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Abstract
This paper focuses on migration of peasant Dagaaba farmers of the Upper West region of Ghana and discusses the role of migration in the livelihood strategies of these farmers measured in terms of the gains made but gives attention also to significantly related issues including the process of migration decision making, the push factors, the coping mechanisms of migrant households as well as the risks they are exposed to in the destination areas.
These discussions are preceded by a discussion of the contextual background of poverty and migration in Ghana, the Upper West Region and the Dagaaba specifically which suggests that bad development policies and environmental conditions have kept the Dagaaba migrating for decades. This set the tone for a theoretical review on the back of which I read into migration of the peasant Dagaaba farmers as a strategy to improve their livelihood made possible by opportunities available in the destination areas.  
From data collected through a questionnaire, Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) and interviews, the study found that migration decisions are mostly jointly taken and funded by household members while the benefits are usually expected to reach everyone. The study also reveals that migration has helped households achieve some of their needs like food security which is the priority of most of the peasant farmers migrating in addition to the acquisition of assets like a bicycle and the building of living rooms among others. This becomes real for those able to defy all the odds at the destination area like exposure to diseases and death among others as perceived by the migrants. Household members left behind are either idle during the dry season or engage in activities that earn them next to nothing.

The findings also indicate that migration has a lot of challenges for the peasant farmers but has endured for decades due to its role in their survival strategies. The farmers then recommend subsidies on fertilizer among others as interventions to improve their productivity at home. 
Relevance to Development Studies

Migration has been part of the history of humanity and in the case of the peasant Dagaaba farmers, migration is as old as the history of the nation Ghana but the question of how useful it has been to their livelihood to keep them migrating for decades is definitely best answered by the peasant Dagaaba migrants themselves. The findings of this paper therefore provide a foundation for further micro analysis of the role of migration to livelihood but could also be a useful tool for engendering policy action relevant for the wellbeing of the peasant Dagaaba farmers.   
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Chapter 1
Introduction 
Migration all over the world whether internal or international has proved to be an important source of income to the poor whose daily dreams are for life changing opportunities no matter the location. About 3% of the world’s population, which is more than the combined populations of some of Africa’s most populous nations, Nigeria and South Africa, have migrated to live and work elsewhere other than their home countries (Page and Plaza, 2006: 246). Remittances in most cases do not benefit just the individuals and their households but the entire regional or national economies. Sometimes so huge is the inflow that in the case of the Indian state of Kerala for example, it was nearly three times the budget support to the state from the central government of India in 1998 (Thankappan, 2002). 
In the history of migration, poverty has remained a related issue and in most of the developing world, migration has been a mechanism by which the poor respond to their situation. 
This paper explores the contribution of migration to the livelihood strategies of seemingly vulnerable groups of people focusing on peasant Dagaaba farmers who engage in an annual return migration mostly to the rural forest regions of southern Ghana in search of opportunities to sell their labour to indigenous or in some cases, settler farmers and examines the circumstances leading to the decision to migrate, the benefits derived from migration and how that improves the livelihood of their households.
1.1
Background 
Ghana remains an agrarian economy with about 65% of the population engaged in agriculture much of which is subsistent in nature despite its significance to the economic development process of the country since its colonial days. Since independence in 1957, the manner in which development has been pursued by successive governments has not been very different from that of the colonial governments. The colonial administration depended on resources from two key sectors, mining and agriculture with focus on the cocoa sub-sector and other cash crops to run the country. Special attention was therefore given to the development of these sectors mainly in the southern half of the country while the potentials of the north remained untapped. There exists a huge economic disparity between the three northern regions and the rest of Ghana a situation many believe has a historical explanation and dates back to the colonial days but also partly blamed on what is seen as the lack of political will and purpose by even the post independent governments to bridge the gap between these two broad regions.

Infrastructural development (roads and railways) and the initial provision of social services were all concentrated in the southern sector during the colonial era, around what became known as the ‘golden triangle’, considered as resource rich areas while the north was deliberately neglected for it to serve as a labour basket for the mines and cocoa farms. After independence, successive governments made efforts to develop the road infrastructure in particular across the whole country but till date, the southern sector of the country remains better networked than the north. Currently, the Upper West region remains the only region still not linked to any other region via tarred road.  

On education, the Ghana Statistical Service, GSS (2008) indicates for example that the proportion of adults who have been to school in the urban areas of northern Ghana are 45.3%, 60.4% and 60.7% for Northern, Upper East region and Upper West regions respectively compared to 77.2% or above for the southern regions and a national average of 84.3%. In rural northern Ghana, the proportions are 23.2%, 27.2% and 27.4% for Northern, Upper East region and Upper West regions respectively compared to 63.1% or above for the southern regions and a national average of 58.7%. Bad as the situation is for northern Ghana, it is even more disturbing when one looks at adult literacy by gender. The Ghana Statistical Service again reveals that, the rates for males are 65.2%, 62.1% and 30.9% for the rural coastal, rural forest and rural savannah areas respectively while for females, it is 33.4%, 33.9% and 14.2% for rural coastal, rural forest and rural savannah areas respectively. This has implications for employment for the people of northern Ghana in general but women in particular (GSS, 2008: 13). The statistics above suggest a scenario of extreme poverty in most of the three northern regions most of which constitute rural savannah. 
The health sector tells a story not too different from that of education. The Ghana Health Service Statistical report (GHS, 2008) indicates that the Upper West Region in 2003 recorded the worst in infant and under five mortality rates compared to the Brong Ahafo and Greater Accra regions for example and the national average while the Doctor-Patient and Nurse-Patient ratios in 2007 is a representation of a sad situation for Upper West Region and maybe northern Ghana as a whole.

Table 1.1   Infant and Under Five Mortalities and Doctor-Patient / Nurse-Patient Ratios
	
	2003
	2007

	        Indicators
Regions
	Infant Mortality
(Per 1000)
	Under-five Mortality
(Per 1000)
	Nurse-Patient Ratio
	Doctor-Patient Ratio

	Upper West Region
	105
	208
	1,266
	43,253

	Upper East Region
	33
	79
	1,243
	33,111

	Northern Region
	69
	154
	1,868
	92,046

	Brong Ahafo Region
	58
	91
	1,099
	22,479

	Greater Accra Region
	45
	75
	979
	5,202

	National
	64
	111
	1,454
	13,383


Source: GHS, (2008)
The poverty level of northern Ghana as revealed by the Ghana Living Standards Survey Report (GSS, 2008: 52), is also clearly manifest in the quality of housing and access to pipe borne water and electricity compared to other rural parts of the country. In Table 1.2 below, rural savannah’s percentages of these indicators suggests a more deplorable situation compared to the rural forest and rural coastal areas.  
Table 1.2   Housing in Rural Ghana and Access to some Utilities
	Indicator
	Rural Savannah
	Rural Forest
	Rural Coastal

	Mud Houses
	89.3%
	72.1%
	51.7%

	Thatch Roof Houses
	45.2%
	13.5%
	16.1%

	Access to Pipe Borne Water
	5.9%
	12%
	29.8%

	Access to Electricity
	16.6%
	32.4%
	28.9%


Source: GLSS Report, (GSS, 2008)

The GLSS (GSS, 2008) also reports of phenomenal income and expenditure differences between rural savannah and other rural parts of the country which further describes the disparities between the north and the rest of the country which could be useful in understanding the context of this paper. In Table 1.3 below, the mean annual per capita expenditure for urban Ghana, the rural coastal, rural forest and rural savannah areas are Ghȼ 887, Ghȼ 572, Ghȼ 505 and Ghȼ 303 respectively which implies that averagely, the people in these areas spend Ghȼ 2.4, Ghȼ 1.6, Ghȼ 1.4 and Ghȼ 0.83 a day in that order. 
Table 1.3   A Comparison of Some Economic Indicators across Rural Ghana 

	Indicator
	Urban
	Rural Coastal
	Rural Forest
	Rural Savannah

	Mean Annual Household  Expenditure (Ghȼ)
	2,449
($ 1,706)
	1,592
($ 1,109)
	1,629
($ 1,135)
	1,272
($ 886)

	Mean Annual per Capita  Expenditure (Ghȼ)
	887
($ 618)
	572
($ 399)
	505
($ 352)
	303
($ 211)

	Individuals with Savings   Accounts
	57.6%
	9.8%
	23%
	9.6%

	Household Size
	3.5
	3.6
	4.1
	5.4


Source: Collated from the GLSS Report, GSS (2008) 
The survey also estimates annual per capita income in the urban areas at Ghȼ 517 meaning an average of Ghȼ 1.44 per person per day while in the rural areas generally, annual per capita income is Ghȼ 305 living on less than Ghȼ 0.85 a day. This has implications for mobilizing capital for investment reflected in the fact that as low as just 9.6% of people in rural savannah have savings accounts compared to the rural forest with 23% and the urban areas with 57.6%.
Even though all these statistics presented above are generally bad for most of rural Ghana, very significant differences exist between rural savannah which is almost the whole of northern Ghana and the rest of the country serving as destinations to the different categories of migrants from the north.   

The history of north-south movement has it that, initially, energetic men from the north were drawn by compulsion to work in these sectors but a new trend of voluntary migration to the cocoa and mining regions for paid work emerged when forced labour by the colonialists was abolished in the then Gold Coast in 1936 (Abdul-Korah, 2006). 

The 1980s saw a new trend in the history of migration of the Dagaaba to the southern sector of the country and the Brong Ahafo Region in particular in large numbers which till date is attributed to some internal conditions in their communities mainly ecological which started to deteriorate since the 1970s (Abdul-Korah, 2006: 72) but also socio-economic as the statistics above indicate. Those who had migrated before the 1980s to the mining regions of the country also started heading towards the rural areas of the Brong Ahafo Region where their hopes were higher in making a living after many of them lost their jobs due to wide spread economic crisis, political instability and high food prices in the urban south particularly the mining areas (Mensah-Bonsu, 2003: 35) or retired without adequate preparation. Apparently, such migrants did not find home the place to go at that point because a source of livelihood could not be guaranteed. 
The Upper West, Upper East and Northern regions altogether occupy the guinea savannah vegetation and tropical continental climatic zones which are characterized by very short grasses and short deciduous and isolated trees as well as a short and erratic one-season rainfall pattern of about 1,000 millimetres a year. This is opposed to most of southern Ghana which has thick forests with semi-deciduous and ever green forests and a more reliable two-season rainfall pattern with an annual mean rainfall of between 1,250 and 2,150 millimetres. As a result of these environmental factors and coupled with bad farming practices and habits like bush burning, the two Upper regions began to lose their natural capacity to support sustainable agricultural production since the 1970s, a situation which has increased the vulnerability of the people to food insufficiency and its related problems. The Dagaaba probably, therefore resorted to short term migration which as observed by Kornseiga, is an important strategy for coping with poverty particularly for those who are not able to migrate permanently or further away (Kornseiga, 2007).

