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1. Introduction

1.1  This paper compiles the available researchhencbmparison of the three
main survey instruments for collecting data on aHdbour. These are the Living
Standards Measurement Study (LSMS), surveys byStaéstical Information and
Monitoring Programme on Child Labour (SIMPOC), atigt Multiple Indicator
Cluster Survey (MICS). The surveys are conductetiMoyld Bank, the International
Programme on the Elimination of Child Labour of IKDO-IPEC), and the United
Nation’s Children’s Fund (UNICEF), respectively.ubh of the material in this report
is drawn from Grimsrud (2001) and Blunch, Dar, Ged#lo, Lyon, Ritualo and Rosati
(2002)*

1.2 In the introduction, the objectives of thesevey instruments are defined. In
Section 2 their methodologies are compared. Ini@ect3 and 4 the sample sizes
used under these survey methodologies are comparkthe characteristics of some
of the country surveys that have been conducteausiese survey instruments are
presented. Finally, in Section 5, the LSMS and SIMPsurveys from Zambia are

compared. In the annexes, additional backgroundcangpblementary information to

the main text is provided.

1.3  The main objective of the World Bank’s LSMSways is to collect household
data that can be used to assess household wétfarederstand household behaviour
and to evaluate the effect of various governmetitigs on the living conditions of
the population. LSMS surveys, given their objecte@lect data on many dimensions
of household well-being (consumption, income, sgsinemployment, health,
education, fertility, nutrition, housing and migaat). Information on children’s
activities is therefore available in economic atgivand other modules. In other
words, the multi-topic integrated nature of the LSBUrveys renders it necessary that
the entire survey be looked at to get all the awdd information relevant to children’s
activities.

1.4  SIMPOC surveys are different from LSMS surveagsthe first instance, by
their overall objectives, which include developstgndard indicators of child labour
at the national level, measuring the incidence,seauvand consequences of child
labour and measuring the impact of interventiorgpaommes and policies. SIMPOC
surveys mark an important development by movinghdysing economically active
children as a proxy for child labour. The way okiag about economic activities has
changed by including both unpaid and remunerate#t wod progress has been made
in mapping children’s non-market work like housekvor

15 MICS surveys have been designed by the UNIGEFEduntries to adopt as
household survey tools in order to fill data gapse current data on key indicators
for assessing progress are lacking for many castiithe focus of MICS surveys is
on a number of child welfare indicators includimfaint mortality, education, water
and sanitation, malnutrition, immunisation, healthjldbirth, family planning and
child labour.

! This report is only for internal use and is irted to provide a readily available compilationtu t
available research. Thus, the language of ther@igext in the references has often been incotpdra
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2. Methodology: LSMS, SIMPOC and MICS surveys

2.1 In the LSMS surveys normally three kinds of gjismnaires are used: the
household, community characteristics and price tipesires. A fourth type of
guestionnaire, the school or health facility guestiaire is also used sometimes. The
household questionnaire collects information onsetiwld members, the community
characteristics questionnaire collects informafimm community leaders and groups
on community infrastructure and the price questairen collects information from
market vendors on prices.

2.2 Household members are defined to include allpi&ople who normally live
and eat their meals together in a dwelling. Thoke have been absent for more than
nine of the last 12 months are excluded, exceptHerhead of the household and
infants less than three months old. Information roigrant children is normally
collected. For the household questionnaire, génefarmation is provided by the
individual designated by household members as tisdhold head or the individual
indicated to know the answers. In some LSMS surviiys head of household is the
only member interviewed, but these surveys areetteeption rather than the rule.
More generally, in most sections of the questiornaach member of the household
is asked to respond for him or herself; parentsaiieved to respond for younger
children (usually children below the age of 10-12anrs). In the case of young
children, it is preferred that the interviewer itBes the individual who is best
prepared to respond on behalf of the child. Thétyeaf survey implementation is
that this is not always the best-informed adulutiio every effort is made to get the
best information possible. In fact, one of the famental tenets of the living standard
measurement study is that all individuals capalbleesponding should respond for
themselves.

2.3  The questionnaires reflect the strong empha$isLSMS research on
consumption data for analyzing poverty. Additiopala wide range of income
information is collected. This includes informati@ the level of individuals in
formal sector jobs (detailed questions about wagksnuses and in-kind
compensations), on secondary and principal jobs andhe household level
(agricultural and small enterprise modules). Thss discussed further in the
employment data from the LSMS.

2.4  The LSMS survey instrument as structured males available on a variety
of individual characteristics from the same housdhdVore specifically, the
household survey contains modules (sections) tinatt@ collect data on household
demographic structure, housing conditions, schgolmealth, employment, migration,
expenditure and income, household non-agricultomalnesses, agricultural activities,
fertility and contraceptive use, savings and credlitl anthropometric (height and
weight) measurements. This makes possible an asatysmportant relationships
among different aspects that make up the qualitifeoefRecently LSMS surveys have
implemented the community level questionnaire usoaus group methodology to
give a broader context to the quantitative datpaBse qualitative surveys have been
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aimed at issues, such as cultural context, thatol@ome up in quantitative surveys,
and to discover others that may be added to gasimétsurveys for further study.

2.5  With regard to employment, it is worthwhile tmte that LSMS survey
guestions are based on ILO standards. Informatiohath current and usual work is
collected. For work performed in the last sevensdagformation is collected on
hours, length of employment, type of employer, sxdistance and travel time to
work, money, in-kind compensation and other bese8imilar questions are asked on
the secondary job. It is recommended that questionemployment be asked of all
household members (above the cut-off age).

2.6  The standard LSMS uses the ILO approach tordete whether a person was
economically active during the last seven days\war dhe past 12 months. This is
normally done by mapping the magnitude of wage egtpént, unemployment, farm
labour and self-employment. In a standard LSMStefioee, no special attention is
given to the fact that children may be employeduut pay. Children’s remuneration
may often be part of a parent’s pay or children mayk without pay in order to
obtain a paid position in the enterprise at a latage. Under such circumstances, the
non-accounted unpaid work of children will implyderestimation of the number of
child labourers in the labour market in many of H&MS data sets. Even if some of
the LSMS surveys include questions in the questimarthat try to identify unpaid
work in the labour market, asking about paid labasian entry question to the child
labour module may lead to unpaid child workers Qgeiander-represented.
Furthermore, the LSMS surveys do not normally mapskehold work done by
children. Due to this and given that the surveysemgossible collection of data on
school attendance, it is possible to divide chiidneto four groups: children only
attending school, those combining school and laboarket work, those only in
labour market work and those who are neither wgykior in school.

