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Abstract

Inernaonalmigraonandmarginaliyareamong he immensechallengesohumankind
worldwide. Many sudies have ocused on he marginaliy o migrans in desnaon
counries. This sudy, however, ocuses on he marginaliy o children lef behind by
parens due o labour migraon. The objecves o he sudy are o deermine orms o
marginaliy, and economic, educaonal and psycho-social experiences omarginalisaon
o children lef behind by migrang parens. I also explores sraegies o migae he
eecs omarginaliy on lef-behind children. Theories omarginaliy and social exclusion
make up he heorecal ramework or his sudy. The sudy design is a qualiave
phenomenological inquiry probing on lived experiences and challenges o marginalised
migran children in Bulilima and Mangwe disrics o Souh-Wes Zimbabwe. The sample
comprised a oal o 94 parcipans, 18 class eachers, 40 caregivers and 36 lef-behind
migran children. The insrumens were in-deph inerviews or class eachers and
caregivers as well ocus group discussions or lef-behind migran children. The resuls
revealed ha children lef behind experienced dieren orms omarginalisaon ranging
rom economic, srucural, culural, educaonal and psycho-social marginalisaon.
Ecological marginaliy, migraon and povery inerwine o apmigran children in a cycle
o educaonal and psychological marginalisaon. The sudy recommends synchronised
inervenon sraegies by governmen policymakers, non-governmenal organisaons,
educaoniss and communiy member engagemen omigae he eecs omarginaliy
among lef-behind children.

Keywords: Marginaliy, marginalisaon, social exclusion, psycho-social experiences,
sysemac marginalisaon.

Inroducon

The relaonship beween inernaonal migraon and amilies lef behind has
become an imporan queson worldwide (Démurger, 2015, 1). According o Aaoun
Inernaonal, Credi Suisse and Plan Inernaonal (2014), here are linkages beween
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migraon,poveryandmarginaliy.Marginaliywasreporedamong50saesinheUnied
Saes o America as one o he immense challenges acing hese naons (Elsheikh e al.,
2016). Marginaliy can be an indicaor o he exisence o discriminaon, oppression and
marginalisaon in represenaon, parcipaon in governance, and income inequaliy.
The raes o incarceraon o suspeced criminals as well as immigraon asylum policies
in mos desnaon counries may reec culural bias or social prejudice agains oher
groups in sociey. Marginaliy resuls in povery ha orces he marginalised groups o
migrae in search o beer economic opporunies. Gazweiler e al. (2011) posi ha all
orms o povery can be explained hrough he concep omarginaliy.

According o he Unied Naons Educaonal, Scienc and Culural Organisaon
(UNESCO, 2010), marginalisaon is a process whereby somehing or someone is pushed
o he edge o a group and accorded lesser imporance as a resul o social disance or
remoe and harsh physical environmens. I can also be a social phenomenon where a
minoriy subgroup is excluded and heir needs or desires are ignored. Marginalisaon is
a process o putng individuals or groups ouside mainsream sociey o orm an acue
and persisen disadvanage rooed in underlying social inequalies. Marginaliy is being
posioned or he sae o being on he ringes o borders (Pelc, 2006). Von Braun and
Gazweiler (2014) echo hamarginaliy is being discriminaed agains, excluded or have
no righ o access social services. Marginaliy is a saus or characerisc o being on he
margins economically, socially, polically or even ecologically. This posion omarginaliy
prevens people rom opporunies, reedom o choice, and developmen o personal
capacies. Jenson (2000, 2) concurs hamarginaliy includes a lack o capaciy o gain ull
respec in sociey o he exen ha one becomes an “invisible minoriy” whose ideny
as a ull cizen is quesonable. According o Gazweiler e al. (2011), marginaliy is an
involunary posion and a condion o an individual or group a he margins o social,
polical, economic, ecological and biophysical sysems, resraining hem rom reedom
o choice.

Leimgruber’s (2004) denion omarginaliy has our orms omarginaliy, namely:
geomerics, ecological, economic and social. Geomerics can be dened as groups or
individuals who are on he periphery o a larger area, which can be a sae, connen
or erriory. Wih ecological marginaliy, he naural environmen limis he poenal
or survival by excluding individuals or groups rom he benes o he environmen.
Economic marginaliy is a lack o access o producon as well as a lack o access o
resources and inrasrucure o he exen o being on he periphery economically. Social
marginalisaon has o dowih he exclusion ominories premised on language, religion,
ehniciy and educaon, among ohers.

Leimgruber (2004) urher caegorised he ypes omarginalisaon ino hree broad
caegories: (i) sysemac; (ii) economic; and (iii) leverage. Sysemac marginalisaon is
produced by hegemonic powers wihin polical and economic sysems ha generae
inequalies hrough hedisribuono social, polical andeconomicbenes haexclude
ohers. Collaeral marginalisaon is a by-produc o living among hemarginalised, where
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he saes o being marginal reproduce hemselves. Leverage means here is inenonal
pressure o demand o labour orce in he developed naons, hereby inuencing
migraon rom counries o he global Souh o heNorh hrough unequal remuneraon.

