagers there. The parentauld not offer a better option, so they let
their 14- year-old son go to France. Dezso etalnd that over a third of respondents at
places of origin believed that migrant childremfréheir communities were begging, stealing
or in prostitution; moreover many were unwilling talk about this in focus groups, and

mentioned it only in the survey.

Heissler (2008) argues that in Bangladesh despitstraining factors, children show many
ways of manipulating structures to serve theirvittlial preferences. Heissler interviewed 58
independent child migrants in Dhaka, and 105 parantd community members at origins.
Heissler argues greater education raised communitg-aspirations for salaried work, but
this was out of reach of all but the wealthiestdrien, because most left school around the
age of puberty. Non-farm income was crucial insheldy areas because of high landlessness;
and abandonment or death of the male breadwinnerfysther migratory pressure on
children. Heissler also noted that children may rate in order to do work that would be
beneath their family’s social status locally, whitéher children refused to migrate because
migration would mark their family as low status.

Summing-up

Information on decisions and decision-makers isartgnt for identifying migration from
trafficking, by recognizing that many children helecide their own independent movements,
and often, criminal involvement is difficult to s#ga(much less prosecute). In some places
children are involved in influencing their migratidy age 10 years, and this is consistent
with survey evidence on age presented earlier. IR@ganother earlier discussion, decision-
making processes in children’s independent mignasioould not be seen in isolation to the
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social and economic factors that underpin child ngaaquality tradeoffs, which can
motivate parents and societies towards greatersiments in children, and alter their
migration dis/incentives.

Apart from helping to define movements, researcldecision-making indicates factors that
influence arrangements for travel, shelter, wodhosling and care, at destination. Age,
gender, poverty and family disharmony seem to dmrdithese key aspects of migration
preparedness. Some parents reported no involveimené decision-making (which did not
necessarily mean losing contacts with children raftagration), and so the children
concerned would have forfeited adult access to uress, information and networks
(although some parents might have had little teraff the first place).

Related to this, the role of peers in migrationisiea-making needs more rigorous study,
because whilst children may state peer-influertegy practical contributions may be limited
by, for example, their age, gender and situatidndeatinations. This may indicate a more
general question of how far children can be inddpanhin deciding and organising their
movements before the movement becomes extremély ris

4.2  What are the motives for children’s independenimigration?

Many children see their migration both as parttaitt families’ livelihoods strategies, and
their own goals of progress, independence and itita@msnto adulthood. A minority use
migration to escape domestic abuse, violence, amty enarriage. Economic and health
shocks in the family may also cause the migratiosome.

Broadly there seems to be three sets of motives:
1. income generation for consumption, family roles anthhousehold positioning;

2. accumulation of assets and human capital withati€le transitions (‘future seeking’);
and

3. self-protection.

Consumption, family roles and intrahousehold positining

In Camacho’s (2006) study in the Philippines, migrehildren often perceived their position
in their families to have improved. Camacho argineg children’s migration is a complex
site for negotiation, with interweaving family apdrsonal goals. This interweaving was also
apparent in the Karnatakan, Ghanaian and Burkinedesarch already discussed.

According to Camacho, children’s position in thesppdnds on the extent of their independent
social networks and access to work (although ofiiidnay share decisions over migration to
maintain family relations). Brown (2007) found thatildren in Cambodia often used their

own social networks to place themselves into doimestrk. Relatives and friends were part

of the network, but also neighbours and markeeel|

Punch (2002) proposes the notion of ‘negotiate@rd@pendence’ as a useful way of

understanding how independent migrant children weithin their structural limitations
whilst fulfilling both individual and families’ nes, and asserting some levels of agency over
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their life choices. Punch studied Bolivian indepemtd child migrants to rural areas of
Argentina. Punch notes similar themes reviewed lerether countries, in terms of the
effects on children’s independent migration of lascarcity, gender, birth order and
seasonality. Punch (2007a) argues that childrerusareven unpaid labour to increase their
‘generational power’ to become more independentlaach new skills; and that migration
can be simultaneously empowering (back home) asehtpowering (at destinations).

Some studies have found children’s migration matif@mulated in terms of earning their
own possessions. Of course this is partly conswnpthoices, but also seems part of family
roles because of the particular items that childwamted to earn. These include especially
those items that enhance their autonomy, such lkes hiDe Lange 2006) and sewing
machines (Hashim 2005). Castle and Diarra (2008)isly of 10-18 year old independent
migrants from rural Mali found girls wanted artisléor their marriage, while boys wanted
articles to increase their status. In Heissler@0@ study in Bangladesh, some independent
girl migrants said they were saving for their mage dowry. The Laotian survey above also
cited economic independence (Phetsiriseng 2003).

Of course children’s family roles are connectedp&yceptions of childhood. A study in
Burkina Faso (TdH 2003) asked adults about thidouind varied responses from those
defining childhood as under 10 years of age (bamedideas about capacity for self-
reflection), under 15 years of age (based on ideasut decision-making), or older
adolescence (somebody unmarried). Around 40 perafeadults felt 10-14 year olds should
do the same tasks as adults.

Migrant children in Ghana and the Gambia cite “.asty expectations in family systems that
children should start ‘giving back’ to their paremts soon as they are able, usually by their
early teens” (Chant and Jones 2005, p.191). In Gwdikn et al.’s (2006) survey of migrant
and non-migrant children aged 8-17 years working imarket in Nigeria (N=225), around
half of whom were also in school, found that 46 pent thought children should not work
and a quarter thought it signalled deprivation, dsb that work was beneficial for providing
incomes, helped their parents and was a trainindpécoming responsible adults (a point
echoed in the discussion next on education).

Migrant children’s remittances are documented byrfiret al. (2005). This includes an 18

year old migrant in rural Ghana remitting to hisquas since age 14, by doing farming work;
a 14 year old migrant in Dhaka, Bangladesh rengjttonhis mother, who is household head
and works partly as a domestic servant; and a &Bold girl in Accra, Ghana working as a

marker porter who remitted cash, a set of houseti@dsils for her mother and another set
for her marriage. Anarfi et al. provide detailegpesiences of 17 independent child migrants
from four countries. Several cases underlined ieddpnt migrant children’s need for safe
means of saving — a point connected to the nexibseon their goals of accumulation.

Independent earnings — and sending remittancesy-cordribute to strengthening children’s

intrahousehold positions, for much the same reasssearch has shown it does for women.
Other factors would be birth-order and gender, Wwhicdeed seem to be correlates of
independent child migration. A motive for childrenhdependent migration appears to be
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independencatself, but firmly located within the family strture and as part of their
lifecycle processes.

In other words, many of the children involved da seek independence by being ‘runaways’
but by being active family members and by enhantnagy family roles through migration.
This is a key point of differentiation between ‘aways’ and independent child migrants.
Furthermore, echoing research on return child migrareported earlier, the fact that
independent child migration is located within faesl would question the common policy
assumption that independent child migramedto be ‘reunited’ with their families for their
well-being. Many are already in contact with th&mily, and premature return to home
might undermine their efforts towards strengthertimgir intra-family positions, possibly a
key indicator of successful migration for thesddrein.

Future-seeking

Continuing the quote above from the 15 year oldgyan Kumasi, Ghana in Beauchemin
(21999): “I put my money in agusu[informal savings groups]. I've saved cedi 200,000
have a lot more but I've been robbed often. Liketgeday, somebody stole cedi 14,000. |
sleep at the kiosk in the main bus station. | dbaite to pay because | clean the kiosk. | want
to go back home [for a while]. | also want to hely father. But I'll come back to Kumasi.
My dream is to set up a television repair shop here

Some research suggests migration may be seen a¥ tme few routes to social-economic
mobility, particularly by children endowed with lited opportunities from their parents and
communities. Heissler (2008) reports the case ahdependent migrant girl from a landless
family in Bangladesh, whose younger sister andlivathers were not migrants. The girl said
the decision to migrate into domestic work was h@iatly with her parents. Earnings by the
girl, her father and brothers helped buy land, #wedesulting upward economic mobility was
reported by village members as to why the younipings did not migrate.

Land aspirations were also cited in the Tanzaniadysabove (Liviga and Mekacha 1998).
Touray (2006) argues that in semi-arid areas imAsid Africa, migration by youth is related
to limited access to land, exacerbated by desetitin.

Hashim (2005) notes that generally children’s iretefent migration is thought to harm
education, but case studies show this is not alviiayes and independent migrant children
sometimes manage to combine work with schoolindgorinal apprenticeships or skills
training. Hashim’s research was based on tracinguéf-rural and rural-urban independent
child migrants from northeast Ghana. In one cask gear old girl was informally fostered
by a relative for schooling, and on tracing hee sfas indeed going to school but also she
reported working as a domestic servant.

Hashim also notes that some children appeared e haen fostered/ migrated to do the

work of children in school (i.e. replace lost hduslé labour). Also the types of jobs and
skills training available differed for girls andy®y and often required fees or unpaid work.
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From a census of one village in that area Hashinmdathat 77 of the 447 children, 15 per

cent of the child population, were independent an¢g (a further 17 children in the village

were returned migrants). Children started farmihgge 4 years and by age 14 were given
the same tasks as adults. Age, gender and staxagdiiies determined the organisation and
division of labour in farming. Production was rdéd, labour intensive, and aimed for

enough food for the year and surplus for cash rsétes

Schooling was seen as one of several factors mld's future, including job prospects and

the family’s livelihoods. Most households investedpost-primary schooling for only the

most able and determined child, with other childn@wing to increasingly negotiate as they
reached productive ages. Hashim found that independhigration was often a way for

children to earn an income to continue schoolingnetfamilies had left off (or more rarely

to finance siblings’ schooling).

In reference to Burkina Faso, based on interviewils parents and migrant children, Thorsen
(2007) argues families might diversify across dfgitd to take advantage of available
opportunities, reduce sibling rivalry, and optimisé&hin resource constraints. This might
mean that children could be treated differentlyti® family, in terms of support for

schooling, fostering, apprenticeship and work (amel role of migration in these). These
choices are argued to differ by boys and girls, ianithe context of polygamous families, be
differently approached by fathers and mothers.

Curran (1996) found that in Thailand household sleas concerning 12-21 years olds and
their education versus rural-urban migration depéenan gender and sibling order. Both of
these are argued to be markers of intrahousehaitigoes. The study villages were poor, had
high migration rates, high fertility, and land stgr. Sons were preferred for education, both
sons and daughters migrated, but daughters were likely to remit wages, because of their
greater reliance on the kinship network.

Camacho (1999) reports reasons for migration gibgrnindependent migrant children in

domestic service in Manila. Amongst reasons, sscfamily poverty and consumer items, a
high percentage (30 per cent) said that payingdflication was their motive. Some children
were paying for their own education and others vpagng for the education of siblings.

Similar arguments are in Giani (2006) for Banglddesncerning schooling availability and
its quality at origins and destinations, family waions of schooling, children’s productive
roles, and alternatives opened by migration viaasaetworks and informal fostering. Giani
notes that some children’s independent migratiaepgacement labour for other children in
school. Giani argues that migration patterns, ahéther schooling is included or not, are
affected by the terms of departure from home amdljainvolvement in the migration.

Self-protection

Adugna (2006) quotes a 15 year old in Ethiopia: “Myents didn’t want to send me to town.
My mother was crying while | left the village..s&id | better go somewhere and try my best
instead of dying of hunger there. | saw povertyniy mother’s face.” Adugna surveyed 50
independent migrants aged 8-18 years living onstheets in Addis Ababa. Whilst 12 per
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cent were orphans, three-quarters had at leasswmnvéving parent. Almost 40 per cent had
never been to school.

