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INTRODUCTION

1. Since the international labour standards contarers¢ elements of flexibility left to
the countries that ratify them as regards the detaefinition of what is child labour to
be eliminated, it is not an easy task to decidetwhauld be measured statistically as
child labour. This complicates the developmentarhparable and unambiguous
estimates of child labour in countries where ttasnmonly known that children are at
work, and also detracts from the credibility of rhers published. Accordingly, at the
recently concluded 17th International Conferencealfour Statisticians (ICLS), there
was unanimous demand by participants for an agiéewheon child labour statistics at
the 18th ICLS, which is likely to meet in the lgsiarter of 2008.

2. Inthis context, a draft resolution on child labgtatistics is currently under
development for submission to the 18th ICLS. Trs®k&ion would bring out the
‘conceptual’ issues in specifying what constitutesd labour and what should be
excluded. In the light of what is feasible in preet the draft resolution would also
suggest an ‘operational’ statistical definitioncbild labour that may be applied for
measurement purposes in the field. In additioaditaft resolution would provide
guidelines in terms of statistical tools on howldhabour may be verified and measured,
and also indicate the parameters within which ceesmitmay have flexibility to adapt and
apply the contents of the resolution to suit tinational requirements. In turn, all such
information would facilitate the monitoring of IL@ember states’ compliance with
international labour standards in a transparent@an

3. In specific terms, the draft resolution for consatmn by the 18th ICLS is designed
to: (a) encompass all forms of child labour, imdhg hazardous work and children in
other WFCL activities; (b) provide methodologigalidelines to ensure comparability
of child labour statistics across countries and ¢wee; (c) assist in improving the
monitoring by countries of their compliance to m&tional child labour standards; and
(d) facilitate the measurement of selected aspeéqisogress in achievement of the
MDGs, and in implementation of the Decent Work afgeaf ILO.

4. This note discusses some of the issues arising aftempting to define a statistical
standard for child labour in the specific conteikBangladesh. It aims to give an
overview of the measurement challenges encountefetihe empirical and other
evidence that can be used to address such chadlengeof the implications in terms of
child labour estimates.

5. The note provided a technical background for thentry consultations undertaken
by ILO-IPEC and UCW with national counterparts iprlh2007. The consultations
included counterparts from the Bureau of Statig88S), Ministry of Planning,

Ministry of Primary and Mass Education, Ministrylabour and Employment, UNICEF
and ACPR (Associates for Community and Populatieadrch, a research
organisation). The objectives of the consultatiese to promote discussion of child
labour measurement and to obtain feedback fronomatgovernments on the open
guestions. This feedback will constitute a releyzart of the process leading to the
resolution that ILO will submit to ICLS in 2008.

6. This revised version of the note reflects verbabifeack received during the
consultations as well as subsequent written feddbadhe original draft note received
from the Bureau of Statistics. The note should nohetheless, be construed as
reflecting the official views of the GovernmentRdingladesh.

7. The paper is structured as follows. The next sedeis out general challenges and
possible ways forward in developing a statisticabsure of child labour. Section 3 then



looks in detail at children’s productive activignd specifically at how the broad
distinctions between family/non-family and econoimamn-economic work reflect
underlying differences in the nature, intensity angact of work performed by children.
Section 4, building on this discussion, then resumthe question of child labour
measurement, looking specifically at how the thregn international legal standards for
child labour (C138, C182 and CRC) might translate statistical terms for the 7-11
years, 12-14 years and 15-17 years age groupsl&edwchild labour estimates are
presented for each of these groups based underatdiffunderlying statistical

definitions.

TOWARDS A STATISTICAL MEASURE OF CHILD LABOUR: GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS

8. How many Bangladeshi children are involved in chalblour? This question, while
vital for the purposes of policy design and moniitgy is by no means straightforward. A
number of underlying questions need to be addrdssédvhat types of children’s
productive activity should be considered, in whedtisgs and performed beyond what
level of intensity. While international child labonorms provide a broad legal definition
of child labour (see Box 1), there is at preseninbernationally agreed statistical
measurement standard of child labour to providdayuse on these issues.

9. ILO Convention No. 138 (C138) on minimum age coveraployment or work”,

and the common practice in published child labdatisgtics has been to use
“economically active” as proxy for this concept‘employment or work.” Two main
guestions, however, have been raised concerniagggroach, the first relating to work

Box 1. International legal standards relating to child labour

Three main international conventions — the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC), ILO Convention No. 182 (Worst Forms)
and ILO Convention No. 138 (Minimum Age) — define child labour in legal terms and provide a framework for efforts against it.

ILO Convention No. 138 (Minimum Age) targets as child labour 1) all forms of “employment or work” carried out by children below a
minimum cut-off age (at least 12 years in less developed countries); 2) all forms except “light” employment or work carried out by
children below a second higher cut-off age (at least 14 years in less developed countries); and 3) any type of employment or work
which by its nature or the circumstances in which it is carried out is likely to jeopardise the health, safety or morals of young persons
below the age of 18 years..

ILO Convention No. 182 (Worst Forms) targets as worst forms of child labour (a )All forms of slavery or practices similar to slavery,
such as the sale and trafficking of children, debt bondage and serfdom and forced or compulsory labour, including forced or
compulsory recruitment of children for use in armed conflict; (b) The use, procuring or offering of a child for prostitution, for the
production of pornography or for pornographic performances; (c) The use, procuring or offering of a child for illicit activities, in
particular for the production and trafficking of drugs as defined in the relevant international treaties; (d) Work which, by its nature or
the circumstances in which it is carried out, is likely to harm the health, safety or morals of children.

The UN Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC) recognises the child’s right to be protected from forms of work that are likely to
be hazardous or to interfere with the child's education, or to be harmful to the child's health or physical, mental, spiritual, moral or
social development. In order to achieve this goal, the CRC calls on States Parties to set minimum ages for admission to employment,
having regard to other international instruments.

in family settings and second relating to work @eghe System of National Accounts
(SNA) production boundary (see Box 2 for explarmatd terminology).

10. While children’s family-based economic activityimgluded in most published
estimates of child labour, family-based work (wbskunpaid family members) is often
excluded from labour legislation at the countryelleand therefore not covered by
minimum age rule$.This suggests that many countries perceive worfopeed by

! Unlike some earlier ILO Conventions on minimum a9&38 does not explicitly exclude family undertais from its scope, but
allows a State to exclude specific categories (siscfamily undertakings) from its scope of appl@ags long as the work done is
not hazardous (Article 4 of C138). However, “homarkt as such is covered by national legislatios@me countries (not
necessarily the general labour law) and is sulgatspecial ILO Convention (N0.177).



children within the family unit as different fronhitddren’s productive activities
performed outside the family, and raises the qoesif whether this perceived
difference should also be reflected in any statidtmeasure of child labour.

11. Separately, there has been concern expressed aoomgactors against child
labour, including UNICEF, that non-economic actest(principally household chores
within the child’s own family) — currently excludécbm most statistical measures of
child labour — might in some cases involve safety kealth hazards or hinder schooling
in a similar way to economic activity. Hence thexalso question as to whether non-
economic activity should be considered in chilclabmeasurement and, if so, under
what conditions or beyond what time threshold.

