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Abstract 
This paper investigates the effects of international migration and remittances on children‟s time allocation in three 

west African countries (Burkina Faso, Nigeria and Senegal). We focus on children of age 6 to 15 and distinguish 

three activities: school attendance, paid work and non paid work. We account for endogeneity and selection using 

instrumental variable following Lewbel (2012) approach. To gain a better understanding of how family migration 

and remittance-receipt affect children‟s activities, we separate the migration from the remittance effect. We find that 

jointed effects of migration and remittances have positive impact on school attendance, negative effects on paid 

work but mitigated effects on non paid according to the country. The findings show also that migration and 

remittances do not have the same effects on child's activities. In the all three countries the effects of migration and 

remittances on education and paid work are opposite. Indeed not distinguish migration and remittances effects could 

leads to biased results. From a policy perspective, our results support three implications. First, the importance of 

distinguishing between the impacts of remittances and migration must be consider. Second, as remittance can 

substantially contribute to raise investments in child‟s human capital, policies that aimed at increasing remittance 

flows by lowering remitting costs or by offering matching funds can prove particularly helpful. At national level, 

migration must be integrated in the local development programs for a better use of the remittances. Third, 

government and development agencies should  increase effort to collect national and regular disaggregated statistics 

on migration and remittances. For this end, a strong partnership between national statistic agencies, academics and 

donors is useful.  
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1. Introduction 

The extent of migration and remittances in Africa draw particular attention from development 

stakeholders, including academics and decision makers. According to official statistics, about 30 

million Africans, live today outside their home country (World Bank, 2010). A substantial 

fraction of these labour migrants send a part of their income to their families or relatives left 

behind. These payments made by migrants to their families have significantly increased over the 

past few decades in African countries, ranking at the second position of external funding source, 

closed to foreign direct investment (Ratha and Maimbo, 2005). Such international remittances 

have exceeded official development assistance (ODA) significantly. In several African countries 

they represent more than 10% of GDP. In 2008, the top 10 recipients of international remittances 

in Africa included Nigeria, Egypt, Morocco, Sudan, Algeria, Tunisia, Kenya, Senegal, South 
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Africa and Uganda. This means that two of the three countries under our review belong to the top 

10 recipients.  
 

For many poor families, these transfers constitute a vital ”financial lifeline”, guaranteeing a 

sustainable living standard. Another source of income smoothing is the reliance on child labour, 

still persistent and prevalent in many African countries. Recent estimates highlight that 30.3% of 

African children aged 5 to 17 years old were still economically active in 2012 (ILO, 2013). As 

poverty and household vulnerability are the oft-mentioned determinants of child labour (Basu 

and Van, 1998), remittances are likely to affect children‟s time allocation.  
 

Based on their potential impacts on welfare for families left behind, the new development agenda 

-the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) introduce a major breakthrough. Migration has 

been incorporated into mainstream global-development policy, rectifying the omission made 15 

years earlier in the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs). Remittances are recognized as a 

significant contributor to human development, and Goal 10.c seeks to eradicate remittance 

corridors where transaction costs are more than five per cent, with the aim of reducing the costs 

that migrants bear. 
 

The issue of migration impact on sending communities has been stressed by the New Economics 

of Labor Migration (NELM) pioneered by Stark (1978) and Stark and Levhari (1982).  

According to the NELM theory, the migrant is part of a spatially extended household that acts 

collectively to lessen idiosyncratic risks by keeping cooperation over long distances. Thus, for a 

household, having a migrant member working elsewhere is a strategy to manage uncertainty, 

diversify the income portfolio and alleviate liquidity constraints through remittances (Stark, 

1991). Remittances sent by migrants or inheritance left at origin represent potential means to 

smooth consumption (Rosenzweig and Stark, 1989) and overcome credit or risk constraints for 

sending households (Lucas, 1987; Stark, 1991). However, migration might also induce perverse 

effects in sending households. These include loss of labor forces and human capital, and several 

opportunity costs for missing working capital, skills, and income (Stark, 1991).  For instance, 

adults‟ absence because of migration may translate into less schooling for children as they are 

needed to undertake housework or market work to help meeting short-term labor and cash 

shortages. Also, the absence of adult household members because of migration, especially that of 

parents, can have disruptive effects on the educational attainment of children left behind at home 

by leaving children with less supervision or less emotional support (Alcaraz et al., 2010; 

Amuedo-Dorantes et al., 2010; Edwards and Ureta, 2003; Hanson and Woodruff, 2003). 

Conversely, remittances could also increase the reservation wage of remaining household 

members, and so affect their labor participation and supply decisions.  
 

Although the development effects of migration on origin communities have received a lot of 

attention from both scholars and policy makers, the impacts of migration and remittances on 

children‟s times allocation of family left behind have been less documented in the migration 

literature. Until recently, there has been a growing body of literature concerning the impact of 

migration on the children in origin communities. However, most literature on this topic is the 

effects of international migration (such as Alcaraz et al., 2012; Amuedo- Dorantes and Pozo, 

2010; Calero et al., 2009; Edwards and Ureta, 2003; Hanson and Woodruff, 2003; McKenzie and 

Rapoport, 2011). Furthermore, the existing studies seem to yield contradicting results: some 

studies show that migration has a positive effect on left-behind children‟s education, while others 

indicate that the effect is negative or there is no effect at all. One possible reason is that those 
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studies do not distinguish remittances from the effect of migration and thereby their conclusions 

are based on only the net migration effect or the net remittance effect.  
 

In sub-Saharan Africa, how both migration and remittances affect those left behind remains not 

fully understood. There is a relative lack of systematic and quantitative studies – that go beyond 

anecdotes - about migration‟s repercussions on the sending communities. Yet, knowing these 

repercussions is of crucial interest for most African countries, as the widespread readiness and 

desire to migrate of young people due to hard standard living and the sizable magnitude of 

migration and remittances flows make these countries an interesting setting for investigating 

migration and remittances' effects on the left behind families.  
 

The objective of this paper is to examine the impact of migration and remittances on time 

allocation of left-behind children in Burkina Faso, Nigeria and Senegal using the Household 

Surveys on Migration and Remittances conducted at national level in 2009. A unique feature of 

these surveys is that they allow for comparison across countries. Since the surveys were 

implemented during the same period, they provide a good picture of regional migration and 

remittances, at the household level, in the three countries. Obviously, having migrant or 

receiving remittances may be influenced by the same factors that influence the activities of 

children in the household. We then account for endogeneity and selection using instrumental 

variable following Lewbel (2012) approach. We distinguish between the effect of migration and 

that of remittances. Due to the fact that still many of elementary or middle school-age children in 

these countries are not yet enrolled in schools and are involved in work activities, we focus on 

children of age 6-15.   
 

