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Assessing the gender gap: Evidence from SIMPOC surveys

1. Introduction

Coinciding with the tenth anniversary of the adoptiof ILO Worst Forms of Child Labour
Convention No. 182, the 2009 World Day against €hiébour highlighted the situation of girl child
labour. Convention No. 182 and its accompanyingoRenendation No. 190 require that the special
situation of girls be taken into account when deisig responses to the worst forms of child labour.

There is broad consensus on the importance of éhday dimension in understanding child labour.
Gender can determine to a large extent the paatioip and characteristics of the work performed by
boys and girls and consequently their further dgwelent opportunities. There are a number of
economic, sociological and cultural explanationsvitny boys or girls engage in different working
activities. These have been discussed at lengtthénliterature. This paper provides statistical
evidence for some of the most important gendeerifices with regard to child labour.

In line with the Resolution on child labour statist adopted in December 2008 by the™"18
International Conference of Labour StatisticiarGL@&)? this paper uses the broader framework of
analysis of “children in productive activities”, wring both potential sources of economic and non-
economic activities. This includesildren in employmerandchildren in other productive activiti€s

In Section 2, global statistics on child labour @hildren derived from the ILO’s global estimates
published in 2006 are presented. Section 3 explgeesler differentials between boys and girls in
employment in terms of prevalence, sectoral distidm and work intensity. Section 4 analyzes their
participation in unpaid household services as drakrlement of the gender analysis. Section 5
presents a combined analysis of employment andidifpausehold services as a way to obtain a
general overview of all potential sources of ecorwoamd non-economic work carried out by children.
Section 6 reflects on the different impacts thatdge-specific working patterns have on children’s
education. Section 7 concludes the paper with aramnof the findings.

The dataset underlying the analysis includes 18éimnid-based national child labour surveys (NCLS)
from all major regions of the world conducted betawel999 and 2007 with the assistance of ILO-
IPEC’s Statistical Information and Monitoring Pragime on Child Labour (SIMPOC)Country data
are presented for children aged 5 to 14 and 15/torhe sample includes the following countries:
Colombia, Ecuador, El Salvador and Guatemala feinLAmerica; Azerbaijan, Kyrgyzstan, Turkey
and Ukraine for transitional and developed econepiairkina Faso, Malawi, Mali and Senegal for
Sub-Saharan Africa and; Cambodia, Mongolia, Phitipp and Sri Lanka for Asia and the Pacific.

The terms “children in employment” and “economigadktive children” are used interchangeably in
this paper. The same applies to the terms “unpaigdhold services in the child’s own household”
and “household chores”.

! From an economic perspective individuals withimoasehold have incentives to specialize in diffetgpes of
activities as a mean to maximize household welféle extent to which specialization influences $pecific
types of work in which boys and girls participasedietermined to a large extent by social and alltborms
prevailing within the family and in the society. =@ more detailed analysis of such reasons see€C-\PEW,
2006, page 32.

% The Report of the ICLS and the Resolution can dmessed inhttp://www.ilo.org/wecmsp5/groups/public/---
dareports/---integration/---stat/documents/meetogyanent/wecms_101467.pdf

% Children in employmerdre those engaged in any activity falling withie tproduction boundary in the SNA
for at least one hour during the reference per@ildren in other productive activities includesdldiren who
perform unpaid household services, that is, thelyetion of domestic and personal services by a dfmld
member for consumption within their own househadmmonly called “household chores”. In contrasg th
performance of household services in a third-phdysehold, paid or unpaid is included within thedurction
boundary of the SNA.

“ See Annex | for details on the surveys.

International Programme on the Elimination of Child L abour (IPEC) 1



2. Global statistics on girl child labour

The most recent ILO global estimates on child labauindicated that more than 100 million girls
between 5 and 17 years old were involved in chil@tour in 2004 (Chart 1)° The majority of girl
child labourers are in the age range from 5 to 44dry old, outnumbering their male counterparts in
this specific age category. Girl's involvement inild labour decreases relative to boys in the older
age groups, however, as girls become less invalvedonomic activities their participation in ungai
household services increases. Girls represent sipmpaitely 46 per cent of all child labourers in the
world.

Chart 1: Child labour by age group and sex (‘000s)
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Source:1LO, 2006.

Approximately fifty-three million girls are estimat ed to be inhazardous work that is considered

to be aworst form of child labour under Convention No. 182 (Chart 2§.Nearly 20 million girls in

the age range of 5 to 11 years old - and virtudléysame number of boys - are engaged in work that
exposes them to serious illnesses and injuriess Beryd to be involved in more dangerous jobs than
girls, particularly at older ages. Girls represapproximately 42 per cent of all children in hazasl
work.

® The term child labour reflects the engagementhilficen in prohibited work and, more generally types of
work to be eliminated as socially and morally uniddde as guided by national legislation, the ILGnvhum
Age Convention, 1973 (No. 138), and the Worst Foofn€hild Labour Convention, 1999 (No. 182), aslvasl
their respective supplementing Recommendations (Mésand 190).

® Categories considered by ILO Convention No. 182vasst forms of child labour include: (a) all forn$
slavery or practices similar to slavery, such asstle and trafficking of children, debt bondage serfdom and
forced or compulsory labour, including forced ommmulsory recruitment of children for the use in adn
conflict; (b) the use, procuring or offering of hild for prostitution, for the production of pornaghy or for
pornographic performances; (c) the use, procuringffering of a child for illicit activities, in pdicular for the
production and trafficking of drugs as defined lie relevant international treaties; and (d) workclwhby its
nature or the circumstances in which it is carded is likely to harm the health, safety or moradschildren.
Activities covered by (a)—(c) are referred to ass ‘thorst forms of child labour other than hazardous wak”,
and often also termed “unconditional worst formscbild labour”. Activities under (d) are referred as
“hazardous worK'.
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Chart 2: Hazardous work by age group and sex (‘000 s)
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Of particular concern is the fact that girls comprise a large proportion of the children in the
other worst forms of child labour not covered by tle hazardous work categoryi.e., commercial
sexual exploitation, forced labour, trafficking offildren, armed conflict, illicit activities, etc.)t
should be noted that household surveys used toedglbbal estimates are often ill-suited to capture
these otheworst forms of child laboufThe ICLS Resolution on child labour statisticeagnizes that
standardized statistical concepts and definitimngHese forms of child labour are not fully deyed
and statistical measurement methods are at animereal stagé.IPEC-SIMPOC is currently testing

a series of pilot methodologies to estimate the nitade of some of these extreme forms of
exploitation. Progress achieved in this regard béllpresented to the lthternational Conference of
Labour Statistician$.

It is also important to point out that the definition of employment used in the 2006 global
estimates does not include the performance of houseld chores.This is a central subject of the
present paper and is discussed in detail in Secdoend 5, where statistics of the magnitude agd ke
characteristics of such work are presented formabau of countries. The analysis of household chores
is crucial from the gender perspective in vieww# significant body of evidence showing that these
activities are disproportionately performed bysjir most societie$.

