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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 ldetaefinition 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 developmentafiparable and unambiguous
estimates of child labour in countries where tasnmonly known that children are at
work, and also detracts from the credibility of rhers published. Accordingly, at the
17th International Conference of Labour StatistisilCLS), there was unanimous
demand by participants for an agenda item on dabldur statistics at the 18th ICLS,
which is likely to meet in the last quarter of 2008

2. In this context, a draft resolution on child lab@GL) statistics is currently under
development for submission to the 18th ICLS. Ths®k&ion would bring out the
‘conceptual’ issues in clarifying what constitutdsld labour and what should be
excluded in accordance with existing internatidabbur standards. In the light of what
is feasible in practice, the draft resolution wosigjgest an ‘operational’ statistical
definition of child labour that may be applied faeasurement purposes in the field. In
addition, the draft resolution would provide guidek in terms of statistical tools on
how child labour statistics may be verified and swgad. The resolution may also
indicate the parameters within which countries maye flexibility to adapt and apply
the contents of the resolution to suit their naalaequirements. In turn, all such efforts
and resulting information would facilitate the miamning by ILO member states of their
compliance with international labour standards traasparent manner.

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 worst forms of child labour (WFCL) activitieéb) provide methodological
guidelines to ensure comparability of child labsetatistics across countries and over
time; and (c) assist in improving the gatheringtatistical information that would help
monitoring by countries of their compliance to mi&tional child labour standards.

4. This note discusses some of the issues arising aftempting to define a statistical
standard for child labour in the specific conteik€Cambodia. It aims to give an overview
of the measurement challenges encountered, ohtipgieal and other evidence that can
be used to address such challenges and of thecatiphs in terms of child labour
estimates. The note is intended also to providelanical background for the country
consultations that UCW is carrying out to promdte discussion child labour
measurement and to get feedback from national govents on the open questions. This
feedback will constitute a relevant part of theqass leading to the draft resolution on
child labour statistics that ILO will submit to td&" ICLS in 2008.

5. The paper is structured as follows. The next seceis 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 econoimasn-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 thren international legal standards for
child labour (C138, C182 and CRC) might translate statistical terms for the 6-11
years, 12-14 years and 15-17 years age groupsl&edichild labour estimates are
presented for each of these groups based underatitfunderlying statistical
definitions.



2. TOWARDS A STATISTICAL MEASURE OF CHILD LABOUR: GENERAL
CONSIDERATIONS

6. How many Cambodian children are involved in chdddur? 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 provideayuse on these issues.

7. 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).

8. While children’s family-based economic activityineluded in most published
estimates of child labour, family-based work (wbskunpaid family members) is often
excluded from labour legislation at the countryeleand therefore not covered by
minimum age rule$.This suggests that many countries perceive worfopeed by
children within the family unit as different fronmitddren’s productive activities
performed outside the family, and raises the qoesif whether this perceived
difference should also be reflected in any stati$tneasure of child labour.

9. Separately, there has been concern expressed aoorgactors against child
labour, including UNICEF, that non-economic actest(principally household chores
within the child’s own family) — currently excludéam 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 childlabmeasurement and, if so, under
what conditions or beyond what time threshold.

! 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).



Box 2. A note on terminology

In this study, productive activities are defined as all activities falling within the general production boundary, i.e., 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 intemational 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.
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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
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(b) Drawing statistical distinctions between acceptable forms of work and child labour within categories of children’s productive activities
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10. 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 psiéid statistics on child labour)
(Figure 1a). Whichever approach is selected, dabbdur measurement requires drawing



a second statistical distinction between acceptaioles of work and child labowvithin
each category of children’s productive activitygiie 1b). As explained in further detalil
in Section 4 of this report, the first approach lgoentail applying different criteria to
family and non-family productive activities in dreuishing 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.

11. Which of the two approaches are most relevantlidd éabour measurement? The
answer depends in large part on the extent to whielbroad distinctions between
family/non-family or economic/non-economic worklest underlying differences in the
nature, intensity and impact of work performed hydren. If, for example, it could be
shown that non-family work is significantly morerivdul 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

12. 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 measure
of children’s work — yields an estimate of 52 petc®ut if children performing non-
economic activity are also considered, the estimagés to 81 percent. Restricting our
focus only to productive activity performed outsttie household (and staying with the
one-hour threshold) would yield an estimate of dnjyercent. Applying a slightly higher
hours threshold, e.g., of one hour per day ratiem bne hour per week, would yield
sharply lower estimates of children’s work in sotaéegories (non-economic and family
activity) but have little effect on estimates imets (economic and non-family activity).
Only about one-fifth of children can be considened-working, i.e., performing less
than one hour of work per week in any category (@ a.

Table 1. Measuring child involvement in productive activity (% children aged 7-14), by hours thresholds

Hours Distinction by technical nature Distinction by work setting

threshold Economic Non-economic Total® Family© Non-family Totalo)

>1 52.3 79.3 81.3 76.2 5.1 80.8

>7 50.3 56.2 69.7 65.4 48 68.5

>14 40.7 16.7 45.9 478 3.9 48.6

>21 234 3.0 25.2 36.9 2.9 37.0

>28 16.5 1.0 171 254 2.2 255

Notes: (a) “Total” refers to the % of children performing economic and/or non-economic activity for each hours threshold; (b) “Total” refers to the % of
children performing family and/or non-family activity for each hours threshold.

Source: UCW calculations based on Cambodia Child Labour Survey, 2001

13. But the divisions between economic/non-economidpective 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 exam@&, percent are also spending at least
some time each week performing non-economic aigssiSimilarly, of all children
performing non-family work, 90 percent are alsoalwed in some work activities each
week within their families. This introduces anotheestion in terms of measurement —
the combinations of work intensity that should bkested when measuring the work
involvement of children whose work crosses the eoan/non-economic or family/non-



3.2

family boundaries. Children’s involvement in protiue activity by different hours
combinations is shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Measuring child involvement in productive activity (% children aged 7-14), 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. Noq-
family
0 18.7 29.1 18.7 45 1.1 0.4 0 18.7 76.2 65.4 417 36.8 254
>1 | 20 50.2 375 122 20 0.6 >1 \ 5.1 46 3.1 0.8 0.1 0.1
>7 | 1.9 48.3 36.7 1241 1.9 0.6 >7 \ 47 4.2 29 0.8 0.1 0.05
>14 | 1.5 39.2 31.1 115 1.8 0.6 >14 \ 38 34 25 0.8 0.1 0.05
>21 | 1.0 224 18.3 79 1.2 0.4 >21 \ 28 25 1.9 0.6 0.1 0.03
>28 | 0.7 15.8 12.8 6.0 0.9 0.4 >28 \ 2.1 1.8 15 0.5 0.1 0.03

Source: UCW calculations based on Cambodia Child Labour Survey, 2001

14. This brief discussion illustrates that the measwemnof children’s involvement in
productive activity also depends on decisions irgdeto which categories (or
combinations of categories) of productive actiahd 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 nationatpait, then the estimate could be
limited to children’s involvement in activities falg within the SNA production
boundary, regardless of the setting of these diesviSimilarly, if the objective is to
measure children’s participation in the formal labforce, the estimate could centre on
children’s involvement in economic activities fatli within the formal sector. But the
purpose here is quite different — to measure arildrinvolvement in the subset of
productive activities that is injurious, negativeumdesirable, 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

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

16. Figure 2 breaks down family and non-family workdpecific work sector/type. At
first glance, it suggests important differencethim composition of children’s work in
the two settings. Work within the family settingcisncentrated mainly in two areas —
household chores and agriculture — while work algtshe family is mainly in
agriculture. But when looking at family work, andstbnal sub-distinction between
economic work and non-economic work (i.e., housgtlebores) is also importaft.
When household chores are excluded from consideratie composition of family and

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.



non-family work is surprisingly similar (Figure 3)his 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 (refss of its setting) and non-
economic work.