12. Underlying these questions are two alternative wagsard in terms of developing a
child labour measure — one based on a statistis@hction between productive activity
located inside and outside the family (as is comimamational legislation relating to
child labour), and the other based on a statististinction between economic and non-
economic productive activity (as is common in psiteéid statistics on child labour)
(Figure 1a). Whichever approach is selected, dabbdur measurement requires drawing
a second statistical distinction between acceptaioles of work and child labowrithin
each category of children’s productive activitygiiie 1b). As explained in further detalil
in Section 4 of this report, the first approach ldoentail applying different criteria to
family and non-family productive activities in drsuishing acceptable work by
children from child labour, while the second apgioavould entail applying different
criteria to economic and non-economic productivievdies in distinguishing acceptable
child work from child labour.

Box 2. A note on terminology

In this study, productive activities are defined as all activities falling within the general production boundary, i.., all activities whose
performance can be delegated to another person with the same desired results. This includes production of all goods and the provision of
services to others within or outside the individual’'s household.

The study distinguishes between two broad categories of productive activity— economic activity and non-economic activity. The
definition of economic activity used in the study derives from the System of National Accounts (SNA) (rev. 1993), the conceptual
framework that sets the international statistical standards for the measurement of the market economy. It covers all market production and
certain types of non-market production, including production of goods for own use. Non-economic activity is defined as any productive
activity falling outside the SNA production boundary. It consists mainly of work activities performed by household members in service to
the household and its members.

111 1121

Market economic activity Own account production of goods

Acivities leading to production of
e AT (et e s Tl
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1.1
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Activities inside SNA production boundary
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Housework
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minor home it d repair. Also includ of family
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1.1.2.2
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Community service and organisational volunteer work

2.
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Educatlon training,
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care]

A distinction is also drawn between family and non-family productive activity. The former refers to all forms of productive activity
that takes place within a family setting, independent of whether it is economic or non-economic in nature. The latter refers to productive
activity located outside the family, and is economic in nature.




Figure 1. Children’s productive activities and child labour measurement
(a) Categorising children’s productive activities for the purposes of child labour measurement

economic non-economic

family
family

Statistical distinction

between family and or . .
non-family vzlork non-family \\\ \.\\
Statistical distinction between
economic and non-economic work
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13. Which of the two approaches are most relevanttidd éabour measurement? The
answer depends in large part on the extent to whietbroad distinctions between
family/non-family or economic/non-economic worklest underlying differences in the
nature, intensity and impact of work performed hitdren. If, for example, it could be
shown that non-family work is significantly morerhdul to health and/or education
than family work, a case could be made for treatimegtwo work settings differently for
the purposes of child labour measurement. Likefaseconomic and non-economic
activity. The next section looks in detail at chdd’s productive activity in an attempt to
address these issues.



CHILDREN’S PRODUCTIVE ACTIVITY
Level of child involvement in productive activity

14. Table 1 illustrates the wide variety of possiblgreates of child involvement in
productive activity depending on the criteria apgliLooking only at child involvement
in economic activity for at least one hour per wedke most commonly-used proxy for
children’s work — yields an estimate of about 1Ecpat. But if children performing non-
economic activity are also considered, the estimagés to 33 percent. Restricting our
focus only to productive activity performed outsttie household (and staying with the
one-hour threshold) would yield an estimate of didg percent. Applying a slightly
higher hours threshold, e.g., of one hour per déyer than one hour per week, would
yield sharply lower estimates of children’s worksimme categories (non-economic and
family activity) but have little effect on estimata others (economic and non-family
activity).

Table 1. Measuring child involvement in productive activity (% children aged 10-15),@ by hours thresholds

Hours Distinction by technical nature Distinction by work setting

threshold Economic Non-economic Total® Family Non-family Total©
>1 14.9 19.6 33.4 29.3 53 346
>7 14.8 15.9 29.6 243 53 29.6
>14 11.9 3.6 14.5 9.5 5.1 14.6
>21 6.4 14 7.2 36 4 76
>28 49 0.8 5.2 25 32 5.7

Notes: (a) Children below the age of 10 years are not included because of data limitations. Specifically, no data are available on involvement in non-
economic activity for children below 10 years of age. (b) “Total” refers to the % of children performing economic and/or non-economic activity for each
hours threshold; (c) “Total” refers to the % of children performing family and/or non-family activity for each hours threshold.

Source: UCW calculations based on Bangladesh SIMPOC survey 2002-2003

15. But the divisions between economic/non-economidpctive activity or
alternatively between family/non-family productiaetivity are not clear cut, as children
can be involved in different categories of produetactivity at the same time. Of all
children performing economic activity, for exampmeyen percent are also spending at
least some time each week performing non-econoatiitzes. Similarly, of all children
performing non-family work, seven percent are atsolved in some work activities
each week within their families. This introducestuer question in terms of
measurement — the combinations of work intensiy shhould be selected when
measuring the work involvement of children whoseknrosses the economic/non-
economic or family/non-family boundaries. Childremvolvement in productive
activity by different hours combinations is showariliable 2.

Table 2. Measuring child involvement in productive activity (% children aged 10-15), by combinations of hours in
economic/non-economic activity and in family/non-family activity

Distinction by technical nature of work Distinction by work setting
Non-eco Family
0 >1 >7 >14 >21 >28 0 >1 >7 >14 >21 >28
Eco Non-
’ family
0 66.6 18.5 14.8 26 0.8 0.4 0 65.3 29.3 24.3 9.5 36 25
>1 | 13.8 1.2 1.1 1.0 0.6 0.4 >1 ‘ 5.0 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.3
>7 | 13.7 1.1 1.1 1.0 0.6 0.4 >7 ‘ 5.0 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3
>14 | 10.9 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.6 0.4 >14 ‘ 48 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 03
>21 | 5.8 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.4 >21 ‘ 3.8 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
>28 | 45 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 >28 ‘ 3.0 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2

Source: UCW calculations based on Bangladesh, SIMPOC 2002-2003



3.2

16. This brief discussion illustrates that the measenenof children’s involvement in
productive activity also depends on decisions irgdetio which categories (or
combinations of categories) of productive actiatd which hours thresholds are
considered. On what basis should such decisionsdae? The answer of course
depends on what specifically one is attempting éasare. If the objective, for example,
is to measure children’s contribution to nationatipwut, then the estimate could be
limited to children’s involvement in activities fag within the SNA production
boundary, regardless of the setting of these dietsviSimilarly, if the objective is to
measure children’s participation in the formal labforce, the estimate could centre on
children’s involvement in economic activities fatlj within the formal sector.

17. But the purpose here is quite different — to meastildren’s involvement in the
subset of productive activities that is injurionsgative or undesirable, i.e., children’s
involvement in productive activities constitutinigild labour according to the
international conventions and to national legiskatiFor this purpose, additional
information is needed on the nature, intensity aimolve all the impact of children’s
work.

Family and non-family work

18. The distinction between family and non-family puotive activity comes up
frequently in national child labour legislation aimddiscussions surrounding the concept
of child labour. While children’s family-based ecmnic activity is included in most
published estimates of child labour, family-basextkns not always included in child
labour legislation at the country level. This segtexamines differences between family
and non-family work in terms of nature, intensibfdampact in attempt to address
whether the family/non-family distinction is relentdor the purposes of child labour
measurement.

19. Figure 2 breaks down family and non-family workdpecific work sector/type. At
first glance, it suggests important differencethm composition of children’s work in
the two settings. Work within the family settingcisncentrated overwhelmingly in
household chores while work outside the familyigtributed among the four main
industries, with agriculture and services predonmngga But when looking at family
work, an additional sub-distinction between ecormwiork and non-economic work
(i.e., household chores) is also importathen household chores are excluded from
consideration, the composition of family and nomilst work is less dissimilar, with
agriculture important in both settings but serviaed manufacturing playing a much
more important role in non-family work (Figure 3his suggests that in terms of the
composition of children’s work, the most relevardtidction is not between family and
non-family work, but rather between economic (refgss of its setting) and non-
economic work.

