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Abstract

This paper uses household level data from National Sample Survey Organization (NSSO) of India, the 55th round (1999 - 2000), to study the pattern of child labour and child economic activity from the perspective of potential harm hence caused to the children. We first comment on the relative magnitude of the usual incidence measures and the harm adjusted measures put forth by us. We have considered structured light work as skill improving and hence beneficial for the children. This gives rise to the incidence of negative harm (or positive net benefit) to some children due to work. Secondly, we study the possible determinants of such activity and consequent harm among education, income and social status related variables.  We find that the parents' level of education plays an important role in reducing harm due to economic activity by the child; thus establishing the linkage between social and human capital outcomes in the family. The child’s own education is also seen as being important in determining this extent.
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1. Introduction

There exists a difference between child work and child labour. The former is more generic and relates to children who are engaged in work, economic or non-economic, paid or unpaid which are performed at or outside homes. The length of such involvement is also important given that every involvement of child in work does not affect their growth. Analytical clarity in this regard is not merely an academic exercise. It is closely related to the pattern of solutions to any specific problem. Child labour is an aberration that is to be eliminated forthwith. Scrambling all forms of deprived childhood into one category of ‘child labour’ is compounding confusion and disagreement rather than being helpful. Although the issue and determinants of child labour has been studied quite extensively (see Das and Mukherjee, 2006 and the references cited therein), that of child work, as distinct from child labour, has received relatively less attention in the literature.  

It is a question to consider whether in the macro statistics of child labour, such fine-tuning is feasible at all. Many activities which children may be undertaking, like weeding the fields, looking after cattle, doing household chores or collecting firewood, may wrongly have been recorded as ‘labour’, even if children are less than 14 years old. What do we know of the threshold where the work of children becomes child labour and what of the threshold where child labour becomes intolerable child labour? When are daily practices associated with the process of primary socialization not beneficial any longer but rather harmful to the child? For an answer to those questions one shall have to go down to the micro setting and study the matrix of daily practices.

One could try to construct the different permissible and impermissible combinations by developing a matrix. In the matrix, a crucial distinction could be made between child labour, child work and idleness; between engagements in the labour market; working within the family enterprise and household work; and between proper schooling, partial schooling and no schooling at all. Depending on the age and the hours involved in each of the activities one could decide on whether it is a matter of child labour or not.  

Following Alec Fyfe, we may argue that a child’s work as physical and mental involvement in a family or social activity can be a gradual initiation into adulthood and a positive element in the child’s development. Light work, properly structured and phased, is not child labour. Work, which does not detract from other essential activities of children, namely leisure, play and education, is not child labour. Child labour is work which impairs the health and development of the children. The International Labour Organisation (ILO, 2002) accepts that millions of young people legitimately undertake work, paid or unpaid, that is appropriate for their age and level of maturity. By doing so, they learn to take responsibility, gain skills and add to their own and the family’s well being. 

Hence a distinction should be made between a) child-friendly forms of socialization, including light work, b) child labour at specific ages and up to specific degrees of strain but not interfering with school and a healthy childhood, c) non-enrolment in school, even if not labouring, d) child labour interfering with school, and e) the worst and intolerable forms of child exploitation, even amounting to child bondedness. 

The engagement of children in labour processes is not only a phenomenon of the developing countries. Neither is it a new development. In ancient societies, the difference between the daily occupations of adults and children were gradual; learning the skills, customs and tricks socialized children so that by the time they turned adults, they had learned the tricks of the trade.

The modern job based on modern technology and the associated complex division of labour requires at least some general education to cope with it. There exists a visible trade off between early entry in the labour market without training and that with gradual entry with some training that involves cost. Thus, in the west, work in productive activity (outside the family, against a monetary compensation) not exceeding two hours a day is not considered to be detrimental to the development of a child, after (s)he attains a certain age.

We need to specify a minimum duration of work carried out regularly or usually by the child that attracts a return in cash or kind or both to the child or to the parents/guardians or both to define a child worker. The ILO allows for 14 hours per week as the cut-off point for light work from 10 years onwards.  Light work by children aged 10 to 14 is work which is not hazardous in nature and which does not exceed 14 hours per week. ILO Convention No. 33 and findings of research on the impact of child labour on school attendance and performance support the chosen cut-off point.

All the children who are economically active are not child labour. Some of the children who are economically inactive may also belong to the category of child labour, although they do not perform productive labour. We consider both productive and unproductive (family or social) labour. Children engaged in domestic chores within their own households are not considered as economically active. Statistical Information and Monitoring Programme on Child Labour (SIMPOC) excludes from the child labour category many instances of work done in and around the household: Child labour does not include activities such as helping out, after school is over and schoolwork has been done, with light household or garden chores, childcare or other light work. To claim otherwise only trivializes the genuine deprivation of childhood faced by the millions of children involved in child labour that must be effectively abolished. One hour of work per day during the reference week is sufficient for classifying a person as at work in economic activity during that week. 

