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ABSTRACT

Keeping into consideration the far-reaching social and economic impact
of child work both for the children involved and society as a whole, in this study
an attempt has been made to disentangle the child employment and schooling
tradeoff with perspective to understand the effect of income deprivation
measures and other non-income factors such as demographic and parental
background information for Pakistan using Pakistan Panel Household Survey
2010 data set. At one level this research resolves empirically the debate that
exist in literature whether child work is direct outcome of poverty or not in
context of Pakistan through assessing the impact of the poverty channel for both
likelihood of sending a child for paid work versus probability of enrolling a
child into school and on other tries to connect the above line of reasoning with
other non-income channels so as to build more enriching perspective. The
consequences of household socioeconomic level in terms of its poor or non-poor
status on child employment and child enrollment likelihood functions is assessed
using both a direct measure of poverty based on household consumption
expenditure information and also indirect measures based on access (or lack of it
to be more specific) of household to electricity, sewerage system and to type of
housing in terms of number of rooms and durability of house. In our empirical
evidence, we do find strong support for poverty channel both directly and
indirectly acting as defining force in decreasing his or her probability for school
enrollment. However in context of effect of poverty on probability of child
employment we do not find strong evidence through direct measure of poverty
based on household consumption information, however the indirect proxies of
poverty level of the household as child belonging to poor status in terms of
access to certain type of living [living in house with no electricity, kaccha type
of house (not bricked and hence vulnerable to fall), no sewerage system and
with just one room] do provide strong evidence in support of poverty channel of
impact on increasing the chances of child work. Further demographic
information whether it is in form of increasing sibling size or impact of number
of adult earners or parental background variables such as employment status of
parents and their employment categories provides support for the significance of
how being resource poor can be a binding constraint for the household and can
act as an impetus to send a child towards paid work against schooling.

JEL Classification: C24, C25, 121, J13, J16
Keywords: Child Employment, Child Schooling, Discrete Regression and
Qualitative Choice Models



1. INTRODUCTION

A child is a nation’s future if a child is well tak care of that will
translate into much better prospects for a couimrgrms of its human capital
formation and hence overall development in yearsdme. Unfortunately in
developing countries a child is marginalised in pndimensions besides under-
investments in education and health sector. Sughiv@gion can take a much
more evil shape in form of engaging a child intorkvfor pay. This aspect of
child abuse is brutal not only in sense of hownpacts the health and growth of
a child but more so how it takes away the puresnfof existence that lie in
child, his or her innocence and childhood. Furtbleitd labour initially may
present as a favourable opportunity for increasgspurces especially for those
households which are financially limited but in dpterm results into
substitution with education, leading to low levelshuman capital within the
household at micro level and for economy as a wi@édli (2001)].

Consequently phenomenon of pushing children intoesh work snatch
myriad of opportunities at each stage of life fariadividual. This is so since
practice of child labour not only result into traffebetween education and
playtime but also affects the health of workingl@tadversely. In later stage of
adulthood, such individuals that have been engagedwork as a child are
deprived of any decent standing in society bothrfoially or socially since they
grow into adults with no valuable skill and eduoati(at most some basic
technical knowledge). Hence child labour not omiypacts the development
prospects for current generation but its conseqenare transmitted
intergenerationally through binding the future prests of such individuals and
society in general.

Child labour exists in almost all the developinguetries with varying
magnitude. In India according to official figureataf 27 million children 12
million involve in early work and about half of thetal children do not attend
school regularly [FOSBT (2013)]. In above conteadily Pakistan is no different
than a typical developing profile. The vulneralilihat prevails in relevance to
child welfare in Pakistan comes out very clearbynirfigures of more than 3.5
million children being reported as labourers [HR(@P09)], 13.5 percent and
12.5 percent of female and male children being ntedoas employed in age
group 7-14 respectively [World Bank (2011)] and @th@.3 million children
being reported as out of school in 2009 represgr8th percent of the country’s
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primary school-age population with girls accountfog 57 percent of children
excluded from primary education [UNESCO (2011)].ntke state of a child’s
welfare is not satisfactory in Pakistan and neenhédliate attention from both
social and policy perspective whether it is in disien of broad access to
education and health care services and outcoméasterms of monitoring the
employment status and opportunities for a child.

Further high rates of out of school children in B&a as documented in
UNCIEF (2012) is alarming since children who do et education are at
higher risk of getting into paid work, however that extent being out of school
will actually be translated into child work in pagmployment is largely an
empirical question that needs to be investigatedfally. Hence one need to
assess what leads to increase or decrease irhbtkeliof schooling for a child
and see how such a finding add to our understandinghild labour. For
example if the prime factor comes out to be higkvatence of poverty levels
for decreasing the chances of school enrolmentafahild, then we need to
assess further how will it impact the probabiliysending a child into labour
force for paid work in face of binding resource swaints for a poor household.
This is so since in presence of stringent creditstaints with increasing
poverty addition to family resources through earmedme of a child can result
into much bigger and significant contribution imntes of releasing the financial
burden facing such a household. Among few studiet support above
proposition through empirical evidence include AlmE999), Baland and
Robinson (2000), Ray (2008)Hence their exists a complex triangular relation
between the income deprivation, schooling prospiecta child and indulgence
into child employment for a household that neebdeasolated and analysed.

Further if poverty is the main culprit that pusluéddren into work, then
guestion arises for whom it is easy to get theitdehn into work. Certainly,
markets may not be as open to children as adujtbinppportunities and parents
of working children play important role to get thetfmere. It is found that
children of parents, who do work on family entesps or farming, have greater
chance to indulge in child labour as it is easirtfiem to get their children into
labour without looking for new jobs in market [Cgasajah and Coulombe
(2013)]. Parikh and Sadoulet (2005) while explorthg opportunities of child
work presented by their own parents found thatdctii of parents who are self-
employed or employers have more likelihood to wibikn children of employee
parents. Hence beside the poverty level as key eslerin explaining why
children are pushed into labour force by parentdhero socioeconomic
demographic factors like gender, relation to hdadisehold size, birth order of
child, parents’ employment and occupation, pareeducation, community

IStudies that have analysed the cause of child tabsing data of 1990s in Pakistan found a
positive association of child labour with povertydanegative with schooling levels of a child (Ray
2000).
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factors such as region of residences like urbanraral divide and provincial
variation etc, also play a vital role in definingetconstraints for the household
and determining the extent to which household ta&# in practice of child
labour [Parikh and Sadoulet (2005); Dimeji (200d3lik, et al (2012)].

With above perspective in this research an attelngst been done to
analyse the prevalence of child work in Pakistath@cus on identifying key
demographic and household determinants besidedberfy status in defining
such trends. Further an attempt has been donederstand our findings of
causal elements of child labour also in contexh@fv such determinants may
impact the likelihood of sending a child to schbglusing the household survey
Pakistan Panel Household Survey [PPHS: Round (2086)h such analysis of
probability of child employment and a child eduoati will be done
independently using individual level informationrfa child on household
background variables as key explanatory determinagiited to poverty and
wealth status of household, parental and siblinfprination and other
socioeconomic and demographic variables. Reseamchhild labour and its
relation with schooling behaviour of children ofereant age group and poverty
and other household socioeconomic and demograganiabtes is worth doing
in case of Pakistan due to following reasons:

» Firstly because child labour rates remains constahigh in the
country.

« Secondly there is no recent study on country lewethis issue mainly
due to the unavailability of data.

 Thirdly besides looking at the relation with poyerit has not been
explored in context of Pakistan in literature hothhes demographic
and household background variables set the trajedto child work
and how schooling prospects and schooling demamctiin relates to
children being forced into earned employment.

The next section of the paper deals with the cotedframework of the
study, followed by the data and empirical methodglin Section 3. Section 4
discusses the empirical findings from our analgsid final one will draw some
conclusions and policy implications.

2. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR CHILD
SCHOOLING AND WORK

The questionwhy parents substitute children schooling with Wwdiks
often been explored in literature in varying dimens. There are both demand
side and supply side explanations for child labamd varied schooling
behaviour [Brown, Deardorff, and Stern (2002)]. @#mand side, engagement
of child into work by employers relates mainly teeéntives of securing labour
at much lower cost so as to increase profit marghis is so an adult is more
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empowered to get his due right at one level anotter may have much more
market opportunities available with him or her. Eeran adult may have more
chances of securing higher pay compared to a @hildame amount and quality
of work? Further a child labourer is not only paid low falso is denied non-
wage benefits such as medical insurance, pensiomsoeident fund making
them a valuable asset to have for an employer. M@ certain jobs may be
more suitable for a child from perspective of anptyer for example
household chores, child care, jobs that requirdistaure, delicate fingers and
sharp eyesight as required in bangle industry,etan@aving, deep sea fishing,
surgical instrument making and other handicraftusides to name a few.
However demand side explanation in terms of whad kif market opportunities
come across for a child given the profitability erhployers engaging in such
practices is not focus of current study and theectbje in this work is to
identify and analyse the supply side constraing thad to child work from
perspective of a household. Hence in discussioovbetainly such supply side
factors will be highlighted and analysed.