2.7 A modified application of the standard LSMSvayrtechniques can be found
in the LSMS survey for Guatemala (2001). This syrgentains many features that
were not included in earlier surveys, notably @&seof screening questions to identify
individuals who are doing either paid or unpaid kvdrhe survey asks initially if the
respondent worked during the last week. If thgpoedent says no, a series of
guestions follow to verify that the respondentytrdid not work:

Did you work for even one hour?

Did you work in a family business?

Did you work as an unpaid apprentice?

Did you sell something in the streets or in a kibsk

Did you help on the family farm?

Did you clean cars or shoes or collect trash?

~P oo oTw

2.8 If the response to any of these questions $s e respondent fills in the
economic activity module. Information on time speallecting firewood and fetching

water is collected. Other exceptions from the saathd SMS survey techniques are
found in the LSMS survey for Ghana (1987-88) andNaragua (2001). While the

former collected data on days and hours spent dbougsehold chores for each
household member above the cut-off age (for Ghawarsyears of age), the latter
included a question about the number of hours Spestimestic household chores for
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all individuals whether working or not. General &nuse modules are included in
some surveys, for example the Jamaica surveys.

2.9 With regard to school attendance, data are aébyrncollected for each
household member five years or older on self-rggbtiteracy and innumeracy,
school attendance completion and current enrolnfantall individuals who attended
school during the past twelve months, data aresci@tl on expenses, scholarships,
and distance and travel time to school. Additiordévant information collected by
the surveys include that on work-related illnesaed household expenditure on
health care and medicine. Work-related illnessesnduthe last thirty days are
reported together with accidents during the last.ye

2.10 To summarize: when analysing child labour fid&MS surveys, information
needs to be drawn from several of the modulesudhal the education, migration
and household enterprise modules. Where these e®dutiude information on the
hours spent in household work and the potentialltinethreat posed by work
activities, it is possible to extract the numberabild labourers from the LSMS
instrument. Such information is more likely to lmufd in the most recent LSMS
surveys. With regard to employed children and/@ wWorst forms of child labour,
since the LSMS surveys are based on a relativelgllssample it is difficult to
analyse particular characteristics present in @npart of the sample. Nevertheless,
LSMS survey instruments serve a unique and uselalin enabling an analysis of the
connection between household living standards aiid kabour, where child labour is
proxied by the number of economically active clelur

2.11 The SIMPOC surveys have developed a standadiilen (core questions) that

can be linked to labour force surveys and a spbéaasehold survey for child labour.

Additionally, methodology for supplementary apptoes to the household based
survey, such as, community/town/village level sys/€key informants), employers

and work place surveys, street level child labonquéries and rapid assessment
methodologies (joint ILO-UNICEF approach) have beensidered and applied.

2.12 The household based sample survey uses daaqunaste divided into several
parts. The first part of the questionnaire is adsked to the head of the household or
his/her proxy and asks questions about householuipaosition, demographic
characteristics of each household member and tlwmoetc characteristics of
household members aged five years and above. mdegart may follow and be
addressed to the head of the household, or hipflogy, which includes questions on
detailed child activities and conditions for th@gged five to 17. Finally, a special part
of the questionnaire is normally addressed to eadl between five and 17 years of
age usually residing in the same household. Thegigppart asks about the child’s
activities and conditions of work.

2.13 The SIMPOC surveys are better positioned &S and MICS surveys in a
crucial way. This relates to the respondent idemtiffor the various kinds of
guestionnaires that these surveys incorporatewALEeMS interview only the head of
the household, usually the father. The MICS apgrpan the other hand, consists of
interviewing only the mother. The latter is consatk better than the former as
experience shows that the father is not alwaysertppnformed about the activities
of all the children and that the mother may bedvdtiformed about the activities of
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the children than the father is. The best and rex&nsive approach, however, is the
one adopted by SIMPOC and most LSMS surveys, nanmégrviewing all members
of the household above a certain age.

2.14 The type of data made available within the BOM approach may be
classified by questions addressed to the headeofidlusehold concerning each child
in the household aged 5 to 17, and by questionseased directly to children aged 5
to 17. The former types of questions include thmse
» schooling and non-schooling activities (both ecommoend non-economic,
‘current’ and ‘usual’, and duration of ‘usual’ erogment or work); primary
(principal) and secondary (subsidiary) economidvies of each child aged
five to 17 who is a member of the household; detar the current economic
activity of the child, including the type of occuje, goods produced or
services rendered, and, when working for someose, éhe employer’s
industry and location of the workplace
e earnings and other benefits; working hours and itiongd; the child’'s
contributions to the household
» work-related injuries and illnesses suffered by tmdd caused by his/her
work in the past; other safety and health aspedtseavorkplace
* housekeeping activities carried out regularly in nowarents/guardians
household; the types of tasks and number of hoewstdd to such work on a
daily/weekly basis
* in the case of children aged five to 17 who workl éime somewhere else,
details on where they live, their occupations, eeys) their contribution to the
household, why and how they left the household ddkwvelsewhere.