Black e al. (2006) reveal ha inernaonal migraon may be a cause, symbol or
consequence o global inequalies. I may be rooed in income and wealh inequalies
beween sending and desnaon counries. Mos migrans come rom he poores
secons o sociees o he global Souh, ocking o he rich Norhern pars o he global
markes.

Yeoh and Lam (2006) posi ha here is a causal or symbiosis relaonship
beween inernaonal migraon and marginaliy. Marginaliy can be a push acor or
inernaonal migraon, and migraon isel can lead o a marginalisaon o migrans in
heir desnaon counries. This marginalisaon cascades o children who migrae wih
parens or hose lef behind. Sudies by Yeoh and Lam (2006) reveal ha lef-behind
children are economically, emoonally, socially and psychologically marginalised. The
children are immobile ye vulnerable o marginalisaon.

Fan and Zhao (2010) also poin ou ha labour migraon has an emoonal cos
because o amily separaon and loss o comor in amily lie. Boh migrans and heir
children inChina showed signsounhappiness resulng romperceiveduncerainy abou
he uure and rusraon over living a marginalised lie wih anxiey and depression.
Gassmann e al. (2013) repor ha psychological heories in he eld o migraon
sugges a link beween migraon and he well-being o children lef behind. Disrupon
o aachmenwih parens leads o emoonal disurbances such as depression, sadness,
anger and disress. UNICEF (2014) also echoes ha he eecs o inernaonal migraon
are largely el in he areas ohealhandeducaon. Boeza (2018) ound ha he absence
o parens due omigraon had proound physical andmenal healh problems as well as
emoonal and psychological sress in Asia, Easern Europe and Souh America. In some
communies, his was viewed as a naonal ragedy. Financially and maerially, children
may be beer o ye deprived o primary care a home resulng in harmul eecs on
children’s overall well-being. Boeza and Peier (2014) conrmed healh problems and
psychological sress in Romania. Children lef behind experienced depression, anxiey,
emoonal and behaviour problems.

The Vienamese case sudy by he Inernaonal Organisaon or Migraon (IOM,
2009) revealed ha lef-behind children were vulnerable, lonely, discriminaed and
lacked amily proecon. In China, boh children and parens suered rom anxiey.
Migraon changed he lives o all amily members. Children had sympoms o depression
and anxiey because o separaon rom parens. Some ook o smoking, drinking alcohol
or suicide, while ohers abandoned heir homes. Some parens, afer realising ha
migrang leaving children behind was cosly, decided o reurn (Liang e al., 2017).

Ge and Durs (2019) discovered ha in he Norhern Shaanxi province o China,
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children experienced separaon, discriminaon and marginalisaon in school and
he communiy. The rural area’s geographical, economic and social posioning was
marginalised. The people in ha province were disadvanaged due o a lack o resources,
and povery orced parens omigrae in search omeans o improve he economic saus
o he amily. However, children remained o experience loneliness, discriminaon and
marginalisaon.

Sudies by Cappelloni (2011) in Mexico and by Baker e al. (2009) in he Caribbean
revealed ha he separaon o children rom parens cause parenal and emoonal
marginalisaon. The indicaors omarginalisaon were unhappiness, rape, sexual abuse,
lack o physical healh and neglec. Tus (2007) discovered ha children in Romania were
marginalised in erms o educaon. Kuakurinani e al. (2014) also discovered ha in
Zimbabwe, migran children did no have good relaons wih caregivers, oher children,
eachers and he whole communiy.

The paper ocuses on marginalised children lef behind by migrang parens and
seeks o deermine he orms o marginalisaon and economic, educaonal as well as
psycho-social marginaliy being experienced by lef-behind children in he Bulilima and
Mangwe disrics o Zimbabwe. I also proers sraegies o migae marginaliy and he
negave eecs o parenal absence due o labour migraon.

Theorecal Framework

The paper is premised on heories o marginaliy and social exclusion. According
o Zhizhko (2016), he heory o marginaliy analyses no only he economic and
social condions o marginal people bu also heir psychological sae. The paper uses
marginaliy as a ool o explain lived experiences and personal eelings abou academic
and psychological sress relaed o being marginalised.

Marginalisaon relaes o exclusion and exends o all aspecs o he lie o he
marginalised, including educaonal, economic and social benes. Marginalisaon is he
mos dangerous orm o oppression, where he whole caegory o people is excluded
rom useul parcipaon in social lie. The people’s poenal is subjeced o severe
maerial deprivaon. Social exclusion reers o he dynamic process o being shu ully or
parally rom any o he social, polical, economic and culural sysems, which deermine
he social inegraon o a person in sociey (Jenson 2000, 10). I includes denial o civil,
polical, and social righs and cizenship as well as he unequal disribuon o power and
wealh, among ohers. Marginalisaon, like social exclusion, is a process o reproducing
excluded groups or individuals living on he periphery o sociey.

The above sae and posion o he migran aec he saus and experiences o
heir children; hose who migrae wih parens as well as hose children who are lef
behind. The children lef behind are a loss on wheher o ideny wih heir migran
parens or wih caregivers. Exended amily caregivers do no wholly accep hem as
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heir children, ye parens canno migrae wih hem o desnaon counries because
o immigraon policies and economic reasons. Their separaon rom parens and paral
adopon by exended amily members places hem in a sae omarginaliy and “limbo”
(Park, 1928) (no belonging o anyone).