" See paragraphs 36 and 37 of the Resolution od ketiibur statistics.
8 See paragraph 63 of the Resolution on child lastaiistics.

Precursor work in this direction was undertakerCliigno and Rosati, 2000. For an analysis of theoigmce
on unpaid household services for child work esteaaee Basu and Tzannatos, 2003.

International Programme on the Elimination of Child L abour (IPEC) 3



3. Country statistics of children in employment: a gender
perspective

3.1 Children’s involvement in employment

Quantitative analysis of SIMPOC surveys reveals selsased disparities in terms of children’s
involvement in employment for many countries As shown in Chart 3, the proportion of 5 to 14
year-olds in employment is higher for boys thandwls in all countries considered with the excepti

of Cambodia and Kyrgyzstan where prevalence ratewigually equal® These differences capture
the disparities already reflected in the SIMPOglaestimates, and the fact that in several casntri
boys tend to participate more in economic actisitteDespite these discernible differences, the
participation of very young girls in the labour ket remains considerable (i.e. for the sample: 15.0
per cent of girls vs. 21.2 per cent of boys).

Chart 3: Children in employment by sex. 5-14 years  old
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Note: Average rate of boys in employment=21.2, Avenage of girls in employment=15.0, Overall averat@.7.
Source SIMPOC calculations based on national child lalmurveys from 16 sample countries.

Differences are due in large part to the definitionof “work” used. A more broad-based analysis
that includes the performance of other productistividies outside thgoroduction boundaryof the
United Nations System of National Accounts reveats the employment framework used does not
adequately cover all of the work that children parf. The most important example ispaid
household servicgzrovided by children for their own household (stimes referred to as “household
chores”). The omission of household chores creatgender distortion in the data as this activity
represents the work of an overwhelming majoritygiols in most societies. As stated IREC-UCW
2004:

The distinction between labour and household ch@essentially technical. For example, if a male
child helps his father on a family farm, his cobtdion places him in the "economically active

9 Below each chart averages for all countries aesanted disaggregated by sex.

1t should be noted however that research has gedvievidence that in several cases girls have aagre
probability to be found in employment than boysisTis the case of countries such as Nepal, Yemegph,
Cameroon, Comoros, Guinea, Malawi and Central AfriRepublic (ILO;UCW, page 7-8, 2006.).
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population”, but if a female child assists her nawthn the household, the female child is not
considered part of the "economically active popolat, and for that reason falls outside of the
official statistics on working children. Howevengtactivities of both children, if they were cadieut
outside of the household, would be considered worthe agricultural sector for the male and in the
services sector for the femafe.

Sections 4 and 5 discuss the issue of househol@shomore detail.

Employment gaps between boys and girls deepen catsiably with age.While for children aged 5

to 14 the magnitude of the employment gender gayh &2 per cent points, it reaches 15.1 per cent
points for children aged 15 to 17 years old (bogmitiate in both cases). This does not necessarily
mean that girls have left the workforce for schoolvocational training. In most cases, the gap is
explained by a much larger involvement of girls unpaid household services (as discussed in
Sections 4 and 5). Adolescent girls in many coestmot only face the extra-charge of household
chores, but may cease early involvement in econautigity as a result of marriage and pregnancy.

Chart 4: Children in employment by sex. 15-17 years  old
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Note: Average rate of boys in employment=45.5, Avenage of girls in employment=30.4.
Source SIMPOC calculations based on national child lalmurveys from 16 sample countries.

3.2 Relevant characteristics of the employmentof g  irls
3.2.1 Sectoral distribution of employment

Aggregate evidence

Children’s work is primarily concentrated in agricu lture (Chart 5).** This applies to all ages and
holds true for both sexes. However, the total propo of girls aged 5 to 14 in agriculture is

2 Household chores constitute a significant pathefpuzzle of activities that children are assigtedo. As it
will be seen later, girls not just participate muectore than boys in activities such as cooking, rileg
collecting fuel wood and fetching water, shopping the own household and taking care of siblingsiok
family members, but they also do them for longeunrsoBefore passing to the analysis of househotdesh a
more detailed analysis of the employment charattesi of girls will be presented.

13The child labour global estimates (2006) providedthe first time a global sectoral distributionaffildren’s
employment, but not disaggregated by sex. The @&dicf employment by sector broke employment dovm
three broad groupings of economic activity: agtiend, industry and services. See IPEC, 2006.
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approximately 10 per cent points lower than for ay the same age group. Younger girls tend to
participate more in the services sector which caseprtwo major activities performed: child domestic
work (CDW)** and wholesale and retail trade, which accountsifamy of the trades performed within

the informal sector of the economy. This is sigrfit in most developing countries and one of the ke

sources of employment for childréh.

Chart 5.1: Sectoral distribution of employment
(countries in the sample)
Males aged 5 to 14 years old

Chart 5.2: Sectoral distribution of employment
(countries in the sample)
Females aged 5 to 14 years old
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Chart 5.3: Sectoral distribution of employment
(all countries in the sample)
Males aged 15-17 years old

Chart 5.4: Sectoral distribution of employment
(all countries in the sample)
Females aged 15-17 years old
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Source SIMPOC calculations based on national child lalmurveys from 16 sample countries.

As the age of boys and girls increases their shaie agricultural activities declines. In the case of
boys, the shift favours the industrial sector ntbian the services sector; while in the case o$ givé
decline in agricultural activities is distributedemly to the industrial and the services sector. In
general, the drop in agricultural activities canéxplained by a series of factors, for example, the
migration of working children to other economic tes with higher productivity levels or the

4 Child domestic work (CDW) is considered an ecoroativity under the SNA production boundary and
should no be confused with household chores. Theeb is performed outside the own household for an
employer, while the latter is performed within flaeily household of the child. Section 3.2.2 presestatistics

of CDW.

!> For a detailed discussion on the particularitiehe informal sector with regard to child laboeedPEC,

2004, page 23.
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possibility to integrate into more regulated sest@ifferent from agriculture) after reaching tegal
minimum age for admission to employment.

Specific country evidence

Aggregated data tend to mask important differencegrom country to country. Chart 6, which
presents the total proportion of boys and girlsdagéo 14 in agriculture, hunting, forestry andiigy

by country shows how this can be the case. In Coilantl Salvador and Guatemala the proportion of
working girls in this sector is significantly lowehan that of boys. In Ecuador, Azerbaijan,
Kyrgyzstan, Mongolia and Sri Lanka working boys agids have similar shares in the agricultural
sector; indeed it accounts for roughly 70 to 90qamt of total children’s involvement in employment
A different situation is found in Turkey and Ukraimvhere girls are considerably more likely to be
working in agriculture than boys. Finally, in Bunki Faso, Mali, Senegal, Cambodia and the
Philippines boys have a higher probability of warkin agriculture than girls even if the proportiafin
working girls in this sector is consistently higtlean 50 per cent.