2.15 The latter types of questions include:

» whether attending school or training institutiord aif not, the main reason for
not going to school or training institution

* if combining schooling and work (whether economicnon-economic work,
including housekeeping activities), the effect wtls work on schooling

» work-related injuries and iliness, other safety amehlth aspects at the
workplace in the past; types and seriousness of itheries/illness;
responsibility for covering costs of medical treatits and hospitalisation

* age when started work for the first time; reasarsworking and whether or
not satisfied with present job; if not satisfiechet reasons why; own
perceptions about working; current choice and giplans

2.16 Both sections may include questions on whetherchild is working for
someone else, name and address of the workplactheofemployer, industry,
relationship with the employer, salaries/wages @enudle of payment, hours of work
and whether working during evenings/nights or orekesmds and public holidays;
details on all other benefits, for example, paididays, overtime pay, full or
subsidized meals/uniform/training etc.; social sigubenefits (including health,
family or unemployment insurance and pension plans) union membership of the
child. The questionnaire also asks whether thalgkisupervised or not on the job by
adult(s), and negative consequences of working @mample, frequency of
exhaustion, heavy physical work, stressfulnesks r@d types of hazards with details
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of each category). These are all examples of questvhere the number of potential
respondents is so few that a large and stratifipalode is necessary.

2.17 The most recent SIMPOC surveys mark an impodaparture from their

older versions and from the LSMS surveys by attémgpp capture the unpaid work
of children. An attempt is made to capture the whpaork of children in the labour

market context and in the domestic/household confEixe former is captured by
retaining the termeconomically activeor active in the labour market as defined by
ILO, but excluding the condition of pay or remurigma. Information on the non-

market work of children, including housework andrkvduties at school (SIMPOC

survey, Zimbabwe) is captured by including quesiabout a child’s work in their

own household. Detailed information is made avéélaim hazardous forms of non-
market work and domestic services on the bordeiiesveen fostering and work
arrangements. Important developments in the SIMP&@veys enabling the

collection of such information have included those sampling procedures,

importantly, the use of a multi-stage stratifiechgéing design to make sure sufficient
numbers of both working and non-working childrea mrcluded in the sample.

2.18 With regard to the measurement of childrem®tuse, it was concluded from
four experimental surveys undertaken by ILO in 1894 such surveys are difficult,
time-consuming and present their own range of bl A disadvantage of most of
the techniques is that they require the child angérents to recall information,
opening the way for selective memory and sociadlgichble biases. It was found that
a survey technique which relied on asking childiemecall, when presented with a
list of different activities, how they spent théime over the past three days was not
satisfactory for the purpose of investigating thadtivities or the intensity of the
work. Even when presented with a long list of ecoimoand non-economic activities,
many children could not recall the activities inigfhthey had been engaged during
the 24 hours preceding the survey. And even wheg tiere able to identify the
activities, they had little recollection of the ammb of time spent on each. Most
children seemed to remember only those activitied they liked most, especially
those in which they earned good money.

2.19 With regard to health and hazardous workingddmns, as for the case of age
of starting work, only market work is normally maggp Information on idleness and
accidents is however collected from or about alldcen. SIMPOC surveys thus
differ from the LSMS surveys as they directly makeailable information on
accidents and illnesses whereas the latter woglgin@a scan of the various modules.
SIMPOC survey instruments have an advantage oeetSMS and MICS surveys as
they incorporate the rapid assessment methodolbich enables an analysis of
potentially dangerous situations. The SIMPOC progng has tried, through
household based surveys, to focus particularlyhenworst forms of child labour in
the labour market for children working for somea# in their own household. This
is a very small group and it has been necessatgs@n a very particular sampling
procedure in order to secure a sufficient numberespondents. The benefit of this
methodology is the ability to describe the diffdrelmdes where economically active
children are occupied, as well as relevant wagel$eand potential health risks.

2.20 Finally, the MICS framework looks at childrienhouseholds aged five to 14,
who are currently working (paid or unpaid; inside autside home). The survey
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instruments are comprised of a household questimraaquestionnaire for women of
reproductive age (ages 15-49) and a questionnairehiildren under five. The child
labour section is found in the household questizarend is supposed to be answered
by the child’s caretaker, usually the mother. ThECBI surveys employ a third and
different approach from that employed by the LSM&I &SIMPOC surveys in
capturing the labour market work of children. ThdQ8 surveys divide labour
market work of children into two: labour market Wwodior someone in their own
household and labour market work for someone ceitifidir household. The data are
calculated separately for paid, unpaid and domestik of more than four hours
duration per day.

2.21 The questions asked by the interviewer incthhdse about children’s level of
education and their age. These together provideinaication of children’s
performance with regard to repetition. Additionaformation is collected on the
number of days in school last week and any repatitn the previous year. A first
guestion in the child labour section is whethermythe past week the child worked
for a person who was not a member of the housefdid.reply categories are ‘yes
for pay’, ‘yes, unpaid’, or ‘no’. Information on hos worked is also collected.
Additional information is collected on work outsidiee household during the past
year as well as information on household work, workthe family farm or in a
business. All in all, the child labour section ans nine questions.

2.22 The MICS has a less comprehensive surveymésan SIMPOC and LSMS.
Children themselves are not interviewed and, gdlgespeaking, the questionnaire is
shorter. Also, MICS differs in its methodology bgkang questions of the mother
rather than the child. This reduces time spenhénfield and the cost of applying the
survey, but may influence the results. MICS chaddur questions are specifically
designed to obtain as much information as possiblthe issue and do not contain all
the adult labour market measurement characteristicg are found in the
guestionnaires designed by the other agencies.

2.23 To summarize: in the context of the MICS synamission of questions on
job-seeking, unemployment and secondary employnhefps much in terms of
making the questionnaire short and not very mudabsisin terms of information. This
is the only instrument that systematically collectformation on housework and it
includes a category of unpaid work outside the bBbakl. The main gaps in the
survey instrument remain with regard to informatmmthe type of work or activity
needed for an indication of whether the work islthethreatening. Also, information
on health and nutrition status is collected only ¢bildren younger than five. An
important opportunity for collecting data that abshow the link between children’s
work and their health is therefore lost with theidmn not to extend the age limit for
guestions on health and nutrition to 14.