This paper contributes to the literature in two ways. Firstly, while the small literature on 

remittances and children‟s time allocation has focused on the Latin American and Caribbean 

region, its findings can hardly be generalized to Africa. These two regions differ widely in terms 

of standards of living, credit and labour market imperfections and access to social programs 

(Bargain O. and Boutin D., 2014). Our paper adds to the relatively growing literature by 

examining the effect of international migration and remittances on the activities of left-behind 

children in three west African economies. In our knowledge, apart the paper of Bargain O. and 

Boutin D., 2014 on Remittances and Child Labour in Burkina Faso, we suggest one of the first 

assessments of the link between remittances and child outcomes in African context. Second, 

while migration and remittance may have opposite consequences on children‟s outcome, the 

literature often confounds the impact of migration with the effect of remittance. As Amuedo-

Dorantes and Pozo (2010) in Dominican Republic, we clearly distinguish between the effects of 

migration and that of remittances.  
 

As a brief preview of our results, we find that jointed effects of migration and remittances have 

positive impact on school attendance, negative effects on paid work but mitigated effects on non 

paid according to the country. The findings show also that migration and remittances do not have 

the same effects on child's activities. In the all three countries the effects of migration and 

remittances on education and paid work are opposite. Indeed not distinguish migration and 

remittances effects could leads to biased results. From a policy perspective, our results support 

the importance of distinguishing between the impacts of remittances and migration in policy 

making. Specifically, if the objective is to raise investments in children‟s human capital, policies 

that aimed at increasing remittance flows (e.g., by lowering remitting costs or by offering 
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matching funds) can prove particularly helpful for developing countries impacted with extensive 

out-migration. 
 

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section2 present the related literature on 

migration remittances and child activities. Section 3 describes the theorical framework, the 

empirical estimation and the data set. Section 4 discuss the results. Finaly, the main findings is 

summarize in the section 5.  
 

2. Related literature  

2.1. Ambiguous effect of migration and remittances on child activities  

Several papers have studied the effect of migration or remittances on child labor, schooling, or 

educational attainment in developing countries (J. Bouoiyour and al. (2014), Q. Zhao and al. 

(2014), V.B. Salas (2014), S. Fransen and al. (2014), Z. Intemann and al. (2014), E. Auriol and 

al. (2012), C. Alcaraz and al.(2012), Feng Hu (2012), C. Amuendo-dorantes (2010), N. Williams 

(2009) and C.Calero and al. (2009)). However, the results seem mixed and even contradictory 

across countries and also within the same country. Results vary according to the context. In 

Mexico, Hanson and Woodruff (2003) estimate the overall impact of migration on educational 

attainment. They found that migration is positively associated with educational attainment for 

girls in rural communities and whose mothers have three years or less of education. For boys and 

for girls whose mothers are more educated, migration does not seem to have an effect. However, 

Borraz (2005) found that the positive effect reported by Hanson and Woodruff prevails only in 

villages with small size population (less than 2500 residents). In larger villages, he did not notice 

a significant effect of migration on child schooling.  
 

Other studies contradict Hanson and Woodruff‟s finding and suggest the presence of negative 

effects of migration on schooling in rural Mexico. Evidence from McKenzie and Rapoport 

(2006) indicates that migration depresses educational attainment for the majority of children in 

Mexico‟s rural communities. Using state historical migration rates to instrument for migration, 

McKenzie and Rapoport (2006) found a significant and negative effect of migration on schooling 

attendance and attainment for older children in rural Mexico. Besides, Antman (2010) found that 

the short run effect of a father‟s migration in Mexico is a reduction of the younger children‟s 

study hours and participation in school, while the older boys (12-15 years old) increase their 

work hours and work participation outside the home. 
 

Conversely, Cox-Edwards and Ureta, (2003) and Acosta (2006) studied the effects of migrant 

remittances on schooling in El Salvador, and both found that remittances promote schooling 

among children within migrant sending households. Cox-Edwards and Ureta (2003) provide 

evidence that remittances reduced school dropout rates, while Acosta (2006) reports that children 

in migrant households are more likely to be enrolled in school, compared with children in 

households without migrants. In Pakistan, Mansuri (2006) reports a significant positive effect of 

migration on school attainment and child labor market activity in rural areas. Her results show 

that children in migrant households are not only more likely to attend school; they are also more 

likely to stay in school and accumulate more years of schooling in comparison to their 

counterparts in non-migrant households in the same village. They are also less likely to be 

involved in economic work and report working for substantially fewer hours. She also finds large 

gender differentials in the gains from migration at the benefits of girls. 
 



5 
 

What all these studies have in common is their focus on the econometric challenges of estimating 

the effect of migration on the left-behind. As migration is a non-random selective process, 

assessing its impact requires controlling for the decision to migrate. Otherwise, the estimation 

results could be biased. The econometric problems related to controlling for the migration 

decision mainly refer to selection bias and endogeneity (omitted variables bias, reverse 

causation, etc) issues. Various approaches are used to address these issues. These approaches 

include using panel data analysis, the standard experimental models, difference-in-difference 

estimation, OLS method, propensity scores matching (Acosta (2006, Lewbel (2012)), Esquivel 

(2007), Valerie and Shariff) and the instrumental variable technique (Adams and Pages (2005), 

Beaudouin (2006), McKenzie and Sasin (2007), Hans (2010), Panday (2011) etc.)). In the 

literature, a wide range of instruments are used to address the econometric problems of migration 

estimation. This includes historic migration data (Hanson and Woodruff, 2003; Hildebrand and 

McKenzie, 2005; McKenzie and Rapoport, 2006; Alcaraz, Chiquiar, and Salcedo, 2010), local 

weather (Munshi, 2003), geography (Borraz, 2005), pre-migration distance (McKenzie, Gibson, 

and Stillman, 2006), social networks (Acosta, 2006; Karamba, Quiñones, and Winters, 2011), 

cultural and sociological factors (Mansuri, 2006); visa lottery experiment (McKenzie, Gibson, 

and Stillman, 2006; Gibson, McKenzie, and Stillman, 2011), and economic conditions at 

destination countries (Yang, 2008; Antman, 2010). In what follows, we adopt as Lewbel (2012), 

instrumental variable approach to evaluate the impact of migration and remittances on the child 

time allocation.  
 

