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Executive Summary.

Since the early 1980s, governments, internationgdrosations and the public at large
have shown increasing concern at the plight of gouban workers on the streets of the
South. The legislative and regulatory frameworkeleped in response predominantly
strove to ‘rescue’ these children from the worldwairk and from life on the streets, to
rehabilitate them and ‘return’ them to childhoodecBntly, however, the failure of this
approach to sufficiently guarantee the safety &edphysical and social development of
these children has prompted the search for altematays to bring about significant

positive changes to their lives.

This paper discusses whether microfinance programigch aim to enhance the
livelihood strategies and increase the securitypyodbme sources of street-based working
children, represent an important element of this approach. It will introduce a number
of schemes that are already looking more sped¥idato the issue of this group as
income earners, provide insights into how effecthvese initiatives have been in helping
the children within their everyday struggle to suey and identify the persistent
obstacles which will affect their future expansidhe paper will lastly discuss a number
of emerging opportunities open to microfinance paogs within this field, exploring in
particular whether their real value lies in prowiglia viable avenue for the economic and

social advancement of street-based working children



Glossary.

o)

CCC The City Center For Children Business Club, uiia.

CCl Centro de Capacitacion Informal (Informal Tiam Center), Sar
Pedro Sula, Honduras.

CESAM Vigilantes Mirins Programme of the Centro &#&no do Menor
Brasil.

C138 ILO Minimum Age Convention (1973).

C182 ILO Worst Forms of Labour Convention (1999).

CGAP Consultative Group to Assist the Poorest efRioor (a World Ban
Affiliate).

CRC United Nations Convention on the Rights of @tah (1990).

FUNPRONOP Fundacion Olof Palme for the Protectib@Huldren.

ILO International Labour Office.

MANTHOC Movement of Working Children and Adolescerftom Christian
Working Class Families.

MFI Microfinance Institution.

NGO Non-Governmental Organisation.

SCF Save the Children Fund.

SKI Street Kids International.

UN United Nations.

UNICEF United Nations Children’s Fund.




Introduction.

Microfinance emerged as a development and poverdyation tool in the 1980s, in
response to the mounting need to confront the problinherent in lending to the poor. It
is now celebrated as having the ability to streegtithe economic capacities of
vulnerable households in a sustainable and costtefé manner. Whilst it cannot on its
own eliminate poverty and transform social relagiodike any other service or
intervention, it is also claimed to play an impattaole in addressing the social and

economic exclusion of disadvantaged people.

Children have been a priority of these developmedffarts since their inauguration.
Indeed, providing microfinancial services to faesliwithout collateral is often justified
on the basis that the benefits will be passed othéoyoung. Given this expressed
concern to bring about significant positive chantgethe lives of youth, it is surprising
therefore that so little attention has been paithéoneed to direct such opportunities to
the children themselves. This neglect becomes ewene remarkable when one recalls
that many of these organisations are professingdch the ‘poorest of the poor’. For
who can claim to be poorer than young urban workethe South the greatest number
of whom are without access to education and with peospects for the future, simply

working to keep themselves and their families &live

These issues and more are tackled in this papell lexplore the extent to which

microfinance is currently being used to intervenethe lives of street-based working



children, and critically assess the successes ahdds the approach has achieved thus
far. | will subsequently examine the possibilitiead potential of, as well as the
challenges facing, future interventions. Since mastdemics and development
practitioners have previously treated child stsatand microfinance entirely separately,
however, there will necessarily be a gap betweenthieories and practices used to
confront the two phenomena. The first section a fmaper, which offers a brief but

critical introduction of the key concepts involved|l be devoted to bridging this gap.

Chapter one explains the term ‘street-based wor&mlgl’ and illustrates as concisely as
possible the circumstances as they exist for thedskelren. This requires not only
examining in detail the various assumptions thatmene how the group is understood,
but also necessitates establishing some of the camstnon mistaken ideas about these
children? Since contradictions between different sourcesuabpthe various political,
social or cultural concerns that could have infexh a piece of work, albeit

inadvertently, will have to be factored into thisadysis.

Chapter two critically introduces some of the coexpphilosophies underlying past and
new international thinking on child work, since ibefrations crucially affect efforts to
support street-based working children. The domirgodition taken until recently was
one of abolishing work via prohibitive and regulgtéegislation. This position assumed

near global credibility with the endorsement ofioas international agreements, most

LIt is recognised that using this term is fraugfthwdifficulties. However, it is convenient for dgtical purposes.

2 The situation of ‘working children’ has been fass$ thoroughly detailed than that of ‘street cleifclr Important
exceptions are recent works by Ennew (1997), Mawetual. (1999) and Tolfree (1998), notably all psiteéd in
connection with Save the Children Alliance, and Mo(1999).



notably the ILO Minimum Age Convention and the moegeent UN Convention on the
Rights of the Child (UNCRGC). It will be seen, however, that these instruments
underpinned by a very narrow understanding of tloitdl as a universal experience of
fixed duration, and bear little relation to the expnces of many children outside the

Western world.

The recognition that a plurality of childhoods égist any one time has prompted a
distinct movement away from the strictly abolitishiapproach in recent years. As
chapter two illustrates, this reorientation of palgolicy is based on an understanding
that children areot a homogenous group with uniform needs; that poprdaceptions

of childhood are premised on powerful and volatebiguities. Within this new

ideological discourse, the proposition that alldanof work are detrimental to street-
based working children is rejected. Rather, the lems is increasingly on supporting

and enhancing the creativity and resilience of ginegip of disadvantaged urban workers.

It is within this framework of regarding childrenisork as a persistent and viable
livelihood strategy that | examine in chapter thtlee role of microfinance. | will firstly

highlight the various ways in which it has beenduas an intervention tool to support
street-based working children, introducing exammésvhat has been done in various
settings and with different resources. Quantitatimd qualitative aspects of a number of

case studies will be explored, including an exatonaof the rationale behind the

3 within this ideal, socialising rules, prohibitiorsd compulsory schooling all articulated the mgland duties
associated with being a child. Street-based workhilgiren in particular, by sojourning demonstralyin the streets,
testify to their being away from home and schont] are therefore considered ‘out of childhood’ (Meahuys, 1994,
p.268).



intervention, how it impacts on children’s livesndahow the children themselves

perceive it.

In chapter four, | will synthesise the varied issue emerge from these case studies,
highlighting the ingredients of successful and lmsscessful initiatives and assessing the
contribution of microfinance towards effectivelyhigving social intermediatioh The
paper will then conclude with a discussion of sabsve issues confronting the field and
recommendations for future research. In doing smwdver, it does not aim to be
prescriptive, nor does it intend to offer a prognaatic blueprint or an example of a
model project. It simply wishes to develop knowledigat will be useful for future action
concerning the economic lives of street-based wgrlkchildren around the world, a

starting which can perhaps later be extended ®b#nefit ofall working children.

% This is essentially financial intermediation witttapacity-building component.



Chapter One: Street-Based Working Children.

1.1 Introducing the target group.

A clarification of what precisely the term ‘strdesed working child’ signifies would
seem to be an imperative at this stage. Unfortiyyate clear-cut definition exists. The
majority of researchers and project planners witthie field have tended to focus
exclusively on either the ‘street child’ or the ‘kong child’, yet even these categories
are poorly conceptualised. The division is alsovitadly artificial, with numerous
contradictions and overlaps. Many warn not to grthgtwo together at all. Tolfree, for
example, suggests that the association of strektvanking children in practice may be
largely unhelpful (Tolfree, 1998, p.77). He argudst their respective needs and
priorities may be so different that the appropriasgésponses also need to be quite

distinct?

| am also mindful that using the term ‘street-baseatking child’ comes with the
additional danger of categorizing children by derttivities, such as work, or living on
the street. It is often a mistake, for instancelatmel working children as ‘street-based’
simply because that is what they were doing atithe of research. Moreover, as Boyden
warns, such labelling can result in a uni-dimenaioaccount of their lives and can
produce interventions that are ‘highly inapprogiahd damaging’ (Boyden et al., 1998,

p.15). In some instances, the result of this flawederstanding is that children working



on the streets and living with their families aeparated from their homes and placed in

government institutions on the assumption that these abandoned.

What | intend to present here therefore is a pradil what street-based working children
are really like and to describe in more detail Wagious types of economic activity in
which they are involved. This will necessarily ehtexamining some of the most
commonly mistaken ideas about the group. Bearingimd that unclassified can often
mean unrecognised, | will also try to provide aebillustration of how street work is
integrated into other walks of life, such as famégd education. Finally, since the
reasons why children work on the streets are asivas the individual characters of the
children themselves, | aim to briefly examine theltiple interrelated processes which

contribute to the distress of this group of disadaged urban workers.

‘Street Children’as a subset o8treet-Based Working Children’.

The term ‘street child’ is a generic category thefers to young people with a special
relationship to the street, their families and plblic at large (Van der Ploeg, 1997, p.4).
Unfortunately, the phenomenon of street childrencaemimonly perceived masks a
number of divergent and heterogeneous subgroupscancept is in reality no more than
an umbrella term. This ambiguity is exacerbatedthsy fact that the group is highly
mobile, often moving fluidly back and forth fronrestt life to home life and continuously

switching and drifting from place to place, or ihgion to institution. Estimates of the

® The experience of a number of projects includethia paper, however, seems to suggest that sthileren can
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numbers of street children who exist at any one tare therefore extremely difficult to

ascertair?.

The existence of numerous classifications of stcedtiren exacerbates this situation of
pervasive uncertainty. These typologies have endesgea result of efforts by researchers
to distinguish subtypes on the basis of empirieatarch. UNICEF’s distinction between
childrenon and of the street is very often cited. Here, childiarnthe street are young
people who spend a significant part of their timetlee streets because this is where they
work and socialise. Childrenf the street are so-called because they both adkeside
there, having severed all contact with their fagsiliHowever, this distinction is seldom
without critique and reinterpretation, and the wrad formulations have been reworked

many times.

Finally, analytical complications arise as a resilffalse representations presented by
many researchers of the nature of child stree®noneous images which have served to
perpetuate stereotypes. One noteworthy exceptigheswork of Judith Ennew, who
argues that the depiction of these children asddyaed, lacking in morality, dependant
on drugs and prone to criminal activity are no mibyv@n popular preconceptionspime

of which apply tosomeof the childrensomeof the time’ (Ennew, 2000, p.13). Other

especially good accounts detailing the various attaristics, interpersonal relations and

greatly benefit from associating with other workirtgldren from more conventional living situations.

® National figures, for instance, are often base@xrapolations from those in community neighboods which are
often deflated because of the fear of blame atth¢htheir figures seem high. For a more detadedount of the
difficulties involved in assessing the magnitudéhaf phenomenon, see Lusk, 1992, p.293.

" Bar-On (1997) and Lusk (1992) both discuss theigmily of this distinction. Lusk, for instance, itifies four main
groups: family-based street workers (most of whatenal school); independent street workers (whaseslto their

11



daily life of street children have been written Bgr-on (1997), Connolly and Ennew
(1996), Ortiz et al (1992), Lusk (1992), Apetek&®gl), and Szanton Blanc (1994).
While it is unfortunately beyond the scope of theper to summarise all the findings of
these studies, the principal recurring similariti?sd differences between working

children ‘in’ and ‘of the street are highlighted appendix 1.

‘Street-Based Working Childreas a Subset d¥Working Children’.

Street children constitute only a very small mitydf working children. The remainder,
predominantly those labouring in rural areas thhmug the South, have a much lower
profile and have been the focus of far less noteddearch. Any data collection that does
occur tends not to sufficiently reflect practicaihcerns and can often be inaccurate and
misleading. All countries have their own ways ofersbling and analysing data, for
instance, and official child workforce participatia@ata tend to refer primarily to the
formal sector. Most NGO information, on the othandi, consists of case descriptions of
small numbers of working children. While this magoyide insights into important
dynamics of the problem, it ‘lacks the quantitatiperspectives necessary to draw

broadly applicable inferences’ (Myers, 1989, p.322)

Boyden et al. (1997) assert that some vague oaferegnitude and a very general child
worker distribution profile can be tentatively dedd from the more useful country data

that are available. This classification, accepteth vonly minor variations by most

family have begun to break down); children of strienilies; and finally children of the streetsdleiy percent of
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researchers, includes “a large group of urban emldvorking in what is vaguely known
as the informal sector. Whilst children working it this sector may be involved in any

number of activities, street-based workers areabyjt$ most visible child member&”.

