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ABSTRACT

Child labour is not single reasoned phenomena rather there are many social, economic and
cultural issues which are leading and paving the way towards child labour. A study was conducted
in the Department of Sociology, Government College University, Faisalabad, Pakistan during the
year 2017. The objective was to analyse the factors causing child labour in market of nearly city
Faisalabad. The population for this study was four towns of Faisalabad (Madina Town, Jinnah
Town, Dhuddiwala and Jaranwala) for data collection using convenient sampling technique. A
sample of 200 respondents was selected from four towns of Faisalabad. The results revealed
that About 90% of respondents were agreed that low level of family income creates more
chances of child labour in society. About 85% of respondents were agreed that parent’s illiteracy
creates more chances of child labour in society. Majority of the respondents, (69.5 %) agreed
that poverty is the biggest reason behind child labour.

KEYWORDS: Children; parents; labour; labour markets; causes; illiteracy; socio-economic
issues; cultural issues; Pakistan.

INTRODUCTION

Child labour cannot be separated from poverty that is a
worldwide phenomena. Poverty is manifold when we
are talking about rural areas of a developing country.
They are poorly paid but they contribute a lot to the
earnings of family. Various studies show that poor
children have immediate and great economic value.
Thus poverty serves as a push factor for poor parents
to send their children to work in the labour market on
low pay order to earn money for smooth functioning
of family. It is not possible for low income families to
afford the education of their children due to economic
constraints. As a result, poverty leads child labour and
they do not send their children to school and do not
invest for the future return (Dreze and Kingman,
1999).

llliteracy and poverty are two main causes for the
child labour. The poor parents prefer money over their
children. For them, the children are money making
machines. They earn from street begging. When they
grow, they become beggars and at last send them to the
employers. So the children living in poverty are deprived
of many like the rights of health, survival, nutrition,
educational and protection from harm, exploitation and
discrimination. That is why poverty deprives children
of their human rights (UNICEF, 2005).

Binda (2007) describes several factors which may
cause poverty of the household. These may include
the low income of the family, the unemployment of

adults, the lack of scheme for family allowances and
the large size of the family.

Large family size and over population are two important
determinants of child labour. In most of the developing
countries like Pakistan, many things are regulated and
based on population. People owing to their illiteracy
and ignorance perceive children as a great asset and
gift from God. According to their opinion, more children
will lead to the large family size and resultantly this
will contribute and generate more and more family
income. They consider more children as means of
more income and continue to produce children which
increases family size. Furthermore, it is not possible
for these poor and ignorant people to provide basic
needs of life to their all children like provision of better
food, education, clothing, recreations etc, (http.\\www.
childlabour.in\causesof childlabour.htm).

Child labour is mainly due to more population growth
and explosion. According to Economic Survey of
Pakistan (2010), there were 82.05 million children
having age group 0 to 19 years, which would grow upto
86.88 millions till 2020. Pakistan has highest population
growth rate (2.77% per year) in the world. About
32.6% of country’s population lives below poverty line
(Himayatullah, 2007).

llliteracy and child labour go hand in hand and supports
each other having a close connection between them.
Many researches claim that a large number of the
child labourers were illiterate and ignorant and even no
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study was found that might claim that child labourers
were belonging to literate and educated family. It is very
sad and condemnable that due to greed for wealth and
illiteracy, most of the parents do not send their children
to the schools to get education. Various studies have
showed that majority of the child labourers were either
total illiterate or their parents were illiterate. No study
about child labour has ever found that a child labour
coming from an educated family. The ignorance of
parents and greed for money on the part of parents in
not sending their children to school is a sad commentary
and condemnable. So, lack of education and ignorance
of the parents and their attitudes towards educating the
children are vital factors which are contributing to child
labour (Shukla, 2006).

The illiterate parents have an opinion that large family
size may increase the income of the family. So they
produce more children and make them work. Owing to
illiteracy of the parents or guardians, the importance of
education has not yet been realized and appreciated
by them. Parents are also unaware about the facilities
and help which the Government is providing to children
for helping them to get free education in child labour
schools funded under National Child Labour Project
and UNICEF. The ignorant and illiterate parents do
not understand the need for proper physical, cognitive
and emotional development of their children. They are
illiterate, uneducated and unexposed so they don’t
realize the importance of education for the welfare of
their children (Ray, 2010).