Adugna found that work was overwhelmingly the mesason for migration, but domestic
violence and escaping marriage were also citedr @Oeper cent were from subsistence
farming or daily waged families. Half maintainedhtact with their families, mainly visiting
home once or twice a year. Adugna also found migsdreet children and local street
children did not mix, and the locals accused thgramts of being simple-minded and
undercutting their wages. Police and the fear ifstiwere cited as serious problems.

lliness, death and other shocks within familiesléwedy to be some triggers and conditioning
factors in children’s self-protection. Ansell ante (2004) found that in communities with
high rates of HIV, children migrated for work, tare for sick relatives and be cared for;
directions of migration included all four rural/ai combinations; and a third migrated more
than once, mainly due to instabilities in theircaimstances. The role of migration to address
risks, such as by diversifying family incomes, islkrecognised in migration literatut@.
Children’s independent migration may be part o.ttAkresh (2004) shows that income
shocks trigger informal child fostering in West ish. Some authors argue that children’s
work may act as a buffer against shocks as a férinformal insurance’ (Beegle et al. 2006;
Maitra et al. 2006; Fitzsimons 2004; Curran e2aD3).

Conticini and Hulme (2006) found that in Bangladedtmestic abuse contributed to
children’s independent migration to the streetseylkite an official estimate of 500,000
street children in the main cities. In their sunay93 street children in Dhaka, 89 per cent
were migrants and three-quarters were from pooiilisn Children stated that economic
independence was a means to free themselves frase @and excessive control. Just 5 per
cent of boys and no girls reported that in the ysefiore leaving home they were free of
physical, emotional or sexual violence (11 per aginboys and 24 per cent of girls were
subject to all three). Perpetrators ranged fromemar stepparents, relatives, and school
teachers. “The child learns to consider migratienaaconcrete alternative to acceptance of
violence. Migration to the street must be seenrasgss. It is a decision that develops over
time.” (p. 35).

Conticini and Hulme argue that many types of progrees attempt to assist children in street
situations, but the high spatial mobility, independe, and suspicion of adults, means that
attempts to provide support and reintegration aoblpmatic and often unsuccessful. Even

when food, accommodation and basic income is peaviay shelters, many children return to

the street, and this is argued to be due to tleaatin of social bonds they form there. They

argue a process of adaptation takes place as@hildarn self-reliance commit themselves to
life on the streets, whilst others see it as asitaoint, and temporary refuge.

* This literature is fairly large — a partial reviésvin de Haan and Yaqub (2007). For example, Hajli(2008)

shows variations between men and women in how miggrand risks are linked in El Salvador; and Heety
al. (2004) show that in Burkina Faso the relatigndletween migration and risks is differentiatednbigration

destination and duration. Children’s migration vaa$ considered explicitly in either study, but trehow how

migration-development linkages can vary acrossguexand migration patterns.
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Brown’s (2007) study of child domestic workers iartbodia found several children came
from abusive or dysfunctional backgrounds. Homeawmeay view themselves as offering
as an escape route. The presence of steppareatgued to increase the likelihood of
migration. There was also evidence of homeowneggetiag children in abject poverty and
hunger, especially after the death of a breadwinner

Stites et al. (2007) found that in Uganda domeabase, hunger and abandonment by
stressed families were some reasons for childrengation, and for living and working
independently on the streets. The study concernggant communities in the northeast
where historically children and youth migrated witlthe social network, but recently there
has been increased numbers who migrate into camettpre-arranged by their families.

Families reported a steady decline in livelihood$&ealth status prior to experiencing a final
‘more discrete’ trigger that resulted in out-migoatby family members. The authors suggest
that as managers of household food security, methware important decision-makers in
children’s migration. Some families reported thehildren left without their knowledge, and
in other cases children are cited as approachimy tharents to migrate for income
generation. Some children reported selling firewtmdhave the cash for the transport, and
others said they had their fare paid at destindipprospective employers. In several cases,
young migrants returned with food and cash, andk wiblings with them when they re-
migrated. Sometimes highly stressed householdsyseng siblings, even under 5 years old.

Beauchemin (1999) reports the case of a 10 yeapailtbr and cleaner in Kumasi, Ghana,
who migrated with his father and three siblings Bitlhis mother and another three siblings
at home. His father returned to the village withtedving any money, and the boy was
supporting himself and three siblings. Presumétdychildren did not return home because
for some reason that would have been a worse optian remaining as independent
migrants. In this case, the children were not imtelent migrants in travel, but were at
destination.

Another similar situation may arise when migrantepas are repatriated or incarcerated for
some reason. For example, significant numbers ivdreim of North Korean descent live in
border provinces of China, by some estimates betveefew thousand to tens of thousands
(HRW 2008). With one or more parents of North Kereaigin, the children remain without
legal residence permit. Most North Korean childmyme with their parents, but some
parents are arrested and repatriated without magaginotify their children and the children
remain in China.

4.3 How do independent migrant children move?

There seem to be two main modes of movement fapeddent child migrants.

1. Some children’s movements are facilitated throughkinship network or take place as a
result of early marriage. The organisation, anchebe fact of movement, might not be
recognised as migration due to it being highly albgiembedded. Also the migration
distance is defined by the spatial reach of thestkm network, and so this mode of
migration is more likely to result in internal magion.
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2. Many children migrate outside of the kinship netkvomheir migration seems more
closely tied to labour-markets, and may track adufirant flows and routes better than
kinship movements. Consequently this mode of chiltdrindependent migration may be
more reliant on high rates of adult and peer mignato ‘show the way’.

Social and kinship movements

Substantial numbers of children in poor countries/enthrough the kinship network, many
still having surviving parents. Across West Afrideetween a fifth and a third of households
(varying by the country) have other people’s clafdiunder 15 years living with them, and
some 90 per cent of these children have at leasiparent surviving (Pilon 2003). Fostering
away from surviving parents can be high even amoygsng children in some countries.

Kielland (2008) reports that in Benin, 1.5 per ceh0-2 year olds do not live with a parent
but have one or both alive (this applies to 9.5qmart of 3-5 year olds, 14.3 per cent of 6-9
year olds and 18.4 per cent of 10-14 year olds).

The causes of fostering can vary from illness/ ligat the origin household, economic
hardship, parental divorce/ separation, labour s@edhe destination household, broadening
children’s experiences, and children’s schoolingedse Although fostering commonly
involves adult arrangements, children are freqyeatkive in the many choices involved in
the process, and sometimes may use the sociakws®acto their advantage, such as by
initiating their own fostering (Leinaweaver 2007Bnsell and Blerk (2004) make the same
point in Malawi and Lesotho, but also indicate doaists on children’s agency in
communities with high (HIV-related) illness and trea

Leinaweaver (2007) argues that children’s independegration through the social network
in Peru is part of strengthening kinship “from tp@und up”. All parties have an interest:
sending parents regret losing a loved child andrdributor to the household but may have
obligations towards the recipient family, or wish gtrengthen a relationship, or wish to
promote their child’s life chances; the receivimmbsehold may want the child for reciprocal
social reasons or household help; the child maysrtti® natal home, but welcome the
opportunity to ease parental burdens and find nepodunities, particularly schooling.

Brown (2007) discussed below suggests in Laos ey have played a role in some
children’s migration into domestic work.

Leinaweaver suggests a continuum in which the nubsgant the relationship between
receiving adult and migrant child, the more likehat exploitation will occur or that the

exchange-based aspects will give way to a moregrézable employer-employee relation.
This point is supported by data presented belowdbmpares rates of child labour between
children with and without parents (see also Mexisarvey evidence cited above).

Labour-market linked movements

Children’s independent migration across bordersnistly undocumented. The literature
notes that many children simply cross over fencasvers marking borders, and others may
even cross unrecorded at official border pointshiRari and Pradhan 2005; SCF 2007).
Often below the age for work permits, and withlditbfficial entittements to services at
destination, independent child migrants have feweitives to identify themselves to
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authorities. Independent child migrants in Southicaf crossing from Mozambique have
described their travel on foot, and some have ladver-night in territories with wild
animals and other dangers (SCF 2008).

Phetsiriseng (2003) reports that in Laos socialvagts linked to labour markets help
independent child migrants to travel undocumenged that migration costs sometimes
equals half of the salary. Similar pictures emeirgehe studies reviewed on Karnataka,
Philippines and Ghana. Punch (2007c) found Boliviagrants to rural Argentina often went
on contracts covering transport, subsistence amdebarossing, with payment at the end,
and this type of contract might be attractive tevrmaigrants. Punch reports a 14 year old
returning after four months with US$ 600.

This suggests that some children’s independentatiagr might resemble adult irregular
migration more closely than regular, following d@aniroutes, smugglers, and processes of
exclusion at destination. But the literature oregular migration appears simply to have
overlooked children. For example, an estimatedethoefive million irregular migrants are in
South Africa (Koser 2005, citing UN DESA), but arlfig systematic country-study on the
issue makes no reference to children (Waller 2606).

Summing-up

Information on children’s modes of movement is imgot. First, it may help explain why

this group of migrants has been missed in mainstreebates. Secondly, qualitative
variations in the mode of movement may signal chités relationships to adults involved (if

any), and thus play a (positive or negative) ralearrangements for children’s shelter,
livelihoods, education, nurture, etc., at destorai Third, modes of movement may be
linked to how poor households — otherwise consdaim their migration opportunities —

incorporate themselves into migration.

1. Problems in recognising children’s independent atign
The way that children move independently seemsetpdrt of why they are not recognised
easily as migrants. There are two aspects of this.

According to the literature reviewed, it seems galenot the case that independent migrant
children travel alone. For most, the movement sescnempanied, either with other children,
relatives or smugglers. This means that independbiid migrants might not be easily
identified.

Children’s modes of movement lead to non-migrabela attached to some independent
child migrants. Children who move through kinshiptwmorks may be called fostered.
Children who move through non-kinship networks fail to find shelter at destination, are

39 Eschbach, Hagan and Rodriguez (2003) found a rahgauses of mortality of undocumented migrants on
the southern border of USA, and that changes iddsasecurity over time affected the risks facedrigrants

in movement by leading to changes in migratory esubwards open countryside. Ruiz (2001) maps wario
dangers on the Guatemalan-Mexican border, and ata¢ even in movement variations exist acrossanig

in their capacity “...to anticipate, manage, resigl aope” (p.30).

0 The same was found in studies on China (Skeldd@i20rurkey (Igduygu 2003), Asia (Hugo 2005), and
former Soviet Union countries (Tishkov et al. 2005)
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called street children or runaways. Early marrisggnother non-migrant label for children’s
independent movemerits.These movements share many similar causes andsses;
including economic factors.

2. Qualitative differences in movements

Although difficult to be more specific with curreavidence, substantial differences are likely
within each of the modes of movement described @bBven if moving through market-led
mechanisms, there would seem to be potentiallydfft ways of doing this, some better for
children and some worse. Leinaweaver indicatesndasi point for movements via kinship.
This suggests that both types of movement mightitoamongst all social-economic groups,
but income, social connections and other advantagght help improve the terms of
movement, whether through market-mechanisms orhiinsTo access these resources,
however, children’s movements would need the inmwilgnt of adults.

3. Poverty linkages

Leinaweaver's (2007) argument that children’s irefefent migration can be part of
strengthening kinship is important, and links togry research that focuses on the role of
social capital. Poor families might prefer kinsihipvement, if they can get it; or otherwise
have to settle for market-driven recruiters outsfte social network. Faced with this choice,
poor families may be more willing to accept lesgoi@rable terms for one or more child’s
independent movement, as part of social networkinghe whole family. As some poverty
literature discusses, this decision-making mightldss about current poverty (in a static
sense) and as much about improving the chancespifigc with the future by investing in
social networks. Poor families have few assetsaueb, of which children’s independent
migration might be one.