Table 1. Child labour as defined for the purpose of global estimates

	Age Group
	Form of Work

	
	Non-Hazardous work (in non-hazardous industries/occupations and < 43 hours/week)

	
	Light work (< 14 hours/week)
	Regular Work (14 to 42 hours/week)

	5 – 9
	
	

	10 – 14 
	
	


The minimum age for employment or work should normally not be less than 15 years, but developing countries may fix it at 14, and a number of countries have fixed it at 16. We used the age of 15 as a cut-off point for all countries in our global estimates. Therefore, "child labour" as estimated in this document consists of all children under 15 years of age who are economically active excluding (i) those who are under five years old and (ii) those between 10 - 14 years old who spend less than 14 hours a week on their jobs, unless their activities or occupations are hazardous by nature or circumstance. Table 1 illustrates the classification of forms of work according to the above principles.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides an overview of the general pattern of economic activity of children, child labour and hazardous work across the globe in 2000. We also provide information on recent trend in work participation in India. Section 3 describes the data set from the National Sample Survey Organisation (NSSO) of India that we have used for our analysis, the definitions and model specifications. The descriptive and regression results are discussed in Section 4. Finally section 5 concludes.

2. General Patterns of Child Work and Labour 

To initiate our discussion on child labour and work, we first look at some global estimates of economic activity by children in Table 2A below. It shows that around 17.6% of the world’s children (aged 5 – 14) are economically active with almost equal rates for the boys and the girls. 

Table 2A. Global estimates of economically active children ages 5 to 17 in 2000, by gender and age group
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     Source: International Programme on the Elimination of Child Labour 

                  (IPEC) 2002: 17-18

The methodology used in the data collection for the 2000 analysis has a number of interesting departures. The categorization of the various categories of children at work in itself provides transparency. The figure of 210 million of total economically active children has the following components. All the children below the age of 12 have been counted as child labourers if they worked. This verdict is based on ILO resolution 138 which, in developing countries with a weak economy and insufficiently developed educational infrastructure, allows children only from the age of 12 onwards to be involved in light work (less than 14 hours a week) only. The number of such children was calculated to be 109.7 million. In addition, of the 101.1 ‘economically active children’ in the 12 – 14 age category, 76.6 million were considered as working in activities than did not qualify as ‘light work’.

To get a break down of these numbers in to those who are actually child labour and those who are not, we further report this classification in Table 2B below. The figure of approximately 250 million of children who can be termed as child labour, which the ILO projected in the mid-1990s, soon developed into an icon. The accuracy of the statistics was not the first concern. The high accounts have been useful in the debate on social clauses in international trade agreements. 

Table 2B. Children in economic activity, child labour, and hazardous work (by gender and age group), 2000
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Source: IPEC 2002: 17-18

A breakdown of the child labour number across geographical regions is provided in Table 2C below which highlights the high global regional disparities in this respect. 

Table 2C: Child labour across the globe 

	Type of Economies
	Number of Children (‘000s)
	Work Ratio

	
	Age 5-9
	Age 10-14
	Age 5-9
	Age 10-14

	Developed Economies
	800
	1,700
	1.4
	2.8

	Transition Economies
	900
	1,500
	1.3
	4.2

	Asia and the Pacific
	40,000
	87,300
	12.3
	26.5

	Latin America & Caribbean
	5,800
	11,600
	10.6
	21.5

	Sub-Saharan Africa
	20,900
	27,100
	23.6
	34.7

	Middle East and North Africa
	4,800
	8,600
	10.8
	19.6


Source: IPEC 2002: 17-18

The National Sample Survey (NSS) data in India suggest that India had 22 million child labourers in 1983, 17 million in 1987, 13 million in 1991 and 10 million in 2000 (Kannan 2001, D. P. Chaudhri et al. 2004, Lieten 2004). The figures may not be correct but since the sampling techniques have been standardized and since the variable definition has remained comparable, one could conclude that the trend apparently is downward. Whereas the participation rate of rural boys and girls in 1983 was respectively 13.5% and 12.5%, in 2000 it was 4.7 % and 4.9 % respectively. In urban India it had come down to 2.7 % and 1.9 % respectively. Table 3 provides recent information on age specific work participation rates in India.

Table 3: Age-specific work participation rates in India, 1983-2000

	Location and gender
	Age 5 – 9
	Age 10 - 14

	
	1983
	1987
	1993
	2000
	1983
	1987
	1993
	2000

	Rural boys
	2.5
	2.4
	1.1
	0.6
	25.3
	19.0
	13.9
	9.1

	Rural girls
	2.6
	2.3
	1.4
	0.7
	24.0
	18.0
	14.2
	9.6

	Urban boys
	0.8
	0.5
	0.5
	0.3
	11.3
	8.5
	6.6
	4.9

	Urban girls
	0.7
	0.5
	0.5
	0.2
	7.0
	6.5
	4.5
	3.6


Source: NSS data in Varma and Satpathy (2004)

The economic consequences of harm due to child labour have been documented in Das and Mukherjee (2006). They estimate a wage premium equation on education for the adults, with significant positive coefficient, which acts as the benchmark for foregone future income when a child is forced to neglect studies in order to work.

3. Data and Methodology

As mentioned earlier we use the household level data collected and made available by National Sample Survey Organization (NSSO) for the large sample round (55th) conducted during 1999-2000 on employment and unemployment situation in India. Some important concepts and definitions followed in this study are described below in the subsequent paragraphs.