The parents of the working children due to their
ignorance often have no faith in education and they
may perceive that there is no use of schooling where
prospects of better paid employment after several
years of education remains uncertain (Anon, 1997).
Many traditional families are of the opinion that a child
is born for them to earn and bring money for them. They
consider this child just as another source of income.
The traditional business families put the children into
the business rather than sending them to school. They
make them work long hours and sometimes resorting
to physical torture in case the child makes mistakes
during the work (Justice, 2006).

In an interview which was filmed and placed on
YouTube, a mother responded that lack of education
and traditional restriction system particularly for girls
in Pakistan, compelled them to keep girls inside the
house for household activities. Further, she replied
that: | and my other family members don't like to send
our children to work. But owing to insufficient education
facilities and poor financial conditions we don’t have
any other alternative. We dream that they will receive
education but we are incapable to make it a reality

(www. YouTube. Com). In some areas, it is common
to teach children the art and skills of the family
occupations. So it is also a myth that child labour is
essential for preserving the traditional arts and crafts.

Theoretical Framework

One of the major reasons of child labour in a society is
class difference. According to Karl Marx, there are two
main classes’ i.e. bourgeoisie and proletariat. The later
is exploited because it has no resources resultantly the
children of this class has to do labour in order to fulffill
the needs of family because of social inequality in the
society. Labour theory and class conflict theory of Marx
is best suited.

METHODOLOGY

This study was conducted in the Department of
Sociology, Government College University, Faisalabad,
Pakistan during the year 2017. The population for the
present study was four towns of Faisalabad (Madina
Town, Jinnah Town, Dhauddiwala and Jaranwala).
selected for data collection by using convenient
sampling technique. For the present study non-
probability sampling was used the researchers further
used convenient sampling technique. A sample of 200
respondents was selected from four towns. The Likert
scale was used in interview schedule as it enabled
the respondents to respond in a convenient way. Data
were entering is also an important step which must
be done vigilantly. Data entered in SPSS (Statistical
Package for Social Sciences).

Data analysis

In this section different techniques used to analyze the
data are described. The study employed descriptive
statistics to summarize and describe the data whereas
inferential statistics such as percentage, Chi-square
and Gamma test used to examine the relationship
between predictors and response variables.

(a) Percentage

P=F/N x 100
Where
P = Percentage and F = Absolute frequency
N = Total number of items

(b) Chi-square

Chi-Square test was applied to check the association
between independent and dependent variables. Chi-
Square is computed by following formula:

S (O-E) 2
X2 =

E
Where:
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O = Observed values
E = expected value
> = Total Sum

The calculated value of Chi-square was compared with
the table value. If the calculated value of Chi-Square
was equal to or higher than the table value at 0.05
level of probability at the given degree of freedom, the
relationship was statistically significant. If it is less than
the table value (0.01 level of probability) it is termed as
highly significant whereas the calculated value is less
than the table value at 0.05, level of significance, it is
declared as non-significant.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

Distribution of respondents regarding age

The United States Department of Labour has defined
child labour as the labour performed by the children
who are less than the age of 18 years. The results
showed that majority of the respondents (50.5%)
children were falling into the age category of 14 years
and above. Almost 48.5% of respondent’s age was 11-
13 year whereas 1.0% children were falling into the
age category of 7-10 years (Table 1).

Table 1. Distribution of respondents regarding age (in years).

Table 2. Distribution of respondents according to education.

Education Frequency Percentage
[Miterate 56 28.0
Literate 30 15.0
Primary 73 36.5
Middle 28 14.0
Matric 12 6.0
Intermediate 1 0.5
Total 200 100.0

Age(in years) Frequency Percentage
7-10 2 1.0
11-13 97 485
14+ 101 50.5
Total 200 100.00

The mean age of working children comes to be 14 years
as supported by ILO, which states that the primary
responsibility of a young person from about ages 5 to
18 is to be a student but according to a survey, children
of age11-14 are engaged in extreme labour. The
children of this age are given money by their parents
for their expenses, they in turn give money to their
parents for the running of their family are less than the
age of 18 years.