4.4 Situations at destination

Pearson et al. (2006) reported a survey of 696antgrfrom Myanmar, Laos and Cambodia,
in Bangkok and surrounding areas, sampling workeffsshing, agriculture, manufacturing
and domestic service. One-in-four was a child (6qant were under 15 years old). A fifth
had been in Thailand before. Around a third spakie lor no Thai. Around 16 per cent had
no schooling, and 58 per cent had 1-6 years ofdtigp At the time of survey, 5 per cent
were in part-time classes run by NGOs (all werekingy also).

Pearson et al. found age is an important factoegistering with authorities, for a residence
paper, health card and work perfffitThe sector with the highest registrations was #iso
sector with older workers, and child migrants pnefe fishing and domestic work because
those sectors seemed less regulated. Registratisnaiso discouraged by employers, the
time consuming process, changes of address anshdetstanding the proce$s.

“1 Early marriage should be considered because riigreia marriage may be part of risk managemesbime
contexts (Rosenzweig and Stark 1989); early magria@y reduce consumption demands on the parental
household; in-law households receive labour inftiens of paid and unpaid work of married childrénancial

and transactional aspects of early marriage in smonéexts (Jain and Kurz 2007); and the possibiligt early
marriage may serve the same purpose as migratidrofseholds with few migration opportunities.

“2 Special procedures would seem to be needed flrehiaged 15-17 years for these processes, wheyeate
eligible.

“3 First, a residence card has to be obtained, thafithcard following a health examination, and lfina work
permit. Thailand issues work permits for over 1&ryelds.
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Children felt less able to change jobs. Apart fromdebtedness and withholding of

documents, children were more fearful than adulesnaployer-violence or being reported to

the police by employers or being arrested or nudifig another job; also employers were
more likely owe children money. Employers retaitieel originals of documents (sometimes
giving photocopies), so even when registered, #s bf arrest remained and movement
outside the workplace was limited.

Few children (<3 per cent) were falsely informedwbtheir type of work or working
conditions. A third of those aged 15 years, andp&#4 cent of 15-17 year olds, had no
information on this prior to migration. Childrendaonregistered workers were paid less than
adult and registered workers, particularly in doticesork and agriculture. This suggests
important sectoral differences in independent nmgichildren’s well-being at destinations,
although there is little research on this (discdssea research gap below).

Most employers surveyed in this study preferredtadao children — even in domestic work,
80 per cent preferred adults. This is because grapgerceived children as too young, less
able to do the work, temporary and less responsailerough in domestic service these were
cited less). This means that many children acaass lpy being associated with an adult in
some way.

Few used employment recruiters (10 per cent atroagd 2 per cent at destination), and 57
per cent used a transporter for the travel onhgsL#an a quarter paid the recruiter, and a
third kept contact with the recruiter. Many receust are informal, and gain benefits over time
by sending remittances or contacting family. A feere recruited and transported by police.
In 9 per cent of cases families were paid in adedoc the migrant's work. Domestic service
was the worst sector.

Young (2004) reports the concentration of indepahdeigrant children in towns bordering
Uganda and Kenya for goods smuggling in the ea&®B80%, before the border was tightened
and the numbers declined: “You could find 6 yeat ohildren carrying, you know, two
packets of maize flour on their shoulders. They i@arry two bottles (of beer), one in each
hand across the border, and they would run to em¢he whole day” (quoting a NGO staff
member).

Ansell and van Blerk's (2005) research with 200ldrein in Lesotho and Malawi found a
strong association between migrants and rentedifrmpu&overnment or commercial rental
housing in southern Africa is in short supply. Misspoor quality and informally provided by
small landlords. Ansell and van Blerk argue thaidiog is more than about shelter, because
it influences children’s care contexts, the indamvironment; the immediate outdoor
environment; infrastructure, utilities and servigelsysical security; and security of tentfe.

Large shares of independent child migrants amastgseét children, reported above, could be
understood in terms of migrant children’s limitedependenaccess to housing. Children —
particularly young ones — would seem to need thi@ loé adults to secure housing at

** There has been greater acknowledgement of chidrights in urban environments since Habitat IINU
Conference on Human Settlements, Istanbul 1996).
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destination, either via social networks or housimgrkets. Independent migrant children may
arrive at destination without housing arranged beedheir parents lacked the economic and
social resources, or if they migrated without p&akmvolvement.

An assessment in border areas of South Africa famady independent migrant children
from Zimbabwe®> Most came for livelihoods reasons, mainly in farghand petty services.
Some use transactional sex, either in direct coroialesex or through ‘boyfriend/sugar
daddy’ relationships. Most children said they trtedremain invisible to the authorities for
fear of deportation, including the government’s igbavelfare agencies. This makes it
difficult to reach this group.

Once deported, many children return to South Afbeaause from a livelihood perspective
the deportation represents a loss of income. Wieporded, many children do not want to be
reunified with their families, and to avoid thisesthmay lie about their age in order to be
treated as an adult procedure, or withhold or gi®wuncorrect information. The authors argue
that involuntary family reunification is probablytan effective strategy, as children quickly
find their way back. Involuntary family reunificati may represent an additional burden on
children that is not faced by adults.

A survey of 130 independent migrant children in tivarder towns in South Africa and
Johannesburg found children as young as seven,aviéhage age of 14 years (SCF 2007).
Over half the children paid bribes or an informaldg to cross. Many had been assaulted
whilst trying to cross the border.

One quarter of the children had been previouslyrnetd to their home country, and a further
one quarter had been arrested but later releadedstlidy found that the arrest was often not
done in accordance with the law. This is likelyk® due to the lack of clarity about the

police’s responsibility. Very few children had evexd contact with a social worker.

Crime was mentioned as the worst thing about b&n§outh Africa. About one quarter
made their money by selling in the street, whiknailar number made nothing at all. Some
14 per cent made money by collecting plastic betftem rubbish dumps. Less than 10 per
cent of the children obtained food from a welfargamisation and most bought their own
food or relied on begging.

Notably one-in-three in this survey accessed s@éhgoMWhen asked what help they most
needed in South Africa, the children were equakgly to cite jobs and schooling. There
were stark differences between the children livindohannesburg and those on the borders.
Those on the borders had almost no access to émlucatto basic services. In spite of this,
72 per cent of the children felt that their lives $outh Africa would be better than their
parents’ lives.

Lane (2008) argues that migration exposes chiltoenew influences on health behaviour
and new exposure to health risks, such as viole®Hs/HIV, and substance use.

%5 United Nations-International Organization for Migipn Joint-Assessment Report on the Situation of
Migrants from Zimbabwe in South Africa, Septemb@02.
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Reproductive health is particularly vulnerable hessa migrant children leave family and
community systems that promote, reinforce, and tonnorms of appropriate sexual
behaviour. While young people are more likely toelsposed to coercion or sexual violence
in urban settings, they may also be more likelyetgage in consensual, unprotected
“survival” sex, such as to access food and shelter.

Lane notes it is important to consider, howeveat tyoung migrants themselves may not
identify reproductive health as their top priorifyheir health concerns may be more focused
on day-to-day physical considerations such as aneestruation, dental care, and weight, or
psychosocial issues such as relationships, educadiod employment. This means that to
maximize the effectiveness, relevance, and acc#iptadis interventions that target migrant
children, their views need to be sought and integranto programmes.

Brown (2007) surveyed 123 children in domestic wadikkng without their parents, in three
provincial towns in Cambodi&. Around 70 per cent were migrants from agrarianilies)
and a few said their work was seasonal becauseftimilies could not provide for them all
year round. Age at first entry into work was und@ryears for 12 per cent and 12-14 years
for 26 per cent. Nearly 90 per cent were girls, aedrly half had primary schooling or more.
One-in-five was the eldest, many citing responiybib support siblings and their education;
and around 16 per cent were the youngest, citisgamsibility to support parents because
older siblings had married and formed separatedimids. The surveyed children were over
5 times as likely to have a stepparent comparédet@verall population.

Around half the children knew the homeowner befongrating. Children related to the
homeowner were somewhat younger, had more schaafidgnigrated from further away. In
recruitment, no children were promised differentrkvand the work was as the children
expected before migrating, although children livimgh relatives were less likely to be told
they would work, be recognised as domestic workaspaid.

Sizeable family debt was present in over half thees, the majority amounting to around
two-thirds of average annual rural incomes, andyntaused by unprotected shocks such as
illness in the family (33 per cent), bad harveg f&r cent) and hunger (9 per cefitRrown
cites another survey showing nearly four-fitthsGafmbodian child beggars in Vietnam were
from families in debt. This finding about debt wassed in a study on Bangladesh by Kabir
et al. (2008) where migrants said the pressurepay loans led to migration. Many loans
were taken during periods of crisis, like illness.

In the Cambodian study, whether the child receized income was not entirely dependent
on the homeowner’s income. Brown (2007, p.26) esgtieat alternative demand for
children’s labour in garments, tourism and sex warkd across the border in Thailand, may
account for some regional differences in childrezdsnings in domestic service, and possibly
increase participation by younger children (sirfreedther sectors attract older children).

“6 Permission to conduct the research was obtain@d the homeowners and the children separately. One
homeowner and two children refused.

" Brown argued that obligations between adults mélyénce children’s migration, although these weaeder

to detect.
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Kwankye et al. (2007) report children’s risks amgiog strategies at destination in Kumasi
and Accra, Ghana. The study interviewed 450 inddgeinmigrant children and adults aged
18-24 years who migrated as children. Over a quantee aged 10-14 years, half were aged
15-19 years, and around a fifth were aged 20-24syaad migrated as children. Issues
related to having no proper place to sleep, problémbeing paid, harassment by night
watchmen, heavy workloads, low incomes, competiilorthe labour market from more
migrants and bad treatment by customers. Notahiges@5 per cent said they faced no
serious problems.

An important concern was shelter. A quarter hadrady but others slept in streets, markets,
shop fronts, stations and kiosks (and sometimed pmido so). This exposed them to

uncomfortable sleep, bad weather, sexual harassnobiiery and assault. Children coped by
sleeping in groups and with knives. A lack of skellso meant that most bought cooked
food, even though it was costlier. Many were foeskecure and had to miss meals. Sleeping
and eating out would raise risks of malaria anceothsect-borne diseases, hygiene-related
diseases, sexual diseases and food-related di$€4=mser than a quarter accessed a clinic
ever. Over half were medicated by pharmacists, @amather 15 per cent self-medicated.

Many were sick but went without healthcare.

Job insecurity was a major risk. This was connedtedhe fact that nearly all were in

informal sector work, and their low schooling levefffered few alternatives. Half had never
been to school, and a third had completed primelnpal. Most earned under US $2 a day.
Some were earning for survival. Around three-quarsaved small amounts daily in informal
savings schemes. Half said they remit money andgjoo

The insecurity of independent migrant children’sisgs is a consistent theme in both
guantitative and qualitative research. This is ing@ because accumulation (and the shame
of not having achieved it) may be a consideratmnsbme independent migrant children’s
ability to visit their families or return-migrateSeveral of the case studies mentioned
independent migrant children relying on the trusthiness of relatives or using informal
savings systems (such as rotating savings andtcsetiemes), further underlining how
children’s independence is linked to informalisatimecause of the role of adults in mediating
access to goods and services.

Based on interviews with 35 independent migrantdebin on the streets of Accra, Ghana,
Orme and Seipel (2007) observed that most childetdom used publicly provided social
services, and were generally sceptical of theilitgliio meet their needs, being either too
strict or asked too many questions. The intervisinewed that a strong focus on work was
combined with reliance on a ‘surrogate family’ twe streets.