Unfortunately, a great deal of confusion existswulibe informal sector. It encompasses
such a diversity of situations and activities titais ‘irreducible to any one specific
definition’ (Portes et al., 1989, p.26). Types wiormality, for example, reflect not only
the character of the specific social and economéemin which they occur but also
depend crucially upon the relationship between dtete, capital and labour in each
country. The sector can, however, be charactefisetivo central features: firstly, it is
universal; secondly, it is unregulated by the tosthns of society, in a legal and social

environment in which similar activities are regelt

Children working on the streets are involved irrextely diverse spheres of this informal
sector. Indeed, it has been said that the variegtvities they engage in to earn a living
is limited only by their imagination (Lusk, 1992,287). Largely unskilled, labour

intensive and low-capital tasks, these vary frofmsgience on the fringes of informality
to the fulfillment of essential low-cost services the public through porterage, street
vending, and even car-washing (Ortiz et al., 199206). Most are self-employed. This
allows street-based child workers a degree of ieddence, is less exploitative than

many forms of paid employment, and is flexible agioto allow them to participate in

whom are institutionalised).

8 Another sizeable category of child workers cossist full-time housekeepers and babyminders, lahgun their
own homes or employed as domestic workers in tieslsaf others.

® Governments tolerate its development largely beeahe loss of formal control by the state is camspeed by the
short-term potential for legitimation and renewedremic growth that it offers (Szanton Blanc, 199853).
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other activities such as education and domestkstashildren are also attracted to this
type of activity because they need no prior quadiions, start-up capital or papers.
Sadly, however, many have to hand over some of #a&nings to someone who supplies
the goods (like newspaper vendors) or controlspiteh (like car washers). Moreover,

the under-capitalised enterprises in which theyusugally involved operate in what are
largely competitive and highly volatile or seasomarkets, require long hours, and offer
very little opportunity for transfer to other, moremunerative, safer or interesting

activities (Bequele and Boyden, 1988, g'%).

1.2 The Causes of Child Streetism.

A number of theoretical notions have been put fodata explain why the phenomenon
of child streetism has become steadily more prexaferecent years (Lusk, 1992, Ortiz
et al.,, 1992, Szanton Blanc, 1994). Unfortunatélgse theories, which range from
economic deprivation and its social consequencasrtictural and cultural explanations,
have largely treated the various causal factorslied as mutually exclusive. It is only
relatively recently that the nature of child street has come to be regarded as
intrinsically multidimensional(Raffaeilli, 1997, Bar-On, 1997, Cerquiera et a001).
Via the use of multifactoral models, researchergeasingly now appreciate that the
reasons why children work on the streets, and tmaitons under which they work,
differ greatly according to region, age, gendergptal values, level of family income,

and the opportunities available to them accordinthé economic cycle.

19 |nformal sector labour usually requires childrenatork early morning hours or night-time hours, ¢tepart of the
confusion between street children and working eaild Ennew, 2000, p.29).
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At the macro level, the rising numbers of children working dre tstreets is argued to
largely reflect the inability of many families to emt the cost of the most basic
commodities, and governments’ inability (or ideot@) reluctance) to offer them
adequate support (Brandon et al., 1980). Factoasezkating this trend include high
levels of public debt, unemployment, and low pul@ikpenditure in the social, housing
and educational sectors. The effects of the remessi the 1980s, declining terms of
trade, and protectionism in industrialised coustr&l combined to compound the

problem®*

The micro level comprises a combination of family and pamérstructures, material
deprivation and neighbourhood networks, unequatidigions of income, as well as
internal elements such as the confidence and pedeself-worth of the children
themselves. Studies in Bogota (Aptekar, 1991), @bia (Connolly, 1990) and
Honduras (Wright et al., 1993), for instance, ssfjigbat weak or disorganized family
structures, in particular the diminishing role bé tfamily as a protective and socializing
force, lie at the core of the problémOne must also consider the role played by the
rapid, complex and ill-controlled process of urlzdwrange (Groves, 1997, and Halebsky,
1995). Increasingly, the needs of the growing urpapulation cannot be met by the
prevailing economic system, development policiesthe resources and abilities of the
state and local municipalities. It is the younge thew majority in many urban

communities, who are particularly affected.

1 1n many cases, application to the Internationaln®tary Fund for help resulted in pressure to reduaelic

spending, especially in social programmes, whidatth&r threatened the welfare of children and yaduntlthe urban
areas of developing countries (Szanton Blanc, 1994, In Latin America, excessive military spergliwas also a
highly contributory factor.
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1.3 Why target street-based working children?

This chapter has revealed that the term ‘childetise’ is largely reserved to identify
children in the South who regularly engage in ecoiccactivity on public terrain. It has

presented the phenomenon as an exclusively urbastraot, and street-based working
children as members of a distinct subset of workictyldren. Finally, it has

acknowledged the extreme variability and complerityactors involved, relating to the
reasons why these children work and the types egality of activities undertaken. In
doing so, the chapter has aspired to expose tlatetd which the realities surrounding
the phenomenon of child streetism are complex, ce@dnand varying enormously

between countries and situations.

What remains to be addressed is why street-basekdngachildren have been chosen as
the target group of this paper. This is an impdriguestion, since there are children
working in other economic sectors in far greatanbars and often in far more damaging
circumstance$® An over-concentration on children working on tieests could hide the

problems facing these larger groups who are notigble, nor so exciting, but whose

problems are no less urgent (Ennew, 2000, p.28}h&umore, there is a real danger that
focusing on street-based working children may divsrarce resources and political
pressure away from these other at-risk groupsherpace where they can be most

effective.

12 Recent research also indicates a connection bettteedifferent characteristics of family structamed dynamics,
and the length of time children spend working omgtreet (Cerquiera et al., 2001).

13 The nutritional status of children working in amiture, for example, has shown to be far worse that of street
children (Boyden et al, 1998, p.163).
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How can | justify perpetuating the phenomenon th@eet-based working children
continue to demand enormous attention and a disptiopate share of the resources
devoted to improving children’s lives in the deymslm world? Is it even possible to
rationalize being part of a trend which gives igkly little protective assistance to
children toiling in the very worst of conditionshike most world attention, legal and
other protective action is focused on the smallanig of children who work in the

urban informal sector? (Myers et al., 1998, p.5)

| defend my choice of target group in a similar manto Judith Ennew: street-based
working children are difficult to ignore, and thesin be the initial stimulus to begin
projects with them, which may be developed latethwiheir ‘less conspicuous
contemporaries’ (Ennew, 2000, p.2). In other wordsth so much more project
experience in the area of child streetism to drawv any lessons learned can then be

extended to work with other children.
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Chapter Two: ldeological and Methodological Approaties to Street-Based Working

Children.

There exists an enormous range of interventionegjies targeted at street-based working
children. Where any particular program lies on th@ntinuum depends upon the
assumptions, ideologies and philosophies of iteopafThese differences in turn seem to
centre largely on different attitudes towards wthat state of childhood is ought to be, on
positions regarding child work, and on particulargeptions of children’s capabilities as

well as their vulnerabilities.

International legislators and development agenttée® for the most part tended to work
with a global model of childhood based on middiessl children in the North (and

South), who go to school, play, live in increasyngfivate families and are assumed to be
helpless. Within this ideal, work and education seen as antithetical, the complete
abolition of child work and the ‘rescue’ of childrdrom life on the streets are the

principal goals.

Recently, however, there has been a distinct momemeay from strict abolitionism.
The international community has begun to realis¢ street-based working are dislocated
from the traditional confines of the ‘child’, a mgnition which has coincided with a
world-wide mobilisation for the extension and apation of civil rights to children.
Within this new ideological discourse, the many sjiomable and negative elements
surrounding street work are to be assessed al@agsigotential to enhance a child’'s

‘autonomy, responsibility, social participation asmmmitment’ (Green, 1998, p.52).
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Consequently, governments are now being called tpaorvestigate the situation in their
own countries and to adopt as far as possible institutional’ approaches, based on the
reality which children face, that of having to wdksurvive(Sawyer, 1988, p.177). The
emphasis here is not on making the children le&ee streets or stop work, but on
increasing the range of choices available to theoh l@estowing upon them the same

protection from dangerous and poor working condgithat is extended to adults.

This section aims to offer a brief examinationtostbewildering array of ideologies and
interventions. | will begin by considering the msbphy behind conventional approaches
to street-based working children, discerning whagyt are trying to achieve, and
assessing their successes and failures in addyetsstphenomenon. Recent ideological
and methodological developments will subsequendyhighlighted, with a particular
focus on those interventions which actively promente support street-working children
within the context of the working lives. If a padiar approach is deemed in need of a
complete restructuring, | will suggest ways in whit might be reshaped. | must warn,
however, that this analysis does not aim to be,imbeed could it be, comprehensive -
not only are different circumstances unique toedéht countries, but in most cases a

project will be combine elements of more than gogreach.
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2.1 The Abolitionist Perspective: A Critical Introduction.

Until recently, the very existence of working cméd seemed sufficient to send most
people clambering towards the moral high groundrRNeas seen an ordeal for these
children, a source of suffering and exploitatiomj @ pathway to educational deprivation,
social disadvantage, and poor physical developniEm. consequent desire to abolish
child work directly led to the introduction of mmum age laws, public sector inspection

of work places and practices, and compulsory scattehdance up to a stipulated age.

The ILO, for instance, has been trying to limitldhwork since 1919, with C5 setting the
minimum age for working in the industrial sectorla. Subsequent conventions have
built upon this standard, a process that culminatede 1973Vlinimum Age Convention
(C138) and the setting of the legal minimum agestarting work at 15 yearé.A series

of UN Declarations on the Rights of the Child sitice aftermath of the First World War
have also taken into account the specific issuethef working child. Indeed, the
convention adopted by the General Assembly in X€3®C) was one of the most widely
and rapidly ratified conventions in UN history. BikLO 138, the main action called for
under Article 32 of CRC constitutes the implemedntatof minimum age standards.

Other legislation pertaining to child work is higjtited in appendix two.

14 However, fewer than 50 countries have committesnelves to making it part of their national la&srfew, 2000).
p.34).

15 The Convention is widely celebrated for estabtighfor the first time a universally agreed setights for children
and stimulating debate within the developed wotidd a meaningful interpretation and implementatidrthose
rights (Lestor, quoted in Franklin, 1995, p.10).wéwer, this opinion crucially ignores the fact timany countries
showed little interest in the drafting of the Contien; many of its assumptions were even encodepitde strong
objections from locally knowledgeable child welfagencies.
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The Social Construction of Childhood

The emergence of this body of international agregsnevas largely based on a desire to
prevent work from adversely affecting children, damaging their moral and emotional
well-being, their health, safety, educational perfance or family life (MacLennan,
1986, p.123). The international community essdgtimhnted to sacralise childhood as a
privileged phase of life properly dedicated onlyptay and schooling, as a time in which
children have the right to protection and educabahnot to autonomy or participation
(Boyden et al, 1998, p.195). Within this ideal, tamily and school were regarded as the

appropriate settings for the nurture, protectiod socialisation of childrert®

If children were seen to be working, it was regdr@ds an outrage, a social problem
premised on their vulnerability and need for protet Instead of being viewed as
capable human beings, they were pitied becausediteypot have a ‘childhood’. The

consequent drive to abolish child work coincidedhwefforts to keep children off the

streets. No longer the locus of social life, ssaeere seen, particularly in North America
and Northern Europe, as morally dangerous for oldEnnew, 1995, p.202). It has
long been the explicit goal of the West to crystallsuch ideas in the fashioning of a

universal system of rights for the child (Boydef9@, p.185)’

18 Education in particular was considered to crelgespace of and for childhood, the status of ‘chalttibuted to
those falling subject to its regimes of control.

17 A blueprint for this universal ideal was providiedthe endorsement of the Declaration of the Rigiitthe Child in
the aftermath of the First World War. Numerous p#&of legislation have since continued to deny\amiation in the
form which childhood might take.
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What is being increasingly realised, however, iat tthese qualities of the ‘correct

childhood’, upon which many welfare practices also dased, derive from norms and
values that are culturally and historically bouadhe West. Furthermore, the exportation
and globalisation of such a singular view of chddd can have a serious impact on the
lives of children in developing countries. It cabtsth doubt and comparative judgment,
for instance, on societies with very varied andtiasting social, economic, political and

cultural conditions (upon which any notion of clmtgbd is constructed). It also takes no
account of the conditions of existence of poordreih in poor communities, where such
concepts may be totally inappropriate and whosesgaupces can radically subvert this
very Western understanding of childho8dThis recognition that a plurality of

childhoods exists at any one time and in any oaeghas considerable implications for
the circumstances in which comparisons betweemremls experiences can, and indeed

should, be made.