2.2. Remittances versus Migration Effects 

The relation between migration or remittances and child activities is getting more complex when 

the effect of remittances is muddled with the consequences of migration (Olivier Bargain 

Delphine Boutin, 2014). A robust evaluation of the impact on children‟s outcomes needs to make 

this distinction. Remittances and migration indeed affect household time allocation differently. 

By relaxing constraints on income and capital, remittances can help migrants‟ families improve 

their living standards. At the same time, migration can introduce new vulnerabilities. Migration 

of productive family members may have disruptive effects on the life of a household. Children 

may engage in economic activities to compensate the lost income or to replace the absent parent 

in his former activity. Antman (2010) finds for instance that Mexican children increase work 

hours in the short run in response to a father‟s migration to the US. The absence of a parent due 

to migration is also likely to have consequences on children‟s psycho-social development and 

their performance at school, with some consequences on their participation to economic 

activities (Antman, 2012; Bansak and Chezum, 2009; Cox Edwards and Ureta, 2003). In our 

paper, we focus on both the effect of migration and remittance on child outcomes among 

international migrant families. We estimated the joined and separated effects.  
 

3. Methodology and data 

3.1. Theoretical model 

Migration and remittances may affect child schooling and work through many channels. 

Migration is expected to increase child work, while decreasing child schooling. Indeed, the child 

may be involved in work to fill the household potential lost labor or income from absent 

member. In addition, an anticipated migration of a child with his parents may decrease his 
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likelihood to attend school, or may decrease time he devotes to school. Remittances would have 

increasing effects on child schooling and work by mainly loosening household budget constraint.  

Following Sawada and Lokshin‟s (2001), Arif and Chaudhry (2012), Becker (1981), Cox (1985), 

and Bayot (2007), we use a theory based on optimal child-labor and schooling decisions by the 

household. Here, the main motives for household to send a child to work or school are 

respectively altruism, and human capital investment (Bayot, 2007; Arif and Chaudhry, 2012). 

Let consider that a household h with n children chooses its consumption 𝐶, and work 𝑊𝑖  and 

schooling 𝑆𝑖  for child i , in order to maximize its aggregated expected utility function 𝐸. The 

initial household assets and history characteristics at beginning time t are given (𝐼𝑡). The 

household maximizes this utility function under constraints as: 

𝑀𝑎𝑥𝐸(𝐶,𝑆,𝑊)[ 𝛼𝑘𝑈 𝐶𝑡+𝑘 
𝑇−𝑡
𝑘=0 + 𝛼𝑇+1𝐵(𝐴𝑇+1,𝐻𝑇+𝑘

𝑐1 ,𝐻𝑇+𝑘
𝑐2 ,… ,𝐻𝑇+𝑘

𝑐𝑛 )|𝐼𝑡]   (1) 

𝑈 is a concave instantaneous utility function; 𝛼 is a positive or null discount parameter; 𝛼0 , and 

the household initial assets (𝐴0) are given. 𝐴 is positive or null. 𝐵 is a concave function including 

household asset and child human capital values. The utility function (1) is maximized under the 

following constraints: 

𝐴𝑡+1 = 𝐴𝑡 + 𝑄𝑡 𝐻
𝑝 +  𝐵𝑖(1 − 𝑆𝑖𝑡 + 𝑊𝑖𝑡)𝑛

𝑖=1 − 𝐶𝑡(1 + 𝑟𝑡)    (2) 

𝐴𝑡 + 𝑌𝑡 𝐻
𝑝 +  𝐵𝑖(1 − 𝑆𝑖𝑡 + 𝑊𝑖𝑡)𝑛

𝑖=1 + 𝐷 ≥ 𝐶𝑡       (3) 

𝐻𝑖𝑡+1
𝑐 = 𝐻𝑖𝑡

𝑐 +  [𝑔 𝑆𝑖𝑡 ,𝑊𝑖𝑡 , 𝑏 + 𝑒𝑖𝑡
𝑛
𝑖=1        (4) 

The household human capital (𝐻𝑝) is given. Q is the stochastic parental income that is a function 

of parents‟ human capital. 𝐵𝑖  is the child-specific wage rate. 𝑟𝑡  is a present discount rate. 𝐷 is the 

maximum amount of credit the household can access to. 𝑔 is a human capital function. 𝑏 

represents other schooling and child work factors, including school or child work supply-side 

effect, gender effect, etc. A stochastic term 𝑒 is added to account for possible exogenous shocks 

(e.g., current and future job market risks). 

Equation 2 represents the household inter-temporal budget constraint. It states that the household 

consumable resources at each period depend on its assets, its parental income, and total children 

income. The equation3 explains the potential credit constraint. At each period, the resources 

available to the household, including available credit, should be greater or equal to the household 

consumption. The child human capital accumulation, represented by equation 4, is the third 

constraint in the household expected utility maximization process. It indicates that the child 

human capital at each period depends on his intrinsic human capita and the human capital 

production process of all other children in the same household. 

Child schooling and work status are dependent of household consumption decisions, in particular 

when the household is credit constrained. Indeed, the household shadow interest rate is 
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endogenous under credit constraint, and closely depends on its consumption marginal rate of 

substitution over time. Then, consumption, child schooling and work decisions are not separable, 

as shown in equation 5, an optimal condition derived from equalizing the marginal rates of 

transformation and substitution respectively. 

𝜕𝑔
𝜕𝑆𝑖𝑡

 

𝜕𝑔
𝜕𝑆𝑖𝑡−1 

= 𝛼𝐸𝑡−1  

𝜕𝑈

𝜕𝐶𝑡
𝜕𝑈

𝜕𝐶𝑡−1

 

𝜕𝑔
𝜕𝑊𝑖𝑡

 

𝜕𝑔
𝜕𝑊𝑖𝑡−1 

= 𝛽𝐸𝑡−1  

𝜕𝑈

𝜕𝐶𝑡
𝜕𝑈

𝜕𝐶𝑡−1

 

         (5) 

Then, the child schooling and work decisions can be derived as: 

𝑆𝑖𝑡
∗ = 𝑋𝑖𝑡𝛼

𝑐 + 𝑆−𝑖𝑡
∗ + 𝜀𝑖𝑡

𝑊𝑖𝑡
∗ = 𝑌𝑖𝑡𝛽

𝑐 + 𝑊−𝑖𝑡
∗ + 𝜇𝑖𝑡

         (6) 

Where 𝑆𝑖
∗ and 𝑆−𝑖

∗  are schooling decisions for respectively child i and children other than i. 