The views of de Haan and Rogaly (2002) that migratory work for poorer migrants is seasonal, temporal and mostly in rural areas, explains the situation of the Dagaaba farmers more appropriately. The option to migrate to rural areas could be explained by issues of cost of living in the urban areas and the lack of the requisite skills to enter the more competitive job market in the urban areas in which case they move into the rural-forest areas to lease lands for farming or to sell their labour. The seasonality and cyclical nature of their movements is probably to guarantee ownership and prevent any encroachment of their lands at home and could also be explained by their consciousness of the fact that, those they leave behind wait in hope for their return to be rescued from slipping into starvation.
For more than a decade before the implementation of the Ghana Poverty Reduction Strategy Programme (GPRS) from 2003, the country had been experiencing increased poverty. The three northern savannah regions were the poorest of five out of ten regions which had more than 40% of their population living in poverty as at 1999 (GPRS, 2003: 11). Among the five regions, nine out of ten people in the Upper East Region, eight out of ten in the Upper West Region, seven out of ten in the Northern Region and five out of ten in the Western and Central Regions were poor. Even though the colonial administration is culpable when one reviews the history of development of northern Ghana as a whole, it is probably not fair to blame it entirely on skewed colonial development policies as Songsore and Denkabe cited by Abdul-Korah, would want to put it. 
1.2
Statement of the Problem 
Migration from the north to the south of Ghana is an old phenomenon which according to Black et al (2006) in Awumbila et al (2008) is fuelled by infertile soils and the absence of local services in that part of the country. The main economic activity of the Upper West region of Ghana which plays host to the Dagaaba is predominantly subsistence agriculture emanating from the soil quality and the rainfall pattern which is mostly erratic. In their effort to sustain their livelihood, the peasant Dagaaba farmers have resorted to an annual seasonal migration to the southern regions of the country mostly the Brong Ahafo region where the men engage in paid agricultural labour in the rural areas while the women stay in the cities and towns doing menial jobs like head portage and domestic service. 

For several decades this phenomenon is believed to be an important source of income to several households among the Dagaaba and is used mostly when all other sources of income fail and the household or individual’s survival is threatened. So pronounced is the trend that some rural communities in these areas appear deserted with most households left with the aged and children when most of the active labour force migrate. These rural communities are virtually rendered economically inactive following the exodus which is mostly at the end of the rainy season for as long as they are away until they return at the start of another rainy season. This phenomenon has come to stay among the Dagaaba, and is used by the mostly illiterate rural farmers to escape from various challenges to their livelihood. This has attracted the participation of even children at the basic level of education who drop out of school permanently and go independently in search of life changing opportunities or in rear cases, return to continue their education.

In the case of the males whose destination is mostly the rural farming communities of Brong Ahafo, Ashanti and Eastern regions where they take on farming contracts for pay, many of them do not live within the communities but on the farms which are usually several kilometres away just to reduce the time it takes commuting every day to be able to finish early and win another contract. While on the farms, they depend on the nearest water body for drinking and cooking irrespective of the quality while bathing is considered a luxury. As a result of the very bad conditions under which they live, severe illnesses resulting into deaths, is a common occurrence.

The women meanwhile who end in the towns and cities live only like vagabonds and are exposed to the vagaries of the weather except those privileged to be engaged as domestic servants who are also sometimes provided with places of residence within their places of work. This creates a lasting effect on the health of these mostly young ladies for the rest of their life time.     

This situation gives a picture of the extent to which poverty has engulfed the area but also tends to create a lasting cycle of poverty with severer impacts. This is because some parents are compelled under such circumstances to deny their children formal education or the children themselves drop out of school.  Mean while, school drop outs tend to earn less later on in life as adults (Ravallion, 2008: 5) thereby continuing a cycle of poverty that is difficult to break. 
1.3
 Research Objectives and Questions
Objectives of the Study
The main objective of this paper is to understand the role of migration in the search for livelihood of peasant Dagaaba farmers. But more specifically, to;
1. Identify the factors in the home and destination regions that account for the decision of peasant Dagaaba farmers to migrate. 

2. Find out how migration has affected the lives of these peasant farmers. 

3. Assess what the expectations of farmers in the area have been or what needs to be done to improve their living conditions. 

4. Identify past and present strategies for improving agriculture in the area and how successful they have been.   
Main Research Question
What is the role of migration in the livelihood strategies of peasant Dagaaba farmers?

Sub-Questions
1.  What are the push and pull factors in the decision of these farmers to migrate?
2.  Has migration improved the living conditions of the peasant Dagaaba farmers?

3.  What should have been done or needs to be done in the opinion of these farmers, to improve their situation?  

4.   Are there any state led strategies (past/present) that have been put in   place to improve agriculture in the area? 
1.4
 Relevance and Justification
Migration from the north to the south of Ghana in general has been a big issue attracting the attention of government, the academia, civil society and Non-governmental organizations but from the literature available, the focus is mostly on rural-urban migration. Most of the literature treats it as north-south migration in a whole which dwarfs the equally important but less noticed phenomenon of rural-rural migration. There has been more attention on the more visible migration of girls in particular into the cities as head porters or domestic servants probably because of its socio-economic implications on the urban centres. In doing so, the phenomenon is attributed to the issue of poverty as a causal factor with little details on the roots of poverty itself.

This paper therefore gives focus to this dimension of migration (rural-rural migration) of peasant farmers and tries to establish the significance of migration in their livelihood and to contribute to knowledge that draws attention to it as an issue that has several implications for development and yet goes unnoticed.  
1.5
 Research Methodology
The relevant information for this paper was collected from both primary and secondary sources.

Primary Data
The study focused on two districts in the Upper West Region, Jirapa and Lawra which were sampled purposively. This is because these two districts are mostly inhabited by the Dagaaba as the indigenes but are also areas where the phenomenon of seasonal migration of peasant farmers is most pronounced.
Two communities each were sampled purposively from the two districts taking into consideration that some of the communities had relatively more fertile farm lands than others. This was to ensure that the differences across the districts in terms of soil fertility which could influence some variations in the migration decisions are covered. Tizza and Duori were sampled from Jirapa district while Ermon and Boo were sampled from the Lawra district. My choice of purposive sampling of the communities was because they are more accessible by commercial transport systems. 
A combination of qualitative and quantitative methods, were employed in gathering the requisite data. This took the form of questionnaire targeting return migrants, Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) and key informants interviews. A sample size of sixty respondents was chosen for the questionnaire because the time available could not a wider research. With the help of opinion leaders in these communities, I then purposively sampled the regular and return migrants as well as non-migrants as respondents to the questionnaire. This was also purposively done because farmers are difficult to get during the rainy season and I could not generate a complete list of these farmers to be able to do a random sampling.  It therefore had to be according to who was available to respond to the questionnaire.  

The FGDs in each of the four selected communities targeted elderly men with previous experience of migration to the forest zone at least once in their life time as one group and the wives of active migrants as another group. The discussion with the elderly men was to gather information on what changes have taken place in relation to migration of peasant farmers and their impressions about how that kind of migration or migration in general, enhances their livelihood. It was also to help me conceptualize poverty within the context of the paper and the Dagaaba. The initial selection of both the elderly men and the women was purposively done with the help of an opinion leader and where this was difficult, a snowball sampling technique was used.

Key informants interviews were also held with District Chief Executives (DCEs) and Coordinating Directors of the two districts who are the political and administrative heads. The interviews centred on the potentials for development in the districts as well as the challenges and their achievements particularly in the field of agriculture. It also focused on strategies already in place or that will have to be put in place to mitigate the problems of agriculture in the area.

Secondary Data 

Secondary data was obtained mainly from official publications such as the Ghana Living Standards Survey Reports by the Ghana Statistical Service (GSS), the Ghana Poverty Reduction Strategy (GPRS) documents, the Ghana Demographic and Health Survey Report and the Ghana Health Service (GHS) Annual Review Report. I also consulted books, academic journals and other online resources. These data sources provided information on the nature of poverty in northern Ghana as a whole and the study area in particular, agricultural productivity in the region, statistics on migration and the reasons for migrating as well as the impact of migration on the livelihood of households.  
1.6
 Challenges Encountered in the Field
The field work for this study was conducted at a time the farming season was at its peak in the Upper West Region and with peasant farmers as my sample population, there was a difficulty getting the respondents and completing the data collection process on schedule which was envisaged anyway. Also, some Non-governmental Organizations operating in that area had done some surveys to evaluate their performances and so, people were usually sceptical about the purpose of the study with some of them blatantly refusing to respond to the questionnaire. In some cases, groups of people I approached dispersed immediately I arrived and it took only the intervention of the opinion leaders and my Research Assistants to persuade them to listen to me and respond to the questionnaire or join the discussion.  

As a measures to deal with these challenges, I had to work extensively on Sundays because they are mostly Christians and do not work on Sundays and also on market days because they depend a lot on the market for survival. Recruiting people from the research area or at least people who are familiar in the sampled communities as my Research Assistants was also helpful as they (Research Assistants) had to convince them to give me audience.  
1.7
Some Ethical Issues
While on the field, it became evident from what I experienced in the first community that, the farmers were only very willing to respond to the questionnaire when they were sure that I would ‘do something’. Some of them told me plainly they would respond on condition that I bought them pito, a local drink. They were even more demanding upon hearing I had returned from Europe because of the erroneous notion that people who go abroad return with a lot of money. I thought then, that I should not disclose my true identity as someone studying abroad in the other villages but then the question of whether it was right kept lingering in my mind because a full knowledge of where the researcher is coming from and where their information is going could influence their decision to respond or not.