Limitations of the abolitionist approach.

The previous sections have shown how the intematioommunity has conventionally
treated the issue of child work with outrage. Thewe also implied that there are
inconsistencies and hypocrisies within this pdticiscourse. One is compelled to
guestion, for example, exactly whose ideas reggrthe issues surrounding child work
are ultimately incorporated into national and intg¢ional policies. More often than not, it

is those articulated by educated elites, often wjpkcial affinities for ideas from the

18 Specifically, whilst comparisons between differenttural traditions indicate that certain funcsoand distinctions
are near-universal, precise conceptions of childh@oy in fundamental ways. This is because whattit be a ‘child’
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North, whose ideas about the nature, causes aect£fif children’s work are frequently
divorced from the practical realities faced by p@onilies and their children (Boyden et

al, 1998, p.18}?

Furthermore, many governments often find it coneehito legislate national or

international laws in order to signal their concamd good faith, or sometimes just to
express hope for an eventual soluti®iegislation also has no impact at all until it is
enforced. This is a difficult task in countries matt an effective labour inspectorate, a
central problem that derives from the complexitytloé rules and the absence of any
authority with both overall responsibility and adate powers (MacLennan, 1986, p.140,
Ennew, 2000, p.10). Over and above these concérmwever, is the reality that

legislation takes children out of formal labour k&ts (with their associated services and
benefits) and pushes them into unregulated seofaitse economy which have no legal

protection.

A number of associated interventions adopted viaghaim of removing children from the
workplace and from the street are also problematacording to the principles of the
abolitionist approach, for example, one of theusiohs’ to the ‘problem’ of street-based
working children is seen to lie in taking them difie streets and placing them in a
residential setting (an orphanage, reformatoryni@rn school). Institutions such as these

elicit a high level of ‘donor-appeal’, offering aghly visible and tangible product of

varies from place to place in relation to structweaiables such as life expectancy, kinship patieideologies of care,
and philosophies of need and dependency (Jenks, pa21).

19 This division between rhetoric and reality is jmararly visible in the recent CRC, which urgestasato act ‘in the
best interests of the child’, yet fails to explaiow a determination of what is in a child’s beséiasts to be made.
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giving.?* Many child welfare agencies and organisationsstiiededicated to ‘rescuing’

children from the street in the belief that ingtiinal care can offer them both protection
from the dangers of street-life and better oppotiesfor the future. It also continues to
be the automatic and exclusive response by govertsntewards street-based working

children who are deemed unable to live with theirepts.

Many are recently questioning, however, whetherethe really a need for large-scale
substitute care, and whether residential instiigtiare the most appropriate means of
providing it. We certainly need to investigate whenefits from placing children in
institutions and whose needs dictate the seekingdafission. Institutionalisation may
produce impressive and tangible results for doftteked on the idea of rescue’, but it
is being increasingly realised that this solutisrfar from ideal. Crucially, projects that
attempt to rescue children from work and the stiagely do so without thinking of the
consequences for the children and their famffieBy neglecting to address the factors
which forced the children onto the streets in i place, they are in danger of failing to

provide a comprehensive coverage of the varioushmsocial problems involved.

20 |n this case, the law is not intended so muctettitbrally enforced as it is to express a socigirmtion; it becomes a
symbol for what is desirable (Boyden et al, 199888).

211t must be noted here that whilst the term ‘insiitn’ tends to have a negative connotation in \&fessocieties, it is
used more widely and less negatively outside Westecieties (Tolfree, 1998, p.136).

22|f they need the income, even more harm may be dastitutionalisation also comes with the damgfeteveloping

attitudes of passivity amongst street-based workimgdren which, as well as undermining their digncan lead to
problems of beggary (James and Prout, 1990, p.221).
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2.2 Recent Developments Within the International P&y Environment

Recognition that conventional approaches to chitdkware not producing the expected
benefits has led to a distinct movement away froeabolitionist perspective in recent
years. Specifically, the international communityapreciating that despite the existence
of increasingly stringent regulations, and notwiiinsling decades of on-going pressure
for universal and compulsory educati@hjldren are continuing to workMoore, 1999,
p.14). One of the most crucial aspects of this lbgreent has been the realisation that
street-based working children are dislocated fromttaditional confines of the ‘child’;
that is, that governments should adopt as far asilple ‘non-institutional’ approaches

which relate to the specific socio-cultural enviment in which these children live.

Some of the most interesting work here is takirag@lwhere projects abandon the whole
idea of ‘saving’ the children. In other words, metl of making them leave the streets or
stop work, practitioners take advantage of thedcéil’s self-reliance, autonomy, and

skills to increase the range of choices availablhém and to find ways of helping them

within their everyday struggle to survive. Withimg discourse, it is often argued that the
very existence of child work can in certain circaamses be in the child’s best interests.
At the very least, it enables him or her to eammeononey, often essential for immediate

and long-term survival. Indeed, the sacrificesdreih make in order to work are often

25



scarcely worth it when it comes to opening doordétter opportunities in the future

(Bar-On, 1997, p.63’

Over and beyond reasons of economic necessity, yeweesearch and children’s own
testimony also suggests that work can offer sonportant psychological and emotional
advantages (Boyden, 1990, p.75). Where it facdgaheir socialisation into the social
and leadership roles valued in society, for ingant can contribute to their sense of
responsibility, autonomy and belonging within theusehold or the communify.As
such, many argue that it is in the abuse of chil@grework that is objectionabland not
merely their involvement (White, 1999, Marcus et 4097, Rosemberg et al., 1999,
Vittachi, 1989, Bequele and Myers, 1995). This ggubon of street work as a persistent
and even viable livelihood strategy has gained ggan policy circles, most notably with
the adoption of ILO Convention 182 on trst Forms of Child Labotin June 1998°
The UN Children’s Fund, UNICEF, also advocatesltoéams only for work that can harm

children’s development.

Bt can fund their own education and that of théitisgs; socialise them in practical survival skiind knowledge;
initiate them into adult roles and responsibilitiesable them to gain an understanding of the \ethic; and finally it
can foster their independence as they become atlapserting and defending themselves. Boyden €988, p.75.

24 Indeed, many street-based working children refhwt their relations with their family improved adfttaking to the
streets and that they are less frequently punigiedtheir non-working siblings (Moore, 2000, p.p40

% This was based on the recent conceptualisationhidiren’s work on a continuum ranging from contele

unacceptable activity at one end, to beneficial kwat the other (White, 1999, p.134). Where worls len the
continuum is assessed on criteria of exploitatiazard, risk of damage to children’s developmert @pportunities
foregone, rather than whether work is paid or uthpai
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Participatory Approaches

Along side this shift towards recognising their quatencies as well as their special
needs, organisations and researchers are incrBastieglaring a commitment to

children’s participation in the development procd3se right of children to participate in

decisions which affect them, for example, has Isstrout in Article 12 of the UN CRC.

While a highly contested and problematic concepitigpatory development can be
broadly defined as people’s involvement in develeptmprocesses that concern their
lives and their community (Moore, 2000, p.532). hitthis discourse, children are seen
as competent social actors, capable and desenfirexpressing opinions and acting
autonomously. They are also regarded as human dewnigp form thecentre of

development, not merely the passive recipients.

Participatory approaches to street-based workinigirelm are premised on the principle
that if these children have inherent human rigisy must have the voice to claim those
rights. The focus is therefore on promoting theicial and personal empowerment with
the aim of helping them to make their own decisidrgs crucially involves listening to
their perspectives, and recognising that their tgmeent (in terms of skills, social
networks, self-esteem and identity) is embeddedhimitheir working lives® Indeed,
given the very low self-esteem street-based worlkthgdren suffer from and the
disparaging attitude with which they are often relgd, their involvement in determining

or influencing the shape and content of programwmi#snot only improve quality and

2 Few of these children, for example, see exclusiom the workforce as a solution to their problefmstead, they
seek support and regulation of their current sitmatto help them survive and be healthy, growrreand gain self-
respect (West, 1999, p.151).
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delivery, but will also contribute to the developmef self-confidence among them

(Bequele and Boyden, 1989, p.183).

There are problems within this discourse, howeard, it would be foolish to uncritically
accept the idea of child participation as a uni@epanacea. There is a real danger that
the concept is merely becoming the latest ‘devekpgnbuzzword’. It could be the case,
for instance, that organisations ‘bolt’ participati onto existing approaches in a
tokenistic response to donor pressure (Tolfree319%61). Indeed, whilst the right to
participation is widely touted at national and meggional level, action to put that right
into place in the formulation of laws and standasdstill incipient at best (Boyden et al,
1998, p.183¥’ Crucially, working towards participation by chiér in decision-making
will require considerable change in attitudes, ange in culture and a change in many

aspects of practice and procedures (Schofield et 296, p.5).

Rights-Based Interventions.

The recent ideological developments outlined abtaee coincided with a world-wide
mobilisation for the extension and application ofilcrights to street-based working
children. The result has been the emergence obkfguation of non-institutional and
rights-based initiatives aimed at supporting theelihood strategies of street-based

working childrer?® The main characteristics of these interventionghist stopping

27 For example, whilst the emphasis in the CRC seerbg on participation, it is in terms of havingaice rather than
in terms of self-determination; the right to be fdkand to have views taken into account but notitjte to decide.

2 The term ‘non-institutional’ is technically incest, since many of the projects eventually takélogm off the streets
and into a residential setting (Ennew, 2000, p.109)
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children working is not the primary goal and attésmo pull them out of work or off the
street are not made (Moore, 2000, p.533). Ratherild-centred approach is adopted,
whereby understanding the role of work in childeehves and their experience of it is
paramount (Ennew, 1997, Myers et al., 1998). Appetitree gives some idea of the
countless schemes emerging in this area, all ochvivary greatly in terms of the

objectives or types of activities they undertake.

Some interventions, for instance, provide a ranfjyevelfare services to alleviate the
hardships of work, such as providing a space wihleeework can take place, where
children will not be obliged to pay premiums to kdaxploiters (Tolfree, 1998, p.112).
Others aim to develop the skills, advocacy and rusggional capacity of street-based
working children, such as Manthoc’s ‘welcome hoysesich offer children basic
training and supervision in the production of gregtcards and silk bracelets. A further
number endeavour to obtain recognition for thisugroas workers, introducing
registration schemes and awareness campaigns tsiméhaublic knows about the goods
or services offered and that the profits are far thildren’s benefit. Finally, a few
organisations locate the source of vulnerabilitystéet-based working children within
their weak position in the legal system and thusnapt to influence the legal and
enforcement systems that determine the limits efdth jureandde factorights of these

children (Moore, 1999, p.33).

Given the broad range of programme and policy ogtidt is concerning that so little has

been done to assess their relative merits anddiséages. Only a few researchers have
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attempted to document the restraints affecting @mgntation and the types of support
required. On the positive side, outreach programanegeported to able to work with a
larger number of children, and cost far less tq than institutions (Rizzini, 1996). One
major problem, however, is that many schemes rerhamdamentally localised and
focused on service provision, as opposed to beymesic and focused on policy
(Tolfree, 1998). This temporary approach tendsdress the immediate needs of street

children, but fails to attack the problem at itetroauses.

Often projects see vocational training as a keynaad getting children off the street,
typically teaching them tailoring, silk-screenitgking, or other manual training. Critics,
however, contend that many projects fail to rededhe jobs market before deciding
what to teach and ignore the skills that streeedasorking children already possess,
which are those of experienced hustlers and tradatiser than artisans (Green, 1998,
p.85). Many schemes providing sheltered work oppoties will also almost inevitably
contravene child labour laws and thus only be bletéor older children who are above
the minimum age for employment (Ennew, 2000, p.1EQ)thermore, identifying street
children in a protected work program may be stigemeg and may damage their self-

image (Marcus et al., 1997, p.43).
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2.3 Substantive issues facing the field.

This chapter has suggested that legislation affgcsitreet-based working children is
likely to remain superficial and ineffectual ungiich time as its relates directly to, and
where possible is promoted through, local culturaljgious and other traditional

communities (Alston, 1994, p.2). As such, it haplied that it is perhaps idle to pretend
that deliberations at international conferenced télve any immediate impact on the
lives of these children - if they are to be effeely protected, it is essential that laws do
not stand in isolation, but rather work harmoniguslith other lines of action in a

national policy and crucially fit the reality ofdln social context.