Lieraure Review
Background o he sudy area and he orms omarginaliy experienced by communies
in Bulilima and Mangwe

According o Zimbabwe Naonal Sascs Agency, UNICEF-Zimbabwe and
World Bank (2015), Zimbabwe Povery Alas reveals ha he wo disrics, Bulilima
and Mangwe, are siuaed in he second poores province o Maabeleland Souh and
experience geophysical and economic marginaliy. The Povery Index or Bulilima and
Mangwe in Maabeleland Souh is a 73-84%. Zimbabwe Naonal Sascs Agency,
UNICEF-Zimbabwe and World Bank (2015) describe he area as worse in ood securiy
and nurion, inrasrucure ulies, social services and beneciaon. According o Hill
(1999), 75% o communal lands in Bulilima and Mangwe are ecologically marginalised
and uninhabiable. The above becomes he source o marginalisaon or he people o
Bulilima and Mangwe orcing able-bodied people o migrae o neighbouring counries
in search o employmen opporunies. Povery and migran policies in boh origin and
desnaon counries orce hem o leave heir amilies, especially children, behind. I
is hese children who experience dieren orms o marginalisaon, worsened by he
absence o parens due o migraon.

The Minisry o Lands, Agriculure and Rural Reselemen (2017) (in Zimbabwe)
highlighs ha he province o Maabeleland Souh, where Bulilima and Mangwe are
siuaed, is in drough-sricken naural ecological regions our andve. The regions are oo
dry or successul crop producon wihou irrigaon. Region our receives 450-600 mm
per year and region ve less han 500 mm per year as he rainall is errac, inadequae
and unreliable. The soils are poor and crop yields decrease rom regions wo o our
and ve. During years o drough, communal armers can hardly be ed. The majoriy
depends on his unreliable rainall where dry land culvaon is a risky venure. The
order o good harves is one in our years. CESVI Cooperaon and Developmen (2003)
concurs ha regions our and ve o Zimbabwe have been hisorically disadvanaged and
marginalised due o he combined eecs o ecological, colonial and polical acors.

According o Asian Research Insue, Zimbabwe is a hird world counry ha
experiences economic marginalisaon, which gives rise o uneven developmen.
Uneven developmen hen causes labour migraon rom rural o urban or developing o
developed naons in search o employmen. The global economy marginalises hose on
he periphery o he capialis economy,making hem incapable o sel-generaed growh
and developmen, hence global marginalisaon (Phillip, 2010). Globalisaon causes
uneven developmen and i is a orm o marginalisaon and conrol o economically
weaker naons by he economically powerul. Marginalisaon, in whaever orm,
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canno be deached rom he hegemonic economic and polical sysems (Phillip, 2010).
According o Cole (2017), globalisaon is an ongoing process ha involves inerconneced
changes in he economic, culural, social and polical spheres o sociey. I involves ever-
increasing inegraon o isolaed places, culures, norms, values, behaviours and ways o
lie where oher people’s norms and values are peripheral. Polically, i is a developmen
o orms o governmen ha operae on a world scale. Economically, i is an expansion
o capial around he world, inegrang all oher economies. The process marginalises
oher people’s values, norms, economies and polical governmens.

Bond e al. (2014) posulaes ha marginaliy in Arica was driven by he acors
o pre-colonial sociey, deph o colonial inererence, pos-colonial ineracon, and
new colonial leadership wih is exernal acors. The policies o leadership in dieren
hisorical periods deermined he condions o lie or millions o people. Colonialism
was rooed in racial exclusion, exploiaon, and conrol o ohers. In pos-independen
Arica, mos saes have been auhoriarian and unable o redisribue economic benes
universally; insead, governmens reain greaer porons or hemselves.

Hill (1999) races marginalisaon in Zimbabwe o he 1890 Brish occupaon
when indigenous people were alienaed rom producve lands wih he arrival o Brish
colonial selers. The indigenous people were pushed o unproducve marginal lands
ha laer became he ringes o developmen. The 1950s o he 1970s saw increased
alienaon o he blacks when he colonial selers demarcaed sae arms and ores
land hrough he Land Apporonmen Ac 1931 and Land Husbandry Ac 1951. Afer he
1980 liberaon and independence era, he governmen was unable o redisribue and
conrol resource use. The unequal developmen and marginalisaon o Maabeleland
Souh are ecological, colonial and polical.

Phillip (2010) argues ha he srucure and paern o he rs and second
economies (developed and developing) is a cause o marginalisaon. The economy
o he rs world inorms wider expecaons and aspiraons o he hird world. The
second economy is a consequence o he accumulaon in he rs economy, while he
second economy is characerised by underdevelopmen, lile gross domesc produc
(GDP) and a large populaon o he poor living in rural areas. The wo economies are
srucurally disconneced, orcing people in he second economy o migrae o he
rs. This is one reason why migrans ock rom Zimbabwe (second economy) o Souh
Arica (rs economy). Zhizhko (2016) poins ou ha he relaonship beween povery,
marginaliy, exclusion and inequaliy canno be reued. Povery and he lack o economic
developmen opporunies lead o a widespread lack o employmen opporunies. This
has given rise o labour migraon rom Souh-Wes Zimbabwe o neighbouring counries
in search o employmen. Inernaonal migraon increases in he conex o he above
marginalisaon and urher deepens i.