2 As explained in Box 2, family work cuts across 8%A production boundary, consisting of both prdikecactivity that is
economic in nature and productive activity thatas-economic in nature. Non-family work, on theesthand, falls only within the
SNA production boundary, i.e., is only economiaature.



Figure 2. Main types of family and non-family work performed by children
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Figure 3. Main types of family and non-family ECONOMIC activities performed by children
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20. Work intensity is important as an indirect measafresork impact, as longer hours
mean less time for school and greater total exgosuany hazards or health threats in
the workplace. How does family and non-family wdrier in terms of work intensity?
Children performing economic family-based work @tts put in an average of 21
hours per week on these activities, while childremlved in economic non-family work
activities spend an average of 35 hours perforrthiegn. The distribution of family and
non-family work by working hours is shown in FiguteBut it should be kept in mind
that these time estimates reflect differences urdispent in the two work settings, not
differences in the working hours of individual chiién, some of whom work in both
settings. Another way of looking at work intenggyto divide children into those
performing only family work, those performing omign-family work and those
performing both. Looked at this way, differencesha intensity of family work and
non-family work are sharper: children performindyomon-family work put in almost
three times as many weekly working hours compavdbeir counterparts performing
only family work (Table 3).

Figure 4. Distribution of working hours by working setting
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Source: UCW calculations based on Bangladesh SIMPOC survey 2002-2003



Table 3. Average weekly working hours by work setting, age and sex

Child age in years Children working only in family work |~ Children only in non-family work Children Wo?aqr;igly"\;/]:&my and non-

male female Total male female Total male female Total

7 7.7 74 75 46.9 21.0 32.6 204 7.7 14.1
8 10.7 9.7 10.1 39.3 215 355 17.7 13.3 15.7
9 1.7 10.5 1.0 341 30.6 33.2 28.6 272 278
10 12.4 10.5 11.5 339 279 334 22.3 19.5 211
11 13.1 10.2 11.6 36.8 276 34.9 235 20.6 226
12 141 115 12.9 339 259 328 264 272 26.6
13 15.9 14.1 15.0 35.6 294 34.7 30.9 21.6 27.0
14 18.0 14.7 16.3 39.1 35.8 38.6 26.2 22.8 25.0
Total 14.2 1.8 13.0 36.1 29.5 35.1 26.0 224 24.7

Source: UCW calculations based on Bangladesh SIMPOC survey 2002-2003

21. The total time spent in family work masks largdeatiénces in work intensity
between family economic activity and household ekofhe former is performed for an
average of 21 hours per week and latter for orfip@s. The difference in work
intensity between family and non-family work falsmewhat when household chores
are eliminated from consideration (Table 4), butkuaside the family remains
considerably less intensive than work outside it.

Table 4. Average weekly working hours in economic activity, by work setting

Child age in Children in family economic activity Children in non family economic activity
years Male female Total male female Total
7 221 20.9 217 46.9 21.0 326
8 216 215 216 39.3 275 355
9 257 29.8 27.0 34.1 306 332
10 252 23.3 24.7 33.9 279 334
1 239 222 233 36.8 276 349
12 185 17.8 18.3 33.9 259 328
13 209 19.5 204 35.6 294 347
14 254 229 245 39.1 358 38.6
Total 218 20.7 214 36.1 295 35.1

Source: UCW calculations based on Bangladesh SIMPOC survey 2002-2003

22. Of greatest significance for child labour measuneinpeirposes is the question of
whether there are differences between family amdfamily work in terms ofmpact on
health and education outcomes. Rather than loakimgdirect measures (like type of
work and intensity), it would in principle be bette directly assess the impact of child
labour on education outcomes and health. Unfor&pait is difficult to definitively
address the issue of impact in the absence ofiadditdata. In what follows, we present
the evidence of the impact on education, giventtmainformation on ill-health/injury
was not available.

23. Looking first at health, a complete examinatiordifferences in the health impact of
family and non-family work is not possible becaum®ong other things, there are no
data concerning the health impact of work for anpartant category of family workers
— those only performing non-economic activity (iamly household chores). But data do
permit an examination of the correlation betweealthestatus and family and non-
family economic activity. The data lends some support the conveatiwisdom that the
family is a safer work setting. The incidence drisif work-related ill-health or injury

is higher for children in non family economic aatM0.34) compared to children in

% To take occurrence as well as exposure into cersion, a standaiidicidence density is computed as follows:

children injured during a specified period of time

Incidence Density =
total person time

where “total person-time” is cumulated exposureaibthe individuals considered. In our case, défined as average weekly
working hours multiplied by the number of weeks ket during the reference period (assumed to byeas.



family economic activity (0.14) in Bangladesh, altigh the incidence for both work
settings is very low.

Figure 5. Work-related ill health: incidence density indicator, children aged 7-14 years, by child and work characteristics
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Source: UCW calculation based on Bangladesh SIMPOC survey 2002-2003

24. Simple kernel regressions offer another tool fokiag at the differences in the
health impact of economic activity conducted withird outside the family. Although
kernel regressions essentially constitute reduced &stimates, subject to change if the
underlying structure changes, in a separate emappaper it is shown that in the case of
Bangladesh they are consistent with more complagalaestimates (UCW, 2004).
Results of the kernel regression estimates, shovangure 6, do not suggest that work
setting is an important factor in determining tts& of ill-health/injury. Indeed,
differences in the probably of ill-health/injurytiheeen economic activity conducted
inside and outside the family are negligible atalkels of work intensity.

Figure 6. Probability of work-related ill-health/injury, by hours in family and non-family economic activity
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25. Establishing a striatausal relationship between work and school attendanoetis
possible because of the absence of panel or rettige datd. But again, simple kernel
regression analysis can be used as a synthetitoteabmine the probabilistic link
between children involvement in economic activityl achool attendanceEmpirical
evidence based on kernel regressions indicatesitimatamily work is associated with a
lower likelihood of school attendance than familgrivat any given level of work
intensity (Figure 7a). They also show that addaidmours of family work appear to have
no impact on school attendance up to about theoibstthreshold, while additional time
in non-family work affects school attendance evieweay low hours levels.

4 Establishing causality is complicated by the taat child labour and school attendance are ustialyesult of a joint decision on
the part of the household, and by the fact thatdlecision may be influenced by possibly unobsefaetbrs such as innate talent,
family behaviour and or family preferences. Thisamethat on the basis of cross-sectional data al@ndifficult to know, for
example, if it is low talent that induces a chilat to go to school and hence start to work, drig the preference or need to work
that then induces a child to drop out of schook Tike of panel data can help to address at lemst gbthese issues and to get firmer
results in terms of causality. For further detaié$er to UCW ProjectChild Labour and Education For All: An issues paper, draft
discussion paper, Rome, October 2006.

® However, it should be kept in mind that kernelresgions are suitable for describing the probaiailimk between variables, but
cannot be used to derive strict causal relatiorssaifg must therefore be interpreted with care.