2.24 Having analysed the methodologies of the LSNM8VIPOC and MICS
surveys areas for potential improvements are suimathas follows:

(1) Concept of child labourbeing economically active or in the labour markets
mentioned above, not the same as being a childutenoNevertheless, it is
useful to utilise this concept as a point of degartfor measuring the incidence
of child labour. However, even identifying the eocomcally active children is
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(2)

3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

problematic, because most children work in theimolousehold or on the
family farm and even those working outside the letiod in most cases work
together with their parents or other family membeédsaly a relatively small

proportion of children are employed directly by amployer. The way the
guestions are posed should take these facts intsid@ration. Many children

even among those working outside the householdtioeceive wages. The use
of different categories of child work raises thsuis of how to understand the
term work in other parts of a survey questionnakter the concept of non-
economically active child labourers or non-marketky more needs to be done,
including through rapid assessment studies, to Idpvappropriate survey
methodologies. In addition the notion of what dard does not constitute work
varies within different cultures and between hoos#$h Another problem is

posed by the fact that child labour is prohibitedmost countries and asking
direct questions about children working could leathaccurate answers.

Survey designthe sample size will always be a compromise betwéhe
desirable and the achievable. While a relativelalssample may be sufficient
where our chief concern is to map children’s atiggi and the general
magnitude of child labour, a large sample is rezgfiiwvhere our chief concern is
with the types of work that children do and theltiegisks involved in different
occupations. These two aspects of survey desigt toelege borne in mind while
constructing an ideal sample for the concernedqaep

Survey methodologgn important question concerns who the respondemhis
aspect has been discussed earlier with respebetadvantages and limitations
of the different survey instruments. Regardlesshef approach followed, the
survey should record whether the child is answeiandiim or herself, or, if the
child is assisted by an adult.

Definition of children and househotddifferent cut-off ages are in use currently.
While a natural cut-off age would be the age ofnmalty starting primary
education, the same would differ from country tamoy and for international
comparisons a common approach would be preferr@d. should be picked up
again when analysing the data. Another area ofiipgs how to define who
belongs to a household. A fairly common approaatdusere is including all
persons normally sleeping in the household. lingartant to make sure that this
includes both foster children and domestic servstatgng in the household.

Type of occupation and industrfor labour market work, there is a need to
develop the question regarding type of occupatimhtgipe of industry. Both are
terms taken from international standards for adudtrk and these data are
insufficient to identify the types of tasks theldhis actually undertaking. While
references to standards should be possible to mh&a analyzing the data, the
questions themselves need to be more suited tayfhee of work children
actually do.

Education and healthgiven that child labour is defined in large phyt the

effect of work activities on a child’'s educationapportunities and health,
sufficient information needs to be collected insdéwo areas. In addition to the
standard questions, more information could be abthabout potential conflicts
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between school and work. For instance, informattoay be collected on
whether a child had to drop going to school lastkveue to labour market work
or housework or, whether a child had to stay awamfschool some time during
the last 12 months because of labour market workausework (e.g. in the
harvest season).

(7) Socio-economic indicatorpoverty is regarded as one of the most important
determinants for child labour. Any child labour\gey should therefore include
information that can analyse the relationship betwpoverty and child labour.
General household surveys cover many of the holdeharacteristics, such as
parent’s work and educational status and numbey, agd gender of siblings.
Collection of such information also needs to beuded within the ambit of the
special child labour surveys.

(8) Analysing the datagiven a comprehensive data set the challengaatysing
child labour is combining needed indicators likebdar market work,
housework, school performance, age and exposedhhaaks, in order to
identify the group of children coming under the idigion of child labour.
Normally, all surveys map the ‘current’ and theuak activity of children.
Current status applies to activities during themefice week, and usual status to
the 12-month period preceding the inquiry date. I8g@aus mapping should be
done for non-market work and for school attendardepping the usual
activities is particularly important as this appbaakes into account seasonal
variations, which are characteristic of a considiergroportion of children’s
activities, including schooling.

(9) Worst forms of child labouras noted earlier, the SIMPOC programme aims to
collect information on the working conditions ofildnen working outside the
household, in order to map the worst forms of clalubur. As very few children
fall into this group, a survey design problem igriediately apparent. At this
point, one probably has to decide whether to colidormation on child labour
in general, or to carry out special surveys witkcsglly designed samples for
finding children working outside the household.

3. Sample size: SIMPOC, LSMS and MICS surveys

3.1 Samples in LSMS surveys are relatively smalhgmg from 1500 to 5000
households. The samples are normally drawn in tejpssbased on enumeration areas
and on randomly chosen households within thesesate# usually recommended
that the economic activity module be administeedlt household members of ages
legally marking the start of formal education abd\e. For example, if children first
enrolled in school at the age of 7, it is recomneehthat all individuals 7 and older
respond to the module. In some LSMS surveys theffwtge may be higher (say, 10
years) due to national regulations.

3.2 Sample sizes in ILO-assisted labour force s&MPOC-surveys are
relatively large, up to 10,000 households, in otlkerds, more than twice the size of a
LSMS survey. The ILO approach implies pegging aolabforce survey. The
SIMPOC standard manuals call for a complete listighouseholds in all areas
11
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covered prior to the sample selection of househf@dmterviews. During the listing
exercises, certain basic information is to be ct#lé on each household. This basic
information includes the total number of householeimbers, the number of children
in the age group 5 to 17, the total number of pesaged 17 and above and an
indication of the number of children aged 5 to Iffownay be engaged in economic
activities. Such information is used for stratifioa and selection of the required
number of households for the sample. It is recontedrthat a multi-stage (two or
three stages) stratified sampling design be usedetect the required number of
households. Using the household listing as a sagdlame as well as the basic
information collected during the listing, all listehouseholds in each unit of the
segment can be grouped into the following threstatr

0] households with at least one paid child worketlfm specific age group);

(i) households without a paid child worker but havirglemst one child

working as an unpaid family worker (in the samec#ffizeage-group); and
(i)  other households (in the same age group).

3.3 As a final stage in the sample selection proaeda specified number of
households in each of the above three strata ésteel by means of a self-weighting
systematic sampling design with probability proporal to size.

3.4 Finally, the recommended overall sample sizettie MICS survey is in the
range of 2,500 to 14,000 households. The rostelinesjinformation on the mother or
primary caretaker of any children aged 5 to 14.sQiaes about children’s work in the
child labour module are answered by this caretaker.