Chart 6: Proportion of working children aged 5 to 14 years old in agriculture
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Note: Average rate of boys in employment=approx 710cgat, Average rate of girls in employment=app&k0 per cent
Source SIMPOC calculations based on national child latsurwveys from 16 sample countries

As age increases, participation in agriculture deates for both sexes; however, differences
among countries and by sex can be significai€Chart 7).*° In Colombia, El Salvador, Burkina Faso,
Mali and Mongolia the variation is lesser than ¥y pent; in Guatemala, Azerbaijan, Kyrgyzstan,
Turkey, Ukraine and the Philippines the variatisnwiithin the range of 10 to 20 per cent; and in
Ecuador, Senegal and the Philippines it exceedseR@ent Country specific variations are presented
for boys and girls in Tablé.

8 with the exceptions of Colombia and Burkina Faso.

International Programme on the Elimination of Child L abour (IPEC) 7



Chart 7:

Proportion of working children aged 15 to

17 in agriculture
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Note: Average rate of boys in employment= approx. ge0cent, Average rate of girls in employment =04%er cent.
Source SIMPOC calculations based on national child lalsuweys from 16 sample countries.

Table 1: Variation in the proportion of children in agriculture aged 15to 17 and 5 to 14,
by sex
Valfiation. in the pioportion .Of males Variation in the proportion of females in agriculture =
in agriculture = (proportion of . .
males aged 15-17 — proportion of (proportion of fefmales aged 15-17) — (proportion of
males aged 5-14) emales aged 5-14)

Colombia -0.2 4.4

Ecuador -19.0 -25.6
El Salvador -9.6 -1.8

Guatemala -19.6 -12.6
Azerbaijan -20.0 -11.3
Kyrgyzstan -18.7 -16.3
Turkey -25.6 -19.8
Ukraine -1.1 -18.4
Burkina Faso 0.8 -2.9
Mali -2.7 -8.6
Senegal -30.2 -25.5
Cambodia -8.2 -14.6
Mongolia -2.0 -6.2
Philippines -8.2 -19.5
Sri Lanka -16.4 -15.5

Source: SIMPOC calculations based on national child latsaunwveys from 16 sample countries
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3.2.2 Child domestic work

Domestic work for an employer (third party househotl) is a fundamental area of
concern within the child labour discussion, and igonsidered aworst form of child labour

in many countries'” Statistics confirm that the vast majority of childmestic workers are
girls (Chart 8). With the exception of Mali and Camdia, the proportion of working girls in
child domestic work is overwhelmingly higher thdvat of boys, attesting to the fact that this
sector is largely ‘feminized’ in most countries.

Chart 8: Proportion of working children aged 5to 1 4 in child domestic work by sex
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Note: Only countries where it was possible to isolaesliranch of activity corresponding to “Activitiebprivate households
as employers of domestic staff’ under the Inteorati Standard Industry Code (ISIC) were includeds®iould also be
considered as minimum estimates of girl’s involvatria child domestic work in the respective couegri

Source SIMPOC calculations based on national child lalmurveys from 16 sample countries.

As age increases, the proportion of girls workingn this sector to all working girls increases
considerably, while the proportion of boys decline®r remains more or less constant(with the
exception of Cambodia where it increases more thvartimes from a relatively small base) — (Chart
9). Itis interesting to consider that while bdysse better opportunities to integrate into othedtdy
remunerated sectors than agriculture upon reachagninimum legal working age, the only prospect
for many unskilled girls is to become domestic veosk

7 In the last years through the implementation efrépid assessment methodology IPEC has produced a
significant knowledge base on the situation ofdkibmestic workers in different countries. The hsstonfirm
that boys and girls in this sector are often exgdsecruel treatment, forced to work excessive spdeprived
from schooling, etc. Rapid assessments on CDW bega conducted in Nepal, 2001; South Africa, 2002;
Thailand; 2002; El Salvador, 2002; Brazil, 2003;&d Lanka, 2003. CDW is one of the central eletaef the
document_essons learned when investigating the worst farhthild labour using the rapid assessment
methodologypublished in 2005 by IPEC.

International Programme on the Elimination of Child L abour (IPEC) 9



Chart 9: Proportion of working children aged 15 to 17 in child domestic work by sex
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Note: Only countries where it was possible to isolaeeliranch of activity corresponding to “Activitiebprivate households
as employers of domestic staff’ under the Inteomati Standard Industry Code (ISIC) were includedsHfiould also be
considered as minimum estimates of girl’s involvatria child domestic work in the respective cousgri

Source SIMPOC calculations based on national child lalmurveys from 16 sample countries.

3.2.3 Hours in employment by sex

There are important differences in the number of hars in employment between countries, but
not necessarily in terms of sex (Chart 10)So far we have focused our attention on measures o
incidence of employment. However a critical vargatd consider is the number of hours that children
spend in such activities (as a proxy for wortensity. Employment hours are important because they
affect the time available to attend school, do hwor&, and benefit from rest and leisure. The averag
hours of boys and girls in employment are quitellamthough boys work slightly longer hours, with
the exceptions of Turkey, Ukraine and El Salvadtre average gender gap — in favour of boys —is
about one hour per week (20.2 hours per week fgs be. 19.2 hours per week for girls).

Chart 10: Average weekly hours in employment, 5 to 14 years age group, by sex and
country
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Note: Average male weekly hours in employment=20.2, Agerfemale weekly hours in employment=19.2
Source SIMPOC calculations based on national child lalmurveys from 16 sample countries.
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Working hours increases proportional to age for bog and girls (Chart 11) Once children reach
the minimum age of employment the hours of workath girls and boys increase as returns to work
augment and many more move into full time employimén El Salvador, Ukraine, Malawi,
Cambodia and the Philippines girls work in averag®e hours than boys, while the opposite holds
true for the rest of countries.

Chart 11: Average weekly hours in employment, 15 to 17 years age group, by sex and
country
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Note: Average male weekly hours in employment=31.0,rAge female weekly hours in employment=29.5
Source SIMPOC calculations based on national child lalsurveys from 16 sample countries.

For many boys and girls the situation in terms ofkanintensity is much worse than what is reflected
by national averages in charts 10 and®lllooking at the distribution of the working houwariable
allows assessing the proportion of children workimow or beyond national averages. This is the
subject of the next sub-section.

3.2.4 Distribution of hours in employment by sex an d age group

More than 25 per cent of working boys and girls be&lw the age of 15 are in employment for 28
hours or more per week (Chart 12) Weekly hours in employment were divided into feategories
for each of 16 the countries and the results caesteld into Chart 12 As age increases and children
reach the minimum legal working age, the proportibiboys and girls working for 28 hours or more
per week almost doubles. It is important to hightlighat the distribution of hours in employment
indicates that once children are sent to work gy up working for a considerable number of hours.
This holds true for both age groups considered.