Figure 7. Probability of school attendance by working hours, kernel regression results
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26. However, if we look at the economic activities offfygure 7b), the difference
between family and non family based work becomegigible, suggesting that the
nature of the work might be more relevant thansetéing. Unfortunately, the available
data do not allow us to draw any more precise cm@h. But again, it suggests that the
most relevant distinction is between economic amat@conomic activities rather than
work setting.

27. What then can be concluded concerning the relevainaeneasurement approach
based on the family/non-family distinction? Suchagproach would stress that it is the
setting of work, rather than its nature that igvaht for identifying activities harmful to
children. It is intuitively appealing to assumettharking with parents or relatives is
less “damaging” than working outside the familyisTpossible effect, however, even if
it were present, seems to be outweighed by thetsfté the nature of the work. In fact,
the empirical evidence presented above concernarg§ eomposition, intensity and
impact does not, on balance, indicate the family/family distinction is relevant for the
purposes of child labour measurement.

28. The differences in the composition and the intgnsfittamily and non-family work
primarily reflect underlying differences betweemeomic activity and household chores
performedwithin the family. And, while there is some evidence fgjigg that family
poses a lesser obstacle to school attendance,ishepeevidence that work within the
family is less hazardous than work outside its laliso worth noting that the technical
distinction between family and non-family work istras clear-cut as it at first seems.
Many forms of work common among children fall igr@y area between the family and
non-family categories. Consider, for example, puatidun of goods outsourced to the
family or work in small business, even if carriatt ander the supervision of parents or
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33

relatives, it is difficult to imagine that they acarried out with modalities substantially
different than if the child were working under thigpervision of non family members.

Economic and non-economic productive activity

29. A statistical distinction between work that is econc and non-economic in nature
offers an alternative way forward in terms of cHddour measurement. This distinction
has been used in most estimates of child laboutymed by international agencies,
governments and individual researchers. For exgripleincludes only economically
active children in its global estimates, while UNHE distinguishes in its published
estimates between economically active childrendmidren performing non-economic
activities (beyond a set hours threshold). Agdie,relevance of such a distinction for
measuring child labour rests on the degree to wihigflects underlying differences
between economic and non-economic work in termbeif specific nature, intensity
and impact. The distinction also rests on the iomplbut consolidated, interpretation of
the international and national legislation conaegrehild labour. The current section
looks at how economic and non-economic activityediin the areas indicated above, in
order to provide evidence on the nature and relsvaifthe distinction between
economic and non economic activities for child labmeasurement.

30. Household chores are part of the normal activifeamily members and hence also
of children. Participation to household choresiifact often seen as beneficial for
children’s upbringing. However, evidence for vagsawountries indicates that if
performed for long hours such activities are degrital to children educatidhand
especially to the education of girls. This offerstimng rationale (based also on the UN
Convention on the Rights of the Child, see nextigelto also include statistical
standard of child labour the group of children parfing household chores to an extent
that is damaging for their education. Of courseydedold chores that are harmful to
children’s health should also be included, but unfmately we have at present too little
information to go beyond this general statement.

31. The technical distinction between economic and @comnomic activities was
described in detail in Box 2. Economic activitiegalve the production of goods and
services for sale on the market and the productigoods for own consumption, and
can be located either inside or outside the faryn-economic activities refer to the
production ofservices for own consumption, and comprise primarily houddtthores
performed one’s own househd|&igure 8 illustrates the composition of children’s
economic activity in Bangladesh. Agriculture cong#s by far the most important form
of economic activity, followed by commerce and mfacturing. Unfortunately, the data
do not allow us to break down non-economic actsitby activity type. Data do indicate
that the performance on non-economic activity iyw®mmon, especially among girls.

© - For a detailed discussion refer to UCW (200&p:Hwww.ucw-project.org/pdf/publications/noneconioactivities2.pdf
" The terms “household chores” and “non-economiiviagt are used interchangeably in the remaindethis study.
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Figure 8. Main types of economic and non-economic productive activities performed by children
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Notes: (a) Estimates refer to the age group 10-15 years; data for the performance of non-economic activity were not available for children aged less than 10 years;
(b) Categories are distinct.

Source: UCW calculations based on Bangladesh SIMPOC survey 2002-2003

32. One grey area in terms of the distinction of betweeonomic and non-economic
activity lies is in the categorisation of waterctdng, fuelwood collection and other
similar activities. These activities constitute gwotion of goods for own household
consumption and technically fall within the SNA guation boundary (see Box 2),
meaning that they are technically economic ratleer@conomic in nature. But the
dividing line between economic and non-economicases such as this is thin. Water
supply and fuel wood collection are rarely reflelcte published estimates of child
economic activity and are typically excluded frorention in national child labour
legislation. Data on own-account production areawatilable for Bangladesh, but water
and fuelwood collection are not considered to beartant children’s activities in the
Bangladeshi context.

33. The level of work intensity, again an importantiredt measure of work impact, is
very different for economic and non-economic atigi in Bangladesh. Children
performing economic activities put in an averag@®hours per week on these
activities, while children involved in non-econonaictivities put in an average of only
about ten hours. As shown in Figure 9, the largkestter of non-economic work is
around nine weekly hours, while the largest clustexconomic activity is around 18
weekly hours. The differences in work intensity even starker when comparing
children performing only economic activity, thoserferming only non-economic
activity and those performing botfThe first group works an average of 25 hours per
week and the second only an average of nine wdeklys (Table 5). The third group,
i.e., those combining both work activities, logseaerage of almost 25 weekly hours.

8 It should again be kept in mind that there are ways of expressing work intensity. The first refiedifferences in hours spent in
the two work categories, not differences in thekivag hours of individual children, many of whom Wadn both economic and non-
economic activity. Second looks at the working Isaafrchildren in the three mutually-exclusive caiges — those performing
economic activity only, those performing househdidres only and those performing both.
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Figure 9. Distribution of weekly hours of economic and non-economic activity
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Source : UCW calculation based on Bangladesh SIMPOC survey 2002-2003

Table 5. Average weekly working hours by work category, age and sex

Children working only in economic . ) . ... | Children working in both economic and
Child age in years activity Children only in non-economic activity non-aconomic activity

Male female Total male female Total male female Total
7 304 22.8 26.9 6.7 7.0 6.9 204 77 141
8 27.0 24.7 26.3 8.6 9.0 8.9 17.7 13.3 15.7
9 26.8 225 25.6 8.5 9.1 8.8 286 272 27.8
10 29.2 19.7 217 8.8 9.3 9.1 223 19.5 211
1 29.2 216 27.2 9.6 8.9 9.2 235 20.6 226
12 234 17.0 21.8 9.3 9.4 94 26.4 272 26.6
13 254 19.4 237 11.0 12.3 11.8 309 216 27.0
14 308 241 28.9 10.6 1.7 113 26.2 22.8 25.0
Total 26.8 204 25.1 9.2 9.8 9.5 26.0 224 24.7

Source: UCW calculations based on Bangladesh SIMPOC survey 2002-2003

34. Of most relevance for the purpose of child laboeasurement is again the question
of whether there are differences between econondman-economic work in terms of
their impact on children’s education outcomes. Bl&thing a strictausal relationship
between work and school attendance is not possdaause of the absence of panel or
retrospective data for Bangladesh, as discussedeaBmpirical evidence based on
kernel regressions is shown irf BRegression results indicate that in the case itfrein
performing only non-economic activity, there is apmtly no link with school
attendance below about 15 hours per week. Abogahiheshold, longer working time is
associated with reduced school attendance of dlibpercentage point for children
working up to about 25 hours and 20 percentaget pairchildren working up to 30
hours per week. Similar results are obtained fddadn working only in economic
activities: a strong negative association with stladtendance at low levels of working
time is observed, showing a decrease in schoalgatee of about 30 percent for
children working on average 25 hours per week.