4. Data sets: highlights of LSMS (Pakistan, Gambia)
SIMPOC (Pakistan, Zimbabwe) and MICS (Gambia, Indig surveys

4.1 First, for the Pakistémegrated Household Survey a sample of 4,800
households was selected using a two stage, stchtindom sample. The survey
mapped the number of economically active childrewml to the age 10 years, the
average weekly working hours, the reasons for notgto school and the reasons for
dropping out of school. Work was divided into pawgricultural work and paid non-
agricultural work. For the worst forms of child @by, bonded labour was treated as
permanent work. While all household members agexldnd above were asked about
education and all household members aged 10 andealere asked about
employment and family labour, only females were edslabout time use. This
separation of males and females in the questiomrair the household roster is a
reflection of the technique employed in carryingt dbe interviews. For the
interviews, male respondents were interviewed blesmand female respondents by
females.

4.2  The LSMS Gambia (1994) was undertaken withnapéa size of only 1,400.
The questions on labour and education were limitethe head of the household.
General LSMS standards for sampling, questionndasign and concepts, was
followed. The cut-off age was seven years and tesutre presented within a four
category classification, namely, children workinglyo children studying only,
children working and studying and children not ilweadl in any activity.

12

ILO/IPEC-SIMPOC, Geneva, dated 18 Jan. ‘07



4.3 Next, the SIMPOC Pakistan (1996) child labourvey of Pakistan is an
example of a survey built on SIMPOC methodologywiilh some modifications. We
detail below the sampling design of this surveye Thimary sampling units (PSUS)
were the enumeration blocks in urban areas andged in rural areas. 1865 sample
PSUs covered in the survey were selected from edttimate stratum by the
probability proportional to size method of selestioNithin each sample PSU,
clusters of approximately 75 households were formdéese clusters were treated as
secondary sampling units (SSUs). One cluster fragh esample PSU was selected
randomly and listed all households within a cluster a special listing form
developed for the CLS. The number of householdedisn this manner totalled
140,298. These households were listed accordirngvdostrata: with or without an
economically active child aged five to 14. The malarity about this survey is that
only households within a cluster having at least enonomically active child in the
five to 14 age range were included in the finafjstanaking this not a representative
sample for all households but only for householdk whildren in the labour market.
All in all 13,962 economically active children agéde to 14 were enumerated by
adhering to the current status approach (last wefgkence period) and usual status
approach (last 12-month reference period).

4.4 SIMPOC Zimbabwe (1992) survey is an exampla 8tMPOC survey with a
national amendment pointing in another directioeréHthe definition of child labour
rather than of economically active children is aibdor mapping the phenomenon.
The area sampling frame used for the child labewvey was the 1992 Zimbabwe
Master Sample developed by the central statistaffice following the 1992
population census. A two-stage geographically ifgdtsampling design was applied.
The households were selected by random systematiplgig. A total of 13,591
households were selected from household lists dff&bhouseholds.

4.5  This survey focused on children’s activitiesof@omic and non-economic),
income /earnings, employment conditions and occopaltt health and safety of
children aged between five and 17 years. The aisalyas presented by sex, province,
urban and rural areas. The division of child labawio economic versus non-
economic activities was based on ILO definitionscolomic activities were
categorized into two broad areas, namely:

i) activities for pay, profit and/or family gain, ingling the child him or
herself running any kind of business, big or smatipaid help in a family
business; helping with farming activities on theniig plot, food garden,
cattle post or kraal; catching or gathering anf,figrawns, shellfish, wild
animals or any other food, for sale or family cangtion; doing any work
for a wage, salary or payment in kind; begging fiaoney or food in
public; and

i) other economic activities, including fetching wosekeeping and family
care activities (household chores), where eithgarant or grandparent or
guardian or more than one of these relatives isgmtein the household,
and

i) school maintenance, cleaning or school activitider-example, cleaning
toilets, maintaining the school grounds
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4.6 However, the survey sought no information oa ¢hild labour situation in

schools. Non-economic activities in this survey avetherefore restricted to

housekeeping activities. Also, this survey intraetichree qualifications for being a
child labourer in the labour market. These weree(@agement in economic activities
for three or more hours per day; (b) provision fbe allowance of children’s

involvement (aged 15 and above) in some form ofkwiraccordance with national

law; (c) involvement in housekeeping activities fiwe or more hours per day. These
positions were consistent with the Zimbabwe laboegulations governing the

employment of young persons. The Zimbabwean labegulations stipulate that a
child performing light work as defined in the lathosild not work more than six hours
per day.

4.7  With regard to the questionnaire respondentsas found that most children,
especially those below the age of nine, foundffiadilt to comprehend or logically
respond to some questions and therefore it wasculiffto seek independent
information without asking their parents/guardiahs. most cases children were
interviewed at their homes and their parents orleyeps were aware that they were
being interviewed about child labour. It was foundsome cases that children were
not entirely free to give their views and percepsioof the subject without fear of
retaliation from parents or employers who mightelxeloiting them. Influence from
this was minimized through training the enumeratomd explaining the purpose of
the survey. An additional problem was that the terhild labour survey was
misunderstood and created suspicions as to itetbl@e among parents or employers
who use children for adult work.

4.8  An important lesson that can be derived fromdhove is that a single study
cannot capture all child labour issues without asting the questionnaire and
creating difficulties in its administration. Thesee yet other kinds of hidden activities
of children that cannot be captured through theskbald based approach. Other
related child welfare survey modules need to bdiegseparately on issues such as
street children, child prostitutes and living cdmatis in the homes of children whose
activities cannot be studied by a household sur@&jpplementary information of
interest could be on child sexual abuse, drug abmagied children and orphanhood.

4.9 A brief mention is made of MICS Gambia (2000he sample size of the
survey was 4528 households. The survey capturednmation on the number of
children (5-14 years) working outside the househloftdwages, the number working
outside the household without pay, the number vimgrkn the household, the number
working on the family land or in the family busisednformation was also collected
on the number of children in the primary school ggaup attending school and the
number of children reaching grade five having exdeschool in grade one.