Given the prime emphasis on supply side determénaot plausible
causes one key factor that directly impacts thesipdgy of indulgence into
child labour by household is their level of povestgtus [Basu and Van (1998);
Ahmed (1999) and Basu and Tzannatos (2003)]. Is lihe of thinking non-
working status of an individual in household indhgla child is considered a
luxury given high level of income deprivation aniding resource constraints.
Such budget requirements may be more strict foo@ ousehold given the
limited or non-existent opportunities for borrowing face of temporary crisis
forcing children into paid employment [Baland andbihson (2000)]. Further
as such financial shocks take shape of more pemmoania state of affairs for
the household, then dependence on child earnirigmhas initiated by altruistic
parents for short period of time may turn into ldegn arrangement given the
survival of child itself depend on such earning&se of extreme poverty [Basu
and Van (1998); Basu and Tzannatos (2003)].

However poverty channel of effect as the most §icant determinant of
child employment is debatable on empirical grouasifas been pointed out in
literature [Ahmed (1999); Bhalotra and Heady (200Basu and Tzannatos
(2003); Barroset al. (1994)]. For example in case of Pakistan theraecout to
be positive relationship between child work andctltelonging to household
with much larger land ownership as researched ial®ta and Heady (2003)
challenging the common wisdom that child labourrdase with accumulation
of wealth. Also in Barroset al (1994), authors investigate importance of
poverty for child labour outcomes using time serethodology and are unable
to find any support for positive association betwagears of high levels of

2A child will engage in low skill jobs so qualityareoff between a child and an adult is
nonexistent or atmost marginal.
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poverty with those years which shows high incidenéechild labour again
provides incentive to explore non-income determisaas possible causal
factors in child employment puzzle. Hence one rteegb deeper into dynamics
and try to link child labour and poverty nexus watther behavioural, household
background and demographic causes. In this colgexs divide the discussion
to come of non-income determinants into these fallg categories:

(a) Behavioural Causes

There exist a tradeoff between child schooling ek for parents for
which both economic causes and also behaviourdéngreces play a decisive
role for future course of action that parents tedgarding their child’s future.
For example at economic front the resources cadnsiran conditions where
parents income is low as discussed in case of ingdgmverty or if schooling is
very expensive can induce parents to send thdu &hi work. However beside
such economic constraints, preference of paremts/fiether to send a child to
school or work also play an important role. Forragée if parents have more
inclination towards work and less towards educaéisnmay be very likely in
case of illiterate household there can exist a smfter towards putting a child
to work at a very early age. However such prefezsraiso will be formed in
response to economic conditions and norms prevatemlie society. In this
context we need to see how returns to educationrangns to work play a
decisive role for child labour as discussed inrditere in form of expected
returns theory. Accordingly parents put their cheld into work because
expected returns to work are higher than schooliBgtcherman, Fares,
Luinstra, and Proutyb (2004)]. This may be a vitamponent in explaining
child labour phenomenon in case of Pakistani spaest Malik, et al (2012)
have found that in Sindh province of Pakistan pgtioeal job uncertainty is an
important factor, pulling children into work. Alssince returns to child
employment may show up immediately while returnedacation materialise in
long run, this may bias poverty ridden parentshierttowards child labour as
opposed to schooling even when collective earnioggdults and children
increase to a level where education becomes atitedahis follows from the
fact that not only do household lose out on chddnengs if he or she is opted
out of labour market by parents but also on houseimsurance mechanism in
face of financial risk given the possibility of muenore difficulty in finding a
job for a child in conditions of uncertain marketndand for child labourer.
Moreover if child is taken out of school for a lotigne it might actually become
difficult to motivate his or her interest in schomhd hence what may have
started as temporary basis for a child may tura pgrmanent employment as
child lose their capability for learning throughhsoling [Neumayer and Soysa
(2005)].



Further how quantity-quality tradeoff for childrdefine the trajectory for
child work and schooling decision and intergeneratl expectation for old age
support puts limits on parents behaviour in refeeeto their child future are
useful directions to follow in exploring the causdéments of child labour vs
schooling practice. In case of low survival ratdschildren in developing
countries Pakistan being no exceptiothere exists a tradeoff for parents in
having much more children of whom at least somé switvive or having fewer
kids and investing more in their human capital ding) in terms of their health
and education. In case parents choose to haverhigtes of fertility so as to
increase the pool of children for their old agepnp mechanism leads to much
less investment in their educational and heath. Céns under-investment in a
child may result due to presence of liquidity crurfor such resource poor
parents in face of expanding family size and lighip@ssibility of borrowing for
investment into children with no available collaiein case of low income
households. Hence in such household there will beertendency for children
to be put to employment not only as source of eaingnhousehold income but
also as means of gaining market skill at a young iagtraditional societies
[Grootaert and Kanbur (1995)].

(b) Household Background Causes

In traditional societies as in much of sub-continéne to unavailability
of educational facilities and training institutioimsmost of rural societies, family
plays as an important institution where not onlyldtlen learn socialisation
skills but also trained themselves in family entegs [Singh (1990)]. Hence
household background whether it is in form of secmnomic status of the
parents, their employment status, nature of thegupation or their education
levels will have a huge influence on the prioritset of the parents as to how
much they value their child’s education and how mueight they give to child
employment for sake of additional earnings and a®wce of learning of a
marketable trade for their future.

Parental employment history plays a significanterah defining the
trajectory for child employment possibilities. lagent is unemployed especially
father that may have direct impact on family resesrand to cope with such a
shock either the mother or child will work for sais@ability of the household.
However if mother choose to work this may reliebe turden of financial
responsibility on going to a child. Hence parentplyment (both mother and
father) may actually decrease the probability ofidctworking which is a
possible testable proposition. However parentdtesaployment may actually
induce children to help in family business so asoid paying wages to an

®sate of children wellbeing is not satisfactory iakBtan as Pakistan Demographic and
Health Survey 2006-07 shows that infant mortality?akistan is 76 children out of 100 live births.
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outsider employee on one hand and on the otherattags a source of easy and
safe place of employment and training opportunitythe child [Edmonds and
Turk (2004); Parikh and Sadoulet (2005); Canagarajad Coulombe (2013)].
Hence employing children into family business widllp make more productive
use of household labour and may give them a safeoement for learning a
skill. Further if parents belong to higher sociosmmic status even when they
run family business they will engage their childfenwork but for fewer hours
than parents who are self-employed and belonguwensocioeconomic status
[Dimeji (2006)]. Hence parent’s nature of occupatend their socioeconomic
background had direct consequences for how thewagmdheir children into
child labour. Finally probability of child being eouraged into paid work may
actually decrease with parent's literacy and prdiigbof child school
attendance may actually increase with parent’s atitut [Hamid and Siddiqui
(2001); Emerson and Souza (2003); Qureshi (2012)].

(c) Demographic Causes

Demographic information as to size of householdniper siblings or
other children of school going age in the househiidh order of the child and
his or her gender can provide important insightdcabow resources will be
distributed within a household in terms of eduaadioexpenditure and share of
children in financial constraints through child doyment. For example in
presence of liquidity constraints first born chitthy have more probability of
being engaged in paid employment than the lattensd@ince for younger
children combined earnings of parents and firsnkahild may be sufficient to
sustain not only the household financially but alesult in enough savings to
send other children to school [Emerson and Souf®4y Chesnokova and
Vaithianathan (2008)]. Similarly families with laxdamily size and large set of
siblings or children of school going age may fdue same tradeoff as to which
child to send to school and which child into emplent to ease financial
constraints. There can be a possibility that inefaf stringent constraints
household may discriminate between children of ethoing age depending on
closer blood ties as son, daughters or a grand oty be protected from child
labour and nephew and nieces may be engaged fdrintor paid employment.
Further the gender dynamics may also play a \ital and how it will define the
trend for child labour may vary from one contexbtber. This is so a girl child
may be put to employed work so as to support threésseducation given the
expected returns to male children for parentsrims$eof old age support may be
more than for a daughter since she will eventubly married off and will
traditionally be not responsible for parent’s loaker in long run [Qureshi
(2012)]. However on the other side of argument,’sschances of child labour
may increase with much easy and safe access fdt feorthem and role of
daughters as household support in case of workioihens may shape parent’s
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preferences in favour of sending their son to pamployment is also an
empirical possibility.

Flow Chart 1. Conceptual Linksfor Child Schooling and Work Tradeoff
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3. EMPIRICAL METHODOLOGY

Applying the insight from Section 2, the child lalbcand child schooling
nexus and their relation to household socioeconopacental background and
demographic determinants are captured through psoitit modeling employed in
separate analysis of two phenomenon. Analysisrie diar children age grouped 5—
14 in accordance with official age of child laboline regressand child labour in the
probit model is used to understand dynamics ofiakihployment into paid work
and its relation to set of determinants such aséimld socioeconomic, parental
background and demographic factors gathered irovgctis qualitative in nature

and is unobserved, or latent, variaplas below:
Y, =x[+& & ~NID(0]) .. (31)

We examine only the sign og‘/i*, which determine the value of the observed
binary variabley; according to the relationship

y =1 iy >0
. .. (3.2
y, =0 if y; <0. 5.2

Wherey;=1 implies that the respondent child is being empptbas child labour
andy; =0 otherwise.