The sample: One salient feature of the 1999-2000 survey was that the rotation-sampling scheme was adopted. The survey period was divided into four sub-rounds, each with duration of three months. Under rotation sampling scheme, 50 per cent of the sample first stage units (fsus) of each sub-round was revisited in the subsequent sub-round. fsu's are urban frame survey blocks for the urban sector. The ultimate stage units are households at the subsequent stage. A sample of 10,400 fsus (rural and urban combined) were surveyed at all-India level during the survey period. Out of 10,400 fsus, a total of 3,900 fsus (1,300 each from sub-rounds 1, 2 and 3) were revisited in the subsequent quarters. NSSO makes available both types of data file, one, including the fsus visited only once during the period and another type including the revisited fsus also. In the present analysis only first type of data files were used to avoid the repetition. 

Activity status: In 1999-2000 survey, NSSO used three approaches for classification of the activity statuses of the person surveyed. These are:

(i) number of persons usually employed - usually employed in the principal status and all workers taking into account the employed according to both the principal and subsidiary statuses,

(ii) the average number of persons employed in a week based on the current weekly status and

(iii) The average number of persons- days employed per day.

Of the three approaches, the usual principal status approach is best suited as a measure of the economic activity in an economy with seasonal fluctuations in the employment. This is because in this approach the criterion used is the pattern of activities followed by the person for a relatively long period of time (NSSO, 2001). We considered only the child population aged 5-14 for the purpose of our estimates. In our present study we considered only those children usually employed in the principal status and termed them as labourers and those aged 10 – 14 and working for an average of less than 14 hours/week as economically active.

Father’s/mother’s education: Adult education has been categorized as below:

a) not literate 0;

b) literate but below primary 1;

c) primary and middle 2;

d) secondary 3;

e) higher secondary 4;

f) graduate and above 5.

Father’s occupation: Only two categories of occupation have been considered. One category represents those who work in household enterprise (self employed) or own account worker, employer or work as regular salaried/wage employee. An own account enterprise is an undertaking run by household labour, usually without any hired worker employed on a ‘fairly regular basis’. By ‘fairly regular basis’ it is meant that the major part of the period of operation(s) of the enterprise during the last 365 days (NSS, 2001). Another category is if other than these specified cases.

Child education: Child education has been categorized as below,

a) not literate 0; 

b) literate but below primary 1;  

c) primary 2; 

d) above primary 3.

Child labour incidence: In NSS data relationships between family members can only be identified using the information regarding ‘relation to head’. Due to incomplete information child labour incidence for only following two cases could be considered: 1) head of the household is father with living spouse; and 2) head of the household is grand father with only one son or one daughter with his or her spouse alive. 

It is worth mentioning here that filtering through these conditions not only reduces the sample size but may bias our results also. The family composition may be related to child labour decision. 

Other variables: 

Other variables used in our analysis are average monthly per capita expenditure as proxy for per capita income and dummies for caste (general and scheduled) and religion (Hindu and Islam). 

Defining Harm due to child work

The topic of discussion in this paper is a quantification of benefit / harm to the child due to (excess) economic activity in the young age. This we set out to do in the following way. Following the ILO’s benchmark rule that any work in excess of 2 hours / day (14 hours / week) is considered to be detrimental to the child’s development but light work (up to this extent) may be beneficial in the sense of learning, we formulate an index of harm due to work for any child. To get a workable definition for harm, we categorise economic activity for the children into the following three groups.

L: child labour (days, considering 8 hrs/day). Those who are usually employed in the principal status.

For those who are not usually employed but economically active, we have two classifications.

E: child work (non labour), not attending school (in hours)

ES: child work (labour) with attending school (in hours)

The two traditional ways of measuring child labour and economic activity of children, as proposed in the ILO, IPEC report, represents two polar ways of looking at economic activity by the children. The incidence of child labour only considers the state L as harmful and ignores the other states E and ES completely. On the other hand, the incidence of economic activity of children treats both L and E & ES at par in terms of harmfulness to the children, and thus ignoring the beneficial initiation aspects of economic activity. To incorporate this possibility, we propose the following formulation as a measure of harm, H. 

For age (5, 9):  H = L + (ES + (E   

For age (10, 14): H = L + ((ES – 0.25) + ((E – 0.25)   if ES, E > 0.125

      H = L – (ES – (E               if ES, E ( 0.125

where 0 < (, ( < 1, ES and E are measured in terms of man days (taking key from the NSSO, we consider a 8 hours work day). Thus, the cut-off is at 0.25 (= 2 hours / day) and 0.125 corresponds to 1 hour of work.

Two alternative specifications

The parameters ( and ( reflects the researcher’s value judgement regarding the overall importance of subsidiary work on the child’s well-being. One possibility we may consider is that the potential for loss is greater for children who are also going to school rather than for those who are not attending school. For this case, we take ( > (. In this paper, we have selected two pairs of values for ( and (; ( = 0.1, ( = 0.2 and ( = 0.5, ( = 0.7.  A value of ( = 0.1 implies that the harm potential of light work is considered to be quite small, whereas a value of ( = 0.5 gives it a higher weightage. The choice of any particular value is entirely a matter of value judgement.

An alternative theory could be that the children who are in status E are being prevented from going to school because of child work. In that case, we should consider the potential for loss to be greater in status E than in ES. This may be modelled by taking ( < (. Again we have selected two pairs of values for ( and (; ( = 0.2, ( = 0.1 and ( = 0.7, ( = 0.5 with analogous interpretations. 

The Statistical Hypothesis to be tested 

H0: parental education levels do not influence the decision to engage the child in economic activity to the extent that it causes harm.