Another ethical dilemma was that farmers had lots of complaints against the district authorities for not doing enough to help them but the story was the reverse when I met the DCEs and Coordinating Directors. It came to mind during the interviews that discussing some of the issues raised by farmers would lead me to a lot of facts probably but again, it was a matter of whether it was right because it could amount to breaching the promise of confidentiality and could also foment trouble between the farmers and the district authorities.
Chapter 2
Theories and Concepts
2.1 Theoretical and Analytical Framework
In most developing countries, internal migration particularly rural-urban migration is sometimes seen more problematic than beneficial for development and so attempts are made as observed by de Haan (1999), to discourage rural dwellers from migrating in large numbers to urban areas where they create socio-economic discomfort for the elite and rich urban dwellers. The following discussions are an attempt to locate in theory why the peasant Dagaaba farmers migrate and the usefulness of that to their living conditions.
The two-sector model of development proposed by W. Arthur Lewis, even though it has been criticized by some people, is useful in discussing north-south migration in Ghana generally. Lewis argues that the economies of underdeveloped countries usually consist of a traditional rural subsistence sector where populations are high and a modern urban industrial sector into which surplus labour thought to exist in view of a zero marginal productivity of labour in the subsistence sector is transferred (Todaro, 2000: 84). He believes that at an urban wage level of about 30% more than rural average incomes, more rural workers will continue to migrate as modern sector employers also continue to hire them. This argument is premised on the assumption that capitalists reinvest their profits so that the resultant and continuous expansion leads to increased demand for the labour that rural folks are willing to offer (ibid: 86). Based on Lewis’ proposition, it could be argued that migration from northern Ghana into both rural and urban areas of southern Ghana is as a result of expanding opportunities for the largely rural and subsistent Northerners where their labour is hired and paid for and that wages of sending areas are much lower for the same category of jobs if they do exist.
Rural-urban migration had remained the most popular form of migration attracting so much attention over the years. However, with deteriorating urban socio-economic conditions and increasing insecurity of chances of livelihood for the poor in the urban areas, a new traffic of migration of the poor is towards the rural areas (Macous and Swinnen, 2006).
North-south migration constitutes the biggest traffic of human movement in Ghana with the rural forest zones of southern Ghana serving as the destination of the non-skilled which refers to individuals who have had little or no formal education and without professional skills acquired formally or informally while the semi skilled and skilled individuals drift towards the urban areas. The semi-skilled are those with little or no formal education but possess skills acquired informally through apprenticeship attachments to professionals while the skilled here refers to people with medium to high level formal education or who have acquired some artisanal skills from formal training institutions. 
To understand this phenomenon, the portfolio investment theory discussed by Stark (1991) offers a way forward. It postulates that migration decisions are influenced by the desire of families to maintain a stable level of income and jointly insure the family’s well being through the diversification of the portfolios of some of its labour (Stark, 1991: 39). The core idea is that families try to reduce the level of risk in relation to their livelihood by distributing some of their labour across geographically dispersed and structurally different labour markets. Migration decisions in this case are jointly taken to spread the family risk and to pool their resources to ensure the security of their livelihood. 
The evidence of the significance of migration for migrants is also reported by de Brauw and Harigaya in their study of seasonal migration and the living standards of households in Vietnam in the 1990s as that, households which are able to increase their participation in migration, experience an increase in their well-being as well measured in terms of consumption (de Brauw and Harigaya, 2007: 441). 
This leads me to the debate on the issues of migration decisions, the effects of migration and remittances on the receiving and sending areas as well as the participants and their associates. Taylor and Dyer present this as they discuss ‘two extremes’ of the impact of migration and remittances referred to as the ‘developmentalists’ extreme and the ‘Dutch Disease’ or ‘Migrant Syndrome’ both of which carry their own assumptions about what ignites a migration decision and how migration itself or the benefits of it affect the sending areas. Proponents of the ‘developmentalists’ extreme argue that, migration decisions are part of strategies by poor families to raise income, obtain funds for investment in new activities and insure against income and production risks. It argues also that, remittances or just the potential for it creates dynamics for development by loosening production and investment constraints faced by households in poor developing country environments (Taylor and Dyer, 2009: 967). 
The other side of the debate termed the ‘Dutch Disease’ or ‘Migrant syndrome’ is also of the view that, ‘lucrative migration activities drain migrant sending areas of their labour and capital crowding out local production of tradable goods’ (ibid). This theory generally posits that, an economy that experiences sharp increases in incomes has the potential of causing inflation in the non-traded sector thereby attracting many people there which turns to weaken the competitiveness of the traditional export sector thereby shrinking it. In the context of this paper, it means that remittances from migration which increases the incomes of sending households and areas generally diverts their engagement in their usual economic activities making their survival dependent on incomes from migration which puts them at risk in times of a fall in incomes in destination areas. In a related discussion, Stalker (1994) suggests that the effects of remittances do not have much benefit on economic growth and development in the sending areas in the long term. 
In contributing to these thoughts, Zarate-Hoyos expresses his consciousness of the fact that, even without empirical evidence, migrant-households are believed to exhibit ‘conspicuous consumption’ behaviours which diverts resources from investment activities but also negatively impact on the consumption behaviours of even non-migrant households (Zarate-Hoyos, 2004: 556). 
These debates suggest that migration has the potential of enabling poor migrants meet the minimally acceptable standard of living in their societies but could also superintend a further drifting of the poor into poverty. 
Goss and Lindquist discuss the neo-Marxist dependency theory in relation to migration from a structural perspective and the functional approach which are both useful in understanding how the trend of north-south migration in general evolved in Ghana. The structuralists argue that, ‘labour migration results from the uneven spatial development resulting from colonial and neo-colonial relationships between developed capitalist economies and the underdeveloped peripheries’ (Goss and Lindquist, 1995: 322). Migration is therefore explained as an event resulting from the processes of political and economic exploitation and neglect. The theory also holds that migration occurs not only as a response to the spatial socio-economic disparities created by skewed development but is also consciously reinforced through a reproduction of the different conditions that maintain the status quo and Amin (1974) in Goss and Linquist (1995) probably agrees with this by arguing that migration amounts to a geographical transfer of value that is incomparable to the returns ever received by any individual. 

While the structural approach to labour migration is more macro oriented, the functional approach focuses on microeconomic processes with the view that the decisions of individuals to migrate is in response to real or perceived inequalities in the distribution of economic opportunities as they strive to improve their living conditions which begs the question whether all migration is in response to inequalities. The ‘functional theory originally assumes that the aggregate effect of these individual decisions will eventually lead to a reduction in spatial inequalities and a gradual decline in individual motivation to migrate, and hence to a slowdown of the migrant stream’ (ibid: 317).  These little distinctions notwithstanding, the point of convergence of the two approaches which makes these theoretical strands useful for this paper is probably the view held by both schools of thought that migration of labour in most cases is in response to stark inequality and differences in wages between sending and receiving areas created by disparities in levels of economic development.
The relative deprivation hypothesis put forward by Stark and Taylor could also be important in explaining some of the dynamics of migration in Ghana. It claims that migration may be undertaken in order to improve an individual’s or a household’s income relative to the incomes of other individuals or households in the same socio-economic environment. It is thought therefore that it is not in all cases that a migration decision is taken to increase the individual’s or household’s absolute income ‘but rather to improve the household’s position (in terms of relative deprivation) with respect to a specific reference group’ (Stark and Taylor, 1991: 1164). This implies that, individuals or households compare their incomes with other members of the society and where there are great differences, the seemingly deprived households or their members migrate. Even though this hypothesis is presented based on income differentials, it might as well apply in situations where the wealth and well being of an individual or household is measured in terms of assets owned.
Much more central to the focus of this paper however is the approach by de Haan, Brock and Coulibaly to migration not only as a response to unfavourable socioeconomic and environmental conditions at home but as an integral household strategy to improve their livelihoods (de Haan et al. 2002: 38). In a study of two Malian communities which saw livelihood conceptualized to include not just their traditional agro-pastoral activities but a livelihood diversification and migration as well, de Haan et al. argue that households embark on non-agricultural activities such as migration to distant places to improve ‘aspects of their livelihood or at least try to avoid their deterioration’ which they mentioned as ‘the households’ and communities’ conditions of poverty, well-being and capabilities, resilience, and their natural resource base’ (ibid : 38). They observed that, ‘a visible impact of migration was in the material goods brought back – radios, mopeds, wooden beds and manufactured clothes – which contributed to changing demand for consumer goods’ (de Haan et al. 2002: 51).
The example of a migrant from Dalonguebougou, one of their study communities  who in addition to buying clothes for himself, his wife and children, was also able to  pay the taxes of his household, purchased a pair of oxen and a donkey cart and paid the dowry of two wives (ibid: 52), is used among other examples to put forward a strong case behind a livelihoods framework that, ‘rural households integrate migration of their members into their overall strategies of survival and risk management’ (ibid: 55). The suggestion then, quite relevant for this paper is that ‘movements be conceptualized as integral parts of peoples’ and households’ livelihoods rather than as mere survival strategies in times of adversities’ (ibid: 39).
Again, the findings of de Haan (2002: 136) in Bihar, India that migration was a way of maintaining the rest of the family back home and investing in agriculture, further gives course to the fact that migration is indeed a household strategy for managing socio-economic and environmental circumstances.
In drawing lessons from these theories for Ghana, Lewis’ model and the neo-Marxist dependency theory discussed by Goss and Lindquist for example serve as pointers to the fact that skewed distribution of resources and opportunities would most likely always produce tendencies for mass movements into urban and more resourced areas which have their own implications for development. The theories discussed in this chapter generally suggest that individuals or households are constantly conscious of their exposure to risks in relation to their livelihood and with any available means and opportunities, they would respond in any manner deemed appropriate to forestall any livelihood failures. The case of the peasant Dagaaba farmers in relation to migration and their livelihood could therefore be situated in these theories. 
2.2
Conceptualizing Peasant Farming, Poverty and Migration.
Peasant Farming

Peasantry all over the world is associated with low productivity and vulnerability to famine emanating from the continuous practice of traditional methods of farming. Ben Crow quoting Dessalegn Rahmato in Allen and Thomas (2000) speaks of the Wollos of Ethiopia as a group of peasants who though hard working, had remained victims of all famines occurring in the country spanning a period of hundred years and points to drought and the non-responsiveness of the people to innovative methods of farming as causes.    

Even though farming is the main source of livelihood of the people of northern Ghana, food security remains a challenge with most rural households running into near starvation during what is called the lean season. Agricultural production in northern Ghana is mostly through a labour intensive process and on a small scale. In the case of animals, production is not for sale because they serve as a form of insurance against food shortage and are sold only when there is an emergency. The investment made by these farmers is mostly in their traditional tools like a hoe and cutlass and their own energy and given that they are not economically empowered to hire extra labour apart from using family members as farm hands, they are constrained by the size of land they are able to till. 
Farming in Ghana generally is rain fed but the predicament of farmers in northern Ghana is more serious because they are usually at the mercy of one short erratic rainy season. This is further aggravated by their lack of or little capacity to deal with animal diseases and pest infestations on their farms as well as processing and storage technology. Even though the services of veterinary and extension officers are available in the area, the ratios are still so high while farmers are themselves adamant to change. Animal and crop diseases and post-harvest losses therefore continue to characterize their production making them more vulnerable to hunger and malnutrition.
Poverty

Poverty remains one of the most fiercely debated concepts by academics and development practitioners while a point of convergence as to what constitutes poverty or otherwise remains an illusion. Different dimensions of poverty have therefore come into the discourse and gained following among different groups of people. Even though these dimensions are not mutually exclusive, a clarification on the dimension of poverty in any discussion helps in appreciating the context.  
One dimension that goes without mention is the income dimension usually referred to as income poverty. Income poverty is measured in economic terms and ‘the World Bank does this by measuring a person’s income and establishing a “poverty line” which represents an income level below which a person is held to be in extreme poverty’ (Alan Thomas in Allen and Thomas (eds), 2000: 10). To be able to identify the poor in efforts to reduce poverty, a global poverty line has been set at US$ 1 per day measured in ‘1985 purchasing power parity dollars’ (ibid) and individuals below this line are those classified as extremely poor. The World Bank also uses the Gross National Product (GNP) of countries as a corresponding indicator to measure their economic wellbeing.

It is worth noting however that income poverty from both the individual and national perspectives particularly with the use of GNP or GNP per capita as a measure of national and individual economic wellbeing is questioned for the fact that income measurements are flawed with errors of under and over estimation which raises doubts about its credibility. The other issue is that, there is no correlation between GNP per capita and individual standards of living. 