Let Pr denote the probability that 1 conditional on the information set
X, IS

Priy, =1]x) = Pr(y; >0|x) = Pr(g >-xB|x) = F(xA) ... (3.3)

and the probability that= 0 conditional on the information setis

Pr(y; =0|x) = Pr(y; <0|%) = Pr(g <-%81%) = 1-F(xB) ... (3.4)

where F(.) is the cumulative density function ¢ gtandard normal distribution.
The standard normal distribution for probability deciding the child to
participate in the child labour force over not chiog to work as a child can be
expressed as

%8 2
Pr(y =1|x) = [ @m'?e 2dt=F(xB8) .. ... (3.5)

—00

The coefficients from the probit model are difficth interpret because
they measure the change in the unobservghlessociated with a change in one
of the explanatory variables. A more useful meassirtne marginal effects, it
accounts for the partial change in the probabilitye marginal effect associated
with continuous explanatory variables define as



10

a_Pr:M:f ! 36
o dxp) xAA .. (38)

Wheref () represents the probability density function of themulative

distribution F(.) a standard normal variable. In case of dummy exitag

variable the marginal effect is found by estimatihg equation with and without
variable of interest. Let the marginal effectidi dummy variable would be
found as

5 =F(Bx,d=)-F(8 x,d=0) ... .. (387

Where subscript represent the variable but tiia and x, are their sample

means.

The maximum likelihood principle is used to estien#ite parameters in
the B vector. The joint density function or likelihoodnittion for a sample af
observations is given as:

t(yIx.B) =[] F(xB)" [L- Fx B .. (3.8)
Taking logarithms we obtain the log likelihood ftioo (LLF)

In f(y|x8) =2y NF(xA)+ @~ y)Inll-F(x A)] .. (3.9)

Since thex are known, the LLF is a function d. The maximum
likelihood principle maximises the LLF to attainettvalues ofp in such a
manner that the probability of observing the giyénis as high as possible. For
this purpose LLF is partially differentiated wittespect top and set the
expression equals to zero that is

N TyIxA) 5| wh, A=WER) |
op i LF(xB)  1-F(xp)

dF(55)

d(x B)

The same methodology of probit modeling would belemented on

latent variable child enrollment by considering teme set of child labour’s
explanatory variables. The two probit models teb&émated are as follows:

Pr(y,)= F@BH, +pD +3S) ... (3.11)

Prz )= FBH +pD +0%) ... (3.12)

... (3.10)

Wheref; is the density
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where

i = indexes the individual child

F () = cummulative Probit distribution

Pr(y;) = the probability of child being employed as child labourer
Pr(z) = the probability of child being enrolled in school

H = vector of household background characteristigsargntal
education, parental employment status/ employmeatgories
dummies)

D = vector of demographic variables (gender of thddc siblings
dummies, eldest child dummy, Distant relation tachether than
son, daughter or grandchild dummy)

S = vector of household socioeconomic status (hooldepoverty,
electricity availability, sewerage availability, B&egha (not
bricked) type of housing, one room housing, locatd residence
dummy).

A specific description of the demographic variablesousehold
socioeconomic and parental background determinzsgd in the models above
is presented Table 3.1, Table 3.2 and Table 33cbmv and expected signs in
light of literature review of the included variablén the equations capturing
impact on probability of child employment and emmeht respectively are
presented in Appendix Table A.1 and A.2.

Table 3.1
Demographic Variables
Male Male =1 if male, O if female
Siblings Dummies S2 = 1if two sibling, 0 otherwise

S3 =1 if three, 0 otherwise
S4 = 1 if four or more siblings, 0 otherwise

Eldest Child Eldest Child =1 if first born child,otherwise
Distant Relation to Head ofKids other than daughter, son or grand child=1,f
Household daughter, son or grand child
Table 3.2
Household Socioeconomic Variables
Poverty (Household) Poor =1, O otherwise
No Electricity Not using electricity =1, 0 othesei
Kaccha House (not bricked, vulnerabléiving in Kaccha house=1, O if Pakka
to fall in rain) (Bricked) Housing
One Room House One room=1, two and more =0
Open or No access=1, 0 if
No Sewerage System Covered/underground

Urban Urban residence=1, 0 otherwise
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Table 3.3

Household Parental Background Variables
Years of Father Schooling No. of years of fathenpteted education
Years of Mother Schooling No. of years of mothempteted education
Father Working Working=1, 0 otherwise
Mother Working Working=1, 0 otherwise
Father Employee Employee =1, Not working=0
Father Employer Employer =1, Not working=0
Father Self-employed Self-employed =1, Not workig=
Father Unpaid Family Worker Unpaid family worker,®Not working=0
Mother Employee Employee =1, Not working=0
Mother Employer Employer =1, Not working=0
Mother Self-employed Self-employed =1, Not workifg=

Mother Unpaid Family Worker Unpaid family worker #40t working=0

4. DATA

The current study is using Pakistan Panel HouseBalorey 2010, as
information on child work available. PPHS is coweril6 district of Pakistan.
Study is using the definition of child wdrkany child aged 5-14 working in
formal or informal sector in any industry. We haa&en this age limit mainly
because of two reasons. Firstly the data on emmoyrin PPHS is available
for 5 years and above, that’'s why we cannot capthild work dynamics before
this age limit. Secondly, the upper age limit iseia in accordance to the article
11(3) of constitution of Pakistan that prohibite tamployment of any child in
any factory, mine or hazardous work [ILO (2013)Jotdover we categorically
take child work as an activity done for financiaims either carried out in
formal or informal sector; household chores or ather domestic help that can
children provide is not considered as child workeTotal sample of children is
7239 of aged 5-14. Study is not dealing with tigsrof work, as information
about hours of work is not available. About 78 eatcchildren in our sample
who work belongs to agriculture sector which is dte much higher
representation of the rural sample in the overatiadset (see appendix table
A.4). PPHS has detailed modules on households’wopson including food
and non-food items. PPHS provides poverty variabl@sed on these

“We are using the term child work but not child labas we have no information on work
timings and severity of work. However in the stwdy have used work, labour and employment as
interchangeable terms.

®Current study is using PPHS as cross sectionakguret as panel one because in the first
round of this survey which is done in 2001, datacbifd employment is not consist with 2nd round
in 2010. In 2001 employment on female child is klde for 7 years and older. Employment data
for male children is only available for 7-9 yeagedracket.
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consumption modules. Poverty variable has beenteanied on official poverty
line Rs 1671.89 for 2010 per adult per month.

5. CHILD LABOUR AND SCHOOLING NEXUS:
A DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS

Pakistan Panel Household Survey 2010 gives us tpptyr to analyse
pattern of child employment/schooling decision fimuseholds for a wide pool
of children. From this data set one can extraabrinfition not only on those
children who work in paid employment versus tho$®wo to school but also
on those who do part-time work and hence attendadaiong with employment
and those who neither work nor seek employment.cElatiscussion that will
follow below will focus on four mutually exclusivdemarcations of children
into those who only take part in paid employmertpwenly attend school, who
attend school with part-time work and finally wheither attend school nor
work.

Tables 5.1 show the children working and out ofosthn percentage
terms by gender and regional divide. In total s&ngflworking children without
considering rural and urban divide we find male$386percent) are working in
slightly higher proportion than females (6.07 patyeabout 7.58 percentage
points higher. Looking in to rural urban dynamicsTiable 5.1, we find that
overall rural children are more involved in workZ&ercent for males and 8.1
percent for females in rural areas with very mingender differential (male-
female) of 0.01 and males participating 1.24 paroeore than females in rural
sector compared to 2.6 percent for males and Ir@epefor females in urban
sector with higher gender differential being 0.0l anales participating 52.9
percent higher relative to females). Chances dfichibrk might also increase
with his/her age as well. Table A.3 in Appendix wisahe working and out of
school children by age and gender. Age of childsemainly divided into two
main groups i.e. 5-9 and 10-14. Overall with agédchn participate more in
work as percentages of work are higher for 10-1el aajegory (4.21 percent for
males; 2.99 percent for females) and (0.94 perfmentales; 0.39 percent for
females) in age group 10-14 and age group 5-9 céisply for urban sector;
(10.86 percent for males; 9.90 percent for femades) (3.27 percent for males;
4.02 percent for females) in age group 10-14 ardgrgup 5-9 respectively for
rural sector]. In 5-9 age category the total urbaidren working is less than
one percent, however in rural areas about 3.27epémmale and 4.02 percent
females children are working. Rural female childierthis age category also
seem to be at most disadvantage as compare tahall ohildren in rural and
urban areas. Under 10-14 age category, rural @mldre working more as total
male and female working children in rural sectar @rand 7 percentage points
higher than male and female working children inaumrlsector respectively. The
higher proportion of overall rural children in sampf working children might
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be due to the fact that our sample is mostly r[§@l52 percent of the children
in our sample belong to rural sector and 30.48tqrérbelong to urban sector as
can be seen in Table 5.1 below] and majority ofkivay children sample are
found to be working in agriculture related actie#ti[see Appendix A.4, A.5,
A.6]. It is commonly observed that in rural sectbe whole families work on
fields—children help parents to do manual taskeissltime, hence that can be
one possible explanation for higher percentagearkimg children belonging to
agricultural related activities in rural sector.