Model Specification 

It is interesting to ask whether, apart from the affluence of the household, the educational background and occupational characteristics of the parents influence the work status of the child. We consider the parents’ education and father’s occupation (as very few mothers are reported as working on a job) as potentially important explanatory variables apart from MPCE, caste and religion dummies. 

We now discuss the testing of hypothesis H0. For the limited dependent variable harm (H), we use the following transformed model:
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Where,

MPCE = average monthly per capita expenditure;

GC = indicator or dummy variable for general caste;

SC = indicator or dummy variable for schedule caste;

Hindu = indicator or dummy variable for “religion = Hindu”

Islam = indicator or dummy variable for “religion = Islam”

fgedu = father’s education;

mgedu = mother’s education;

focu = father’s occupation;

sedu = child’s education;
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 is the random noise term. The transformation used on H to arrive at lhm is to ensure that the range of values become a large interval symmetric around zero. The choice of transformation is dependent on the value of (. For ( = 0.7, the transformation is 
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The model (1) uses observations including all economically active children. Hypothesis H0 now becomes 
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4. The Results

We do our analysis separately for four subsets of the child population, the male and the female in rural and urban areas. The basic descriptive statistics are presented in the table below. The harm indices for both the cases ( > ( and ( < ( are calculated.

[Table 4 about here]

The salient features of the descriptive statistics table are as follows. Very few children aged 5 – 9 are in status ES (both attending school and economically active). As expected, girl children are mostly classified as non-labour where as boy children are mostly classified as labour. This would be due to the predominance of girl children doing extensive household work but who are not paid wages. 

The average figures for harm for different choices of values for ( and ( are very similar for the L and ES status, implying that the quantification of harm that we attempt here is quite robust with respect to the choice of parameter values. But the values for status E vary quite a lot. We discuss these in more detail below.

For the 10 – 14 age group, MPCE is highest for the ES category followed by the E category and finally for the L category. For the 5 – 9 age group, again E category has higher average MPCE than the L category. The averages for the ES category are not discussed as they are based on too few observations. Father’s, mother’s and child’s education and father’s occupation also show similar pattern as MPCE. These observations prompt us to expect a negative relationship between harm and these independent variables (MPCE, fgedu, mgedu, sedu and focu) in our subsequent regression analysis.

4.1 Studying the Incidence Results

To study the pattern of harm due to child labour or economic activity of the children, we look more closely at the rates of incidence of such events. We compute the rates of incidence of child labour, economic activity by children and also the harm adjusted measure of incidence for the two choices of harm potential ordering and parametric configurations that are considered here (section 3). These are denoted by I (L), I (EAC), I (H, 0.1, 0.2), I (H, 0.5, 0.7), I (H, 0.2, 0.1) and I (H, 0.7, 0.5) respectively. We compute these for the two regions, two genders and two age groups separately, giving us eight categories in all. 

[Table 5 about here]

I (L) and I (EAC) are computed in the usual way. The harm adjusted measures are computed for each of the eight categories by considering an (frequency) weighted average of harm for each of the three working statuses L, E & ES. The results are presented in Table 5. The first thing to note from the table is that the rate of incidence of child labour is roughly half (2%) of that of EAC (≈ 4%) in our analysis. This is broadly consistent with ILO findings reported in Section 2. 

The harm adjusted figures are more interesting. Although these figures take into account the additional effect of harm due to excess economic activity (all activity by children aged 5 – 9 and above 2 hours per day for those aged 10 – 14), they are in some cases (for boys aged 10 – 14 in both the rural and urban sector) less than the simple child labour incidence rates. This is because the simple I (L) measure counts each child labour as 1 but the I (H, ., .) measures explicitly consider the intensity of economic activity and hence the average man-days’ consideration is incorporated in the analysis. The average intensity in the L-status for boys aged 10 – 14 are 0.90 in the rural sector and 0.92 in the urban sector. Also, the incidence of status E and ES are also much lower than the status L for this age group. Thus, the aggregate turns out to be lower than I (L). For the other cases, the natural ordering of I (L) < I (H, 0.1, 0.2) < I (H, 0.5, 0.7) < I (EAC) or I (L) < I (H, 0.2, 0.1) < I (H, 0.7, 0.5) < I (EAC) is preserved. This do not happen in case of girls as the incidence of E & ES status is much more predominant among them. This outweighs the weightage considerations even though the average intensity in the L status is not much higher for the girls than boys. The value of I (H,.,.) always turns out to be between I (L) and I (EAC). 

The incidence rates (according to any measure) are uniformly lower for the younger cohort than the older one. This is partially good in the sense that it indicates that the youngest children at least are getting some respite from harmful economic activity. The range of values for I (L) and I (EAC) are also illuminating. While the range for I (L) is 0.24% to 4.49%, that of I (EAC) is much larger (0.56% to 12.18%). This highlights the role of economic activity in bringing out the discrepancies among the different genders, age groups and locations.  

