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[ Abstract ]l

The problem of child labour is a global problem.rdea numbers of children are
involved in agriculture, fishing, manufacturing,mmg, and domestic works. Some of
them are involved in very hazardous work as welihaflicit activities like the child
trafficking, drug trade and serving as soldierseS§hworks keep them far from the
school as well as block their physical and mentaletbpment. In India there is a
large number of child labourers. According to IL@dia has the largest number of
children labourers than any other country in theldvdNo doubt, our second largest
population in the world is a major factor of thimplem but this is not only the factor
of this problem. This paper discusses about th®faavhich are root cause for child
labour.
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INTRODUCTION

Education is the basic right of every child assithe prime factor responsible
for the overall development of a child. Educatiast only intends to develop basic
learning skills, reading, writing, arithmetic antelskills, but it is necessary for the
children to survive and to improve the quality iéé also.

The development of any nation depends on its eauned system (Kothari,
1964-66) and it is proved that education is the t@yuman progress and social
change.

Child Labour is a global problem. Child labour isskrally exploiting the
underage children in any form forcing them to ilétg undertake work which harms
or abuses them. This abuse may be physical, mensdxual depriving the children
of their rights of basic education.

There is no universal definition of child labourérg in a common sense child
labourers are; “those children who are doing paiduopaid work in factories,
workshops, establishments, mines and in the sesactr such as domestic labour”
(NCPCR, n.d.). But here the Ministry of Labour, @avment of India has employed
the term ‘child labour’ only in the context of athien involved in ‘hazardous’ work.

The International Labour Organization, or the ILd&fines child labour as
“some types of work” done by children under the afd8. The ILO also says that
child labour includes full-time work done by chialr under 15 years of age that
prevents them from going to school (getting an atlan), or that is dangerous to
their health. Child labour is work that harms cheld as well as keeps them from
attending school. Around the world growing gapsweein rich and poor in recent
decades have forced millions of young children oluschool and into work. The
International Labour Organization estimates thaf Pdillion children between the
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ages of 5 to 17 currently work under conditiong #ra considered illegal, hazardous,
or extremely exploitative.

Large numbers of children work in commercial adtime, fishing,
manufacturing, mining, and domestic service. Sohikelien work in illicit activities
like the drug trade and prostitution or other tratim activities such as serving as
soldiers.

India has the largest number of children employethtany other country in
the world. A UNESCO study has indicated that amastd 72 million Indian children,
constituting 30% of children in the 5-14 age groupsre not attending educational
institutions in 2000. This is also corroboratedtiiyy NSSO 55th round, 1999-2000, which
indicates that 32.3% of children from rural aread &47.6% from urban areas aged 5-14
were not attending educational institutions. Sifye28.9% of rural and 15.2% of urban
children aged 10-14 years were not attending eédnehinstitutions in 1999—-2000.

According to the statistics provided by The Goveeniof India around 90
million out of 179 million children in the 6 to Mears age group do not go to school
and are engaged in some occupation or other. Te@mthat close to 50 per cent of
children are deprived of their rights to a free dmppy childhood. Many small
industries in India depend heavily on child lab{feao, 1996).

Working in these industries is not the only caukehaldren for not attending
schools. There are so many problems which are matgnfor child labour. Poverty is
a major factor for child labour. On the basis dfatent sets of data it can be said that
child labour is positively related, with povertyi¢g@o et al., 2001, Kannan 2001,
Ramachandran and Massin 2002, Giri National Labwiitute 2000; Basu and Van
(1998). Nangia (1987), (llon and Moock 1991). (Barknd Knaul 1991, Kulshrestha,
1978, Prayas, 2007, Igbal 2009, Varandani ). Laxermne of family forces children to
enter in labour market (Patil, 1988). Poverty, afingd traditionally, usually
combines with many children per households, with literacy and with a horizon of
lowly-paid and unskilled jobs, opens to child labduieten, n.d.). Nangia (1987)
states in his study that 63.74% of child labousatigl that poverty was the reason they
worked.