Figure 2. Main types of family and non-family work performed by children
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Source: UCW calculations based on Cambodia Child Labour Survey 2001.

Figure 3. Main types of family and non-family ECONOMIC activities performed by children
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17. Work intensity is important as an indirect measafrevork 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 wdiier in terms of work intensity?
Children performing family-based work activitiestpu an average of 21 hours per week
on these activities, while children involved in ai@amily work activities spend an
average of 25 hours performing them. The distrdyutf family and non-family work by
working hours is shown in Figure 4. But it shoutlkept in mind that these time
estimates reflect differences in hours spent inweework settings, not differences in

the working hours of individual children, some diiam work in both settings.

18. Another way of looking at work intensity is to di children into those performing
only family work, those performing only non-familyork and those performing both.
Looked at this way, differences in the intensityarhily work and non-family work are
sharper: children performing only non-family wodgl7 more hours of work each week
than their counterparts performing only family wdflable 3).




Figure 4. Distribution of working hours by working setting®
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Table 3. Average weekly working hours by work setting, age and sex

Child age in Children working only in family work Children only in non-family work Children working in family and non- family work
years male female Total male female Total male female Total
7 15.7 14.2 14.9 7 7 7 27 24.7 259
8 16.4 16.5 16.4 84 6.3 77 255 274 264
9 17.3 176 17.5 413 255 319 26.8 26.1 26.5
10 21 19.5 20.2 26.6 20.3 237 29 284 28.7
1 222 224 223 54.6 24.7 51.6 30.2 31 30.6
12 24.1 25 246 20.6 36.1 334 32 31.2 31.6
13 217 25.1 264 329 62.5 354 34 331 335
14 278 304 29 348 574 46 34.6 37.8 36.1
Total 22 217 218 291 344 31.3 30.7 309 30.8

Source: UCW calculations based on Cambodia Child Labour Survey, 2001

19. But the total time spent in family work masks ladierences in work intensity
between family economic activity and household ekoihe former is performed for an
average of 21.2 hours per week and latter for 8rByhours. The difference in work
intensity between family and non-family work faltsabout 4 hours per week, or about
34 minutes per day, when household chores arerglied from consideration (Table 4).
In terms of work intensity, therefore, the mosewant difference appears to again be
between economic activity (regardless of its sgjtand household chores. The work
load of a child performing economic activities ssdimbe very similar whether it is
performed within or outside the family. This is moftrprising if we think that children
performing economic activities in a family settiage involved in activities similar to
those of the children working outside of the fanfdge above).

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 17.7 16.7 17.3 20.7 10.4 17.7
8 18.1 18.6 18.4 124 18.1 14.5
9 19.5 17.5 18.5 19.7 17.2 18.5
10 19.9 19.5 19.7 223 17.9 20.2
11 20.7 21.0 20.9 304 295 30.1
12 23.0 21.3 221 233 221 226
13 243 221 233 292 31.8 30.6
14 243 258 25.0 294 38.8 333
Total 215 20.9 212 247 26.2 254

Source: UCW calculations based on Cambodia Child Labour Survey, 2001



20. Of greatest significance for child labour measuneinpeirposes is the question of
whether there are differences between family amdfamily work in terms ofmpacton
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&pat is difficult to definitively
address the issue of impact in the absence ofiadditdata. In what follows, we present
the evidence that can be extracted from the egistiailable information.

21. 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 economicactivity. These data do not support the conventiamsdom that the
family is a safer work setting. Indeed, the incicexensity of work-related ill-health or
injury is considerably higher for children in fapngconomic activity (2.1) compared to
children in non-family economic activity (1.3) ire@bodia.

22. 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 reducad &stimates, subject to change if the
underlying structure changes, in a separate emappaper it is shown that in the case of
Cambodia they are consistent with more complexatastimates (UCW, 2004). Results
of the kernel regression estimates, shown in Figuedso suggest that children in family
economic activity face a greater risk of ill-he&hfury than their counterparts in non-
family economic activity at any given level of warkensity.

Figure 5. Probability of work-related ill-health/injury, by hours in family and non-family economic activity
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23. But these results do not necessarily imply thdtchin in family economic work face
a greateabsoluterisk of work-related ill-health or injury, for tmeasons. First, while
family work appears by its nature to be riskiers tiisk is to some degree offset by the
fact that children in family work are less exposedisk, i.e., that family economic work
is performed for fewer hours on average each weak hon-family economic work, as
seen above. Second, in a separate empirical papdence is presented suggesting that

% To take occurrence as well as exposure into cereiion, a standaidcidence densitis 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.



the nature of injuries and/or ill-health associateaith family economic work are less
severe than those associated with non-family ecanaork (UCW, 2004). Nonetheless,
the empirical evidence offers no basis for concigdhat family-based workers enjoy
greater work protection or safety. This findingetevant in light of the fact that family
work is excluded from consideration in child labéegislation in Cambodia (and in
many other national contexts) at least in part beeavork in the family environment is
thought of as being less hazardous.

24. Turning to education, establishing a stoatisalrelationship between work and
school attendance is not possible because of gsenab of panel or retrospective data
for Cambodid’ But again kernel regressions can be used as hetintool to examine
the probabilistic link between work and school rt@nce’ Empirical evidence based on
kernel regressions indicates that non-family warkssociated with a lower likelihood of
school attendance than family work at every lev@rey given level of work intensity,
and that the difference increases with working Bdgrgure 6a). They also show that
additional hours of family work appear to have mpact on school attendance up to
about the 25 hours threshold, while additional timeon-family work affects school
attendance even at very low hours levels.

Figure 6. Probability of school attendance by working hours, kernel regression results
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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 papanaft
discussion paper, Rome, October 2006.

® Again, however, it should be kept in mind thatriedregressions are suitable for describing thbatilistic link between variables,
but cannot be used to derive strict causal relalijps and must therefore be interpreted with care.



25. However, if we look at the economic activities offfyg. 5b), the difference between
family and non family based work becomes smallgajrasuggesting that the nature of
the work might be more relevant than the settingfodunately, the available data do
not allow us to draw any more precise conclusion.

26. What then can be concluded concerning the relevaihaeneasurement 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.