Table 5.1
Children Work and School Profile (%) by Gender &wehion

Urban Rural Total
Work and School Male Female Male Female Male Female
School Only 7151 68.59 58.05 4565 62.06 52.82
Work Only 2.07 1.1 4.82 6.69 400 495
School and Work 054 0.64 3.4 1.29 2.55 1.09
Neither School Nor Work  25.88 29.67 33.73 46.36 391. 41.15
Total Working 2.6 1.7 8.2 8.1 6.53 6.07
N 1109 1092 2615 2405 3724 3497
Sample Size (%) 30.481% 69.52%

Source:Pakistan Panel Household Survey (2010).

Further looking deeper into differences in trendsoas four categories
relating to school and work decision by gender gegional divide in Table 5.1
above following trends are found. By looking at teldren who attend school
only, urban areas show much higher percentagesrtiahareas (71.51 percent
and 68.59 percent for males and females respegtimalrban sector compared
to 58.05 percent and 45.65 percent for males amles respectively in rural
sector) and with less gender (male-female) difféa¢of 2.92 for urban sector
and 12.4 for rural sector. However in percentagense males are attending
school 4.3 percentage points higher compared talfsyin urban sector, while
in rural sector the males are attending school ighdr than females in
proportion of 27 percent compared to their urbannterparts. Hence in urban
areas we do find overall higher preference for atlon for both male and
female than rural sector, however in terms of gerdigamics though male
children are in better position in terms of schoglin both sector but in rural
sector parents have much higher preference for atithgc their sons than
daughters as compared to urban sector. The sanmamilys come out in part-
time work category of children who attend schodhwiork where much higher
proportion is found in rural areas than urban sef3ot percent for males and
1.29 percent for females in rural sector and 0.8d&cgnt for males and 0.64
percent for females in urban sector) and in terf@ercentage comparison
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across gender, male children tend to be 163.5 pelségher relative to females
in rural region, however the pattern is reversedrlvan areas where females are
higher by 18.5 percent than males in this categbinis again shows that in rural
sector when parents have to choose to send thiddirexin to school with work,
they will prefer their sons to their daughter. Heme rural sector there seem to
be clear indication of education of a boy thanrhigiour sample

Moreover in Table 5.1 when we try to get hold adns relating to
employment decision of children by looking intouigs in work only category,
we find that in rural sector, females are workingniuch higher proportion than
males by amount of 38.8 percentage points moreé (pedcent for females and
4.82 percent for males) while in urban sector therelearly preference for
sending a male child to work in paid employment pamed to female as can be
seen by the pattern that males children are workipgproportion of 88.2
percent higher than females in urban sector in vemlly grouping (2.07 percent
for males and 1.1 percent for females). This gerniderd can be justified on
grounds of patriarchal concern for safety of acthil traditional societies being
stricter for female child with family honor beinigd to her. Since rural sector is
a relatively more close knit societal structurehwstronger communal ties than
urban setting hence it may provide much safer aseriar work for a female
child and such safe work opportunities may be atéé to female children to
much lesser proportion in urban areas pushing paren decide for son’s
employment in face of binding resource constraikisally looking in to last
category of children who neither go to school narrkvagain we find that in
both rural and urban sector a female child is agaidisadvantageous position
(29.67 percent and 25.88 percent for females antbsneaespectively with
females being in higher percentage of 37.4 perttent males in rural sector in
this category and 46.36 percent and 33.73 percgntfdmales and males
respectively, females being in much higher proportof 14.6 percent relative to
males in urban sector). Disadvantageous positibnruoal children and
especially females is not surprising. Overall oran dind such pattern in
enrolment and other social and development indisato Pakistan as found by
[Qureshi (2012); Masood (2011)].

From discussion above in light o descriptive figuie Table 5.2 below
the clear findings that come out are that in reggitor there is more incidence of
child work into paid employment than urban secldris trend could be specific
to nature of sample collected in Pakistan Panelsdbald Survey (2010), for it
has much higher representation of rural sampleadsm among urban centres it
mainly deals with small town urban centres and &aduded big cities except
for Faisalabad from the survey. So this findingpegcific to data being used, but
given our data set important trend that come othas there is clear preference
for education of a son than a daughter and furithexase of employment also
there exist a tilt a female child than a male childural setting. However in
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case of urban areas we do find again preferencartsaschooling of male child
than female child and among children who are takgrof school and not put to
work the portion of female children is higher, hawee given that safe
opportunities of work may exist for a boy than girlurban areas we find much
higher proportion of male children working than fes in urban sector areas as
can be seen from figures of work only category.temra key point to note in
figures in Table 5.1 is that there is level hugepartion of children (both male
and female) lying in category of those who are heitattending school nor
working in paid sector and these percentages arhrarger than those who
belong to work only category or part-time work iatl rural and urban areas.
Hence interesting observation that come out frois ihthat parents are taking
children out of school for some reason but thatds all being translated into
child work rather a huge bulk of children are kbpth out of school and paid
work in case parents can not afford schooling.

Table 5.2

Children Work and School Profile (%) by their Paye$tatus,
Gender and Rural-Urban Divide
Neither Work Nor

Poverty StatusWork Only School Only Work and School School N
URBAN
Male
Non poor 154 73.98 0.55 23.93 911
Poor 5.49 54.27 0.61 39.63 164
Total 2.07 71.51 0.54 25.88 1109
Female
Non poor 1.03 70.97 0.57 27.43 875
Poor 1.52 55.33 1.02 42.13 197
Total 11 68.59 0.64 29.67 1092
RURAL
Male
Non poor 4.37 62.35 3.74 29.54 1923
Poor 6.1 45.83 2.38 45.68 672
Total 4.82 58.05 3.4 33.73 2615
Female
Non poor 6.79 53.01 1.58 38.62 1709
Poor 6.63 26.8 0.59 65.98 679
Total 6.69 45.65 1.29 46.36 2405
Total
Male
Non poor 3.46 66.09 2.72 27.73 2834
Poor 5.98 47.49 2.03 44.50 836
Total 4.03 61.85 2.56 31.55 100
Female
Non poor 4.84 59.09 124 34.83 2584
Poor 5.48 33.22 0.68 60.62 876
Total 5.00 52.54 1.10 41.36 100

Source:Pakistan Panel Household Survey (2010).
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Poverty is often considered as the sole reasoma children into work
however in different studies we find mix resultaajR(2000); Sarkar and Sakar
(2012)]. Table 5.2 shows the percentages of children workimdj out of school
by the poverty status of households, by their plafceesidence that is whether
they live in rural or urban sector and by their dem As expected percentages of
children living in poor household in table abovee drigher in work only
category and those who neither go to school nendtschool. In children who
belong to work only grouping there comes out topeecentage increase of
amount 72.8 percent for those who categorised asaf background compared
to non-poor children among male children and 1®&&Zent for female children
while for those children who belong to neither waorr school category this
figures for males come to be 60.5 percent and 74¢&kent for females.
However trend is reverse among children who betorgchool only category or
those who do both work along with school for bothles and females whereby
in these two categories children from non-poor haocknd are attending school
more than children from poor households. In casesasfool only category
percentage increase for who belong to non-poor drackd compared to poor
status is found to be 40 percent for males and87geBcent for females and for
those who do part-time work with schooling thisqetage increase comes out
to be 33.9 percent for males and 82.35 percerfefoales. Hence above finding
show that among those who are attending schoob&ih male and female
children we find the portion belong non-poor statusigher while those who
work whether as full-time or part-time job theransich higher evidence of such
children belonging to poorer backgrounds which ptes support of possibility
of poverty playing as a key factor in schooling amild work decision for the
parents.