We noted earlier that the girl children are more involved in non-wage economic activity and hence they show up less in the labour (L) status but more in the E or ES status. This fact is now borne out by the relative values of the I measures for the boys and girls in both rural and urban sectors. Whereas the value of I (L) and I (H, 0.1, 0.2) are higher for boys, that of I (H, 0.5, 0.7) and I (EAC) are higher for the girls. This holds true except for the 5 – 9 age group in the rural sector for the measure I (L). Similar conclusions hold for the other set of parametric configurations I (L), I (H, 0.2, 0.1), I (H, 0.7, 0.5) and I (EAC) in the urban sector. 
In general, as expected, the I ( H, ., .) measure acts as a continuum between the two polar cases represented by I (L) and I (EAC), thus corroborating our idea that a value weighted measure of child economic activity would be useful in policy analysis depending on the specific (subjective) value judgement of the researcher. By a judicious choice of values or the two parameters ( and (, the family of measures I (H, (, () would be useful for gauging the actual harm due to (excess) economic activity for the children in a society.

We have also illustrated the pattern of harm (for ( = 0.5, ( = 0.7) for a few selected groups with histograms provided at the end of this paper from which the qualitative nature of the distribution of harm among the children due to economic activity may be more closely studied. A closer look at all the histograms (corresponding to the 24 cases as detailed in Table 4) reveal that the learning effect due to light work indeed shows up in the histograms corresponding to the status ES, for 10 – 14 year old girls in both regions and the rural boys. In these categories, there are a significant number of individuals who are measured as having experienced negative harm from economic activity. These are individuals who have been working, on an average, less than 14 hours per week, which level of activity is considered as skill improving for a child in our set up. Obviously, this is not possible in status L. For the status E also this does not show up in any of the categories but the histograms for this status show quite a lot of variability in some cases. This also shows up in the standard deviation figures in Table 4. So, for status E, we do not get any incidence of negative harm (or skill improving light work) in our sample. But the extent of harm is quite variable over the sample.

4.2 Determinants of Child Work 

We finally come to the second major part of our analysis, that of exploring the possible determinants of the extent of economic activity by the children (or the consequent harm) in an economy. The candidates for this explanatory role are MPCE, education and occupation related variables and caste and religion dummies as described above. This analysis is done for the cases ( > ( and ( < (.
The results are qualitatively similar for both the orderings considered and both the parametric configurations. Thus we conclude that the regression results are robust with respect to the choice of α and β. So we need not discuss the results for all the parametric configurations separately and may draw our cause and effect inferences from any one of the regression results presented in Tables 6A, 6B, 6C and 6D.
[Table 6 about here]

The first point to note is that MPCE is nowhere significant, thus indicating that among the families with economically active children, income plays no role in dictating the extent of economic activity that a child undertakes. The caste and religious dummies are significant in some cases. For example, coming from the general caste lowers the expected economic activity and this implies that children from the scheduled castes or tribes are usually more economically active even to the extent of damaging their educational prospects.

Controlling for the caste and religion factors, we find that father and mother’s education has the right sign (negative) in all cases where it is significant. Father’s education turns out to be significant for the rural children and mother’s for the male child in both regions. It is possible that in the rural sector, as average education levels are lower, education has a stronger incremental effect on household decisions and that has shown up in the father’s case, who would have a stronger say in household decisions here. The mother may want to train her girl child for future motherhood and in the process may involve her in excessive household work and this choice could be largely independent of the mother’s level of education. This may have caused the insignificance of mgedu in the girl child’s case. 

Child’s education, as expected, has significant negative coefficients in some of the regressions (male urban and female rural). This is simply a confirmation of the fact that more economically active children lose out on education.

Father’s occupation has a significant positive coefficient in the regression results for the rural cases. This is surprising, but a possible explanation could be that the contractual characteristics of occupation (which is considered in focu) are not relevant in the rural context and the variable is correlated with some other variable (not in the model) that affects harm positively.  It has the right sign (negative) only for the case of urban girl child.

In almost all the regressions estimated, we have found an unusual sign (positive) for the explanatory variable focu.  We postulate that this might be due to effect of income. It is possible that the relationship between child work and father’s occupation is influenced by income and this may have different qualitative properties for different income groups. To explore this further, we break down the total sample into three roughly equal groups based on the value of the MPCE and estimate the regression model separately for the three groups. These may be called conditional, on MPCE, regression results. But the unusual sign for focu persists in all the three groups for all the four segments of the population and the different parametric configurations studied in this paper. Thus, the puzzle of the sign of focu remains unresolved.

5. Conclusion

In this paper we have used household level data from National Sample Survey Organization (NSSO) of India for the 55th round (1999 - 2000), to study the pattern of child labour and child economic activity from the perspective of potential harm hence caused to the children. We first comment on the relative magnitude of the usual incidence measures and the harm adjusted measures put forth by us. Secondly, we study the possible determinants of such harm among education, income and social status related variables.  We find that the parents' level of education plays an important role in reducing harm due to economic activity by the child; thus establishing the linkage between social and human capital outcomes in the family. The child’s own education is also seen as being important in determining this extent.
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Table 4: Descriptive Statistics

	Location
	Total individuals in sample
	Age Group
	Work status
	Frequency
	Incidence No. (%age)
	Harm* (0.1,

0.2)
	Harm* (0.5,

0.7)
	Harm* (0.2,

0.1)
	Harm* (0.7,

0.5)
	MPCE*
	Fgedu*
	Mgedu*
	Focu*
	Sedu*

	Rural 

Male
	1690
	5-9
	L
	78
	4.62
	0.94
	0.94
	0.94
	0.94
	356.00
	0.42
	0.01
	0.65
	0.28

	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.16
	0.16
	0.16
	0.16
	136.78
	0.83
	0.11
	0.48
	0.56