4.10 MICS India captured information on virtuallyet same counts as described
above in the case of Gambia.

5. Zambia: comparison of SIMPOC and LSMS surveys

5.1 This section analyses and compares the Li@oigditions Monitoring Survey
(LCMS) with the SIMPOC survey carried out in Zambihe LCMS was carried out
14
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by the Zambian Central Statistical Office in 19%8part of the World Bank Priority
Survey programme. The survey sample comprised Q@)dliseholds, representing a
sampling fraction of about one household per 11Bsbholds. The survey followed a
stratified survey design, covering 8,487 househaldsrural areas and 8,223
households in urban areas. Each household wasd/isitce. The sample design used
the Probability Proportional to Size (PPS) methioaplying allocation of the total
sample proportionally to each stratum accordingsgopulation share. The sample
selection also followed the PPS method.

5.2  The SIMPOC survey, too, was carried out byZambian Central Statistical
Office in 1999, under the joint auspices of ILONIFIOC programme) and UNICEFs
MICS. The survey sample comprised of approxima&dd0 households yielding
national and provincial level estimates. Househaoldse stratified into urban and
rural areas and into three categories: 1) those atileast one child working for pay
or profit, 2) those with at least one child workibgt not for pay or profit, and 3)
those with no children working at all (for ruraleas, households were also stratified
based on the scale of their agricultural activitging a recent agricultural survey).
Households were selected using the PPS samplirgpohénodified using the Square
Root Method).

5.3 SIMPOC and LCMS, in the first instance, difteran the scope of their
definitions of working children. In the SIMPOC sesy children were considered
working if they responded that they were workingasesisting with work of any kind.
In the LCMS survey, children were considered wagkihthey responded that they
were in wage employment, or running a businessésafiloyed, or farming, fishing,
or forestry or if they reported that they were H time student and reported working
in the last 12 months and were currently engagexhinincome-generating activities
or farming. Furthermore, though neither questioaicluded domestic chores as a
main economic activity, the SIMPOC survey contaiedeparate set of questions
specifically looking at this issue. The LCMS todleoted information on household
chores but only in the context of reasons for ti@naing school.

54 The SIMPOC and LCMS surveys also differed ia tiay they measured
children’s activities. Children can be grouped iesentially four non-overlapping
activity categories: children who work only, chidr who study only, children who
both work and study, and children who neither wodt study. The two surveys
measured each of these categories differently. &\oth used the concept of main
economic activity, there were slight variationsttve wording used for the reference
period. SIMPOC referred to the last seven dayshasréference period whereas
LCMS referred more broadly to current economicwisti Additionally, the SIMPOC
survey looked at the main economic activity oveorae-year reference period,
important because child work is often seasonal raagl not fall within a particular
14-day period.

5.5  With regard to the questions used to determirghild’s school attendance
status, differences are apparent between the SIMBAICLCMS questions. The
SIMPOC questionnaire referred only to the primarysecondary school attendance
status of children, whereas the LCMS also includeiddren attending pre-primary
school. The SIMPOC question added a clarificatioth@ end of the question in order
to capture any children who may have been on hpladahe time the questionnaire
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was administered, but children on holiday were w©aptured by the LCMS
guestionnaire. The SIMPOC survey collected inforamaton children’s birthdays,
needed to determine the proportion of six year-blufs after the birth date cut off for
entering school, while the LCMS survey only colegtinformation on children’s age.
Neither survey looked at the regularity of attermgnrelevant because children
reported as currently attending school may actuzlye been frequently absent from
class.

5.6 A noted difference also existed between thgestsr in their measurement of
children combining school and work. The SIMPOC synallowed children to
respond that their main activity was full-time stat| but asked no follow-up question
about whether children who reported being full-tirsiidents also worked. The
LCMS survey, on the other hand, asked children wéported being full-time
students whether they also had a job or busineskeidast 12 months, and, if so,
whether they were currently engaged in any incoereating activities or farming.

5.7 The SIMPOC survey yielded a slightly higher ralleestimate of children
working only, but not a consistently higher estienatross age or sex. The LCMS
survey yielded a very slightly higher overall estten of children only attending
school, but again this result was not consistentafbages or both sexes. The two
surveys generated almost equal estimates of chilcsenbining study and of children
neither studying nor working.

5.8 Next, the two surveys are compared with regarthe information collected
for measurement of characteristics and conditidrehibd work. For this purpose, the
sector of work and the modality of employment seasendicators contributing to an
understanding of the nature of child work. For sedf work, both surveys utilize
international standard industrial classificatiof®r modality of employment, the
SIMPOC survey included a category, namely workmwrh private household, which
was not included in the LCMS survey. Otherwiseittiermation collected by the two
surveys was broadly similar.

5.10 Both surveys indicated that the overwhelmirgjamty of working children,
male and female, were found in the agriculturat@eand worked unpaid within their
families. Only the SIMPOC survey went beyond seetod modality of employment
to collect additional information on actual conalits facing children in their
workplaces. The SIMPOC questionnaire asked childigout the strenuousness of
their work, their work environment, their exposut@ potential risks such as
machinery and chemicals, their relationship withittemployer, abuses suffered at
the hands of their employer, work benefits and neenation. Neither survey collected
information regarding children’s total labour supfile. average total hours worked),
critical to evaluating the intensity of work and determining how much children’s
labour contributed to household income and welfare.

5.11 With regard to the measurement of the healfract of child work, the health
status of child workers provides important inforrmatconcerning the harmfulness of
work. The information collected by the two surveyshis area differed somewhat,
limiting the comparability of the survey resultshel SIMPOC survey looked at the
work-related health problems of working childrendansiderable detail, collecting
information on the frequency and severity of iggriand on the frequency, type and
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severity of illnesses, over both 14-day and one-yei@rence periods. The questions
were addressed to the main respondent as well the tchildren themselves. But the
SIMPOC questions looked only at working childrerdan the case of illness or

injury, only referred to those illnesses or injgrihat were directly related to their
work. This means that it was not possible from shevey results to compare the
health of working children with that of childrerlfag into other activity categories.