18 Given that the same averages can be obtaineddistributions completely different distributions.

' The four categories considered according to thebms of hours in employment are: i) children in
employment between 1-13 hours per week; ii) betwlekB0 hours per week; iii) between 21-27 hoursvpesk
and; iv) work for 28 hours per week or more.
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Chart 12: Proportion of children by number of hour s in employment, sex and age group.
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Note: The four categories considered according to theaber of hours in employment are: i) children inptsgment
between 1-13 hours per week; ii) between 14-20 hiper week; iii) between 21-27 hours per week andwork for 28
hours per week or more.

Source SIMPOC calculations based on national child lalmurveys from 16 sample countries.
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4.  Country statistics of children in unpaid househo Id
services: the invisible work of girls

As mentioned in Section 2, a comprehensive andegesghsitive picture of children’s work needs to
take into consideration the performanceunipaid household services commonly referred to as
“household chores” — provided by children for theiwn household®. This section explores
children’s involvement in such activities and shégikt on key dimensions of this type of work that
are likely to impact negatively children’s develogm

It is important to highlight that the interest dietinternational community in household chores was
reinforced with the recent adoption of a Resolutionchild labour statistics by the W éternational
Conference of Labour Statisticians, held in GenavaDecember 2008. The ICLS Resolution
constitutes the first international statisticalnstard on child labour. It establishes that the thesa
concept related to the measurement of child laigtimat ofchildren in productive activitiefalling
within the general production boundary as defimethe System of National Accounts (SNA)This
includeschildren in employmerdnd children in other productive activitiehe latter is defined as
“the production of domestic and personal servicgsathousehold member for consumption within
their own household, commonly called household eh St

It should be noted also that not eflildren in employmenrdr in other productive activitieshould be
considered to be performing child labour that mhesteliminated. The Resolution provides guidance
as to which forms of “employment” and “unpaid hduslel services” could potentially constitute child
labour. It establishes that:

For the purpose of statistical measurement, chiléregaged ichild labourinclude all persons aged 5
to 17 years who, during a specified time periodrevengaged in one or more of the following
categories of activities:

(a) worst forms of child labour;

(b) employment below the minimum aged

(c) hazardous unpaid household servi¢kapplicable where the general production boundary
is used as the measurement framework.

20 This is different from the performance of househsgrvices in a third-party household, paid or ishpahich

is included within the production boundary of tHé/Sand considered already in Section 2.

2l The Report of the ICLS can be accessed Hitip://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---dgrepset-
integration/---stat/documents/meetingdocument/wdfi$467.pdf

22 The general production boundamiso distinguishes between economic and non-ecangmoduction,
understanding economic production to include anydmtcontrolled activity resulting in outputs appiiate for
exchange — i.e. the goods and services producaddsbe marketable. The latter criterion suggests tmly
basic human activities (e.g. eating and sleeping)eacluded, while services such as washing; piegpaneals;
and caring for children, the aged, and the ill faithin the general production boundary, since tieap be
exchanged between different units.

23 Child labour measures used up until now have feetisprimarily on a definition of work restricted to
economic activities. The reason for this is that framework of analysis for adults is at the origihthe
conceptual framework of analysis for children’s iwoHowever specialized national child labour sussey
conducted over the last years have provided camendgtience of the significant engagement of childreother
non-economic working activities outside the produtboundary.

4 Hazardous unpaid household servidss children are those performed in the child’s dwausehold under
conditions corresponding to those defined in paplgr20 above, that is, (a) unpaid household sesvice
performed for long hours, (b) in an unhealthy emwiment, involving unsafe equipment or heavy loddgs,jn
dangerous locations, and so on. The definitioronfjlhours in unpaid household services of childrelative to
their age, may differ from the one applied in respe children in employment. The effect on a ckileducation
should also be considered when determining whastitates long hours. The ILO will develop guidekne
regarding hours thresholds and will report the tuments to the 9ICLS.
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Countries have the prerogative to decide on thmdreork of analysis which they want to use to
measure child labour. If they opt for the more gahttamework of theyeneral production boundary,
the performance of hazardous unpaid householdcgsrshould be included as a component of the
child labour measure. However if the more resturicfiroduction boundarnyis used, child labour
measurement will be only estimated on the basithefproductive activities within thproduction
boundary

Discussion is ongoing as to the variables and tiolds that should be used to determine the unpaid
household services that constitute child laboue Resolution gives a clear mandate to the ILO to
develop guidelines on the treatment of long howrschildren in unpaid household services with
respect to age and hours thresholds and repodetetopments to the T9CLS *

4.1 Children’s involvement in household chores

When household chores are included in the horizonfahildren’s activities, the earlier picture
from the employment analysis is turned around: girk are considerably more involved in
household chores than boy® The comparison between the average gender gaphildfen in
employment and in household chores proves to bg ilastrative. While boys in the age-bracket
from 5 to 14 register an average incidence of eyt that is 6.2 per cent higher than that ofsgirl
the gender gap for household chores in the sambrag&et reaches 15.6 per cent (dominated by girls
this time). This proves that gender imbalancesoamifferent magnitudes between employment and
household chores (Chart 13).

Gender-based disparities differ significantly betwen countries and regionsThe average gender
gap for Sub-Saharan African countries includecha gample is higher than in every other region of
the world (33.1 per cent points), followed by Lafimerica (14.2 per cent points), Transitional and
developed countries (9.8 per cent point) and Asdthe Pacific (5.5 per cent point).

Chart 13: Children in unpaid household services by sex. 5-14 years old
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Note: Average incidence of unpaid household servicebdys=54.9, Average incidence of unpaid houseketslices for
girls =70.5.

%> See ILO, 2008, 63paragraph of the Resolution on child labour siatis
%6 See charts 4 and 5.
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Source SIMPOC calculations based on national child lalmurveys from 16 sample countries.

The involvement of boys and girls in household ches increases in proportion to their ages;
however the increase for girls is twice as high athat for boys (Chart 14)?’ On average girls
register a much higher prevalence of householdeshtitan boys for the selected countries of Sub-
Saharan (44.4 per cent points of difference), fodld by Latin American countries (29.0 per cent
points of difference), Transitional and develop#8.8 per cent of difference) and Asia and the Racif
(8.1 per cent of difference).

Chart 14: Children in unpaid household services by sex. 15-17 years old
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Note: Average incidence of unpaid household servicebdys=66.6, Average incidence of unpaid housebeidices for
girls =90.8.
Source SIMPOC calculations based on national child lalsuweys from 16 sample countries.

2720.3 per cent point vs. 11.7 per cent points,ipgssom children aged 5 to 14 to those aged 157to
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4.2 Hours in household chores by sex

While a more or less gender-balanced picture emergefrom the analysis of hours in
employment?® differences become apparent when comparing work tensity of household chores

by sex On average girls work more hours per week thars o all the countries considered, even if
the gender-disparities remain minor as in Ukraind @ambodia. On average girls aged 5 to 14 are
found to be working in household chores 2.7 houssenper week than boys. There are also important
differences by country and in terms of regions.

