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ABSTRACT

This study is an assessment of the effect of conitgngensitization on child labour: a case
study of Kathiani location, Machakos County. Intgfonal Labour Organisation (2013)
refers to child labour as work which is done byldfein although they should not be doing
because they are either too young to work or becaush work exposes the children to
dangerous and unsuitable circumstances. ILO’ssstiindicate that 168 million children
globally and 58 million children in Africa engage child labour, and 4.55 million of these
are from Kenya. While studies related to child iabbave been done both at a global level
and at a regional level, most researchers haveséatmostly on the causal factors of child
labour and their impact to the economy. Little haen done regarding the mitigating factors
of child labour, and less so, the use of commusegtysitization as a mitigation tool on child
labour. In 2012, Kenya Alliance for Advancement@iildren implemented a project on
elimination of child labour in four counties to danine the situation of child labour, and
concluded that there was high prevalence of chddolr in the four counties. The
organisation further implemented community sersitin strategies to help curb child
labour, but with no follow-up study assess the affef community sensitization on child
labour.

This study is the first follow-up study with thenaiof assessing the effect of community
sensitization on child labour, taking Kathiani lboa as a case study. The objectives of this
study were to determine the change in the leveathiid labour between the baseline and
endline surveys, and to establish the effect of rmomity sensitization on child labour in
Kathiani. This study used a pre-post research a@gproThe study engaged 235 respondents
in total, including children in and out of schodleir parents and guardians, as well as
teachers, community leaders and local governmenésentatives, all of whom were selected
using convenient sampling. From the study, it waseoved that there is a weak but
significant negative relationship between commuaéwsitization and child labour. From the
discussion, it was established that increase in nmonity sensitization significantly
contributes to the decrease child labour, althotlgh decrease is limited because the
community might have the awareness but they hawéeld resources to take children to
school or employ more qualified staff. It is recoemded that the government and non-
governmental institutions increase sensitizatiotivities within all child-labour prone
regions in Kenya, while at the same time creatingrkwopportunities to communities.
Additionally, the local and national government sldoenforce existing policies and legal
frameworks on child labour.



CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
1.1. Background

A child in danger is a child that cannot wait, oseéd Koffi Annan, yet millions of children
today are in child labour as a matter of survivatcording to a report released by the
International Labour Organization (2013), more th&8 million children work either in land
mines, on the streets or factories that use andeathe children without any regard for their
rights. The vile seeds of child labour are evidardgvery sphere of the world, as indicated by

statistics collected over time.

The International Child Labour Organisation defiredsld labour as “Work that deprives
children of their childhood, their potential anaithdignity and that is harmful to physical
and mental development. It refers to work that entally, physically, socially or morally
dangerous and harmful to children; and interfergh their schooling by depriving them of
the opportunity to attend school; obliging themleéave school prematurely; or requiring

them to attempt to combine school attendance witessively long and heavy work.”

Globally, statistics show that there are more thé&& million child workers and more than
22,000 children die because of accidents that pdkee at work. Although most people are
unaware of these vital statistics, everyone condechiid labour. As to the what causes child
labour, some have argued for poverty, supposingpgbar families often lack the means to
meet their daily wants, thereby forcing childrenatork and provide upkeep for the family.
Others have argued that child labour is a necessatyAdditionally, many scholars agree
that child labour leads to lack of education fa tthildren, stress, sicknesses, low quality of
life, among other vices, and these ultimately I¢éaddwindled economic growth, thereby

leading to perennial poverty.



While the problem of child labour is still an issuesearchers agree that there is a way out of
it. For instance, Winrock International (2008) abdited Nations (2009) proposed that
through community sensitization, the society becorrightened about the role of the child
in the future of any country’s economy. Agreeingthwithem, Yun (2014) argued that
community sensitization is one of the sure waysugh which any society, whether
developed or not, can deal with the problem ofcckabour. In fact, ILO (2015) emphasises
that child labour cannot substitute adult labowt any society that attempts to do this cannot
eradicate poverty. In sub-Saharan Africa, the chalgour statistics are highest with 28.4
percent of all 5-17 year old children working addhabourers. This is in comparison to 14.8

percent for Asia and 9 percent for Latin Ameridad] 2015).

In absolute terms, according to the ILO (2015) e¢hare 58.2 million children in Africa
engaged in child labour, and some of the challerthas worsen this scenario include
absolute poverty, HIV/AIDS pandemic, political ust@mong other factors. The ILO (2015)
also reported that 38.7 million children are enghigeworst forms of child labour in Africa,
which includes works that expose children to hagzatdmmercial sex exploitation, domestic
labour, slavery, child trafficking, children paipation in armed conflicts, children working
in mines, farms, and in industries. There have lsagmficant efforts to reverse the situation,
as the ILO (2015) reported that 20 surveys have loaeried out specifically with regard to
child labour within the last decade. Additionalspme 26 countries in West Africa and
Central Africa signed the regional child trafficgimgreement in 2006, which demonstrated

how willing they were to deal with the problem.

In Africa, 40 percent of all children were engagedhild labour, which represented some 48

million children as of 2010 (Marks, 2010; UNICER)12). This increased to 58.2 million



children according to the ILO (2015) estimates a8015. Harsch (2010) attributed the high

child labour rates to poverty.

In Kenya, the 2009 Kenya population and housingsaerestimated that there were 13.2
million children aged between 5 and 17 years oldenya (KNBS, forthcoming). The report
further indicated that out of this population, 4.8#llion children were in active labour.
Slightly more than half (53.3%) of these childregaged in active labour worked in family
agriculture farms, while 16 percent worked in famobwned businesses. The report further
clarified that, though there were 4.55 million eged in active labour, where their input was
significant in increasing family income, not allthiem would be considered as being in child
labour. Instead, only those working for pay werensidered child labourers, and this
comprised 8.5 percent of the total, or 387,800dcen (KNBS, forthcoming). According to
the same report, the number of working childremeisorted as having reduced from 1.9

million in 1999 to 387,800 by 2009.

The significant decline in the number of childrergaged in child labour between 1999 and
2009 can largely been attributed to the implemeniatf the Free Primary Education Policy
aided by sustained legislative policy and programainst child labour between 1992 and

2009 (Oketch& Somerset, 2010).

In 2012, the Kenya Alliance for Advancement of @héin Rights (KAACR), (2012)
proposed to undertake a three-year project namedirtation of child labour in Kwale,
Machakos, Kisumu and Busia Counties. As much aetheas a significant decline in the
number of children engaged in child labour, theees still a need to continue with the efforts

of elimination of child labour. This was becausestly, the number of school going age



children out of school was still high despite thglementation of Free Primary Education.
Secondly, as Melik (2012) noted, the cyclic natafgoverty prevented children in labour
from breaking free from poverty as a greater proporof these children ended up in a
similar situation as their parents; lacking skitlsventure into decent and well-paying work.
This was as a result of dropping out of schoolraearly stage without being equipped with
the necessary minimum skills required to ventutt® ithe labour force. The project also
aimed at advocating for elimination of child labdhrough child participation and capacity
building of stakeholders alongside strengthening $itructures KAACR had previously
established in the communities to create child lalfee villages. KAACR targeted the four
counties to make a trail of the districts basedneolvement of children in labour. The four
counties were selected firstly because of the conatity of issues of labour that children are
involved in ranging from farm work, domestic woldlegging to sexual exploitation. Because
of the districts being on the main track of longtdnce trucks, many children find themselves
being involved in work and sexual activities thatek them out of school (KNBS,
forthcoming). Secondly, the poverty rates were lh@otdeterminant with Kwale having
74.9percent, Busia 69.8percent, Machakos 59.6pemeae Kisumu 49.6percent (KIHBS,
2005/06). This was for the purposes of comparing) ascertaining whether child labour is
influenced by poverty. Lastly, KAACR also wanted agsess the levels of community

commitment in addressing child labour among thetevaseastern and coast regions.

The elimination of child labour in Kwale, Machak@s)d Kisumu and Busia project carried
out by KAACR (2012) aimed at achieving the follogiobjectives:

» To establish child labour free villages in targetiaties;

» To create awareness on importance of educatian lagsman right among children,

parents and villagers to curb child labour; and



* To lobby and advocate for government and otherrozgéions to adopt the area-

based approach to eradicating child labour.