27. The differences in the composition and the intgnsittamily and non-family work
primarily reflect underlying differences betweemeomic activity and household chores
performedwithin the family. And, while there is some evidence fsjigg that family
poses a lesser obstacle to school attendance,isheoeevidence that work within the
family is less hazardous than work outside it. Bdjaf anything, the evidence points in
the opposite direction. It is also worth notingtttiee technical distinction between
family and non-family work is not as clear-cut gatifirst seems. Many forms of work
common among children fall in a grey area betwéerfamily and non-family
categories. Consider, for example, production afdgocoutsourced to the family or work
in small business, even if carried out under thpgestision of parents or relatives, it is
difficult to imagine that they are carried out wittodalities substantially different than if
the child were working under the supervision of feomily members.

3.3 Economic and non-economic productive activity

28. A statistical distinction between work that is esonc and non-economic in nature
offers an alternative way forward in terms of cHdour measurement. This distinction
has been used in most estimates of child laboulymexd by international agencies,
governments and individual researchers. For exgrigbehas included in the global
estimates only children economically active, UNIGE€ludes in child labour estimates
children economically active plus children involMeelyond a certain number of hours in
non economic activities. Again, the relevance ahsa distinction for measuring child
labour rests on the degree to which it reflectseunllythg differences between economic
and non-economic work in terms of their specifitung, intensity and impact. The
distinction also rest on the implicit, but consalield, interpretation of the international
and national legislation concerning child labouneTurrent section looks at how
economic and non-economic activity differ in theas indicated above, in order to
provide evidence on the nature and relevance afigienction between economic and
non economic activities.

29. Household chores are part of the normal activitfeamily members and hence also
of children. Participation to household choresiifact often seen as beneficial for
children’s upbringing. However, evidence in Camlaoaind in other countries indicates
that if performed for long hours such activitiee detrimental to children educatfon
especially for girls. This offer a strong rationédbased also on the CRC convention) to

% - For a detailed discussion refer to UCW (200&p://www.ucw-project.org/pdf/publications/noneconicactivities2.pdf
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include in the statistical standard of child labalso children performing household
chores to an extent that is damaging for their atloe. Of course, household chores that
are harmful to children’s health should also béuded, but unfortunately we have at
present too little information to go beyond a statat of principle.

30. The technical distinction between economic and @ornomic activities was
described in detail in Box 2. Economic activitiagalve the production of goods and
services for sale on the market and the productiggoods for own consumption, and
can be located either inside or outside the famiyn-economic activities refer to the
production ofservicesor own consumption, and comprise primarily houselthores
performed one’s own househd|éigure 7 illustrates the composition of children’s
economic and non-economic productive activity inmBadia. Agriculture constitutes by
far the most important form of economic activityhile common non-economic
activities include cleaning, meal preparation ahitblccare.

Figure 7. Main types of economic and non-economic productive activities performed by children

80

76,1
50 508
_ 44
8 40
g
30
219 211
20
153 14,1
10 ¢
0 e B %Y | |

Agriculture  Commerce  Services Manufacturing ~ Other fetching water preparing sewing/ cleaning shopping child care  delivering
meals mending  house/clothes messages/food

Economic productive activity(@ Non-economic productive
Notes: (a) Categories are distinct; (b) Categories are not distinct.

Source: UCW calculations based on Cambodia Child Labour Survey 2001

31. One grey area in terms of the distinction of betweeonomic and non-economic
activity lies is in the categorisation of watercteing (and fuel wood collecti8n These
activities constitute production for own househabthsumption and technically fall
within the SNA production boundary (see Box 2), nieg that they are economic rather
non-economic in nature. But the dividing line betweconomic and non-economic in
cases such as this is thin. Water supply and foeldwcollection are rarely reflected in
published estimates of child economic activity anel typically excluded from mention
in national child labour legislation. The Cambo@iaild Labour Survey (CCLS 2001),
like most national household surveys covering clailibur, collected information on
water supply as part of non-economic activity.

32. The classification of water fetching and fuel wammdlection has important
implications for child labour measurement, andisiseie is discussed in detail in Section
4 of this report, where different estimates of @ttébour are presented according to
different classification of water collection.

33. The level of work intensity, again an importantiredt measure of work impact, is
very different for economic and non-economic atgi. Children performing economic
activities put in an average of 22 hours per waekhese activities, while children
involved in non-economic activities spend an averaigonly 9 hours performing them.

" The terms “household chores” and “non-economiwiggt are used interchangeably in the remaindethis study.
8 But information on the latter is not available @ambodia.
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As shown in Figure 8, the largest cluster of noareenic work is around 7 weekly
hours, while the largest cluster of economic attiid around 17 weekly hours. The
differences in work intensity are even starker wbemparing children performing only
economic activity, those performing only non-ecomoattivity and those performing
both? The first group works an average of 25 hours pegkaand the second only an
average of 8 weekly hours (Table 5). The third graie., those combining both work
activities, logs an average of almost 31 weeklyrepof which economic activity
accounts for 21.4 of the total hours and non-ecaoautivity the remaining 9.4 hours.

Figure 8. Distribution of weekly hours of economic and non-economic activity
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Source : UCW calculation based on Cambodia Child Labour Survey, 2001

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

. . Children working' qnly in economic Children only in non-economic activity Children working in both economic and non-economic activity
Child age in years activity

Male female Total male female Total male female Total

7 14.7 18.3 16.1 6.7 7.2 7.0 27.0 24.7 25.9

8 15.5 138 14.8 73 741 7.2 255 274 26.4

9 27.0 16.1 221 7.0 75 7.2 26.8 26.1 26.5

10 225 16.2 202 7.6 8.1 79 29.0 28.4 28.7

1 271 139 228 8.2 8.4 8.3 30.2 31.0 30.6

12 242 339 286 8.9 9.5 9.2 320 31.2 316

13 36.2 31.9 352 9.6 9.9 9.7 34.0 33.1 335

14 353 55.1 40.7 9.7 11.3 10.5 346 378 36.1
Total 26.0 235 251 8.0 8.4 8.2 30.7 30.9 30.8

Source: UCW calculations based on Cambodia Child Labour Survey, 2001

34. Of most relevance for the purposes of child labnaasurement is again the question
of whether there are differences between econondman-economic activity in terms
of theirimpacton children’s health and education outcomes. Lgkirst at health,
guestions concerning work-related injury/ilinesgevaddressed only to children
involved in economic activity in ICLS 2001, meanithgt there are no data on
injury/iliness for the group of children performihgusehold chores only. It is
nonetheless possible to assess whether time ireholaschores have a different impact
on health than time in economic activity for thewp of children that perform both
activities. This question is looked at in Tableyerreans of a logistic regression. The
results indicate that while hours in economic atstisignificantly affect the probability
of ill health, hours logged in household chores\da™

? It should again be kept in mind that there are wagys of expressing work intensity. The first refledifferences in hours spent in
the two work categories, not differences in thekivay hours of individual children, many of whom Wadn both economic and non-
economic activity. Second looks at the working Isonfrchildren in the three mutually-exclusive caiges — those performing
economic activity only, those performing housetadidres only and those performing both.