The non-income dimensions of poverty include ownership of physical assets, political participation, physical and social security and gender parity among others. These however depend more on the subjective judgement of people and could mean different things to different people under varying circumstances. 

Distinction is also made between relative and absolute poverty in the global poverty discourse. The view of Townsend in Allen and Thomas (2000) about relative poverty, is that ‘individuals, families and groups in the population can be said to be in poverty when they lack the resources to obtain the type of diets, participate in the activities and have the living conditions and amenities which are customary or at least accepted and approved, in the societies which they belong’. According to Townsend, the resources of this group of people fall below the average commanded by members of their society in which case they fail to live normal lives and participate in the activities of their societies.

For absolute poverty, even though income comes into the equation, it is more about the failure of individuals and households to satisfy their basic physiological needs including food, clothing, shelter and clean water. In recent times, absolute poverty has been looked at beyond the four physiological needs to include for example failure to access basic health care services and not being able to send a child to school while not being able to read and write. 

A study conducted by the government of Ghana revealed that Northerners themselves came up with several differentiated categories of households in northern Ghana according to their poverty status with groupings like the non-poor/flourishing ‘bun dana’, the near-poor and seasonal poor ‘wala-dana’, the chronic poor ‘fara dana’ and the extreme poor ‘nong-daan kuruug’. The ‘bun dana’ households are those perceived to ‘have a more diversified portfolio of livelihood activities and assets, with investments typically including a combination of cattle, sheep and goats, guinea fowls and chickens and cereals’ but are also thought to be people who either have migrant relatives abroad or once settled in the cities of Kumasi or Accra (GoG, 2010: 38). This is partly in consonance with Ellis’ (2000) definition of livelihoods in (GoG, 2010: 36) as ‘the assets (natural, physical, human, financial and social capital), the activities and the access to these (mediated by institutions and social relations) that together determine the living gained by the individual or household’.    

Poverty in the context of this paper weather relative or absolute, relates to a combination of income and material or asset poverty. This is because in most parts of Ghana the rural poor do not have regular sources of income but their assets usually land and animals guarantee for them a form of livelihood.
Migration

Migration is an act of social and economic significance that has generated varying opinions among participants and analysts globally but generally perceived to be of immense benefits to those participating in it directly and the people of the two geographical and social delineations, the sending and receiving areas. Migration generally entails the movement of individuals or groups of people from one geographical or administrative region to another. This could be internal, that is within the borders of a country or international where national borders are crossed. It could also be temporal where there is always a time plan for return or permanent where the socioeconomic life of the migrant is divorced from their origins.

Two dimensions of migration which are important in discussing internal migration are rural-urban and rural-rural migration. In the case of Ghana, rural-urban migration has been the most popular type drawing people from all parts of the country particularly the rural parts of northern Ghana into the urban south resulting from the skewed distribution of basic social amenities (Twumasi-Ankrah, 1995: 16). It is also popular because it draws all three categories of labour namely the skilled, semi-skilled and a small proportion of the unskilled with the majority of them being the skilled and semi-skilled. This is probably as Caldwell (1969) put it in Twumasi-Ankrah (1995), because ‘the educated person is perceived in Ghana as someone who belongs to the city’ but is also thought to have been oriented to town-life by the kind of education they receive (ibid: 16).

As observed by Ritchey (1976) as well as Bowning and Freindt (1969) in (Twumasi-Ankrah, 1995: 13), ‘migration is generally selective of the young, versatile and/or better educated members of the community’, a view also held by Caldwell (1968) who believes that those who migrate are predominantly the young adults. Caldwell also thinks that migration across regions is highest where there are wider income differentials between regions prompting movements from the poorer to the richer regions (ibid: 375). According to Caldwell, migration has impacted the lives of many to the extent that ‘some households come to regard themselves as “migrant households” and assume that part of their income will be of urban origin’ (Caldwell, 1968: 375).

The above discussion applies to migration in Ghana generally but what is most important in the context of this paper is rural-rural migration which involves the movement of predominantly unskilled agricultural labour with little or no education at all who mostly drift towards the rural forest communities of southern Ghana where their labour is most sought mainly for agricultural production. The movement of greater proportions of these migrants is circular and seasonal as they would usually work on their own farms before going down to sell their labour. They then return at the inception of the next rainy season up north.  
This section plays the important role of putting into perspective the migration and livelihood of the peasant Dagaaba farmers and also in bringing to the fore some of the issues contributing to their impoverishment and how they have managed them over the years. It is evident from the above discussions that migration particularly in the case of the non-skilled and semi-skilled of Ghana, is an attempt to escape conditions increasing their vulnerability to extreme poverty and associated challenges while the historical nature of migration suggest that, those conditions may have been with them for several decades and that migration must have been integral to their livelihood. 
Chapter 3 

The History and Current Trends of Migration in Ghana.
This chapter looks at the history and current trends of both internal and international migration in Ghana even though the paper focuses on internal migration. This is due to their inter linkages in terms of causality and expected outcomes. In fact, Skeldon (2006) in Mazzucato (2008) looks at the dichotomy between internal and international migration only as academic constructs which highlights the difficulty in looking at them in isolation. The chapter also discusses the cost and financing of migration as pertaining to the migrants in the context of this paper.  
3.1
Migration in Pre-Independence Ghana (Gold Coast)
Ghana, like most African countries, has had a long experience of migration both internally and internationally much of which has been informal and undocumented (Awumbila et al, 2008). Reference to migration in the early days of colonialism would usually start with forced or state-sponsored recruitment of labour from the north into the mines with the first batch to come from the Upper West Region which was part of the then Northern Province, sent to Tarkwa, a mining community in 1909 (Abdul-Korah, 2006). This pattern of labour recruitment which run for at least the first two decades of colonial rule, also served for the construction of railway lines and roads in southern Ghana (Kees, 2008: 3). 

The rest of internal migrations were within the southern sector as people moved from less endowed lands in search of more fertile lands for food and cash crop production. Some of these migrant farmers became employers of unskilled northern migrants who went down purposely to sell their labour. If at all southerners also migrated to the mining centres, it was to take advantage of the amenities and services springing up there than selling their labour for a livelihood. The result of the above situation was a rapid expansion of the mining communities or towns in terms of population and infrastructure which became an added incentive attracting more migrants.

The pattern of internal migration even as far back as the colonial period explains the differences in the levels of resource endowments and opportunities available for improved livelihood between the north and the south.
3.2
The Post-Independence Migration Situation in Ghana
Migration in Ghana within the early 1960s was largely internal and more of north-south movements and movements within the southern sector. Movements from the south up north were by a few individuals, who extended their small-scale businesses there or public servants posted or transferred there. International migrants were mostly students and a few professionals on adventure mostly to the UK and the USA.  

The northern migrants provided labour for the mines and cocoa growing areas which the southerners were said to be unsuitable for. Majority of these migrants were either unmarried males or married men who moved without their wives due to uncertainties about conditions in the destination areas. Where women were involved in migration, they were only accompanying spouses in the case of skilled or formal sector employees and those who migrated permanently to the farming areas of Brong Ahafo Region. The majority of spouses of male migrants according to Surdakasa (1977) cited in Awumbila et al. (2008) were ‘left behind to tend the farm, care for the children and maintain village cohesion’.   

Ghana had witnessed an ‘over ambitious’ industrialization drive also sometimes referred to as the ‘catch them’ development policy starting from 1954 when Kwame Nkrumah became leader of government business. Economic conditions in the country by the time Ghana gained independence including favourable world market prices for the country’s major foreign exchange earners; gold and cocoa and the seeming resolve of the ‘new Ghanaian’ to be at their best in productivity probably inspired by a renewed sense of patriotism and confidence in the new independent nation, propelled an economic boom for Ghana compared to most of her West African counterparts. These, coupled with Nkrumah’s ‘ambitious’ industrialization drive, created enormous avenues for employment in the urban centres which induced rural-urban and sub-regional migration to these areas of Ghana where opportunities abound (Brydon, 1985: 569). The north of Ghana accounted for and probably still accounts for the bulk of internal movements in the country and the opinion of Mensah-Bonsu (2003) that, rural out migration from the north-eastern corridor of Ghana is mainly for employment could as well be said of northern Ghana as a whole except for some isolated cases of conflict driven movements.
The relatively resilient economy probably served as an incentive for potential Ghanaian emigrants to stay thereby maintaining a low number of Ghanaians travelling to neighbouring African countries, Europe and the USA which were the major international destinations. Ghana rather witnessed an influx of citizens of neighbouring West African countries particularly Liberia, Sierra Leone and Nigeria who took advantage of a labour gap that still existed in the mines to satisfy their own ambitions (Sutton, 1983). Awumbila et al. (2008) report that, 12% of the population in the 1960 census were immigrants while Antwi Bosiakoh cited by Awumbila et al. has it that, the population of aliens by 1969 had risen to about two million out of the total population of eight million, four hundred thousand.

The large numbers of foreigners in the country then was partly explained by Nkrumah’s pan-African foreign policies which translated into the bending more or less of international migration rules and principles as most of them came in easily without documentation. By the late 1960s when the economy slumped with wide spread unemployment and hardships, Ghanaians started blaming and resenting the mostly illegal foreigners for contributing to their economic woes. This period which was characterized by political instability immediately preceding and following the overthrow of the Nkrumah led CPP government, saw a change in the trends of international migration in Ghana from a net receiving to a net sending country with a reduction in internal drifts towards the urban centres. 

In the view of Peil (1995) and rightly so in my opinion, the deteriorating economic conditions and the system and quality of education which offered limited opportunities were major factors triggering mass international migration from Ghana. Migration then emerged according to Manuh (2001) cited by Awumbila et al. (2008) as a ‘tried and tested strategy’ for dealing with ‘deteriorating economic and social conditions’. Peil estimated in 1995 that about 1/10 of the population of Ghana which was then about eighteen million lived outside the country which gives a picture of how much movement occurred beyond the borders of the country.

Like internal migration also, it must be understood that, those who travelled were not the worse hit in those conditions but people whose resources or family support network made it possible for them to move which explains why migration could be either a blessing or, a bane to the individuals and sending households depending on the outcome of it. 
3.3
The Current Migration Trends
The main change in the trends of migration in Ghana can be found in the gender dimension of it. Contrary to the situation where migration was the preserve of men while the women remained as housekeepers or as accompanying spouses, women as observed by Adepoju in Awumbila and Ardayfio-Schandorf (2008), now migrate independently to fulfil their own economic ambitions. Unlike their male counterparts moving to the rural forest regions for farming or to the cities for more rewarding jobs like construction work, independent female migrants are mostly in the cities making do with the less paid and less respected jobs like domestic service, head portage and sometimes the more degrading choice of sex work as observed by the ILO in Awumbila and Ardayfio-Schandorf (2008). Most of these female migrants some of whom are as young as eight years (Agarwal et al, 1997), drop out of school and go in search of money in preparation for marriage or with the hope of mobilising financial resources to continue their education. It is not surprising therefore that a study conducted on child labour in Ghana in 2003 revealed that out of the total number of children who migrated voluntarily, 46% aged between 5 and 17 years migrated independently of their parents (Awumbila and Ardayfio-Schandorf, 2008: 171). 
For the male migrants, rural-urban migration comes with uncertainties and costs and is considered the preserve of the skilled and semi-skilled. The relatively well educated or fairly educated from northern Ghana therefore prefer the urban areas of the south where their knowledge and skills would be more marketable and are usually more permanent in their destination areas even though they still maintain strong tires with their families back home. 