Chart 15: Weekly hours in unpaid household services by sex. 5-14 years old
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Note: Average male weekly hours in household chores#8:6rage female weekly hours in household chofgls2=
Source SIMPOC calculations based on national child lalmurveys from 16 sample countries.

Boys and girls aged 15 to 17 tend to spend more hsuon household chores, but the increase is
much more important in the case of girls (Chart 16¥° Girls involved in household chores are
found to be working on average 8.1 hours more peekwthan boys. It is certain that for some
countries the amount of working hours dedicateduipaid household services represents a true
obstacle for grasping education and training oppaties where they exist. Also the significant
burden of household chores — such as in the caglof may prevent young females who are legally
entitled to work from integrating into the labouarket.

8 See section 3.2.4.
29 With the exception of boys in Mali.
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Chart 16: Weekly hours in unpaid household service s by sex. 15-17 years old
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Note: Average male weekly hours in household choressWverage female weekly hours in household chofds8
Source SIMPOC calculations based on national child lalsurveys from 16 sample countries.

4.3 Distribution of hours in household chores by se x and age
group

The proportion of children doing household choresdr 28 hours or more per week is twice as
high for girls a%]ed 5 to 14 than boys in the samega bracket and three times higher for those
aged 15 to 17° Unlike working hours in employment, the overalttpre for the distribution of
household chores differs considerably by gendgréjudice of girls. Given the high prevalence
of household chores (see section 4.1) proportioesegmted in Chart 17 (even if small) represent
large absolute numbers of children, and espeailgyrls, in unpaid household services.

% Hours in unpaid household services were divided four categories for each country and resultsewer
collapsed into Chart 17. The four categories carsid according to the number of hours in unpaidsébald
services are: i) between 1-13 hours per week;dtjvben 14-20 hours per week; iii) between 21-27rh@er
week and; iv) for 28 hours per week or more.
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Chart 17: Proportion of children by number of hour s in unpaid household services and
sex.
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Note: The four categories considered according to thebrer of hours in unpaid household services ahiifiren in
unpaid household services between 1-13 hours pek;\ig between 14-20 hours per week; iii) betw@&r27 hours per
week and; iv) for 28 hours per week or more.

Source SIMPOC calculations based on national child lalmurveys from 16 sample countries.
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5. The double burden

Sections 3 and 4 analyzed the incidence and kemactagistics of employment and unpaid household
services as two separate categories. This sedtim & understanding the interactions between both
activities. By considering all potential sourcesnairk (economic and non-economic) a more accurate,
comprehensive and real picture of the total worlkkingden faced by children can be obtained.

5.1 Interaction between employment and household ch  ores.

In order to explore the working status of childreonsidering both economic and non-economic
activities, the following four non-overlapping cgteies were built:

a) Children in employment only,

b) Children in unpaid household services only,

¢) Children in employment and unpaid householdisesvand,

d) Children neither in employment nor doing ungaiadisehold services

The figures in tables 2 and 3 indicate the follayvin

The overwhelming majority of girls in employment are also performing household choresThis
implies that once a family decides to involve d igirmployment it is almost certain that she &ldo
perform household chores. For instance if we camsédl countries included in this sample, 92 per
cent of girls in employment are also involved inubehold chores as compared to 67 per cent of
boys® A significant proportion of boys in employment also doing household chores.

Girls have a much higher probability to perform unpaid household services on an exclusive basis
than boys The average of all countries in the sample revd@t approximately 4 in every 10 boys
are involved in unpaid household services onlycamspared with nearly 6 out of every 10 girls.

If a combined measure of work is built to include eonomic and non-economic activities, there
are more girls working than boys for all countriesand regions considered in the analysisThis is
certainly one of the central conclusions of thigpgrawhich confirms the need to use a more
comprehensive framework of analysis able to capaltforms of work performed by children
(economic and non-economit®) Regional differences in this regard can prove ¢osignificant;
however a more comprehensive sample is needefirte the analysis.

31 Such percentages result from dividing (C)/(A+C)®1if the row of Total.
%2 Evidence for this need is also provided in thé ¢asegory under column (D) which represents threqreage
of children not working in any activity. Boys outnber girls for all regions considered.
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Table 2:

Children’s activities by sex for selected

countries. 5-14 years old

Neither in
Unpaid Employment | employment
Countries grouped SR e household 2Nt [T 7 CEly
. Sex only . household unpaid Total
by region services only :
(A) ®) services household
© services
(D)

Colombia, Ecuador, ElI | Male 6.5 45.2 9.2 39.1 100.0
Salvador and |
Guatemala Female 0.9 61.4 7.2 30.4 100.0
Azerbaijan, Male 1.7 46.6 9.3 42.5 100.0
Kyrgyzstan, Turkey
and Ukraine Female 0.4 56.5 9.1 33.9 100.0
Burkina Faso, Malawi, |Male 17.8 235 19.2 39.5 100.0
Mali and Senegal Female 25 53.9 22.0 216 100.0
Cambodia, Mongolia Male 2.0 47.8 19.2 31.0 100.0
Philippines and Sri |
Lanka Female 0.9 55.8 16.7 26.6 100.0
Total Male 7.0 40.8 14.2 38.0 100.0

Female 1.2 56.9 13.8 28.1 100.0

Cremeler @ 5.8 16.1 0.4 9.9 -

(Female — Male)

Source SIMPOC calculations based on national child lalmurveys from 16 sample countries.

Gender gaps increase proportional to age for childen in employment only and in unpaid
household serviced® As age increases the involvement of boysritployment onlyelative to that of

girls increases by 8.7 per céhGirls register an average incidenceuapaid household services only
higher than that of boys by 8.9 per c&nfhe gender gap remains almost constant for childre

combining both activities or not doing any.

% Note that gender gaps for children aged 5 to &4paesented in last row of Table 2 and for childt&rl7 in

Table 3.

% passing from -5.8 per cent for children aged 4o -14.5 per cent for children aged 15 to 17.
% passing from 16.1 per cent for children aged B4t¢o 25.1 per cent for children aged 15 to 17.
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Table 3: Children’s activities by sex for selected countries. 15-17 years old
Neither in
. Unpaid Employment | employment
gﬁ)ﬂg‘ggsby Sex Employment | household | and unpaid nor doing Total
region only services household unpaid
only services household
services

Colombia, Male 24.0 36.3 23.0 16.7 100.0
Ecuador, El Female
Salvador and
Guatemala 3.7 70.2 18.1 7.9 100.0
Azerbaijan, Male 6.3 55.4 21.4 16.9 100.0
Kyrgyzstan, Female
Turkey and
Ukraine 0.8 73.2 18.9 7.2 100.0
Burkina Faso, Male 30.3 211 27.8 20.8 100.0
Malawi, Mali and | Female
Senegal 2.7 54.8 38.3 4.2 100.0
Cambodia, Male 7.8 39.9 42.1 10.3 100.0
Mongolia Female
Philippines and
Sri Lanka 3.3 54.5 35.5 6.6 100.0
Total Male 17.1 38.2 28.6 16.2 100.0

Female 2.6 63.2 27.7 6.5 100.0

Gender

9ap -14.5 25.0 -0.9 -9.7 :

(Female

— Male)

Source SIMPOC calculations based on national child lalsurveys from 16 sample countries.