1% Other more complex non-linear specifications yeelgimilar results. For further details, see UC\8j&t, Towards statistical
standards for children’s non-economic work: A disgion based on household survey dat&8W working paper, Rome (2005)
available at www.ucw-project.org.
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Table 6.  Impact of hours in economic activity and household chores on work-related injury/iliness, marginal effects after logistic

regression

Variable dy/dx z
Child age -.0271955 -1.28
Child age squared .0013865 1.39
Female®@ .0012855 0.12
Works in agriculture® .0606149 1.60
Works in commerce®@ -.1139253 -3.070)
Works in services@ -.057564 -1.23
Works in manufacturing® -.0674971 -1.61
Education level of household head -.0152067 -1.87
Child education level -.0100756 -0.70
Rural resident(a) -.033081 -2.69€)
Household expenditure® .0013407 0.17
Working hours in economic activity .0034228 6.64¢)
Working hours in non-economic activity -.0008014 -0.72

Notes: (a) dy/dx is for discrete change of dummy variable from 0 to 1; (b) Expressed as logarithm of household expenditure (c) Statistically significant at five percent
level.

Source : UCW calculation based on Cambodia Child Labour Survey, 2001

35. There are several possible reasons for this outctvwmeeof which seem most
relevant. The first is sample limitation. The giu@stbout the occurrence of
injuryliliness is asked only to children workingaconomic activity, and is formulated in
a way that seems to refer to events linked to vpertormed in economic activity. This
could obviously lead to underestimation of the @8ef non-economic activity. The
second reason is that children engage relativelyhieurs in non-economic activity - the
vast majority of children less than 2 hours per.diaynay not be possible therefore, to
observe children working long enough hours in hcoremic activity for health damage
to result.

36. Turning to education, establishing a stdatisalrelationship between work and
school attendance is also not possible because @tisence of panel or retrospective
data for Cambodia, as discussed above. Empiricdérge based on kernel regressions
is shown in Figure & Regression results indicate that in the case itdreim performing
only non-economic activity, there is apparentlylin& with school attendance below
about 20 hours per week. Above this threshold,domgprking time is associated with
reduced school attendance. Similar results areraatdor children working only in
economic activities. Again, no association withaahattendance at low levels of
working time is observed, and a negative associatidy appears above 30 working
hours per week.

Figure 9. Probability of school attendance by hours in non-economic activity and economic activity only, kernel
regression results
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It should be recalled that kernel regressionsheansed as a synthetic tool to examine the prababilink 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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37. But isolating the impact of economic activity orheol attendance is complicated by
the fact that most economically-active childrerogderform household chores (although
the latter activities account for only a small pEfrtheir total work time). This means that
for the group of children in economic activityjstimportant to look at theomposition

as well as the intensity of work. This issue isradded in Figure 9, which shows the
impact of additional time in household chores at ginen level of economic activity,
making use of a logistic regression. It appearshbars spent in non-economic activity
add little to the probability of not attending sohwith respect to hours spent in
economic activities, regardless of the intensitthwvhich economic activity is
performed. For economically-active children, theref it is their time in economic
activity rather than their time in household chdre is relevant in terms of school
attendance.

Figure 10. Impact of additional time in non-economic activity at any given level of time in economic activity,
marginal effects after logistic regression
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Notes: (a) Weekly time levels in economic activity depicted here are 7 and 21 hours; however, estimations at other weekly time levels (i.e.,
1 hour, 14 hours, 28 hours and 35 hours) yielded similar results.

Source : UCW calculations based on Cambodia Child Labour Survey, 2001

38. What can be concluded from the preceding discussianerning 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. Non
economic activities (household chores), if perfadrbeyond a certain limit, are
detrimental to children’s education. Economic and-Bconomic activities, however,
vary considerably in terms of the actual work taley entail for children. They also
differ dramatically in terms of the time burdenyth@ace on children — children spend on
average over twice as much time in economic agtthiéan in household chores each
week. Empirical evidence on impact, though limit@idp points to important differences
between the two types of work. Time in householorek appears to have little
additional impact on either injury/iliness or schatiendance vis-a-vis time in economic
activity among (the majority of) working childreegiorming both work types. There is
also an important non-empirical motive for drawthgs distinction: household chores
are much more commonly perceived as a normal aend leeneficial part of childhood in
the Cambodian cultural context.
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4.1

MEASURING CHILD LABOUR

39. 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; 12-13 year-olds; and 14-17 year-olds.

Measuring child labour among 6-11 year-olds'?

40. ILO Convention No. 138 (C138) is a good startinghpéor a discussion on the
guantification of child labour in the Cambodian text. C138 calls on State Parties to
set a minimum age for admission to “work or emplewt’; it does not rule ow priori

any specific form of productive activity from codsration. The general minimum age in
Cambodia is set at 14 years and the absolute mimimorking age at 12 yeats.

41. How could child labour be measured in accordanctle @iL38 for children under the
absolute minimum working age of 12 years? The rabsgtous answer would be to
simply include all children spending non-negligibl®ounts of time each week in any
form of productive activity But such a broad definition would lead to the uisan of
forms of work that are not damaging to children #rat could even be beneficial to
them. This would in turn translate into an estingtehild labour that would not
constitute a relevant policy target. Indeed, alnatistambodia children aged 6-11 years
would be counted as child labourers were such paresive definition used (see Table
7). In measuring child labour, decisions are thaeefirst needed concerning the work
categories that should fall within the minimum agkes contained in C138. (It should be
again recalled thaegal decisions in this regard rest largely with Memb&t&s within

the parameters set out in C138 and are beyonctctpe ©f this paper.)

42. But C138 is not of course the only internationalolar standard relating to child
labour. Two others — ILO Convention No. 182 (C18a) 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 productiggvity captured in C138. But forms
of activities such as these present special measuechallenges, and are beyond the
scope of the current pap€rSecond, and of particular significance for measerst, the
notion is introduced in CRC of educational harnaasiterion for child labour.
Specifically, CRC requires a child to be protediedn performing any work thainter
alia, is “likely to be hazardous or to interfere wittetchild's education® These

2 The lower age limit of six years to coincide witle school starting age and because of limitedreagens for five year-olds.

13 cambodia set the minimum age at 14 years, usigjttion for developing countries; “light work”, wah is not harmful and does
not hinder education, could be allowed as from d2y of age.

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

> 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 definitionriathier one of measurement. This measurement issu# addressed in the paper.

16 C182 targets as a worst forms of child labéter 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 @squestion of fixing the minimum
age of 18 years for hazardous work under C138.CJR€ recognizes the right of the child to be praeédtom performing any work
that is “likely to be hazardous or to interferetwibe child's education, or to be harmful to thigdehhealth or physical, mental,
spiritual, moral or social development” (CRC, /32.1).
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stipulations mean that even if a particular catgg@drchildren’s productive activity were
excluded from the minimum age rules of C138, itldatill constitute child labour if it
were impermissible in accordance with C182 and CRC.