On a more encouraging note, new approaches tot-bimsed working children are
beginning to meet this challenge. Crucially, inlisag that child work need not be
destructive nor equated with lessened developmemabrtunity, they are recognising
that there is nothing intrinsically harmful abouamy forms of street existence (Vittachi,
1989, p.94). Williams (1993), for instance, urge®iventions to be directed at changing
the capabilitiesof those for whom street use is, to some degrpestive aspect of their
existence. This centralises on giving street-bagerking children an ‘assumed adult’
status and addressing their subsequent demandsefoight to adult self-determination,

freedom and contrdf

2In other words, banning children from work is ndiaw is required, but according them the same piiotedrom
dangerous and poor working conditions that is edeerto adults (Bar-On, 1997, p.69).
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In sum, we are compelled to find effective, susthla interventions which transcend
traditional approaches, and which support the skdhd ideas of street-based working
children rather than patronise their expressed s1€Bde overall objective is to provide
this group with the opportunities and experiencédsclv will enable them to become
economically productive and eventually self-supipgrtto facilitate their survival in the
world of work and independent living (Tolfree, 199876). This involves alleviating
their present suffering whilst concurrently lookirfgr longer-term approaches to
reducing the social and economic causes that nfese tchildren so vulnerable. Above
all, we need to move ‘beyond conventions, towardpe@verment’ (Boyden et al, 1998,

p.187).
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Chapter Three: Microfinance and Street-Based Workimg Children.

3.1 Definitions and recent trends.

‘Microfinance’ is an umbrella term that describebeavildering variety of philosophical
approaches, types of institutions, delivery procedand borrowers. It is usually used to
refer to a range of services, such as credit, gawvaimd insurance, offered to those isolated
from formal financial systems. Yet its potentiatlaimed to go beyond addressing solely
financial exclusion. By tackling income aspects paverty and transforming social
relations, it is celebrated as a way of helpingadv@ntaged people reduce their
dependence and marginalisation, to equip to themilesige broader processes of
exclusion (Marcus et al., 1999, p.13). It is laygdlue to this potential for promoting
economic and social development that microfinare® lieen so vigorously promoted in

recent years.

An important element of the microfinance movememts hbeen the targeting of
interventions towards adultsr the benefit of childrerindeed, one of the reasons behind
the astonishing amount of attention that has beshtp directing credit to women in the
last ten years has been the hope that it will Flageeater impact on children than that
directed at men. Although the positive effects may always outweigh the negative,
targeting credit at women can in some instancesawgpchildren’s access to education,

enhance their nutritional and health status, redoes need to work, and often prevent
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them from having to turn to the streets to suriRi@homas, for example, suggests that
the effect on child survival probabilities in urb&nazil is almost twenty times greater
when unearned income accrues to women rather tieen(ffhomas, quoted in Hopkins,

p.1219).

Given that children have long been a priority otrafinance interventions, with their
health and schooling largely defining a region'geleof development, it is surprising to
discover that children are not beidgectly targeted. The stark reality is that the majority
of practitioners working in the microfinance fietdnd not to work with urban child
workers; moreover, the sector is only beginningrécognise the extent to which
microfinance interventions inadvertently affect Idhen’s work by influencing the
relative domestic workload within households. Samy, few of those who work with
street-based working children consider this groupé economic agents in their own
right, thereby failing to see their own need to @enversant with the world of

microfinance (Moore, 2000, p.544).

What needs to be investigated therefore is howvaimg efforts to work directly with
street-based working children still represent atredly new form of work within the
microfinance field. For no one can deny that thisug is amongst the ‘poorest of the
poor’, at whom such services are predominantly §eed - they too are excluded from

the formal financial sector and face the consequmattical obstacles to saving or

30 Many researchers, however, have noted that wonsesss to credit does not have an unequivocatiitipe effect
on children’s welfare. Children’s workloads mayre&se with parent’s participation in the programthey may be
asked to help with income-generating activitiestake on domestic duties whilst their parents argylgenerating
income (Wydick, 1999, p.853).
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making long-term plans. Moreover, even if streetdshworking children know how to
open an account, banks chase them away, a reghi afisdain attached to this group in
most societies. Consequently, even when their iec@mimproved, these children lack

safe places in which to keep their morigy.

With such issues in mind, this chapter aims to gmesan overview of the present
contribution of a microfinance approach to the jpeots facing street-based working
children. By highlighting initiatives and interveoris currently in place, it is hoped that
this will pave the way for a more in-depth discossinto how development practitioners
and academics can ensure thatpigential contribution is maximised. For example, if
these programs do work, is it possible that theyldcdreak the cycle of economic
exploitation faced by urban child workers and redtieeir dependence on social-service

supports?

3.2 Examples of programs that target street-basedavking children.

Whilst it is true that a number of street-basedkivay children have recently been given
the opportunity to benefit from microfinancial sees, programs targeting this group are
few and far between. A major consequence of thastftl in precedents is that the field

remains conceptually unclear and as a result isldping in a very ad hoc and haphazard
manner. It largely consists of isolated, one-offjects supported by non-governmental

agencies. These range in scale from local commumitiatives, run by volunteers with

3lin many urban areas, children sleep on the strighttieir money in their mouths. Others, howeveendeveloped
various ways of keeping it safe. Children who wrknarkets, for example, often develop a relatigmstith an adult
stall-holder who acts as a banker (Ennew, 200@7%).1
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minimal resources, to programs with large budgetsgaid staff, such as those supported

by Save the Children Furid.

The challenge to present a comprehensive and decgiature of the framework
currently in place involved firstly identifying andontacting key informants of
organisations working in the field. Since econonsogcial, legal and institutional
differences between countries produce importantattans in approach, these case
studies were necessarily selected from all ovemtbdd — from Peru and Honduras in
Latin America, to India and Mongolia on the Asianbscontinent. Information was
further gleamed from a variety of secondary soyrcesluding published and
unpublished literature, academic journals, the rméidia, and any available program

reports and evaluatiori3.

An edited version of the results of this searcpressented below, in hopefully what is a
concise but comprehensive description of each iddatl program. Although space
confines only permit a succinct summary of the datgained, it is hoped that these
experiences at the programme level will illust@xamples of what has worked and how,
and what could be adopted in new settifigehis knowledge will be combined in chapter
four with more general observations drawn from pthecrofinance interventions, a
synthesis which will aim to provide insights intptional design principles and delivery

channels, discuss restraints affecting implementatihighlight substantive issues

32 No government-operated schemes were discoveréngdine course of the research.

33 Unfortunately, the scope of the study is limited tack of impact studies and systematic impaciuesians; without
these, moreover, it is difficult to see how apptescand methods of work can develop optimally andhe benefit of
future generations of street-based working children
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confronting the field, and consider recommendationguture research on this important
topic. In particular, it will reflect upon the typeof support required to stimulate the
spread of successful initiatives in the field. Hoe® since the approach is still in an

exceedingly experimental phase, any conclusiorcgheshwill only be tentative.

(A) Padakhep.

The Padakhep Manabik Unnayan Kendra program isdbasédhaka, Bangladesh.
Padakhep started working with street children i88L%ollowing a study conducted to
establish their vulnerability to sexually transmdttdiseases, particularly HIV and AIDS.
The findings of this study suggested that in otdeimprove the quality of life for these
children, an environment needed to be created ldukted upon them with a more
positive attitude. Over the past two years, Padakhas endeavored to create this
environment. Via group meetings, the staff aimeddévelop a tie with the children,
earning their trust, assessing their needs andasarg their discipline. At first, they were
very much focused on sexual health issues, butugibd other components were
introduced to give the program a more holistic s¢armhese included education, skills

training, psychological counselling, recreatioradifities, and job placement.

A central part of Padahkep’s strategy has also bleenntroduction of a microfinance
program, with the expressed purpose of income gépar Within this scheme, savings

facilities are open to all group members, who cakenor withdraw deposits at any time,

34 1t is unfortunately impossible to convey the wkatif information and ideas that emerged. In paldicuthe
experiences of SKI alluded to in the next sectiannot be outlined in detail here.
% The experiences of Padakhep are included her&sharihe valuable help and comments of
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and a total of 500 street-based working childrea aurrently depositing savings
regularly®® The provision of credit, however, is only madettiose children who have
attended and completed the compulsory 40-week gsmgsions. The loans are for
production purposes only and are closely monitobgdtrained staff. Needs-based
training is also provided, and suitable income-gatieg activities are discussed with
each child. The program has in fact been so safidebat Padakhep won a prestigious

CGAP pro-poor innovation award last year.

No evaluation of the program has as yet been uskiEm partly because of its age.
However, the director sees Padakhep as a playwitalarole in the empowerment of
these children within society, thus enhancing tlagiality of life. He feels that if the
children are offered necessary guidance, they camage their business as successfully
as any adult can. Crucially, and despite having bekn in operation for just over a year,
the scheme has developed a savings and creditreudimong the street children of
Dhaka. Perhaps this is Padakhep’s major achieverarabling the children to stand on
their own feet, rather be passive recipients ofyjmlms designed to improve their lives.
However, the program also faces a number of bartieat could perhaps jeopardise

further expansion, with funding in particular a prdpindrance.

38 According to the director, this figure is increagpialmost daily.
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(B) Butterflies.

Butterflies, an NGO based in Delhi, India, workshw600 street and working childréh.
It operates from eight different points of contecthe Union Territory of Delhi in which
these children are concentrated. Founded by Ritacka in 1988, Butterflies drew
inspiration from the approach being explored byeedtreducators in the National
Movement of Street Boys and Girls in Brazil. Thegmam’s basic conviction is that the
fight against poverty can only be won through comityu participation and the
development of democratic practice. ConsequenthytteBflies has adopted a

collaborative approach to the problems facing sted working children.

Butterflies recognises that survival is more impaottfor these children than education.
The program staff are also aware that, having lwmedhe streets for a long time and by
being wage earners, the children’s knowledge alblmeit work situation, environment
and life itself is tremendous. As a result, Buttesf organises support services for these
children such as non-formal education, health caeereation, vocational training
schemes, and counselling. The children participatehe planning of most of the
activities, and contribute materially towards th&mAll programs and activities are
planned and discussed at 8@ SabhgChildren’s Council) held every fortnight, and are

conducted on the street or in parks — there afeamtres’.

87 Of this number, 285-300 children regularly attéinel activities run by Butterflies staff.
%8 The program implementers find that children hortbeir commitments and participate in the plannetivigy with a
feeling that it is their program and therefore thaye to make it a success.
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Butterflies also runs a microfinance program. Aisgsy scheme is in operation whereby
each child is motivated to save a small amountyeday, and, with support from the
educators, the children have been experimentingparating a credit union. Each
member makes a small daily investment (two rupetespugh which it is hoped that
members will gain access to education, vocatiorshihg, medical care and credit to
start small enterprises. One of Butterflies’ mogtcessful activities is a restaurant,
opened in 1990, which serves as a training cesterce of income and home for twelve
street boys. As part of this program, they havenedea bank account where the boys

deposit $9.60 every month, leaving the rest folydaipenses.

(C) Undugu.

The philosophy of the Undugu Society of Kenya isdzhon the principles of ‘respect,
involvement and helping each oth&t'Since it was founded in 1972, Undugu has grown
into a complex and successful organisation, orte@mMmost mature NGOs in East Africa.
It has developed expertise that gives it an impaeh at legislative level. The program’s
emphasis is centred on improving the living comais of low-income groups in urban
areas, particularly street and working youth, tigfoemployment, low-cost housing and
community organisation. The program has been pdatiy celebrated as an example of
the ‘entrepreneurial approach’ to street childr&zapton Blanc, 1994, p.256). By
experimenting in new directions and learning thtougal and error, Undugu has

pioneered a number of innovative approaches.

40



One of these has been the implementation and dawelot of a loan scheme which
finances small-scale youth enterprises and alsyofinancial advice and a link to banks.
This program is based on a two-tier loan systemuirang only 10% collateral and
relying on a system of local referees who act asabguarantors. Undugu has learned,
however, that capital is only one element neededdto business’. Consequently,
eligibility for higher loans requires the children attend a training and business
management course and to have their desired lcauthorised by a Business Review
Committee. Undugu has shown how much can be adhieespite limited funds, by
listening to the children and their families, resgimg to their felt needs and helping

them to resolve their own problems.

(D) Pronats.

The Pronats program provides microfinancial sessitmeyoung people working on the
streets in the informal sector. It is one part oftanber of schemes implemented by
Manthoc, a well-known working children’s organisati in Peru. Manthoc’s main
principle is that working children should analy$eit own situations to establish the
kinds of support they need, and then speak outhfemselves on those issd8sThe
organisation is particularly renown for its sucdebkstruggle to include the recognition of
children’s right to work in Peru’s national childre code, and working children covered

under the same medical plan as adult workers (Md®@9, p.35).