5.2 Intensity of work

Based on the guidelines of the ICLS Resolution tibtal number of hours in employment and
household chores may be used as a proxy ofctia intensityof children’s work when the general
production boundary is used as a framework of @&y Tables 4 and 5 present the average weekly
hours for children in employment only, in househares only and performing both activities.

Some highlights from Table 4 concerning the weéldyrs of work:

Girls involved in unpaid household services only work for a higher number of hours per week
than boys in unpaid household services in all counés considered Gender-based disparities are
more significant for the group of African and Lafimerican countries in the sample.

Girls combining employment and unpaid household services work for a higher number of hours

per week than boys in all countries consideredGender-based disparities are more significant for
the group of African countries; similar in Latin Amican and Developed and Transitional countries
and; very small in Asian countries in the sample.

Evidence for children involved in employment only is mixed For the group of selected Latin
American and Transitional and Developed countrids gork more hours per week than boys, while
the opposite holds for the group of African andakstountries in the sample.

% The Resolution on child labour statistics in itgagraph 16 sets the guidelines for the performafcich
analysis by establishing that: “When child labaimeasured on the basis of the general productiondary, a
child may be considered to be in child labour whentotal number of hours worked in employment angaid
household services exceeds the thresholds thabmagt for national statistical purposes”. ILO, 00
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Table 4: Weekly hours worked by type of activitya  nd sex. 5-14 years old

. Unpaid f
rC;miJ:;rles GENTIES 937 Sex Employment only household E&glggg:gr;te?\r/}geusnpald
9 services only

Colombia, Ecuador, El Male 24.4 8.2 30.5
Salvador and Guatemala Female 295 12.6 335

Gender

gap =

Female

- Male 5.1 4.4 3.0
Azerbaijan, Kyrgyzstan, Male 16.3 6.0 24.5
Turkey and Ukraine Female 19.1 7.4 27.7

Gender

gap =

Female

- Male 2.8 1.4 3.2
Burkina Faso, Malawi, Male 27.1 14.7 34.1
Mali and Senegal Female 25.5 21.4 39.4

Gender

gap =

Female

- Male -1.6 6.7 5.3
Cambodia, Mongolia Male 21.9 7.7 26.4
Philippines and Sri Lanka | Female 16.3 9.1 26.6

Gender

gap =

Female

- Male -5.6 1.4 0.2
Total Male 22.5 9.2 29.0

Female 23.0 12.8 32.1

Gender

gap =

Female

- Male 0.5 3.6 3.1

Source SIMPOC calculations based on national child lalmurveys from 16 sample countries.

Some highlights from Table 5:

Gender-based disparities prejudicing girls deepenansiderably with age.Girls aged 15 to 17 are
found working more hours per week in all the cateEgoconsidered. Differentials are striking for the
group African and Latin American countries in ttemple. For instance in Colombia, Ecuador, El
Salvador and Guatemala girls work for 7.6 additidmaurs compared to boys when they are in
employment onlyl2.2 additional hours than boys when they aranpaid household services only;
and 9.4 hours additional hours compared to boysawhey are combining employment and unpaid
household services. The total number of workingre@aaches as high as 50.3 hours per week in the
latter case, which is an hour threshold far beythredone used by SIMPOC to quantify hazardous
work at the global level’

3" This relates to the 43 hour threshold used by $)afn its global child labour estimates for deterimi
hazardous work in industries or occupations notspeclassified as hazardous for children.
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Table 5. Weekly hours worked by type of activitya  nd sex. 15-17 years old

Colombia, Ecuador, El
Salvador and Guatemala

Azerbaijan, Kyrgyzstan,
Turkey and Ukraine

Burkina Faso, Malawi,
Mali and Senegal

Cambodia, Mongolia
Philippines and Sri Lanka

Total

Source SIMPOC calculations based on national child lalmuweys from 16 sample countries.
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6. Education

Understanding the interplay between work and educabn constitutes one of the core concerns of
the child labour analysis Child labour constitutes a major hindrance to Aoroapital development.

It affects the ability of boys and girls to panate in the education system and reduces theirotcho
performance. Working children attend less schoalehhigher repetition and drop-out rates, spend
fewer years in school (late entrance and earlyibggqnand may find themselves as youngsters without
the basic tools to escape marginalization and ppver

Gender can determine to a large degree the type dypes of working activities that boys and
girls do. This is relevant to the extent that gender-speeificking patterns may impact schooling
differently. Evidence presented in this paper saggehat almost all girls performing economic
activities are also doing household chores (moam @ in every 10) and that their involvement in
unpaid household services in the own householdishrhigher than that of boys.

“Hours of work” constitutes a key variable to understand the true impact of work on education.
The length of a child’s work day in economic anah+@@onomic activities determines to a large extent
her/his possibilities to participate in the edumatsystem. This applies to work of economic and-non
economic nature.

Taking into consideration the previous two paragraps this research looks at the different
impacts of specific working activities by consideng school attendance rates by “type of work”
and “hours of work”. Previous research suggested that household chavesahsmaller impact on
school attendance than employm&nfEindings suggest that some of the characterisfitsusehold
chores could pose a lower barrier to the partigpadf children in the education system (i.e., iftde
schedules or parents having a greater interestafegsarding the education of their children).
However this should not be a reason to underedtirtta¢ effects of what constitutes the most
prevalent form of work of children in the world,pegially for girls. Even if its impact on education
seems to be less than that of economic activitieffects a much wider proportion of children and
therefore requires special attention.

6.1 School attendance

School attendance rates vary significantly by typeof work (tables 6 and 7) First, school
attendance rates of children inunpaid household services only are higher than those in any other
working category. As previously mentioned this category concensrde largest share of children
and an accurate schooling impact analysis mustriatipely take into consideration the hours spent in
such activities. Even if a small percentage is tbuo be working beyond the fixed acceptable
threshold, such small percentage is likely to mflarge absolute numbers.

Children combining employment and unpaid household services have higher school attendance
rates than children in employment only. This is somehow counterintuitive. As mentionediobe
hours in employment seem to be more detrimentatkmol attendance than time spent in household
chores. Even if children performing both activitiesrk more hours per week in total (as seen in
previous section), they dedicate fewer hours toleynpent activities than those engaged exclusively
in economic activities. Therefore the ‘hour mixtubetween economic and non-economic activities
seems to favour school attendance. Nonethelesslsatitendance rates for this group are much lower
than national averages.