Alhough migraon has benes, somemes i marginalises educaon. School
going children drop ou o school o migrae. Educaed parens and young men and
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women migrae leaving behind children wih less educaed caregivers who oer lile
or no suppor in schooling. According o Aaoun Inernaonal, Credi Suisse and Plan
Inernaonal (2014), in rural agro economies, 75% o children are lef wih grandparens
wih less physical, nancial and educaonal means. Children experience economic,
educaonal and psychological marginalisaon. They are lonely, depressed and have a
lower qualiy o lie han oher children. Aaoun Inernaonal, Credi Suisse and Plan
Inernaonal (2014) repored ha in China, alhough 70% o children alked o heir
parens over he phone every week, hey sll missed heir parens. Children el i was
hard o be joyous in lie and were doubul o heir parens’ love. Wei (2011) discovered
ha in Jamaica, migran children perormed poorly compared o children o non-migran
parens because o low concenraon levels.

Exploring economic, educaonal and psycho-social experiences omarginalisaon

Labour migraon is convenonally viewed as economically benetng amily
members who are lef behind hrough remiances. For example, he social cos o
migraon, he physical absence o parens, and he loss o me o household producon
and care by he migranmigh ouweigh gains rom remiances (Démurger, 2015).

Migraon has resuled in increased child labour (ormal and inormal) in he
EconomicCommuniyoWesArican Saes (ECOWAS)wihin andouside amily setngs.
The op counries or child labour are Senegal, Sierra Leone and Côe d’Ivoire. Children
working on amily arms make up 90% o he workorce in Burkina Faso, 87% in Mali, and
81% in Liberia (ILO, 2010, 32). This is because migrans have amily suppor disruped
by he migraon o breadwinners. In Senegal, Mali and Niger, children combined work
wih schooling. Working children were ound o be rarely aending school. Demands o
work on children’s me and energy orced children o marginalise schooling. There was
also evidence o higher repeon o grades arising rom poor perormance and irregular
aendance.

The Inernaonal Labour Organisaon (ILO, 2010, 36) discovered ha ‘ou o
school’ children also consued a higher percenage, wih 56% o hese children aged
7-14 years in Mali, Burkina Faso and Niger. In Senegal, Guinea Bissau and Guinea, one-
hird o children aged 10-14 years were ‘ou o school’. In Mexico, migraon was ound
o be discouraging educaonal advancemen. In Ecuador, children aspire o ollow heir
parens. Educaon accouned or 18% o oal remiances, where enrolmen raes were
close o 100% or children younger han 11 years, bu rapidly drops o 85% or urban
remiance receivers and 60% or hose who do no receive remiances (Bucheli e al.,
2018). In Sri Lanka, in he easern province o Gampaha, Colombo Kurunegala, migran
children experienced direc socio-psychological marginalisaon. Disrupon o amilies,
diversion rom educaon and pressure o domesc work or children made children
experience psychological problems and risks o abuse (Jayasuriya & Opeskin, 2015).
UNICEF (2015) also echoes ha Sri Lankan children are disadvanaged, sgmased and
marginalised. They are marginalised by naonal policies in origin, ransi and desnaon
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counries ha do no respec he provisions o he convenon on he righs o he
child (CRC). Some parens begin a new lie and abandon old amilies and children. The
Inernaonal Labour Law provides or Convenon Number 143, requiring each member
sae o ake all necessary measures o aciliae he re-unicaon o amilies omigran
workers. However, he racaon o he clause by member saes has been weak. O
he 54 saes ha are par o he convenon, only 13 have signed he racaon. Arcle
17 makes provision or he migran worker who has been employed in anoher counry
or a leas a year o visi his/her counry o origin wihou loss o righs or being visied
by his/her amily anyme. I also provides or he righ o he child o mainain direc
and regular conac wih boh parens, bu his has also been resriced o hose wih
migran documens. Inernaonal agreemens and convenons lack concree seps or
armaon (UNICEF, 2015).

In a sudy by Boeza (2018), i was revealed ha here is no consensus on he
ndings o he relaonship beweenmigraon and he educaon o lef-behind children.
The ndings are counry-specic and depend on he amily environmen and children’s
ages. Remiances beneed secondary raher han primary school-going children in
Easern Europe, Asia and Souh America. Themigraon o parens was a naonal ragedy
because o he scarciy o caregivers. Household work was a he expense o sudy me
and mean he “absence o parens”. Children suered emoonal and psychological
disress, causing harm o heir well-being o children.