Hashim (2006) tries to draw out the positives aadatives of independent child migration
from study sites in Ghana. Some children are sulige@busive and harmful contexts at
destinations. But also migration allows some ofrtteccess to opportunities for income and

“8 Around a quarter said they had ever had sex (itteoes felt this to be too low). Half did so afteigration.
Age at first sex was under 15 years for a quaated, 15-19 years for two-thirds. Around 14 per ceas forced
or for money, and 75 per cent was mutual consent.
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skills they might not otherwise have. This comesinuthe positive way that migrant children

spoke about their migration experiences. Also maigrant children expressed working for

others to be preferable to working in the familgheing earlier discussion of children

seeking independence and family positioning. Hasllso notes that the positive comments
need to be set within the context of the low deprlent situations the migrant children

originate from.

Summing-up

Access to shelter, healthcare, schooling, traingade employment, consumption, physical
security and nurture are key elements that shaitgreh’'s experiences at destinations. Much
of migrant children’s choices and responses ardegliby these needs, and whilst adults may
have many of the same ones, they may differ inesdrdand sourcing.

There are age-specific limits on obtaining vari@ocuments in migration (e.g. residence
permits, health permits, labour permits), and c¢bilds information, understandings, and
abilities regarding these processes might be lami@ther aspects of life at destination may
require some form of (benevolent) adult mediatidiuch of the development significant of
independent child migration lies in resolving theioblems withininformal sectorsof
employment, shelter and access to utilities, arglithcommon to internal and international
migrants.

Although it should not be ignored that some indejlessh migrant children may genuinely
want to return home as a result of their experisneg least for a while, research with
children at destinations, even in hardship, alssshthat many do not want to return home.
Instead, many children want support in their effodat destinations, and this requires
understanding both the child development issued, tanader development processes that
affect children’s exclusion/ inclusion at destioas.
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5. RESEARCH GAPS

This section discusses six research gaps that hammpeerstanding of links between
migration and development:

1. conceptualisation of children’s independent movesiesuch as to reduce confusions
about what it is, particularly in relation to chiiéfficking, and to understand factors that
influence it and are influenced by it;

2. field-based studies that can be generalised more;

3. more inclusive statistics and methodology on whiohbase debates on migration-
development links;

4. labour-market and economic analyses that includédren’s migration for work;

5. recognition of seasonality and temporal dynamied Hffect the poorest in developing
countries hardest;

6. analysis of the endogeneity of individuals seledtgd migration, and the implications of
this for understanding links in migration-povertydamigration-inequality.

5.1  Conceptualisation of children’s independent maments

Whilst children’s independent migration is highliverse (and often this is emphasised), the
review indicates it is not just any children invetly but particular children, and the
movement is not just any movement, kpdrticular kinds of movement. A structure is
identifiable across the diversity. Understandingdes in this structure would seem important
in researching potential migration-developmentdigés. Children’s independent movement
is poorly conceptualised in migration research, aegms not to incorporate well the
empirical evidence available.

A structural framework

Previous sections described the migration progess brigins to destination broken down
into four phases: decision-making and organisaticihe migration; motives for migration;
modes of movement; situations at destinations. @asehe review, each of these four
phases seem to be best characterised as contirmugategorical variances. This is
summarised below.

1. Children’s agency and cooperation with family menshia the decision to migrate and its
organisation varies along a continuum of greatdesser degree.

2. Motives for children’s migration can range from imdiate consumption and
intrahousehold positions, to children who are mclearly future-seeking, to children
who are for various reasons self-protecting, esalgntiue to failures in child protection
systems.

3. The mode of movement can range from being strormglyanised through kinship
networks and embedded in various degrees of soe@procity, to movements that
respond more closely to labour markets and embedidbdemployers and recruiters.
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4. Situations at destinations can be pre-organiseal goeater or lesser extent in terms of
children’s basic needs, and hence the extent d¢fdepkendence different independent
migrant children need to exercise.

Most literature on independent child migration véeane or other phase, but not collectively
as a whole process. A natural extension is to Beefdur phases as causally connected.
Children who exercise greater agency over decisiotiseir migration, and whose migration
is more cooperatively organised with parents, ikedyl to be in a far better position to those
that do not, since adults mediate many of the messy contacts and opportunities needed for
successful migration, and presumably the childenag is also needed to bring these to bear
more closely to the child’s interests. This recalipecially Iversen’s Indian study, Orgocka
and Jasini’s Albanian study and Camacho’s Philippistudy, reviewed above.

In phase 2, children who migrate for reasons othan self-protection would seem to be in

stronger positions, with presumably greater safetis and exit options. Clearly phases 1 and
2 could be inter-connected processes in that @rildvho migrate to self-protect are less

likely to migrate cooperatively and their agenclikely to be highly constrained.

Phases 1 and 2 are also likely to determine thenexd which the migration occurs within a

protective kinship context at phase 3. This istoassume that migration through kinship is
always protective, but to suggest that those stnatthat are protective are arrived at
through the particularities of phase 1 and 2. Otidd migrants are left by themselves to the
vagaries of labour markets, smugglers and emplpperhaps because their agency is highly
constrained by their general circumstances, artiey have been able to draw little from

adults for organising their migration, and/or theiigration may be over-whelmed by their

seeking self-protection. Similar themes appear minéweaver's Peruvian study and

Inthasone’s Laotian study.

Phases 1, 2 and 3 together determine situatiordestinations. Some children arrive at
destination with not even shelter arranged andugndomeless, whilst others have a place to
stay and may even have agreements for continuexbkiet). Whether a child is in the former
rather than the latter group is likely to be a fimc of factors in earlier levels of the
migration process. Whitehead and Hashim (2005, 1. \@rite similarly: “Clearly the
different kinds of migration have a profound effethe Bolivian migration for agricultural
work [in Argentina] is done by older children, isnly established, and the working
conditions, though hard, are relatively benign. #lis is in marked contrast to the highly
commoditised and apparently rapacious market faydain Thailand.”

The linkages across levels would seem to be als@rgsstructured (i.e. depending on macro
forces) and downward-structured (i.e. dependingntrahousehold preferences). Section 2
discussed potential effects related to macro-sirastin production, lifecycle dynamics and
the child quantity-quality tradeoff. This means tthihe characteristics of children’s

independent migration in a particular country woitsetlf depend on the country’s level of
development. Intrahousehold preferences wouldylikefluence the selection of individual

children into migration. Why one sibling rather thanother; why one destination and not
another? This is perhaps influenced along age-estirdition characteristics, as was
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summarised in Section 3. Girls and boys both méggraut their movements are highly
gendered and lifestaged.

Figure 3 presents the above discussion. It intredutbe idea of ‘a ladder of qualitative
differences’, from better to worse, in the varidyses of children’s independent movements.
The idea is not to treat all independent movemewgtghildren as if they were the same.
Some literature has raised the same idea of qunaditdifferences when referring to ‘safer
migration’ (e.g. SCF 200785.Rungs on the ladder are defined by costs, revardsisks of
the movement, and characterised by factors rantfimgugh documented/ undocumented,
North/ South, international/ internal, market/ kiased, etc.. These determine a hierarchically
structured system of children’s independent movdsénis differently accessed by children
from different social groups; and it generatesedéht outcomes at destinations.

Figure 3: Ladder of children’s independent movemerg

2. LADDER OF 3. CHILDREN AT LONGITUDINAL
1. ORIGINS MOVEMENTS DESTINATIONS EFFECTS
Levels of Protection and
family support at
resources and destination:
child well- i. immigration
being issues

ii. non-
immigration issues

Ladder of children's

independent
Intrahhold (Self)- Adult and movements: viz. Independent Adults who
allocation by selection of child documented/ migrant migrated as
sex, age, birth-—.  childinto - migration — undocumented, Nortl child's children
order, disability independent chains and South, international/ enjoyment of
etc movemer network: internal, market/ kin- rights
based, etc.
Shocks in Protection and
family support via family
resources al at origin:
child well- > family to child
being ii. child to family

The literature review suggests that where a pdatiahild is located on the ladder — the type
of independent movement he/she undertakes — magndepn elements in the migration

process described above. Factors related to fasimdymstances at origins are mediated by
intrahousehold preferences and may feed into thd'slpreferences (see 1 in Figure 3). The
implications of these for the child’s position ihet migration ladder, partly depends on
broader migration forces shaped by macro-factoing dhild’s position in the ladder affects

the protections and support available at destinaod the range of links back to family (see
2 and 3 in Figure 3).

“9 This describes a children and youth project inn@Hor internal rural-urban migrants (mainly inpesvince).
It established linked migrant support systems &g and destinations, with a view to creating safe
migration channel”. The project monitors out-boumigration and collects information to ease tracatg
destination; encourages children to complete cosgpulschooling or to return to school; gives infation

before migration on labour laws and rights; regstmployers and recruiters with the local autlyasiben they
come to villages; raises awareness amongst migedrdsstination of risks they may face; mediatasflis

between migrants and employers; provides basiécgsrvand monitors and reports abuse and explmitati

56



Although left for a separate review, a final stdpgé the longitudinal importance of
children’s migration for development. Some adultgrated as children, and their adult
development may depend on their development adrehil(see 4 in Figure 3).

This framework helps question why children fromfaliént backgrounds might undertake
different forms of independent movements, with potdly different development
implications. Further knowledge of the elementsthis structure would strengthen the
empirical foundations for conceptualising childeimidependent movements.

Other literature has recognised the need for s&ongpnceptualisations of children’s
independent movements. Whitehead and Hashim (2@0bphasise how frameworks
designed to prevent child trafficking might actyalork against children who migrate
independently. This is argued to be because maositipe and negative effects do not arise
from the fact of migration itself, but depend onawhriggers movement, what kinds of
circumstances migrants move to, and of coursedisiance moved and the length of stay
away” (p. 45). O’Connell, Davidson and Farrow (2PQdoint to the difficulties in
conceptualising independent child migration in twntext of current strong assumptions
about the sources of vulnerabilities that indepandaildren face. They argue that “we need
to ask which children migrate and why, when and Wieyprocess of migration puts children
at risk, and when and why child migrants are vdbé... we need to ask whether children
who migrate arénevitably exposed to risks, or whether their vulnerabilgypblitically and
socially constructed” (original italics, p. 22). @ (2005) shows how anti-trafficking
measures complicate children’s movements on thangkoincluding negotiating low-level
corruption and securing employment; and throughr foase studies of Bolivians in
Argentina, questions simple categories of “victif trafficking” and “normal” labour
migrants.

The four phases described above indicate potenéskelopment-related influences on
children’s independent migration. One could intee/eat destination by increasing the
protections and support for independent migrandoém. But as shown in Figure 3, and as
suggested by the evidence reviewed, the effectsgeakthis would be already constrained by
several prior processes. Recall Hulme and Con#0D§) on migrant street children who
refused help and Phetsiriseng (2003) on repatriateldiren in Laos who re-migrated —
similar patterns have been noted amongst indepérateld migrants in OECD contexts.
Importantly children’s links to their families atigin might be only partially responsive to
interventions at destination, being potentiallyoaldependent on other elements of the
structural process in Figure 3. In sum, alternaititerventions might target earlier processes,
taking a more preventative and less curative agbraa violations in independent migrant
children’s rights.

5.2  Value of certain types of fieldwork

Research on the topic has emerged mainly in thedegside, with increasing recognition by
anthropologists, child rights lawyers, some geolgeap, and service-oriented development
organisations. More than anything else it has likervoices of migrant children themselves
in this research that has shown (‘proven’) childierbe independent migrants. Perspectives
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of economists (including child labour economistdgvelopment studies and mainstream
migration researchers have been mostly absent.

Not surprisingly the disciplinary slant has affectbe kinds of research currently available,
and its take-up. Some of the basic economics oisthiee in terms of financing, remittances,
assets and markets remain poorly specified, althdbgse are core concerns in mainstream
migration-development debates, thus making engagemih that debate harder. On the
other hand, social and cultural meanings and irapbas of migration have been probed and
perhaps treated more rigorously than in mainstréebates.