Similarly, 𝑊𝑖
∗ and 𝑊−𝑖

∗  are work decisions for respectively child i and children other than i.  

The vectors of variables 𝑋 and 𝑌 includes child schooling and work related factors, household 

socio-economic characteristics, child characteristics, school and work access indicators, 

migration, remittances, etc. The schooling or work status of a child in a credit constrained 

household is affected by his household income, particularly during negative income shock, with 

a higher marginal cost or a marginal opportunity cost for schooling or work decisions. This is 

likely to correspond to the context of our study area. Migration would decrease schooling 

investment and its anticipated returns. Migration is also expected to increase child work through 

its disruption effect on the household structure. Moreover, remittances are expected to increase 

child schooling, and decrease child work by loosening the household liquidity constraint. 
 

3.2. Empirical model 
 

We derive an econometric model from a simplified form of equation 6 as below: 

𝑆∗ = 𝑋𝛼 + 𝜀

𝑊∗ = 𝑌𝛽 + 𝜇
           (7) 

Equation 7 is composed of binary choice models on child schooling (𝑆∗) and work status (𝑊∗) 

respectively. The main empirical issue in estimating these models is that they include some 
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endogenous regressors as migration or remittances. An important issue is also linked to 

heteroskedastic error term (𝜀 or 𝜇). Linear Two Stage Least Squares, corresponding to a Linear 

Probability Model (LPM) with instrumental variables is commonly used to estimate these models 

(Lewbel et al., 2012). Other approaches are less frequently used, including Maximum Likelihood 

(ML), Control Function (CF), and Special Regressor (SR). Each of all these estimators has 

advantages and disadvantages (Lewbel et al., 2012). In this paper, we use the SR method based 

on some of its advantages compared to other approaches. Indeed, it does not require the first 

stage model to be correctly specified, so long as any valid set of instruments are available, unlike 

ML and CF. In addition, predictions from SR are not out of the [0-1] probability bounds, unlike 

LPM. RS is also compatible with discrete or limited endogenous regressor, unlike CF. We follow 

Lewbel et al. (2012) to present some detail on the empirical model and estimation process used 

in this paper. 

Let I and J be some indicator functions taking the value one if its argument is true and zero 

otherwise. The threshold crossing model corresponding to equation 7, if estimated by ML, can be 

written as: 

𝑆 = 𝐼 𝑆∗ = 𝑋𝛼 + 𝜀 ≥ 0 

𝑊 = 𝐽(𝑊∗ = 𝑌𝛽 + 𝜇 ≥ 0)
        (8) 

Where 𝑆 is one if 𝑆∗ is positive and zero otherwise. Similarly, 𝑊 is one if 𝑊∗ is positive and 

zero otherwise. Equations 8 can be rewritten as: 

𝑆 = 𝐼(𝑆∗ = 𝑋𝑒𝛼𝑒 + 𝑋0𝛼0 + 𝜀 ≥ 0) 

𝑊 = 𝐽(𝑊∗ = 𝑌𝑒𝛽𝑒 + 𝑌0𝛽0 + 𝜇 ≥ 0)

       (9) 

𝑋𝑒  and 𝑌𝑒  are vectors of endogenous regressors, while 𝑋0 and 𝑌0 are vectors of all other 

regressors for respectively S and W. If Z and L are vectors of used instruments, then: 

𝑓 𝑋𝑒 ,𝑍,𝜃 = 0 , and  𝑌𝑒 , 𝐿,𝜗 = 0, with f and h some vector value functions; 𝜃 and 𝜗 are 

vectors of errors. Because of endogenity, 𝜀 and 𝜃 are not independent, like 𝜇 and 𝜗. To deal with 

endogeneity issues, the SR approach includes a particular regressor (V) as an additive term in the 

model, with some properties. The SR version of equations 9 is: 

𝑆 = 𝐼(𝑆∗ = 𝑋𝑒𝛼𝑒 + 𝑋0𝛼0 + 𝑉 + 𝜀 ≥ 0) 

𝑊 = 𝐽(𝑊∗ = 𝑌𝑒𝛽𝑒 + 𝑌0𝛽0 + 𝑉 + 𝜇 ≥ 0)

       (10) 

The coefficient of V is normalized to one. The restrictions on V are: 

• Conditioning on X and Z (or L), V is independent of 𝜀 or 𝜇 ( e.g. 𝐸 𝜀 𝑉 = 0); 

• Conditioning on X and Z (or L), V is continuously distributed; 

• V has a thick-tailed distribution, or large support. 

Note that the Two Stage Least Square requirements also applied to the SR: 

• 𝐸 𝜀 𝑍 = 0; 

• 𝐸(𝑍′𝑋) has full rank. 
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The ultimate objective is to learn about impact of migration and remittances on child schooling 

and work status. It requires calculating corresponding marginal effects after estimating 

parameters 𝛼 and 𝛽.  
 

We consider child school attendance and work status as dependent variables: whether the child 

attends school, or is involved in paid or non-paid work. We choose the child current schooling 

and work situation as we have not the household migration and remittances history. We use child 

age as special regressor. The endogenous regressors of interest are migration and remittances 

variables, while 𝑋0 and 𝑌0 are composed of some i) household characteristics (housing, number 

of adults, number of school-aged children, number of children under 5-years old), ii) household 

head characteristics (work status, age), iii) child characteristics (sex), and iv) regional and 

community factors (household residence region). The elements of Z an L are household asset 

score, age of household head, squared age of household head, interaction variables between sex 

of household head and household dependent ratio, and interaction variables between religion and 

ethnic group of household head. 

 

We include variables on whether the household owns a cement wall house, the number of adults 

in the household, and whether the household head is working, as they are expected to increase 

child schooling likelihood, while decreasing his probability to work. The number of school-aged 

children would negatively affect the child schooling, in particular when the household cannot 

afford schooling for all of them. We also anticipate a negative effect of the number children 

under 5-years old on child schooling and work because it increases the need to care for younger 

children. In addition, the literature shows that factors as the household community network 

(ethnicity, religion, etc), household size, household assets, and age of household head affect 

migration and remittances. Table 1 presents a summary of statistics on these variables used for 

regressions (S, W, X, Y, Z, L, V). 
 

