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Child labour remains a prevalent global concern, and progress toward eradicating harmful children’s work appears

to have stalled in the African continent and henceforth, integrated social policy intervention is still required to

address the problem. Among several forms of social policy interventions, stomach infrastructure (i.e., in-kind and/or

cash transfers) have been a key policy approach to support vulnerable families to lighten households’ resources

burden, which forces them to consider child labour as a coping strategy. There is growing evidence on the impacts

of these programs in child labour. However, this evidence is often mixed regarding children’s work outcomes, and

the existing studies hardly describe such heterogeneous outcomes from the child-sensitive approach. To this end,

a systematic literature search was conducted for studies in African countries. From 743 references retrieved in this

study, 27 studies were included for the review, and a narrative approach has been employed to analyse extracted

evidence. Results from the current study also demonstrate a mixed effect of in-kind and cash transfers for poor

households on child labour decisions. Hence, the finding from the current review also demonstrates reduced

participation of children in paid and unpaid work outside the household due to in-kind and cash transfers to poor

households, but children’s time spent in economic and non-economic household labour and farm and non-farm

labour, which are detrimental to child health and schooling, has been reported increasing due to the program

interventions. The question remains how these programs can effectively consider child-specific and household-

related key characteristics. To this end, a child-sensitive social protection perspective has been applied in this

study to explain these mixed outcomes to inform policy design. 
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1. Introduction

Child labour is described as work that deprives children’s potential, dignity, and childhood is detrimental to physical

and mental development and interferes with schooling . It remains a prevalent social problem in low- and middle-

income countries . According to the latest global estimates, 160 million children—63 million girls and 97 million

boys—were in child labour at the beginning of 2020, accounting for almost 1 in 10 of all children worldwide. The

same sources report that global progress against child labour has stagnated since 2016, and the percentage of

children in child labour remained unchanged over the four-year period while the absolute number of children in

child labour increased by over 8 million. Similarly, the percentage of children in hazardous work was almost

unchanged but rose in absolute terms by 6.5 million children .

In Asia and the Pacific, Latin America, and the Caribbean, child labour has curved down over the last four years in

percentage and absolute terms. However, in the Sub-Saharan African region, an increase in both the number and
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percentage of children in child labour has been recorded since 2012. There are now more children in child labour in

Sub-Saharan Africa than in the rest of the world combined, where 86.6 million (23.9%) are child labourers in this

sub-region. To this end, global child labour goals will not be achieved without a breakthrough in this region .

While ending child labour is one of the key targets of sustainable development Goal 8.7, evidence suggests that

the progress toward ending child labour by 2025 is still insufficient to meet the target and, henceforth, integrated

social protection investment is a key to achieve the target .

Hence, social protection programmes have been increasingly recognised as a key strategy for reducing poverty

and vulnerability . However, only 35 per cent of global children enjoy effective access to social protection,

whereas almost two-thirds of children are not covered with any forms of social protection; most of these children

are from Africa and Asia , which suggests the need to increase social protection coverage for most vulnerable

children in these parts of the world. Additionally, in most parts of Sub-Saharan African countries, children’s work is

a normal part of their development, and a useful component of their everyday socialisation, sources of livelihood,

schooling, and social relationships. To this end, it is most challenging to draw a strict boundary between children’s

work and child labour, as children’s participation in economic activities in the African context, in general, is alleged

to be useful for children’s well-being , and yet conceptualisation of harms on children’s lives rarely incorporate

children’s and parents’ perspective. In the context of Africa, in particular, vulnerability is multidimensional, and

childhood is not a time free from responsibility; hence, many children continue to make economic contributions to

their households through their work while also attending schools .

On the other hand, stomach infrastructure in the form of social protection support for vulnerable and poor families

has been a key policy instrument that has been implemented in most parts of African countries to support poor

families to reduce their reliance on child labour as a coping strategy. Hence, the effects of these programs on child

labour decisions have been widely recognised in the existing literature . However, these studies on the

effects of in-kind and cash transfer to vulnerable families rarely incorporate child-specific and household-related

factors which determine social policy effects on child labour decisions. In addition, in the context of Africa, as child

work is also the result of household-specific, school-related , and community factors, examining whether such

interventions have given emphasis to such interconnected factors is an important question to ponder.