The target groups identified within the projectaaréncluded children between the ages of 5-
17 years, parents and guardians of children indgbcommunity opinion leaders, school
management committees, teachers, district childbualcommittees (DCLCs) and local
Community Based organization working for and withildren in their projects. The
methodology employed by KAACR to implement the Efiation of child labour in Kwale,
Machakos, Kisumu and Busia Counties project waegpst approach to enable them assess
the impact of the strategies employed in elimimatd child labour in these counties. The
strategies used were advocacy and community seatsimn through creating awareness and
inducting children and community members to bevactampaigners against child labour
and establish child labour free villages. Secondiywyork with the vibrant Child Right Clubs
(CRCs) in identified schools to act as platformsbénge and role models. Children in the
project areas were empowered to identify and helgall their working counterparts in
schools. They also guided and counselled theirspefocus on education and refrain from

dropping out of school to seek employment preméture

In 2012, KAACR carried out a baseline survey toeassthe situation of child labour in the
four counties. The survey sought to establishrthmber of children in the counties, the
number of children in and out of school, the comrfmms of child labour, and civil society
organizations working on child protection progransmevithin the target counties.
Additionally, the program intended to find out sol® with child rights clubs, level of
awareness the targeted communities on child labeng the mechanisms used by

communities to curb child labour.



Additionally, as much as KAACR endorsed wholeheadiytehe Millennium Development

Goal 2 that states; “Achieve universal primary edion by ensuring that all boys and girls
complete a full course of primary schooling”, thrganization had another reason for tackling
child labour. Through a baseline survey conduate2iil2, it was clearly depicted that where
children were made to work, there were limited wogportunities for adults as employers
preferred children since they were a cheaper soafdabour. According to the survey,

parents and guardians of children involved in labexplained that the reason why their
children were involved in labour was to supplembatisehold income. The parents and
guardians asserted their income was inconsistehfaarmuch little to sustain the daily needs

of their families hence the need of sending thieildcen in labour.

Notably, among the four counties, the baselin@esuindicated that Kwale County had the
least number of children out of school, whereasi®8wsd Machakos have the highest
number. Additionally, Machakos and Busia Countiad kthe highest number of children in
child labour with 43 percent and 36 percent oftladl children being in child labour in the

regions respectively (KAACR, 2012).

According to the KAACR (2012) baseline report, iasvestablished that Kathianilocation
located in Machakos County, had a relatively highrevalence of poverty and child labour
than Kisumu, Kwale and Busia counties. The regiad hn estimated poverty rate of 59.6
percent, making it one of the poorest countiehedurvey. The lack of basic needs, income
and social exclusion were found to be the majoredgythg factors to child labour in the
targeted counties. Most children confessed lookargwork to fend for the family as food
was hard to come by. Some of the children wereefbrio engage in child labour to get

money for school fees but after working for sormeti they drop out of school completely



and focus on the work though under age. This backgt goes to show that there are two
major problems in Kathiani Location. Firstly, theaee hidden costs of education for their
children (despite the free primary education) assfare too high for the parents and
guardians to afford. Secondly, there is extremesfgvin the region, and this makes parents
and guardians who cannot afford school fees togmgzeir children in child labour in order

to help in providing basic finical needs for thigimilies.

The specific interventions employed that cut acrashe four counties was community
sensitization. The organization used a unidirectiorapproach as compared to
multidirectional approach in elimination of chiléddour to access the effectiveness of

community sensitization in tackling child labour.

1.2. Problem statement

According to ILO (2013), much as there is a siguaifit decline in child labour, there are still
cases of child labour, as 167,956,000 childrenesgaged in child labour; 85,334,000 of
these children are exposed to dangerous formsilf lefbour. The Global Report on Child

Labour (2013) conducted by the International LabOtganization indicates that the number
of children engaged in child labour is decliningsmb-Sahara Africa, Asia and the Pacific

region, Latin and the Caribbean.

According to Baseline Survey Report on Working @teh in Busia, Kisumu, Kwale and
Machakos Counties, children are mostly employedthe informal sectors of fishing,
agriculture, tourism, mining, collection of garbag#ansport (as matatu touts) and

pastoralism (KAACR, 2012). A myriad of factors caushild labour in Kenya. These



encompass high levels of poverty, aftermath of IAINDS pandemic, few measures in place

for child protection and the dynamic nature offdmily structure (KAACR, 2012).

Child labour is a multifaceted problem as brought m the Survey Report on Working
Children in Busia, Kisumu, Kwale and Machakos Cas{KAACR, 2012) and the Kenya
Census (2009). The baseline survey (2012) showat 2& percent of the children were
engaged in child labour because of poverty, whdep@rcent were in it because of parental
neglect. Additionally, 94 percent of the childrenlabour were exposed to sexual, physical,
or psychological abuse. These are problems becagserding to these pre-sensitization
reports, the victims were unaware of their righsthe reporting channels through which
these rights could be sought. Moreover, there imereased level of ignorance, as 41 percent
of the respondents who included teachers, parewntotoer key informants were unaware of
child rights organisations. The KAACR (2012) repteairly shows that sand and stone
harvesting is a very prevalent activity in Machakosunty among working children at 34

percent, followed by farm work and domestic work.

Despite government and civil society interventiomshe targeted areas, and specifically in
Kathiani, mitigations on child labour is inadequdte to minimal financial allocations in the
case of government departments (Oketch & Some26€41)). Kenya Integrated Household
Budget Survey (KIHBS) also added that the lack rained personnel to offer support
services in guidance and counselling and re-integraand rehabilitation of children

withdrawn from labour also proved to be a setbacichild labour elimination (KIHBS,

2005). In Kathiani, the baseline survey indicatedt tmost parents were in favour of their
children attending fulltime formal schooling, biiey also registered that they could not do

without the help of their children in supplementitige families’ income as most of the



parents were not employed and had unsteady soofcesome to support their families.
According to the KAACR (2012) report, parents wérend to be involved in either sending
their children out for employment or marrying theffifor economic gains or overburdening

children with what the parents would have done.

Grigoli&Sbrana (2013) averred that the increasingmber of orphans and vulnerable
children because of HIV AIDS poses a greater chghein addressing child labour as the
number of orphans continues to increase in theetadgareas. Fraenkel & Wallen (1993)
added that the breakdown of the traditional fammgtwork that cushioned orphans is to
blame for the situation. As revealed by KNBS (fodiming), there are very few
organizations specifically working on child labauorthe targeted areas that focus on child
labour. Most of the children, communities and skeltders have low capacity to support
child protection work in the sites. The DistrictifdhLabour Committees (DCLC) in the sites
are in place but have little resources to help moorand identify issues concerning child
labour. Grigoli& Sbrana (2013) added that the mimmage of employment and the age at
which one can acquire a national identity cardnigssue for consideration. lllustrating why
children are not in school, Onyango (2013) addeadl iththe communities, children are either
lured by their friends, employers and parents &k $er employment to enable them get some

money for personal or family use.

In as much as Kenya has made great progress toefardeation of child labour, most of the
approaches employed in addressing child labour weriédirectional. None of the agencies
implementing child labour  directed their effoirtto elimination of a specific cause of child
labour using a single approach. Hence, the needstess the effect of community

sensitization in eliminating child labours.



1.3. Research guestions
a) Has there been any change on the level of childuabetween the baseline survey
and the endline survey?

b) What has been the effect of community sensitizatiochild labour?

1.4. Research Objectives
The overall objective of the study is to assess rble of community sensitization on
elimination of child labour in Kathiani location.
This evaluation is aimed at achieving the followsmgcific objectives:
a) To determine the change in the level of child labbetween the baseline and the
endline surveys in Kathiani location

b) To establish the effect of community sensitizatonchild labour in Kathiani.

1.5. Justification of the study

Article 53 (1) (d) of The Constitution of Kenya ZDiecognizes that “Every child has a right
to be protected from abuse, neglect, harmful caltyractices, all forms of violence,
inhuman treatment and punishment, and hazardoespioitative labour’.Kenya also signed
the United Nations Convention on the Rights of @eld (UNCRC) in 1990. Article 32 (1)
of this Convention calls for the recognition of thights of children to be protected from
economic exploitation and from performing any wdhat is likely to be hazardous or
interfere with education or to be harmful to thie@alth or physical, mental, spiritual, moral
or social development. This is also enhanced by Afrean Charter on the Rights and
Welfare of Children and The Children Act 2001 tlaaé¢ part of the legal framework for

Kenya.