This review identified 39 pieces of research in aeleping countries. The search was

conducted mainly in English, with searches in SglanFrench and Portuguese done over two
months in 1997. Most are on the internet or forgnalliblished, and a few were obtained

directly from the authors. Although inevitably ooetwo may have slipped by, the review

has included most of the empirical research.

As noted in Table 4, this covers most of the warldeégions showing that children’s
independent migration is a global phenomenon thabt due to a particular cultural practice,
but a part of migration forces. On the other hdhd,global ‘data points’ are concentrated on
a few countries. This means that there is not&efii variation represented in the contexts in
which children migrate independently (e.g. semitdairming risks, health risks, proximity to
OECD, GNil/cap, etc.).

Table 4: Geographical distribution of field studiesidentified

UNICEF  Research country (internal migration) or destinatian N
region country (international migration)

ESA Ethiopia, South Africa, Tanzania, Uganda 10
WCA Burkina Faso, Céte d'lvoire, Ghana 10
EAP Cambodia, China, Laos, Philippines, Thailand 7
SA Bangladesh, India, Nepal, 5
TAC Argentina, Peru 4
CEE/CIS  Albania, Romania 2
Various 1
Total 39

Furthermore, as Table 5 shows, studies with thgefasamples sizes are geographically
concentrated. Sample sizes were greater than 2kBberhor families in 16 of the 37 studies,
and ranged up to 39,000 children and 4,500 families
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Table 5: Sample sizes of field studies identifiealfildren or households)
<51 51-250 251-500 >500 Total

ESA 1 3 3 3 10
WCA 1 3 2 4 10
EAP 2 3 1 1 7
SA 0 3 0 2 5
TAC 2 1 0 0 3
CEE/CIS 0 1 0 0 1
Various 1 0 0 0 1
Total 7 14 6 10 37

Under 40 per cent of the studies concentrated gmnatidon proper, whilst others picked up on
trafficking, street children, child labour, etc. Ufteen used quantitative methods, 14 used
qualitative methods and 11 used mixed methods.

By far the most instructive research has been thwsehave managed to conduct fieldwork
at both origins and destinations. This opens uprimétion, analytical cross-checks and
opportunities for conceptual grounding that arepuaxsible with research in one place alone.
The point is already recognised in the importaricewalti-local migration research (Thieme
2008). Many of the most difficult questions, such iateractions between trafficking and
children’s independent migration, can be answeedhly only with this type of research.

Six studies did this, covering both origins andtisksions, 23 did research at destination
only, and 10 did origin only. Remarkably two of thi@ managed to do cross-border origin-
destination research (one rural-urban and one -rural). The other four inform about
internal migration (two rural-urban, one rural-fiyurane rural-various). Sample sizes ranged
from 34 to 95 children. Two used mixed qualitataued quantitative methods (others were
gualitative), and four started with a localised s163) one used purposive sampling and the
other used mixed methods.

Clearly methods exist to successfully conduct argstination research on independent
migrant children, although perhaps the methodokdiave not received sufficiently wide

appreciation or understanding. This point aboutnstaéaming into migration research the
several methodological innovations in the topipicked up in the next subsection.

5.3 Need to improve statistics and research methods

Mainstream migration-development debates are basedesearch methods intrinsically
unsuited to detect independent child migrants. Vations in qualitative and quantitative
methodologies, reflected in studies reviewed irs thaper, remain on the sidelines. The
problem shows in how basic official statistics hdeen defined in ways that assume away
independent child migration (discussed in SectipraBd feeds through to the presumption
that research on this group of migrants has to igkhjh specialised (which automatically
detaches the topic from mainstream interests).
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Research on mobile populations is difficult, and iso research on children living
independently. Independent child migrants are bBibssible research challenges are that
their migration is undocumented; some children migghunsettled and mobile at destination;
children’s work in the informal sector is more héthg independent migrant children and their
families at origins may not wish to reveal themeslvmigrant children may have complex
accommodation arrangements; independent migrahiddren fall outside of the ‘household
unit’ often used for survey sampling.

Pearson et al (2006) describe some of the resehalfenges in their study in Bangkok and
surrounding regions. Difficulty in reaching migrachildren differed by sectors. Fishing,
manufacturing and domestic work took four montlthieving sample sizes of 117, 130 and
320 migrants; agriculture took 6 weeks for a sangite of 129. Interviews were mainly in
the workplace or in living quarters. Many employssfused access, but agreed to telephone
interviews instead. Employers were interviewedh&t $ame time as the children to ensure
confidentiality. Labour recruiters, employers amtagistered employees were much harder
to access. Access was partly due to the time desnahdbeing interviewed (30 minutes
required), and language. Police are sometimes vadoin recruitment and transport of
migrants, and on one occasion police visited mitgrdirectly after the survey team.

Analogy with child labour research

The current poor state of research on childrerderendent migration seems similar child
labour research around 15 years ago. Statistiaailedge on child labour was built through
the gradual development and testing of surveyunsénts and survey methods suitable for
researching children, for example through the ILOtatistical Information and Monitoring
Programme on Child Labour. Now there is a cleasdindion of what is “acceptable” and
“unacceptable” children’s economic activity (termieg the ILO as ‘child work’ and ‘child
labour’, respectively), and statistics on childdabexist alongside those for acceptable child
economic activity.

This research helped policy development in thdydarive) attempts to simply ‘stamp out!’
child labour through normative global campaignsehgiwen away to more effective policies
that combine legal standards with knowledge on egoa incentives and social contexts. A
similar effort is needed on independent child ntigra such as to situate unacceptable forms
of children’s independent movement (viz. traffigdinwithin the whole set of children’s
independent movements.

The comparison is instructive because it would spetas challenging to locate and access
child workers, as it is independent child migram{ed yet it has been done at large enough
sample sizes for extremely useful global estimatebe derived. Moreover, as discussed
below, independent migrant children are mostly wagkand thus in large measure it is the
same children under consideration. Potentially tadde survey methods that might yield

sound statistics might therefore be available. dlessrom child labour surveys are being

mainstreamed into national labour surveys so thatialised child surveys are less needed,
and this approach could be employed in migratiomests.
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Survey methods aside, the increasing researchierperin the topic has generated methods
that emphasise child-friendliness, children’s pgvation, combination of qualitative and
guantitative approaches, retrospective collectibrehildren’s life histories, and research
ethics.

Reviewed already:

» the Tanzania study accessed child migrants thrqargbhability sampling after listing
operations (Liviga and Mekacha 1998);

» the Cambodia study accessed substantial numbérsnaés with migrant child domestic
workers with its research protocols (Brown 2007);

» the Ugandan study located children though NGOs rasgected older youth (Young
2004);

» Ethiopia study fielded a large survey instrumerglum areas (Erulkar et al. 2006);

» the sample for the Mae Sot study was obtained wihiwo month period (FTUB 2006),
and the Nepal/India study in a three month perfath(kari and Pradhan 2005);

» the Zambia study located 1150 street children im twonths (Lemba 2002);

* a South African study stopped interviews after timaeks, noting that many more migrant
children could have been located easily (SCF 2007);

» the study of street children in Dhaka devised megho help children report an estimate
of monthly income of their household at the timeytHeft home, household size, year
they left home, number of meals they used to halextricity connection, household
durables, furniture, jobs of the income earnerasaseality of jobs, and ownership of land
and livestock (Conticini and Hulme 2006);

» the Karnataka study surveyed at origins in 21 gék& and then traced 95 migrant
children at destinations (Iversen 2002);

* in Mali, Hatloy and Huser (2005) applied the ‘captuecapture method’ to estimate
overall scale, and used ‘respondent-driven or siadwiampling’ to increase sample
: 50
sizes:

Cottage industry

Research into independent child migration is atage industry’ far removed from major
migration research launched recently (e.g. the irpaltner Development on the Move
project, which features new large-sample migratiamveys in 12 countries). These
programmes are shaping knowledge-gathering on tiogrdevelopment linkages. A major
barrier is weakness on the topic in organisatiarsally crucial to mounting global research
and debates on development. With the exception d tLO in the Mekong,

0 McKenzie and Mistiaen (2007) compare three sargplimethods applied to adult migrants: 1/ random
sampling from census lists, 2/ respondent-drivempdismg, and 3/ intercept-point sampling at placdsere
migrants gather. Each of these methods has bediec@pp children (see discussion of quantitativedss on
Ethiopia for type 1, Ghana for type 2 and Tanzdéoidype 3). McKenzie and Mistiaen note that basedheir
Brazilian data, the cost of a sample size of 500gu/pe 1 sampling was $142,000, using type 2 8Y and
using type 3 $20,100. But type 2 and type 3 samplag not be representative and may introduce biases
estimates; and type 3 is generally limited to froguestionnaires.

*1 See http://www.gdnet.org/middle.php?0id=1214, ased 17 December 2008.
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intergovernmental organisations were not involved imajor way in the studies reviewed;
and few, including UNICEF, are yet to support sahsal field-based enquiry into the topic.

Most studies are by researchers with individualntgaor by NGOs. This reinforces the
misperception that overly specialised approacheseqguired. The scale of research and its
impact on global debates must be at least parttynation of the scale ofesearchers
involved. It is not clear if research into indepentl child migration would be any more
expensive or time consuming or methodologically lleinging than general migration
research, or as mentioned already, child labourares. It is clear from the review that
conceptual progress in trafficking research neeadssfronger empirical knowledge on the
development issues involved in children’s indepemd®aovements. It is also likely that
children’s independent migration is connected tojomalevelopment agendas, such as
education, water and sanitation (and its houselnadith implications), HIV and food
security.

Missing positives

More than sample size problems or devising methadsther research challenge is perhaps
larger. As discussed earlier, research on indepgndbild migration lacks serious
consideration of the positives in the process. tingathat ‘missing part’ of the variance of
outcomes may be difficult in that successful indef@t migrant children might be less
apparent than unsuccessful ones (e.g. they woultdenbiving in the streets, or be flagged by
NGO service providers, etc.).

Punch (2007d) argues that the positioning of céits independent migration parallels
development literature in general where childremeheen largely invisible until relatively
recently. Since the 1990s children have begun tmdwe considered in relation to their active
contribution to development, but again the inittacus was on children with special
protection needs, such as child prostitutes, cdoldiers, street children, child labourers and
child slaves. This has contributed to an over-emajghan popular conceptualisations of the
exploited nature of childhoods in developing colastr

A challenge remains to design research with a sampindependent child migrants with a
sufficiently broad variation in their situations destination, broad variations in their
backgrounds at origin, and at sufficient samplesimo allow some degree of statistical
insight, in addition to qualitative questiotfs.

5.4 Need for research on children’s labour-market rigration

Children’s independent migration is linked to labmarkets, but this is not well addressed in
the child work/labour literature (following ILO diactions between children’s work and
labour)>® As mentioned already, little of the economics lué issue has been addressed.

%2 A first step to documenting the ‘missing varianae’outcomes could be to study adults who migrated
children. Bastia (2005) did this with life histasief a small sample (N=38), showing benefits armvthacks of

independent child migration. The approach couldjyglied to larger datasets.

3 |ILO Conventions 138 and 182 stipulate that exdepschooling and chores in the child’s own housgho
children 12 years and older can perform certaihtligork a few hours per week; and children 15 yeard
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Research is needed that recognises independedtmafgrant’'s economic contributions, its
potentials and risks, and its opportunity coststiier children and for the communities they
leave behind.

The separation in research of children’s migratord their work/labour seems artificial
given that independent child migrants are econdigie&tive (whether paid or not). This is
likely even when the primary motive for migratio;not employment, such as intra-family
conflict, because living apart from their immediddenilies means most independent child
migrants have to assume greater responsibilityii@ir livelihoods.