	
	
	
	ES
	3
	0.18
	0.04
	0.13
	0.02
	0.09
	399.33
	1.00
	0.00
	0.67
	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.03
	0.12
	0.02
	0.08
	98.29
	1.00
	0.00
	0.58
	0.00

	
	
	
	E
	69
	4.08
	0.10
	0.50
	0.20
	0.70
	429.80
	0.88
	0.49
	0.46
	0.46

	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	220.44
	1.16
	1.04
	0.50
	0.61

	
	
	10-14
	L
	1290
	76.33
	0.90
	0.90
	0.90
	0.90
	381.67
	0.45
	0.15
	0.57
	0.80

	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.19
	0.19
	0.19
	0.19
	157.69
	0.80
	0.52
	0.49
	0.97

	
	
	
	ES
	64
	3.79
	0.02
	0.05
	0.01
	0.04
	484.48
	1.52
	0.64
	0.80
	2.13

	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.04
	0.14
	0.02
	0.10
	178.20
	1.31
	0.97
	0.41
	0.68

	
	
	
	E
	186
	11.01
	0.08
	0.38
	0.15
	0.52
	358.16
	0.60
	0.25
	0.49
	0.70

	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	132.75
	1.09
	0.76
	0.50
	0.94

	Rural 

Female
	3004
	5-9
	L
	76
	2.53
	0.93
	0.93
	0.93
	0.93
	396.36
	0.54
	0.20
	0.57
	0.14

	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.17
	0.17
	0.17
	0.17
	172.17
	0.99
	0.61
	0.50
	0.42

	
	
	
	ES
	1
	0.03
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	923.00
	5.00
	3.00
	1.00
	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	
	
	
	E
	145
	4.83
	0.10
	0.50
	0.20
	0.70
	361.27
	0.59
	0.26
	0.48
	0.21

	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	178.01
	0.96
	0.72
	0.50
	0.43

	
	
	10-14
	L
	979
	32.59
	0.87
	0.87
	0.87
	0.87
	366.39
	0.50
	0.12
	0.57
	0.56

	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.22
	0.22
	0.22
	0.22
	162.56
	0.83
	0.45
	0.50
	0.87

	
	
	
	ES
	44
	1.46
	0.01
	0.03
	0.01
	0.03
	492.68
	1.84
	0.66
	0.70
	1.73

	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.03
	0.12
	0.02
	0.08
	178.07
	1.26
	0.99
	0.46
	0.87

	
	
	
	E
	1759
	58.56
	0.08
	0.38
	0.15
	0.52
	386.70
	0.67
	0.16
	0.57
	0.66

	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	0.01
	0.00
	0.01
	187.08
	1.00
	0.52
	0.50
	0.95

	Urban 

Male
	534
	5-9
	L
	36
	6.74
	0.92
	0.92
	0.92
	0.92
	563.33
	1.17
	1.14
	0.72
	0.47

	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.10
	0.10
	0.10
	0.10
	370.69
	1.44
	1.69
	0.45
	0.56

	
	
	
	ES
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.000
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.000
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	
	
	
	E
	32
	5.99
	0.10
	0.50
	0.20
	0.70
	643.44
	1.78
	1.75
	0.81
	0.94

	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	438.90
	1.43
	1.67
	0.40
	0.50

	
	
	10-14
	L
	402
	75.28
	0.92
	0.92
	0.92
	0.92
	454.36
	0.82
	0.34
	0.70
	0.99

	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.15
	0.15
	0.15
	0.15
	197.99
	0.98
	0.75
	0.46
	0.97

	
	
	
	ES
	10
	1.87
	0.02
	0.07
	0.01
	0.06
	586.50
	2.00
	0.70
	1.00
	2.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.05
	0.17
	0.02
	0.12
	222.96
	0.94
	0.82
	0.00
	0.67

	
	
	
	E
	54
	10.11
	0.08
	0.38
	0.15
	0.52
	556.19
	1.24
	0.94
	0.69
	1.44

	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	303.66
	1.39
	1.22
	0.47
	1.16

	Urban 

Female
	846
	5-9
	L
	29
	3.43
	0.88
	0.88
	0.88
	0.88
	643.59
	1.07
	1.21
	0.59
	0.62

	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.14
	0.14
	0.14
	0.14
	381.46
	1.16
	1.18
	0.50
	0.56

	
	
	
	ES
	1
	0.12
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	627.00
	2.00
	2.00
	1.00
	0.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.000
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	
	
	
	E
	46
	5.44
	0.10
	0.50
	0.20
	0.70
	558.57
	1.59
	1.20
	0.76
	0.50

	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	231.74
	1.56
	1.33
	0.43
	0.62

	
	
	10-14
	L
	172
	20.33
	0.91
	0.91
	0.91
	0.91
	438.90
	0.80
	0.35
	0.56
	1.03

	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.17
	0.17
	0.17
	0.17
	257.63
	1.11
	0.71
	0.50
	1.05

	
	
	
	ES
	9
	1.06
	0.02
	0.05
	0.01
	0.04
	525.89
	2.22
	1.33
	0.89
	2.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.03
	0.11
	0.02
	0.08
	124.14
	0.83
	1.00
	0.33
	0.87

	
	