10



One of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGsal-@target is to “Ensure inclusive and
quality education for all and promote lifelong leiag, by 2030 (UN, 2015). According to
Onyango (2013), Kenya, like some selected countimeg\frica, has implemented free
primary education (FPE) for all. This means thdgaily, all children of school age around
the country should have access to free primaryathrc However, from the baseline survey
(2012), some of the children are still out of sdhaod are instead working. This is because
of the hidden costs of FPE, including school umfpstationery, lunch, and transport, among
many other provisions not provided by the governmEar many families living in absolute
poverty, these costs are forbidding and thus, Hiklren cannot go to school. However, as
Marks (2010) noted, with increased level of commusensitization, the situation of child
labour is expected to improve, though there is rdorimation gap to assess the extent to
which this is possible. Following this rationaleabhakos County is selected as the case for

the study for the present research.

Firstly, Machakos County came out second highetgrims of number of children who never
attended school (Kenya Alliance for AdvancementCabfldren Rights, 2012). Additionally,
Machakos County ranked third-highest in terms dfost drop outs, with 43 percent of all
children having dropped out of school after Kisummd Kwale (KNBS, forthcoming).
KAACR (2012) observes that 46 percent of all thddcbn in Machakos were involved in
child labour. In addition, children in Kathiani ametably resilient, and previous research has
indicated that they have zeal to go to school. Hanethe perennial poverty in the region has
made it difficult for the children to go to schodhus making it a concern for all the
stakeholders in the region. Lastly, Kathiani logatin Machakos County has had an on-
going community sensitization and there is neeéxamine the pre-sensitization and post

sensitization state of child labour in the region.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. Introduction

This chapter expounds on the literature that haaenlpreviously published regarding the
topic of child labour, related theories, and howssgzation helps in reducing it. The chapter
begins by presenting the theoretical backgroundchvientails definition of a child, child
labour and then proceeds to discuss the concemtowimunity sensitization. Then, the
chapter presents a review of empirical findingsngisrevious studies to draw the link
between child labour and sensitization, with tha af understanding how sensitization can
be used to reduce child labour. Lastly, the chapffars a conceptual framework and an

operational framework.

2.2. Theoretical background
2.2.1. The concept and definition of a child
A child is a simple term that has had many diffgritefinitions, but this research will stick to

the national definition. In Kenya a child is anygmn under 18 years of age.

2.2.2. The concept and definition of child labour

Child labour is defined in ILO Conventions as wdhat children should not be doing
because they are too young to work, or — if they @d enough to work — because it is
dangerous or otherwise unsuitable for them (UN,520According to ILO (2012), child
labour refers to the employment of children in amgrk that deprives children of their
childhood, interferes with their ability to attemggular school, and that is mentally,

physically, socially or morally dangerous and hannf

12



2.2.3. Link between sensitization and child labour

There is a direct link between child labour and pamity sensitization because sensitization
brings awareness, which is the first step towandsranming child labour. Thus, through

sensitization, children and families within the oty can know what rights the children are
entitled to, and how to seek these rights. If semesl about such provisions, the community
and the stakeholders within the country will kndweit place in the quest to eliminate child

labour, and the actions that can be considered thbur, or exploitation of the child.

Sensitization helps children and their parentsuardians to be aware of the children’s rights
and privileges, thereby increasing their propengityseek remedies in favour of the child.
Remenyi et al. (2003) avers that it is importantdh community leaders, teachers, school
management committees, and Parent-Teachers Aseosiab be thoroughly sensitized and
trained on issues of child labour, traditional pices perpetrating child labour, children’s
rights, especially rights to education, and rel¢yanticies and legislations. Agreeably, Melik
(2012) argued that these groups can be mobilizédetatify causes of child labour, come up
with practical solutions and draw plans of actiamn $olving them, which they implement
using locally available resources. As such, thisrea direct link between community
sensitization and child labour in that increaseell®f sensitization is most likely to lead to a
decreased level of child labour. On the other hadecreased level of community

sensitization is most likely to lead to an increbsestance of child labour (UN, 2015).

The impacts of child labour are far reaching (Mark810). The issue of child labour is a
matter of interest today because it is not onlyl@éba concern, but because it has also
prevented Kenya from positive economic growth. Gli&Sbrana (2013) presented a number

of what could be considered the top impacts ofdckabour. Among other impacts, child
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labour results in stunted growth of the child, @epation of wages, adult unemployment,

increased child abuse and ignorant populace.

Johen (2007), Marks (2010) and Melik (2012) aghed poverty is the main determinant of
child labour supply, and that child labour sigraiitly increases the income and the
probability of survival of the family. Several astites exist on the proportion in which
children contribute to family income. For instar{@igoli & Sbrana, 2013) find that children
in urban Bolivia contribute on average around 2fcget of family income; Singh (2005)
finds a similar figure (on average 20 percent) dbild labourers from a village in Tamil
Nadu (India); and Swaminathan (1998) reports ttatpdrcent of children in her sample

(Guijarat, India) contributed between 10 percent2gercent to total household income.

This contribution is most of the time critical senchildren are sent to work when parents’
earnings are insufficient to guarantee the surw¥ahe family, or are insecure so that child
labour is used as a mean of minimizing the imp&qgtassible job loss, failed harvest and
other shocks on the family’s income stream. Ifwlwek of children is needed for meeting the
essential needs of the family, any effort to redcicéd labour (both in formal and informal

occupations) must take into account that the incamé&amilies involved will be affected

negatively, often pushed below the survival lewdklik, 2012). Hence income transfers
and/or subsidies for poor families with childrensichool become of crucial importance for
the effectiveness of child labour elimination prmmes (Grigoli&Sbrana, 2013). Although
parents may act rationally by sending their chitdte work in order to increase their
probability of survival, they may not perceive tlmag run negative implications of child

labour for their own family. This goes to show tlealightened parents would strive to take

14



their children through school, thereby proving teansitization can lead to better education

for children.

Since child labour competes with school attendamzkproficiency, children sent to work do
not accumulate (or under-accumulate) human caghigakfore, they miss the opportunity to
enhance their productivity and future earnings capdSingh, 2005). This lowers the wage
of their future families, and increases the prolitgtonf their offspring being sent to work. In
this way, poverty and child labour are passed omfgeneration to generation. However,
when communities are educated about this, and tions are explained to them, their
capacity to make informed decisions that do nopgedise the future of the children is
increased (Marks, 2010). Additionally, previouse@h studies are replete with cases where

community sensitization led to drastic decreasehifd labour incidents.

2.2.4 Assessment of community sensitization and thiabour

Community sensitization is a key component in etating child labour because it involves
implementation of plans drawn during field workexiing (Yun, 2014). It ensures thorough
sensitization, motivation and mobilization of kemgfluential groups in the community

towards fighting child labour and equip them witkills to mobilize other community

members. As Winrock International (2008) notedjsitaimed at raising awareness and
empowering people for action. Additionally, as Qk& Somerset (2010) argued,
community sensitization is linked with child labowith respect to the activities involved. As
indicated by KAACR (2012), activities include sdizsition meetings, focus group

discussions, formation of child labour committadsntification of mentors and peer groups,
and community based training of key target grougw®o vinclude; school management

committees, village heads, initiation counsellopsipil peer leaders and mentors. Such
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activity based community sensitization leads toftrenation of action plans whether written
or verbal in nature, through which communities iempént activities geared at reducing child
labour. The product of community based sensitiratiand mobilization activities are plans
of actions produced by community members outlinamgl detailing the actions that they
intend to take towards combating child labour. Mwey, community sensitization impacts
the perception of every member of the society miggrchild labour and its negative impacts
on individuals and the community at large (KIHB®03). Various groups including women,
men, boys, girls, mother groups, traditional leaddiarm owners, tenants and other
community groups are sensitized and mobilized ke & proactive role in ensuring reduction

of child labour.

Lastly, community sensitization leads to increasajbyment of rights by children. This is
because, as Riggio (2002) posits, in a society vipeople are unaware that children have
rights, they are unlikely to offer any to the cindd. On the other hand, when community
leaders, teachers, school management committeg £ aents Teachers Associations (PTAS)
are thoroughly sensitized and trained, they becomaee informed on issues of child labour,
traditional practices perpetrating child labourjdren’s rights, especially rights to education,
and relevant policies and legislations. Agreeinthwhis point, Singh (2005) noted that this is
why the community becomes capable of creatingsedfainable child labour programs with
a full understanding on why such findings are nsags They are mobilized to identify
causes of child labour, come up with practical sohs and draw plans of action for solving
them, which they implement using locally availalésources. As such, Grigoli&Sbrana
(2013) concluded that there is a direct link betweemmunity sensitization and child labour

in that, increased level of sensitization is mastly to lead to a decreased level of child
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labour. On the other hand, decreased level of camtyngensitization is most likely to lead

to an increased instance of child labour.