3.3. Data and descriptive statistics 

The data used in this paper come from the “Households Surveys on Migration and Remittances 

in Africa” conducted in 2009 on six African countries : Burkina Faso, Nigeria, Kenya, Senegal, 

South Africa and Uganda. These surveys are one of the scarce which collect micro data on both 

the characteristics of the migrant and his family left behind and the remittances. The surveys 

collect national representative information on three types of households: households without 

migrants, households with households with internal migrants and international migrants. We 

define a migrant as a household member who has left home at least 6 months prior to the survey.  

For each household, the survey reports on household assets and expenditures, the demographic 

characteristics and employment of the household members, the migrant characteristics, the 

children's characteristics, the relationship of migrant to household head, migration destinations, 

remittances flows, origins, channels and utilization of remittances, etc. The characteristics of 

migration and remittance that allows us to separately study the impact of migration and 

remittances on children„s schooling is the fact that some migrant households do not receive 

remittances at all, while some non-migrant households receive remittances from migrant who is 
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non-household member. The results from the table 1 show that the migration rate is higher in 

Burkina Faso (70.7%) in relation to Nigeria (57.4%) and Senegal (67.8%). Burkina Faso and 

Senegal have more international migrant households, respectively 38.5% and 37%. In contrast, 

the proportion of households having a internal migrant is higher in Nigeria (38.5%).  
 

Table 1: Summary statistics: migrant, remittances, region, religion, and ethnic group (%) 

Variables Burkina Faso Nigeria Senegal 

Migration household 70.7 57.4 67.8 

International migration household 38.5 19.0 37.0 

Internal migration household 32.1 38.5 30.8 

Remittance household 42.2 25.1 57.9 

International remittance household 24.3 10.5 35.3 

Internal remittance household 17.9 17.0 25.6 

Muslim 63.8 51.0 97.1 

Christian 20.6 45.5 2.9 

Region 1 43.7 41.5 19.9 

Region 2 19.2 22.9 15.5 

Region 3 13.1 14.6 15.2 

Household head ethnic group1 70.5 29.5 42.3 

Household head ethnic group2 9.3 18.5 39.7 

Household head ethnic group3 6.3 18.2 7.9 

Number of observations 5982 3335 4,443 

Source: World Bank, 2009, authors‟ computations. 
Notes: First, second and third regions and household head ethnic groups in the child sub-sample are as followed: 

Burkina Faso: Region (1=Centre Nord, 2=Nord, 3= Boucle Mouhoun), Ethnic group (1=Mossi, 2=Peulh, 3=Samo). 

Nigeria :Region (1=North, 2=South South, 3=South West), Ethnic group (1=Hausa/Fulani, 2=Yoruba, 3=Ibo) 

Senegal : Region (1= Matam, 2=Dakar, 3=Diourbel), Ethnic group (1=Woloff, 2=Pular, 3=Sérer). 

 

The table 2 shows summary statistics by migration status in Burkina Faso, Nigeria and Senegal. 

The school attendance rate is higher in  migrant households particularly in international migrant 

households living in Nigeria and Senegal. The proportion of children who perform a paid activity 

is relatively lower in the three countries. In contrast, the non-paid activities rate is higher in 

Burkina Faso. Its value varies between 40.4% and 41.6% according the household migration 

status in Burkina Faso while in Senegal it is between 8.1% and 11% and between 0.5% and 

2.8%. for  Nigeria.  
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Table 2: Summary statistics, by migration status 

 
Burkina Faso Nigeria Senegal 

No 

Migration 

International 

Migration 

Internal 

Migration 

No 

Migration 

International 

Migration 

Internal 

Migration 

No 

Migration 

International 

Migration 

Internal 

Migration 

School attendance (%) 28.1 46.8 47.6 33.7 67.8 50.7 58.4 67.3 62.0 

Paid activities (%) 0.5 0.3 0.6 0.3 0.2 0.4 1.5 1.6 2.0 

Non-paid activities (%) 41.6 42.9 40.4 2.8 0.5 1.8 11.0 8.1 9.1 

Dependency ratio 2.6 2.4 2.5 2.3 2.1 2.2 2.3 2.2 2.2 

Number of adults in the 

household 
5 6 6 5 4 4 6 8 7 

Household number of 

children under 5-years 

old 

2 2 2 1 0 1 2 2 2 

Household owns cement 

wall house (%) 
2.4 1.9 2.2 26.4 66.2 36.5 56.0 82.4 62.6 

Household asset score 0.06 0.08 -0.06 -1.56 1.09 -0.25 -0.54 0.15 -0.63 

Household number of 

school-aged children 
4 5 4 4 3 3 4 5 4 

Age of household head 46.1 53.7 53.4 46.2 52.5 50.0 51.4 56.3 54.0 

Man headed household 

head (%) 
97.0 95.4 97.1 93.3 88.1 90.9 83.3 66.8 73.7 

Employedhousehold 

head (%) 
1.5 1.3 0.7 23.1 27.1 23.2 14.1 8.7 10.7 

Child age (years) 10.0 10.2 10.3 10.3 11.2 10.8 10.1 10.3 10.4 

Boy child (%) 50.5 52.1 53.5 53.6 52.6 55.2 50.6 51.9 51.9 

Number of observations 1717 2254 1880 1417 631 1281 1,430 1,643 1,370 

Source: World Bank, 2009, authors‟ computations. 
 

The table 3 indicates summary statistics by remittance receiving status in the three countries of 

the study. It shows that the school attendance rate is higher in remittance-receiving houses in 

relation to non-remittance-receiving household. The proportion of children who perform a paid 

activity is also lower in the three countries. The incidence of non paid work is relatively higher in 

Burkina Faso (between 39.4% and 43% respectively in the internal remittances households and 

the international remittances households).   
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Table 3 : Summary statistics, by remittance receiving status 

 