5.12 The LCMS questions on child illness/injury esomewhat less detailed,
looking only at the type of health problem and vkeetor not medical help was
sought. The questions referred to any type of skner injury, regardless of whether
or not they were work-related and therefore did isotate the specific effects of
work. Unlike SIMPOC, however, the LCMS questiongevaddressed to all children,
thus permitting a comparison of the health statusvarking children with that of
other children. The SIMPOC survey yielded a slightigher estimate of current
illness or injury among children who only workedaththe LCMS survey, even
though SIMPOC looked only at illness or injury tinats work-related. Looking at the
LCMS estimates of injury/illness prevalence acrastivity categories, it appears that
working children are no worse off health-wise tlodimer children.

5.13 With regard to the measurement of househaldsahooling expenditures, it is
found that the LCMS survey questions were much naetailed than the SIMPOC

survey questions. The SIMPOC survey questionnaiduded six categories of

household expenditures, that is, transportatioant from school, food, electricity,

charcoal and firewood, water, rent and cable/pay. The LCMS survey questions

relating to household expenditures were much matailed and numerous. The
measure of household expenditures based on the LM@Yy was derived from over
50 detailed questions on expenditures for medigpklses, clothing and footwear,
housing (rent, water, electricity, candles, fire@jo cash remittances, public
transport, personal transport, personal serviggetfies, cosmetics, laundry services,
entertainment) and food. These differences in thevey questionnaires led to
significant discrepancies in mean household expergliestimates across the two
surveys. The more comprehensive set of questiontioed in the LCMS survey

resulted, not surprisingly, in a much higher estanaf household expenditures, both
food and non-food.

5.14 Second, schooling expenditures are considétece, important differences
can be noted between the two surveys. The SIMP®¢&wgincluded information on
the costs of transport to and from school, wheteasLCMS did not. The LCMS
survey included costs associated with the purcbhibeoks and stationary, as well as
a residual category aimed at capturing any othalitiadal expenses related to
schooling, neither of which was included in the 80O survey. The LCMS survey
collected information on expenditures for the firsecond and third school terms,
while the SIMPOC survey only looked at schoolingp@xditures for the first school
term. These questionnaire differences resulted isubstantial variation in the
estimates of mean schooling expenditures acrossMbeurveys. In this case it was
the SIMPOC survey that yielded the higher estimate.

5.15 Lastly, the two surveys are compared with e measurement of correlates
and determinants of child work and schooling. Témutts from the two surveys point
to similar broad correlates of child work and sdimap Also, neither survey suggests
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an important link between gender, child work andgosting. The surveys indicate that
the schooling attendance of boys and girls is &llyuequal. Both surveys indicate
that child work is closely related to the childiage of residence (urban or rural). The
survey results underscore the fact that child wiorkZambia, as in most African
countries, is primarily a rural phenomenon. A styeelationship between household
expenditure, on the one hand, and child work aramg, on the other, is also
apparent from the two surveys. The effect is maooa@unced for SIMPOC than for
LCMS. The education level of the household heaccappto be another important
correlate of child work and schooling prevalence.
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Annex 1

Child labour definition, data and international legal instruments

Child labour is a complex phenomenon as not allkndone by children can be

regarded as child labour. A distinction must be enettween child labour, on the one
hand, and children’s activities considered partiafatural socialisation process, on
the other hand. Child labourers are those ent@hiegabour market, or those taking
on too much work and too many duties at too eamnlyage. Thus, child labour is not
defined by the activity itself equal to work, playging to school or other activities

that children might be occupied with, but by thieef the activity has on the child.

Various international legal instruments attemptdefine child labour. The first
attempt to define child labour in an internationahvention was made by the ILO at
its founding congress in 1919. From the time offtre# convention, which settled on
14 years as the minimum age for public and privatistrial undertakings, to the
adoption of convention 138 in 1973, a gradual dgwalent of the concept has taken
place. The idea has been to determine which aesvthildren should not be allowed
to undertake in the labour market. Hence the IL@nd®n has until recently been
based on the child’s role in the labour market. &rencomprehensive approach was
taken through the adoption of the United Nationsn@mtion on the Rights of the
Child (CRC) in 1979, in which the definition of @thlabour was based on the effect
that the work may have on the child, regardlessvbéther the work could be
classified as labour market work or not. The chidghts principle was adopted by the
ILO in 1999 through Convention 182 (C 182) on therg¢ Forms of Child Labour.
These three conventions, the ILO convention 1381@38), the United Nations
Convention for the Rights of the Child and ILO cention 182 on the Worst Forms
of Child Labour form the basis for the internatibdefinition of child labour.

The conditions set forth in the three Conventiomskasically of a qualitative nature.
The work or activities undertaken by a child, defiras a person under the age of 18,
should not be hazardous or harmful to the chil@altim and physical, mental, moral,
or social development. In addition, for childrenpsfmary school age, the work or
activity should not interfere with the child’s edtion. To make the qualitative
definition operational, age limit conditions arenstituted (in C 138) based on the
current knowledge of the effect of work on childrd@here are various age limits,
depending on the kind of work, when compulsory aedioo normally ends, and
whether the country is developing or industrialised

First, there is a general definition of a childaaperson less than 18 years of age. No
person under 18 should undertake work that invohesdth-threatening or hazardous
activities. Secondly, the minimum age of legallyezmg the labour market as a full-
time worker is set at 14 years of age for develppoountries and 15 in other
countries. In all cases, full-time work must begimly after the age of completing
compulsory education. Thirdly, the minimum age &tering the labour market
doing light work is set at 12 for developing cougdgrand 13 in other countries. At this
age, the child can do some work outside of the étoalsl, provided that it does not
interfere with schooling. The child may also entgo vocational training. If a child is
under 12 to 13 years of age, he or she should eaicbve in the labour market, but
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may still undertake duties within the householdinder the guidance of the parents
and as part of the socialisation process, provitiedwork does not interfere with
schooling or pose a threat to health.

With respect to the development of core indicatord statistics on child labour, it is
notable that the points of departure for the déifersurvey instruments on child
labour have been different. Until recently, thetriasients have not specifically
focused on trying to identify child labourers incamance with national and
international legislation. Instead data on econaihicactive children (comprises
persons in paid employment, self-employment and dhemployed) have been
published as a proxy for child labour data.