43. In ordernotto be considered child labour for measurementqseg, 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). Referriadrigure 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 12 years
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44. The first screen relates directly back to the dis@n in the previous sections in
terms of which broad categorisations of childrgareductive 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 and with
greater apparent consequences for children’s haatttsafety, arguing for its inclusion
under C138 minimum age rules for measurement pag@hild involvement in non-
economic activity, on the other hand, is much noa@mon (indeed, almost universal),
but generally performed much less intensely and feiver apparent adverse effects on
health and safety, arguing for its exclusion fro&B8 minimum age rules for
measurement purposes. Applying the stipulatioSRE, however, would mean that
children in this latter group would still be in thlabour if this non-economic activity
interfered with education (i.e., area C in Figuig.

46. Another issue that must be dealt with in measuchityl labour is the categorisation
of water fetching (and fuel wood collecti@n As noted in Section 3, while these

Work not interfering with
education nor

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

18 Information on the latter activity, as mentionedlier, was not collected in the Cambodia Child dmbSurvey (2001) and
therefore is not considered in the calculationseméed in this section.
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activities are technically economic in nature, they categorised as non-economic
activities in most household surveys and in moslipbied estimates of child
involvement in economic activity. The implicatiooswater collection categorisation for
child labour measurement are clear: following fritv@ above discussion, including
water collection as an economic activity means midsluding it within C138 minimum
age rules (i.e., under area A in Figure 11), wicturn means a higher overall number
of children in child labour.

47. Where should water collection be placed? For thpgmes of an internationally-
comparable statistical measure of child labSlirjs difficult to come up with a
convincing rationale fonot treating water (and firewood) collection as anregoic
activity. Technically, this activity constitutes avaccount production similar to, for
example, subsistence agriculture, and therefoleathin the SNA production
boundary (see Box 2). More importantly, water adltEn is performed at a level of
intensity and involves a degree of physical exartleat distinguishes it from common
household chores such as child care, food preparatid cleaning. In the discussion
below, however, child labour estimates are presemseng both categorisations of water
collection in order to illustrate the importancestissue on the estimates produced.

48. Following the approach set out above, identifyilng main components of the child
labour population among 6-11 year-olds is a reddyistraightforward exercise. For the
purposes of measurement, child labourers would csegll children in economic
activity (area A in Figure 11) in addition to chih performing non-economic activity
that interferes with their education (area C inufég11)?° The main measurement
challenge arising from this approach lies in idgirig non-economic activity harmful to
education (i.e., distinguishing areas B and C guFe 11). Empirical evidence suggests
that it is the intensity rather than the naturéafsehold chores that is the main
determinant of their impact, though this is an aszpiiring further investigation. Hours
thresholds rather than specific work type can floeeebe employed to distinguish
harmful from benign non-economic activity for me@suaent purposes.

Table 7. Estimates of child labour among children aged 6-11 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
Classification of water collection economic activity by hours thresholds®@ non-economic activity)
No o >7hrs >14 hrs >21hrs >28 hrs >7hrs >14 hrs >21hrs >28hrs
. (]
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
1 Water collection is classified | g4 380 |357951 168 | 69032 32 | 14631 07 | 5820 03 | 1999 548 878063 412 823661 387 |814860 383
as a non-economic activity 1
2 Water collection is dlassified | 144553 518 |164194 77 | 33482 16 | 7494 04 | 3752 02 | 12072 gog 113601 g5, 111002 5 p (114006 55
as an economic activity @ 6 4 6 0

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 Cambodia Child Labour Survey, 2001

49. Estimates of child labour for the 6-11 years agrigrfollowing this approach are
presented in Table 7. The results highlight theartemce of both the threshold selected
for non-economic activity and the categorisationvater collection. With water

collection classed as a non-economic activity,cclabour estimates vary greatly by time
thresholds for non-economic activity, from 38 petd@8-hour threshold) to 55 percent
(seven-hour threshold). But with water supply cdesed as an economic activity, the
population of children performing non-economic atyiis much smaller and this group
therefore has a lesser impact on child labour edés) particularly at the 7- and 14-hours
thresholds (very few children perform non-econoaatvity beyond 14 hours,

regardless of the classification of water colleg}icChild labour estimates range from 52

1% Again, legal decisions in this regard rest with Member Statiésimthe broad parameters set out in C138.
2 Area H, unconditional worst forms, will be discedseparately below.
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percent (28-hour threshold) to 60 percent (7-hbreghold) when water is classed as an
economic activity.

50. Which of these results constitutes the most pladeisihild labour estimate?
Answering this question requires decisions regardiater classification and the time
threshold for non-economic activity. Regarding watdlection, classifying it as an
economic activity is both more technically accurate more reflective of the
differences between this activity and common hookkbthores. Regarding the time
threshold, the empirical evidence presented ini@e& suggests that only non-economic
activity performed very intensively appears to effechool attendance (see Figure 9),
arguing for employing a high weekly threshold off#8irs beyond which non-economic
activity would be considered child labour. Classifywater collection as an economic
activity and considering only household choresgrened beyond 28 hours yields a child
labour estimate of 52 percent.

51. The identification of the more appropriate statatidefinition of child labour (within
the legal framework set by the international coings) must balance two needs. On
the one hand, to use too broad a definition migfiné 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, for example, are allaivies whose achievements could be
hampered by too narrow a definition. Sound staastadvice linked to country
development strategy will help guiding the selatid the most relevant statistical
definition of child labour.

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

52. Thus far in the discussion only children below &ige of 12 years have been
considered. But international labour standardsoofge also extend to older, 12-14 and
15-17 year old children, although specific legalgations in C138 relating to these
groups differ from those relating to younger cheld(Box 1). This sub-section looks at
child labour measurement for 12-14 year olds, wthieemeasurement of child labour
among 15-17 years age cohort is addressed in #iesule-section.

53. In terms of C138, children under the minimum agencé be employed or work
except for in light work as from the age of 12ighit work” is defined as “employment
or work which is (a) not likely to be harmful toeih health or development; and (b) not
such as to prejudice their attendance at schoolthedr capacity to benefit from the
instruction received” (Art. 7). Applying this addibal stipulation, and following from
the discussion above, the main components of thieAlyZar old child labour population
for measurement purposes become all children in-light” economic activity (area E
in Figure 12) in addition to children performingmeconomic activity that interferes
with their education (area G in Figure 12).

2 According to Cambodian legislation, the genermlimum age is 14 years but wage work can only stiat6 years. The age group
12-14 years is employed here to facilitate intéomati comparisons.
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Figure 12. Distinguishing child labour from other categories of children’s work, children aged 12-14 years
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54. Measuring child labour among 12-14 year-olds tleeefirstly requires drawing a
statistical distinction between “light” and “norght” economic activity, i.e.,
distinguishing between areas D and E in FigureAsZnformation from CCLS 2001 is
insufficient to generate solid conclusions conaggrithe health consequences of work
(see previous discussion), the educational impaebdk will be used here as the main
criterion for distinguishing light work. But eventi this simplification, there are
different possible ways forward. The most straigivlard approach could be to define
the group in non-light work as all children in eoamc activitynot attending school,
based on the implicit assumption that it is workt tis interfering with their school
attendance. This approach would yield a non-lightknestimate of 12 or 14 percent,

depending on the classification of water collectisee previous discussion) (Table 8,
column A).