39 See www.ukweli.net.

40 Other well-known working children’s organisatioinglude the Movement of working Children and adoéegs of
Nicaragua (NATRAS), the National Movement of strebildren (NNMMR) in Brazil, and organisations a$st by
the Concerned for working Children in Bangaloralign
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Under the Pronats scheme, loans are made avaftabbeoductive purposes such as for
micro-enterprise. Via a system of rotating funds; amount of money can be borrowed,
up to a maximum of 500 soles (US $188). The childre required under the conditions
of the scheme to put forward a proposal, and tiheysabsequently interviewed to discuss
it. If approved, a loan is granted which then hasbé repaid in installments. This
repayment schedule is quite flexible, dependingtlom individual requirements and
abilities of each borrower. Penalties are imposedhe event of arrears. One girl
commented about the rotating fund, ‘It helps uddwgelop a business. The fund asks you
what you will do with the money, how much you nekdw much you will earn, if you

can pay the loan’ (Boyden et al, 1998, p.232).

An important aspect of the programme is involvemehtthe children in various
workshops around the themes of using loans, busiadsiinistration, the principles of
selling, working conditions, and managing moneye3éh are based on the idea of
‘change in activity’, in which young people are earaged to develop alternative work
patterns which offer better financial rewards, atads of work and future prospects.
One girl, for example, was able to progress frothngesweets to passing motorists to
selling cassettes in the safer environment of tieesoutside a school — which would not
have been possible without the availability of are@he project is clearly valued by its

members, and in practice loans are repaid witherdifined time-scales.
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(E) The City Center For Children Business Club (JCC

This program, based in Ulaanbaatar, Mogolia, wgpated by SCF between Dec 1994
and June 1996 (Marcus et al., 1999, p.47). It sspreed the first government attempt to
address the problems faced by street-based wodkidren. The club aimed to support
this group in making a living by giving them eduoatl and skill training and protecting
them from bad social influences. As part of thegpam, CCC bought goods on
wholesale, which were sold to the children at lowgs on credit. When the children had
sold these goods, they were to repay the loans.Clie also held informal educational
and cultural activities, which SCF say were verypylar. Substantial progress was also
achieved in changing the attitude of the policstteet-based working children, enabling

them to be registered, obtain ID cards and heaftrance.

Overall, however, CCC does not seem to have begrea success story. The children
found it difficult to manage the loans, returns aveery low, and many did not repay.
They often came under pressure from their famtikegive them the money, and many
participants had their loan money or profits stddgrother children. Others consumed the
goods they were supposed to sell (mostly sweetgki8g out cheap goods for the
children to sell also proved to be too time-conswgrand unsustainable. The experiences
of CCC suggest that more intensive training in hownanage loans and small businesses
may be helpful, particularly for young people, wér@ less used than adults to handling

cash*

11t may also be important in transition economiéeere there is less experience in running smalinessies (Marcus
and Harper, 1997, p.48).
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(F) SCF San Pedro Sula.

In January 1991, SCF opened CCI, an informal tngirdenter for street-based working
children in the city of San Pedro Sula, HondfaBhe operational sphere of CCI was in
the heart of the city’s popular commercial zond, Rapido’ market, as well as in the
central streets and avenues of the city. The migjective of the program was to increase
the independence of working children and adolescsatthat they could survive more
efficiently in their environment. The services o#fd included meals, informal education,
lessons in social participation, practical workllskirecreation, street security, and the

provision of loans to children organised into cei@tives.

SCF also ran a savings scheme for about two yesilsthe project close& This aimed

to give the children a safe place to save, to atlwem to increase their profit margins, in
the hope that this would reduce the time they basdrk. To this end, SCF organised the
children into ‘co-operatives’ based on the actestthey undertook, such as shoe shiners,
cleaners and porters, who were encouraged to severawo lempiras every day. By the
end of the project in 1996, 222 children had sawiagcounts, though only a quarter of
these were saving regularly. The children were vatdd to save through frequent
discussions about the need to set aside theirrgmmn order to insure both their future
and their independence. The money from the savdebsme was deposited in a joint

account (‘My Future’), where it earned interest.

“Information on CCl was obtained though personalmamication with the program’s coordinators, Jadielaya and
Tomas Andino.

43 According to SCF, the scheme was discontinuedtdutbe fact that the organisation has increasimgbyed from
direct implementation (and ownership) of progratossupporting local organisations to implement thestead, and
in some places, trying to foster participant owhgrand control (Marcus and Harper, 1997, p.49).
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Chapter Four: Recommendations and Conclusions.

The case studies presented in chapter four giveesmima of the extent to which
microfinance is currently being used to support éeenomic independence of street-
based working children, within the context of theworking lives. The approach so far
certainly seems to have been ad hoc and pieceimdakd, when compared to the sheer
scale of child streetism, the number of childrenowdre actually benefiting from
microfinance programs is so small that it mighttempting to dismiss them as being
virtually insignificant. However, they do give adeia of feasible activities, techniques

and delivery channels, which, if successful, camthe expanded on a larger scale.

This section therefore intends to provide a synshet experience. It will detail those
lessons realised by the individual case studiesirtegrate these with the wisdom and
experience of other microfinance interventions.diming so, it will suggest various
programming guidelines to enhance positive impactd to avoid or reduce negative
aspects. It will also show the circumstances inciwimicrofinance is ineffective, identify
any policy barriers which might exist, and propegeere there needs to be a search for
more suitable alternatives. Indeed, although therdity of programs included in this
paper makes generalisation difficult, it will beesethat key elements of the most
successful projects recur. These clear patternsneilonly suggest principles of broad
applicability, but will also help account for thecgess and shortcomings of a particular

approach.
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4.1 Lessons learned.

(a) Targeting.

As chapter two highlighted, street-based workingldebn do not constitute a
homogeneous group. An important question immedisdekes therefore as for exactly
whom the program is intended. Most of the schemetuded in this paper tend to
predominantly target by age. On the surface thiears to be a relatively straightforward
method of division, and yet it has many pitfallgjeAcategories are often used arbitrarily,
without taking into account local ideas about al@tdand childhood (Ennew, 2000, p.8).
There also seems to be a propensity to target wwigldren. However, as Bequele and
Boyden warn (1988, p.161), although these childnaty appearto be more vulnerable,
they may in fact have greater earning potentiah tin@ir older friends because of greater

sympathy they attract from the public.

Some target their members by sector or type ofviagtiSuch programs are largely
directed at self-employed youth who demonstrateepngneurial inclinatiof? As a

source of employment, they claim, micro-enterprisage the ability to address many of
the needs of street-based working children. Thay lealp build up assets, aid steps
towards self-sufficiency, and build youth self-este SKI argues that the most valuable
up-shot of supporting self-employment is that idens these children with greater
bargaining power in decision-making and gives theare respect from the community.

With adequate support, it is hoped that the prowisaf microfinancial services will be

% This trend could be a direct result of the diffims involved in reaching children from other opational groups.
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enable this group to reduce the barriers they falsen attempting to enter into more

profitable sector§>

Butterflies warns that reaching out to street-bagsetking children who have little or no
family support can present special problems. Mahythese children have lost all
confidence in adults, and therefore gestures ehétship and the building of acceptance
and confidence require great skill and sensitiaty the behalf of adult initiators and
street educators. SCF San Pedro Sula also fourtdotbblems with this group were
exacerbated by the likelihood of regressibithe program co-ordinators warn that it is
often not advisable for many of these children aket on business responsibilities,

particularly when they are involved with substaabese.

By the same token, the involvement of parents ardjans, where such relationships
exist, can offer huge benefits. According to SQhs tis essential if an organisation
wishes to address the root causes of child streetisis also particularly important to
fully understand potential effects of the program lmusehold economies, especially
when family members are significantly dependant nugbe domestic or income-
generating work of children. Crucially, if programs not attempt to build a relationship
with those who influence or control children’s Ilyean organisation might face
indifference or even hostility in carrying out itgork. Moore suggests that ‘if an

understanding can be facilitated among relevanttadbat both child and household

8 These barriers include not only a lack of finahmsources, but also a lack of skills and expegemand poor access
to markets.

“They discovered that the best results were achievighl the working children. Consequently, it wascided to
separate work with ‘street children’ from that wittorking children’.
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stand to gain, the child is more likely to workan atmosphere of acceptance and support

(Moore, 1999, p.38).

Javier Zelaya of SCF San Pedro Sula also repcetsi¢led to provide such resources to
family members as well as children, to avoid thddcen’s loans and savings being
appropriated by families for their own u¥eThe Savings Club Income Fund (FOPICA)
was created as a solution to this particular prabM/ith the aim of providing loans for
childrenand their familiesit was initially set up by CCI personnel with fisithey raised
through events such as films and raffles. Loansaseglable to children who belong to
co-operatives and to members and to members drhier family if they are referred
both by an educator and a child who is a co-oparatiember. The fund now belongs to

the children and parents of members, who mainterfund with their earnings.

(b) Loans Extended to Groups or Individuals?

There are two principal methods of disbursing mioredit. Individual lending systems
provide loans to individuals without collateral.dPéending systems, as chosen by great
majority of MFIs, extend loans to groups on comhitof joint liability. These ‘borrowers
circles’ are claimed to be more than simply a mdanslisbursing credit and collecting
savings. As well as meeting regularly to deciderufman requests, exchange business
ideas, provide both support to each other's buseesind make repayments, members

also take part in social and recreational actisiteexd may also undertake collective

47 Tomas Andino reports that the families of the atfeih began to be curious about the money they sated is
understandable, because it was money which no taragee to them. Appropriation is especially theecifshe level
of poverty among adults is high, if adult partidipa is minimal because of their own powerlessnessf it is not
culturally acceptable for children to control resms separately from the household (Marcus e1999, p.104).
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action on issues of importance to them. In thisvitag argued, groups have the potential
to address not only liquidity problems, but canoalelp members in their struggle

against exclusion and disadvant&@e.

SKl is largely in favour of peer lending systemssexting that regular meetings can also
provide the high level of staff contact that iseoftrequired by young business people.
Pronats, however, chooses to work with individudlse program staff are concerned
primarily about the fairness of linking succesdha# individual to success of the rest of
the group, but are also worried that when groufissséect members on the basis of who
they feel is a good credit risk, the most disadagetl and marginalized children are left
out. Furthermore, there is the added fear that evibe composition of groups is

artificially contrived, it undermines the delicabalance of peer pressure and group

accountability on which the success of such prograrast be built.

Regarding the last concern, however, | would sugileg street-based working children
are perhaps better placed than most to take adymofagroup lending systems. There is
increasing evidence, for example, pointing to thestence of supportive and co-
operative peer relationships amongst these chil(Begyden, 1991, p.64, Bar-On, 1997,
p.68). Rather than the street driving them to lghllyi individualistic, they are instead
much more likely to live and operate in groups. Sehsupport networks in turn have

established modes of organisation and distinct $ooh behaviour, as well as being

“8 For organisations such as the famous Grameen 8&Bkngladesh, groups act as the ‘building blodksatlective
action’.
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strongly united. Many groups specialise in a gigeaupation, such as shoe cleaning, and

most are tied to a given area in the éity.
(c) Minimalist or credit-plus?

A continuum exists between those MFIs that percéivancial exclusion as a central
reason for poverty, and those that view povertyhasresult of more complex processes
in which liquidity problems are not the main fac{®loore, 1999, p.34). The former
organisations provide only financial services. Prognts of this ‘minimalist’ approach
claim that not only is it extremely injudicious ax ‘business’ with ‘welfare’, but assert
also that additional support and training prograwerstretch an organisation, which can
in some cases jeopardise sustainability. The cualenate of neo-liberalism within the
microfinance industry has helped to strengthen d@ppeal of this credit minimalist

approach as a replicable model (Marcus et al., 1929).

The latter organisations tend to incorporate thavigion of a larger range of financial,
economic, social and organisational interventiarie what has been called the ‘credit-
plus’ approach. They argue that microfinance isjuasitimportant for income-generating
purposes, but is also often crucial for consumpsismothing and investing in human
and social capital. Indeed, there is growing evigetinat programs tackling some of the
broader aspects of poverty and powerlessness,aauthteracy and poor health, as well
as providing financial services, are more effeciivassisting the ‘poorest of the poor’

than minimalist programmes (Glaser et al, quoteBeace and Hulme, 1993, p.67). The

4% For street children in particular, the group ashmle protects each of its members, and functichs aiable
alternative to the family. These groups are higityanised, hierarchical, and seems to have a risegjleader.
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growing dominance of the minimalist model, if unidlaged, is argued to threaten this

empowering potential of microfinance (Marcus et 8099, Moore, 2000).