Population of India, large number of family membarsl birth rate of child
labourers are other major factors for the probl@itddabour (Peek’s, (1978); Dyson,
(1991); ILO, (1996); Lloyd, (1994); Cochrane et, 4.990). Kulashrestha, (1978);
Cochrane et al. (1990) empirically observed magieitaf the effect of household size
on child labour. Dyson (1991) has been stated alhdahildren work because people
have children, rather than people have childrembse children work.” In research, it
has been also suggested by the ILO (1996). Theeroed also suggest that children
with more siblings are likely to work longer hows average, especially when they
are older (Kanbargi, & Kulkarni, (1984); Lloyd, @%); Jomo, (1992). According to
Shreeniwas (1993) the extent to which the statardarence household's child labour
behaviour, in particular the effect of fertility éditarge household size. Evidence has
been found between the relationship of large famie and labour supply. It has
been seen in the developing countries that largeséhold size reduces children's
educational participation and progress in schoadl Beduces parents' investment in
schooling of children (Kanbargi, & Kulkarni, (1984)loyd, (1994). Studies proves
that the determination of fertility and time alltiom of household members,
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especially labour supply, as a joint decision (Nakea and Nakamura, (1992); Hotz
and Miller, (1988); and Rivera-Batiz, (1985), Liete(2000), Lieten (2002).
Undoubtedly, the number of children in the houset@termines the potential supply
of child labour, and hence fertility behaviour i anportant determinant of the
supply of child labourers (Grootaert & Kanbur, 1994lt is also found that the
number of siblings have a significant effect on I&hiabour (Patrinos &
Psacharopoulos, 1993).

Not only by the number of siblings but involvemeiftchildren in labour is
also signified by the birth order of child. A détd econometric study for the
Philippines found that the relationship betweendetwld size and child work is not
the same for market and domestic work, and depemndise sex and the birth order of
the child (DeGraff et al., 1993). The effect of tidertility on child labour is
experienced by first born children more likely (Da@ et al., 1993, Lloyd, 1993).

Gender is also a determinant of child labour. Sayriames it depends on that
the child is a male child or a female child. Invaivent in different type of works also
depends on it. Shreeniwas (1993) found in hisysthdt in the larger households’
girls appear disadvantaged but their brothers ate i India, families from urban
slums in Tamil Nadu discriminate in order to pravidducation. A few children,
mainly boys, got “quality” private education; andghave must stay at home whose
mothers enter the labour force. (Basu, 1993). Sasnm rural Maharashtra, if there
are fewer younger siblings, boys benefit with merkooling and less work, and girls
must assume those tasks which are traditionallgr@ed to boys (Jejeebhoy, 1993).
Also in Pakistan, the presence of children undee fn the household significantly
reduces the educational participation of girls, bat boys (Cochrane et al., 1990).
Especially girls have to work longer hours on ager# they have more siblings and
the responsibility increased when they are older tidoyd, 1993; Jomo, 1992).
Cultural practices restrict the education of feraad@d promote child employment
(Weiner, 1991). In many settings boys are mordylike be engaged in market work
and girls are more likely to be engaged in domestiarm work (Lloyd, 1993). A
detailed econometric study found that the relatigndetween household size and
child work is not the same for market and domestick, and it dominantly depends
on the sex of the child (DeGraff et al., 1993).

llliteracy is a big problem for our country. Afteo many efforts, there are
approx 25 persons are illiterate on per hundrdderticy is also a main cause for
forced work of children. According to the V.V. GMational Labour Institute (2000),
literacy is a correlate of child labour. There ise tsuggestion of an inverse
relationship between labour and literacy. Furtheemempirically there is a negative
correlation between child labour and hours dedddte schooling (Rivera-Batiz,
1985). Overall condition of our education systera {gowerful factor on the supply of
child labour. In the absence of provisions for calapry education, illiteracy is main
cause of child labour (Kulshreshtha 1978; Weineg1% Bhatty (1998).

Schooling is the most important agent of drawingdcen away from the
labour market. The study gives evidence from varifaodings, e.g. Mehrotra (1995),
Sinha & Sinha (1995), Tilak (1995), Panchmukhi @Q®hatty (1998) that the direct
cost of schooling like expenditure on books, stary, uniforms are unaffordable for
many families. Studies have correlated low enrolhweith increased rates of child
employment (Kanbargi, & Kulkarni, 1984; ILO 1992Another study found that only
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20 percent of children who dropped out engagedaid pmployment (Seetharamu
and Devi 1985). It means other children are engagethpaid labour. It also shows
that either they may be involved in domestic wdheir agriculture work, look after
of younger siblings or they are dropouts only. $thelated problems also make a
platform in involving children in labour in theimdy ages. The non availability of
educational facilities forced the children for doop and non-enrolment as well as
involvement in work (Igbal, 2009). A major reasamdi has the largest juvenile
workforce is because 82 million children are nas¢hool (Weiner 1991). Many times
children seek employment simply because there mcoess to schools (either schools
are far away from the home or there is not any aichball). When there is access for
education, the low quality of the education ofteakes attendance a waste of time for
the students so parents and children deny to impoetof schooling. Schools in many
developing areas suffer from problems such as oending, inadequate sanitation
and apathetic teachers. As a result, parents fomd dvant to send their children to
school when they could be at home (household wiankgirls and agricultural works
for boys) and learning a skill and supplementing tamily income (Siddigi, n.d.).
Bonnet (1993) explained in his study that the failof educational system is direct
cause of child labour.