Table 5.3 above provides information émgentage terms on demographic
and socioeconomic variables and household backdratiraracteristics for
children in different work and school categorisaio According to descriptive
statistics in Table 5.3 males tend to be have nhigher percentage of 55.58
percent for school attendance than females. Howevéerms of employment
we find that males have much higher percentageairi-tpne work (71.43
percent) than when for households who only indufgehild employment and
no child schooling (46.26 percent) and among theke neither attend school
nor work we find females to have higher perceni@fel8). Hence one can see
a tendency for overall son preference in societgesiamong children who are
given education only, we find slightly higher prafion of male children and
among employment only category we find slightly é&vwpercentage for males,
however this marginal tendency towards female chiddk is mitigated in group
of part-time workers where males are in much higiteportion. Part of reason
could be because male education is more prefesaedvastment for future by
parents at one level given the old age dependencsons than daughters in
traditional societies and other opportunities &afe part-time work placeand
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Table 5.3

Children Work and School Profile (%) by Demographic
Socioeconomic and Parental Information
Work  School Work and No Work and

Household Variables Only Only School No School
Age Group: 5-14
Male Proportion 46.27 55.58 71.43 44.82
Distant Relation with Head 7.31 6.56 1.55 6.2
Eldest Child Proportion 56.21 39.08 51.88 35.39
Proportion Living with More

Than One Siblings 94.72 92.68 95.72 92.4
Proportion Living with >2

Adult Earners 66.45 29.44 67.17 36.11
Father Literacy 29.41 64.69 45.07 40.02
Mother Literacy 3.4 27.28 11.42 7.6
Father Working 8.40 5.45 3.16 4.98
Mother Working 30.99 80.44 22.86 83.27
Father Employee 38.89 57.06 34.41 50.46
Father Employer 1.39 2.52 0.00 1.90
Father Self-employed 56.48 36.51 56.99 42.21
Father Unpaid Family

Worker 3.24 3.91 8.60 5.43
Mother Employee 54.31 62.99 30.43 60.48
Mother Employer 0.00 0.60 0.00 0.60
Mother Self-employed 1.72 7.16 13.04 2.99
Mother Unpaid Family

Worker 43.97 29.25 56.52 35.93
Proportion Poor 30.52 16.82 17.42 34.87
Proportion with Kaccha

House 68.94 28.4 52.27 58.45
Proportion without Sewerage

System 78.88 52.76 55.3 72.55
Proportion with No

Electricity 37.26 5.69 26.51 18.62
Rooms in hh-One Room 38.20 22.09 18.94 31.95

Source:Pakistan Panel Household Survey (2010).

schools may be more for males than females. Hencase of limited resources
household may take pains for part-time educatiorafeon than a daughter. Also
female child may be delegated household respoitigbiind hence for children
who do not go to school and do not seek paid enmpdoy, one find slightly
higher percentage of females as compared to niale$q).
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Among other demographic variables in Table 5.3tethie only marginal
difference among school only and work only categmfor being distant relative
to head (other than son, daughter or grandchildipcé whether parents have
preference for their own sons, daughters or gratdtem against distant relation
like nephew, nieces etc. do not come out cleadynfthese figures. However, in
case of eldest child dummy, among work only and-fare work categorisation
the percentage of being eldest child is slightlpwe50 percent (to be specific
56.2 percent and 51.88 percent respectively) whilschool only category the
percentage is 39.08 percent (10.92 percentage Ipeliotv 50 percent) indicating
that there can be a weak and marginal impact afgb@ist child on likelihood
of being sent to paid work though direction of irmpaannot be inferred from
given information and much stronger negative impattschooling prospect.
However whether this prediction will hold in regseém results is open to further
empirical assessment. We also find that percentagesit higher for children
who have more than one siblings in those who ontykw(94.72 percent) or
seeking schooling with part-time work (95.72 pety@s compared to other two
categories of school only (92.68 percent) and eeitbchool or work (92.4
percent). This pattern may be indicative of thgéarfamily size channel, which
drag children into work to meet family ends. Figaiimong the last of the
demographic variable that is number of adult earerany household that can
be taken as a proxy of the economic security of ¢hidren living in the
particular household since dependency ratio chamwgés number of adult
earners, the findings in table 5.3 strangely shegcdptive patterns that are bit
against to common intuition in regard to this vakéa This is so since in sample
under consideration the proportion of childrenriyiin households with more
than two earners are higher for children who arekimg only (66.45) and
working and going school (67.17). These puzzlirgults may be due to the fact
that our sample of children who work belongs tomhato agriculture sector. It
is commonly observed that in agricultural setupPekistan everyone in poor
family involves in work and carry out tasks; chéddrand adults alike. In this
context, number of earners may not essentiallyrimritng financially but only
contribute to carry out the task that whole fanslgloing.

Among parental background variables in Table 518,dlear pattern that
can be seen is that parental education which palsy role in prospects for
child schooling. Among children who attend schoolycand among those who
do part-time work with schooling, we find that fathand mother literacy
percentage is much higher than among groups ddrelmlwho only work. Also
if we compare categories of children who work onlith those who neither
work nor seek employment we find that in these psothere is marked
difference in parental literacy percentage, beinghér for latter group of
children. Hence above trend points to underlyingfgrence of educated parents
for investment in human capital building of thehildren than work. Another
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interesting patterns that come out from our datth@ proportion of working
mothers is always higher in each category than ingriathers. Since our
sample is mostly rural, hence this pattern couldspecific to nature of data.
However from parental work status we can see thatategories of children
who go to school and in those do not attend schpwalork we find much higher
percentage of parental employment 5.45 percent4a®@l percent for working
fathers and 0.44 percent and 83.27 percent for imgriiothers respectively as
compared to categories of work only or part-timekwyhere overall percentage
for working parents is much less (though mothevgagé are working in much
higher proportion than fathers). Hence this maydat that children are forced
to send their children to employment partly to cemgate for loss in adult
earnings due to much lower participation ratesviork for parents wherever
parents opt for child labour for their children wier permanent or part-time.
Also if mothers are able to find more work and en&de more empowered than
it leads to more possibility for schooling for thehildren and if cannot afford
schooling atleast act as a safety net for childerprotect them from child
labour as can be seen of 80.44 percent and 83.Zermeworking mothers in
children who attend school only and those who dbattend school or work.
Another interesting observation that come out & #mong those who work and
those who seek part-time work categories fathdresaployment increase the
possibility of engaging the child in family enteige as can be seen by figures of
56.48 percent and 56.99 percent respectively. Hewdhs channel of impact of
self-employment do not seem much valid for workingthers.

Finally in terms of socioeconomic indicators forvpay status in Table
5.3, we can see that percentage of poor come®dag around 30.52 and 34.87
for work only and those who neither work nor gosithool children. While
among those who go to school and those who attehdo$ with work the
percentage of poor comes out to be much lower &821fercent and 17.42
percent respectively. Hence among those who gohodd and those work only
we do find that proportion of non-poor are lessdbildren who have access to
education and go to school (whether with part-timek or not) than those who
work only. Similar pattern emerge on other socioeenic variables of being
poor beside the poverty variable based on consomgtkpenditure information,
however the difference in percentage terms betwebnol and work categories
is much stronger for proportion with kaccha (ndtked) house and proportion
without sewerage system. In table 5.3 we find fexicentages of households
with no electricity is higher for children who balp to categories of work only
(37.26 percent), work and school (26.51 percend) reither work nor school
(18.62 percent) as compare to children who onlysgoeschool (5.69 percent).
Hence indirect measures of socio-economic statuselavance to whether
household belongs to poor or non-poor living candg in percentage terms do
show a tendency for support of poverty argumenthild employment and
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schooling tradeoff. However, how will poverty impatranslate in final

calculation whether directly through poverty vat@alibased on consumption
expenditure information or through indicators obpstatus through information
based on type of housing, usage of sewerage amtrieky usage etc is an
empirical question and will be discussed in comgagtion in more detail in
light of empirical results.

6. EMPIRICAL RESULTSAND FINDINGS

Table 6.1 gives us the marginal effects of demdgmphousehold
background variables especially related to parestaication and occupation
and variables that can define whether individudbihg to poor or non poor
background on probability of being employed/proligbof being enrolled in
school for children in age group 5-14. Four setmoflels are presented in table
6.1 where model 1 focus on the likelihood of clgldployment dynamics while
model 2 focus on likelihood of child schooling dymias. Subscripts a and b
with these models distinguish between analysis tioatrols only for parents
working status (model la and model 2a) and analyis& include for
employment categories as employee, employer, sapl@yed and unpaid
family worker instead of work status of parents @mlolb and model 2b). As
discussed earlier in both sets of analysis wheathehild employment likelihood
function or child enrollment likelihood functionhe¢ sets of determinants are
kept the same so as to assess how such varialalgsopt their role in child
labour versus child schooling dynamics.

Focusing on model 1a and model 2a in Table 6.1 @bowme finds that
being a male has positive and significant impactboth probability of being
employed and probability of being enrolled in sdhdloough impact is more in
magnitude for schooling equation being 37.4 peresnbppose to 24.9 percent
for child employment equation. Hence given the ipathal setup of Pakistani
societies we find that not only there is more likebd of male child for
schooling given much better market prospects awane system for males than
females and much more dependence on son than aghteéasi for old age
provision for parents but in case household aréagaiso send their children for
paid work again likelihood is more for a boy thamid. This may be due to
much more market opportunities for a male chilchthaemale child and safety
concern facing a female child for outside work atelegation of household
chores to a female child.