The micro-credit schemes included in this repdrtahclude that, because of the nature
of the target group, more than basic financial isesris required in order to improve the
children’s prospects. Eligibility for a higher loawithin the Undugu scheme, for
example, is only granted after completion of anireg course; CCC Mongolia attributes
its poor success to the lack of sufficient trainargl business support; SKI and Pronats
suggest that children, more than adults, may necirig in how to make the best use of
the money; Padakhep maintains that microfinan@atises must be offered as part of a
holistic scheme in order to generate sufficienbperation on behalf of the childréh.
They all emphasise that improved technology, trgnin new skills or assistance in
accessing new markets may be as or more impotantdredit in enabling street-based
working children to increase their incomes. In otlkerds, microfinance targeted at

street-based working children must essentially lmeealit-plus’ endeavout*

(d) Appropriate Loan Conditions.

1. Loan size: The loan sizes offered by the creditemes examined in this paper are
reasonably comparable. SKI loans, for example, mdigerange from US $30-$100;

Pronats will lend anything up to US $188; the maximand average loan size of
Padakhep is US $88 and $35 respectively; and Unbaga 2-tier system of loans above
and below US $32. They all advise that loan sizstrnbe individual and suited to each

particular child (to both their investment capadiyd their debt capacity). Loan terms

50Each child wanting to borrow must attend has d @40 compulsory meetings every year. A numbeissfies are
discussed during these meetings, including reptodubealth matters, drug addiction, and persoggidne.
51 An opinion shared by Moore, 1999, p.37.
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should also be flexible, with daily payments polsguitable for most, particularly in the
first stage of the programme where they may notder to handling business income.
According to SKI, this practice should protect lends well as the borrower. SCF also
recommend offering only small loan sizes initialyhich will discourage the better off
from capturing the loans at the expense of the missidvantaged (Marcus et al., 1999,
p.70).

2. Loan Duration: The various schemes studiedisyghper advise authorising short loan
durations whenever possible. These compel the ¢hifdcus on activities that generate
revenue relatively quickly and enable him or hergain some experience in debt
management; they also permit the lender to as$essreditworthiness of each child

before considering additional larger and/or lonigans>? At Padakhep, for instance, the
maximum loan duration is one year. A grace pergdlliowed before repayment, which
is usually in fixed weekly instalments, but theaesduling of payments is not allowed.
At the Kiddybank in Bangladesh, repayments wereedaled for after sale of goat's

offspring, which took approximately six months. Rats and Undugu fix the loan

repayment schedule according to the abilities oheznild. SCF also recommend that the
instalments should be as flexible as possible, va#m duration always tailored to the

investment activity.

3. Interest: There appear to be three standpoumtsunding the issue of credit charges.
Some programs aim to accumulate interest to sdbaff defaults and to cover the total
costs of lending; the interest rate at Padakhepinkiance, stands at 10% per annum.

Others, such as the less successful SCF Mongdiense, charge no interest at all. The

52 According to SCF, these requirements necessiigtely greater management capacity (Marcus etl&i99, p.70).
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remainder adopt a ‘middle ground’; they chargerade on borrowed money, but at an
extremely modest rate. It is interesting to notat thany people believe that the poor
should not pay interest at all, or, like SKI, ttia¢y should only pay interest at very low
rates. Experience worldwide has shown, howevet, shbsidised interest rates in fact
reduce the access of the poor to financial senacesnegatively affect the viability of

the financial service provider. Indeed, what is magportant to the poor (and also to
these children) seems to be continaedesdo reliable financial services, rather than the

financial cost of the servicés.

4. Repayment rates: The timely repayment rate efcttedit schemes examined varies
enormously. At Undugu, for example, loan repaynsands at 75%; in the Kiddybank
this figure stood at 88%; at Padakhep, timely repant stands at an astonishing 99.9%.
These statistics are very significant, since allmviow repayment sends a mixed
message to borrowers. It also erodes the capitalede for further lending, jeopardising
the sustainability of the programme and the chitdreaccess to current and future
financial services. Some programs offer bonuseshiose meeting benchmarks, in-cash
as well as in-kind. A number of others penaliserisure timely repaymenitPronats, for
example, has penalties in the event of arrearthdrbicycle courier service at SKI, ten
days wages are deducted from the participant’sniecih they lose the bicycle. Padakhep
has an enforcement system with penalties for lagault, although to date it has never

had to enforce it°

53t is also worth noting that the financial costdorrowing generally represent a small portiorihaf borrowers’ total
costs (which also include transaction costs anaxippity costs).

54 Somewhat noticeably, considering its poor sucd@€€; Mongolia had no penalties for loan default.

%5 The director has also discovered that one of &=t imcentives for timely repayment is the promiséuture loans,
particularly loans which grow in size as borrowen®gdit-worthiness is demonstrated.
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(e) Savings.

Early microfinance programs were not effective inhilising savings and showed little

interest in doing so (Morduch, 1999, p.1571). Therpwere either thought not to have a
significant demand for savings facilities (due tlaek or foresight or precaution) or were
regarded as being simply unable to save (because latk of discipline, or because
deferred consumption is impossible, given theiritiah incomes). However, the recent
shift in terms from microcredit to microfinance legfts the acknowledgement that it is
asset accumulation, and not just the provisioroahs, that may improve the well-being
of the poor® As a new anti-poverty strategy, savings are nogued to help people

manage their daily household finances, smooth copson, meet social obligations,

cover education and health expenses, offer invegtomportunities, and enable people to

accumulate for future needs (Marcus et al., 1999)p

Considerable evidence suggests that street-basggngahildren also want facilities in
which they can save unrestricted and very smallumtsoat convenient intervals, and
which they can access rapidly (Myers, 1999). Indésel success stories of Padakhep and
SCF Honduras provide a testament to the claim atdithat this group has tladility to
save, and is limited only by a lack @bportunity In the latter program, for instance, most
children were setting aside 80-100 lempiras infitst year; two years later, some had
saved almost 500 lempiras. Tomas Andino celebrtitedsavings scheme as at once a

welcome service, a development mechanism and aimggprocess. | will discuss below

% The Grameen Bank and BancoSol, for example, atesparting to mobilise savings more aggressivafy] Bank
Rakyat Indonesia has made it a major part of theigram. SafeSave, an innovative new programmeaimgBdesh,
has made voluntary saving the core of its prograrfivterduch, 1999, p.1573).

54



therefore how savings facilities should be desigteedhaximise the benefits to street-

based working childrer’

1. Accessibility: The first important lesson is ttha order to attract savings, deposit
facilities should be convenient. The extensive wekwof micro-savings mechanisms all
over the world variously suggest that what the poostly want are savings facilities that
incur low transaction costs. The central innovatidiSafesave, for example, was to hire
door-to-door collectors to visit clients daily. BaRakyat, Indonesia, lowered transaction
costs by placing small, inexpensive bank brancheseavillage levef® SCF San Pedro

Sula provides savings facilities in the ‘El Rapidoarket where most of its members

work.

2. Deposit conditions: Many programs insist on categry savings. Both Butterflies and
SKI, for example, have found that small, mandatowy regular savings deposits are
important. They argue that since most of thesedddrl are not used to dealing with
finances, they will need assistance with depostidline. Padakhep makes saving a
condition of access to loans, to reduce risks o¥iging loans to particular children and
to provide a form of collateral in the case of d#faSCF San Pedro Sula, in contrast,
relied on voluntary savings, asserting that theiaticcomponent for success rather lay in
offering facilities appropriate for their needs. wtver, restrictions were imposed the

purposes for which the children could access seiings.

5" However, even if schemes follow these recommeadsipromoting savings will not always benefit teldren.
Success may be determined by a number of fact@swhich the program usually has no control. THaskide an
enabling macro environment with low and stable Iewé inflation, an appropriate legal and regulgtenvironment,
and political stability.

%8 Bank Rakyat has 14.5 million deposit accounts cmegb to 2.3 million loan accounts (Marcus et 899, p.59).
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3. Returns: The importance of returns, offerinddrien a positive rate of interest on their
savings deposits, cannot be emphasised enough. afusd the globe are using interest
rates in an attempt to mobilise savings, capitativican then be used to boost revolving
loan funds and reduce dependence on external fgrdand the higher the interest rate,
the greater the incentive to saVeAt Padakhep, the 7% interest rate offered on all
savings is achieving enormous success. An altemdéature adopted by Butterflies,
which awards the child who saves regularly and dusswithdraw the amount for 6

months a 50% interest on the total amount savedssproving to be rather effective.

4. Security: The development of safe but liquidisgs deposits is extremely important.
It goes without saying that programs need to tdkpassible precautions to protect the
children’s money and instil confidence among thdrat ttheir funds will be secure.
Morduch claims that only tightly regulated instituts should be entrusted to hold
savings, although Padakhep has so far found no tweéarge a link with commercial
banks. Morduch also stresses that these institutsimould have fully independent
accounts and funds, with savings collected in ny wa tied to lending operations
(Morduch, 1999, p.1574). This last recommendatibowever, is questionable. In
practice, most MFIs find it extremely advantagetmusse savings as a form of collateral
for loans. Tomas Andino also suggests that thed@nl themselves can run the type of
bank committee included as part of the SCF SandP®dla scheme. What is possibly the
most decisive factor, however, is for the orgamsato be conversant with relevant

legislative and regulatory controls.

%% Morduch (1999, p.1572) examines the benefits, faninstitutional viewpoint, in incorporating sagixmobilisation
in microfinance programs, particularly the roleythay in building up a reserve to reduce consuamptiolatility over
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4.2 Issues to be Addressed.

This section is devoted to discussing how the gatienontribution of a microfinance

approach to the problems facing street-based wgrkimldren can be maximised. It
suggests a number of pitfalls to be wary of andopses various ways in which these
challenges can best be met. It also highlightssatkat need to be the focus of more

research.

Challenge 1: The nature of the target group.

The nature of the target group presents uniquetipgh@nd ethical challenges to both
practitioners and policy-makers. The relative yootlstreet-based working children, for
instance, combined with their subordinate sociaitpm and their lack of opportunity to
expand skills beyond those immediately required)doestrict their capacity for risk and
debt, thus limiting the potential for these progsato thrive. In some instances, the
transitory nature of street-based working childeerd the presence of interpersonal
conflict and competition can undermine the stapitif individual project$® This can
especially be the case where the type of econoaticitées in which these children are
involved in is over-represented in the market (Mpdr999, p.37). Finally, the tendency
to involve only those children who are able to ftimde for programme activities may run
the danger of excluding children who must work esoee hours in order for themselves

and their family to survive.

time. Bank Rakyat, Indonesia, also offers a pasitate of interest as a way for its members tadtegjuity.
80 According to SKI, the structured nature of a mifirmnce approach will perhaps prove to be unslétédr many of
those whose lives are particularly unstructurepeeislly street children without family contact.
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Challenge 2: The international policy environment.

As Moore warns, it is not only but tlaetual nature of street-based working children as a
target group which presents obstacles and opptiganto project work, but those
international policy environments based on the reamm which the group angerceived
(Moore, 1999, p.10). The focus by CRC and C182rohipiting the most hazardous and
harmful forms of work, for example, can frustratganisational attempts to work with
street-based working children. Veronica Torres Kl #arns that many organisations
presently aiming to develop economic alternativaasybung people are struggling with
abolitionist policies that do not provide strategiternatives. However, even the threat of
prosecution will not prevent some organisationsmfr@ontinuing to put forward

economic programming.

National and international legal frameworks plac&dan organisation’s activities could

further undermine the potential of microfinancee3é include, for instance, whether or
not NGOs are allowed to conduct income-generatatiyiies to support their programs;

whether only those registered as financial ingohg are allowed to carry out

microfinance activities; and whether there are llegatrictions on the acceptance of
deposits by non-bank organisations. The latterjrfstance, could limit the possibility of

programs to mobilise savings. It could also meat #my future success will rely on an
organisation’s ability to forge relationships withhmal financial institution§? The worry

is that many commercial MFIs will only provide sems where it is profitable for them

51 Others will face more limitations given the infation they are provided with and the influencesfaby their
organisations.
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to do so. They view microfinance as a ‘businestti@athan a welfare activity, and as
such have so far shown little interest in develgpivays of reaching the poorest of the

poor (Hulme and Mosley, 1996).