2.3. Review of empirical findings

As Remenyi (2003) points out, there are many foomshild labour worldwide. Children are
engaged in agricultural labour, mining, manufactyyi domestic service, construction,
scavenging and begging on the streets (Saundemnfih and Lewis, 2009). Remenyi
(2003) also observes that others are trapped mdmf slavery in armed conflicts, forced
labour and debt bondage (to pay off debts incuogegarents and grandparents) as well as in
commercial sexual exploitation and illicit actieidi, such as drug trafficking and organized
begging and in many other forms of labour. Manyhefse are “worst forms” of child labour
as they are especially harmful, morally reprehdasiand they violate the child’s freedom
and human rights. Child labour tends to be conesésdrin the informal sector of the
economy (Remenyi, 2003). For some work, childrezeire no payment, only food and a
place to sleep. Children in informal sector workeige no payment if they are injured or
become ill, and can seek no protection if they esuffiolence or are maltreated by their

employer (KNBS, forthcoming).

Historically, child labour has always been theréghweurope and USA having very high
records of child labour before 1940 (Marks, 201Mijth time, however, there was an increase
in the household income, schools and laws thaeptet the rights of the children in these
regions, which directly led to the decrease ofcthabour. It is worth noting that the global
child labour has decreased from 25 percent in #8600 percent in 2003 according to the
World Bank statistics as quoted by Johen (2007)tH@rother hand, Melik (2012) notes that

there is still a high prevalence level of childdab, and this is directly attributed to the high
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poverty levels, coupled with poor schooling oppoities. Bayer et al. (2007) unanimously
concluded that agriculture is the leading emplaferhild labour, and that a vast majority of
the children involved are in the rural areas. lot,fstatistics show that sub-Saharan Africa
has the highest levels of child labour. A reportiyICEF (2012) showed that 50 percent of
children in some African countries were exposedtibd labour, with children between the
age of 5 and 14 years working in some form of chaloour. Both ILO and UNICEF also
contend that the level of child labour globallywery high, with 168 million children between

5 and 14 still forced to work around the world (ILZD12).

According to the United States Department of Lab(®015), Kenya government made
moderate efforts to eliminate worst forms of cHédbour, which include National Plan of
Action Against Sexual Exploitation of Children ireKya and a new Decent Work Country
Program, which includes targets for the eliminatainchild labour. The Government also
continued to implement its National Safety Net Paog for Results, which provides cash
transfers to over 156,000 vulnerable householdd, @articipates in several programs to
combat the worst forms of child labour. Howeverildien in Kenya continue to engage in

child labour in agriculture and fishing, among athe

From the data collected by ILO (2012) and archiwedhe US Department of Labour
website, children in Kenya engaged in child laboomprise 32.5 percent which makes 2.9
million. Additionally, the data showed that 74 pemt of the children have ever been to

school while 32 percent of the children combinedkaand school.
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2.4. Institutions concerned with child labour

In Kenya, child labour is considered with the saraeacity as it is in the ILO. This is because
Kenya ratified the ILO Convention No. 138 of 197%8the Minimum Age of admission into
employment and labour and Convention No. 182 oB1®9 the worst forms of child labour.
As such, the country’s definition of child labow in tandem with the definition by ILO.
However, Article 3 of Convention 182 spells out thumconditional worst forms of child
labour” (points a, b and c) but leaves the definitiof hazardous work (point d) to the
member states to determine. In light of this, Kemymosition on hazardous work and light
work for children was prepared in collaborationhm@entral Organization of Trade Unions
(COTU), the Federation of Kenya Employers (FKE)yalepment partners, and key civil

society actors in the area of child labour, thegig sector and communities.

Besides the ILO-supported action programmes, othgéiatives towards fulfilling the
commitments to eliminate the worst forms of chilbdur have been implemented by
agencies such as World Vision International (W\Wenya, Uganda, Rwanda, Ethiopia
Together (KURET) and the National Council of Chugstof Kenya (NCCK), among others.
KURET strives to prevent vulnerable children fromttgng into the worst forms of child
labour through the improvement of school faciliti@sd policy change through dialogue.
NCCK provides vulnerable children with alternativiesthe form of vocational training in

line with the government’s TIVET (Technical, Indiat and Vocational Education Training)

policy.

2.5. Conceptual framework
Various ways through which child labour impacts doenmunity include through decreased

child school enrolment and dropout rates, low sthttendance, diminishing child health, as
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well as poor academic performance at school. Tthese can form the variables that are
indicative of the level of child labour in a giveegion as they have a direct relationship with
child labour. On the other hand, Melik (2012) anmig@li&Sbrana (2013) suggested that the
increased community sensitization might impact shene variables significantly. As such,
the link between child labour and community sematton can be depicted as shown in

Figure 1.

Decreased
child
labour

I

Increased community sensitization

Community
sensitization

Decreased community sensitization

Increased
child
labour

Source: Petrini (2010)
Figure 1: Conceptual Framework

2.6. Operational framework
The conceptual framework above can be condenséukefuito show a clearer picture of the
relationship between the two major variables, whdiddh child labour (the dependent variable)
and community sensitization (independent variabld)s relationship is created through a
reiterative process of determining the level of cmmity awareness on child rights,
designing sensitization mechanisms, resource makiin, community sensitization,
evaluation and learning, and adaptive manageméds. i$ illustrated in Figure 2 as shown

below.
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Source: Developed by author

Figure 2: Operational framework

2.6.1 Definition of variables

* Pre-intervention status: - this is the point atakhihe community is unaware of the
child rights. At this point, no experiment has beemne yet. The community therefore
still engages children in child labour.

* High levels of child labour: - this is a stage wdigy the lack of awareness of the
extant child rights has culminated to a rise in t@ses of child labour in the
community

« Community sensitization: - this is an interventionan experimental manipulation
that could influence the reduction in the level ofild labour. Community
sensitization promotes awareness if the existinlg cights.

» High levels of awareness: - this comes as a re$titte community sensitization. It is
therefore the increased awareness of the existimig aights in a particular
community.

» Post-intervention status: - this is a point at Wwhike child labour has reduced as a
result of the increase in the awareness of thenexfald rights. Hence, it is a level

that the community reaches after a series of contgnsansitization.
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2.6.2. Background characteristics

Schooling status: - This refers to whether childvéthe school going age are in school or out
of school.

Nature of child labour: for those in child labothis refers to the type of labour in which the
children are engaged, whereby the more dangeraltaaking the labour is, it is perceived to
be hazardous in nature whereas if it gives childmnere to attend school it's referred to as
light work.

Child labour related health issues: These issues t@ diseases and ailments that may affect
children when they are exposed to child labouwaids, and they include headaches, muscle
aches, injuries and cold, among others.

Awareness of child labour: this refers to the leieewhich people understand the various
issues related with working children, such as whereeport children who are overworked,
and what constitutes child labour, among otherghinTable 1 below shows the background

characteristics, which are the parameters useceasure child labour.
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Table 1: Background characteristics for measuring hild labour

Background characteristic

Pre-intervention

(2012) (%)

le

viebst-intervention

(2015) (%)

leve

Schooling statu
In school:
Out of school:

Dropped out of school

Nature of child labour:
Hazardous labour

Light labour

Child labour related health issues:
Work when injured

Headache

Awareness of child right abuse clu

in school

23



CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY
3.1. Introduction
This study borrowed largely from the methodologyedidor the larger project, and the
variables will be similar to those used in the tiaseresearch since this is continuity.
The 2012 baseline survey sought to determine tingbeu of children in Machakos County,
those in school, the common child labour activitiesd the schools that have child rights
clubs. In addition, the survey also analysed tlé society organisations involved in child
protection that are based in Machakos, the levedwdireness in the community and the
techniques employed by the various communities atiékos to lower cases of child labour.
The survey used primary as well as secondary sswteéata. This involved the design of
survey tools including questionnaires, as wellaiges for focus group discussions.
This study picked up from where the survey lefthyf incorporating an endline component.
In so doing, a comparison of the baseline and eediesults was done, and the results
tabulated against each other for further analysisvbether or not there was an increase or

decrease in each of the variables measured.