To assess how resource constraints impact the kmehlawf child
employment and child schooling for a household vesehincluded in our
regressions three variables one is sibling dummeddest child dummy and
number of adult earners. Given the budgetary caimtchannel it is expected
theoretically that increase in size of siblingslwilcrease financial burden on
parents and hence in presence of limited ureses will lead to decrease in
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Table 6.1

Maximum Likelihood Probit Estimates of Probabilitfybeing
Employed in Paid Employment/being Enrolled for aliCh
in Age Group 5-14 by Working Status of Parents
Probability of Being Probability of Being

Employed Enrolled

Model 1la  Model1lb  Model 2a  Model 2b
Constant —2.907* —2.883* 0.398*** —0.055
Male 0.249* 0.093 0.374* 0.325*
S2 —-0.089 —-0.085 0.185*** 0.195**
S3 0.0307 0.051 0.292* 0.214*
S4 0.299*** 0.364* 0.172%** 0.206*
No. of Adult Earners 0.199* 0.207* -0.077* —-0.061*
Eldest Child -0.818* —0.459* 0.029 0.120*
Distant Relation 0.024 0.274*** —-0.201 -0.114
Father Years of —-0.026** —-0.021* 0.049* 0.041*
Schooling
Mother Years of -0.014 0.007 0.031* 0.045*
Schooling
Father Working -0.021 -0.113
Mother Working 0.957* 0.192*
Father Employee 0.167*** 0.211*
Father Employer -0.093 0.149
Father Self-employed 0.086 0.159*
Father Unpaid Family -0.013 0.225**
Worker
Mother Employee 0.538* 0.048
Mother Employer -5.260 —1.049
Mother Self-employed 0.598* 0.863*
Mother Unpaid Family 0.788* 0.188***
Worker
Poverty —-0.102 -0.113 -0.471* —0.429*
No Electricity 0.479* 0.439* —0.484* —-0.466*
Kaccha House 0.251* 0.197* -0.543* -0.497*
No Sewerage 0.277 0.278** 0.099 0.138***
One Room 0.056 0.138** -0.223* —0.133*
Urban —0.241**  -0.322* 0.024 0.079***
McFadden R-sq. 0.3029 0.2585 0.1665 0.1499
N 2543 6281 2542 6280

Source:Pakistan Panel Household Survey (2010).

Note: The p-value significant at 1 percent, 5 percermt B0 percent are indicated by *, ** and ***
respectively. All coefficients are normalised tféleet marginal effects. Dependent variable is
Employed =1 if employed, O otherwise in model 1d &b and Enrolment =1 if enrolled, O
otherwise in model 2a and 2b.
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likelihood of children for schooling and increabeit prospects for seeking paid
employment in case of extreme financial crunch.uResn model 1a and model
2b supports the above theoretical expectation gsireal findings show that
with increase in sibling size from sibling size thfree to four one find a
significant increase in likelihood of being empldyby a proportion of 26.83
percent (as oppose to rise of 11.97 percent asisizease from two to three
siblings) and a decrease in likelihood of beingo#ed by a proportion of 12
percent. However eldest child variable may partifigate this impact in the
sense that eldest child may be sacrificed to wawk @op schooling for better
prospects of later children. However this is laygah empirical question and
there can also be possibility to keep eldest childschooling and access to
education may be taken away from latter borns ge @ financial burden so as
to have atleast one child with completed educatod better future earning
capacity. Our results in model la and 2a find thaing eldest child has
marginal positive impact for probability being elted of 2.9 percent though
insignificant, and much more sizable negative afghificant impact on
probability of being employed (81.8 percent). Tigsults goes well with direct
effect for sibling size dummies as we can see ttiatvariable has much more
pronounced and significant impact as sibling sizeréase from three to four
than from when no. of siblings rise from two to ébr Hence resource
constraints may be having more impact on childréth Yower birth orders in
terms of their schooling prospects and push towHrdgaid employment than
the first born child. This show that overall in odata set there is underlying
preference for child schooling as oppose to chifghleyment.

A puzzling impact that comes out from model 1a aads that we find
significant positive and sizable impact of no. adubi earners on child
employment and significant negative though reldyivenarginal impact on
likelihood of child enrolment. This is against cemtional wisdom, as one
would expect that with increase in no. of adultmness in a family one might
predict the pressure for a child to work to be taldf and the prospects of
schooling for a child will increase in place foreth push into paid
employment with increase in pool of financial resms. Hence our findings
are in contrast to convention theoretical insigktsrther in our data set when
we run model 1b and 2b, with employment categofogsparents we again
find that no. of adults earners show the same sagispattern as model 1a and
model 2a, however we find a positive impact of stfployment category for
the father and mother of magnitude 8.6 percentEh@é percent (impact for
mother being significant at 5 percent). Hence ox@amation for this puzzling
impact could be that even when proportion of adidtners are increasing
since our sample is such that self employment (sewale family business)
for parents is having sizable positive impact ofldcemployment so it could
be that increase in no of earning adults may betritnting in family
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enterprise, hence the impact of no. of adults may dorrelated with
opportunities provided for safe child employmentdamuch more cost
effective use of household labour with expandinmifg business can be a
likely explanation (See Appendix Table A.4, A.5 afAd to see the sectoral
division of work activities for children where thegre found to mostly
involved in agricultural related activities). Monesr, even if self-employed
channel is not as much relevant for above explanagiven the current data
trends (much smaller pool of working fathers thamtmers and among
working a small contribution from self-employed egory), another pathway
that could justify the direction of effect for ireasing number of adult earners
could be through poverty channel. Even though veecantrolling for poverty
level in our regression, but it could be that ouoxies of poverty are not
entirely capturing the phenomenon entirely whicliééng translated into this
variable. Hence given the rising sustained infiatio two digits, purchasing
power of household may be on decline that may Iseltieg into a sizable
positive impact of increase in no. of adult earners child employment
likelihood and negative on child schooling prosgeetven in presence of
increasing pool of financial funds from adult eags can be another
explanation for our finding. Finally given that odata set is such that it
contains households mostly from rural sector witlvdr socioeconomic status
and where mostly whole families are involved andividual earnings are not
much, hence this result may indicate this very espntation within the
structure of available information. Whereby impaéthe increase in number
of adult earners on child schooling versus emplayraecision is actually
revealing efficient use of family resources in @axitof on farm work or other
relevant jobs within that agricultural economy. Byabs for households may
actually represents safe avenue for work for tbkeildren on one hand and on
the other increasing number of adult earners withdusehold may not be
resulting into increase of financial resourcestfog household to level where
one finds household to be in a strong positiondmmit their child to school
and no work in context of low paying agriculturabg. Hence though number
of adult earners is an important indicator sinceetglency ratio in any
household changes with its count, however our tesshow that not
necessarily the number of adult earners matters houch they are
contributing is also of significance.

Parent’s education and parent’s work status plagsrost important role
for a child’s future. Not only educational and opational base of parents
define their socioeconomic status but also thgiacéy to invest or not invest in
child’s human capital building process whethesiti form of their educational
goals or in terms of their healthy physical andgbsyogical growth. Further
educational exposure of parents may also shapeptedference for education of
child versus their employment is also valid charofeimpact. Hence chances
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for a child to indulge in education than child labavould be more for a child
with educated and employed parents than otherwizat from policy
perspective another important channel that needsetainderstood is among
parents what kind of difference in effect may exat a father and a mother.
That is will there be a differential impact withchease in mother’s versus
father's education or employment status on childpleyment and child
schooling prospects and if so then what is mageitidsuch an impact. Hence
if one finds evidence in favour of much more effeztrole of one parent vrs the
other say a mother, then it may provide rationalevfho to target as prime
beneficiary in cash transfer programs such as leimame support program
with objective to have that cash be utilised effitly for welfare of children in
households.

Our results confirm our theoretical prediction thmtrent’s education
indeed plays a significant positive impact in terofisncreasing the probability
for a child enrolment. However though the impagtasitive and significant at 1
percent level of significance for both father’s andther’s educational variable,
the impact for father’s schooling level is slighthore in case when we include
working status of parents only (model 2a: 4.9 eet@and 3.1 percent increase
in probability of child enrolment with unit incremsn father's and mother’s
years of schooling respectively). But when emplogimeategories are added
(model 2b) the positive and significant impact comu to be marginally higher
for mother’s education compared to father’s yedrscbooling (4.1 percent and
4.5 percent increase in probability of child enrefrh with unit increase in
father’'s and mother’s years of schooling respebtjvédence though education
of parents do tilt parent’s preference to be biasegirds much more education
for their children, however one cannot find robispact concerning as to
which of parent’s have more pronounce role in satlinclination from our data
set. Further in terms of child labour side of starg do find a clear indication of
father’s education having much stronger role inhsadecision, whereby a unit
increase in father's year’s of schooling decreasgsificantly chance of child
employment by 2.6 percent (model 1a) and 2.1 pérgandel 1b). Also the
impact of mother’s years of schooling come out ¢oittsignificant in both the
regression model 1a and 1b. However this roleviersed once one focus on the
work status of parents.