Burkina Faso Nigeria Senegal 

No 

Remittances  

International 

Remittances  

Internal 

Remittances 

No 

Remittances  

International 

Remittances  

Internal 

Remittances 

No 

Remittances  

International 

Remittances  

Internal 

Remittances 

School attendance 

(%) 
36.6 46.8 50.6 41.6 66.9 59.4 59.1 66.8 63.2 

Paid activities (%) 0.5 0.4 0.5 0.2 0.3 0.9 1.4 1.7 2.5 

Non-paid activities (%) 41.8 43.0 39.4 2.5 0.3 0.5 11.6 7.8 7.6 

Dependency ratio 2.5 2.4 2.5 2.3 1.9 2.1 2.2 2.2 2.3 

Number of adults in 

the household 
5 6 6 4 5 5 7 8 7 

Household number of 

children under 5-years 

old 

2 2 2 1 0 1 2 2 2 

Household owns 

cement wall house (%) 
1.9 2.3 2.8 31.9 71.1 48.5 56.0 84.9 68.4 

Household asset score 0.06 0.12 -0.17 -0.82 0.93 -0.09 -0.60 0.27 -0.63 

Household number of 

school-aged children 
4 5 5 3 3 4 4 5 5 

Age of household head 48.7 54.9 55.0 47.7 53.3 52.7 53.3 55.2 54.9 

Man headed 

household head (%) 
96.8 95.7 96.1 91.9 88.9 89.8 85.3 64.5 68.0 

Employed household 

head (%) 
1.4 1.4 0.3 25.1 26.0 16.9 15.5 6.4 8.3 

Child age (years) 10.1 10.2 10.2 10.5 11.3 11.1 10.3 10.3 10.2 

Boy child (%) 51.7 53.3 51.3 54.5 55.4 51.9 50.7 52.5 51.4 

Number of 

observations 
3380 1421 1045 2495 350 567 2,010 1,567 1,138 

Source: World Bank, 2009, authors‟ computations. 
 

4. Results 

This section discusses the empirical estimations of the effect of international migration and 

remittances  on the household's child-activities decision in three west African countries. We 

analyze effects of migration and remittances on child‟s education and activities, including other 

important determinants of child occupation as household characteristics and child gender status. 

This analysis has distinguished migration from remittance impact. Indeed, exploring their joined 

impacts indicates hided important effects.  
 

Impact of international migration and remittances on child school attendance 
 

Table 1 indicates that in the three countries, international migration and remittances have jointly 

increase the probability to attend school, meaning that a child from a household involved in 

migration or receiving remittances is more likely to attend school, compared to his counterpart in 

household without migrant or remittances. The marginal effect is higher in Nigeria and Senegal 

than in Burkina Faso. Separated effects show differences between countries. In Burkina Faso and 
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Senegal, migration decreases school attendance while remittances promote child education. In 

contrast, migration and remittances have respectively positive and negative impact on child 

schooling.  

Table 4 :Comparing the marginal effect of migration and remittances on school attendance in Burkina Faso, 

Nigeria and Senegal.  

 Burkina Faso Nigeria Senegal 

School attendance Coefficient 
Marginal 

effect 
Coefficient 

Marginal 

effect 
Coefficient 

Marginal 

effect 

Joint effect of Migrant or remittance 0.051 0.008 0.158
**

 0.024 0.529
***

 0.022 

Effect of Migrant -0.359
***

 -1.45E-02 0.228
***

 3.27E-02 -0.066 
-4.16E-

03 

Effect of remittances 0.595
***

 2.39E-02 -0.169
*
 2.67E-02 0.668

***
 

3.86E-

03 
Significant at 10%, ** Significant at 5%, *** Significant at 1% 

Source: World Bank, 2009, authors‟ computations. 

 

Impact of migration and remittances on child paid activities 
 

Any former household member who migrates is a “lack of labor earning” to be filled in. Thus, it 

raises the probability for children to be involved in paid activities. Moreover, remittances would 

contribute removing household income, credit liquidity or constraints, and then children would 

be less likely to act in paid work. Unfortunately, both jointed and separated effects do not impact 

on child paid work, except in Burkina Faso where migration reduce significantly paid work 

while remittances increase it (Table 5).  

Table 5 :Comparing the marginal effect of migration and remittances on child's paid activities in Burkina 

Faso, Nigeria and Senegal.  

 Burkina Faso Nigeria Senegal 

Paid activities 
Coefficien

t 

Marginal 

effect 
Coefficient 

Marginal 

effect 

Coefficie

nt 

Marginal 

effect 

Joint effect of Migrant or remittance -0.027 -9.71E-05 -0.001 -3.13E-07 -0.025 -1.22E-04 

Effect of Migrant -0.077
**

 -2.12E-04 0.038 7.78E-06 -0.057 -2.80E-04 

Effect of remittances 0.078
*
 2.14E-04 -0.077 7.66E-06 0.018 7.66E-07 

Significant at 10%, ** Significant at 5%, *** Significant at 1% 

Source: World Bank, 2009, authors‟ computations. 

 

Impact of migration and remittances on child non-paid activities 
 

Determinants of child non-paid activities are closed to those of paid activities. Contrary to the 

case of non paid work, jointed effect of migration and remittances have positive effect on non 

paid work in Burkina Faso and negative effects in Senegal.  Net effect of remittances reduce non 

paid activities in Burkina Faso and Senegal while migration increases non paid activities in 

Burkina Faso (Table 6). 
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Table 6 :Comparing the marginal effect of migration and remittances on child's non paid activities in 

Burkina Faso, Nigeria and Senegal.  

 Burkina Faso Nigeria Senegal 

Non paid activities Coefficient 
Marginal 

effect 
Coefficient 

Marginal 

effect 
Coefficient 

Marginal 

effect 

Joint effect of Migrant or remittance 0.124
**

 2.16E-02 -0.024 -1.47E-04 -0.175
***

 -0.018 

Effect of Migrant 0.334
***

 2.70E-02 -0.017 -1.16E-04 -0.063 -6.43E-03 

Effect of remittances -0.320
***

 -2.59E-02 -0.011 -5.21E-05 -0.141
**

 -4.67E-03 

Significant at 10%, ** Significant at 5%,*** Significant at 1% 

Source: World Bank, 2009, authors‟ computations. 

 

5. Conclusion 

This paper investigates the effects of international migration and remittances on children‟s time 

allocation in three west African countries (Burkina Faso, Nigeria and Senegal). We focus on 

children of age 6 to 15 and distinguish three activities: school attendance, paid work and non 

paid work. We account for endogeneity and selection using instrumental variable. To gain a 

better understanding of how family migration and remittance-receipt affect children‟s activities, 

we separate the migration from the remittance effect. We find that jointed effects of migration 

and remittances have positive impact on school attendance, negative effects on paid work but 

mitigated effects on non paid according the country. The finding show that migration and 

remittances do not have the same effects on child's activities. In the all three countries the effects 

of migration and remittances on education and paid work are opposite. Indeed not distinguish 

migration and remittances effects could leads to biased results. These findings may carry strong 

policy implication. First, the results support the importance of distinguishing between the 

impacts of remittances and migration. Second, as remittance can substantially contribute to raise 

investments in child‟s human capital, policies that aimed at increasing remittance flows by 

lowering remitting costs or by offering matching funds can prove particularly helpful. At 

national level, as Senegal is experiencing, migration can be integrated in the local development 

programs for a better use of the remittances. Third, government and development agencies 

should collect national and regular disaggregated statistics on migration and remittances. 