3.2. Research Design

In order to carry out this study, the researchofe#d a methodological procedure guided by
previous researches of the same likeness and reendations from literature. The study

adopted the use of a pre- and post- interventigmaogeh, wherein the data collected in this
study was contrasted against the data collecteshgluhe baseline survey. According to

Dimitrov and Rumrill (2003), a pre-test post-testidy design involves the study of

participants prior to, and after experimental imégtion/manipulation. Using a pre- and post-
approach, the study compared the level of childolabbefore and after community

sensitization took place (between 2012 and 201bg Baseline statistics provided the pre-
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sensitization data, while this study provided tbhstgsensitization data, thereby providing two

datasets that are necessary for achieving thetofgscet out in the first chapter.

In order to attribute observable changes in a givariable after an intervention, the
experimental design is the best. However, thisgieisi not appropriate for this study since it
involves human subjects who can’t be confined gsired by an experimental design. Since
the population in the study area is not confineshgbe move in and out. In the process, there
is free exchange of information which may have sitpe or negative effect on the expected
change. Consequently, it is not possible to atteilmontribution of the intervention to any

changes realised.

3.3. Target population and study sites

The targeted population were residents of Kathiaaation in Machakos, which included
children aged 5-17 years engaged in child laboejrtparents and guardians, school
teachers, local administrative officers and locddurch leaders. There were some
prerequisites in order for a participant to qualify participate in this study. The parents
recruited for the study had to be taking care ofeast one child who is engaged in child
labour of any form. Children for this study werensimlered only if they are presently
engaged in any form of child labour, or if they wereviously engaged in the same. Those
who attend school and partly work for pay were alsasidered for the study. The study
targeted departments within the government thatresponsible for handling of children

cases, including police officers, child protectionits and hospitals.
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3.4. Sampling procedures

For this study, the non-probability sampling metheds used. Under this method, the
convenience sampling technique was be employed. i§tbecause convenience sampling is
the easiest and most cost effective sampling tgcienthere is. It allowed the researcher to
consider only respondents that are most convegieitessed and willing to participate in
the research. Data was collected from respondextiteged through convenience sampling as
this is one of the easiest and cheapest samplitigoai® Additionally, it was possible for the
researcher to only work with those persons williagpartake in the research. Specifically,
the study sampled households in which had childged between five years and seventeen
years. This study targeted community leaders (aidtndtive leaders and religious leaders),
teachers, parents/guardians and children. The sasu® was 235 subject/participants. This
encompassed parents/guardians, community leaddmir(atrative leaders and religious
leaders), teachers and children currently engagedhild labour. Convenience sampling
technique is a procedure of identifying or locatipgrticipants wherever possible and
wherever is convenient. Notably, all subjects wiekgted and allowed to participate in the

study hence no criteria for inclusion of subjectswsed.

3.5. Data collection methods and tools

This study took two research paradigms; qualitatiesearch design and the quantitative
research design. According to Maxwell (2012), gaéiie research design is the research
method that seeks to explain a particular humaravaebrr or habit. Hence, this research

design employed the use of words to explain theatelr. On the other hand, quantitative

research design uses facts and figures to explpartacular phenomenon in a scientific field

(Creswell, 2013). It uses statistical and matheraaparadigms to establish measurements.

To collect qualitative data, the researcher uséehwrew forms to interview the community
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leaders as well as questionnaires and discusskash target group had its own tool as
shown in the table below.

Table 2: Tools and target groups

Target Group Method Tool Responden&GD

Childrenin labour | Questionnaire  Questionnaire 100 4

Children in school | Questionnaire  Questionnaire 100 4

Parents/Guardian Questionnaire  Questionnaire 15 1

Community Focused group FGD guide 10 1

Leaders discussion

Teachers Focused group-GD guide 10 1
discussion

Total 235 11

3.6. Data analysis methods

Since the study was an exploratory survey to agbessffect of community sensitization on
child labour, the study used descriptive and extiee data analysis methods. Further, the
study used frequency tables to highlight the distion of respondents by background
characteristics. Based on the findings, the stustpldished whether, or not, community
sensitization is highly associated with child labolhe study also used relational analysis,
specifically, the Chi square test and Pearson’setations to establish if there was any
correlation between the community sensitization @mttl labour. In order to do this, the data
relied on pre-intervention data, which was gathare@012, then compared it to the data

gathered in 2015 during this present study. Dataprasented in tables and charts
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CHAPTER FOUR: EFFECT OF SENSITIZATION ON CHILD LABO UR

4.1. Introduction

This chapter presents the findings and analysisherresearch. However, beforehand, it is
worth noting that this study was based on two ddsasThe first set of data was gathered
from the 2012 baseline survey conducted as paheoKAACR project to evaluate the status
of child labour in the four counties of Kwale, BasiKisumu, and Machakos. After the
survey, a mini survey was conducted within seledtedtions in the counties, for which
Kathiani Location was chosen within Machakos Courity Kathiani, the status of child
labour was measured using background characteristich as schooling status, nature of

child labour, hours involved in child labour andaaeness of children regarding child labour.

Afterwards, an intervention measure, which invohagt/ocacy to sensitize the community
regarding the significance of child rights protentiand the negative impacts of child labour
were conducted. Some of the actionable plans iedwpiarterly football matches among the
women in the region to bring people together ag thked about child labour and awareness
related issues. Secondly, barazas were also caulegery fortnight among the community
members in order to brainstorm about the activittesy had been tasked to do, such as
bringing as many children out of child labour, shgrideas among households and such
discussions. Thirdly, the community organised chdtivities for children regularly during
which children were exposed to knowledge regardiveg presence of clubs in which they
could report any instances of child labour, mensome of their friends who were engaged
in child labour and talk about the challenges argaressure. Moreover, KAACR organised
events to celebrate the children and show the camtynthe need for having a long-term
plan of fighting against child labour, which inckdl the celebration of children-based

landmarks, such as World day against child laboaleprated on 12 June every year) and
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Day of the African Child (celebrated on"18une every year). In order to present and discuss
the data in an organised fashion, the chaptetfidsscusses the findings and analysis on the
change in level of child labour between the basedurvey and the midline survey. Secondly,
the chapter discusses the findings and analysihereffect of community sensitization to

child labour.

4.2. Change in the level of child labour between éhbaseline and endline surveys in
Kathiani location

During the pre-intervention stage, the followinggamisation types were operating in
Kathiani location; 16 government departments, 3hfddiase organisations, 14 NGOs, 19
community based organisations, and 6 conglomemtioh women and youth groups.
However, after the intervention, the community Hz& government departments, 5 faith
based organisation, 12 NGOs, 23 community baseah@ation and 13 conglomerations of
women and youth groups. These findings are showirigure 3. The work of these
organisations was to sensitize the community mesnb&Kathiani on the dangers of child
labour activities. It was also important during fheriod that these organisations operated to
empower the community on the various ways througktkvthey can increase their incomes

and help support children in schools instead oflsgnthem to work for meagre incomes
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Figure 3: Organisation type operating in Kathiani location

4.3. Change in level of child labour between the kaline survey and the endline survey

There are several indicators of the change in ¢lellof child labour practises as noticed
from the baseline survey and the end line survelgeithe baseline survey was conducted,
many respondents perceived that many children weteenrolled in school although these
children were at primal age of school attendanées & indicated in Figure 4. When asked
by the researcher regarding their perception on tivaychildren were not enrolled in schools,
the participants cited, the failure of parents &y pchool fees, peer pressure, availability of
work opportunities as well as discriminations imaals (see Figure 5). The results for the
reasons given for children not enrolling in schioote resemblance to that of UNICEF (2012)
that indicated that about 50 percent of childresame African countries were exposed to
child labour due to poverty of the parents/guarsligreer pressure and ‘the availability of
work’. UNICEF (2012) report further submitted thettild labour in some countries affects
mostly children of age 5 to 14 years old. Althowlylting the baseline survey, many children

were out of schools, during the endline survey, ynahildren were already enrolled in
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school. In fact, in Figure 4, during the pre-intmtion four percent of participants reported
that very many children were not enrolled in schpal figure that changed to three percent
during the post-intervention stage. This suggestatithe intervention programmes of Kenya

Alliance for Advancement of Children Right were beg fruit.