2. Stomach Infrastructures on Children’s Work and Child
Labour in Africa

Results from the studies inform a mixed effect of in-kind and cash transfer to vulnerable families on child

labour/child work outcomes. In support of this finding, a review and meta-analysis by  on the impact of cash

transfer on child labour found that cash transfer programmes reduced child labour by 7 per cent on average, yet

reported that these findings were moderated by gender and that the program reduced work participation for boys

by 7 per cent, but had no significant impact for work undertaken by girls.
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Moreover, the other review on the effect of unconditional cash transfer in low- and middle-income countries also

reported uncertainty in the effect of unconditional cash transfer on the likelihood of children engaged in child labour

. Similar results were also presented in a review by  on Latin America and African countries, who identified

contrasting effects of cash transfer on child labour. In this review, a study from Colombia reported a decline in the

amount of time spent on work by the student due to program intervention; whereas a study from Malawi, on the

other hand, reported a significant increase in child labour among students receiving cash transfer .

Thus, contrary to the conclusion by , who contends that the cash transfer program does not increase child

labour,  his study in Bolivia provided evidence that shows the probability that such programs can lead to

increases in child labour. On this point, the study from India on the safety net mechanism also found evidence

indicating an increase in child labour as unintentional adverse effects of such social protection programs .

The other review in Sub-Saharan African countries by  also reported varied results of social transfer programs,

such as the decline in child labour due to social transfer programs in Malawi and Kenya, limited impact of social

transfer programs in Lesotho, Uganda, and Zimbabwe, and increase in child labour in terms of children’s

participation in unpaid work in Zambia’s social transfer programs. One study from Zambia also reported an

increase in child labour irrespective of the program, which shows that social transfer programs would not

necessarily reduce child labour . This was also reflected in a study  which reported that an increase in

household wealth through a cash transfer does not necessarily lead to a decrease in child labour, and even an

increase in school participation due to program intervention does not directly translate into child labour reduction,

as children may end up being engaged in both. Likewise, the study from Burkina Faso also witnessed that

programs that reduce both the time and the monetary costs of education are not necessarily sufficient to reduce

child labour, even if they effectively increase school attendance .

The study from Malawi and Zambia on the impact of cash transfer programs also reported a mixed and

inconclusive result, as it was found that the program had a positive contribution on children’s school attendance

and material well-being on the one hand, and an increase in children’s engagement on works that may be

detrimental to their health, such as activities that expose children to hazards in Malawi and excessive working

hours in Zambia . Additionally, a study from Ethiopia’s social cash transfer programme also reported a mixed

result that, in rural areas, the transfer led to a half an hour reduction in the total number of hours children worked,

while in urban areas, transfers had the opposite impact, worsening the child labour situation .

The possible explanation for such mixed reports in the literature regarding social protection intervention and child

labour has a two-fold implication . These include, on the one hand, many of the dimensions of children’s well-

being often not heard or taken into account and on the other hand, social transfer programs design insufficiently

consider possible risk factors which may lead to adverse impacts for children such as increases in child work,

domestic violence, inequalities, and/or the disruption of schooling or childcare arrangements .

Moreover, an approach that targets households with the assumption that all members of the household (including

children) will benefit equally usually overlook children’s specific vulnerability and, thus, a range of components of
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social protection aimed at addressing the multidimensional vulnerability of children is required . To this end, the

child-sensitive social protection approach has been stressed as having the potential to address the dual needs of

children by protecting them from risks and vulnerability and responding to their developmental needs.

2.1. Child Sensitive Approach to Mixed Outcome in Child Labour

2.1.1. Children’s Age

Stomach infrastructure to poor families has been found to produce various effects for children within different age

groups. A child-sensitive approach is stressed to describe such heterogeneity in the current study. The impacts of

social transfer on child labour vary by the age group and gender of children. Among studies included in the current

review, age-specific child labour outcome has been reported in most studies, and child labour has been reported to

increase with an increase in child age . This implies that older children are more likely to participate in

child labour than younger children, which social transfer programs need to consider.