Specific database are required, namely panel database, following both households and migrants 

over the years. Cross-sectional household surveys should also include a detailed migration 

module. For this end, a strong partnership between national statistic agencies, academics and 

donors must be established.  
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Table A1: Joined effects of international migration and remittances on child school attendance in Burkina Faso, 

Senegal and Nigeria 

 

Burkina Faso Senegal Nigeria 

Coefficient 
Marginal 

Effect 
Coefficient 

Marginal 

Effect 
Coefficient 

Marginal 

Effect 

Migrant or remittance household (1=yes) 0.051 0.008 0.529
***

 0.022 0.158
**

 0.024 

Household head is employed (1=yes) 0.064 0.010 0.073 0.003 0.187
***

 0.028 

Household owns cement wall house (1 = yes) 0.082* 0.013 0.043 0.002 -0.011 -0.002 

Number of adults in the household 0.008*** 0.001 -0.012
***

 -0.0005 0.004 0.001 

Household number of school-aged children -0.006* -0.001 0.003 0.0001 -0.007
**

 -0.001 

Household number of children under 5-years old -0.005 -0.001 -0.018
***

 -0.001 0.019
***

 0.003 

Boy child (1 = yes) 0.046*** 0.007 -0.005 -0.0002 0.009 0.001 

Constant 0.645*** 0.101 0.971
***

 0.040 0.075
**

 0.011 

Child‟s age  0.157  0.041  0.150 

Child‟s squared age 
-

0.007*** 
-0.001 -0.008

***
 -0.0003 -0.002

***
 -0.0003 

Number of observations (n) 5,471 4,220 2,982 

Wald chi2(number of regressors) 4,386.90*** 3,812.65
***

 575.54
***

 

R-squared 0.447 0.430 0.143 

* Significant at 10%, ** Significant at 5%, *** Significant at 1% 

Source: World Bank, 2009, authors‟ computations. 

 

Table A2: Separate effects of international migration and remittances on child school attendance in Burkina Faso, 

Senegal and Nigeria 

 

Burkina Faso Senegal Nigeria 

Coefficient 
Marginal 

Effect 
Coefficient 

Margina

l Effect 
Coefficient 

Marginal 

Effect 

Migrant household (1=yes) -0.359
***

 -1.45E-02 -0.066 -4.16E-03 0.228
***

 3.27E-02 

Remittance receiving household 

(1=yes) 
0.595

***
 2.39E-02 0.668

***
 3.86E-03 -0.169

*
 2.67E-02 

Household head is employed 

(1=yes) 
0.118 4.76E-03 0.061 3.86E-03 0.186 2.67E-02 

Household owns cement wall house 

(1 = yes) 
0.051 2.06E-03 0.027 1.74E-03 -0.008 -1.10E-03 

Number of adults in the household 0.007
**

 2.79E-04 -0.012
***

 -7.82E-04 0.005
*
 6.55E-04 

Household number of school-aged 

children 
-0.010

***
 -4.21E-04 -0.002 -1.50E-04 -0.008

**
 -1.19E-03 

Household number of children under 

5-years old 
-0.005 -2.08E-04 -0.020

***
 -1.25E-03 0.016

***
 2.31E-03 

Boy child (1 = yes) 0.041
***

 1.64E-03 -0.011 -6.82E-04 0.010 1.37E-03 

Constant 0.955
***

 3.84E-02 1.052
***

 6.67E-02 0.070
**

 1.01E-02 

Child‟s age  4.02E-02  6.34E-02  1.44E-01 
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Child‟s squared age -0.007
***

 -2.71E-04 -0.008
***

 -5.28E-04 -0.002
***

 -2.47E-04 

Number of observations (n) 5,472 4,220 2,982 

Wald chi2(number of regressors) 3,737.60
***

 3,717.26
***

 577.68
***

 

R-squared 0.346 0.413 0.144 

* Significant at 10%, ** Significant at 5%, *** Significant at 1% 

Source: World Bank, 2009, authors‟ computations. 

 

Table A3: Joined effects of international migration and remittances on paid activity in Burkina Faso, Senegal and 

Nigeria 

 

Burkina Faso Senegal Nigeria 

Coefficient 
Marginal 

Effect 
Coefficient 

Marginal 

Effect 
Coefficient 

Marginal 

Effect 

Migrant or remittance household (1=yes) -0.027 -9.71E-05 -0.025 -1.22E-04 -0.001 -3.13E-07 

Household head is employed (1=yes) 0.002 7.41E-06 0.001 3.66E-06 0.038 1.21E-05 

Household owns cement wall house (1 = yes) 0.024 8.52E-05 0.001 3.03E-06 -0.009 -2.87E-06 

Number of adults in the household -0.002
*
 -8.13E-06 -3.53E-05 -1.70E-07 0.0001 4.37E-08 

Household number of school-aged children -0.002 -5.57E-06 0.001 2.56E-06 -0.003 -9.96E-07 

Household number of children under 5-years old -0.0003 -1.02E-06 -2.91E-05 -1.41E-07 -0.012
***

 -3.91E-06 

Boy child (1 = yes) -0.005 -1.89E-05 0.017
**

 8.31E-05 0.014
**

 4.56E-06 

Constant 0.399
***

 1.44E-03 0.360
***

 1.74E-03 0.482
***

 1.53E-04 

Child‟s age  3.62E-03  4.83E-03  3.18E-04 

Child‟s squared age -0.007
***

 -2.36E-05 -0.006
***

 -3.13E-05 -0.008
***

 -2.44E-06 

Number of observations (n) 5,546 4,220 2,982 

Wald chi2(number of regressors) 25,188.50
***

 12,001.32
***

 16,193.66
***

 

R-squared 0.819 0.740 0.845 

Significant at 10%, ** Significant at 5%, *** Significant at 1% 

Source: World Bank, 2009, authors‟ computations. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table A4: Separate effects of international migration and remittances on child paid activities in Burkina Faso, 