55. 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 gllonot be overlooked altogether
from consideration as non-light work. Indeed, reslean Cambodia indicates that work
involvement has a significant negative effect ardsnt learning achievemeftlt is
reasonable therefore to also consider working stisdeerforming work at a level of
intensity likely to interfere with their school permance. Including students working
beyond a threshold of 14 hours per week (see dismubelow) would raise the
proportion of 12-14 year-olds in non-light work staterably, to 61 or 64 percent, again
depending on the classification of water collecijdable 8, column CJ?

2 World Bank, using test score data from a nationafyresentative survey of primary schools in Carigaaeported that work had a significant
detrimental effect on learning achievement, paldidy among fourth-graders. Estimated models f@rdicy and numeracy test scores (including
children, parental, household and schooling charetics) indicated that working every day befooéng to school reduced literacy and numeracy test
scores of Cambodian fourth-graders both by abog percentage pointSourceWorld Bank (2005)Cambodia: Quality Basic Education for All.

2 Unfortunately there is not empirical evidence an@odia on work intensity and school achievemeguide identification of a
specific hours threshold. This is an area wherin&uresearch is required.
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Table 8.  Estimates of child labour calculated on the basis of school attendance status and work intensity of working students, by
classification of water collection

(A) (B) (C)=(A)+(B)
Classification of water collection Children aged 12 14 years !nvolved in Working students aged 12-14 years who Children aggd 12-14 years
economic activity and not in school are working for at least 14 hours per week in non-light work
No. % No. % No. %

Water collection is classified as a non- 114,799 19 478,500 494 593,299 613
economic activity
Water collection is classified as an 135,063 140 480,334 497 615397.0 63.7
economic activity

Source: UCW calculations based on Cambodia Child Labour Survey, 2001

56. 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
becausef 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 someaiealgrounds 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.

57. 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 Employment}*

In terms of at least school attendance, such alibid would be “safe” in the
Cambodian context, as data show that the attenddrateldren working for less than
this amount of time differs little from that of ¢dhien not working in economic activity at
all. The proportion of 12-14 year-olds in child daiv based on a general threshold of 14
hours would be around 60 percent, in this casepiei@ent of the classification of water
collection (Table 9).

Table 9.  Estimates of child labour for the 12-14 years age group based on a general threshold of 14 hours per week, by classification of
water collection

Children aged 12- 14 years in economic activity > 14 hrs per week
No. %
Water collection is classified as a non-economic activity 581,721 60.1
Water collection is classified as an economic activity 588,696 60.8

Source: UCW calculations based on Cambodia Child Labour Survey, 2001

58. The other component of the 12-14 year old childlalpopulation would consist of
children innonreconomic activity that interferes with schooling( area G in Figure
12). As discussed in the context of the previodsssection on 6-11 year-olds, empirical
evidence suggests that only non-economic activetjopmed very intensively appears to
affect school attendance. To the estimates showheitables, therefore, one should also
add the number of children performing non-econoacitvity beyond a relatively high
hours threshold. Moreover, one should also consuthether the threshold set for 6-11
years old should also be applied to 12-14 year @idghether a higher threshold should
be selected. We do not discuss such details hetbeg can be easily derived once the
approach on whether or not, and if so, how to itkelnon-economic activities in child
labour estimates has been defined.

24 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 harmfultkeir 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 holidake total number of hours spent at school ankgbhwork in no case to exceed
seven per day” (emphasis added).
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4.3 ldentifying hazardous work (measuring child labour among 15-17 year-olds)

59. Children aged 15-17 years are above the generainmim age for regular work or
employment set out in C138. The Convention none#isgproscribes 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 wéosins, also extend to children aged
15-17 years.

60. Identifying child labour for measurement purpose®ag this group therefore
requires drawing a distinction between “regulard dnazardous” economic activity, i.e.
between areas H and | in Figure 13. Non-economiicigycis less pertinent for child
labour measurement purposes because 15-17 yeaarelddove the minimum schooling
leaving age. This means that interference with slohg, the primary criterion for
categorising non-economic activity as child labfmirmeasurement purposes (see
previous sections), is not relevant. But uncondaiovorst forms that are non-economic
in natureare relevant (i.e., area K in Figure 13); measurirgsthforms, however, is
beyond the scope of the current paper.

Figure 13. Distinguishing child labour from other categories of children’s work, children aged 16-17 years

ACCEPTABLE FORMS
OF CHILDREN’S WORK

ACCEPTABLE FORMS
OF CHILDREN’S WORK

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

| |
Children’s work not covered by C138
minimum age rules for measurement purposes minimum age rules for measurement purposes

61. C182, following from C138, states that the typesvofk likely to harm the “health,
safety or morals of children” shall be “determiri®dnational laws or regulations or by
the competent authority, after consultation with ¢tinganizations of employers and
workers concerned, taking into consideration reléwaernational standards...”. The
Government in Cambodia has developed a draft redtle of three “unconditional”
worst form$® of child labour and a further 16 “hazardous” foffraf particular
relevance in the Cambodian context. But data limoits mean that the number of 15-17
year-olds in worst forms cannot be adequately nredseven with this national listing.

Table 10 illustrates the large gaps in both qual@aand quantitative information on
worst forms of child labour.

% Activities targeted by ILO Convention No. 182usconditional worst formsiclude: (a) all forms of slavery or practices #mto
slavery, such as the sale and trafficking of cleitgidebt bondage and serfdom and forced or comyuimour, including forced or
compulsory recruitment of children for use in arneedflict; (b) the use, procuring or offering othild for prostitution, for the
production of pornography or for pornographic perfances; and (c) the use, procuring or offering ohild for illicit activities, in
particular for the production and trafficking oludgs as defined in the relevant international tesati

% Activities targeted by ILO Convention No. 182hezardous formiclude any activity or occupation which, by itature or type
has, or leads to, adverse effects on the childatysehealth, or moral development.
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Table 10.  Availability of information on nationally-identified worst forms of child labour

“Worst forms” targeted in National estimates Other quantitative or qualitative
Cambodia National Plan of Action Available from CCLS 2001? information available?
1. Portering yes no
2. Domestic service (private home) yes yes ()
3. Waste scavenging or rubbish picking yes yes @0)
4. Work in rubber plantations no yes ¥
5. Work in tobacco plantations no no
2 6. Fishing yes yes ©
S 7. Work in semi-indust. agric. plantations no no
2] 8. Brick-making no yes ©
] 9. Salt production and related enterprises no yes ()
E 10. Handicrafts and related enterprises yes no
T 11. Processing sea products no no
12. Stone and granite breaking no no
13. Rock/sand quarrying, stone collection no no
14. Gem and coal mining yes no
15. Restaurant work yes yes 1)
16. Begging no no
é 1. Child commercial sexual exploitation no yes (10:(11)
= 2. Child trafficking no yes (12:(13)(14)
- 3. Children used in drug production, sales and trafficking no no

