Information about Street Children - Myanmar
Country Background: Population 51.14 million, 25% of whom live in urban areas. No records for rate of urbanisation, but evidence of rapid growth in mobile population in border areas. High rates of under-5 mortality, malnutrition and disease. Decline in public spending on education over last 10 years to $2 per child per annum. 75% initial enrolment in primary school of which 25% drop out in 1st and 2nd year. Less than 50% of those remaining will complete primary school and fewer still will graduate to secondary school.

Definitions and statistics: “Lan Pyaw Kalay” is the traditional term for “street children” in Myanmar, which literally means “children who are happy on the streets.” Little statistical data is available on particularly vulnerable groups of children. World Vision Myanmar has worked with almost 2,000 children over the past five years in two drop-in centres. The Myanmar government has also established about ten training schools for boys and girls around the country catering for different estimates from between 10,000 and 30,000 children. Many of these children could also be classified as street children.

Achievements: UNICEF produced the ‘Training Manual on Child Protection’ (May 2002) and the ‘Training manual on Awareness Building on Child Abuse, Neglect and Exploitation for Key Community Members’ (Dec 2001). A draft ‘CRC Training Manual’ was produced by UNICEF and INGOs. Street and working children drop-in centres and hostels established by World Vision Myanmar, along with community-based prevention programmes in 4 key locations outside Yangon and Mandalay. A Children’s Network has been established among international and local organizations working with vulnerable children. State-led actions include the enacting of the Child Law in 1993.

Constraints and challenges: Exploitation of child labour, physical abuse and neglect at home and search for income (often encouraged by parents). World Vision Myanmar has the only two programmes specifically focussing on street and working children in the whole country, and, focussing on only two small areas in the two major cities, it is obvious that these programmes are not able to reach all children.

Lessons learned: Initial fears that the drop-in centres (in a country which had previously only experienced institutional types of care facilities) would attract children disruptive to the community have proved unfounded. The drop-in centre model has proven successful in drawing out the full potential of street children. Long-term care services provide a ‘family like’ atmosphere for children who showed the potential to become stable and productive in society and tremendous positive changes have been observed in the lives of these children.

Recommendations: There is a need to establish childfriendly drop-in centres throughout the country as the first concrete step towards reintegration into mainstream society. The development of long-term care facilities need to be provided as it is the second step for when children are ready for a structured life.

Street children’s words:

“How can I forget this centre, which has enabled me to become a respectable person like I am now?”

“When we got to the centre, we could have food and we are safe.”

“If we had not arrived at the centre, we could not have got to the ‘hostel’ where we could study and live safely.”

“We were able to go on excursions, we were able to attend trainings and workshops on children’s participation.”

This report is taken from “A Civil Society Forum for East and South East Asia on Promoting and Protecting the Rights of Street Children”, 12-14 March 2003, Bangkok, Thailand.  A full version of the Civil Society forum report is also available on the CSC website.