In the case of those who engage in rural-rural migration, mostly men with just basic education or no education at all, two categories exist; the larger group of those who go to sell their labour and return mostly at the beginning of the next rainy season and those who have leased lands and settled permanently at their destination areas.     
Migration of the unskilled from northern Ghana to the mining communities as it used to be has become a thing of the past following the inception of sophisticated mining technology which gradually replaced the traditional methods. Conscious of the fact that, opportunities for paid labour for the unskilled in the mines had dwindled over the years and given that those who were already engaged got laid off, potential migrants to these areas shifted their attention mainly to the rural forest areas and even those laid off from the mines made off for the same destination.

Generally, even though poverty could be a factor compelling people to migrate, the cost factor involved in migration suggests that, those migrating for now are not the poorest but people who are capable of financing their own movements and those who have a strong network of relations to support them. On the whole, migration has endured for several decades and continues to grow driven by the demand for skilled and non-skilled labour in the urban centres and agricultural labour in the rural areas. 
3.4
The Costs of Migrating and Migration Financing
Even though populations have been on the move all time, there are costs involved both economic and social which are the unofficial restrictions keeping a lot more at home. Individuals therefore move in response to ‘the expected future earnings in alternative locations and the costs, both financial and psychic, of moving from one location to another’ (Hodge, 1985: 45). In the literature on migration, ‘the basic economic approach to migration proposes that individuals move because the benefits to moving are higher than the cost of moving’ (Sabates-Wheeler et al., 2008: 312) but in some cases, they do so at great risk because they are unable to accurately assess the cost-benefit situation. The UNDP recognizes this challenge as that;

For people who move, the journey almost always entails sacrifices and uncertainties. The possible cost ranges from emotional cost of separation from family and friends to high monetary fees. The risk can include the physical dangers of working in dangerous occupations and maybe, environments. In some cases, the dangers include the risks of death and yet, people are ready to defy all that risk in order to improve their living conditions and those of their families (UNDP, 2009: 9).
Largely, the economic cost of migrating mostly entails the monetary cost of travelling by whatever means and in the case of Ghana, by buses from the source area to the destinations. It also includes the renting of accommodation as well as feeding. Rural-rural migrants are sometimes provided with accommodation by those hiring their labour. The majority of those migrating to urban areas collectively rent rooms just for their belongings while the rest of their lives are lived on the streets.
Another economic cost is that many of them lose their property including animals and in some cases crops they leave for their wives to harvest due to poor storage thereby negating whatever benefits they return with which brings untold hardships to the households. Many of them also have to sell off their animals at give-away prices just to be able to travel.
The other costs which are psycho-social probably include their failure to give the physical and emotional care most needed by their aged relations and family as a whole and the mental ordeal of living under very deplorable conditions with a high sense of insecurity. 
I also agree absolutely with Stark that if a migrant is lured by high and stable wages in the destination area into residing permanently and severing ties with the family back home, by refusing to remit them, they miss out in their hope to inherit and also fail to maintain whatever investments they had (Stark, 1991: 40). This indeed is a cost to many of those actually permanently settled and even those who over stay because, in large extended families, they lose their farm lands for example to other family members. 
Financing adds up to the importance of the family as an entity of migration decision making because, in an event of the migration of a family member, ‘the family transcends its limited capacity of co-insurance or sharing of risks in the rural sector’ by investing their family labour in different labour markets through migration financing and sharing the rewards in the form of remittances (ibid: 40). Many others also solely fund their own movements by borrowing from their peers who have already migrated and returned and in some cases distant relations particularly where the decision to migrate has to be taken without consultation or when the family is incapable of offering the support they need. 
Chapter 4
 
Presentation of Findings and Analysis
This chapter discusses the findings from the fieldwork and presents some of the facts as well as perceptions which offer useful explanations for understanding the dynamics of rural-rural migration of peasant farmers. It puts the migrants in this paper into perspective and discusses how the migration decisions of individuals and households are arrived at. It also presents in detail, the findings on some socio-economic and environmental conditions which directly or indirectly influence migration decisions and fantastic revelations of the benefits migrants and their households derive from migration, the bases upon which I argue that migration has been an important source of funding of the livelihood of many households. Also discussed here are the coping mechanisms of household members left behind and risks and uncertainties perceived by both migrants and non-migrants. The chapter concludes with the respondent’s opinions of appropriate interventions that will improve their situation and make it possible for them to realize their needs without migrating.
The data for these discussions was collected through a structured questionnaire which targeted return migrants and non-migrants, FGDs with elderly men who have migrated before and wives of active migrants and Key Informants Interviews with DCEs and Coordinating Directors of the two districts. 
4.1
Contextualizing those Migrating 
The migrants in this case refer generally to men and young boys between the ages of twelve and eighteen whose destination is largely the rural forest areas of Ghana. This category of people are mostly those who have not had formal education at all or dropped out along the way and do not have any skills to enter the more competitive non-farm job market. There are also a few independent female migrants heading towards the cities. The rest of the women who migrate do so as accompanying spouses to their husbands who settle more permanently in the destination areas. 
Table 4.1   Age Distribution and Migrant Status of Respondents
	
	                        History of Migration

	Age
	No
	Yes
	Total
	Percentage

	10-20
	3
	5
	8
	13.3

	21-30
	3
	14
	17
	28.3

	31-40
	2
	17
	19
	31.7

	41-50
	1
	10
	11
	18.3

	51 and above
	0
	5
	5
	8.3

	Total
	9
	51
	60
	100


             Source: Fieldwork, July/August 2010
The majority of women assume the temporal role of household heads caring for the children and aged and guarding the property of the family while their husbands are away. The respondents to the questionnaire in this study were however male migrants and non-migrants the details of which appear in Table 4.1 above.
As discovered by de Haan (2002) in a case study of Bihar, India, migration into the rural forest areas and those moving into the cities of Ghana for less skilled jobs may be the poor but not the poorest, probably those at the top of the lower income bracket. ‘The poorest often cannot afford to migrate because they may lack the necessary material means to invest in leaving’, (Cornnell et al. 1976) in (de Haan, 2002: 129). Given the cost implications of migration, those moving and in the context of this paper, those peasant Dagaaba farmers migrating are the ones able to meet the minimum financial requirements for travelling and surviving the waiting period before their first earnings at the destination.
It is important to mention also that those migrating are individuals who apart from being able to afford the cost of moving also have strong networks with some members of their households who are permanently settled in the destination areas particularly in the case of first time migrants but also the regular migrants who have a fair knowledge of opportunities in the form of labour demand in the different parts of the destination areas. 
In some cases, those migrating are people who have other household members capable of keeping watch over their property including animals and farm lands and providing care for the aged. This is probably where the issue of large household sizes which comes up later in this chapter becomes useful as a factor influencing migration decisions. 
4.2
The Realities in Migration Decision Making
Migration has played immeasurable roles in the livelihoods of individuals, households and communities or even regions with the migrants themselves being the prime beneficiaries. The benefits of migration are believed to reach many more people through a complex process of trickle down and multiplier effects but it is interesting to note that, the decisions to migrate are arrived at sometimes through an even more complex process of intra-household dynamics. 

In the case of young migrants, both men and women groups in all four communities sampled for the study, agreed that migration decisions are sometimes by the migrants themselves but in some cases determined by their parents or household heads and spouses. Two scenarios of young people migrating independently of any influence came up. In one scenario, the would-be migrant after an assessment of a personal needs and household poverty situation, proposes to the parents or household heads and impresses upon them to accept their proposal to migrate. The elders then give their approval and the needed support. This happens in laissez-faire families where young people are free to take their own decisions or at best, decisions are jointly taken with the elders or household heads. This however is influenced by either the achievements or acquisitions of return migrants, the life style of migrant households and the availability of information about the destination areas which then vindicates Stark and Taylor (1991) who proposed the relative deprivation hypothesis.  In another scenario, the prospective migrant harbours the plan and escapes when all preparations are ripe in terms of the requisite resources and information needed about the destination area. There is no family consent and support in this case. An important issue to note in the two scenarios is that, these decisions particularly for first time migrants (Walwuur) are dependent on information accessed about their destinations through some of the return migrants. This kind of information must be convincing enough about opportunities available for the would-be migrants to leave their homes for an unknown destination and in the case of young migrants, conditions in their families must be so deleterious to compel them to take the option of migrating independently. I argue here that the household heads’ approval of migration proposals by their members brings to reality, Stark’s portfolio investment theory as a conscious relocation of some of their members into other labour markets to spread their risks.  
Another side of the story relating to the migration decisions of young people is that, parents who cannot migrate any longer encourage their children to migrate in search of opportunities to improve their conditions as individuals and those of the entire household. The livelihoods of migrant families, who are relatively better off, are used as references to entice their children to accept to migrate. As gathered from the FGDs, this happens in families where education is not considered worthwhile or in some cases, where the parents have no alternative strategies to their livelihood including payment of the children’s school fees. They are therefore encouraged to go look for their own fees and income for the survival of the whole family.  

From the FGDs with men, the migration decisions of adult male migrants are taken out of some influence or pressure from their wives to meet their needs but also sometimes independently but the women denied this saying it is never their wish that their husbands experience what they go through in the destination areas. They alluded to the fact that some of them lose their husbands to other women down there who control all their earnings. ‘They come back claiming they earned nothing meanwhile, much of it either remains with their concubines down there or they just choose to hide it and spend it all alone’ (FGD, Ermon) was how one of the women expressed herself. 