	
	E
	589
	69.62
	0.08
	0.38
	0.15
	0.52
	446.14
	0.96
	0.36
	0.71
	1.02

	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	199.02
	1.13
	0.78
	0.45
	1.07


*First lines show the averages and second lines show the respective standard deviations

Table 5: Measuring Economic Activity (in %age)

	Location & Gender
	Age Group
	Total in NSS
	Total individuals in sample
	I (L)
	I (H, 0.1, 0.2)
	I (H, 0.5, 0.7)
	I (H, 0.2, 0.1)
	I (H, 0.7, 0.5)
	I (EAC)

	Rural Male
	5--9
	26578
	150
	0.293476
	0.30228
	0.407141
	0.281285
	0.458612
	0.564377

	
	10--14
	25825
	1540
	4.99516
	4.558219
	4.781723
	4.606157
	4.880077
	5.963214

	Rural Female
	5--9
	23776
	222
	0.31965
	0.35826
	0.602204
	0.419246
	0.724176
	0.933715

	
	10--14
	22827
	2782
	4.288781
	4.34963
	6.665221
	5.079905
	7.744031
	12.18732

	Urban Male
	5--9
	13352
	68
	0.269623
	0.272019
	0.367885
	0.295986
	0.415818
	0.509287

	
	10--14
	14701
	466
	2.734508
	2.546493
	2.660091
	2.571526
	2.710836
	3.169852

	Urban Female
	5--9
	12178
	76
	0.238134
	0.247331
	0.398423
	0.285104
	0.473969
	0.624076

	
	10--14
	13138
	770
	1.309179
	1.551378
	2.898386
	1.864515
	3.525346
	5.860862

	Overall
	
	152375
	6074
	2.009516
	2.011997
	2.544532
	2.492824
	2.820016
	3.986218


Table 6A. Regression results for ( = 0.1 and ( = 0.2

	Variable Name
	Estimated Coefficient

	
	Rural Female
	Rural Male
	Urban Female
	Urban Male

	MPCE
	0.26025E-04

(0.6301E-01)
	0.32958E-04

(0.5115E-01)
	0.50130E-03

(0.8963)
	-0.0012603**

(-1.732)

	GC
	-0.48529*

(-2.538)
	-0.12780

(-0.2866)
	-0.65180*

(-2.467)
	0.19395E-02

(0.5546E-02)

	SC
	-0.48903*

(-2.760)
	0.53490*

(2.158)
	-0.50883

(-1.590)
	0.94483**

(1.880)

	Hindu
	0.18980

(0.6144)
	1.2053*

(3.389)
	-1.0055

(-1.540)
	0.86178

(1.132)

	Islam
	-0.54662

(-1.493)
	1.2146*

(2.641)
	-0.79370

(-1.175)
	0.97002

(1.240)

	FGEDU
	-0.31286*

(-3.849)
	-0.44914*

(-3.643)
	-0.10822

(-0.9041)
	-0.12821

(-0.7675)

	FOCU
	0.39653*

(2.690)
	0.75965*

(3.794)
	-0.77042*

(-3.039)
	0.35007

(0.9736)

	MGEDU
	-0.91336E-01

(-0.6247)
	-0.64342*

(-3.536)
	-0.39424E-01

(-0.2475)
	-0.62376*

(-3.346)

	SEDU
	-0.24469*

(-2.907)
	-0.22923*

(-2.176)
	-0.14024

(-1.166)
	-0.49935*

(-2.894)

	Constant
	0.57261

(1.589)
	2.7949

(6.172)
	1.3001

(1.818)
	4.2463

(4.655)

	No. of Obs.
	3004
	1690
	846
	534

	R2
	0.0253
	0.0549
	0.0275
	0.1157
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	0.0224
	0.0498
	0.0170
	0.1006

	d.f.
	2994
	1680
	836
	524

	F
	8.631
	10.839
	2.626
	7.621


t-ratios are in parentheses

* : significant at 5% and ** : significant at 10%

Table 6B. Regression Results for ( = 0.5 and ( = 0.7

	Variable Name
	Estimated Coefficient

	
	Rural Female
	Rural Male
	Urban Female
	Urban Male

	MPCE
	0.14724E-03

(0.4396)
	-0.19014E-05

(-0.3352E-02)
	0.31875E-03

(0.7155)
	-0.0011414**

(-1.795)

	GC
	-0.36980*

(-2.385)
	-0.85269E-01

(-0.3380)
	-0.45562*

(-2.165)
	0.32240E-01

(0.1055)

	SC
	-0.39100*

(-2.721)
	0.50274*

(2.304)
	-0.39328

(-1.543)
	0.84483**

(1.923)

	Hindu
	0.24509

(0.9785)
	1.0939*

(3.493)
	-0.91586

(-1.760)
	0.49950

(0.7510)

	Islam
	-0.33370

(-1.124)
	1.0501*

(2.593)
	-0.74106

(-1.377)
	0.60677

(0.8874)

	FGEDU
	-0.25929*

(-3.934)
	-0.35947*

(-3.312)
	-0.59081E-01

(-0.6197)
	-0.85509E-01

(-0.5857)

	FOCU
	0.33884*

(2.835)
	0.63679*

(3.612)
	-0.55946*

(-2.771)
	0.32512

(1.035)

	MGEDU
	-0.83556E-01

(-0.7048)
	-0.55164*

(-3.444)
	-0.73215E-01

(-0.5771)
	-0.45959*

(-2.821)