Distribution of respondents according to education
Education is very important for a child as it prepares
him to do critical thinking about his future. It is a method
to have a better life. Abolishing compulsory education
would be ultimately abandoning most children, leaving
them directionless and struggling violently to achieve
even an adequate living. The results depict that most of
the respondents have got little exposure of education.
Education was divided into six categories. According to
Table 2, 28% were illiterate which is a horrible picture.

Almost 15% of respondents were literate which means
they could read or write, 36.5% children had primary
education, 14% children were educated up to middle,
6% respondents were matriculate and 0.5% were
intermediate. It was shocking to know that not even
a single respondent had education upto intermediate
level. A child has to go to school or to work is decided
by parents on the basis of cost of education and its
advantages. The globalization increases the wages
rates of illiterate workers as compared to learned
workers in the countries which are dependent on
uneducated workforce. This results in more child work
in the country. On the other hand the globalization
will raise the rates of wages of the educated workers
related to the uneducated child if a country is based
on economy of educated workers (Cigno et al., 2002).

Distribution of respondents according to ‘whether
their parents are alive’

A child is indeed the biggest responsibility of
parents. Every parents want to give their child best
life; a life which they dreamed of having but could not
have and a life where there is no struggle. The results
(Table 3) showed that 90 % of the respondent parents
were alive while parents of 10 % children were dead.

Table 3. Distribution of respondents according to ‘whether
their parents are alive’.

Response Frequency Percentage
Yes 180 90

No 20 10
Total 200 100.0

The result shows that parent’s death is not a decisive
factor in engaging children for work as children who
were working hard day and night, had their parents
alive and were sent by their parents to work. All the
parents desire to make their children very responsible
towards their family in the early childhood but they do
not understand that their kids need love and care. They
need proper schooling and play with friends to grow
properly. Such parents understand that their kids are
the only property of them; they can use them as they
want. The results are same as those of UNICEF (2005)
report that the poor parents prefer money over their
children. For them, the children are money making
machines.

J. Agric. Res. 2018, 56(2)



A. Hussain et al.

Distribution of respondents according to their
living place

It is a perception that children who live with their
relatives or friends are forced to do hazardous labour
in order to fulfill their needs as compared to children
who live with their own family or parents. The results
(Table 4) show that majority of respondents (82.5 %)
involved in labour lived with their parents while 7%
working children lived with relatives.

Table 4. Distribution of respondents according to with whom

they live.
Response Frequency Percentage
Parents 165 82.5
Relatives 14 7.0
Any Other 21 10.5
Total 200 100.0

About 10.5% children lived with anyone else than
parents and relatives. The data prove the above concept
false and clears the fact that parents themselves send
children to work as most of the children engaged in
labour were found to be living with their parents and a
few children were living with relatives etc.

Distribution of respondents according to type of
residence

Usually type of residence highlights the living standard
of a family. Children who are involved in labour have
poor residential area with no facilities due to poor
economic conditions. The data (Table 5) show that
majority of the respondents (67.5 %) have their own
house, 14 % children lived in a rented house, while 3%
of and 12.5% of children live in others house and at
work place, respectively. Only 2.5% of children had any
other type of residence.

Table 5. Distribution of respondents according to type of

area with no facilities. Children hardly meet their needs
and thus have to adjust in poor living conditions.

Table 6. Distribution of respondents according to living area.

Area Frequency Percentage
Slum 4 2.0
Road side 69 34.5
Poor residental area 29 14.5
Working place 98 49.0
Total 200 100.0

residence.

Residence Frequency Percentage
Owned 135 67.5
Rented 28 14.0
Other’s House 7 3.5
Working Place 25 12.5
Any Other 5 25
Total 200 100.0

Distribution of respondents according to living
area

The living area of such children is usually very poor
and inadequate. Generally, it has been observed that
working children live in miserable living conditions
alongwith their parents. According to present results
(Table 6) 2% respondents lived in slums while 34.5%
had road side small homes, 14.5 % children lived in
poor residential area and almost 49% live at working
place without any facilities. These results depict a
sorrow picture that working children have poor living

Distribution of respondents
occupation of parents

It is universal truth that parents are role model for
children. In our society children follow their father’s
occupations. Learning family skills is considered
to be important for a child. The data (Table 7) show
that majority of the respondents’ parents (43.5%)
were working as labourers thus their children became
labourers, 21.5% were working in agriculture field
followed by private jobs, (16%) and doing no work.
(11.5%). Table shows that most of the parents of
working children had the occupation of labour. Parents
themselves were involved in labour and thus pushed
their children into labour as well. These results are
similar to those of Meltem (2008) that working of
children depends on employment of parents, both
employment of mother and father. The occupations of
parents drag the children in the same profession.

according to

Table 7. Distribution of respondents according to occupation

of parents.