2.1.2. Child Gender

Gender variation among children in the household is also an important factor for heterogeneity in child labour

outcomes. Among eleven (n = 11) studies included in the current review which reported a reduction in child

participation in labour, four studies reported that in-kind and cash transfers reduced participation for boys 

than for girls, and one study reported reduced participation of both boys and girls in labour due to transfer

programs . The remaining eight (n = 8) studies did not report gender-related variation on the effects of social

transfer programs on child labour. On the other hand, social transfer programs increased both boys’ and girls’

participation in economic activities  and increased the participation of boys as opposed to girls . Hence,

such heterogeneous effects of stomach infrastructure remain unexplained in the existing literature. Thus, adopting

a child-sensitive approach would acknowledge the socio-cultural context of children’s work, in addition to a mere

increase in transfer size and ascribing conditions on transfers, so that desired results can be achieved for both

gender categories.

2.1.3. Forms and Intensity of Work

The impact of a social transfer program also varies with the form of activities in which children are involved, such

as farm work, child work outside the household (paid and unpaid), and household chores. Among studies reporting

a reduction in child labour and child work, seven studies reported a decline in children’s involvement in work (either

paid or unpaid) outside the household ; two studies reported a decline in child labour in

household activities , and two studies reported a decline in extensive child labour on farms due to social

transfers . However, in terms of child labour and child work forms, these lists are not exclusive, as a decrease

in household activities, labour outside the household, and child work on the farm has been reported to a varying

degree in most studies.

[26]

[16][27][28][29]

[30][31][28]

[32]

[16][26][33] [22]

[34][32][31][28][35][29][36]

[37][38]

[32][30]



Stomach Infrastructures in African Children | Encyclopedia.pub

https://encyclopedia.pub/entry/14437 5/9

Moreover, studies reporting an increase in child labour and child work intensity also reported an increase in child

work outside the household, intensive farm work, and working in the household. These also show that a decline in

one form of child work also increased other forms. Social transfer programs have been found to contribute to the

reduction in child work outside the household. However, additional income transferred to the household was

invested in productive activities, which increased child labour demand and work intensity in the household,

exposed them to hazards, and affected their schooling . Social transfers also increased household

investment in productive activities in Malawi, which increased children’s exposure to hazardous work which

exposed them to dust, fumes, gas, extreme heat, cold, or humidity . This implies that, in addition to transfer size

and modality, which have been key factors for heterogeneity in impacts of social transfer programs on children’s

participation in labour, the current review also must stress the need to consider the nature and intensity of work that

children would be involved in due to social transfers to vulnerable households, as these programs have been found

to reduce a given form of child work while increasing children’s participation in other forms of works which are still

detrimental to their health.

2.1.4. Children’s Agency and Work

Children’s agency, which is conceptualised as the capacity to act on their own , and their decision to engage

in work to earn money, are key factors determining participation in economic activities, though have been rarely

documented in the literature as key determinants of child work. The current review also found that children’s

decision to be involved in work, irrespective of its detrimental effect, has been reported in few studies. Despite

resource transfer to their caregivers, boys increasingly participate in economic activities to finance their education

. The perceived opportunity cost of attending schools among boys has been found a determining factor for

children’s decision for increased involvement in farm work, which suggests that a child’s role in the decision to

involve in work is also a key factor that might also contribute to increased participation of children in labour .

2.1.5. Gender of the Household Head

In addition to child-related factors (age, gender, and children’s agency), the gender of the household head has

been reported with variation in child labour outcome after program support. As  reported, as female-headed

households invest the transfer in productive activities, for children in female-headed, children’s participation in non-

household labour reduced (−9%), and engagement in household chores increased by 15% and with 0.42 h spent in

labour due to the income transfer program. Moreover,  also reported a similar effect of social transfer in a

female-headed household that the transfer used to pursue productive opportunities increased child work time in the

household. Therefore, the current study illustrates that addressing child labour decisions through resource transfer

to vulnerable families has to give significant emphasis to the context in which the children live and decide to work.