° It should be recalled that kernel regressionsbeansed as a synthetic tool to examine the prdbbiink between work and
school attendance, but cannot be used to derive¢ ciusal relationships. Kernel regression resulist therefore be interpreted with
care.
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Figure 10. Probability of school attendance by hours in non-economic activity and economic activity only, kernel
regression results
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35. But isolating the impact of economic activity ormesol attendance is complicated by
the fact that most economically-active childrerogderform household chores (although
the latter activities account for only a small pafrtheir total work time). This means that
it is important to look at the composition of wddt the group of children combining
economic and non-economic activity. Unfortunatéhg data on Bangladesh do not
allow us to distinguish for how many hours a clslihvolved in economic and non
economic work for this group of children.

36. What can be concluded from the preceding discussionerning the relevance of a
measurement approach based on the distinction bete@nomic and non-economic
activity? The limited available empirical evideregating to work composition, intensity
and impact offer a number of grounds for proceedimghe basis of this distinction.
Economic and non-economic activities vary consiolgran terms of the actual work
tasks they entail for children. They also diffeamhatically in terms of the time burden
they place on children — children spend on aveoage twice as much time in economic
activity than in household chores each week. Emglievidence on impact, though
limited, also points to important differences betwéhe two types of work. There is also
an important non-empirical motive for drawing tdistinction — household chores are
perceived more as a normal and even beneficialopahildhood in most cultural
contexts.

MEASURING CHILD LABOUR

37. Three international conventions are of particudevance as a guide to the statistical
measurement of child labour: ILO convention No. 1B® Convention No. 182 and the
United Nations Convention on the Rights of the €(CRC) (see Box 1). In what
follows, we try to clarify how these internatior@nventions can help defining statistical
criteria for the measurement of child labour faethseparate age groups: 5-11 year-
olds; 12-14 year-olds; and 15-17 year-olds. Impartant to note that Bangladesh has
not ratified C138 Minimum Age and has not estalgégsh uniform minimum age for
admission to work. The age groups used here dtheatfore reflect national legislation,
and were instead selected for the sake of compavidth other countries’ Bangladesh
has, however, ratified CRC and C182.

10 National legislation sets forth several minimuresifpr employment. 15 years for occupations cormakeaith transport of
passengers, goods or mail by train, or handlingpoids within the limits of any port [Section 3 bétEmployment of Children Act];
12 years for tea plantations [Section 23 of the Fleaitations Labour Ordinance]; 15 years for m{i@estion 26 of the Mines Act];
14 years for factories [Section 76 of the FactdRetes]; 12 years for shops and commercial estabksits [Section 22 of the Shops
and Establishments Act]; 18 years for road trartsganvices [Section 3 of the Road Transport Workidinance].
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4.1

38. The identification of the most appropriate statetidefinition of child labour (within
the legal framework set by the international cotiagrs) must balance two needs. On

the one hand, to use too a broad definition migiine too wide a target group for
intervention, from both a political and a socialm®f view. On the other hand, too
narrow a definition might contradict the Governmebjectives in terms of development
strategy. Accumulation of human capital, a headthgt productive work force,

promoting gender balance, etc. are all objectiviesse achievements could be hampered
by too narrow a definition. Sound statistical aéviinked to country development
strategy will help guiding the selection of the n@devant statistical definition of child
labour.

Measuring child labour among children aged 7-11 years'"

39. ILO Convention No. 138 (C138) is a good startingnpéor a discussion on the
guantification of child labour across countries38Lalls on State Parties to set a
minimum age for admission to “work or employmerit'floes not rule ow priori any
specific form of productive activity from consid&oan.

40. How could child labour be measured in accordantle @38 for children under the
absolute minimum working age of 12 years (for ldsgeloped countries)? The most
obvious answer would be to simply include all cteld spending non-negligible amounts
of time each week in any form of productive acgivit But such a broad definition

would lead to the inclusion of forms of work tha¢ @ot damaging to children and that
could even be beneficial to them. This would imttranslate into an estimate of child
labour that would not constitute a relevant potanget (see Table 6). In measuring child
labour, decisions are therefore first needed caonogithe work categories that should
fall within the minimum age rules contained in C1@8should be again recalled that
legal decisions in this regard rest largely with Memb&t&s within the parameters set
out in C138 and are beyond the scope of this paper.

41. But C138 is not of course the only internationalolar standard relating to child
labour. Two others — ILO Convention No. 182 (C18a4 the United Nations
Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC) — drparticular relevance. These
standards contain two important additional elempettinent to measurement. First, in
C182, the definition of “worst forms of child labguincludes activities such as child
trafficking, child soldiering, commercial sexualpdaitation or use in illicit activities that
extend beyond the realm of traditional productitivity captured in C138. But forms
of activities such as these present special measunechallenges, and are beyond the
scope of the current papér.

42. Second, and of particular significance for measemthe notion is introduced in
CRC of educational harm as a criterion for chiloolar. Specifically, CRC requires a
child to be protected from performing any work thater alia, is “likely to be hazardous
or to interfere with the child's educatiolf. These stipulations mean that even if a

 The upper age limit reflects that absolute minimaorking age set out in C138 in less-developedsis. The lower age limit
for the estimates is selected because of limitegotations for employment of children younger tttas.

12 Set here at one hour per week, in line with therirational definition of adult employment.

13 The term “unconditional worst forms of child lalibis sometimes used to refer to those listed im@mtion No. 182, Article 3(a)
to (c), which do not require any further nationetetmination of whether or not to include them wrst forms of child labour. As
such, they do not pose a problem of definitionrathier one of measurement. This measurement issua addressed in the paper.

14C182 targets as a worst forms of child labénter alia, productive activity “which, by its nature or thigcumstances in which it is
carried out, is likely to harm the health, safatymmrals of children” (C182, Art. 3 (d)) It is felach country to determine nationally
the exact list of what to by prohibited for und&ds this so-called “hazardous work”. This is @spestion of fixing the minimum
age of 18 years for hazardous work under C138.CJR€ recognizes the right of the child to be praddtom performing any work
that is “likely to be hazardous or to interferetwibe child's education, or to be harmful to thigd&hhealth or physical, mental,
spiritual, moral or social development” (CRC, /A32.1).
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particular category of children’s productive adijwvere excluded from the minimum
age rules of C138, it could still constitute cHadour if it were impermissible in
accordance with C182 and CRC.

43. In ordernot to be considered child labour for measurementqsegp, in other words,
children’s work must pass a double screening: ifinstust be excluded from minimum
age rules (C138) and second it must not be hanmfediucation or constitute an
unconditional worst from (CRC and C182). Referriad-igure 11, the first screen
involves identifying which categories of childrem®rk fall within area A, while the
second screen involves identifying other imperrbigsivork from among the work
categories activities excluded from area A, i.etidguishing area B from area C.