Breigenzer (2014) repored ha 23% o sudens dropped ou o school a grade 9,
he end o compulsory educaon, owing o povery and labour migraon in rural China.
Children resened parens and el unloved, were disobedien and did no show respec,
hereby deviang rom Conucian educaon. They viewed parens as “homecoming
srangers” (Breigenzer, 2014, 29). Parens’ lial role in caring or he elderly was aken
up by lef-behind children. The educaonal environmen a home was no supporve.
This was also echoed by Save he Children (2014) who noed ha in Moldova, he home
environmen lacked an educaon supporve culure because he educaonal levels
o caregivers and migrang parens were very low. Some children sayed wih senior
cizens, who marginalised educaon. As a resul, hey lacked movaon or educaon,
missed classes, dropped ou o school or had heir academic perormance deeriorang.
InMoldova, he cash remianceswere somemes insignican o he exen ha children
became burdens o caregivers. Inerviewed caregivers concurred ha he children o
migrans were no economically susained. They lacked aecon rom caregivers and
maerial suppor rom parens; hence, heywere economically, educaonally and socially
marginalised (Save he children, 2014).

In El Salvador, enrolmen among youh aged 10-17 years correlaed posively
wih monhly per capia income, where 1980-1983 enjoyed he larges improvemen in
school aainmen. Abou 40% o parens wih remiances had heir children compleng
primary educaon. Enrolmens reached he equivalen o universal primary educaon
arges, i.e., 80% o rural and 90% o urban populaons. In Tajikisan, 94% o migran
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children aended school, 63% compleed secondary educaon, 17% compleed erary
educaon, and 16% received a basic educaon. However, increased enrolmens were
marred by he lack o supervision and he burden o work. Youh aged 7-11 years and
12-17 years did no aend school consisenly (Edwards & Urea, 2003).

Baker e al. (2009) discovered ha in he Caribbean, children were ound o be
having eelings o abandonmen, low sel-eseem, anger and maerial obsession. They
were also ull o despair, misrus and unable o concenrae a school. Children spen
heir enre lives sruggling wih eelings o rejecon and loss. Broken promises o re-
union wih parens resuled in emoonal insabiliy. Alhough parens sen remiances,
15% o he income in he Caribbean was no spen on school ees. Lef-behind children’s
ees, as a resul, were paid lae. Mexicans also invesed very lile in educaon because
o migraon o he Unied Saes o America (Save he Children, 2014). In Ghana,
remiances were also no spen on educaon. Children devoed more me o amily
dues and worked or hemselves in income-generang projecs because hey had los
ouch wih migran parens (Owusu, 2011).

In Zimbabwe, migran children experienced mood swings, sadness and empness,
coldness, deachmen and irriabiliy owards caregivers, eachers and heir parens
(Philippa, 2011). They viewed hemselves as “sel-guardians” because o a lack o
parenal advice and care. Their deence mechanisms included isolaon, silence, denial,
and redirecon o subsue acvies such as waching elevision and chatng on cell
phones. Relaonships beween inernaonal migraon and amilies lef behind have
become an imporan queson. Access o educaon should be moniored and saey
nes insued. There should be policies o address he siuaon o vulnerable children
and o remove barriers in law and pracce o link public service providers wihmigraon.
Currenly, no sraegies are ocusing on migran children as a separae caegory o he
vulnerable; hence his sudy seeks o proer some sraegies o migae he economic,
educaonal and psychological impac omarginalisaon on children lef behind.

Methodology

The design is a qualiave case sudy o Bulilima and Mangwe o unearh hidden
experiences ha can only be obained rom a naural setng and he parcipans aeced
by he phenomenon o marginaliy. Boh he setng and he parcipans—migran
children a secondary school, caregivers and eachers—were marginalised. Caregivers
and class eachers were purposively seleced because o heir in-deph knowledge o he
experiences omigran children due o heir daily ineracon wih hese children. Oher
eachers and learners were randomly seleced. Migran children and class eachers were
purposively sampled. The aim was o hear heir migran children’s “voices, hears and
minds”, wha hey say, eel and hink o heir marginalisaon.

Sraed sampling was used o selec hree dieren ypes o schools, composed
o six schools: wo mission/governmen boarding, wo low-cos and wo rural day
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schools. The selecon o caregivers was done hrough chain sampling. The sample had
a oal o 94 parcipans, comprising 18 class eachers, 40 caregivers and 36 lef-behind
migran children. The insrumens used were in-deph inerviews wih class eachers and
caregivers, and ocus group discussions or lef-behind migran children. Focus group
discussions were conduced wih migran children exclusively. In-deph inerviews were
held wih class eachers and caregivers o unveil experiences omarginaliy a home and
school.

Findings and Discussion
Forms omarginaliy in Bulilima and Mangwe

Resuls o he sudy revealed ha he wo disrics, Bulilima and Mangwe, lie in
marginal border areas o Souh-Wes Zimbabwe. The wodisrics do no have any vibran
economic resources or acvies, hence showing high raes omigraon rom Zimbabwe
o Boswana and Souh Arica. This conrms he wo disrics’ marginaliy in erms o
he economic and spaal disribuon o selemens, which is in line wih ndings o
Zimbabwe Naonal Sascs Agency, UNICEF-Zimbabwe andWorld Bank (2015) ha he
wo disrics lie in he poores province oMaabeleland Souh wih a high Povery Index
characerised by a lack o social services and ood securiy.