3. Conclusions

Social transfer programs have a potential role in reducing children’s work outside the household for pay. However,

they could not remove children from labour altogether, as the transfer size is generally too small to make a big
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difference, and not enough to take children out of work entirely. The current study found that stomach infrastructure

would be an effective policy strategy to reduce child labour if they could give sufficient attention to child-specific

and household-related factors determining the effects of policy intervention. Consequently, in addition to commonly

stated factors creating heterogeneous results in child labour outcomes, such as program design, targeting

strategies, and transfer size, emphasis on child-specific and household-related factors equally play a substantial

role in the pathway in which the social transfer programs can work effectively to address adverse child labour

outcome.

Evidence suggests that child and household-specific factors such as age, gender, children’s agency, gender of the

household head, and forms and intensity of work require considerable attention to achieve a positive outcome from

the social transfer program. To this end, adopting a child-sensitive approach in designing and monitoring social

transfer through context-specific and in-depth inquiry into children’s perspectives and household characteristics is

an important pathway. Therefore, policymakers and program managers need to emphasise such factors, clarifying

how and why social transfer programs would either reduce or increase child labour and intensive child work in

different contexts.

Furthermore, the existing studies on the role of social transfer on child labour primarily report the economic impacts

of increased household income as contributing factors for reducing child labour. However, as most of these studies

adopt a quantitative measurement, they rarely involve the perception, expectation, and experiences of caregivers,

children, and the community regarding the actual benefits of the transfer program regarding reducing children’s

vulnerability into labour works. To this end, as the child-sensitive social protection approach considers the voices

and perspectives of children and their caregivers, future studies on these issues should involve multiple

perspectives to understand factors contributing to children’s vulnerability to child labour beyond the economic

aspects. Moreover, the lack of standard measurement regarding child sensitivity of social protection should also be

addressed by integrating child-sensitive social protection principles with a rights-based perspective.

References

1. ILO. Ending Child Labour by 2025: A Review of Policies and Programmes; ILO: Geneva,
Switzerland, 2018.

2. Ibrahim, A.; Abdalla, S.M.; Jafer, M.; Abdelgadir, J.; de Vries, N. Child labor and health: A
systematic literature review of the impacts of child labor on child’s health in low- and middle-
income countries. J. Public Health 2019, 41, 18–26.

3. ILO; UNICEF. Global Estimates 2020, Trends and the Road Forward; ILO: Geneva, Switzerland;
UNICEF: New York, NY, USA, 2021.

4. IISD. ILO Reports Find Progress on Ending Child Labour Insufficient to Meet SDG Target. 2017.
Available online: http://sdg.iisd.org/news/ilo-reports-find-progress-on-ending-child-labour-



Stomach Infrastructures in African Children | Encyclopedia.pub

https://encyclopedia.pub/entry/14437 7/9

insufficient-to-meet-sdg-target/ (accessed on 19 June 2021).

5. Carter, B.; Roelen, K.; Enfield, S.; Avis, W. Social Protection Topic Guide, Revised Edition; K4D
Emerging Issues Report; Institute of Development Studies: Brighton, UK, 2019.

6. ILO. World Social Protection Report 2017–2019, Universal Social Protection to Achieve the
Sustainable Development Goals; ILO: Geneva, Switzerland, 2017.

7. Aufseeser, D.; Bourdillon, M.; Carothers, R.; Lecoufle, O. Children’s work and children’s well-
being: Implications for policy. Dev. Policy Rev. 2018, 36, 241–261.

8. Morrow, V. Intersections of School, Work, and Learning: Children in Ethiopia, India, Peru, and
Vietnam. In Labouring Learn; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2015; pp. 1–23.

9. Morrow, V.; Boyden, J. Summary Responding to Children’s Work: Evidence from the Young Lives
Study in Ethiopia, India, Peru and Vietnam; Young Lives: Oxford, UK, 2018.

10. Dammert, A.C.; de Hoop, J.; Mvukiyehe, E.; Rosati, F.C. Effects of public policy on child labor:
Current knowledge, gaps, and implications for program design. World Dev. 2018, 110, 104–123.