Two kinds of overlaps would seem to be immediasgdgarent between the two literatures.

Migration participation rates and causes

Both literatures seek to understand the influenicehddren’s origins. Literature on child
work/labour often frames this as factors influegcichildren’s entry into four alternative
activities (school, work/labour, both and neithemhereas independent child migration
literature frames this as factors leading to cleifds physical movements independently from
the family. Various child-level, family-level andmmunity factors are analysed as baseline
conditions or triggers. Given that physically leayiclose-family increases children’s
dependence on themselves for their livelihoods (@ossibly vice versa) it is likely that the
two issues are jointly-determined to some degree.

Important questions could be asked through theddhibour lens, such as when children’s
participation in work/labour results in their indgent migration, rather than their local
work/labour? This could consider whether the dsgvef children’s entry into work/labour
might be similar or different if migration is inw@d (such as depending on the size or
permanence of a shock on the child’s family); areetlier conditions at the levels of child,
family or community may affect whether migrationimvolved or not (such as the child’'s
age, or proximity to urban areas).

A strong linkage could be to illness and death ofidehold members. Death of a family
breadwinner is seen as a potential trigger fori@p#tion in both literatures. lliness and
death may have distinct effects, by raising différehronic and transitory pressures on
families. Other potential linkages could be to poyeand poverty-shock¥, access to
productive assets (especially land and irrigatidriccess to assets that protect household
human capital (especially clean water and sanitatfovaried notions around children’s

older can work if it is not hazardous for safetigygical or mental health, or moral development.oifier work

is child labour.

** For example, Guarcello, L., I. Kovrova, and F.Rhsati (2007). ‘Child Labour as a Response to Séock
Evidence from Cambodian Villagesorking Paper38, UCW Project, Rome; Beegle, Kathleen, Rajeev H.
Dehejia, Roberta Gatti (2006), ‘Child Labour andriagltural Shocks’,Journal of Development Economics
V81, pp. 80-96; Duryea, Suzanne and Mary ArendsAfuey (2003). ‘School Attendance, Child Labor and
Local Labor Market Fluctuations in Urban Braziltorld Developmen¥31, N7, pp. 1165-1178.

5 Woldehanna, Tassew, Nicola Jones, Bekele Tefed@8)2 ‘The Invisibility of Children's Paid and Uriga
Work: Implications for Ethiopia's National PoveRgduction Policy.ChildhoodV15, pp. 177-201

¢ Guarcello, L., S. Lyon and F. Rosati (2004). ‘@Hilabour and Access to Basic Services: Evidenaa ffive
Countries’.Working Pape6, UCW Project, Rome
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work/labour®’ connections to adult work, availability of school§? and proximity to
markets’

Workplaces and migrant destinations

A second overlap between migration literature ahiddclabour literature is in children’s
resulting contexts and well-being. Migration litenee often includes descriptions of
children’s workplaces and employment conditions datstinations. In largely separate
research, the child work/labour literature offevglence on similar themes through its sector
and country studies. Given that many migrant chitdfind themselves in work/labour, the
two literatures concern some of the same childiémereas one literature focuses on physical
movement from the family for understanding childsewell-being, the other focuses on
work/labour conditions.

One important difference is that the child workdab literature has fairly good surveys and
larger-sample approaches. This provides opportuiaityricher evidence on independent
migrant children’s situations at destinations tlytoueview of empirical child work/labour

literature. The migration literature suggests ddmesork, farming, plantations, mining, and
urban informal sector services have large numblersdlependent migrant children.

This also offers the opportunity to consider intéi@ens between children’s employment and
their physical departure from the family (suchif$aving the family increases the chances
of entering more exploitative labour, or whethestidictions might exist between internal and
international migrants). For example Kielland (2p@8ports children’s time use in Benin,

finding that the average work day for 6-17 yearsahdt in school is 50 per cent longer for
children living away from biological parents thaitlw A correlation between children away

from home and child labour was noted above for Wdgaranother factor was children’s

relationships to adults with whom they reside (I12@D4).

There is also opportunity to consider how labourketincentives at destination may pull
children into migration, such as training, caresgpession, remittances and schooling linked
to employment. What characteristics of differentp@yment sectors, such as greater
involvement in the informal sector, criminality aspects of the production process, might
increase a particular sector’'s demand for, andrabiea of, migrant children, compared to
other employment sectors? Why do migrant childreens to concentrate in certain
employment sectors? Is there any evidence thatamigrhildren are different in terms of

" For example, Moore, Karen (2000), ‘Supporting @héh in their Working Lives: Obstacles and
Opportunities Within the International Policy Erament’, Journal of International Developmenv12, pp.
531-548; ILO (2007)Modern Policy and Legislative Responses to Childdwg, International Programme on
the Elimination of Child Labour, ILO, Geneva.

8 For example, Ray, Ranjan, 2000, ‘Child Labor, @Hiichooling and their Interaction with Adult Lahor’
World Bank Economic Revievd4 N2, pp.347-67

%9 For example, Bissell, Susan and Ernesto Schiefell@03, Education to Combat Abusive Child Labor:
Using Economic and Education Incentiv&fice for Education, USAID; Ersado, Lire (2002;hild Labor
and School Decisions in Urban and Rural Areas: €©suntry Evidence’FCND Discussion Papef45,
IFPRI, Washington D.C.

% For example, Fafchamps, Marcel and Wahba, JagKR®96), ‘Child Labor, Urban Proximity and Hous&ho
Composition’,Discussion PapeNo. 1966, IZA, Bonn.
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their workplace conditions, living arrangementsabher issues? The quantitative section
reported age and sex differentiation in migrankdeen’s occupations.

These characteristics could be influential in hbe ¢conomic pull of a sector translates into
children’s spatial locations. For example, if thHaled work/labour content in agriculture is
increasingly involved in agricultural processingstwould suggest a tendency towards small
towns and cities, but if the child work/labour cemt is mainly smaller tasks on farms, then
rural locations would be more likely. Living arrargents and family transactions may affect
children’s spatial locations given that, except forsmall proportion that runaway, most
independent child migrants maintain connectiorthéar families.

5.5  Seasonality and the temporal dimension

One under-researched issue is seasonality inrfiagiof children’s departures and returns.
Seasonal migration has been researched, but icatee of children the issue might differ to
some extent, in not being just about annual migyatircuits. Seasonality in fluctuating

capacities of families to bear their dependencyosatfor example, might affect when

children try for independence through migrationd aiso affect how they go about it. In

certain periods, migration might be harder to oigamwell.

The basics of food and employment are prone toosehsffects in large parts of the
developing world. Agriculture and migration are sty tied due to farming cycles; and
secondly, some 70 per cent of working childreniaragriculture (ILO 2007). Subsistence
farming families experience seasons of hunger,tagerand economic liquidity problerfs.

If a seasonal downswing in demand for childrenaloagricultural employment coincides
with the hungry season, the consequent combinafichildren’s employment insecurity and
food insecurity may lead to increased childrentependent migration to other zones. Brick-
making, fishing and rickshaw driving are other seadly-affected sectors that employ
children.

Kabir et al. (2008) applied seasonal calendar nuetlogies with migrants in Bangladesh
(some of whom were children or adults who migrascthildren). Generally migrants were
pushed by food shortage and low employment at plafeorigin from August to October,
and pulled by greater earnings potential and enmpéyt at destinations during harvesting
from November to January. They found that high lBwdseasons for work migration varied
by occupational and wealth groups. They also foumgtation in certain seasons was more
rewarding because of the general seasonal buoyahaestination markets. This adds
seasons as another potential dimension to the &tmigr ladder’ presented earlier to
qualitatively differentiate various forms of chiér's independent movements.

Orgocka and Jasini (2007) found that summer mowtre preferred for children to migrate.

A police official commented: “It is in the summerason when the child has finished school
and does not have the institutional supervisiort #whool offers. The end of the school
creates possibilities for children to leave sinoeytdo not have other activities to carry out

®1 Links between hunger and trafficking have beeredatlso; see for example, concerns in Cambodiaeof t
impact of the sharp increase in food and fuel grioe2008,
http://www.irinnews.org/report.aspx?Reportld=80427.
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except herding. In that case they often think: lilave to herd, | better go and work abroad.
The summer is also preferred since there are keigipératures and it is warm enough to stay
outside” (p. 23).

Adhikan and Pradhan (2005) found variations ovéiirae month period in the outflows of
children from Nepal to India. Half crossed in Juby,third in August and the rest in
September. Adhikan and Pradhan argue that chilslmaigration in food-deficit communities

is affected by the need to work in the lean pebetiveen planting and harvesting. They
argued that however July-September may be a lowatig season any case because of the
need to be at home for paddy planting and two Ndpativals. Many subsistence farmers
spend part of the year at home, and part of thewkare they can find wage labour.

Amongst Bolivian independent child migrants, Purf@d07c) found seasonal movement
linked to labour-market dynamics and social fessivén the dry months (May-October),

work at home is scarce and highly competitive, Argentina offers additional opportunities.

Departures are mainly between March and May, angne are after harvests in Argentina in
November and December, with timing close to fedsivaack home. At destination, life

revolves around work, but when at home, the childreay consider themselves on holiday
and work little. Bastia (2005) noted similar poiirisher research on Bolivian child migrants
in Argentina.

Adiihou and Fanou-ako (2000) found villagers repdrtinks between seasonality and
children’s independent movements in Benin and Galore villager reported: “Recruitment
is generally carried out during the agriculturahrieseason (October-February). It also
happens that the children give up the school, at tiie parents stop their schooling to send
them abroad® A parent reported: “Now the harvest is finishdugre are no more jobs.
Insufficient harvests do not enable us to have mamethe side. It is better to send a child
with somebody who can find work for him/her. We tlmt to solve the problem of
unemployment of children and especially so thay ten help us, and be better than we who
remain in misery here. It is true that people whbme looking for children give us a little
money. That helps us a little to pass the leanaseaghich is more difficult than the
remainder of the yeaf®

5.6 Non-random selection of migrants

A fundamental issue not yet explicitly consideredhat independent child migration is likely
to be an endogenous process. Independent childtiigrmay be selective on certain child,
family and community characteristics. The issuein®licit in much of the evidence

presented, such in discussions on constraints ddrei's decision-making. As discussed

%2 e recrutement s'effectue généralement pendamblde saison agricole (Octobre-Février). |l arraessi que
les enfants abandonnent I'école, ou que les paietgsompent leur scolarité pour les envoyer ardiéger.
(Cotonou, Octobre 1998).

83 A partir de maintenant, une fois les récoltesefinil n'y a plus d’activités. Les récoltes insséfintes ne nous
permettent pas d'avoir de I'argent a c6té. C'esturid’envoyer un enfant avec quelqu’un qui peutrouver
du travail. Nous faisons cela pour résoudre le |prab de non emploi des enfants et surtout poutsqotiissent
nous aider et étre mieux que nous qui restonsldanssére ici. C'est vrai que les gens qui vienr@archer les
enfants nous donnent un peu d’argent. Cela noesuaigpeu a passer la saison morte qui est plusildiffue le
reste de I'année. (Mono, October 1998).

66



below, more explicit research recognising the sifiég of children’s independent migration
would help draw out some of its development impiarss, first in terms of the migrants
themselves at destinations (child protection) aedordly in terms of places of origins
(including poverty and inequality reduction).

Rights and protections at destinations

If independent child migrants are markedly différsom a random cross-section of the child
population, then comparing migrant and non-migidrilidren may not give a reliable picture
on the impact of migration. From a children’s rgigerspective, it raises the question of
understanding whether children’s rights are at hskause they migrate, or whether they
migrate because their rights are at risk. Cledry émpirical importance of this distinction
depends on how endogenous children’s independematian is in a given reality. This does
not necessarily have to be the same everywhergeaortime (for example, public policies or
economic development may alter it).