Our results in model 1a and 2a show that whethtefavork or not is
not of much significance for increasing enrolmemnblability or decreasing
likelihood of child labour rather it is mother's wko status that not only
significantly impacts at 1 percent level of sigoéfhce on both probability of
child enrolment and child labour but also has aldiz effect in terms of
magnitude. Our results in model 1a and 2a shows ahaorking mother as
oppose to non-working mothers increase the proibpamf enrolment of her
child by 19.2 percent and that of child employmbgt95.7 percent. At first



26

glance this results may seem surprising as to whgr&ing mother increase the
chance for a child to be involved in paid work gspase to conventional
theoretical insights that parents earnings mayegtoa child from paid work.
Moreover direction on father's work status is négathough insignificant and
marginal in magnitude of 2.1 percent as oppose5t@ percent for a working
mother which is more in line with conventional wisd. However given the
description of data set being used for currentyamigland given the patriarchal
norms of Pakistani society, this result can beafjastempirically for our sample
set. From table 5.3 in descriptive section, onesmmthat in all four categories
of children namely: work only, school only, workdaschool both, neither work
nor school, there is substantiating large portibwarking mothers as compared
to working fathers, further once we look deeperténms of employment
categories as employee, employer, self-employeduapdid family workers for
a working mother we find much larger portion lieseither employee category
or unpaid family worker and hardly any in emplogerself employed categories
for all four grouping of children. Hence it can algf be inferred that in this
given sample among the working population majoistpf working mothers as
oppose to working fathers and among them too notymare financially
powerful as can be shown by a negligible proportioncategories of an
employer and self employed mothers.

Further if we look into findings of model 1b and 2nich controls for
employment categories for parents, we can seenfpiayee category for both
father and mother, there is positive and signifiégenpact on probability of child
employment (16.7 percent for father and 53.8 perfmanmothers) and positive
though significant only for father on probabilit{ child enrolment (21.1 percent
for father and 4.8 percent for mothers). From theva pattern we can see for a
father in employee category, the likelihood of sagda child to school is not
only much more for a father than a mother empldya&ealso it is much less for
sending a child to work in comparison to impacbefng an employee mother.
While the pattern for a mother employee is reverasdwe can see that it
increases likelihood for child paid work by 53.8rgent as compared to
marginal increase of 4.8 percent for enrolment abdlity. This again may fit
well with our previous findings and interpretatidhat a mother employee may
be much less paid compared to father employee aydrepresent much poorer
socioeconomic status. Hence due to real poor badgkgls of such working
mothers with employee status may result in muclhdridikelihood of children
to indulge in child employment and lower proportitor child schooling in
contrast to opposite pattern for father employemoAg the employer category
(large scale business where one is not self emgloye hires other people to
manage work) for both father and mother, we finsignificant results in both
model 1b and 2b, though direction of impact isiire lwith theory. Employer
status for both father and mother decreases thHeapility of child employment,
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impact being much sizable for mothers than fathelniie the probability of
child enrolment is impacted positively under fateerployers and negatively for
mothers though impact in magnitude is much lessampared to impact of
child employment likelihood for mothers in employetegory. However these
impact are all insignificant may be due to much #ngool of parents with
employer status in given data set, being very nairiat working mothers with
employer status compared to fathers who have velgtimore numbers in this
category as can be seen from percentage in TaBldob.father and mother
employers. Similar pattern can be seen in casesldfemployed category for
mothers and fathers where being self-employed paiaorease the probability
of child enrolment more than that of child employmé86.3 percent and 15.9
percent increase in probability of enrolment and358rcent and 8.6 percent
increase in probability of child work for motherdafather in self-employed
category respectively). Similarly for case of urp&mily worker, we find that
being in this category as father or mother incretise probability of child
enrolment significantly by 22.5 percent and 18.8&pgt respectively, however
the probability of child work increase by much largroportion (78.8 percent
for a mother in unpaid family worker impact beinigrsficant at 1 percent).
Hence this again points to pattern that overallkivay fathers are more well
placed than working mothers and wherever one fiatkase of financial
constraints towards a secure position for paremgw find that probability of
child employment decrease while that of schoolimggéase.

Final determinants in estimation results in Table#halyse the impact of
variables representing the socioeconomic backgraidiritie individual on child
employment versus child enrolment behaviour of kbotd. Such determinants
include various measures correlated with house@tlare or more precisely
lack of it that include both direct measure of ptyestatus based on household
consumption expenditure information and indirecteasment of poverty facing
the household to which an individual belongs inmgrof accessibility and/or
affordability of household to certain standard winlg indicators (electricity,
sewerage system, durable housing and spacioug lc@mditions in terms of
expanding number of rooms within house) or his @r place of residence as in
urban versus rural setting. Urban living is notyoah indicator for a person but
also for community to which an individual belongs Urban centres at on level
are more endowed with better educational facilifes atmosphere conducive
to more awareness of norms such as democratic \awidevalue of education
due to much denser population base with more strecnd organisation and
financially strong administration as compared t@aksettings which may act as
an impetus towards child education and againsiohismployment in parents
preference set. However at other level raisingdeceil for not so well to do
parents in urban areas compared to rural suppstésymay be a challenge due
to much more expensive living which if acts as Imigdconstraint for parents in
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face of inflationary pressures may push child tasamployment against his or
her education. Hence how will one’s location intardan living compared to
rural setting will work in final estimates of scHog versus employment
decision of a child for parents is largely an enggir question. Results in table
6.1 confirm that a child belonging to urban reswkeims more likely to attend
school whereby percentage increase in probabifitycbooling is estimated to
be 2.4 percent in model 2a and 7.9 percent in m@belater impact being
significant at 10 percent and less likely to worlkereby percentage decrease in
probability of employment of child is estimatedte 24.1 percent in model 1la
and 32.2 percent in model 1b both impact beingifségmt at 10 percent and 1*
respectively. Hence empirical findings supports theoretical prediction that
people living in towns and cities may have tendetamyards well equipping
their children with education rather than inhibgtirtheir future growth by
indulging in child labour to make them competitivefast paced urban living
due to much more awareness than those belongingdbareas.

In regard to estimated effect of poverty channelTable 6.1, the clear
pattern that emerges is that the direct measurpowérty measure based on
consumption side information decreases signifigatite probability of child
enrolment by a sizable amount of 47.1 percent @8 dercent in model 2a and
2b respectively. This pattern of negative impacpo¥erty measure on school
enrolment for children in age group 5-14 is supparin estimated effect by
poverty proxies based on other socioeconomic imndisarepresenting the
household deprivation such as living in a housd wih electricity, with kaccha
structure and with just one room as can be seeasults of model 1a and 2a.
However in regard to employment likelihood functie find insignificant and
relatively marginal impact of poverty measure based consumption
information. However theoretical insights of poyechannel on increasing the
likelihood of child employment is confirmed by oth&ndicators that proxy
household deprivation which shows sizable and mosignificant positive
impact of such proxies as no electricity (47.3 patand 43.9 percent in models
la and 1b respectively), kaccha housing arrangerfi#ni percent and 19.7
percent in models 1a and 1b respectively), no sayee(27.8 percent in model
1b) and house with just one room on probabilitycbfld employment (13.8
percent in model 1b). Hence overall our resultscdafirm that in face of
poverty and binding resource constraints we do fimt household are more
likely to take children off schooling and to pustein in paid employment.

7. CONCLUSION AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS

Child work is a product of economic conditions,tatél norms and social
setup in any society, which reflects its peopletdfare in general and children
wellbeing in particular. Moreover child work andildhschooling go side by
side; a child may be out of school because he/sh&orking or vice versa.
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Hence indulgence in child labour is not only a abcurse but also can be cause
of under-development for an economy intergeneratigrthrough its damaging
impact on the potential human capital by limitithg future scope of individuals
involved in such a practice. Keeping into consitlerathe far-reaching social
and economic impact of child work both for the dhéin involved and society as
a whole, in this study an attempt has been maddigentangle the child
employment and schooling trade-off with perspectovenderstand the effect of
income deprivation measures and other non-incomterfasuch as demographic
and parental background information for Pakistaingi®PHS (2010) data set.
At one level this research resolves empirically debate that exist in literature
whether child work is direct outcome of povertyrmt in context of Pakistan
through assessing the impact of the poverty chaforeboth likelihood of
sending a child for paid work versus probabilityesfrolling a child into school
and on other tries to connect the above line adapig with other non-income
channels so as to give more complete picture oisthes in hand.