Ironically, part of the attraction of microfinanée that it can often be run on a self-
sustaining basis. Indeed, the dominance of theifmahst’ model has directly emerged
as a result of donor-driven requirements of finah@nd economic sustainability.
Organisations concerned with scaling-up, such @C®BAP, claim that this approach has
greater potential to become self-sustaining theadit-plus’ programs, reaching larger
numbers at lower cost. Consequently, there has aagyorous search for the ‘model’,
for a replicable programme that quickly achievesaricial sustainabilit)®> Highly
influential among donors, this trend could resuit stifing the most innovative
approaches, such as those targeted at childrera@oléscents, which usually do not

conform to the ‘best practice¥’.

Challenge 3: Funding requirements.

The worry is that until projects directed at streased working children begin to achieve
self-sufficiency, rather than simply maximum coffteeency, they are unlikely to be
accorded a top priority by the majority of MFIs kit the current policy climate. This
presents a difficult challenge, since those miaariice interventions presently aiming to

enhance children’s opportunities to earn an incoetgiire considerable financial and

52 This does not seem to have been a problem encedrtty Padakhep, who report being allowed to mebiiavings
by the government.

5 Financial sustainability requires that revenuesecche costs of lending, default, program admiat&in and
management, and depreciation of capital.

59



technical assistané@.Most of the programs included as part of this gtddr example,
rely on external inputs to increase their effeste®s; without them, program scale and
impact are likely to be small. Indeed, a reviewMffIs in West Africa concluded that
subsidies will always be needed (Webster, quotédarcus et al., 1999, p.19). The real
challenge, therefore, is persuading microfinancacttioners to target these children,

given the high resource requirements.

The response by SCF is to fund additional servemgsarately from the microfinance
programme. Butterflies counsels programs to tapcathmunity resources first before
approaching outsiders for help or support and atstd creating their own infrastructure.
Fabio Dallape urges agencies to ensure that childesg for the services they get from
the project. ‘Any solutions to their living conditis should be done by them with
minimum inputs, if any, from the organisation. Thehould then be urged to offer their
services to others.” Donors can contribute by eraging further experimentation and
evaluation, rather than just replication and admegeto a narrow set of ‘best practices’

based on existing programs (Morduch, 1999, p.1580).

54 Most MFls, for instance, rely on donor fundingtire early stages of operation. This honeymoon gagives them
the space to experiment with innovations, delivdrgnnels and design components, which they mighbeaable to
under more financially stringent circumstances.

% |f organisations have not previously offered basi training and credit programmes, for examplesiderable
energy must be invested in setting up effective inthtnative system and training for both programmued
management staff. One key lesson learned by SKlin&iance, is that work with street-based workihgdren is a
labour intensive process in which high levels afgsamme-participant contact are required in orddyuild a working
relationship, understand their livelihood, and Iftatie positive exchange.
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Challenge 4: The importance of collaboration.

A further challenge to expanding microfinance withhis field is that there seems to be a
great lack of knowledge about, and co-ordinatiomwken, the various government
agencies, NGOs, religious bodies and private semganisations that work with street-
based working children. They tend not to work iflaimration with each other, nor do
they generally share resources or ideas. Donorpostipg activities in this area in
particular seem reluctant to begin exchanging médron on their programmes and
interventions. Moreover, there is increasing evadenf a prevalence of ‘turf issues
between and among various the various agenciesGBRN] 1994). With very little flow

of ideas and innovations, most programs struggfgafound isolation.

To aid collaboration, a network needs to be esthbll to map, organise and co-ordinate
the many programs for street-based working childtenidentify gaps or overlaps in
services, and to plan strategies for future co-atper. This would have to firstly identify
the major factors pushing children onto the strdetwould also require a shared
understanding of the nature and magnitude of thetmeoessing problems and some
degree of consensus about the kind of interventimeded. In particular, public and
private services that work exclusively with strelildren need to share their experiences
with MFIs operating within the same community, wdften have little understanding of
the activities of child-oriented organisations. Beg@ in mind the limited amount of
human and financial resources available, a co-atddh effort between these agencies

will hopefully result in less fragmentation and dogtion of services.
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Challenge 5: The need for impact assessment.

Any assessment of the developmental effect of rhir@mace interventions requires
carefully and continuously analysing the impacttlodse programs on the lives of the
street-based working children they are trying tgph&his is not only a crucial part of
understanding how and why an organisation is mardess successful; without it,
programs are effectively working in the dark, sithihg a hard-headed approach based
on research and analysis for compassion (Greend,1984). What is concerning,
therefore, is that so few of the programs includedhis report have accorded a high
priority to monitoring and evaluation. SCF San e8ula, for example, attempted to
assess the impact its scheme had on the liveseothiidren, but not untiafter the

organisation had moved out of direct operatiorhedrea.

Unfortunately, the whole issue of impact assessmsesteeped in controversy. At the
outset, it is often hard to justify taking resowdeom loan funds, feeding schemes or
educational programmes to pay for program evalgat@here resourceare made
available, attempts to link changes in participaltgs and livelihoods to a particular
scheme are notoriously difficult, especially ineigtated programs where it is near
impossible to isolate effects of microfinance frather components. Other difficulties
have been examined in detail by a recent SCF wongaper (Marcus et al., 1999, p.75-
80). They include the problems inherent in calentatthe counter-factual; choosing
relevant and reliable indicators that can indicateether the project is having the
intended effects; and finding the time and resaitoeconduct an assessment. Moreover,

even where data has been collected, its reliabsitpot always assured - participants
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have strong incentives to state the kind of chatigeg think programme staff would like
to hear, especially if they find it difficult to member details of the daily lives or

incomes®

Any program attempting to undertake a successfydach assessment should bear in
mind the framework suggested by Copestake, theneak&atures of which are shown

below (Copestake, 1995, p.420).

1. Financial indicators (accountancy ratios, supsiebendence, interest rate margins,

unit transaction costs, repayment risks etc).

2. Gross access (depth, breadth and geographit@ach — number, location and
socio-economic status of users, type of financiakvises provided angd

loan/savings portfolio composition, if relevant).

3. Economic impact (indebtedness, assets formaskiil, acquisition, job creation

poverty reduction, food security).

—+

4. Social Impact (individual skills and confidenogroup cohesion and conflig

leadership and dependency, collective action, erspoent)

Programs should also be aware that it is the @nldhemselves, as the key stakeholders,
who know their own immediate situations best. Emgutheir full participation and
taking account of their views is crucial, not odilyring evaluation stages, but throughout
the whole process of policy, planning and impleragah. Only then will action be based

on the realities of their lives. Yet as well as amting the likelihood of success,

56 Excessive monitoring is also unfair on the paptgits.
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participatory project design is also essential ewedoping a sense of project ownership
among participant¥’. Veronica Torres notes than when youth have hadijarmole in
determining loan repayments procedures and pesalteexample, it is more likely that
they will abide by therfi® Program staff will need to be aware, however, taldren
who are overworked or underfed will find particijpat difficult. If many adults are poor
and powerless as well, gaining acceptance for iild participation can be especially

difficult (Moore, 1999, p.8).

Challenge 6: A search for comprehensive approaches.

As the phenomenon of child streetism intensifiegs becoming increasingly clear that a
much more ambitious and comprehensive approaceagsired than has been mounted
thus far. Specifically, the needs of street-basedking children are so complex that the
prevailing trend of adopting only single intervems is vastly insufficient. With the
multifaceted reasons why children work on the s$srearying not only among but also
within countries, for instance, it follows that smgle policy or intervention will be able
to contend with their varying needs. In sum, a muplealistic vision is needed, one
which recognises that a range of approaches mapp@priate for different children and

in different circumstance¥.

According to Veronica Torres of SKI, the challerwge is to look for the resources or

‘tools’ that can be applied within one’s own coriteit the heart of this work is the need

57 What is deeply concerning is that none of the smestudied in this paper have made few serioesnpts to
include members’ participation in program desigd amaluation.

58 personal communication with Veronica Torres of SkKily 2001.

% This conclusion is one shared by SCF (Marcus.e1889, p.20).
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to appreciate diversity, accessibility, simplicagd clarity. ‘Replication is easy buseis
the real objective’® Characteristics of programs that have proved sstakin serving
women, for instance, will not necessarily transteidl to other excluded groups, such as
youth, whose needs might be extremely diverse.ddderganisations need to remove
themselves from the trend of prescribing specifedels or practices applicable to all
situations. They need to question whether theireleés fix the purpose of interventions

in a permanent way is serving their own needs rattese of the childreft

Rather, actions need to be chosen carefully, aftenbining different kinds of activities
and working at a number of different levels, andc@lly paying attention to the social
ties and community bonds already present withinomraunity. A first step in this

process is to make programs and projects as innevand flexible as possible, involving
multiple approaches tailored to different subgrogbsstreet-based working children.
Strategies that hold the greatest promise for dgalith this phenomenon in all its
complexity will also need to be comprehensive. Teaguld envision a continuum of
services ranging preventative strategies to redheesocio-economic vulnerability of
poor families, to institutionalisation, rehabilitat and alternative schooling for children
at risk, to programs that support the children he tontext of their working lives.

Microfinance presents just one dimension of thistemum.

0 personal communication, July 2001.
""These sentiments echo those of Turnbull (1998,3).21
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Challenge 7: Organisational Considerations.

In practical terms, locally-based agencies are sigwhe greatest potential to work
successfully with street-based working childrenedé organisations, such as Padakhep
in Bangladesh, enjoy the noticeable advantage sbtgmsing a tangible and concrete
knowledge of the everyday lives of the childrenytieork with, in terms of how their
situation is rooted in political, economic and sbdife, as well as local cultural ideas
about families and children. In this sense, theg aniquely positioned to lead by
example, to provide ideas of what could work and .hbheir small scale can also enable
them in some circumstances to operate outsideetsteiations of legislation governing

child work.”?

Larger NGOs, such as Save the Children Fund, ase h crucial role to play. With the
benefit of larger budgets and paid staff, they effiord to fund the search for new
innovations through the often costly process adltand error. Once a program is
successfully operating, they can then hand comtvel to the local community. The

multi-dimensional nature of most of these ageneils® means that the microfinance
component will not have to work in isolation - theedit and savings facilities can be
easily merged with any welfare programs alreadyratpey. A real obstacle here,

however, is that many agencies are externally fdndféhere donors have their own

2 Governments by their very nature have to be margieus not to contravene international standartise, the
problem of child work is caught up in a politicaltharged debate on human rights, labour standettis and
international trade.

n the case of SCF San Pedro Sula, the runningeosavings scheme was left in the hands of ppatiicig children
and their families.
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agendas, usually in terms of requiring visible hssfrom their charitable investment, it

can be difficult to convince them of the possibéméfits of microfinance interventions.

Over and above these problems, and given the bimresources of most non-
governmental agencies, expansion and replicatiormrezly occur only if there is support
from government, civil society organisations ane@ tbublic at large in the design,
development and implementation of microfinance pmots. These groups should
reinforce and build on their respective strengtBevernments in particular should be
urged to develop a meaningful partnership with #astor. They are uniquely placed to
help organisations turn new ideas into successfattge and wherever possible to
provide an enabling environment which will facitégprograms to expand and flourféh.

The involvement of the business community can dsovery important in helping

microfinance schemes to determine the skills that ia demand. They could even

potentially offer apprenticeship positions to pgrparticipants.

" Obviously this role will be limited if programs mwavene international child labour standards.
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4.3 Conclusions.

Western perceptions of childhood still dominate twerent national and international
policy environment, despite recent changes to tmerary. Within this orthodoxy, street-
based working children are portrayed as victims &edted as passive recipients of
charity. This not only leaves them dependent anderable, but also diminishes their
self-respect. Moreover, as criticisms of their wdlife and their values continue over

time, these children become resentful about tlaek bf opportunities.

It is insupportable that international organisasiopolicy-makers, social institutions and
individuals persist on intervening in the livestbése children on the basis of obviously
unclear and arbitrary knowledge about the realityheir lives (Glauser, 1990, p.144).
Projects based on funding considerations behinadhiin of bureaucratic demand, and
not on the basis of children’s needs, are alsmongdr acceptable. Rather, these children
need to be portrayed in their true light, as acteenomic agents with multiple

intelligence and competencies, and treated as such.

This recognition calls for new approaches to bepsstb that will help street-based
working children to realise their potential as yutlontributing adults and provide viable
avenues for their economic and social advancemfergart of this process crucially
involves adopting measures which expand rather lih@htheir opportunities; measures

which encourage initiative and which foster criticansciousness, social skills and self-
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esteem. In sum, we need to develop new and inn@vptlicy and programme responses

to the problems facing street-based working childre

| would suggest that microfinance is emerging agvgortant part of this new thinking.