	SEDU
	-0.23327*

(-3.418)
	-0.26947*

(-2.905)
	-0.14941

(-1.560)
	-0.49451*

(-3.279)

	Constant
	1.6386

(5.607)
	3.3448

(8.390)
	2.5040

(4.396)
	4.8088

(6.032)

	No. of Obs.
	3004
	1690
	846
	534

	R2
	0.0269
	0.0560
	0.026
	0.1058
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	0.0239
	0.0510
	0.0155
	0.0904

	d.f.
	2994
	1680
	836
	524

	F
	9.182
	11.083
	2.483
	6.887


t-ratios are in parentheses

* : significant at 5% and ** : significant at 10%

Table 6C. Regression results for ( = 0.2 and ( = 0.1

	Variable Name
	Estimated Coefficient

	
	Rural Female
	Rural Male
	Urban Female
	Urban Male

	MPCE
	0.55623E-04

(0.1438)
	-0.50979E-04

(-0.8224E-01)
	0.44204E-03

(0.8470)
	-0.12513E-02**

(-1.799)

	GC
	-0.46142*

(-2.578)
	-0012821

(-0.4651)
	-0.60514*

(-2.454)
	0.20913E-01

(0.6256E-01)

	SC
	-0.46303*

(-2.791)
	0.50833*

(2.132)
	-0.46478

(-1.557)
	0.92128

(0.4805)

	Hindu
	0.20840

(0.7205)
	1.1208*

(3.275)
	-0.98587

(-1.618)
	0.72213

(0.9926)

	Islam
	-0.47797

(-1.394)
	1.1506*

(2.600)
	-0.77423

(-1.228)
	0.85268

(1.140)

	FGEDU
	-0.29022*

(-3.813)
	-0.42581*

(-3.590)
	-0.95712E-01

(-0.8570)
	-0.11655

(-0.7298)

	FOCU
	0.37685*

(2.730)
	0.72659*

(3.772)
	-0.70119*

(-2.964)
	0.34429

(1.002)

	MGEDU
	-0.98893E-01

(-0.7224)
	-0.58532*

(-3.344)
	-0.54061E-01

(-0.3637)
	-0.56905*

(-3.193)

	SEDU
	-0.24447*

(-3.103)
	-0.24842*

(-2.451)
	-0.14087

(-1.255)
	-0.50395*

(-3.055)

	Constant
	0.90432

(2.680)
	3.0168

(6.925)
	1.6765

(2.513)
	4.4333

(5.084)

	No. of obs.
	3004
	1690
	846
	534

	R2
	0.0262
	0.0541
	0.0276
	0.1146
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	0.0233
	0.0490
	0.0171
	0.0994

	d.f.
	2994
	1680
	836
	524

	F
	8.949
	10.678
	2.635
	7.534


t-ratios are in parentheses

* : significant at 5% and ** : significant at 10%

Table 6D. Regression Results for ( = 0.7 and ( = 0.5

	Variable Name
	Estimated Coefficient

	
	Rural Female
	Rural Male
	Urban Female
	Urban Male

	MPCE
	0.17288E-03

(0.5532)
	-0.67784E-04

(-0.1246)
	0.27106E-03

(0.6545)
	-0.11343E-02**

(-1.870)

	GC
	-0.35370*

(-2.445)
	-0.72543E-01

(-0.3000)
	-0.41666*

(-2.129)
	0.61363E-01

(0.2105)

	SC
	-0.37150*

(-2.771)
	0.47007*

(2.247)
	-0.34968

(-1.476)
	0.81808**

(1.953)

	Hindu
	0.24640

(1.054)
	0.99411*

(3.312)
	-0.90472**

(-1.871)
	0.36987

(0.5831)

	Islam
	-0.28696

(-1.036)
	0.96120*

(2.476)
	-0.72700

(-1.454)
	0.49928

(0.7656)

	FGEDU
	-0.23227*

(-3.776)
	-0.32907*

(-3.162)
	-0.44936E-01

(-0.5070)
	-0.68413E-01

(-0.4913)

	FOCU
	0.31732*

(2.845)
	0.60713*

(3.592)
	-0.49570*

(-2.641)
	0.32692

(1.091)

	MGEDU
	-0.85301E-01

(-0.7711)
	-0.49267*

(-3.208)
	-0.74421E-01

(-0.6310)
	-0.40411*

(-2.600)

	SEDU
	-0.23455*

(-3.683)
	-0.28035*

(-3.153)
	-0.15521

(-1.743)
	-0.49991*

(-3.476)

	Constant
	1.9593

(7.184)
	3.5674

(9.334)
	2.8461

(5.375)
	4.9790

(6.549)

	No. of Obs.
	3004
	1690
	846
	534

	R2
	0.0275
	0.0536
	0.0260
	0.1033
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	0.0246
	0.0485
	0.0155
	0.0879

	d.f.
	2994
	1680
	836
	524

	F
	9.422
	10.570
	2.476
	6.707


t-ratios are in parentheses

* : significant at 5% and ** : significant at 10%

Illustrative histograms for the variable harm
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N = 9.00





Urban Female, Age 10 – 14, Status = ES (9 children)








Std. Dev = 0.00  





Mean = .50





N = 32.00








( We thank the seminar participants at the CESP, Jawaharlal Nehru University for their help. The usual disclaimer applies. 
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