The high number of children enroling in school rdi¢ated in Figure 4 can be explain using
two approaches. The first approach is that singenpa of the children can now serve in
specific organisations where they are employedé&iween 1 to 5 years, they are capable of
providing food and maitaining their children in sclts. Another approach could be the high
number of organisations working to empower the dexsis of Kathiani location have

increased child labour awareness campaigns andgpésored some children in schools.
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Figure 4: Perception of parents /guardians on chilcen not enrolled in school

Further from Figure 5a, perception of the paremisakhe reasons why children are involved
in child labour. During the pre-intervention, mastthe reasons for engaging in child labour

that were cited by the respondents included faiyr@arents/guardians to pay school fees. In
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fact, as per Figure 5a, 40 percent of the reposdaating pre-intervention reported that as
the main reason why children engage in child laddvities, a view that is consistent with
the arguments of Bayer, Klasen and Adam (2007). é¥@w at the post-intervention stage,
only 31 percent of participants perceived thatittability of parents to pay school fees was
the main reason behind child labour. This findindicates that parents/guardians might have
been empowered by the increasing number of orgamisan Kathiani location championing

the rights of children.

Moreover, from Figure 5b, there is a significantlde in the level of workload given to
children at home during the post-intervention staDering the post-intervention stage, when
the children were askedtheir perception on whydeéit are not enrolled in schools, only 14
percent of the childrenperceived that this was assalt of excessive workload in schools.
However, before the intervention programmes, 1tedrof the participants said excessive
workload in homes was the reasons why children wlespping out of schools. Nonethless,
the number of children who drop out of school du@éer pressure has constantly decreased
following the intervention programmes. During thespintervention stage, 33 percent of the
participants perceived that peer pressure makédrehito drop out of schools down from 36
percent in the pre-intervention analysis. This diatiicate that with some level of awareness,
pupils can make more independent decisions regasdaying in school different from their

peers.
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4.4 Effect of community sensitization on child labor in Kathiani

The level of awareness of communities/leaders &ildren on what they think are/ and not
child labour has tremendously increased. Figuredicates that during the baseline survey,
only two percent of participants had a ‘very higierception on what they thought was child
labour. However, this has changed because of tistation programmes. During the end
line survey indicated in Figure 6, 34 percent @& farticipants had a ‘high level’ perception
on what they thought was child labour while 31 petchad “very high” level. This shows

that the participants’ perceptions on child labadgas and activities pertaining to child

labour have improved.

Figure 7 further indicates that the participantception on the international legal framework
on child labour has increased. This has been asudt of sensitization programmes on child
labour and its related activities that have be#nsified in Kathiani location. Connecting the
findings from Figures6 and 7 to those of Figurean8 4 above, it can be concluded that
community sensitization is inversely related tolahiabour activities. Figure 4 above
indicates that the perception of parents and gaasdon enrolment of children in schools has
been improving since intervention measurers ondclabour began. This intervention
involved various organisations and governmenttunsbins (see Figure 3 above). This finding
confirms Remenyi (2003) views that there is a dirkkak between child labour and

community sensitization.
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Figure 6: Perceptions of communities on what theyhink is child labour
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Figure 7: The perceptions of children on the interational legal framework on child
labour

As shown in Figures6 and 7 above, community seagitin of leaders, community members
and children on what they think is child labour anrnational legal framework within the

Kathiani location has improved. The increase in gamity sensitization led to an increase in
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the perception of children enrolment in schoolsralcated in Figure 4. Figure 8 further
shows that as many organisations intensify antdclabour campaigns, very few children
work for longer hours in child labour related aties indicating that the increase in
community sensitization decreases the amount adégithat children work in child labour
activities. During the pre-intervention as indichi® Figure 8, children were working for
longer hours in child labour related activitiestla¢ir homes or employed somewhere else.
This has however, declined with the increase in roomity sensitization. The finding
conforms thosebyMelik (2012) and UN (2015). Accogdito Melik (2012), community
sensitization by organisations focusing on childolar as indicated in Figure 3, mobilize
people to identify the causes of child labour, carpewith practical solutions and draw up
plans of action for solving them. For that casguFe 8 indicates that community members of
Kathiani have been mobilized through community gemasion and they have agreed to

reduce the number of times that kids are involveldbour related activities.
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5504 24% 5% 249
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hrs above hrs

Figure 8: Hours children are involved in child labaur activities
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Community sensitization has also helped tame pariatn giving their children a lot of
workload and instead they have resorted to engpthen in school. As indicated in Figure 9
below, excessive workload at home is one of theaes that the respondents cited during the
pre-intervention stage as the main reason why m@nldire not enrolled in schools. Eight
percent of respondents noted during the pre-intgiwe that parents give their kids excessive
work and thus make them fail to enrol in schoolteAfthe sensitization, however, the
numbers reduced, with only five percent of respotsleeporting that children are still given
excessive work, and as a result, fail to enrol ¢hosl. Apart from that,40 percent of
respondents during the pre-intervention stage tegdhat the reason as to why children do
not enrol in schools is because parents/guardiamotpay school fees (see Figure 9 below).
From the focused group discussions, the followiatadvas gathered. Firstly, a majority of
the children said they wished to go to school lmld not because their parents could not
afford it, or because of peer pressure. Additignatiost of the parents noted that they could
not afford fees because they lacked jobs, or tinemmes were meager and irregular. The
findings confirm the fear of Johen (2007), Mark8XQ) and Melik (2012) that poverty is the
main determinant of child labour supply and thatdctabour increases the income and the
probability of survival of the family. Using botlne findings and Johen (2007) and Melik
(2012) arguments, it can be concluded that the tHclees from the parents/guardians of
children in Kathiani location is as a result of pady. They would rather send their children
to work than sending them to school. Supportingdata in figure 9 above, it was noted in
the focused group discussions that the sensitizapimgrammes has helped empower
community members. One of the respondents noted Seasitization programs has helped
us seek alternative jobs and afford both upkeeghieir children and school fees.” Another
respondent noted that “mradi huu umeniwezesha kiatdbans kutoka kwa Uwezo Fund

kupitia kikundi chetu cha wamama. Hii loan imenieglza kuanza mradi wa kuuza manguo
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sokoni. Sasa watoto wangu wamepata fursa ya kughligeni.” (this project empowered me
to seek loans from Uwezo Funds through our womenmrl have been able to start up a

clothing business out of this loan and my childae® now in school).

others

peer pressure

discrimination in schools

M post-intervention

excessive work load in homes M pre-intervention

parent/guardian don't pay fees 40%

15

availability of work opportunities 149

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Figure 9: Guardians reasons for children not enroling in school

Figure 10 below further indicates that the peraaptf parents/guardians on the number of
children that are dropping out of school since bleginning of the KAACR launched its

community sensitization activity has decreased. riiweone percent of the respondents
reported at the beginning of the community seradittn process that very many children
were dropping out of school. However, this prommrtchanged during the post intervention.
During the post intervention, only 18 percent of tiespondents perceived that very many
children drop out of school. This finding is supiear by discussions from the FGD, in which
one respondent noted that community sensitizatiake® parents, children and community
leaders to understand the value of education @&swtrof this understanding. For instance,
one respondent was quoted saying “parents are witieg to send their kids to school and

the kids are also ready to learn knowing well thadiit of education.”
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Figure 10: Perceptions of parents/ guardians on theumber of children that drop out of
school.