A low level of parental education is also contrémitin determining child
labour (ILO, 1992). Because parents have so muoktraoover their children and it
does be more effective in Indian context. Theircpption of the value of school is a
main determinant of child attendance. Parents wie etlucated understand the
importance of schooling. As such, education of piErelays a very significant role in
determining child schooling and employment (Tiedd&9, Devi, 1979, Kanbargi, &
Kulkarni, 1984). According to the independent stualy the Ministry of Human
Resource Development, an estimated 3.7 per cedhilofren in the age-group 6-10
and 5.2 per cent in the age-group 11-13 were owgchbol in 2008. In terms of
numbers, about eight million children in the agetgr 6-13 are out of school, about
6.7 million in rural and 1.3 million in urban are@SER, 2009).

Children are often forced to work by their pargi@&idiqgi, n.d.). According to
Syed et al., parents represent 62 percent of theesmf induction into employment.
Only 8 percent children make their own decisionsvtok of the time (Syed et al.
1991). Parents in developing countries make usehifiren’'s ability to work.
Evidences suggest that parents have children based cost-benefit perspective
(Singh and Schuh 1986). Children can significactintribute to family income. In
developing countries; like India in poor familiekildren are often a mean to earn
more.

Involvement of parents in any specific work alsocarrages the child to
involvement in the same work. Often too the parewisk in the same occupation as
the children (Bequele and Boyden, 1988, and Jori®2)l The nature of parents'
employment also matters - if the parents have ulsegemployment, it creates the
need for additional or more stable income souroelsitacan be provided by children.
Unemployment of adult bread earners of the familygere the main causes
employment of little family members (Kulshrestha,978, Patil, 1988).
Unemployment of male members also forces childoemyolve in the work in their
early years. Unemployment among men, together wnittreased migration or
desertion and alcoholism among men, has led toa@easing number of women and
children joining the labour force (World Bank, 199The opposite is true for men's
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wage rates which have a cross-wage elasticity ofiatvith respect to boys' labour
supply, but close to zero for girls' labour supflgvy, 1985, Rosenzweig, 1981). It
has been seen that any day if housemaids are leotcatvork they send their girls to
do household work of their employers.

Caste also plays a role of a determinant of claibebur. The supply of child labour
is also determined by the characteristics of th@roanity in which the household
lives, especially the social infrastructure avdéalpeGraff et al., 1993; Goonesekere,
1993). According to report of ILO (1992), in Indabout 80 percent of child labourers
are employed in agriculture and allied occupati@tsdies also reveal that about 86
percent of bonded labour is found in India’s adtimal sector. They are also mostly
the children of parents who belong to scheduledesaand tribes. According to
UNICEF, there are about 10 million bonded child daters working as house
servants in Indian families (UNICEF, 1999). Nan{l®87) observes that, "if these
figures are compared with the caste structureettuntry, it would be realised that a
comparatively higher proportion of scheduled cas$tddren work at a younger age
for their own and their families’ economic suppor8cheduled caste (lower caste)
children tend to be pushed into child labour beeafgheir family’s poverty. In India
where caste is one of the most prominent factorsocfal stratification and socio-
economic status of the family, it also determirtes involvement in different type of
occupation and also involvement of children in w(fPleek’s 1978, Devi, 1979, Patil,
1988). The nature of work may be paid or unpaid.

Conclusions of studies often suggest that indeletesins an important factor.
Indebtedness is correlate factor of poverty anthast of studies poverty is found as
most prominent factor of child labour (Varandar®94), (Listen, 2002). A robust
positive correlation was found between labour amtkbtedness. (Dev & Ravi, 2002).
So many times poverty forces people for debt awtiiltdren of those family works as
bonded chid labourer to pay that debt (Shirur &&Hhi2008).

To augment the income of household parents/galasdsend their children to
work. Because more earning members gives securitganetary term for future. In
poor families child labour is part of a strategyminimize the risk of interruption of
the income stream, and hence to reduce the pdtenpact of job loss, failed harvest,
etc. (Cain & Mozumder, 1980). Evidence from ruradib confirms that child labour
plays a significant role in the self-insurance telgg of poor households. It was
observed that when the variability of householdme increased, children's school
attendance declined (Grootaert & Kanbur, 1994).