Figure 11. Distinguishing child labour from other categories of children’s work, children aged less than 16 years

ACCEPTABLE FORMS
OF CHILDREN’S WORK

Children below 16
years of age

Work interfering with
education and/or
constituting an constituting an
unconditional worst form unconditional worst form

| |

minimum age rules for measurement purposes minimum age rules for measurement purposes
44. The first screen relates directly back to the dis@n in the previous sections in
terms of which broad categorisations of childrgagreductive activity make most sense
for the purposes of child labour measurement. Sipalty, the question of whether a
statistical distinction should be made between egvc/non-economic work, or
alternatively between family/non-family work, issesitially a question of which work
categories should be measured using the C138 miniage rules, and which work (or
activity) categories should be measured only initite of the additional elements

contained in CRC and C182 (again, the scope oicgijun oflegal provisions in this
regard is a separate discussion).

45. The discussion presented in the previous sectioggest that an approach based on a
statistical distinction between economic and nooremic activity is easiest to justify,
as underlying this distinction are important diffieces in terms of the composition,
intensity and impact of work. Children’s involventém economic activity is less
common than non-economic activity, but this workpésformed more intensely, arguing
for its inclusion under C138 minimum age rulesrf@asurement purposes. Child
involvement in non-economic activity, on the othand, is much more common, but
generally performed much less intensely, arguimgtéoexclusion from C138 minimum
age rules for measurement purposes. Applying thelations of CRC, however, would
mean that children in this latter group would di#l in child labour if this non-economic
activity interfered with education (i.e., area CFigure 11)"°

46. Another issue that must be considered in measghiid labour is the categorisation
of water fetching, fuelwood collection and othermsaccount production activities. As
noted in Section 3 (see Box 2), while these atiwiare technically economic in nature,
they are categorised as non-economic activitiesaat household surveys and in most
published estimates of child involvement in ecoroadtivity. The implications of the

Work not interfering with
education nor

15 Or in the unlikely event it constituted an uncdiutial worst form, as set out in C182.

16



categorisation of own-account production for clélldour measurement are clear:
following from the above discussion, including thasan economic activity for
measurement purposes means also including thermv@tt88 minimum age rules (i.e.,
under area A in Figure 11), which in turn meansgaér overall number of children in
child labour. Unfortunately, data on water fetchargl other own-account production are
not available in Bangladesh, meaning that theiractjon child labour measurement
cannot be explored further. Feedback from Governmmamterparts suggest that these
activities do not constitute major uses of childsdime Bangladesh, but it might
nonetheless be worthwhile to address this datargtqe design of future child labour
surveys.

47. Following the approach set out above, identifyilng main components of the child
labour population among children aged less thayeb?s is a relatively straightforward
exercise. For the purposes of measurement, clitwuters would comprisal children
in economic activity (area A in Figure 11) in adulit to children performing non-
economic activity that interferes with their educat(area C in Figure 11¥.

48. The main measurement challenge arising from thisageh lies in identifying non-
economic activity harmful to education (i.e., digtilishing areas B and C in Figure 11).
Empirical evidence suggests that it is the intgnsither than the nature of household
chores that is the main determinant of their impidctugh this is an area requiring
further investigation. Hours thresholds rather tepecific work type can therefore be
employed to distinguish harmful from benign non+emmic activity for measurement
purposes.

Table 6.  Estimates of child labour among children aged 7-11 years, by measurement approach
(A) (B) (A)*(B)
Child involvement in Child involvement in non-economic activity only, Child labour (by hours threshold considered for
Gender economic activity by hours thresholds®@ non-economic activity)
No o >7hrs >14 hrs >21hrs >28hrs >7hrs >14 hrs >21hrs >28 hrs
. 0
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Male 545,012 6.2 848,746 9.7 | 142842 16 | 40,739 05 [22510 0.3 |1,393,758 159 | 687,854 7.9 | 585751 6.7 | 567,522 6.5
Female | 188,691 23 1,127,412 138 | 228100 2.8 | 70,724 09 (28537 03 |1316,103 16.1 | 416,791 51 | 259415 32 | 217,228 2.7
Total 733,703 43 1,976,159 11.7 | 370942 2.2 | 111,463 0.7 |[51,046 03 |2709,862 16.0 | 1,104,645 6.5 | 845166 50 | 784,749 46

Notes: (a) Only children performing non-economic activity exclusive of economic activity are considered, as those also performing economic activity are already captured under column (A)

Source: UCW calculations based on Bangladesh SIMPOC, 2002-2003

4.2

49. Estimates of child labour for the 7-11 years agmigrfollowing this approach are
presented in Table 6. The first column reportspeentage of children involved in
economic activity, while column B reports the perttege of children involved in non-
economic activity exclusively by different hoursebkholds. The results highlight the
importance of the hours threshold selected for @mmomic activity. Estimated
involvement in non-economic activity decreases fidhpercent at the seven hours
threshold to less than one percent at the 21 hbreshold. The third column presents
estimates of child labour considering different isothresholds for non-economic
activity. The child labour estimates vary gredyytime thresholds for non-economic
activity, from 16 percent (7-hour threshold) toefipercent (28-hour threshold).

Measuring child labour among 12-14 year-olds (identifying “light work”)

50. C138 stipulates that national laws may permit thg@leyment or work of children
aged 12-14 years of age (in less developed coghwie“light” which is (a) not likely to
be harmful to their health or development; andnd)such as to prejudice their
attendance at school or.their capacity to benefit from the instructi@ceived” (Art. 7).

16 Area H, unconditional worst forms, will be discedseparately below.
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Although there are no stipulations relating to figlork in Bangladesh law, light work
is relevant to the broader global discussion oflddabour measurement and therefore is
discussed briefly here.

51. Applying this additional C138 stipulation on lighiork, and following from the
discussion above, the main components of the lyea#old child labour population for
global measurement purposes would become all emilafr “non-light” economic
activity (area E in Figure 12) in addition to chéd performing non-economic activity
that interferes with their education (area G inurggl2).

Figure 12. Distinguishing child labour from other categories of children’s work, children aged 13-15 years
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52. Measuring child labour among 12-14 year-olds fobgl comparative purposes
therefore firstly requires drawing a statisticatafiction between “light” and “non-light”
economic activity, i.e., distinguishing betweenas® and E in Figure 11. The
educational impact of work will be used here asnttagn criterion for distinguishing
light work. But even with this simplification, treeare different possible ways forward.
The most straightforward approach could be to @etfire group in non-light work as all
children in economic activitgiot attending school, based on the implicit assumgtian

it is work that is interfering with their schooketdance. This approach would yield a
non-light work estimate of only three percent (Eab) column A).

53. But the C138 definition of light work also excludeerk that interferes with
children’s ability to benefit from classroom insttion, suggesting that the economic
activity performed by children attending school sldonot be overlooked altogether
from consideration as non-light work. It is readuleaherefore to also consider working
students performing work at a level of intensilely to interfere with their school
performance. Including students working beyondraghold of 14 hours per week (see
discussion below) would raise the proportion ofl®Ryear-olds in non-light work to 27
percent (Table 7, column ¢&3.

Table 7. Estimates of child labour calculated on the basis of school attendance status and work intensity of working students, by gender
(A) (B) (C)=(A)+(B)
. g . . Working students aged 12-14 years . .
Sex Children gged 12 14 years |'nvoIved in who are working for at least 14 hours per Chlldren aggd 12-14 years
economic activity and not in school week in non-light work
No. % No. % No. %
Male 1,125,225 217 828,641 16.0 1,953,866 31.7
Female 479,208 10.1 244,752 5.1 723,960 15.2
Total 1,604,433 16.1 1,073,394 10.8 2,677,827 26.9

Source: UCW calculations based on Bangladesh SIMPOC survey 2002-2003

7 No explicit provision limits the engagement ofldhén to light work only, but Bangladeshi legistatiprovides for specific conditions, such as limits
to working hours and the prohibition of night work.
18 Unfortunately there is little empirical evidenceBangladesh on work intensity and school achieveieeguide identification of a specific hours

threshold. This is an area where further researchquired.
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54. It could be argued that the approach discussedeaisdeo expansive in classifying
all non-student working children as child laboures clearly not all are out of school
because of work. An alternative approach to measuring fight economic activity
among 12-14 year-olds would be to simply distingdight from non-light economic
activity on the basis of hours thresholds appleedlt working children, regardless of
their school attendance status. There are someiealgrounds for this approach in that
research shows that work intensity affects botloschttendance and performance, two
of the key criteria for light work set out in C138.