Caregivers highlighed ha heir imporan economic acvies were pasoralism
and culvaon and ha he agro-based economy was rain-ed in a dry region o
Maabeleland Souh. The recurren droughs and he collapse o he indusrial economy
have orced able-bodied men and women o migrae o oher counries. The Minisry
o Lands, Agriculure and Rural Reselemen (2017) conrms ha Maabeleland Souh
province o Zimbabwe is in naural ecological regions our and ve, wih low rainall,
recurren droughs, poor soils and low producviy. The area is hus ecologically
marginalised. According o he caregivers, marginalisaon in Bulilima andMangwe daes
back o he period beore colonialism. They said he arrival oMzilikazi and he Ndebele
pushed hem o hemarginal areas oWesern Zimbabwe, which is dry and unproducve.
Ndebele hegemony was imposed on hem. There is also socio-culural marginalisaon
ha maniess in he educaon sysem hrough he language o insrucon and he
dominan culure. Teachers and caregivers saed ha alhough he schools are or he
Kalanga people and have Kalanga names, he dominan language and culure in schools
is Ndebele. The language o insrucon is Ndebele, ye he local language is Kalanga. The
Kalanga people are alienaed rom heir own language and culure hrough educaon.
Mos o he eachers are rained in English and Ndebele as languages o insrucon.
Caregivers, eachers and learners concurred ha he language predominanly spoken
in schools and public communiy gaherings wih ousiders is Ndebele. In polical
gaherings, he language used is Shona and he inerpreaons are done in Ndebele,
which is also no heir ehnic language. The vernacular language examined a ordinary
level and advanced level cercaes is Ndebele. All oher subjecs excep Ndebele are
examined in English. The cycle o marginalisaon is reproduced and exends o many
aspecs o he lie o he marginalised (Zhizhko, 2016).
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Exploring economic, educaonal and psycho-social experiences o marginaliy in
Bulilima and Mangwe

O he 54 eachers who parcipaed in he sudy, 49 (90.7%) had a leas 10 years
o experience and mos were diploma holders. The mos experienced and degree-
qualied eachers were repored o have migraed because o povery and he economic
siuaon. The ew remnans o experienced degree holders and cercaed eachers
were in adminisraon. These remnans remained behind because hey were in posions
o auhoriy or approached reremen age. The migraon o educaed eachers aecs
he qualiy o educaon or learners in hismarginal rural area, as conrmed by he UNDP
(2010), who saed ha mos Zimbabweans ound in he srees o Johannesburg were
well-educaed, having compleed secondary educaon or obained diplomas/degrees,
which also conrms he brain drain heory o Tevera and Crush (2003).

Boh eachers and caregivers conrmed a high sa urnover because o poor
ransporaon and oher services. Teachers were unwilling o be deployed o his area,
which was evidenced by he number o ransers and swaps. Some were aeced by he
culure o migraon and lef or greener pasures. The level o educaon o caregivers
in boh disrics was low, wih only some o hem being on Ordinary Level. The ew
educaed communiymembers were conrmed o havemigraed o urban areas or oher
counries. Educaon isel has been marginalised and learners were lef wih caregivers
having a marginal educaon. Some migran parens sen remiances o learners, bu
remiances canno educae children (Zirima & Nyanga, 2012). Learners hemselves were
repored o be marginalising educaon, wih some dropping ou o school o migrae
and ohers migrang immediaely afer obaining Ordinary Level and Advanced Level
as oered by he Zimbabwe School Examinaons Council (ZIMSEC), never o reurn o
collec heir cercaes. In boh he quesonnaire and ocus group discussions, he
majoriy o learners were avourable o migraon, viewing i as he only opon ou o
povery, no only or heir parens bu also or hemselves.

Migran parens do no ully assimilae in Souh Arica, and migran policies in
boh he sending and he desnaon counries make i dicul or heir children o
be absorbed in Souh Arica and Boswana’s educaon sysems. Children, like heir
parens, are rapped in a cycle o marginalisaon. Some parens sen heir children
back o Zimbabwe o rs pursue heir educaon. Learners who were made o reurn
o Zimbabwe, however, admied ha some o heir parens were living in povery in
Souh Arica, cing imikhukhu (poor shelers), violence, low paying jobs, lack o skills and
educaon, and expensive schools. This serves as evidence ha heir parens are on he
margins o he Souh Arican economy.

Back home, eachers and caregivers repored ha only a ew migrans were able
o pay ees and provide schooling maerials and oher basic needs or heir amilies.
In 2016, because o he all o he Souh Arican Rand, many learners were dropping
ou o school. Assisng organisaons eiher did no arge migran children as hey
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assumed ha all migrans were sending remiances, or hey ignored children cing ha
heir parens were enjoying luxurious lives in Souh Arica. Humaniarian organisaons
excluded migran children rom benetng as par o he poor and vulnerable.