Occupation Frequency Percentage
Agriculture 43 21.5
Job 32 16.0
Labour 87 435

No Work 23 115
Any Other 15 7.5
Total 200 100.0

Distribution of respondents according to monthly
income

Generally family income and living style are directly
related to each other. Large amount of income allows
family members to enjoy all luxuries in their lives but
unfortunately children engaged in labour have low
family income by which they can hardly meet the both
ends. The present data (Table 8) indicated that 88.5%
children’s monthly income is less than Rs.10000, 7 %
of respondents were those whose monthly income was
between 10001- 20000 and 4 % respondents monthly
income ranged Rs.20001-30000. The results show that
majority of the children’s family income was very less
by which they could hardly burn a candle thus leaving
no option for children other than labour. Children have
to struggle hard to earn a few coins to increase their
family income. Similar findings have been reported
by Baland and Robinson (2000) who stated that rich
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families with large income don’t send their children to
work whereas children of poor families are engaged in
labour in order to contribute to the family income.

Table 8. Distribution of respondents according to monthly

income.
Income (Rs.) Frequency Percentage
Less Than 10000 177 88.5
10001-20000 14 7.0
20001-30000 9 4.5
Total 200 100.0

Distribution of respondents according to working

reasons

in society and so their response was in yes (Table 11)
.Only 10 % respondents did not agree to this opinion.
The results show that most of the children were agree
that low level of family income and poverty were the
major factors of child labour as found out by Maitra and
Ray (2010). Thus poverty serves as a push factor for
poor parents to send their children to work in the labour
market on low pay order to earn money for the smooth
functioning of the family they observed that it is not
possible for low income families to afford the education
of their children due to economic constraints. As a
result, poverty leads child labour and they do not send
their children to school and do not invest for the future

There are several reasons of child labour which may
include poverty, parents’ death, support family income
etc. The data (Table 9) show that 34.5% children
were working for survival. Majority of the respondents
almost 42.5% were working to support the family
income, 5.5 % of respondents are engaged in labour
due to parents death while only 17.5 % children have
some other reasons to work and have no interest in
education, etc. As poor families have very less family
income, children are forced to work to earn and add to
the family income so that basic needs can be fulfilled.
Anker (2000) also supports this idea as he says that
employment of young kids becomes constant source
of income for the parents who never think without it
even in their whole life. Due to his small age and less
domestic responsibilities the child usually pays more
concentration to his work, learns and becomes mature
in his profession soon.

Table 9. Distribution of respondents according to working
reasons.

return.

Table 11. Distribution of respondents according to low level of

family income creates more child labour.

Response Frequency Percentage
Agree 180 90.0
Disagree 20 10.0
Total 200 100.0

Reasons Frequency Percentage
For survival 69 34.5
Low family income 85 425
Due to death of parents 11 55
Any other 35 17.5
Total 200 100.0

Distribution of respondents according to parental
unawareness and illiteracy causing child labour

Distribution of respondents according to poverty
is the main cause of child labour

Majority of the respondents, 69.5% agreed that
poverty is the biggest reason behind child labour while
3.5 % children disagreed (Table 12). However, 27 %
respondents had no opinion about the statement. The
results disclosed that poverty was biggest factor behind
labour as observed out by many researchers including
Tapal and Shakeel (2006). The results also proved the
statement of ILO (2000) that poverty works as a double
edge weapon on the poor parents who take their loved
ones as a burden and send them to work rather than
to schools. The children living in poverty are deprived
of many of their rights like health, survival, nutrition,
educational and protection from harm, exploitation and
discrimination. That is why poverty deprives children of
their human rights (UNICEF, 2005).

Table 12. Distribution of respondents according to poverty is
the main cause of child labour.