55. At what level then could a threshold for light wdr& set? ILO/IPEC employed a
weekly time threshold for light work of 14 hoursiis global child labour estimates,
citing another ILO convention, No. 33 (Minimum Adéon-Industrial Employmenty’

In terms of at least school attendance, such alibié would be “safe” in the context of
Bangladesh, as data show that the attendanceldferiworking for less than this
amount of time differs little from that of childremot working in economic activity at all.
The proportion of 12-14 year-olds in child laboasbkd on a general threshold of 14
hours would be around 26 percent (Table 8).

Table 8. Estimates of child labour for the 12-14 years age group based on a general threshold of 14 hours per week, by gender

Children aged 12-14 years in economic activity > 14 hrs per week
No. %

Male

1,912,477 36.9

Female 695,999 14.6

Total

2,608,476 26.2

Source: UCW calculations based on Bangladesh SIMPOC survey 2002-2003

4.3

56. The other component of the 12-14 year old childlalpopulation would consist of
children innon-economic activity that interferes with schooling( area G in Figure

11). As discussed in the context of the previodsssaction, empirical evidence suggests
that only non-economic activity performed very imgively appears to affect school
attendance. To the estimates shown in the talhlesefore, one should also add the
number of children performing non-economic actilagyond a relatively high hours
threshold. We do not discuss such details heriyegscan be easily derived once the
approach on whether or not, and if so, how to ieloon-economic activities in child
labour estimates has been defined.

Identifying hazardous work (measuring child labour among 15-17 year-olds)

57. Children aged 15-17 years are above the generatnim age for regular work or
employment set out in C138. The Convention noneisgbroscribes the involvement of
this group in “any type of employment or work whigf its nature or the circumstances
in which it is carried out is likely to jeopardidee health, safety or morals of young
persons.” The stipulations contained in C182 an€€ C&ating to hazardous work,
excessively long work hours and unconditional wéostns, also extend to children aged
15-17 years. Bangladeshi legislation does not cortgeneral prohibition of work

19 Article 3.1 of the convention states that “Chéldrover twelve years of age may, outside the Hixed for school attendance, be
employed on light work (a) which is not harmfulth@ir health or normal development; (b) which i$ siech as to prejudice their
attendance at school or their capacity to benefihfthe instruction there given; and (c) the deratif whichdoes not exceed two
hours per day on either school days or holidays, the total number of hours spent at school ankigbhwork in no case to exceed
seven per day”.
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likely to harm the health, safety or morals of drein under 18 years, but has ratified
C182 (Worst Formsj®

58. Identifying child labour for global measurementpases among this group therefore
requires drawing a distinction between “regulart &hazardous” economic activity, i.e.
between areas H and | in Figure 13. Non-econontigicis less pertinent for child
labour measurement purposes because 15-17 yeaarelddove the minimum schooling
leaving age. This means that interference with slthg, the primary criterion for
categorising non-economic activity as child labfmsrmeasurement purposes (see
previous sections), is not relevant. But uncondaiovorst forms that are non-economic
in nature are relevant (i.e., area K in Figure ©#asuring these forms, however, is
beyond the scope of the current paper, as discessédr.

Figure 13. Distinguishing child labour from other categories of children’s work, children aged 15-17 years

ACCEPTABLE FORMS
OF CHILDREN’S WORK

ACCEPTABLE FORMS  NFORMS'OF.GHILDREN/SWOR!
OF CHILDREN'S WORK.  \CONSTTUNING CHILD LABOU

Children aged 16-17

years of age H
J
Light and regular work Hazardous work Work not constituting an Work constituting an
unconditional worst form unconditional worst form

| | |

minimum age rules for measurement purposes minimum age rules for measurement purposes
59. C182, following from C138, states that the typesvofk likely to harm the “health,
safety or morals of children” shall be “determiridnational laws or regulations or by
the competent authority, after consultation with ¢tinganizations of employers and
workers concerned, taking into consideration retéwuaternational standards...”. The
Government reported in 2003 that there is no natilist of hazardous forms of work,
though it undertook in 2005 a baseline survey &tednining worst forms of child
labour in a step towards developing a nationaftihe Government has also
undertaken a series of rapid assessments of speafst forms relevant in the
Bangladesh context. These assessments dotaralia, children in road tran sport,

battery replacement/recharging, welding establisttgestreet children, and automobile
establishments.

60. The estimates presented in Table 9 below are asé#ue ILO/IPEC draft list of
hazardous forms used in global child labour esesiaand therefore are indicative only.
The table nonetheless suggests that hazardousanwwhkg older children is cause for
concern. Over 348,000 children aged 15-17 year& wonccupations or industries
included in ILO/IPEC dratft list, while an additidris83,000 children in this age group
work excessive hours (i.e. 43 or more hours pekjvee

2 Bangladeshi legislation does not, however, cordajeneral prohibition of work likely to harm thedtth, safety or morals of
children under 18 years. The applicability of thehibitions is limited to children up to 16 or 1&ays [Section 3 of the Employment
of Children Act]; [Section 24 (2) and Section 2%loé Factories Act]; [Section 26 (A) of the MinestlA [Section 23 of the Tea
Plantations Labour Ordinance]. Some of these piamvisrequire a certificate of fitness instead afhiliting the work for children. A
young person (under 18 years) is prohibited fromkimg on dangerous machines without proper insiwncbout the dangers and
necessary precautions, in addition to sufficieihing or supervision [Section 25 of the FactoAes. A woman or a child (under
16 years) is prohibited from cleaning, lubricatorgadjusting any part of a machine while that paim motion, or to work between
moving parts or between fixed and moving partsngfmachinery which is in motion [Section 24 (2)loé Factories Act]. The
Government of Bangladesh has reported in 2003tlea¢ is no list of the types of work determinedbédikely to harm the health,
safety or morals of children.
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Table 9.

Involvement in hazardous work as defined by ILO/IPEC draft list, as percentage of all economically active children aged 15-17 years

Male Female Total
% No. % No. % No.
Children in hazardous industries(® 6.3 132,506 2.9 18,225 5.5 150,731
Children in hazardous occupations®) 9.2 192,312 0.9 5,686 7.2 197,998
Children working excessive hours® 254 533,861 7.8 49,249 21.3 583,110
Total children in hazardous work 40.9 858679 11.6 73160 34.0 931,839

Notes: (1) Hazardous industries in ILO/IPEC draft list are: mining, quarrying and construction. (2) Exclusive of children also in hazardous industries. Hazardous occupations in
ILO/IPEC dratt list are: optical and elect equip operators; health associated professional; nursing midwife; protective services; forestry and related workers; fishery, hunters and
trappers; miners, shot fires, stone cutters and carvers; building frame and related workers; building finishers; metal moulders, welders, and related workers; blacksmith, tool
makers and related workers; machinery mechanics and fitters; electrical and electronic equip mechanics and fitters; precision workers in metal; potters, glass makers and
related workers; mining and mineral processing plant operators; metal processing plant op.; glass, ceramics and related plant op.; wood processing & papermaking plant op.;
chemical processing plant op.; power production and related plan operators; metal and mineral machine operators; chemical machine operators; rubber mach. op; wood
products mach. op.; textile, fur, leather mach. op.; food mach. op.; assemblers; other mach. op.; motor vehicle driver; agric and other mobile plant op.; ships' deck crew and
related workers; street vendors and related workers; shoe cleaning other street services; messengers, porters, doorkeepers, and related workers; garbage collectors and related
workers; agric. fishery and related workers; mining and construction labourers; and transport and freight handlers. (3) Exclusive of children in hazardous industries and/or in

hazardous occupations. Excessive hours defined as >43 hours per week.