Through the community sensitization process, theber of child labour awareness clubs
has dramatically increased. As revealed in Figrebgfore the intervention, only 23 percent
of respondents knew that the child right clubs texldowever, after the community
sensitization, 79 percent of the respondents ackuged the existence of such clubs.
According to Grigoli and Sbrana (2013), such clakes important because they help educate
children on their right to education, how to avohdld labour, and the forms of child labour.
The existence of these clubs is also a testamd®énoenyi (2003) assertion that child labour
clubs are the main sustainable ways through whidld tabour could be eradicated because
children are taught in these clubs and share éxgieriences, their entitlements and on child-

labour issues.
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Figure 11: Awareness of child-right club in schools

As indicated in Figure 12, more sensitization si#leds to be done in Kathiani location to
make the community members, leaders and childreareavof the international legal
framework on child labour. As shown in Figure 120 community leaders and teachers
perception on the level of awareness of commundrethe international legal framework on
child labour are still low even after the senstima programme. From the FGDs, local
church leaders in the discussion agreed that awsaseaf child-labour issues was missing
from the church and church leadership should censietroducing it. Most of the local
administrative officers noted that the governmeat ldone little to create child-labour
awareness campaigns. Lastly, teachers commenteédmibst of the children who were

involved in child labor performed poorly in clagsdaecorded irregular attendance.
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Figure 12: Community leaders and teachers perceptioon the level of awareness of

communities on the international legal framework onchild labour

Further, as indicated in Figure 13, even though yma@spondents recognised during the
baseline survey that such clubs exists, only s@ezoent of the respondents recognised that
the clubs were effective in articulating child lalbassues. However, during the endline
survey, after the community sensitization, a tdt@lpercent of the participants recognised
that these clubs are very effective or effectivadlressing child labour issues. This finding
confirms the views averred by Singh (2005) that camity sensitization makes people
responsive to child labour issues. In this casé) bommunity members and students have

become responsive to child labour issues.
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Figure 13: Perception of the community on effectiveess of organisations working in

Kathiani Location in addressing child labour right issues.

To this end, the change in level of child labouswammarised as shown in table 3 below.

Table 3: Changes in level of child labour based obackground characteristics

Background characterist Pre-intervention leve Pos-intervention  leve

(2012) (%) (2015) (%)
Schooling statu
In school: 79 85
Out of school: 21 15
Dropped out of school 21 18
Nature of child labout
Hazardous labour 19
Light labour 21 14

12

Child labour related health issues:
Work when injured 17 14
Headache 26 34
Awareness of child right abuse clubs 23 79
in school

These findings reveal that Kathiani residents ar@ much more informed of child labour

issues and the need of child education. Additignahildren are still involved in child labour
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in Kathiani, but the number has slightly reduced.thiis end, suffice it to conclude that the
community is more informed about impacts of chiltebour, including health and
psychological impacts, and child abuse clubs. &isensitization and awareness creation
programs impacts positively on the perspectivehaf community towards child labour, it

should be done more regularly.

4.5. Correlational analysis

When a Pearson Chi-Square Test was ran to finthautcommunity awareness was related
to perceived child labour, it was noted that th@hmunity awareness and the perceived child
labour level are related. This means that as contgpnawareness increases, the level of
perceived child labour reduces as shown in Talileldw. From Table 5, the perceived child
labour level was investigated against the levet@hmunity awareness and the score was
found to be 0.0003, against a significance leve0.65. The null hypothesis for this study
was that there is no relationship between commusetysitization and child labour, whereas
the alternative hypothesis was that there is aioelship between community sensitization
and child labour. From the data below, it shows thea p-value is 0.0003, which is less than
the significance level of 0.05. Therefore, the rypothesis is rejected and the alternative
hypothesis adopted. This implies that there idatiomship between community sensitization

and child labour.
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Table 4: Pearson Chi-Square Tests

Perceived Chilc Chi-square
Labour Level 4t

Sig.
P-value

Table 5: Pearson’s correlation test

Community Awareness

747.512

1
.052P

0.0003

Perceived child

Community

labour level awareness level

Perceived ChilcPearson 1 -.948
Labour Level Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) .000

N 235 235
Community  Pearson -.948 1
Awareness Correlation
Level Sig. (2-tailed) .000

N 235 235

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000

N 235 235
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Further when a correlation was undertaken to cleek community sensitization/awareness
relates to child labour level, the correlation dwoefnt was r= -0.948, showing a weak
negative correlation between community awarenesscaild labour related activities. The
significance level, p=0.000 further suggests thadré is a strong negative correlation
community awareness and child labour level. Tinslihg resonates well with those of
Remenyi (2003), who argued that the intensificataincommunity level of awareness
reduces child labour related activities. It hasrb&ether shown that through sensitization
process, schools in Kathiani location working WKAACR, have established child labour

right clubs ensuring that the child labour awarsredtorts is sustainable.

The formations of these clubs is grounded on thendRyi (2003) assertion, these clubs
sensitize children of their rights and privilegeslahey will know immediately if their rights

are abused so that they report to the relevantoati#s. By knowing their rights and

privileges, children will have a high propensitysieek remedies in their own favour and the
favour of their colleagues. However, the weak datien also indicates that community
sensitization should be implemented alongside athéd labour eradication measures since
it is only partially effective when used to alon€his may be because, although the
community’s awareness levels may be high as atresiricreased sensitization efforts, their
ability to implement the child labour eliminationeasures may be limited due to lack of

resources such as employment opportunities, inadedwusehold income.
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CHAPTER FIVE: SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIO NS

5.1. Summary

The research can be considered a continuationeoptbject by KAACR in the year 2012-
dubbed ‘The elimination of child labour in Kwale,ahakos, Kisumu and Busia’. This
project which was commenced in 2012 had the faligwobjectives: To establish child
labour free villages in target counties, to creat@reness on importance of education as a
human right among children, parents and villagersurb child labour and to lobby and
advocate for government and other organizationsadopt the area-based approach to
eradicating child labour. However, specific to trésearch, the study aimed at answering two
core research questions, namely: whether therédbbas any change on the level of child
labour between the baseline survey and the endiineey; and what has been the effect of

community sensitization on child labour.

Chapter one starts with the background informatidrich leads to the problem statement
that is justified by emphasising on the laws andicms pertaining children inThe
Constitution of Kenya, United Nations Conventiontbe Rights of the Child, The African
Charter on the Rights and Welfare of Children arite Thildren Act 2001. From the
introduction, it is clear that, while child labolias taken centre stage in most countries and in
Kenya in the past decade, no studies have beentddin& awareness and its impact on child
labour, hence necessitating the present study.tdigets of the Millennium Development
Goals in consideration of children brought aboutther justifiable reason to conduct the

research.

Chapter two engaged the past literatures that rakneé with this project. Precisely, the

chapter begins by presenting the theoretical backgt, which entails definition of a child,
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child labour and then proceeds to discuss the garafecommunity sensitisation as used in
this study. Additionally, the chapter presents d@ene of empirical findings, using previous

studies to draw the link between child labour aglsgisation, with the aim of understanding
how sensitisation can be used to reduce child ladastly, the chapter offers a conceptual

framework and an operational framework.

The third chapter is the methodology which is mamlided by previous researches of the
same kind and also literature recording. A pre-post intervention approach was utilised
and the data collected was compared and contrasiibdthe data collected during the
baseline survey. As discussed earlier the targptilption was Kathiani residences mainly
children in or those who were once in child labadieir parents and guardians, religious
leaders, school teachers and the local administraifficials. The mode of data collection
and analysis was both qualitative and quantitasimee the study required both descriptive
and numerical analyses. This therefore explains afhigoth interviews and questionnaires

were used.

5.2. Conclusion

From the analysis in chapter 4, it is evident ttlere a significant positive impact of
community sensitivity on child labour. It is recoranded that the concerned organisations
should initiate the same study in the other paftthe country especially those adversely
affected by poverty and child labour. From the iing$ it can also be seen that there is need
for more community sensitisation on Child labourtiages in the Kathiani location.
However, from the data, it is also notable thatithpact of community sensitization on child
labour is negative, wherein increased communitysi§ieation leads to a decrease in child

labour. However, from the correlation analysis daneas established that the impact is
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small because the community lacks the resourcamptement the knowledge they have
gathered during the sensitization period. This ra¢hat, while a parent or guardian, and the
children might know the significance of educatihg thildren, they may lack the financial

muscles to see to it that the children go and staschool. Additionally, while the different

groups may wish for more children to disengage fobnid labour and be in school, some of
these children are breadwinners and it is not liéaso0 compel them to go to school without
first organising for how they may access theirydaileals. This accounts for why the data
shows that there is significantly a large level aafareness among the community, but

generally very minimal number of children who seterhave gone back to school.

The knowledge and awareness of advocacy was segEnévally very low. By the end of the
survey there was massive sensitisation that haxl téeee and this can be seen from the data
on the level of awareness. The sensitisation wamee diy practices such as formation of
children rights clubs in schools, parents and comitytawareness on the antecedents and
effects of child labour, profuse engagements inoadey and involving the administration
and religious leaders in the movements of sengdisalt is also notable that the number of
child dropouts from school and the number of cleitdnot enrolled in school was still high in
the post-intervention study. Attempting to accofortthis,it has been observed that, while
there is high level of awareness, there is lackrafources needed to implement the
knowledge that the community now clearly has. Temienyi (2003) therefore, community
sensitization brings awareness, which is the ingtap, towards overcoming child labour
activities. Hence, through sensitization, childagr families within the Kathiani location can

know what right the children are entitled to anaviio seek these rights.