In 1995, the ILO published child labour statistlzgsed on labour market surveys,
including four so-called experimental surveys (Ghandia, Indonesia and Senegal)
where working children had been specifically lookatl using the number of
economically active children as a proxy for chiddbdurers. As a result of using the
category economically active, as proxy for childdar, ILO found that among full-
time workers boys outnumbered girls at a rate ketio two.

At the 16" International Conference of Labour Statisticians1998, ILO discussed
the concepts, definitions, measurements and dieetsins of child labour in more
depth. The Conference recommended that work of raedtc nature (household
chores) performed by children in their own parem®ther relative’s homes where
they actually lived, should be included in mappitgldren’s schooling and non-
schooling activities. The recommendation indicateat non-market work of a
domestic nature in the parents or guardian’s haadeould then be classified and
tabulated in various ranges according to the nurabkours of performing such work
in order to establish a threshold beyond which dlc&vity could be deemed as
constituting child labour. Together with the adoptof the new convention on the
worst forms of child labour in 1999, the confereonpened the way for a new survey
instrument built around the SIMPOC programme. Radro this, UNICEF initiated
its own process for obtaining better data on clalbur based on the definition in the
CRC. After the Oslo Conference on Child Laboufl@®7, the World Bank was also
drawn into the work of developing better child labdata. The World Bank bases its
survey instrument, the LSMS, on the ILO definitmireconomically active children.
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Annex 2

Summary comparison of survey instruments —
SIMPOC, LSMS, MICS

Respondent
« |LO-SIMPOC — Head of household and child

* LSMS — Head of household and (not always) child
* MICS — mother

Sample Size and design
* ILO-SIMPOC - 10,000 + special group of employeddren
* LSMS - 2500 to 5000
+ MICS - 5000 to 10000

General time use
e |LO-SIMPOC - No
 LSMS - Rarely
e MICS-No

Labour market work, hours worked
 |LO-SIMPOC - Yes
e LSMS- Yes
e MICS - Yes

Non-labour market work/housework, hours worked
 |LO-SIMPOC - Yes
* LSMS — No, except collecting firewood and water
e MICS - Yes

Time spent at school
e [LO-SIMPOC - Yes
e LSMS - Yes
e MICS - Yes

School performance
e [LO-SIMPOC - Yes
* LSMS - Repetition
* MICS — Repetition

Cut-off age
* |LO-SIMPOC -5 years

* LSMS - start of primary education. Maximum 10 yeafrage.
* MICS -5 years
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Description of the work
e |LO-SIMPOC - ILO adult standard
e LSMS - ILO adult standard
e MICS - None

Market work injuries
e [LO-SIMPOC - Yes
e LSMS-No
e MICS-No

Non-market work injuries
 |LO-SIMPOC - No
e LSMS - No
« MICS - No

Use of machinery and/or chemicals
 |LO-SIMPOC - Yes
e LSMS - No
e MICS-No
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Annex 3

Other survey instruments — DHS, Qualitative and WHOsurveys

A. United States Agency for International Developrant, Demographic and
Health Surveys (DHS)

USAID has initiated and financed demographic analthg DHS) household surveys
in a number of countries. The questionnaire use@H$ is quite similar to that used
by the UNICEF MICS surveys. DHS maps both work addcation status and in
some cases special child labour modules are aldaded. DHS defines work as
working for someone not a member of the househmddj or unpaid. Additionally,
work on the family farm or in the family businessdahousehold work are mapped.
Work for someone who is not a member of the houseisodivided into categories
which are more suited than standard industrial gmateation for child labour
activities. The questions are asked of the heath@fhousehold and the term child
labour is used in the heading of the module, botibgbly affecting the results.

Next, while the education status is mapped, theeysr do not normally include

mapping conflicts between work and education awtlwi or health and safety
guestions linked to work or other activities. Imsosurveys relevant information can
be obtained on counts such as activities of chilédged six in the last week, the main
reasons for not going to school among children agjrdwhere children aged six

worked during the last month and whether childrgadafive years and above were
currently working.

B. Qualitative surveys

These surveys cannot be used to generate genémedrthare used in order to obtain
a deeper understanding of the phenomena beingy&atvén this way, the surveys
contribute to the process of developing proper eyrinstruments by helping to
understand and refine concepts and indicators.xamele of this type of research is
the Rapid Assessment (RA) methodology developedth® ILO-International
Programme on the Elimination of Child Labour (IPEGyether with UNICEF. The
aim of the RA methodology is to investigate theetyf activities children undertake
so as to aid the construction of relevant categorie

RA methodology uses several data collection strasegontemporaneously. Semi-
structured interview guides are often used and migaledata may be collected. Rapid
assessments do not use structured questionnairesthe household surveys. The
challenge is to get access to the informants wimobesst describe child labour and
other activities undertaken by children. The sg&® could include collecting
existing information, discussions and consultationth knowledgeable individuals
and organizations, in-depth discussions with kégrimants, observations, individual
interviews and group interviews. Focus groups btoggether a number of children
and generate dynamics that cannot be obtainedghrodlividual interviews. Several
methods are used to identify which children tomitav. The ILO-UNICEF approach
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is to start with discussions with country-level ntrparts and partners to reach a
consensus on country specific approaches. Locabnah and regional consultations
may be used to ensure consistency on issues al tdlour and to distinguish
between work, as a culturally perceived socialisafprocess, and labour detrimental
to a child’s development.

By using the rapid assessment methodology, one ideyify and describe what
children are doing at different times of the ddne tlifferent hazardous, unhealthy or
illicit conditions some of their activities may iolve, the characteristics of those
children undertaking activities that may be definad child labour and the
characteristics of their families and social netgorRapid assessment methodology
may be particularly suited to determine the existeof hidden or hard-to-access
forms of child labour.

C. World Health Organization (WHO)

The WHO has taken up the question of children’srenmental health, including the
health effects of child labour. The aim is to deyeltest and provide countries with a
methodology for assessing the effects of environedersks on the health of working
children.
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