The issue has a practical implication in terms fééats of potential programmes or policy

interventions towards migrants. If one assumesdddil's rights are at risk because they
migrate, but the reality is more about children mratpg because their rights are at risk, then
one would over-estimate the protection and deve@yrsupport provided by interventions at
destinations. In some sense, this might alreadintdieated in the observations by several
authors that reunifying children with families wdube unsuccessful for many children

because children re-migrate, and this is echoethénstatements of some children with
migration experience.

Poverty and inequality at origins

A second open research question is whether chikliadependent migration is differently
endogenous to adult migration. If so, childrenddpendent migration may select on slightly
different households. Such households may be somehore constrained in their adult
migration (given the choice presumably more farsikeould prefer adult migrants as better
able to reap migration rewards); and/or these ateséholds somehow more constrained in
the intergenerational opportunities they offer dfgh (given the choice presumably more
children would prefer work/ school at home). Thigyint explain why in some households,
facing migration incentives/ disincentives similarother households, it is tlaelultswho are
left behind.

Poverty in income and non-income dimensions, anahiergenerational links, would seem to
be a main factor (and as noted already, is citethigyant children, and as discussed below,
is raised in research, albeit inadequately). Anlangtion of why and how poverty selects
independent child migrants needs to consider hogration incentives/ disincentives are
translated to individuals within families. Recadjimn earlier discussion, understanding the
diversity of individual-level migration needs tocacint better for biological and social
distinctiveness of children and childhood (as vasligender), because these frame children’s
needs and abilities; and this distinctiveness wadscated in survey evidence presented on
migration patterns, and in qualitative evidencesprged on migration decision-making.

This may be important for how children’s indepertdemgration may inform migration-
development debates in terms of its implications goverty and inequality. It is widely
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supposed in mainstream migration debates — alrakentas universal fact — the poor cannot
migrate, because they lack sufficient resourcesyd@dge and social networks to overcome
the barriers to migration, such as transport cqetperwork, border controls, and social and
economic dislocatiofi* This is a crucial point, because if the poor ntigiass than the non-
poor, or do so under less favourable terms, therb#nefits of migration are skewed away
from the poor, and so migration may increase inktips and be less directly poverty-
reducing.

Empirical studies on whether the poor migrate happroached the question by looking at
migration rates at different levels of householcbime, expenditures or assets. The evidence
is mixed (some studies find no relationship). Anficonclusion is further difficult because
mostly the analytical approach correlates migratates with household situations at time of
survey, i.e. post-migration, rather than the timen@ration (due to obvious data problems).
If migration is an effective response to povertyere by simply increasing the ratio of
workers to dependents in the family, then the itmaat origins may improve post-
migration, and thus show lower migration rates agsbthe poof®

The research isolation of children’s independengration has meant there has been no
consideration in mainstream literature that migmatby individual children of the poor may
be a response by families otherwise constrainedpportunities. Much of children’s
independent migration is undocumented or into tiregulated domestic informal sector, and
is embedded in various child-specific social pedi that facilitate movement. These all
decrease barriers to migration. Migrant childrenynied low-wage work and unpaid
subsistence activities where migrant adults cooldwith their higher ‘reservation wages'.

Independent child migration may help understandtiadreparticipation in migration by poor
families is truly lower, or whether it is merelynegognised in analysis and statistics because
of the forms it takes. Undocumented migration amernal migration are massively under-
researched, where poor families and poor childrery participate more. Overlooking the
activities of the poor has happened in other topfagevelopment research, such as the long-
standing view preceding microfinance, that the pmere ‘unbankable’ (see Yaqub 1998 for
review). This assumed the poor did not want or wanable to use financial services, a
general perspective that parallels current assemptin migration, but which in the case of
finance was proved false when research showed hewdaor work around their constraints,
largely outside the mainstream radar (such as forrimal ‘rotating’ schemes, traders,
interlinked finance and farming contracts, etc.qr greater poor-relevant approaches are
needed to understand the effects of migration arebp and inequality than has been offered
in current migration-development debates, and iaddpnt child migration suggests that a
starting point for this is to address the weak gerahd lifestage awareness in migration
research.

% For reviews see Waddington and Sabates-Wheel88f2thd de Haan and Yaqub (2007).

% Sabates-Wheeler et al. (2007), using data fromn@iha return international migrants, found thaisthpoor
prior to migration were less likely to migrate dawented, and that in turn, documented migrants \weoee
likely to have experienced upward income mobili@ther determinants of documented migration were
education levels (more likely), being male (led®lly), being African (less likely) and having hedp origin
(more likely). Documented migration is complex:féient documents are needed in different countead, at
different stages of the process. Work permits meedey, time and the cooperation of employers.
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6. CONCLUSIONS: CHILD DEVELOPMENT AND COUNTRY
DEVELOPMENT

The paper presented evidence on independent chgchtion in developing countries, and

situated it within themes drawn from developmenidi&s. A running conclusion from the

review is the neglect in mainstream migration reseaf this group of migrants, and the lack
of interest and awareness in exploring its migratlevelopment linkages. The assumption
seems to be that these are ‘children’, and the d@dyes their migration can raise is
‘vulnerability’ and ‘protection needs’.

Whilst this is a major aspect of the issue, ane@ulichild protection is a necessary aspect of
development, the review has also shown that childragency and purposes as migrants can
make sense within the constrained options of sosadities in developing countries, and
potentially has positive and negative developmenglications for the children themselves,
the places they leave behind and their places stirdgions. Knowledge on the content and
form of relevant development frameworks, policiesl anterventions is lacking. This final
section draws on the evidence and reflects on gafdins for the interconnected issues of,
first child development (as independent migrants) aecondly country development (at
origins and destinations).

6.1  Child development and migration-development likages

A major contribution of the literature has beerettablish that independent child migration
exists. As a new research topic, evidence has emegongly in the past decade. This is
important because official data and informatiorieszilon efforts are almost non-existent.

Conceptualising children’s movements

Until recently trafficking, asylum-seeking or fortesituations, rather than migration, were
automatically thought of as accounting for childsemovements to places without parents or
adult guardians. By giving voice to children anditHamilies, research reported in this paper
reveals degrees of some children’s agency, indepgndiotives and organisation of

movements. For many children, their movement isurater duress, deception or force, at
least not any more than adults from similar plaafdew development. Such children are not
trafficked or asylum-seekers, but resemble economigrants, or seek non-economic

opportunities, or see migration as a useful treorsistage, or are purposefully escaping
dangers at home.

Whilst children may be seen as agents to some texetihe same time, children’s choice-sets
are differently constrained and decided upon thdnlts, and this is where existing
knowledge is weaker. Abstract ideas about childragiency need better-grounded empirical
bases. Some ‘options’ to migrate would seem moilel-specific, and others more adult-
specific; children’s understandings and abilities different to adults; and children’s scope
for ‘independence’ is limited under law and sociatms, because the same laws and social
norms commit to protect and promote children aseddpnts (either of adults, or of the
State).
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Moreover, children’s choice-sets in migration, muclike life generally, are
intergenerationally transmitted via their parentwdcioeconomic positions, and often
additionally depend on children’s intra-householdsipons as individuals. Both were
identified in the literature as having shaped irdeent child migration, with children
reporting migration for accumulation and futurelseg. Intergenerational and
intrahousehold aspects of inequality have recelit#d attention in migration-development
literature, but are probably central factors in maigpn decisions and patterns, as these
aspects of inequalities are the least addressamioynunity measures or public policies in
rural areas of developing countries.

Inequality breeds inequality, and so the migratwacess is likely to be unequal. Social-
economic inequality amongst children is likely tdluence differences across children in
migration motives and organisation, modes of mov@maed migration outcomes. It is likely
to explain better the huge variations in childreimdependent movements, which has been
until now noted mainly descriptively, as if the idions had occurred randomly. As
discussed, a difficulty in this is the lack of efil research recognition that children’s
independent migration is likely to be endogenou#h Wimited understanding on factors that
select families, and individuals within families, independent child migration. This restricts
understanding of the impact on children, and aksamplications for poverty and inequality.

Understanding not only the choices, but also theicehsets, in children’s independent
migration remains a crucial research challenge.s@hare empirical questions requiring
comparative field research in varied contexts. Tibeessary balanced policy perspectives
will not be possible with conceptual and theordtidabate alone. There is a need to
document how independent migrant children’s agaetates to development through their
social and economic contributions, and the limifsttos given the harmful experiences
children can face.

Research on this is evolving. As discussed in #ygep methods developed in independent
child migration research could be better mainstezhrim migration research so that the
knowledge gathering efforts underway in migrati@velopment debates can be more
inclusive. In some areas, such as basic migratiatisscs, the changes could be relatively
easy. In other areas, greater assessment and sgntbeneeded of what has been learnt
methodologically in this topic that can have broaajgplication for migration research.

Non-migrant labels and low visibility

Many children are not recognised as migrants becther situations are labelled with non-
migrant terms, such as domestic workers or stigédren. Such children are independently
living and working, albeit perhaps within child-gjféec social constructs. Sometimes the
social embedded-ness of the movement may addgostinch as in child fostering, orphans or
early child marriage. This relates to the concdaton of children’s independent
movements and what it represents (for exampleptiting the potential ‘labour migration’
content of some early child marriage).

In summary seven non-migrant labels may apply tlidn who migrate independently:
* Various job titles
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» Street children (those not with families on thests)

» Informally fostered children (with and without siuwmg parent)

» Early-married children (away from the family)

* Orphans (lacking adult guardian)

* Runaways (who do not want to be in contact witlir tfaamilies)

» Child-headed households composed of siblings amet @hildren

Whether this labelling issue has any practical irtgpwe for the children involved, beyond
low recognition in migration debates, depends ow lehildren differ by migration status,
such as between local street children and migr&meets children. This requires clearer
assessment of causal effects on children’s wetidheue to independent movement. Part of
the research challenge here is to understand hewprbcess is structured (as hypothesised
earlier). It also needs a more explicit recognittbat independent child migrants may be
endogenously selected.

Positive outcomes and incentives

Research on independent child migrants at destimatshow they are in really varied
situations, and often with (or deserving of) higewvelopment priority. Almost all work, in

some form or other. Many migrated for schooling, tm@st are not in school. Many live with
relatives or employers, but do not receive theqatidn and support they are entitled to.

Whilst the research has indicated immediate netnglependent child migrants, it is weaker
in answering deeper questions. If children’s indhej@mt migration is entirely harmful, as one
would gather from much of the discussion, then wbychildren do it?

The notion of misinformed agents needs more thanldlhgely anecdotal evidence it has
received. Research reported in the paper shows atdltyen migrate independently several
times (and so know the destination), many re-m@edter being repatriated many times, and
statements by children and parents suggest a defne¢ormed decision-making, such as
knowledge of jobs and conditions.

Incentives in children’s independent migration remanclear largely because the positives
of migration have been under-emphasised in the @aselependent migrant children.

Mainly ‘soft’ social incentives, such as the ‘gtitt of destinations, peer-influence or lack of

information, are emphasised rather than the spegibals that migrant children seem to

report, such as human capital accumulation thraaffooling and skills development; asset
accumulation and independent income generation ¢hiédiren feel are needed for their

transitions into adulthood; and basic consumptilivelihoods and remittances back to

family. As research reviewed in this paper showanynchildren see labour migration as

having improved their intrahousehold positionst thair care contexts are highly negotiated
with the social-economic realities of their origirsd that migration is often a consequence
(not cause) of limited education opportunities.
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Child protection and rights-based migration

There has been growing appreciation that migratigthin rights-based frameworks is a
necessary part of strengthening migration-develayiniekages. Child protection, and in
particular prevention of child trafficking, is a cessary aspect of this. If migration results
only in children’s exploitation, then the prevemtiof trafficking is sufficient in that it
attempts to stop the movement of children thatltesa harm. The difficulty is that this
framework for children’s rights is widely seen te imsufficientfor those children whose
independent movement is due to their seeking bisnieim migration. But this is essentially
where the research has got to so far.