About 85.5 % of respondents were agreed that parents’
illiteracy creates more chances of child labour in
society and so their response was positive while 14.5
% respondents disagreed to this opinion.

Table 10. Distribution of respondents according to parental

Response Frequency Percentage
Agree 139 69.5
Disagree 7 3.5

No Opinion 54 27.0
Total 200 100.0

unawareness and illiteracy causing child labour.

Response Frequency Percentage
Agree 171 85.5
Disagree 29 14.5
Total 200 100.0

Distribution of respondents according to low level
of family income creates more child labour

About 90% of respondents were agreed that low level
of family income creates more chances of child labour

Testing of Hypothesis:

Inferential statistics play a vital role in research and
surveys to conclude the outcome of the research.
By keeping this point of view, following hypothesis
were drawn based on sample survey. Results and
discussions are given below:

Research hypothesis: Association between income
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H,— Independent, H, — Association

Child labour
- Total
Income (Rs.) Agree Disagree
177 0 177
Less than 10000 88.5% 0.0% 88.5%
3 11 14
10001-20000 15% 5.5% 7.0%
0 9 9
20001-30000 0.0% 4.5% 4.5%
180 20 200
Total 90.0% 10.0% 100.0%

Chi-square = 173.810, D.f = 2, P- value = .000, Gamma = 1.000,
Significance = .000

The Chi-square value (173.810) shows an association
(P=.000) between the independent variable, education
of parents and dependent variable, chances of child
labour. So the hypothesis “association between parents’
education and child labour” is accepted because P
value is less than 0.05.Moreover the Gamma value
(1.000) shows also positive relationship between the
independent and dependent variable.

CONCLUSION

Child labour is not a single reasoned phenomena
rather there are many social, economic and cultural
factors which are leading and paving the way towards
child labour. There are a lot of factors around the world
which drive employers to recruit children for work
instead of adults. The study concludes as under:

e Majority of the respondents (50.5%) children fall in
age category of 14 years and above. Almost 48%
of respondents’ age was 11-13 year whereas 1%
children were falling into the age category of 7-10
years.

e Majority of the respondents (36%) had primary
education while28% illiterate which is a horrible
picture.

e About 90 % of the respondent parents were alive
while parents of 10% children were dead.

e Majority of respondents (82.5%) involved in labour
lived with their parents.

e Majority of the respondents (67.5 %) have their own
house, 14 % children lived in a rented house.

e Majority of the respondents’ parents (43%) were
working as labourers thus their children became
labourers.

e About 88.5% children’s family income is less than
Rs.10000, 7% of respondents were those whose
family income lay between Rs.10001- 20000.

e Majority of the respondents (almost 42%) were
working to support the family income, 5% of
respondents are engaged in labour due to parents
death.

e About 90% of respondents agreed that low level of

family income creates more chances of child labour
in society.

e About 85% of respondents agreed that parent’s
illiteracy creates more chances of child labour in
society.

e Majority of the respondents, (69.5%) agreed that
poverty is the biggest reason behind child labour.

Suggestions

e Majority of the respondents, (69.5%) agreed that
poverty is the biggest reason behind child labour.

e Poverty should be eliminated and educational
facilities should be provided to all children.

o |lliteracy should be finished or mitigate at least.

e Government should provide funds to parents for the
education of their children.

e Awareness should be created among illiterate
parents about the importance of education for their
children.

e Role of media is very helpful in this regard. Various
programmes about child labour should be telecasted
on radio, TV and various articles and columns
should be published in newspapers.

e Strict rules and regulations should be formulated
against child labour.

e There should be free education for all the children
who are doing labour in various sectors.

e The religious scholars should teach the people
about the harms of child labour.

e Policies should be formulated to eradicate labour in
the society.

e Laws about child labour should be strictly enforced
in society so that parents may not send their children
to work.

e Social Welfare Department should play its vital role
for the eradication of child labour.

e Age for labour should be fixed and violation of this
should be severely punished.

e Overpopulation should be controlled to minimize
the family size so that needs of family can easily
be met.

e The concept of “More children, more earning”
should be lessened through awareness among
illiterate parents.

e International NGOs such as UNICEF should launch
various projects about the education and eradication
of child labour in Pakistan.
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