It is an approach which has the potential to bo#fate and support opportunities for the
economic advancement of disadvantaged urban worBgréelping them to engage in

productive self-employment, microfinance intervens can transform the situation of
these children from one of charity, vulnerabilitpydadependency, to one of self-
sufficiency and self-reliance. Moreover, by takiraglvantage of those learning
opportunities found in the everyday lives of stieased working children, the approach

can facilitate them to contribute positively toiteommunities’>

The real potential of microfinance goes beyondmgigncomes and supporting economic
advancement, however. It also plays a vital rolpromoting the empowerment of street-
based working children, the process whereby thefidren gain influence over events
and outcomes of importance them. This includeseatgr control over resources, the
right to define collective goals, and the ability learn from experienc@. Indeed, by

combining aspects of economic development and Ispmgrams, microfinance targeted
at street-based working children would seem torbstark contrast to the majority of
microfinance interventions, whose priorities lie Bchieving self-sufficiency and

sustainability.

St is also in line with Article 29 of the CRC wiidlemands that children be educated to develop fiiepotential
(Boyden et al, 1998, p.224).

"Empowerment has also been variously defined asntstery of a skill, the power to participate, anel acquisition
of political competence, which includes the abitilymobilise others (Szanton Blanc, 1994, p.67).
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In my opinion, helping street-based working chitdte become empowered is crucial,
for it enables them to develop into decision-malesrsvell as able income-earners. It also
provides them with the tools they need so that theynselves can begin to challenge the
social inequality and exclusion that marginalizesnt. In this way, microfinance has a
genuine potential to help street-based workingdcen to shape their own future: by
equipping them with the tools necessary to pamiedully in society, it can help these
children to gain control over different aspectshair lives. Moreover, if they are actively
involved in every aspect of a microfinance intemi@m from program design to
implementation and evaluation, street-based workalgldren can determindor

themselvesvhich variables for measuring their empowermeatiarportant.
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Appendices

Appendix 1: Street and Working Children — Recurrent Similarities and Differences.

The following table, which illustrates the principacurring similarities and differences
between street and working children is adapted fé@anton Blanc, 1994, p.331.

1. Street-based working
children (still living with
their families)

2. Children on their way to
becoming street children.

3. Street children on their
own (not living with
families).

* Predominantly 8-14 years o
with concentration in 10-11
age group.

Cle

Similar ages and gender.

Slightly older (most in early
adolescence).

e Predominantly boys.

Predominantly boys.

Predominantly boys.

e Mostly from migrant
families.

Majority living with two-
parent families (parents ¢
other adults).

=

From households of recent
migrants (with many boys
migrating to cities alone).

* Considerable variations b
countries in levels of schog
attendance, but general
behind grade level.

About 1/3 living in single-
headed households.

From slightly larger
percentages of female-
supported households;
majority have parents alive.

* A higher proportion from
two-parent households, bo
parents usually working.

Sleep irregularly at home an

exposed to some drug
illegal activities, glue
sniffing etc.

e

Households show greater
signs of disaggregation and
loss of cooperation, thus
providing a less supportive,
more  often conflictua
environment.

* Contribute  regularly ta
family, and their earning
represent on average 1/3
1/4 of household income.

to

May be out of school alread
or in process of dropping ou

Only a minority contribute ta
the income of their
households of origin, and
usually sporadically.

e Come from poor, alread
stressed, but still reasonab
supportive families, but with
limited extended family
support.

y.
ly

May resent portion o0
earnings given to family, an
family discord more evident,

o

More heavily exposed to an
more likely to be abusing
drugs, alcohol and solvents
or to be involves in early
unprotected sexuality q
violence.

=
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Appendix 2: Legislation on children and work.

The following are extracts of the most relevanerdcarticles pertaining to street-based
working children.

The United Nations Convention on the Rights of thehild (1989) —Article 32.

1. ‘States Parties recognize the right of the chddbe protected from economic
exploitation and from performing any work that iisely to be hazardous or to interfere
with the child’s education, or to be harmful to tbleild’s health or physical, mental,
spiritual, moral or social development.

2. States parties ....shall in particular:
(a) Provide for a minimum age or minimum ages for adioiss to employment;
(b) Provide for appropriate regulation of the hours eoxditions of employment;
(c) Provide for appropriate penalties or other sanstida ensure the effective
enforcement of this present article.’

Article 31 establishes the right of children to rest anduleigArticle 12 children’s right
to express an opinion and have that opinion taknaccount; andrticle 15 children’s
right to education.

The United Nations International Covenant on Econont, Social and Cultural rights
(1966) —Article 10.

3. Special measures pf protection and assistarmédshe taken on behalf of all children
and young persons without any discrimination foaswns of parentage or other
conditions. Children and young persons should lmepted from economic and social
exploitation. Their employment in work harmful toetr morals or health, or dangerous
to life or likely to hamper their normal developnhishould be punishable by law.’

The ILO Convention Concerning Minimum Age for admission to employment
(1973) No.138.

Article 23. ‘The minimum age specified in pursuance of geaph 1 of this Article shall
be not less than the age of completion of compwlsohooling and, in any case, shall be
not less than 15 years.’

Article 24. ‘Notwithstanding the provisions of paragraplof3this Article, a Member
whose economy and educational facilities are imgefitly developed may...... initially
specify a minimum age of 14 years.’

Article 31 ‘The minimum age for admission to any type ofpémgment of work which

by its nature or the circumstances in which it asried out is likely to jeopardize the
health, safety or morals of young persons shalbedess than 18 years.’
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Article 7.1 ‘National laws or regulations may permit the éoyment of persons 13 to 15
years of age on light work which is...not likely tee tharmful to their health or
development.... (nor) prejudice their attendance ehosl, their participation in
vocational training orientation or training progra

ILO Convention on the Worst Forms of Child Labour (1999) C182 -Article 3.

‘... The effective elimination of the worst forms dhfild labour requires immediate and

comprehensive action...For the purposes of this Quinwe, the term ‘the worst forms of
child labour’ comprises:

(a) all forms of slavery or practices similar to slayesuch as the sale and trafficking
of children, debt bondage and serfdom and forcedcampulsory labour,
including forced or compulsory recruitment or chéid for use in armed conflicts;

(b) the use, procuring or offending of a child for gitogion, for the production of
pornography or for pornographic performances;

(c) the use, procuring or offering of a child for iltiactivities, in particular for the
production and trafficking of drugs as defined ime trelevant international
treaties;

(d) work which, by its nature or the circumstances ok it is carried out, is likely
to harm the health, safety or moral of children.’
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Appendix 3: A Typology of Interventions.

The following classification has been adapted frdoore (1999, p.56). Any one
intervention may fall under several headings ohgaldings.

1. Value-based Intervention/s chosen according to the underlymgonale of the
implementer, in terms of beliefs about the naturehildhood, child work, the causes of
poverty etc. For example:

(a) Salvation, ‘rescue’, mission, charity.

(b) Social control, correctional, re-education.

(c) Welfare services, basic needs provision.

(d) Structural/societal (preventative strategies attarkhe perceived causes of child

work).

2. Stage-basedInterventions chosen according to where the chsldin terms of
entering into, participating in, or leaving the Wwimrce. For example:
(a) Preclusion (preventing children from taking up work
(b) Amelioration (such as facilitating their move irdafer, better remunerated work).
(c) Protection (defending children from exploitation).
(d) Provision (of health and education services, dropenters etc).
(e) Rehabilitation (reintegrating children into commtigs, families, educational
systems, economies etc).

3. Sector-basedInterventions chosen according to the aspectthivdren’s lives to be
confronted. For example:

(a) Economic (financial services, business trainingtka@éng support etc).

(b) Social (life skills development, safety etc).

(c) Physical (health, nutrition, shelter, clothing etc)

(d) Legal (advocacy, police liaison, monitoring, enfarent etc).

(e) Educational (formal/non-formal, vocational, evenaigsses etc).

(N Recreational (to motivate, educate, or play foous sake).

4. Target group-based Interventions chosen according to which sectafsthe
population is/are to be targeted. For example:

(a) Individual children (on the basis of gender, age;, ®socio-economic

characteristics).

(b) Group of children (according to geographical lomatioccupation etc).

(c) Parents, families, households, communities.

(d) Consumers (product boycotts, awareness raising etc)

(e) International community (rights advocacy, pressiraips, legislation etc).

() Trade unions, businesses, employers.
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Appendix 4: An example of key extracts of data obtiaed from the case studies.

Program. Padakhep Manabik Unnayan Kendea intervention program primarily
targeted at STD/HIV/AIDS issues (with a microfinanmomponent).

Location. Dhaka City, Bangladesh.

Year Established. Program started in 1998. SaangsCredit facilities introduced in 2000.

Number of Participants. 2200.

Current and Future Goals. Empowerment of streddrem and to ensure sustainability of the program.

Section A: Micro-Credit.

Table 1: Program Design.

1. Loans For Consumption or Production? Produgiiomposes only.
2. Loans to Groups or Individuals? Individuals.
3. Location of Collection/Deposit Facilities? Carbased.

4. Minimalist (i.e. Credit Only) or Integrated Amaich? Integrated approach.

5. Guarantee Mechanism (Peer Pressure, Guarantor, | Peer pressure.
Collateral, Character References, Personal Eftgc)s

6. Any Key Characteristics of Borrowers? Only gratdd participants of our main program on
STD/HIV/AIDS are given credit.

Table 2: Portfolio Design.

1. Loan Application Processes. Yes.

2. Average Time Taken For Processing Application. alfldn hour.

3. Loans In-Cash or In-Kind? Cash.

4. Average Loan Size. Tk. 2000 (US$35).
5. Maximum Loan Size. Tk. 5000 (US$88).
6. Maximum Loan Size To Increase With Subsequent | -

Loans?

7. One-Time or Repeated Loans? Repeated loans.
8. Loan Size Linked to Savings? No.

9. Interest Rate/Loan Service Charge. 10% per annum

Table 3: Repayment Conditions.

1. Timely Repayment Rate (%). 99.9%

2. Grace Period Allowed Before Repayment? Yes.

3. Frequency of Repayments? Usually weekly insiadits, although occasionally
monthly or biweekly.

4. Repayment in Fixed Equal Installments? Not resndy.

5. Rescheduling of Repayments Allowed? Yes.

6. Average Loan Duration? Six months.

7. Maximum Loan Duration? One year.

8. Enforcement System (Penalties For Loan DefdajPe | Not yet panelized but has provision.

Table 4: Program Impact.

1. Program Evaluation Undertaken? Not yet

2. Program Financially Self-Sufficient? Not yet

3. Qualitative Perceptions of Changing Circumstafice | -

4. Barriers/Limitations to Programmatic Success? rgdiagroup is very mobile.

5. Details of Legal Restrictions Limiting Operatiafithe | No restrictions, permitted by government.
Program (If Any)?

6. Monitoring of Loan Use by Program Staff? Yeshitared by microfinance staff.

7. Linkages With Commercial Banks? No.
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Section B: Micro-Savings

Table 1: Program Design.

1. Savings Voluntary or Mandatory? Both

2. Minimum Deposit Size? Tk. 5 (US$ 0.08)
3. Interest Rate? %

4. Amount/Frequency of Loans Depends on Savings? sofme extent.

5. Savings Used as a Form of Collateral For Loans? | To some extent.
6. Do They Save Individually, Group-Wise or Both? Individually.

7. Daily/Weekly/Monthly Savings Collection? All te.

8. Convenient Collection Points (Accessibility)? n@x based.

9. Linkages with Commercial banks? No.

Table 2: Program Impact. |

1. What Were The Previous Savings Mechanisms WithiféNo formal practice observed in savings.

The Street Community (Could They Have Been Promg
Instead)?

ted

2. Legality of Accepting Savings Deposits.

Yegnpéed to mobilize savings by the government.

3. Are Savings Used to Reduce Dependency On Extefniot yet. The current emphasis is on developingnegvi

Capital/Donors?

habits among the target groups.

3. Reasons The Children Save (As a Form of Inserang
For The Interest, To Fund Their Education etc).

They are motivated for reasons of future securfthere
iS N0 scope to save elsewhere.

4. Program Evaluation Undertaken?

Not yet.

5. Any Obvious Saving Time Patterns?

Too premdiutell.

6. Key Characteristics of Savers.

No access tdiaaycial institutions.

7. Any Qualitative Perceptions of Changing
Circumstances?

8. Any special Features/ Additional Observations?

es,Xtheir self-esteem has improved following progra
membership.
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