Teachers conrmed ha somemigran children, especially hose lef in child-headed
households or livingwihelderly grandparens,were among hepoores.Migran children
dropped ou o school because o ees, aered uniorms and malnurion. Teachers,
caregivers and communiy members were no sympahec o migrans’ children, cing
negligence by heir parens. Non-governmenal organisaons, developmen agencies
and governmen social welare schemes also reaed migran children’s problems
as peripheral, excluding hem rom educaonal assisance, scholarships and grans.
Alhough eachers admied ha mos o heir ees were rom migran parens and ha
he saus o some children o migrans was ar beer han ha o non-migrans, no
all migrans were remitng sucienly or heir amilies, hereby conrming ndings by
Save he Children (2014) ha no all children omigrans were economically susained.

The secondary schools were ar apar as a resul o economic, polical and regional
marginalisaon. Some parens negoaed wih relaves or he accommodaon o
learners, especially or secondary educaon. As a resul o povery, very ew migran
parens can aord boarding or low-cos boarding. Those who ried did so during Ordinary
Level and Advanced Level examinaon years. The poor sayed wih relaves in homes
adjacen o schools. Some rened incomplee houses in business cenres near he
schools. These environmens are no conducive o learning. Some incomplee houses
have no elecriciy or waer supply. The business cenres have noisy beer hall gardens,
bole sores, nighclubs and grocery shops. The oiles are common acilies shared by
he neighbourhood.

Learners el ha hey were marginalised even by eachers. Treamen omigrans
and non-migran children diered. Non-migran parens’ requess or delayed paymens
o eeswere accepedwhilemigran childrenwere denied ha privilege.Migran children
were no allowed in classes wihou complee school uniorms and oher learning
maerials. Non-migran children’s disciplinary cases were aended o and resolved
urgenly compared o hose o migran children. Caregivers somemes reused o sand
in or absenmigran parens during disciplinary hearings. Non-migran parens’ children
were lisened o and school adminisraors sympahised wih non-migran children. This
view was conrmed by caregivers alhough dispued by eachers.

However, eachers conrmed ha migran children were marginalised by boh
heir parens and caregivers a home. Some lived wih uncaring relaves, alone, or
wih employed caregivers, who all negleced hem. As a resul, migran children had
psychological or social behavioural problems. Some relaves el i burdensome o be
guardians o migran children. Some migran children repored ha relaves haed
hem and were jealous o heir parens, bu hey preended o be helpul o bene
rom remiances sen by migran parens. Migran children el discriminaed agains by
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caregivers. One aun rom Mangwe had his commen:

Bayasisunduzela abantwababo [meaning migran parens deny and push he
responsibiliy o heir children o hem].

In ac, caregivers expressed ha being a guardian o migran children was
burdensome and he caregivers did no do i ou o choice. Migran children were aware
o his “see-saw” game beween heir parens and caregivers. They were “oang”
children as described by Ling (2011).

Boh eachers and caregivers were repored by learners as no being concerned
wih migran children’s educaon. Wih parens being ar, hey menoned ha hey
journeyed schooling alone. Caregivers did no boher o aend imporan days o he
school calendar, cing ha i was no heir duy; he value o educaon o caregivers is
peripheral. Three boys who were in he Upper six in Mangwe had no been visied or
consuled by anyone since hey were hree years old. Two o hem in Bulilima had his
o say:

Learner 1: My parens have never aended any consulaon, speech and prize
giving or sports days.
Learner 2: I is painul, our success or problems are unknown.We are no recognised
or praised or he good hings we do a school.

When i comes o behaviour moulding, no one ook responsibiliy. Migran parens
lef everyhing o eachers and caregivers, who el iwas no heir duy omouldmigran
children. Teachers negleced heir responsibiliy o caregivers and absen parens.
Children admied ha parens rarely alked o hem, especially on issues concerning
schooling save or ees and educaonal maerial provisions. Caregivers were illierae
and expeced learners o do everyhing wih eachers a school. On he oher hand,
eachers gave assignmens and exercises o be done as homework. Migran children did
no have educaonal suppor or assisance a home. Teachers conrmed ha migran
children did no have sable characers, appearing happy somemes, a mes sressed,
ense, inoleran and hosle o eachers and caregivers. Some were oo maure or
heir age while ohers never maured. Ohers were ill-socialised, subborn, sressed and
ull o pride. Lack o parenal guidance, conrol, discipline, care and love led o socio-
psychological problems ha maniesed in mood swings, low concenraon, isolaon
and sress, resulng in psychological and educaonal marginalisaon. Failure o receive a
qualiy educaon is equivalen o exclusion. In erms omoral and educaonal guidance,
learners belong o no one in he rialogue o caregivers, eachers and migran biological
parens, hence “marginal”.
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Exisng sraegies or migang economic, educaonal and socio-psychological eecs
of marginality

The exisng coping sraegies do no migae marginalisaon. In ac, some o
hese sraegiesmarginalisedmigran children urher.Mos learners lived amarginal lie,
rapped in a cycle omarginaliy. There are no proacve sraegies, and he reacve ones
do no arge migran children, bu vulnerable children in general. Migran children are
no viewed as vulnerable children, especially by non-governmenal organisaons, social
welare and communiy schemes. Some migran children urned o illici behaviours
such as drug abuse, cheang, copying homework rom ohers, abseneeism, and bribing
securiy guards or enry wihou paying ees. This urher marginalised hem and caused
hem o be labelled as ‘a bunch o children wih ill behaviour’.