Notes: (1) National Institute of Statistics (NIS), Child Domestic Workers Survey in Phnom Penh, Phnom Penh, 2003. (2) O’Leary, D., A Socioeconomic Study of Waste Pickers in Phnom
Penh, Community Sanitation and Recycling Organization (CSARO) and the Center for Social Development, Phnom Penh, February 1998. (3) Chea Pyden,"Garbage Collection Children",
Child Workers in Asia, vol. 16 no. 1, January-April, 2000. (4) ILO/IPEC, Child labour on rubber planations in Kampong Cham province, Report on rapid assessment, 2004. (5) Centre for
Advanced Studies, Child labour in fishing sector - Kampot and Kep provinces, Report on rapid assessment, ILO/IPEC, Phnom Penh, 2004. (6) LIDEE Khmer Research Center (LRC), Child
Labour in Brick Sectors, Kampong Cham and Siem Reap Provinces, Report on rapid assessment, ILO-IPEC, Phnom Penh, 2004. (7) ILO/IPEC, Child labour in the salt production industry in
Kampot, Report on rapid assessment, Phnom Penh, 2004. (8) jbj-Crossroads to Development, Beer Promotion Girls in Phnom Penh, Report on rapid assessment, Cambodia, ILO-IPEC,
September 2004. (9) jbj-Crossroads to Development, Child labour in hotels guesthouses and restaurants, Siem Reap, Report on rapid assessment, ILO-IPEC, 2004. (10) jbj-Crossroads to
Development, Direct sex workers in Sihanoukville Municipality, Report on rapid assessment, ILO/IPEC, 2004. (11) Cambodia National Assembly Commission on Human Rights and Receipt
of Complaints, Report on the Problem of Sexual Exploitation and Trafficking in Cambodia, Phnom Penh, 1997. (11) United Nations Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific
(ESCAP), Sexually abused and sexually exploited children and youth in Cambodia: A qualitative assessment of their health needs and available services in selected provinces. Bangkok,
2000. (12) jbj-Crossroads to Development, Demand-Side of Trafficking in Three Service Sectors in Cambodia, draft report, ILO-IPEC, 2004. (13) Harrison S. & Somatheavy K., Moving
Forward: secondary data review of sending and receiving areas and employment sectors in prevention of trafficking children and women in Cambodia, ILO/IPEC Program to Prevent the
Trafficking of Children and Women (TICW), Bangkok, 2004. (14) Asia Regional Cooperation to Prevent People Trafficking, Gender, Human Trafficking, and the Criminal Justice System in
Cambodia, December 2003

Table 11.  Partial estimates of children in nationally-identified priority “worst forms”®@ of child labour

;/lvat:]rztffzgtri]:nldennf|ed in Cambodia National 3-digit ISCO-88 number 1’5\)‘-01'7 7Nl 4 7Nl 7

1. Portering Occup. no. 933¢) 34,633 45,206 79,839
2. Domestic worker (private home) Occup. no. 913 3,751 2,153 5,904
3. Waste scavenging or rubbish picking Occup. no. 916 1,411 3,115 4,526
4. Work in rubber plantations ? ? ?

" 5. Work in tobacco plantations ? ? ?

g 6. Fishing Occup. no. 615 34,633 45,206 79,839

g 7. Work in semi-indust. agric. plantations ? ? ?

S  |8. Brick-making ? ? ?

§ 9. Salt production and related enterprises ? ? ?

* 10. Handicrafts and related enterprises Occup. no. 7330 1,161 1,364 2,525
11. Processing sea products ? ? ?
12. Stone and granite breaking ? ? ?
13. Rock/sand quarrying, stone collection ? ? ?
14. Gem and coal mining Occup. no. 711/931@ 20,575 15,316 35,891
15. Restaurant work Occup. no. 5120 9,464 13,533 22,997
16. Begging ? ? ?

55 1. Child commercial sexual exploitation ? ? ?

8 & |2.Child trafficking ? ? ?

S = |3 Children used in drug production, sales and trafficking ? ? ?

Partial total in worst forms identified in National Plan of Action 105,628 125,893 231,521

Notes (a) Priority national hazardous sectors identified in the National Plan of Action match only imprecisely with the standard 3-digit ISCO industrial classifications used in CCLS 2001.
Estimates, therefore, are indicative only. (b) ISCO occupation no. 933 refers to transport labourers and freight handlers; (c) ISCO occupation no. 913 refers to domestic and related
helpers, cleaners and launderers; (d) ISCO occupation no. 916 refers to garbage collectors and related labourers; (e) ISCO occupation no. 615 refers to fishery workers, hunters and
trappers (f) ISCO occupation no. 733 refers to handicraft workers in wood,textile, leather and related materials (g) ISCO occupation nos. 711 and 931 refer to miners, shotfirers, stone
cutters and carvers (711) and mining and construction labourers (931); (h) ISCO occupation no. 512 refers to housekeeping and restaurant services workers; (i) UWFCL=Unconditional
worst forms of child labour.

Source: UCW calculation based on Cambodia Child Labour Survey, 2001

62. Data from 2001 Child Labour Survey permit a pamistimate of some 232,000
children aged 7-17 years in the nationally-ideatifiazardoudorms of work, of which
106,000 fall within the 15-17 years age group (€ald). But it should be stressed that
this constitutes a significant underestimate ddltohildren in hazardous forms, not only
because it includes only seven of the 16 nationidiwtified priority hazardous sectors,
but also because of likely under-reporting anddiitfies in matching the national
priority list with the standardised three-digitdmational Standard of Occupations
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(ISCO-88) classifications used in the 2001 survagcording to the 2001 survey, for
example, only 5,900 children aged 7-17 years ifddl the category of “domestic and
related helpers, cleaners and launderers” (ISCOe88pation no. 913), yet a separate
dedicated study indicated that there were someéR8&hild domestic workers in Phnom
Penh aloné’ The largest omission in this hazardous work esértsowever, is
undoubtedly children working in rubber, tobacco atiter semi-industrial agricultural
plantations. Data from the 2001 Child Labour Synwelicate that there are some
65,003 children working in non-family, non-subsistenceiagiture, but it is not
possible to specify how many of these work on @aonhs as opposed to in other forms
of commercial agriculture.

CONCLUSION

63. The preceding sections have examined a numbernyajkestions surrounding
development of a statistical standard for chilclat) drawing on empirical evidence
from Cambodia. Five questions were of particulgpamance in this context; these
guestions and major conclusions relating to eaoimsarised briefly below.

(i) Should family and non-family work be treated défety in child labour
measuremefitWhile 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 Cambodian context. The diffe®mcthe 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. Indeed, if anyththg evidence pointed in the
opposite direction.

(i) How should non-economic activity (i.e., houselubidres) be treated in child labour
measurementPhe empirical evidence suggested that a distindigiween economic
and non-economic activity for the purposes chiltblar 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 Cambodia,thigt work is performed more
intensely and with greater apparent consequencehildren’s health and safety.
Child involvement in non-economic activity, on tgher hand, is much more
common (indeed, almost universal) in the countuy,i® performed much less
intensely and with fewer apparent adverse effectsaalth, safety and education.
The empirical evidence did, however, indicate thedehold chores interfere with
schooling when performed intensively, which, appdythe stipulations of CRC,
would argue for their inclusion in child labour nseeement beyond a relatively high
weekly hours threshold.