One thing that is clear from the responses in all four communities is that the entire process of migration from the decision making to the point of return is sometimes characterized by disagreements because of risks associated with the event but mostly out of consensus. It was also clearly emphasised that their migration decisions are informed by the challenging socioeconomic conditions they face such as loss of income as a result of funerals, lack of food for the family, health care needs, inability to pay school fees and the inability to acquire several of their basic necessities like a bicycle, a bed and dresses for their wives. Even though migration is not the best option for a livelihood as they would say, their continuous dependence on it and the fact that the achievements of return migrants influence their migration decisions suggests it is a reliable alternative.
The involvement of household heads who manage the livelihoods of their households in the migration decision process also suggests that migration is an important livelihood strategy for many of these households but on the whole, ‘household composition, gendered ideologies and social contacts and networks determine who migrates, and who can profit from opportunities arising elsewhere’ (Akabzaa et al., 2009: 11).
4.3
Environmental and Socioeconomic Conditions of Sending Areas as Push Factors

The decision to migrate arises out of several constraints to a descent living demanding alternative approaches to their livelihood. In their desperation to turn life around amidst all the odds, migration is seen as the best option even though it comes with its own problems. For many of them, the environmental conditions of their communities are most responsible for their economic predicament. Out of the total of 60 peasant farmers who responded to a questionnaire, 75% blamed the annual ‘ritual’ of migration of peasant farmers on extreme poverty among the people. They likened migration to a ritual because according to them, it is pivotal to their survival and they cannot avoid it. Two environmental conditions, soil infertility and unfavourable weather conditions were the opinions of 48.3% and 30.0% respectively of those who responded to the questionnaire as being responsible for their poverty compared to 11.7% for the lack of capital to invest in their farms or any other profitable venture and 10.0% for other responses. As to why their crops do not yield well, 56.7% blamed it on soil infertility and 41.7% also thought inadequate rainfall is responsible for that while only 1.7% answered for other options. By implication, the availability and fertility of farm lands and a good rainfall pattern is all many of them need to turn their lives around. 

In all eight FGDs in the four communities, the farmers expressed the fact that their farm lands have lost their fertility because of continuous cropping for several decades as a result of land scarcity emanating from population increase. The older ones recalled how very large pieces of land held by their fathers and grandfathers got fragmented with time as a result of expansion of their families which inhibits the practice of shifting cultivation and land rotation, their traditional methods of rejuvenating their farm lands. The whole of the savannah north experiences a very erratic and short rainy season which mostly leaves their crops completely damaged. ‘We sow our seeds and keep praying and hoping that the rains come’ were the words of one of the farmers. 

Many of the farmers argued that migration has not been very pronounced in communities where dams have been constructed large enough to hold water all year round because the people are engaged in dry season gardening which generates enough income for them to meet their needs. The common example that came up from farmers was Kaani in the Lambussie/Kaani district also in the Upper West Region. This probably agrees with the findings of Hesselberg and Yaro in a study in the Upper East Region which revealed that Korania with irrigated farm lands has fewer migrants compared with Chiana and Kajelo which have land hunger (Hesselberg and Yaro, 2006: 47). 
From Figure 4.1 below, the two districts, Jirapa and Lawra are still characterised by large household sizes of even up to 21 and above while some household heads in view of the socio-cultural arrangements, have responsibilities beyond their conventional households. A high of 65% of respondents indicated their households are between 6 and 10 while 93.3% are from households with the sizes ranging between 6 and 20. This signifies that the dependency ratio in these districts is still very high amidst all the constraints to a descent livelihood and the peasant household heads can only rely on migration as a strategy to cope with such situations. The social structure of the Dagaaba requires for example, a family member to inherit the responsibility of caring for the wife and children of a deceased member. Where there are more capable people in the family, these responsibilities are shared but in some cases it is borne by just one person. These social arrangements have their advantages as well but mostly place a heavy burden on a few individuals whose personal economic prosperity and that of the nuclear family is hampered. Even though I have no statistical prove of that, it came out from the FGDs that the larger households are sending more migrants than the smaller households which again relates to Stark’s portfolio investment theory suggesting that larger households sending more migrants do so as an investment of part of their human resource elsewhere in order to spread their risks.
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The large household sizes are also explained by the fact that many of them marry very early with a high tendency to have many children compared to their peers in the urban areas or with higher education. In Table 4.2 below, out of 50 respondents who have ever migrated or have been migrating to sell their labour, 86% of them married before or at the age of 25 with the majority of them actually migrating between ages 16 and 20. 
Table 4.2   Marital Status and Age at First Migration of Respondents
	Marital Status
	Age at First Migration

	
	11-15yrs
	16-20yrs
	21-25yrs
	26-30yrs
	Total

	Single

Married

Lost Partner
	2%

22%

0
	4%

52%

2%
	4%

12%

0
	0

0

2%
	10%

86%

4%

	Total
	24%
	58%
	16%
	2%
	100%


Source: Fieldwork, July/August 2010.

The interesting break down is that 22% of them were already married by age 15 when they migrated while 52% were also already married when they migrated between age 16 and 20 with only 12% marrying between age 21 and 25 when they migrated which suggests that marriage is a factor influencing migration decisions.  
One socio-cultural element that also affects the living conditions of the people is the way funerals are performed. As a tradition, the Dagaaba announce funerals to the neighbouring villages and sometimes beyond who are expected to attend as a social contract through which they create a wealth of sympathizers when they are also bereaved as attendance at a funeral is expected to be reciprocated under similar circumstances. This happens because of the complex web of inter-relationships they have which again has its merits and demerits. Sympathisers are expected to offer cash donations to the bereaved family or individual members of it who are also expected to serve a lot of drinks and food as part of what is considered a befitting funeral of their relative. It came up during the FGDs and in the responses to the questionnaire that funerals have become very expensive taking about half of their resources. 

Even though every family eventually benefits at different points in time, it definitely stifles economic growth and seriously affects the livelihood of the people because, apart from the incomes lost, a lot of labour time is also lost particularly in the rainy season. There is also little else to invest in productivity and in some cases even the feeding of the family is in jeopardy. 
The aggregate of these issues have left the peasant farmers so much impoverished that the annual income per head of majority of them is so low. As indicated in Figure 4.2 below, 85% of the respondents estimated their annual household income per head at less than 530 Ghana Cedis (Gh ¢) which is the equivalence of US $ 370.58 currently while only 3.3% estimated theirs within the range of Gh ¢ 601 and Gh ¢ 700. If these estimates are accurate, it means that the majority of these households live on less than Gh ¢ 1.5 a day equivalent to US $ 1.02 which is just about the World Bank’s poverty line of US $ 1 a day.
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From their responses, even though they conceptualize poverty as more of hunger/poor feeding (28.3%) and the lack of any assets (23.3%), they believe that people’s inability to acquire other needs (21.7%) and the lack of a reliable source of income (13.3%) also define poverty in their context. While conceptualizing poverty this way, they would also say ‘but money is everything’ implying that it is possible to realize all their needs if they have a reliable source of income. It is understandable therefore that 88.3% of them emphatically acknowledged being poor and in words of humour, a respondent said ‘as I speak to you, poverty is seated in my yard waiting for me’.

Even though agricultural production in the savannah area is mostly just for household consumption, they are often compelled when the thread of hunger seems obvious or under other emergency situations to sell their food stuff but the combination of environmental and social factors make it impossible for food production to serve as a form of insurance against unforeseen eventualities for which they have to migrate with the hope of earning incomes that will enable them live their lives fully. That is when they are able to feed their families and perform what they see as social obligations. The point of migration decision making for many of them is therefore that moment when there is neither food stuff nor animals to sell due to poor crop yield or storage and animals diseases. 
4.4
The Gains from Migration 
As observed in Wolayta in southern Ethiopia by Carswell (2002: 790), ‘households that make a living from exclusively agro-pastoral activities are the exception rather than the norm’. While the political and administrative leaders of the two study districts and the non-migrant peasant farmers think that the net benefit of seasonal migration of peasant farmers is zero, the migrants believe it makes a lot of difference in their lives. A respondent burst out that ‘why should I sit here and cry of poverty when I know there is everything I want down there. As long as I am young and energetic, I have to put this body to good use so that my people can be happy’. This gives a clue of what migration means for many of them. 

From the survey, 68.3% of the total number of respondents migrated before age 21 with varied reasons for doing so most common among which were the desire to own a bicycle, the need for ‘descent’ living rooms, the need to acquire some household assets like furniture and the need for a back-up of their stock of food among others.
The threat of hunger and malnutrition is the principal reason why a lot of these migrants move and so the purchase of food stuff becomes their priority. Many of them are able to remit their families in the form of food bought out of their earnings or in some cases, received directly as payment in kind for their labour or in cash ahead of their return or when they return themselves. The return of a family member with food stuff mostly bags of maize or cassava is in itself a big achievement and generates a lot of excitement within the family particularly among their wives. The assumption one can make is that, incomes in the destination areas are high enough compared to the sending areas to keep attracting these migrants which is in consonance with Lewis’ two-sector model of economic development.
In that part of the country, a bicycle is one important asset which adds up to the pride of every man particularly the young ones. The ownership of it or otherwise partly defines one’s status in the community for which reason it becomes the top priority of every young man growing up. This is because of its usefulness in their movement for work, to social events within and outside their communities, during courtship and in emergency situations like sickness of a family member and funerals. It is difficult for those who do not have bicycles to borrow even in emergency situations. This reflected clearly in the responses of some of the peasants as that, ‘you only sell yourself out because they would not give you and yet look at you disdainfully’, ‘Why should I sit here and beg for bicycles from people who are not better than me?’ and ‘the same body others use to acquire the bicycle is what I also have’. Returning with a bicycle earns them a lot of respect and for many of them particularly those who are not married, all is set for courtship to commence. The significance of it to the family is probably measured in the pride with which parents welcome their sons. It is not surprising therefore that the failure to meet some basic needs which was commonly given as the reason for migrating, was also dominated by the need to own a bicycle. Interestingly, all the respondents bought their bicycles through migration.
The building of living rooms scored the highest of 28.3% as the biggest achievement ever made through migration while extra food and income for the family rated second with 18.3% out of ten different responses to an open question in the questionnaire. As indicated by the Ghana Living Standards Survey Report (GSS, 2008), 89.3% of the houses in the rural savannah are built with mud 45.2% of which are roofed with thatch compared to the rural forest areas where 72.1% are of mud and 13.5% roofed with thatch and the rural coastal of 51.7% mud houses out of which 16.1% are also thatch roofed. Clearly there is a housing problem in most of northern Ghana particularly the rural areas. Even though it is not the ideal, what is now considered a descent type of housing in rural savannah is the kind of house even if built with mud, is plastered and floored with cement and roofed with corrugated aluminium sheets which is the dream and goal of most households. Even though it took some of them several years of planning and saving from a number of seasons or years of migration, it was gladdening to find many of the respondents proudly pointing to the housing units they have put up out of their earnings from migration and one can always see a feeling of relieve and satisfaction that they have achieved so much. This is very important to many of them as it serves as the threshold of their entry into adulthood and clears the way for marriage because they mostly grow up sharing rooms with other siblings and so are expected to seek their privacy as they transition from childhood to adulthood but thanks to migration they would say, they have done it.

Generally, all their other needs like living room furniture, clothes for themselves, their wives and kids, school fees of their children in the case of those who are fathers and provision for health care according to the migrants, are catered for from incomes earned through migration since their harvests at home are usually only enough or sometimes inadequate for the feeding of the household. Household members are therefore usually highly expectant when their relations return from southern Ghana and in fact, the justification of their decisions to migrate lies in their material possessions. In the rural communities the notion for now is that if a man cannot meet his needs and would not migrate then it must be due to laziness. The confirmation of this is that only 15% of respondents to the questionnaire have never migrated to sell their labour but the 15% happen to be people who have other sources of income apart from farming ranging from small scale businesses to artisanal jobs like masonry, carpentry and sewing. Their decision not to migrate stems from the fact that an extra source of income apart from farming is guaranteed even in the dry season.