The consequences of household socioeconomic levelins of its poor
or non-poor status on child employment and childoknent likelihood
functions is assessed using both a direct mea$yeverty based on household
consumption information and also indirect meastiesed on access (or lack of
it to be more specific) of household to electrickgwerage system and to type
of housing in terms of number of rooms and durgbibf house. In our
empirical evidence, we do find strong support fovgrty channel both directly
and indirectly acting as defining force decreasimg or her probability for
school enrolment. However in context of effect aiverty on probability of
child employment we do not find strong evidenceotiygh direct measure of
poverty based on household consumption expenditfmemation, however the
indirect proxies of poverty level as belonging tipstatus in terms of access to
certain type of living (living in house with no eleicity, kaccha type of house,
no sewerage system and with just one room) do geogirong evidence in
support of poverty channel of impact on increadimg chances of child work.
Further demographic information whether it is imnfioof increasing sibling size
leading to less likelihood of schooling or moreelikood of child labour due to
resulting financial crunch for the household or &opof number of adult earners
having a puzzling positive impact on probability ofild employment and
negative on child schooling having plausible expteon through structure of
data having majority of sample being involved irriagitural work more of
which within family enterprises with low returnsrftihe family provides support
for the significance of how being resource poor bara binding constraint for
the household and can act as an impetus to serdldatowards paid work
against schooling.

Similarly evidence of parental background informatiagain provides
patterns in a favour of strong role of income deation as a key restriction
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in child schooling versus child employment prosgedthis is so since our
findings show that whether father work or not ig abmuch significance for
increasing enrolment probability or decreasing litkeod of child labour

rather it is mother’'s work status that not onlyrsfiggcantly and positively

impacts on both probability of child enrolment actuld labour but also has
a sizable effect in terms of magnitude, impact geimuch large in case of
child labour likelihood function. Given that in tigiven sample most
mothers are working as oppose to fathers and antbegn not many are
financially powerful as can be shown by a negligibproportion in

categories of an employer and self-employed moththis finding again

show that how being resource bound can be a kdpifat deciding whether
to send a child to school or for paid work. In terof impact of education
our results confirm that higher literacy of parerds shape parent’s
preference to tilt in favour of much more educatifor their children,

however one cannot find robust impact concerningoaghich of parent’s
have more pronounce role in such an inclinatiomfimur data set.

In light of our empirical evidence, the best polipyescription to
curtail phenomenon of child work and engaging atg@idinto education is
through poverty alleviation programs. For if one dble to improve the
socioeconomic status of general public that wilt anly translate into lesser
chances for child to engage in paid work but alszréase the human capital
of the current child population and hence literdeyel of future pool of
parents. Hence such a policy will have long-termpact through
intergenerational mechanism, as educated pareritdusther contribute to
child schooling and employment nexus positivelyrtker policy of giving
cash transfers to parents especially to mothers atao be suggested on
grounds of our finding since working status of athew positively and
significantly contribute towards child schoolingsasing that such funds
will used efficiently and will act as a relieve @ihancial burden for the
household that being the main culprit for engagiobild into paid
employment. Moreover helping parents set up thein dusiness can result
into increase in incidence of child labour givemttlour findings in context
of self employed status for working mothers anchéas. However though
child labour is without any doubt a social evil lamhong the possibilities of
child work, employment of child in their parents dmess may not
necessarily be a bad thing for such self-employaepts represent those in
category of small scale family business and if dtdh can find safe place
for work both as training ground along with contrilmg positively to uplift
their family from resource crunch in long term ieynempower the parents
to extent that they can afford child schooling @awith providing them with
some sort of vocational skill.
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APPENDIX

Table A.1

Expected Signs from Literature for Determinantghef Probability of Being
Employed in Paid Employment for a Child

Variable: Coefficient:
Expectec
Sign
Male +/- + (much more marke - (expected returns to educati

opportunities for a male child thamore for male child so use daughters
a female child, safety concerns,  earnings to support brother’s
delegation of household chores teducation and / or release household

a female child) financial burden)
Sibling Dummie + + (implies that more resour
constraint)
Number of AduliWage _ - (since release of financial burd
Earners from adult share in earnings may
relieve of the need for a child to
work)
Distant Relation tc + /- + (head protect his or her s - (likelihood of distan
Head (other than son, daughter or grandchild from relation to send to school less as
daughter, grandchild) employment and send other head relies more on his close kins for
children to work instead in case of work)
resource constraint
Eldest Chilc + /- + (use that money to fill i - resource constraint does t

education of later siblings so send apply to first child but for later
eldest child to work so as to
finance education of later

children)
FatherYears of - - (educated parents may have m
Schooling preferences for educating their child
than child work)
Mother Years o - - (educated parents may have m
Schooling preferences for educating their child)
Father Workin - - ( parentsemployment may reliev
of the need for a child to work
Father Employer/ Se + + (Family business provides a si
employed access for child to work, serve as a

training ground for a child and
also helps the profitability of
business by substituting the need
to employ an outsider.)

Mother Working +/- + (mother from really poc - (save a child from workin
background)

Mother Employer/ Se- + + (Family business provides a si

employed access for child to work, serve as a

training ground for a child and
also helps the profitability of
business by substituting the need
to employ an outsider)

Poverty/Indicator +/ no impac + (poor so need mone No impact (evidence from literatu

relevant to poor so need to explore non-income

socioeconomic status determinants or indirect channels for
impact)

Urbar +/- + (more opportunity to wor - more awareness against child w:

and for schooling
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Table A.2

Expected Signs from Literature for Determinantthef Probability
of Being Enrolled for a Child

Variables Coefficients
Expected
Sign
Male + + gender discrimination
Sibling Dummies - - Resource constraint
Number of Adult + + (since release of

Wage Earners

Distant Relation

Eldest Child

Father Years of
Schooling

Mother Years of
Schooling

Father Working

Mother Working

Poverty/ Indicator
relevant to poor
socioeconomic
status

Urban

+/-

+/-

financial burden from
adult share in earnings
may relieve of the need for
a child to work and
increase likelihood of
schooling)
- (priority for own children
education)
+ resource constraints - (resource constraints work
work on later child on elder child relative to
later born)
+ (educated parents may
have more preferences for
educating their child than
child work)
+ (educated parents may
have more preferences for
educating their child than
child work)
+ ( parents employment
may relieve of the need for
a child to work and may
act as means for child
education)
+ ( parents employment - (working mothers may
may relieve of the need for belong to really poor
a child to work and may backgrounds)
act as means for child
education)
- (resource constraints
increase)

+ (' more both awareness
and access for schooling)
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Table A.3
Children Working and Out of School (%) by Age areh@er
Urban Rural
Work and School Male Female Male Female
5-9
School only 64.74 61.34 52.57 43.48
Work only 0.53 0.18 1.94 3.41
School and Work 0.35 0.18 1.32 0.61
Neither School Nor Work 27.72 28.65 4417 52.49
Total Working 0.94 0.39 3.27 4.02
N 532 514 1286 1143
10-14

School only 73.68 69.95 59.07 45.66
Work only 3.51 1.93 6.89 8.28
School and Work 0.70 1.05 3.98 1.62
Neither School Nor Work 22.11 27.07 30.07 44.44
Total Working 4.21 2.99 10.86 9.90
N 570 569 1031 990

Source:Pakistan Panel Household Survey (2010).

Table A.4
Sectoral Division of Children Work Activities (Tb&ample)
Working

Activities Children Percentage
Not Known 13 3.23
Activities Not Adequately Defined 26 6.45
Agriculture, Livestock and Hunting 315 78.16
Forestry and Logging 1 0.25
Manufacture of Textile, Wearing Apparel

and Leather Industry 15 3.72
Manufacture of Wood and Wood Products

including Furniture 2 0.50
Manufacture of Chemical and Chemical

Petroleum, Coal, Rubber 1 0.25
Other Manufacturing Industries and

Handicraft 2 0.50
Building Construction 2 0.50
Whole Sales Trade 2 0.50
Retail Trade Restaurant and Hotels 8 1.99
Sanitary and Similar Services 2 0.50
Social and Related Community Services 14 3.47
Recreation and Cultural Services 1 0.25
Total 403 100.00

Source:Pakistan Panel Household Survey (2010).
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Table A.5

Sectoral Division of Children Work Activities byhdn Residence
Working Children  Percent

Agriculture, Livestock and Hunting 10 25
Manufacture of Textile, Wearing Apparel and

Leather Industry 5 12.5
Manufacture of Chemical and Chemical

Petroleum, Coal, Rubber 1 25
Other Manufacturing Industries and

Handicraft 1 2.5
Whole Sales Trade 2 5
Retail Trade Restaurant and Hotels 5 125
Sanitary and Similar Services 1 2.5
Social and Related Community Services 6 15
Not Known 9 225
Total 40 100

Data SourcePakistan Panel Household Survey (2010).

Table A.6

Sectoral Division of Children Work Activities byrRuResidence
Working Children Percent

Not Known 28 7.71
Activities not Adequately Defined 1 0.28
Agriculture, Livestock and Hunting 305 84.02
Forestry and Logging 1 0.28
Manufacture of Textile, Wearing Apparel

and Leather Industry 10 2.75
Manufacture of Wood and Wood

Products Including Furniture 2 0.55
Other Manufacturing Industries and

Handicraft 1 0.28
Building Construction 2 0.55
Retail Trade Restaurant and Hotels 3 0.83
Sanitary and Similar Services 1 0.28
Social and Related Community Services 8 2.20
Recreation and Cultural Services 1 0.28
Total 363 100.00

Data SourcefPakistan Panel Household Survey (2010).
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