3% See evidence in IPEC, 2008.
% |dem Also see UCW, 2006.
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Gender gaps for school attendance indicate that witfew exceptions girls attend less school for
the majority of countries in this sample As age increases, school attendance rates drop
considerably, but they decrease much more for.dddene of the gaps reveal the profound distortion
in terms of development possibilities between tsmkes. It is important to acknowledge that school
attendance rates of females aged 15 to 17 in utqmaidehold services only are approximately 14 per
cent lower than those of their male counterparthénselected countries, especially after consideri
that more than 6 out of every 10 girls are conegett in this category.

Table 6. School attendance rate by type of work an  d sex. 5-14 years old.

Colombia, Ecuador, El Male
Salvador and Guatemala Eemale

Azerbaijan, Kyrgyzstan,
Turkey and Ukraine

Burkina Faso, Malawi, Male
Mali and Senegal Female

Cambodia, Mongolia
Philippines and Sri Lanka

Total

“0 This is shown in previous Section.
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Table 7. School attendance rate by type of work an  d sex. 15-17 years old.

. Unpaid q
go?:;nes GENTIES 937 Sex Employment only household E&glggmgg;mgeusnpa'd
9 services only

Colombia, Ecuador, El Male 33.2 86.9 48.8
Salvador and Guatemala Female 33.3 68.3 47.5

Gender

gap =

Female

- Male 0.1 -1.3
Azerbaijan, Kyrgyzstan, Male 62.9
Turkey and Ukraine Female 83.5 61.3

Gender

gap =

Female

- Male -1.6
Burkina Faso, Malawi, Male 38.2
Mali and Senegal Female 28.9

Gender

gap =

Female

- Male -7.8 -9.3
Cambodia, Mongolia Male 31.3 86.9 49.3
Philippines and Sri Lanka | Female 25.5 79.5 49.8

Gender

gap =

Female

- Male -5.8 -7.4 0.5
Total Male 36.0 83.4 49.8

Female 30.0 69.4 46.9

Gender

gap =

Female

- Male -6.0 -2.9

6.2 Effect of hours in household chores and employm ent

Unfortunately some of the national household sus\wemples were not large enough to undertake an
aggregate gender analysis of the impact of workiogrs on school attendance for children in
employment only, in unpaid household services onlgombining employment and household chores,
as three separate working categories. In ordemrdwige an approximate aggregate picture for the
entire sample by sex, these three categories wergeah into two groups: children in employment and
children in unpaid household services. This allawsto obtain a first approximation of the overall
impact of economic activities vis-a-vis unpaid hetusid service$'

6.2.1 Household chores

There is an inverse correlation between the numbeof working hours in household chores and

the capacity of children to attend schoolThe average school attendance rate of girls paifg
household chores for 28 hours per week represehgs per cent of that corresponding to girls in
household chores for less than 14 hours per weékpbssible to observe a progressive deteriaratio
of school attendance rates as the number of hownspaid household services increases. Such decline

“! There is some degree of approximation containethim analysis given that children in employment an
children in unpaid household services are not nilytexclusive categories. Some children in emplogtrere
doing household chores, and some children in uripaidehold services are also in employment.
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becomes fairly sharp after 28 hours per week. Weeinke also that girls are particularly affected,
probably because they are working much longer hioeiysnd this threshold than boys.

Chart 18. School attendance by hours in household chores and sex (5-14 years old)
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Source SIMPOC calculations based on national child lalmurveys from 16 sample countries.

6.2.2 Employment

The inverse correlation is stronger between hoursniemployment and school attendance rates.
Average school attendance rates of economicallyeachildren working for 28 hours or more per
week represent approximately 62 per cent of thatesponding to economically active children
working for less than 14 hours per week. Effecessamilar for boys and girls.

Chart 19. School attendance by hours in employment (5-14 years old).
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Source SIMPOC calculations based on national child latsurveys from 16 sample countries.
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7. Conclusions

This paper has examined the different working pastéetween girls and boys by analyzing existing
data for gender difference®\ fresh look at the data has revealed thihen a broader definition of
work which includes economic and non-economic aciiies is used, more girls work than boys.
Specific forms of unpaid household services and erdgyment clearly affect their ability to
benefit from education, their leisure time and thei well-being.

Boys are more likely to be involved in economic awities than girls, but the latter also have a
significant participation in the labour market. The gender gap between girls and boys in the age
group 5-14 accounts for 6.2 per cent points (2&r2cgnt for boys vs. 15.0 per cent for girls). far
group of children aged 15 to 17 years old (aboeerttnimum age), the gap reaches 15.1 per cent
(45.5 per cent for boys vs. 30.4 per cent of gipgrhaps constituting an early sign of exclusiomf

the labour market that females face as adults.

Agriculture constitutes in average the main sourcef employment for most girls,but they are also
found in significant proportions in manufacturingholesale and retail trade and child domestic work
The proportion of working girls in child domestiovk is considerably higher than that of boys far al
countries.

There are no significant gender differences in theaumber of hours that boys and girls spend in
employment. For the age group of children aged 5 to 14 theamesdifference is about 1 hour per
week (20.2 hours per week for boys vs. 19.2 hoarsagek for girls), while for those aged 15 to 17
the difference is 1.5 hours per week (31.0 hoursygek for boys vs. 29.5 hours per week for girls).

When analyzing the distribution of working hours it is possible to observe that many children
are working beyond national averagesConcretely, more than 25 per cent of boys and gelew
the minimum age for admission to employment aredanomic activities for 28 hours or more per
week.

Girls are considerably more involved in household lores than boys.The gendemgap between
girls and boys 5 to 14 years old accounts for pei6cent points (54.9 per cent for boys vs. 7015 pe
cent for girls). For children aged 15 to 17 the gagches 24.2 per cent points (66.6 per cent fgs bo
vs. 90.8 per cent for girls).

Girls are not only involved more in household chore but they also work longer hours in these
activities. The difference accounts for 2.7 hours per week&h hours per week for children aged 5
to 14 and 15 to 17, respectively.

The proportion of girls performing household choresfor 28 hours per week or more is two times
higher for the age group from 5 to 14 (10.0 per cervs. 5.1 per cent) and three times higher for
the category of 15 to 17 years old (22.7 per ceng.\v/.8 per cent)These small percentages however
represent large absolute numbers given the higkldesf participation of children in household
chores.

A broader definition of work which includes economec and non-economic activities reveals that
girls have higher working rates than boys This is certainly one of the central conclusiafighis
paper which confirms the need to use a more corepsive framework of analysis able to capture all
forms of work performed by children, and especitily non-economic work undertaken by girls.

The overwhelming majority of girls in employment are also performing household choresin

average 92 per cent of girls in employment ageal Htare also involved in household chores as well
as compared to 67 per cent of boys. In the casdagscents 15 to 17 years old the figures ardasimi
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with 91 per cent of girls in employment also pemniorg household chores vs. 63 per cent of boys. A
very small percentage of girls are involved in exuit activities on exclusive basis.