Migration has also helped the farmers to finance their own farming activities at home. Peasant Dagaaba farmers usually form farming associations or blocks and collectively work on each member’s farm in turns which is believed to be more progressive than working individually. It is customary of each farmer taking his turn to provide food and drinks while they work. These are some of the costs farmers incur in relation to production and a greater majority of them migrate at the end of the farming season to mobilize resources for the next farming season. 
Figure 4.3 reveals that up to 44% of the peasant migrants earn up to Gh ¢ 200 while 28% of them earn Gh ¢ 400 and above, 16% earn about Gh ¢ 300 and 12% earn about Gh ¢ 100 per instance of migration which ranges between two and five months for most of them. This gives the mean earnings as Gh ¢ 180 by the time they return while the median income earned by these migrants is Gh ¢ 200. Even though there is no data to confirm, it must be higher than the incomes of non-migrants and sending areas generally as suggested by Todaro (2000) to motivate them to migrate. Considering that the annual household incomes per head of 85% of the respondents is Gh ¢ 530 or below (See Figure 4.2) and that 83.3% of the households of respondents are between the sizes of 6 and 15, (See Figure 4.1) it suggests that averagely, the earnings from one instance of migration accounts for about 36% of the household incomes per capita. This also implies that it takes not less than two rounds of migration in a year for many of them to increase their household incomes to a level their needs will be met.
Undoubtedly, migration has been an important event in the livelihood strategies of most peasant households as 90% of the 50 respondents who indicated they have ever migrated to sell their labour were of the opinion that migration has helped them greatly to meet their needs as individuals and as households.  
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Figure 4.3   Average Earnings of Migrants per Instance of Migration (in Gh ¢)
Source: Fieldwork, July/August 2010.
Despite the fact that much of their earnings go into direct household consumption expenditure with nothing left for investment into more productive or diversified income generating ventures thereby confirming the views of Stalker (1994) and Jokisch (2002) that remittances mostly go into the provision of basic needs and contribute little to economic growth by way of investment, the farmers are appreciative that they are able to feed their families, build their own homes, pay their children’s school fees, buy their bicycles and other needs and participate in the normal social life of their communities.
Generally, the gains from migration as indicated by the respondents mirrors Taylor’s and Dyer’s discussion of the ‘developmentalist’ extreme of the impact of migration which views migration as a strategy by poor families to raise income and to insure against income and production risks.
4.5
The Coping Mechanisms of Members of Migrant Households.

From the FGDs with women in all four communities, most of these women do nothing else, except fetching and heaping firewood for use during the rainy season or in some cases, selling it to women in the towns. While their husbands are away, a few of them provide for the needs of the household by selling nuts of economic trees collected from the wild such as shea (Vitellaria paradoxa) nuts which is also processed into butter and dawadawa  (Parkia biglobosa) that is processed into an edible soup ingredient so much cherished by the people. In most peasant households, it is considered the responsibility of the woman to provide soup while the man provides grains for the main dish. The very enterprising women therefore brew pito, a local beer or fry cakes for sale the proceeds of which is used and in fact, barely enough for salt and vegetables for their kitchen.

The men who for financial or some other reasons do not migrate some particular seasons also engage in the burning of charcoal which they say is woefully inadequate for supplementing the harvests from their farms. 

Of late, a few of the men and women in some communities Duori and Ermon for example who do not migrate are exploring the new avenue of gathering stone chippings for sale to building contractors to make a living even though the earnings are very irregular. 
4.6
 Negative Consequences of Migration as Perceived by Respondents
Despite all the benefits individuals and even households derive from migration, it has always been resorted to when all other avenues for a livelihood have been exhausted. The decision to migrate is usually taken with scepticism because, as perceived by both return migrants and non-migrants, the entire event is awash with risks and uncertainties which could even impoverish them further as a result of which some do not migrate even though they may not have a secured alternative to their livelihood.
It was overwhelmingly expressed by both migrants and non-migrants in the FGDs and through the questionnaire that migration has a lot of risks and negative impacts as well. As high as 98.3% of the respondents to the questionnaire agreed that migration in the case of the peasant farmers has negative outcomes. The varied responses to the open question of what the negative effects or risks are, revealed them as indicated in Figure 4.4 as exposure to diseases and risk of death (68.3%), poor housing conditions on the farms (10%), poor feeding and lack of potable water while working on the farms (6.7%), risk of robbery on return (6.7%) among others. Even though these may be perceptions and not their experiences, it is still useful in understanding what these migrants are confronted with because it is informed by what they see their colleagues go through. One respondent said ‘we know all the dangers involved but we have to survive. As we step out of our houses we talk to God and our ancestors to bring us back home safely. If your father’s house is good, you will surely return’ which indicates that, some of them return safely but others fall victims of these risks.
Figure 4.4    Farmer’s Perceptions of the Negative Consequences of Migration
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Source: Fieldwork, July/August 2010
Recounting some of the risks and dangerous situations they encounter, the men during the FGDs talked about the fact that they live on the farms they are hired to work on drinking contaminated water from streams and ponds. They also live in sheds and sleep at best on improvised beds made with sticks and stocks just to keep off the wet grounds. These conditions make them very vulnerable to so many health risks with many of them actually returning home sick while the very unlucky ones lose their lives because the farms are usually several miles away from the communities making it extremely impossible for those taken ill on the farm to access health care immediately. 
Even though high school-dropout rate of children came up as one of the negative consequences or risks of migration, it actually was the perception and concern of just 3.3% of the respondents. This could be due to their poverty situation and their inability to sponsor their children’s education as a result of which there is no motivation to worry about drop-outs which is a reproduction of their own circumstances given that from their responses, 90% of them either did not go to school at all or ended their education at the basic level. This has long term implications for the individuals and households but also for the entire region. This gives credence to the view of Macours and Swinnen (2005) that most people engaged in farming in developing countries are poorly educated. Most children of school going age migrate with no intension of continuing their education while most of those who wish to return to school fail to do so because they fail to mobilise enough resources to return early and are rejected by their schools or they are mislead into believing that they would succeed faster out of school.
According to the migrants, one risk quite superstitious though is that the unlucky ones lose their lives because their employers contract spiritual forces to grant them bumper harvests in return for which human sacrifices are offered to them through supernatural processes. Added to this is also the issue of some of the employers sometimes deliberately refusing to pay for their labour which amounts to a breach of the agreements they reach with them before they offer their labour. 
Apart from the dangerous conditions under which they live and work, many of them fail to access the jobs anticipated upon arriving there and life becomes very challenging for them. In some cases it entails moving to another community or sometimes to an entirely different region. It often takes the help of colleague migrants to survive the waiting period between arrival at the destination and their first wage or to move somewhere else. It is more disappointing when they have to return without having done any work because the entire household waits in high expectations and aside that, some of them borrow, to be able to travel and are expected to pay back on their return. 

The migrant peasant farmers have also become the target of robbers and tricksters in the towns and cities when they emerge from the farming communities to buy their needs or board vehicles back home. Unsuspecting criminals lure them into isolated places and rob them of their hard earned incomes. Some of them are also robbed on the highways on their way back home. Expressing her frustration, a woman in one of the group discussions said ‘they go to suffer only for the “owners” to seize everything on the way and even threaten killing them so better they sit here so we do not trouble our hearts as to whether they will return or not’ (FGD, Tizza). 

From the above discussion, the influx of migrant peasant farmers from the savannah north generally but more specifically the Dagaaba from the Upper West Region would be even more massive if the peasant farmers do not hold these perceptions because those who do not migrate but also do not have other sources of income are the worse victims of poverty, hunger and malnutrition.  

4.7
The Wishes of the Migrant Peasant Farmers
‘Things were different some years back, the farm lands were not so poor and yet we could easily access fertilizer for our crops’ and ‘farming is no longer beneficial to the poor because you will need fertilizer which some of us can not afford’, were some of the concerns expressed by  farmers during the FGDs. They believe they can stay at home all year round if government recognizes the challenges to agriculture in the area and pay some attention to them.

An amazing 91.7% of the respondents think that food for their households is the only achievement made from farming at home and believe that achieving food sufficiency for their households through their farms still remains a mirage. They referred to the rainfall pattern and quality of farm lands as factors directly responsible for that. Even though issues like a scheme to plough their farms for them at a subsidized fee and the supply of improved seeds came up, Figure 4.5 indicates the farmers’ responses in percentages of the most appropriate interventions in agriculture that will help them stay at home and still realise their needs. Even though an open question, the responses of all 60 respondents centred around one of four interventions or another with the majority of 38.3% and 31.7% re-echoing their call for subsidies on the cost of fertilizer and other agro-chemicals and the construction of irrigation facilities respectively.

Figure 4.5    Interventions proposed by farmers to stem migration
Source: Fieldwork, July/August 2010.

Farmers expressed their displeasure at the non-availability of fertilizer in the market for those capable of buying to do so. They intimate that, even when government occasionally subsidizes the cost of fertilizer, the distribution process is flawed with so much irregularity that the ordinary farmer does not benefit. The politicians accordingly, hijack the process and either divert it into their businesses for sale at the market price or make it available only to their political favourites. 
Even though farmers lack the needed resources to invest in their farming activities and indeed complained about the non-availability of credit facilities, the provision of credit facilities for farmers was the least proposed by 13.3% of the respondents. This could imply that farmers are risk averse given that most of the loan facilities are for a period of six months or at most a year with little room for extension irrespective of whether there was a good harvest or not particularly that they are so much dependent on the weather which they have no control over in which case the amount of credit available to them would mean nothing. 
One key concern commonly expressed by individual respondents and in the FGDs was their dependence on an erratic rain fed agriculture as their main survival strategy and wish government could intervene by constructing large dams in their communities around which they can cultivate vegetables in the dry season and earn some income. 

The farmers also want government to help empower their women economically through low interest loans so they can invest into more profitable ventures or to expand their breweries or shea butter extraction that will enable them acquire their needs and help maintain their households. 
On the contrary, the political and administrative leaders of the two districts think that some of what the farmers are asking for is already in place. They mentioned in particular loans that were made available to farmers through a Micro Finance and Small Loans Centre (MASLOC) an opportunity most of the beneficiaries accordingly abused by refusing to pay back. The financial institutions in the districts also have loan facilities to support agriculture but farmers fear taking such loans because ‘they are not able to discipline themselves and invest appropriately’. It was revealed that in the Jirapa district which is already a beneficiary of a new intervention to improve the productivity of farmers through ‘block farming’ a demand driven scheme that allows a group of farmers to access ploughing services and all inputs needed and have the cost deducted from their yields, farmers have been sceptical and rejected the offer while a few who benefitted under declared their harvest just to avoid payment of the cost involved. But farmers think the procedure for accessing loans from MASLOC and the financial institutions is too bureaucratic and cumbersome for them while the ploughing of their fields on the block farming project as well as the supply of the inputs that go with it is all mistimed.