Teachers cied guidance and counselling as one o he sraegies hey use o
help migran children cope wih educaonal and psychological challenges. However,
he guidance and counselling by eachers do no arge migran children only; i also
ocuses on orphans, ineced and aeced learners. Chaplains are only presen in
boarding schools and low-cos boarding schools, and mos o heir opics do no
cover issues o migran children. Marons and superinendens concenrae on issues
relang o school rules. Police ocers invied o educae learners on how o deal wih
he challenges hey encounered as children in schools ocus on crime, violence and
abuse in general. Teachers urhermore repored ha he Basic Educaon Assisance
Module (BEAM), Plan inernaonal, World Vision, and Higher Lie (Capernaum) ocus on
orphans, double orphans, ineced and aeced children, hose who are physically and
menally challenged, and hose wih imprisoned or ill parens, leaving ou children wih
absen parens. Realising he gap, his paper suggess sraegies ha are ransormave,
proacve and ocused on migran children.

Conclusion

The people in general and migran children in Bulilima and Mangwe experience
diverse ormsomarginaliy, includingecological, regional, socio-polical, educaonaland
socio-psychological marginalisaon. They suer rom geomeric marginalisaon because
heir region lies on he periphery o Zimbabwean erriory, he ringes o he sae. They
are also ecologicallymarginalised because heir naural environmen limis heir poenal
o bene rom i because o is scarce rainall, poor soils and lack o producviy. These
people and migran children also experience sysemac marginalisaon because he
hegemonic polical and economic powers creaed an unequal disribuon o resources
resulng in he exclusion o he region. Migrans and heir children live among he
marginalised and, as such, experience collaeral marginalisaon (Leimgruber, 2004).

Economic marginalisaon maniess in povery, unemploymen, he lack o skills
and educaon, and a high rae o migraon or employmen in neighbouring counries.
Educaonal marginaliy maniess in low levels o lieracy, in he culure o migraon o



71

Marginaliy and Migraton: Children Trapped in a Cycle of Economic, Educatonal and psycho-Social Marginaliy in Bulilima and Mangwe Disrics of
Zimbabwe

he educaed, and in hose dropping ou o school o migrae. This migraon has lef
learners wih eachers and caregivers wih low qualicaons and experience. In erms
o educaon, migran children are marginalised. They are hereore rapped in a sae o
heir parens’ marginaliy.

Socio-psychological marginaliy maniess in isolaon, mood swings, neglec,
hur, low concenraon levels and sress. This has a ripple eec on hese children’s
characers, educaon and environmen. They are rapped in a rialogue o marginaliy
and neglec. Learners are ‘invisible’ and no recognised as a separae caegory by social
welare, governmen, communiy schemes and non-governmenal organisaons. This
invisibiliy and exclusion is evidence omarginaliy; i cascades o migran children being
marginal in school, a home, in policy-making, and consequenly, in lie. Fosering wih
caregivers is no complee, guidance by eachers is no comprehensive, and moulding
by parens is absen, making hese children marginal even socially and academically.
Inernaonal migraon is inerwined wih povery, ecology, and educaonal, economic,
social, emoonal and psychological marginalisaon, which raps migran children in a
cycle omarginaliy.

Recommendaons

The sudy recommends:
i)Globalisaonand regional inegraon ino heeconomic andpolical programmes

o he governmen o guard agains he exclusion o he people o Maabeleland Souh
rom developmen endeavours in heir counry.

ii) Deconsrucon o geo-polical, economic and naonal socio-culural
srucures ha consruc povery or cerain regions and cerain groups o people.

iii) Mainsreaming migraon ino he naonal developmen agenda o
maximise benes andminimise negave eecs or children and adolescens lef behind
by migrang parens (UNICEF, 2015).

iv) Policy, legal and psycho-social suppor sysems bolsered o help amilies
and lef-behind children o cope wih he derimenal eec omigraon.

v) Governmen welare schemes, BEAM, non-governmenal organisaons,
Legal Assisance Cenre (LAC), and Church Alliance or Orphans (CAFO) should no ocus
on orphans, HIV and AIDs ineced or aeced only bu also address all siuaons o
vulnerable children.

vi) Removal o barriers in law and pracce ha ake ino consideraon
migran policies, economic siuaons and children’s righs.

vii) A working link beween public service providers and immigraon oces
in origin, ransi and desnaon counries.

viii) Awareness campaigns or proessionals in healh and educaonon specic
problems, especially marginal children lef behind by marginal parens.

ix) Setngup cenres o rain healhocers, eachers in schools and chaplains
o handle raumased children and o recognise rais associaed wih he psychological
eecs o parenal migraon.
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x) Appoinmen o a ocal poin person in each communiy o link schools
wih caregivers, eachers, healh personnel and social welare ocers.

xi) Awareness campaigns a communiy level o sensisemembers abou he
vulnerabiliy and marginaliy omigran children.

xii) Teacher and chaplain programmes ha ake ino accoun socio-
psychological and educaonal challenges omarginalised migran children.

xiii) Sudies or he provision o sascal and qualiave daa o creae a
daabase or migran children and he challenges hey encouner.
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