(iif) How should water collection (and other own-accommtduction of goods) be
classified for the purpose of child labour measwsath The empirical evidence

# National Institute Of Statistic&hild Domestic Worker Survey Phnom Penh 2@98ollaboration with ILO-IPEC Cambodia,
March 2004. The survey was based on a sample 00 Z6useholds, from which a total of 293 CDWs wdestified and
interviewed. The definition adopted in the survepsidered CDWs as any child aged 7-17 years whé&saarthe household of
people other than their parents, regardless cdheunt or kind of remuneration he/she receives.

2 Excluding children already in other nationally4itiéied worst forms included in Table 8.
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underscored the importance of the classificatiotemveollection in child labour
estimates. Simulated estimates of child labour an@tl year-olds differed by
almost 14 percentage points depending on whethir wallection was classified as
a non-economic activity (consistent common pragticeas an economic activity
(consistent with the System of National AccountdA$ production boundary).

Data did not allow a detailed analysis of the istgnand impact of water collection.
The simulations nonetheless pointed to the needdiesensus on how water
collection should be categorised for child labowasurement within and across
countries.

(iv) How should light work be measuretdle empirical evidence was insufficient to
draw detailed conclusions concerning the healtheghatational consequences of
different types of children’s work. In the absemndéé¢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
children in economic activitgot 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 childrgsiusworking 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, regasdi of their school attendance
status. Simulated estimates based on each of éippseaches yielded very different
estimates of 12-14 year-olds in light work, underswy the need for a consensus in
how light work should be measured.

(v) How should hazardous work be measurBd®a limitations mean that the number of
15-17 year-olds in hazardous work cannot be adebyuateasured in Cambodia,
even with the national listing of 16 priority hadaus forms. This is largely the
product of difficulties in matching the country’ational listing with the standardised
three-digit International Standard of Occupatid®&C(-88) classifications used in
the 2001 child labour survey, underscoring the rieddilor survey instruments more
closely to the specific forms of child labour idéed as local priorities.
Development of a standard statistical measure zdidaus work that can be applied
globally is also complicated by the fact that inegfonal child labour norms allow
countries considerable flexibility in terms of whitorms of work are classified as
hazardous. This issue, however, was beyond theesafdpe current paper.
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ANNEX FEEDBACK FROM COUNTRY-LEVEL DIALOGUE ON CHILD
LABOUR MEASUREMENT

The dialogue on child labour measurement in Cangbtmik place in December 2006
and compromised of three events. First, a techmogkshop on child labour
measurement for statisticians from the Nationdiitune for Statistics; second, a
discussion on identifying child labour with repretsives of Cambodian civil society;
and third; a formal seminar on the statistical mi&tin of child labour involving

members of the National Sub-Committee on Child leabBach is summarised below.
The related questions of (a) whether householdeshsiould be included in child labour
measurement and (b) how water/fuelwood collectloyukl be classified were particular
areas of focus during the discussions.

1. Consultation with the National Institute for Statistics: The National Institute for
Statistics is the government body responsibleHerdpllection of statistics on child
labour. Following an overview of the key issuesasunding child labour
measurement (see Annex 2), a technical discussiahitd labour measurement was
held with statisticians from the National Institdioe Statistics (NIS). Feedback on
NIS statisticians on child labour measurement idetuthe following:

« difficult to make a general statement regardurgwood collectionas the nature
of the task differs according to region within teuntry. In some regions, children
must climb trees in order to get branches for mgnirisking of falling from
heights; increasing deforestation means that besotust be often dragged long
distances. In other regions, however, wood coldectiot a concern, as wood is
simply bought in the market at low cost.

» water collections generally NOT an issue in the Cambodian contexight of
progress in expanding access to water at the holdskvel

* in the case of both fuelwood and water collectedjstinction should be made
betweemarket activity or own-account productiare. whether water/wood are
collected for sale on the market or for the usthefchildren’s own household. In
the former case, these activities could be consdlehild labour but in the latter
case they generally should not be considered thlolur.

* household choregerformed by children are generally not child lah@s they
constitute a normal part of childhood and an imguarpart of children’s
socialisation. Children also attend school onlyHalf-day, leaving time for
performing tasks in the household. But it is impattto have information on the
intensity and impact of household chores to idgritithere are instances in which
chores could cross the line into child labour. Enaay be extreme cases, for
example, in which chores are performed to the pehdre they interfere with
children’s ability to go to school and affect thieealth. In the case of out-of-
school children, it also important to establish thiee they are not attending school
becausef the exigencies of household chores. The surefeyence period is
important to consider in this context, i.e., whethienot the survey takes place
during school holidays.

2. Consultation with representatives from Cambodian civil society: The Cambodian
Civil Society Group on Child Labour meets reguladyexchange information and
experiences relating to grassroots levels effagy&rst child labour. Following an
introduction on child labour concepts and measurgnieedback was provided by
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the Civil Society Group concerning their percepsiarf child labour and how it
should be identified:

the incidence of child labour is closely relatectoountry’s level of development,
and therefore it might make sense to develiffierent classifications/measure$
for low-, medium and high-income countries;

important to consider thahild labour is a product of povertand that the
income or productivity of children forms an impartgart of the survival
strategies of poor households;

children have duty to help in household in Cambadiatext, and therefore
household choreshould not generally be considered child labouerémay be
extreme cases, however, when household chores oanga health or education,
or are performed very intensely. Only in such ins&s, could a case be made for
classifying household chores as child labour.

very difficult to make generals statements conecgynvhat constitutes child
labour and what does not in the absencgpetific information on work
characteristics In the case of water collection, for examplepiniation is needed
concerning child age, time spent collecting wadere of container, method of
transporting the water, etc.

. Consultation with the National Sub-Committee on Child Labour (NSC-CL): The
NSC-CL presides over strategic actions on chiltdtagnd child labour. It has the
role of ensuring the implementation, monitoringd &valuation of policies and
programmes related to the commercial exploitatiochddren. The Sub-Committee
is comprised of representatives from governmestitirtions, business, trade unions,
and NGOs. Following a brief introductory overvietwwchild labour measurement
challenges, the floor was opened for feedback IN8C-CL members:

it is difficult to separate the question of chikbbur measurement from local
cultural perceptions of what constitutes child labdn particular, many forms of
work can be a normal part of childhood, and critioehousehold survival
strategies;

it is also difficult to separate the question oildlabour measurement from the
establishedegal definition of child laboucontained in Cambodia legislation. In
particular, a statistical standard should be comsisvith the definition of child
labour contained in national legislation;

it might make sense to consider gozio-economic level of the countren
measuring/classifying child labour;

it is difficult to makegeneral statements about what is child laband what is
not in the absence of specific information on wiygke, workplace conditions,
work intensity, work hazards, work impact etc.; and

there is a need farior in-depth reviewof the various technical dimensions of
child labour measurement before providing inpuhtdiscussion on how it
should be measured.
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