These divergent views between politicians and administrators at the district level on one side and farmers at the other side suggest that our decentralization system is still not working well or farmers are indeed playing fast on the authorities or some people are not up to their responsibilities. 
The discussions in this chapter signify that the livelihood of the peasant Dagaaba farmers and probably many others of their kind worldwide is still so much constrained by several circumstances that they are very much helpless about and that migration against all the odds, serves a useful purpose in lessening their vulnerabilities to those circumstances.
Chapter 5

Conclusions
In line with the objectives of the study, this paper examined the contribution of migration to the livelihood of peasant Dagaaba farmers and the factors influencing their migration decisions. I turn now to some key findings from the discussions and analysis above which could be useful in answering the questions at hand.

One important fact which the farmers acknowledged was that despite the risks involved in the kind of migration they do, it is unavoidable because of the socioeconomic and environmental conditions under which they live mainly infertile farm lands, poor rains and the general lack of opportunities for extra income which are the push factors. Migration in the case of the peasant farmer is therefore contemplated when there is no alternative to a sustainable livelihood of the household but this depends on the availability of information about the prospects in the potential destination areas as well as contacts to lead them there in the case of first time migrants. 

One important finding is that, migration decisions are not just individual decisions but largely also household decisions arising out of a consensus that, the household is in risk of falling into starvation which is the first consideration or failing to meet other needs be they individual or of the entire household. Such decisions with the approval of the whole household or the head of it, is also jointly funded. Migration is therefore generally believed to be in the interest of the entire household since they all directly or indirectly share in the well-being of the other members even if their decision to migrate was not consensual. The decision making process and the expectations accompanying it suggest migration is a useful strategy in the livelihood of these peasant households which supports the portfolio investment theory proposed by Stark (1991).
For many of the migrants food inadequacy or the need to ensure food security surpasses the numerous and varied reasons for which they migrate. For them, poverty is understood first as hunger or starvation before issues like ownership of assets, the lack of a reliable source of income and the inability to realize other needs like housing, health care and education for their children. So basic is their most prioritized need and yet difficult for many of the households to easily achieve at home. The migrant households are therefore insulated from poverty as food is almost a surety on their return. Migration is also a strategy to reduce current consumption and conserve enough food for the lean season.
The study communities reveal that peasant Dagaaba households are still characterised by a phenomenally high household sizes of between 6 and 15 but also up to 21 in a few cases which is due partly to the fact that birth rates are high and partly because of the socio-cultural organization which increases the responsibility of some household members and keep large families eating from the same cooking arrangement. This has implications for the household incomes and expenditure per head and given that 68.3% of the respondents answered ‘No’ to whether they were satisfied with their achievements through farming at home, migration definitely plays a major role in guaranteeing for them a livelihood. 
According to the farmers, migration provides them with an avenue through which they avert the level of vulnerability of their households to challenging life situations. Apart from ensuring food security, it is through migration that, many of them built their own living rooms, bought bicycles, paid for medical care of their aged and ailing parents and other members of their households, paid the pride prize of their wives, paid their children’s school fees and also invested in their farming activities. It implies then that migration has been adopted as an alternative to their usual agro-productivity which caters for their needs beyond food for the household. This concurs with the findings of de Haan et al. (2002) in Mali in relation to household livelihood strategies.
Contrary to what one would expect in a situation where predominantly environmental conditions challenge the survival of a large proportion of the population, there is very little state intervention in agriculture in the area and the majority of peasant farmers are left to their own fate. In the words of farmers, subsidy on fertilizer does not benefit them because it is poorly managed and therefore abused by the wealthy and powerful members of the area while other programmes like ‘block farming’ are yet to become real in most communities.
If food production among the Dagaaba and northern Ghana as a whole will ever be sustainable in the opinion of the farmers, government will need to give issues like subsidy on fertilizer and other agro-chemicals, construction of irrigation dams, provision of credit facilities for farmers and creation of job opportunities for the unskilled all the seriousness they deserve.
Even though the data collected for this paper is inadequate for me to attempt a wider regional analysis of migration and livelihoods, the findings suggests that the role of migration in the sustainability of the livelihood of people can be observed across the region particularly in the rural areas. 

Even though I set out to answer specific questions in this paper, the research process brings to light other interesting questions and issues which are worth researching in the future. I have conjectured in the background of this paper that the seasonality and cyclical nature of the movements of the peasant Dagaaba could be for protection of their lands and other properties at home but it clearly requires an empirical process to establish why they engage in cyclical movements instead of permanently migrating to the destination areas. Another interesting area for future research would be the role of migration in the economic development of the region as a whole and whether the colonial history of forced migration involving the people of northern Ghana in general has influenced their involvement in voluntary migration today. 
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Appendices

Appendix 1

Structured Questionnaire Administered to 50 Respondents 

............................................................................................................................................
MA PROGRAMME: POPULATION, POVERTY AND SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT. 

TITLE OF PAPER:

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN MIGRATION AND POVERTY: THE CASE OF PEASANT DAGAABA FARMERS IN THE UPPER WEST REGION OF GHANA.

    (Structured Questionnaire)       Number………**
CONSENT:

The following questions were designed by a participant in the MA programme above. It is purely for academic purposes and your responses will be treated as confidential throughout the research process and after. I would therefore be very grateful if you answer them as frankly as possible. Are you ready to answer them?

01 = No                    02 = Yes                                                                   

Socio-Demographic Information

1. Sex...............

      01 = Male

      02 = Female

2. Age................

      01 = 10-20                        02 = 21-30                  03 = 31-40

      04 = 41-50                          05 = 51 and above

3. Marital status.............. 

       01 = Single                         02 = Married                      03 = Divorced

       04 = Lost partner               05 = Never Married

4. Educational status............   

       01 = No education                           

       02 = Basic education

       03 = Secondary education

5. Household size……………

Main Questionnaire Items

6. Do you have other sources of income apart from farming?

      01 = No                       02 = Yes

**If no to 6, continue from 9

7. Which is your main source of income?

      01 = Farming                         02 = Other(s)


8. What are the other sources of income you have? .........................................

…………………………………………………………………………...
9. How would you describe the yield from your farming activities?

      01 = Very poor

      02 = Poor

      03 = Average

      04 = Good

      05 = Very Good

10. What accounts for the nature of the yield as described above? (Multiple answers possible)

      01 = Soil Infertility

      02 = Lack of technology

      03 = Inadequate farm hands

      04 = Lack of capital

      05 = Lack of market for farm produce

      06 = Lack of rainfall

      06 = Other           (Please Specify)………………………………
11. How would you describe the soil quality and it’s suitability for farming?

      01 = Very poor

      02 = Poor

      03 = Cannot tell 

      04 = Good

      05 = Very Good

12. Has farming helped you meet your basic needs?

      01 = No                           02 = Yes 

13. What are these needs you are able to meet? ......................................…………
………………………………………………………………………………...
14. Are you satisfied with your achievements so far through farming?

      01 = No                          02 = Yes

15. Are there any state led support to improve your crop yield?

      01 = No                                02 = Yes

16. In what form is this support which improves your crop yield?

………………………………………………………………………………...
17. What does the state need to do to improve farming in the area? …………
………………………………………………………………………………...
18. Where has the state failed in the development of agriculture in this area?

      01 = Provision of credit for farmers

      02 = Provision of subsidies on farm inputs

      03 = Provision of irrigation facilities

      04 = Training in new farming technologies

      05 = Provision of market for farm produce

      06 = Others          (Please specify)………………..………………..

19. What is your understanding of poverty? ..............................................................
………………………………………………………………………………...
20. In which range does the average annual income per head of your household fall?  

      01 = Less than Ghȼ 530

      02 = Ghȼ 531 – Ghȼ 600

      03 = Ghȼ 601 – Ghȼ 700

      04 = Ghȼ 701 – Ghȼ 800

      05 = Ghȼ 801 and above 

21. Would you say your household is poor?

      01 = No                          02 = Yes

If no to 21, continue to 24.
22. What would you attribute your poverty to? (Multiple answers possible)

      01 = Unfavorable weather conditions

      02 = Soil infertility

      03 = Lack of capital

      04 = Low agricultural technology

      05 = Others            (Please specify)………………………….……. 

23. What have you done over the years to reduce poverty in your household?
………………………………………………………………………………...
24. How is poverty related to migration? ..................................................................

………………………………………………………………………………...
25. Have you migrated to work somewhere before?

      01 = No                          02 = Yes

If no to 25, continue to 32.

26. At what age did you first migrate? ………………….

27. Where was your destination or where have been your regular destinations?  

       (Multiple answers possible) 

      01 = Upper East Region

      02 = Northern Region

      03 = Brong Ahafo Region

      04 = Ashanti Region

      05 = Western Region

      06 = Eastern Region

      07 = Central Region

      08 = Volta Region

      09 = Greater Accra Region
28. What influenced your decision to migrate? .........................................................
………………………………………………………………………………...
29. What attracted you to the destination(s) mentioned above? ............................
………………………………………………………………………………..
30. Did migration help you meet your needs?

      01 = No                                 02 = Yes

31. What has migration helped you achieve so far as an individual or as a household? ………………..…………………………………………………..

………………………………………………………………………………...
32. Are there any negative effects associated with migration to the south?

      01 = No                                  02 = Yes
33. What are some of these effects? ............................................................................
.....................................................................................................................................
34. What needs to be done to take care of the reasons for which you or other people migrate? ...........................................................................................................
Appendix 2
Interview Guide for Political/Administrative heads of Study Districts.

1. What are the potentials for economic development in the district? 

2. What is the poverty situation of the district compared to other districts in the region and beyond?

3. Has the district made any achievements in development and what are they? 

4. What are the challenges to development in the district?

5. What has been the district’s approach to these challenges and how much change has it brought about?

6. Is there a link between poverty and the seasonal and circular migration of peasant farmers from the district to southern Ghana?

7. Why do these farmers migrate, where do they go what attracts them there and what do they do?

8. What do they benefit from migration? 

9. Has migration reduced poverty in the district and improved the living standards of households?

10. Has government failed in any way to address the concerns of peasant farmers?

11. What are the alternatives to circular migration as a solution to the reasons why these farmers migrate?

Appendix 3
Guide for Focus Group Discussions
1. Do the farmers have other sources of income apart from farming?

2. Has the farming they do been beneficial enough to them?

3. Are they satisfied with the returns from farming and if not, why?

4. What are the challenges to their occupation as peasant farmers? 
5. What does poverty mean to them?

6. Do they consider themselves poor and why?

7. How have they managed poverty over the years?

8. Why do they migrate seasonally to the south?

9. What financial or material benefits do they get from engaging in migration?

10. Are there any problems associated with the process and the destination areas?

11. Has migration been a means to reducing poverty in their households?

12. How is the decision to migrate arrived at?

13. How would the situation be if they do not migrate?

14. What do they think can be done to make life better for them without migration?
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