Girls involved in unpaid household services only work for a higher number of hours per week
than boys in unpaid household services in all couries considered Gender-based disparities are
more significant for the group of African and Lafimerican countries in the sample.

Girls combining employment and unpaid household services work for a higher number of hours

per week than boys in all countries consideredGender-based disparities are more significant for
the group of African countries; similar in Latin Amican and Developed and Transitional countries
and; relatively small in the Asian countries in gaenple.

Evidence for children involved in employment only is mixed For the group of selected Latin
American and Transitional and Developed countrids gork more hours per week than boys, while
the opposite holds for the groups of African anthAgountries in the sample.

Gender-based disparities in prejudice of girls deegn considerably with ageGirls aged 15 to 17
are working more hours per week in all the categodonsidered. Differentials are striking for the
group of African and Latin American countries i ttample.

School attendance rates vary significantly by typef work. School attendance rates of children
in unpaid household services only are higher than those in any other working category The
school attendance analysis of this category is omgningful when combined with hours of work in
such activities.

Children combining employment and unpaid household services have higher school attendance
rates than children in employment only. Hours in employment seem to be more detrimeatathool
attendance than time spent in household chores Eehildren performing both activities work more
hours per week in total, they dedicate fewer htmemployment than children engaged exclusively in
economic activities. Therefore the ‘hour mixturetlveen economic and non-economic activities
seems to be more favourable for school attend&hmeetheless school attendance rates for this group
are much lower than national averages.

School attendance gender gaps indicate that withvieexceptions girls attend less schaolhs age
increases, school attendance rates drop consigietaldl they decrease much more for girls and to
lower levels. Some of the gaps reveal the profoulighdvantages in terms of development
possibilities for girls.

There is an inverse correlation between the numbeof working hours in household chores and
the capacity of children to attend school The average school attendance rate of girls paifig
household chores for 28 hours per week represehg per cent of that corresponding to girls in
household chores for less than 14 hours per week.

The inverse correlation is stronger between hoursi employment and school attendance rates.
Average school attendance rates of economicallyeachildren working for 28 hours or more per
week represent approximately 62 per cent of thatesponding to economically active children
working for less than 14 hours per week. Effecessamilar for boys and girls.

International Programme on the Elimination of Child L abour (IPEC) 29



8. Bibliography

Basu, K. and Tzannatos, Z. (2008he Global Child Labour Problem: What do we knowl amat
can we doZNew York,Cornell University. Available at:
http://www.arts.cornell.edu/econ/cae/Basu-TzanRaRixl 2. pdf

Cigno, A. and Rosati, F.C. (2000Vhy Do Indian Children Work and is it Bad for Ti@Discussion
paper series, IZA DP No. 115. (Bonn, Institutetfee Study of Labor (IZA)). Available at:
ftp://repec.iza.org/RePEc/Discussionpaper/dp115.pdf

ILO (2008): Report of the 18th International Conference of uabStatisticians (ICLSYGeneva).
Available at:_http://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/pidi--dgreports/---integration/---
stat/documents/meetingdocument/wcms_101467.pdf

IPEC (2001): Sharma, S. et Alepal — Situation of Domestic Child Labourers irthfaandu: A
Rapid Assessmemvestigating the Worst Forms of Child Labour Sgrido. 3. (Geneva, ILO).
Available at:_http://www.ilo.org/ipecinfo/productéwProduct.do?productld=2380

—, (2002):Every child counts: New global estimates on clalablur. (Geneva, ILO). Available at:
http://www.ilo.org/ipecinfo/product/viewProduct.do®ductld=742

—, (2002): Godoy, G El Salvador — Trabajo Infantil Doméstico: Una Evation Réapidaserie
Investigando las peores formas de trabajo infadal,29. (Geneva, ILO). Available at:
http://www.ilo.org/ipecinfo/product/viewProduct.do®ductld=682

—, (2002): Kifle, A.:Ethiopia —Child Domestic Workers in Addis Ababa: A Rapid Assent,
Investigating the Worst Forms of Child Labour Sgrido. 38. (Geneva, ILO). Available at:
http://www.ilo.org/ipecinfo/product/viewProduct.do®ductld=689

—, (2002): Phlainoi, N.Thailand —Child Domestic Workers: A Rapid Assessmiengstigating the
Worst Forms of Child Labour Series, No. 2Geneva, ILO). Available at:
http://www.ilo.org/ipecinfo/product/viewProduct.da®ductld=2607

—, (2003): Hass, F. et al: Brazil — Child and adcknt domestic work in selected years
from 1992 to 1999: A National Report. (Geneva, IL&Yailable at:
http://www.ilo.org/ipecinfo/product/viewProduct.da®ductld=2612

—, (2003): Kannangara, N.; de Silva, H. and Parautligge, N.Sri Lanka — Child Domestic Labour:
A Rapid Assessmemtvestigating the Worst Forms of Child Labouri€grNo. 26 (Geneva,
ILO). Available at:_http://www.ilo.org/ipecinfo/pduct/viewProduct.do?productld=2610

—, (2004):Child labour: A textbook for university studeniGeneva, ILO). Available at:
http://www.ilo.org/ipecinfo/product/viewProduct.do®ductid=174

—, (2006): Hagemann, F. et &lobal Child Labour Trends 2000 to 2QQREC's Statistical
Information and Monitoring Programme on Child Lab¢BIMPOC). (Geneva, ILO). Available
at: http://www.ilo.org/ipecinfo/product/viewProdudbd?productid=2299

—, (2008): Hagemann, F. and Blanco Allais,®hild labour and education: Evidence from SIMPOC
surveys(Geneva, ILO). Available at:
http://www.ilo.org/ipecinfo/product/viewProduct.do®ductld=8390

IPEC; UCW (2004)Understanding Children’s Work in El Salvad¢Ban José, ILO). Available at:
http://www.ilo.org/ipecinfo/product/viewProduct.do®ductld=678

30



Assessing the gender gap: Evidence from SIMPOC surveys

—, (2006):Child Labour in the Latin America and Caribbean Reg A Gender Based Analysis
(Roma, ILO) Available at: http://www.ilo.org/ipedofproduct/viewProduct.do?productld=5584

UCW (2006): Guarcello, L.; Lyon, S.; Rosati, Ehild labour and Education for All: An issues paper
(Roma, UCW). Available at: http://www.ucw-
project.org/pdf/publications/standard_EFACL _revipeld

International Programme on the Elimination of Child L abour (IPEC) 31



9.

SIMPOC national child labour survey datasets at the

Annex

basis of this report
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Country
Colombia
Ecuador
El Salvador
Guatemala*
Azerbaijan
Kyrgyzstan
Turkey*
Ukraine
Burkina Faso
Malawi
Mali
Senegal
Cambodia
Mongolia
Philippines
Sri Lanka

Year
2001
2006
2001
2006
2005
2007
2006
1999
2006
2002
2005
2004
2001
2002
2001
1999

* Successor data collection exercises based onqueBIMPOC surveys
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