Source: UCW calculations based on Bangladesh SIMPOC survey 2002-2003

61. The issue of hazardous work is not of course oglgvant for older children. Indeed,
hazardous work represents an even greater thrgatitmer children and therefore its
measurement among children below the general mminvorking age is also
important*? Estimates based on the draft ILO/IPEC list, shawhable 10, suggest that
incidence of hazardous work is commonplace amongger children. Aimost 15,000
children aged 5-9 years, 40,000 children aged 19ebts and 294,000 children aged 12-
14 years work in either industries or occupatiomcsuded in the ILO/IPEC dratft list.
Working excessive hours is also very common, paerty among 12-14 year-olds.

Table 10. Involvement in hazardous work as defined by ILO/IPEC draft list, as percentage of all economically active children aged 5-15 years("
5-9 years 10-11 years 12-14 years
% No. % No. % No.
Children in hazardous industries(") 25 7,205 2.2 12,317 1.9 74828
Children in hazardous occupations®) 2.9 8,244 5 28080 5.7 219,426
Children working excessive hours® 11.8 33,469 13.2 73,328 8.6 329,191
Total children in hazardous work 17.2 48,918 20 113,725 16 623,445

Notes: (1) Hazardous industries in ILO/IPEC draft list are: mining, quarrying and construction. (2) Exclusive of children also in hazardous industries. Hazardous occupations in
ILO/IPEC draft list are: optical and elect equip operators; health associated professional; nursing midwife; protective services; forestry and related workers; fishery, hunters and

trappers; miners, shot fires, stone cutters and carvers; building frame and related workers; building finishers; metal moulders, welders, and related workers; blacksmith, tool makers
and related workers; machinery mechanics and fitters; electrical and electronic equip mechanics and fitters; precision workers in metal; potters, glass makers and related workers;
mining and mineral processing plant operators; metal processing plant op.; glass, ceramics and related plant op.; wood processing & papermaking plant op.; chemical processing
plant op.; power production and related plan operators; metal and mineral machine operators; chemical machine operators; rubber mach. op; wood products mach. op.; textile, fur,

leather mach. op.; food mach. op.; assemblers; other mach. op.; motor vehicle driver; agric and other mobile plant op.; ships' deck crew and related workers; street vendors and
related workers; shoe cleaning other street services; messengers, porters, doorkeepers, and related workers; garbage collectors and related workers; agric. fishery and related
workers; mining and construction labourers; and transport and freight handlers. (3) Exclusive of children in hazardous industries and/or in hazardous occupations. Excessive hours

defined as >43 hours per week.

Source: UCW calculations based on Bangladesh SIMPOC survey 2002-2003

ILO Convention No. 182 calls on each Member statiake immediate and effective measures to seberprbhibition and elimination of the worst
forms of child labour as a matter of urgency.
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5.

CONCLUSION

62.

The preceding sections have examined a numberyajkestions surrounding

development of a statistical standard for chilclat drawing on empirical evidence
from Bangladesh. Five questions were of particumgoortance in this context; these
guestions and major conclusions relating to eaomsarised briefly below.

(i)

(ii)

Should family and non-family work be treated differently in child labour
measurement? While it is intuitively appealing to assume tharking with parents
or relatives is less “damaging” than working ougside family, the empirical
evidence concerning work composition, intensity angact did not, on balance,
indicate the family/non-family distinction is relewt for the purposes of child labour
measurement in the Bangladeshi context. The dift@® in the composition and the
intensity of family and non-family work primarileflected underlying differences
between economic activity and household chore®paddwithin the family. And,
while there was some evidence suggesting that yamalk posed a lesser obstacle to
school attendance, there was no evidence that withkn the family was less
hazardous than work outside it.

But feedback from national counterparts on thisifppiavoured excluding
children combining school attendance with helpingamily farms and enterprises
from consideration as child labourers. It was adgtirat it is common in Bangladesh
for children in rural areas to help in family farfes a few hours after school, and
likewise in family enterprises in urban areas, trad these work activities should not
be construed as child labour.

How should non-economic activity (i.e., household chores) be treated in child labour
measurement? The empirical evidence suggested that a distindieiween economic
and non-economic activity for the purposes chiltbla measurement is relevant, as
underlying this distinction are important differesdn terms of the composition,
intensity and impact of work. Children’s involventém economic activity is less
common than non-economic activity in Bangladeshthis work is performed more
intensely and with greater apparent consequencehildren’s health and safety.
Child involvement in non-economic activity, on tbimer hand, is more common in
the country, but is generally performed less intgnand with fewer apparent
adverse effects. The empirical evidence did indit¢ household chores interfere
with schooling when performed intensively, whichpbying the stipulations of CRC,
would argue for their inclusion in child labour nseeement beyond a relatively high
weekly hours threshold.

Feedback from national counterparts was genermatlin favour of considering
non-economic activity in the measurement of chalaolur.

(iif) How should water collection (and other own-account production of goods) be

classified for the purpose of child labour measurement? Data on water and fuelwood
fetching and other own-account production are matlable in Bangladesh, meaning
that their impact on child labour measurement cowlidbe looked in detail.
Feedback from counterparts, however, suggestedhbse activities do not
constitute major uses of children’s time Bangladesh

(iv) How should light work be measured? The empirical evidence was insufficient to

draw detailed conclusions concerning the healtheghatational consequences of
different types of children’s work. In the absemdé¢his information it was necessary
to explore other more general criteria for distisging light work from other forms
of work. One approach looked at was to define tloig in non-light work as all
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children in economic activitgiot attending school, based on the implicit assumption
that it is work that is interfering with their sablattendance. Another approach was
to include out of school childrgmus working students performing work at a level of
intensity likely to interfere with their school ermance. A third approach was to
simply distinguish light from non-light economictiaity on the basis of hours
thresholds applied to all working children, regasdl of their school attendance
status. Simulated estimates based on each of éippseaches yielded very different
estimates of 12-14 year-olds in light work, understg the need for a consensus in
how light work should be measured.

(v) How should hazardous work be measured? Data limitations and the absence of a
national list mean that the number of 15-17 yedsah hazardous work cannot be
adequately measured in Bangladesh. Developmennhafional list, and
subsequently of a survey instrument tailored tangjfyang children’s involvement in
the forms of work included in the list, are therefamportant priorities in
Bangladesh. Development of a standard statistiealsure of hazardous work that
can be applied globally is also complicated byf#w that international child labour
norms allow countries considerable flexibility armns of which forms of work are
classified as hazardous. This issue, however, wagna the scope of the current
paper.
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