48



5.3. Recommendations

It was confirmed that child labour is not only asated with poverty but also with the
informational gap that exists on child labour ahdit right to universal primary education.
When parents, school management and local adnaitigsirare actively participating in anti-
child labour activities there is more retaining afildren in the schools. Therefore, more
sensitisation to these people is required to ctild dabour. However, on top of this, it is
recommended that the communities in which therenaye levels of child labour should also
be furnished with resources such as governmenhanejovernment funding to put children
in school at the least cost possible for the fasiliAdditionally, the government and other
support organisations can move in to create morpl@®ment opportunities in the area.
When this happens, more families will be able tppgut their financial needs and children
who cannot go to school because they work to suppeir families can then get room to go
to school. Parents are also advised to strive ake their children to school despite their
socio-economic challenges in order to escape thdiccyature of poverty, as lack of

education only spells doom for the future of trekildren.

Since the community cited lack of employment opyityy as a hindrance to the fight against
child labour, a number of issues can be implemerfiedtly, the government should create
more employment opportunities for families in tlegion. Secondly, communities need to
take advantage of devolved funds that came withniwe constitution. Additionally, the

government should ensure that here is full implesaten and enforcement of policies and

laws. Lastly, the government should help identifigd gaubsidize the hidden cost of education.
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APPENDIXES

Appendix I: Questionnaire

Good Morning/Afternoon.
Y 0 F= 11 4T PP

| am undertaking a midline survey study on theadian of all children working in Kenya,

specifically in Kathiani location of Machakos CounThis survey is part advocating process
for elimination of worst forms of child labour thrgh child participation and capacity
building of stakeholders alongside strengthening $tructures KAACR has previously

established in the communities so as to creatd ttiour free villages.

This exercise is done on voluntary basis. You exe fo participate in the survey or not. And
also, note that the information that you providdl Wwe used for a broad analysis of the
current situation and informing policy making preseas well as stakeholders on the best way

to handle labour related issues among the children.

NOTE: To Interviewers

Obtain consent for each interview.
Tick/ circle once ALL the responses mentioned
Ensure that all responses are marked / recorded

Interviewers

® ® ®.
LR X X4
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Section One: Background Information

Region

Position Held

Organization Government FBO NGO CBO Other
Type

Coverage

Years of Service | <1 year 1to5 5to 10 10 to 15 >15 years

Section Two: EDUCATION

1. What is the average age of school going childrehis region?

[1] Below 5 years [2]5-9 [3] ¥4 [4] 15-18 [5] Above yi8ars
2. How many children are not enrolled in school?

[1] Very many [2] Many [3] Avage [4] A few [5] Very Few

3. What are the probable reasons for these childoeenrolling in school?

[1]Availability of work opportunities [2] Parentpdardians don’t pay fee
[3] Excessive work load in home [4] Dischivation in school
[5] Peer pressure [6]Others (SPECify). . ceeemmmeeeeeeeeinnannns

4. How many children do you know who have droppetof school?
[1] Very many [2] Many [3] Avege [4] A few [5] Very we

5. What are the probable reasons for dropping/giirt of school?

[1]Availability of work opportunities [2] Parentphardians don'’t pay fee
[3] Excessive work load in home [4] Discnation in school
[5] Peer pressure [6]Others (specify)....ccceeeeeeiinnnnnee.
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Section Three: LABOUR

6. What are the main forms of child labour in thegion? Please list starting with most
prevalent one to the least prevalent.

[1] [2] 3]

[4] [5] [6]

7. How long do these children involved in childdaio work per day?
[1] less than 2 hours [2] 2 to 4 hours [3] 4 tbddurs
[4] 6 to 8 hours [5] 8 to 12 hours [6] more tHehhours

8. How much money are the children working in @iviea paid on a daily basis?
[1] More adequate [2] Adequate [3] Avgza [4] Inadequate [5] Very
Inadequate

10. Have the children working in this area indicatieat they are happy with work load and
pay?

Work ( tick one)

[1] Yes | [2] No | [3] Don't know
Salary ( tick one)

[1] Yes | [2]No | [3] Don’t know

11. Have many children been involved or sufferednfivork-related accidents or illnesses?

[1] Very many [2] many [3] average [4] a few [5]
very few

12. Do they have to work when they are injuredick?

[1] Yes [2] No [3] Not Sure [4] Don’t know

13. What are the common ailments among workinglogil in this region?

[1] Cold [2] Fever/ Measles [3] Respiratory Pl
[4]Headache [5] Waterborne [6] Back Pain
[7] ONEI ...ttt e e e e e e n e e e e e e e e e ee s

14. Are these children exposed to physical, psyioal, or sexual abuse in their respective
places of work?
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Section Five: CONTROL MEASURES

15. What are the prominent forms of community editional mechanisms of curbing child

labour in this region? Please list beginning witbsireffective mechanism in your opinion.

Community Mechanisms Traditional mechanisms
[1] [1]
(2] [2]
3] 3]
[4] [4]
(5] [5]

16. Are you aware that child right clubs exist witechools in this region?

[1] Yes [2] No [3] Not Sure [4] Don’t know

17. If yes, please name these institutions.

[1] [2]
[3] [4]
[5] [6]

18. Is there any institution in this area thatlemping to establish such clubs? Please name it.

(1] 2]
[3] [4]
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(5] [6]

Section Six: ORGANIZATION WORKING ON CHILDREN RIGHT S

19. Which are some of the organizations that dé&hl ehild right issues in this region?

[1] [2]
[3] [4]
[5] [6]

20. What child right issues do they address?

(1] 2]
(3] [4]
(5] [6]

21. How effective are these organization in addingsshild right issues?

[1] Very effective [2] Effective [3] Average [4] Ineffective [5] Vier
Ineffective

Section Seven: LEVEL OF AWARENESS

22. What is the level of awareness of communigeslérs and children on what they think

are/ and not child labour?

[1] Very High [2] High [3] Average [4] Low [5] Very

low

23. What is the level of awareness of communitied ahildren on the national legal

framework on child labour?

[1] Very High [2] High [3] Average [4] Low [5] Very

low

24. What is the level of awareness of communitied ahildren on the regional legal

framework on child labour?
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[1] Very High [2] High [3] Average [4] Low [5] Very

low

25. What is the level of awareness of childrent@ninternational legal framework on child

labour?

[1] Very High [2] High [3] Average [4] Low [5] Very

low

58



APPENDIX Il: DATA OUTPUT

Data output
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Figure 1: organisation type
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Figure 2: years involved in child labour
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Figure 3: age of school going children
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Figure 4: Perception of parents /guardians on doiil not enrolled in school.
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Figures 5: reasons for children not enrolling ihaas

100

88

90

80 76

70 63

60 56

50 M pre-intervention

- iy .
40 post-intervention

30

20

10

very many many average a few very few

Figure 6: Perception of the community members ambyer of children that dropped out of
schools
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Figure 7: Parents/ Guardians’ perspectives ondhsans why children are involved in child
labour activities
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Figure 8: hours that children are involved in chdbour activities
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Figure 11: perception of community members on wetlted accidents/illness
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Figure 12: work when injured/sick
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Figure 13: common ailment
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Figure 14: exposure to physical, psychological sexlal abuse
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Figure 15: awareness of child right abuse clulzhosls
Section six

22. How effective are these organization in addingsshild right issues?
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Figure 16: Community perception on effectiveneserghnization based in Kathiani location
in addressing child right issues
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Figure 17: Communities/leaders perception on thellef awareness of what they think are/
and not child labour?

120 113

100 93

67
M pre-intervention
M post-intervention

very high high average very low

80

60

40

20

Figure 18: Community perception on the level of eamass on the national legal framework
on child labour
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Figure 19: Parents and guardians perception onl lEvawareness on the regional legal
framework on child labour

80

70

60

50

40 M pre-intervention

M post-intervention
30

20

very high high average low very low

Figure 20: Children perception on the level of samass of the international legal framework
on child labour?
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Figure 21: Children’s perceptions on the reasong @ildren are involved in child labour
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