Children have special protections under the Pidtocol to Prevent, Suppress and Punish
Trafficking in Persons, Especially Women and Claifdin the case of children, evidence of
facilitated movement for exploitation is consideredficient for trafficking to have occurred,
and it is not necessary to prove duress, decepéibduction, etc.. A child’s consent is
irrelevant in this definition, but both facilitaticand exploitation are necessary. This means
an exploited child is not defined as trafficked nbbody facilitated movement, i.e.
exploitation occurred locally or the child movedden the child’s arrangements. Also a child
whose movement has been facilitated cannot beeatefas trafficked if he/she is not defined
as exploited.

These raise empirical questions, such as the impoetof the categories (facilitation without
exploitation, exploitation without facilitation, dependent movement with neither);
complications in identifying facilitation (espedialwithin the family) and exploitation
(especially under local interpretations of childdpaand, as raised in the paper, variations in
these by place and by developmental stage. Howtkeaeview showed that many — perhaps
most — independent movements of children do ndtiféb easy categories, and this was
revealed by both the qualitative and quantitatesearch.

Trafficking always involves criminals by definitipand as such is a zero tolerance concept.
The definition of trafficking is useful for protéeg children in many exploitative situations
by unpacking a sometimes complicated process withirtal actors. But it deserves further
attention in clarifying how the prevention of tiaKing is not the same as prevention of
migration, and in clarifying its practical applicat where facilitation and exploitation are
more ambiguous (perhaps because of a combinati@o@él norms, child-age, children’s
alternatives, and the nature of the particular wedpecially in non-sexual employment). The
ex post nature of the definition of trafficking nmsathat prevention of trafficking is often
taken to be synonymous with prevention of childsemovement, rather than prevention of
exploitation. If children were not exploited, theguld move and their movement could be
facilitated, and it would not be trafficking.

Research has not yet shown how independent migtaluren’s views and agency can be
practically reflected into rights-based migratiasiipies, or responded to in a safe, substantial
and supportive way. It seems some balanced pergpaweds to be developed around the
respect of the rights of independent child migraagsmigrants as well as children. Little of
the on-going efforts to develop a rights-based atign framework address these issues.
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There is limited knowledge on how to support claldiwho seek to stay independent to
pursue their development goals through migratibrould be seen as condoning children’s
labour; or supporting children’s movement into utai@ care contexts; or promoting
children’s moves away from their parents; or undeing children’s education. Indeed if not
well informed, policies might turn out to fulfil see of these dangers.

Migrant children are vulnerable to many forms ofrhaThis is partly because children are
more vulnerable, partly because of the generalerability of migrants, and partly because
independent migrant children are often undocumeriié@ considerations need to include
internal independent child migrants too, whose @sshave little to do with immigration.

Also, it needs to consider resources and capatidgeelopingdestinationcountries, such as

in meeting their duties under the UN Conventiorttom Rights of the Child. Almost all legal

rights research on independent migrant children ¢@scerned immigration systems in
OECD countries, thus leaving out the overwhelmirgjarty who are internal migrants or

have gone to developing countries.

Current thinking and action has fallen into two maipes: acommunication approacthat
essentially aims to inform children and parents ofitindependent child migration by
focusing on its dangers and costs; andegal approachthat assumes all independent
movements by children are due to criminal activétygd aims to apprehend the criminals and
return children home. The literature convincinghows these approaches are only partially
relevant. Health research has reached a similaclusion, with greater recognition of the
need for mixed policies based on more rigorous WWeheal frameworks: “...teenagers face
considerable risk to their reproductive health framintended pregnancy and infections,
including HIV. Abstinence from sexual intercoursdile theoretically fully protective, often
fails to protect in practice because abstinencetsmaintained” (Santelli et al. 2006, p.83).
Abstinence from migration faces parallel challenges

A third social-economic approagclhhat has received less attention, would identiéentives/
disincentives driving the process, and seek tor @feernatives that can improve children’s
outcomes. To do this, linkages to societal devekmmeed to be better understood. This
would recognise the massive inequality in socialreenic well-being and prospects that
exists within countries, and across countffet. would explore the connections between
children’s independent migration and developmentairmuch broader sense, including
healthiness and longevity (because of effects @antal investments in children), water and
sanitation (because of connections to health shaolishuman capital), and land reform and
agricultural development (because of connectionbvedinoods, food security and poverty
dynamics) — and this would accept that migratiod development are mutually reinforcing
processes (Castles 2008). It would map how lowgquakdevelopment influences children’s

% For example, if the world’s entire population walaced in a single ‘borderless’ income distributié0 per
cent of the variability in people’s global incomesitions (percentile in world income distributias)explained
by one characteristic: the country where they ligapther 30 per cent is explained by internal ity
(Milanovic 2008).
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independent migration, and in turn, recognise thdividual development of migrants is a
major influence on the contributions migrants maksocietal level§’

Greater knowledge on this can substantially re4testhallenging issue of children’s agency
in their independent movements, and the migratiaffitking nexus. A strong theme in the
qualitative literature is the value placed by p&semnd children on children’s ‘independence’.
Yet, it seems that children seek independencdattuwely early ages only in a world in which
economic security disappears early. In other plaiteés worthwhile for both children and
parents for the children to remain as dependeritss fiappened partly in the two-way
interaction between migration and development dicaurred in the historical transformation
of today’s rich societies. It has created a migoxitorld where children rarely migrate
independently, but have more of the elements nefmtdtiem to reach their potential, whilst
benefiting from the company, care and nurture eirtfamilies and communities.

Some forms of children’s agency in their indepetdeavements clearly lead children into
great harm, and need to be addressed. Duress,tidecapd force are likely counterparts in
these situations, and the limited choice-sets chsthildren need to be expanded and the
criminals who exploit them apprehended. On the rotiend, some forms of children’s
agency are clearly developmental, and preventirg ittdependent movements of such
children will likely drive them underground, consighem to fewer life opportunities and
undermine societal development and growth. Drawimghe review, children whose motives
fall into accumulation and ‘future-seeking’ woulelesn to have these developmental forms of
agency; additionally, so might many children whosigration as part of their intra-family
roles, because their migration may be a componérthe migration strategies of their
families.

6.2 Developing countries and independent child migtion

Children’s independent migration is documented mcpcally all global regions. The
quantitative review showed independent child migrais a large phenomenon in many poor
and middle income countries. This is far greatantthe hundreds and thousands in Europe
and North America (see, for example, UNHCR 2004¥sPectives from Europe and North
America dominate the topic, and considerably disttee global picture on its development
significance.

Migration into Europe and North America is hardecluding for undocumented migrants,
and so independent migrant children are fewer, @ogbibly have different characteristics
(older, less poor, better connected, different atign motives, etc.). Europe and North
America have more comprehensive child protectiostesyis, and so a child’s immigration
status can hold tangible benefits that may notterigsleveloping countries. In developing
countries, the net effect may be to shift childfesm urban slums to refugee camps with
equally few opportunities, services and protectiansto repatriate children who simply re-
migrate (as in the Laos and South African studietemed). As noted already, weaker social
security systems in developing countries intendifigcycle pressures on labour supply/

67 See for example, the research project by theedritations Research Institute for Social Develognoen
Social Policy and Migration in Developing Countrieghich is studying how social policy can be a pdule
instrument to foster economic development, soaieusion, cohesion and human rights.
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demand. In Europe and North America, children yamebrk for survival but do so for
experience or training, and Europe and North Anaehave smaller informal economies, the
bulk of which is organised criminal activity, quitbfferent to the complexity of informal
sector jobs in developing countries.

As part of internal migration, independent childgnation contributes to urbanisation and
informal sector growth in developing countries. Bigo rural to rural migration into farming,
plantations and fisheries is important. Internaiomdependent child migration is mostly
undocumented or irregular. Another probably impatrtiype is international rural to rural
migration across bordering countries. Some devetppbuntries can receive children from
very long distances (such as South Asian childnefhailand; sub-Saharan African children
in Morocco; and South American children in Mexico).

Children’s independent migration relates to mignatdevelopment debates by showing less
visible (and more vulnerable) groups of migrantsparticular these groups may have strong
connections to major unfinished global developmagéndas, such as on poverty, child
labour, street children and education for all. &@mple, despite long-standing commitments
to universal provision, one-in-five children of m&ry school age are out of school, and 80
per cent live in rural areas (UNESCO 2085Df the ILO’s ‘minimum estimate’ of forced
labour, 40-50 per cent are children (Belser e2@05)%°

By moving people around, migration is altering ieicture of families, as well as structures
of production and consumption. Whilst it is truetteconomic factors are major drivers of
migration, the process involves highly diverse pepmcluding girls, boys, women, men,
and better-off and poorer people. The social aspettthis diversity are important for
understanding potentials, vulnerabilities and r@sdies in migrant populations. As reviewed,
independent child migration may improve understagsliof connections between migration
and poverty/ inequality; undocumented and irregoiagration; and human capital dynamics
of migrants (since many independent child migramésfuture adult migrants).

It is important also for development implicationgr fplaces of origins, including how

migration affects poverty and inequality, and ustimding why it is children and not adults
who appear to migrate from many families. The rede&solation of children’s independent
migration has meant there has been no consideratiorainstream literature that migration
by individual children of the poor may be a resmohbg poor families otherwise constrained
in opportunities to migrate, and by poor childreheswise constrained in opportunities to
escape intergenerational poverty.

For families, the development purpose would seerhetdo enhance children’s productive
activities, and perhaps more importantly, movedrkih’'s consumption demands out of the
household. Consumption management, and not onlgugtmn, is a strategy in poor

% Children are considered out of school if they hacexposure to school during the school year irste. All
other children are considered to be participatimgchool if they attended at any point during teterence
period, no matter to what extent they were absenthether they later dropped out.

69 Following ILO Conventions 29 and 105, which deffioeced labour as all work or service exacted urbder
menace of penalty and not offered voluntarily, 12iBion people are estimated to be in forced labo@iwhich
a fifth are estimated to have been trafficked.
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households. Whilst generally adult family membemild be more productive than children
in migrant labour markets, children might migraie@ lbecome self-sufficient in their
consumption and improve the dependency ratio inrén@aining family. Adolescents would
seem to be prime candidates, but in stressed holgsebr under certain cultural practices,
younger children might be included. In really pattuations, families might see this as a
protective measure towards children.

The broad scope of independent child migrationesaisew research questions and analytical
perspectives. A sizable type of migration/migrangnored if children are not recognised. To
do this, it is necessary to break some traditigtehs around migration, because children’s
migration takes particular forms rooted in childdpand hitherto often overlooked in
migration-development debates, both statisticatig @onceptually. This invites questions
about how migration interacts not only with gendesecial relations, but also the lifestage;
and this includes the role of notions of childhottht vary across societies and over time
with development.

The development implication of independent childgmation is fundamentally about

recognising how migration is affected by — and @8e— the social relations around an
individual, and what importance should be given@velopment policies and programmes to
those changes. This challenges current migratimeldpment debates to recognise
intrahousehold diversity, and better understancidgvnent linkages to all family members.

A balanced perspective on children’s rights neemldé incorporated into strengthened
thinking on rights-based migration. The paper haggested six research lines into these
issues, around conceptualising children’s indepenadeovements; the types of evidence
needed and methods to obtain them; children in anigdlabour processes; effects of
seasonality; and selectivity of migration.
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