Senegal and Nigeria 

 Burkina Faso Senegal Nigeria 
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Coefficient 
Marginal 

Effect 
Coefficient 

Margina

l Effect 
Coefficient 

Marginal 

Effect 

Migrant household (1=yes) -0.077
**

 -2.12E-04 -0.057 -2.80E-04 0.038 7.78E-06 

Remittance receiving household (1=yes) 0.078
*
 2.14E-04 0.018 7.66E-07 -0.077 7.66E-06 

Household head is employed (1=yes) 0.018 4.93E-05 1.55E-04 7.66E-07 0.037 7.66E-06 

Household owns cement wall house (1 = 

yes) 
0.022 5.96E-05 0.004 1.78E-05 -0.008 -1.57E-06 

Number of adults in the household -0.003
**

 -8.40E-06 -2.36E-04 -1.16E-06 4.86E-04 1.00E-07 

Household number of school-aged children -0.002 -4.68E-06 1.98E-04 9.76E-07 -0.003 -6.65E-07 

Household number of children under 5-years 

old 
0.000 -4.48E-08 -1.26E-04 -6.21E-07 -0.013

***
 -2.75E-06 

Boy child (1 = yes) -0.006 -1.55E-05 0.019
***

 9.30E-05 0.016
**

 3.35E-06 

Constant 0.409
***

 1.13E-03 0.369
***

 1.82E-03 0.476
***

 9.82E-05 

Child‟s age  2.76E-03  4.93E-03  2.06E-04 

Child‟s squared age -0.007
***

 -1.81E-05 -0.007 -3.21E-05 -0.008
***

 -1.59E-06 

Number of observations (n) 5,546 4,220 2,982 

Wald chi2(number of regressors) 25,067.14
***

 11,963.85
***

 16,238.54
***

 

R-squared 0.818 0.738 0.845 
* Significant at 10%, ** Significant at 5%, *** Significant at 1% 

Source: World Bank, 2009, authors‟ computations. 

 

Table A5 Joined effects of international migration and remittances on non-paid activity in Burkina Faso, Senegal and Nigeria 

 
Burkina Faso Senegal Nigeria 

Coefficient 
Marginal 

Effect 
Coefficient 

Marginal 

Effect 
Coefficient 

Marginal 

Effect 

Migrant or remittance household (1=yes) 0.124
**

 2.16E-02 -0.175
***

 -0.018 -0.024 -1.47E-04 

Household head is employed (1=yes) -0.202
**

 -3.52E-02 -0.058
*
 -6.04E-03 -0.007 -4.24E-05 

Household owns cement wall house (1 = yes) -0.056 -9.84E-03 -0.017 -1.82E-03 -0.013 -8.08E-05 

Number of adults in the household -0.002 -3.23E-04 0.001 6.95E-05 0.004
**

 2.62E-05 

Household number of school-aged children 0.001 2.27E-04 -0.003 -3.61E-04 -0.004
*
 -2.69E-05 

Household number of children under 5-years old -0.006 -1.09E-03 0.005 5.66E-04 -0.008
*
 -4.78E-05 

Boy child (1 = yes) -0.023
**

 -4.02E-03 0.035
***

 3.66E-03 0.027
***

 1.68E-04 

Constant 0.307
***

 5.35E-02 0.441
***

 4.60E-02 0.424
***

 2.62E-03 

Child‟s age  1.74E-01  1.04E-01  6.17E-03 

Child‟s squared age -0.005
***

 -8.41E-04 -0.006
***

 -6.26E-04 -0.007
***

 -4.38E-05 

Number of observations (n) 5,546 4,220 2,983 

Wald chi2(number of regressors) 2,638.92
***

 5,188.15
***

 9,351.87
***

 

R-squared 0.315 0.540 0.758 
Significant at 10%, ** Significant at 5%, *** Significant at 1% 

Source: World Bank, 2009, authors‟ computations. 

Table A6: Separate effects of international migration and remittances on child non-paid activities in Burkina Faso, 

Senegal and Nigeria 
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Burkina Faso Senegal Nigeria 

Coefficient 
Marginal 

Effect 
Coefficient 

Margina

l Effect 
Coefficient 

Marginal 

Effect 

Migrant household (1=yes) 0.334
***

 2.70E-02 -0.063 -6.43E-03 -0.017 -1.16E-04 

Remittance receiving household (1=yes) -0.320
***

 -2.59E-02 -0.141
**

 -4.67E-03 -0.011 -5.21E-05 

Household head is employed (1=yes) -0.223
**

 -1.80E-02 -0.046 -4.67E-03 -0.008 -5.21E-05 

Household owns cement wall house (1 = yes) -0.046 -3.70E-03 -0.015 -1.47E-03 -0.013 -8.37E-05 

Number of adults in the household -0.001 -5.77E-05 0.001 7.45E-05 0.005
**

 3.14E-05 

Household number of school-aged children 0.004 3.06E-04 -0.003 -2.99E-04 -0.004 -2.56E-05 

Household number of children under 5-years old -0.006 -5.21E-04 0.006
*
 6.21E-04 -0.008

*
 -5.20E-05 

Boy child (1 = yes) -0.023
*
 -1.89E-03 0.034

***
 3.47E-03 0.027

***
 1.79E-04 

Constant 0.276
***

 2.23E-02 0.437
***

 4.43E-02 0.421
***

 2.80E-03 

Child‟s age  8.08E-02  1.01E-01  6.66E-03 

Child‟s squared age -0.005
***

 -3.92E-04 -0.006
***

 -6.15E-04 -0.007
***

 -4.74E-05 

Number of observations (n) 5,546 4,220 2,982 

Wald chi2(number of regressors) 2,490.26
***

 5,193.32
***

 9401.34
***

 

R-squared 0.269 0.540 0.759 

* Significant at 10%, ** Significant at 5%, *** Significant at 1% 

Source: World Bank, 2009, authors‟ computations. 

 



 

 

 

Scientific Coordinator : Xavier Oudin (oudin@ird.pdr.fr) 

Project Manager : Delia Visan (delia.visan@ird.fr) 

 

Find more on www.nopoor.eu 

Visit us on Facebook, Twitter and LinkedIn 

 

 

 

 

Generate new knowledge on the nature and extent 

of poverty in developing countries 

 

More than 100 scientists from all over the world 

 

Innovative methods to improve living conditions 

 

Inclusive research design 

 

http://www.nopoor.eu/node/248
http://www.nopoor.eu/node/4