No doubt a change in technology is also responéablé. In India, after green
revolution number of child labourer reduced and bemof enrolled children in
schools and their attendance increased (Rosenz{6Rfl). The growing use of
tractors and irrigation pumps reduced the demamdciidd labour in agricultural
(Levy, 1985). Same as in growing use of machindsmes decreased the number of
child labourers in domestic works. Such as so mstngies have found that the
changes in technology in different fields and warkduces the child labour (DeGraff
et al. 1993, Salazar, 1988, Galbi, 1994).

The economic value of children and to the structfréhe labour market of
any country also plays the role of determinanthofdclabour (Peek’s, 1978, Cain and
Mozumder, 1980, Bobbet, 1993). The later determtheslevel of wages, which in
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turn determines the contribution of children torease household income (Grootaert
& Kanbur, 1994). Differences in wages (accordinggémder and age) encourage the
participation of woman and children in labour marfulshrestha, 1978). It has been
seen that children's earnings are consistently ridinan those of adults, even where
the two groups are engaged in the same tasks (Bequ8oyden, 1988). Studies
show that children's work is paid by the piece; thére is no evidence of wage
discrimination relative to what adults receive floe same work (Cain & Mozumder,
1980). Different payment for same work forces emioto recruits children for
benefits. If wage discrimination against childrenindeed the norm, the child labour
supply becomes quite low (Jomo, 1992). Becauseudh sype of cases employers
prefer adult one. Thus, the flexibility of wagesaskey factor. Various forms of
market segmentation, ironically, may reduce chadbolur (Grootaert & Kanbur,
1994).

Governmental policies have a profound impact oa itcidence of child
labour. This brings us to the role of the stateve®a of the factors listed so far as
influencing household's behaviour with respect toldc labour are affected by
government policies, especially the level of socekpenditure, the social
infrastructure, social stratification even the aletevel of economic development.
Where economic development is low and society @ratterized by poverty and
inequity, the incidence of child labour is incre¢e/NICEF, 1986) as well as gender
wise discrimination forcefully.

Many parents don’t send their wards to the schomijout any major reason.
However, Banerji (2000), in his study of a schoaiveng an informal settlement in
peri-urban areas of Delhi and Mumbai, showed thétden who do not complete
primary school, are not necessarily working eitbdthough Banerji (2000) states
that most respondents in his survey reported tiet thildren were not engaged in
regular paid employment, he does not indicate dloethat many parents do not view
unpaid work within the home as ‘work’ or the rokat children may play in informal
labour activities. Other main causes of child labadnich are found by different
studies are; ignorance of parents for any reasack bf awareness, expensive
schooling, absence of scheme for family allowaraggjculture, unemployment of
parents, unemployment of male members of familghhiependency ratio, work
participation ratio, nutritional poverty and theesiof the cattle herd (Kulashrestha,
1978, Levy, 1985, Rosenzweig, 1981; World Bank,1199NESCO, 2001, Lieten
(n.d.), Cigno et al.,, 2001, Kannan 2001, Ramacltandand Massin 2002,).
Conclusion
In India for educational and social growth of caynand citizens child labour
considered as a very big problem. After so mang,datvs, rules, plan and policies
we can see about 8 million children are out of stlamd involved in such type of
works which are not for their age. This paper hasireed a range of those factors
which are key factors for involvement of childrem different types of work as a
labourer. On the basis of previous findings thipgradiscussed that there is not only
one factor is main cause of being a child as auabat several factors are responsible
for it. But poverty is the most dominant factor whniis the root cause for it. Other
factors are correlates of poverty and generallyltes poverty.

The opinion that in the initial stages, every coyritas to make education
compulsory to end child labour because child labisuthe main cause of non-
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schooling of children and high rate of drop- outsindia (Weiner, 1991). After 19
years of giving suggestion by Weiner (1991), andigléy failure of Sarva Shiksha
Abhiyan (in which the target was to enrol each awery child in year 2002, provide
lower primary education upto year 2007 and completer elementary education till
2010) in year 2002 December, Right to EducationERWas introduced by the 86th
Amendment and passed by the Parliament in Aug068.2 The provisions of the Act
came into force from 1st April, 2010. In this amerent it is articulated as State has
to ensure that every child is in school as welt &salso the duty of parents/guardians
and not only for parents/guardians it is a dutys iduty of every Indian to ensure the
right of education for every child.

No doubt, insurance of being enrolled will be helgh eradication of child
labour. But along with this government should wyatipe out the problem of poverty
from the country and assure job for every aduitert.
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