11. Pega, F.; Liu, S.Y.; Walter, S.; Pabayo, R.; Saith, R.; Lhachimi, S.K. Unconditional cash transfers
for reducing poverty and vulnerabilities: Effect on use of health services and health outcomes in
low- and middle-income countries. In Cochrane Database System Review 2017; John Wiley &
Sons, Ltd: Hoboken, NJ, USA, 2017.

12. De Hoop, J.; Rosati, F.C. Cash transfers and child labor. World Bank Res. Obs. 2014, 29, 202–
234.

13. Chukwudeh, O.S.; Oduaran, A. Liminality and Child Labour: Experiences of School Aged Working
Children with Implications for Community Education in Africa. Soc. Sci. 2021, 10, 93.

14. Kabeer, N.; Waddington, H. Economic impacts of conditional cash transfer programmes: A
systematic review and meta-analysis. J. Dev. Eff. 2015, 7, 290–303.

15. Temidayo, J.; Awojobi, O.N. Relationship between cash transfer programmes and school
outcomes in Africa and Latin America: A systematic review. Glob. J. Soc. Sci. 2020, 19, 25–34.

16. Abdoulayi, S.; Angeles, G.; Barrington, C.; Brugh, K.; Handa, S.; Kilburn, K.; Zietz, S. Malawi
Social Cash Transfer Programme Endline Impact Evaluation Report; Carolina Population Center,
University of North Carolina: Chapel Hill, NU, USA, 2016.

17. Chong, A.; Yáñez-Pagans, M. Not so fast! Cash transfers can increase child labor: Evidence for
Bolivia. Econ. Lett. 2019, 179, 57–61.

18. Li, T.; Sekhri, S. The Spillovers of Employment Guarantee Programs on Child Labor and
Education. World Bank Econ. Rev. 2020, 34, 164–178.



Stomach Infrastructures in African Children | Encyclopedia.pub

https://encyclopedia.pub/entry/14437 8/9

19. Owusu-Addo, E.; Renzaho, A.M.N.; Smith, B.J. The impact of cash transfers on social
determinants of health and health inequalities in sub-Saharan Africa: A systematic review. Health
Policy Plan. 2018, 33, 675–696.

20. AIR. 12-Month Impact Report for Zimbabwe’s Harmonised Social Cash Transfer Programmes;
American Institutes for Research AIR: Washington, DC, USA, 2014.

21. Prifti, E.; Daidone, S.; Campora, G.; Pace, N. Government Transfers and Time Allocation
Decisions: The Case of Child Labour in Ethiopia. J. Int. Dev. 2021, 33, 16–40.

22. De Hoop, J.; Rosati, F.C. Does promoting school attendance reduce child labor? Evidence from
Burkina Faso’s BRIGHT project. Econ. Educ. Rev. 2014, 39, 78–96.

23. De Hoop, J.; Groppo, V.; Handa, S.; Malawi Social Cash Transfer Program; Zambia Multiple
Category Targeted Program. Cash transfers, microentrepreneurial activity, and child work:
Evidence from Malawi and Zambia. World Bank Econ. Rev. 2020, 34, 670–697.

24. Mahendru, R.; Tasker, M. Mixed-method approaches in child-sensitive social protection
evaluations: The promises and pitfalls. Glob. Soc. Policy 2020, 20, 10–14.

25. UNICEF; DFID; HAI; HHC; IDS; ILO; ODI; SCUK; UNDP; UNICEF; et al. Joint Statement on
Advancing Child-Sensitive Social Protection; UK. 2009. Available online:
https://resourcecentre.savethechildren.net/library/advancing-child-sensitive-social-protection
(accessed on 24 June 2021).

26. Tafere, Y.; Woldehanna, T. Beyond Food Security: Transforming the Productive Safety Net
Programme in Ethiopia for the Well-Being of Children; Young Lives: Oxford, UK, 2012.

27. Covarrubias, K.; Davis, B.; Winters, P. From protection to production: Productive impacts of the
Malawi Social Cash Transfer scheme. J. Dev. Eff. 2012, 4, 50–77.

28. Dinku, Y. The impact of public works programme on child labour in Ethiopia. S. Afr. J. Econ. 2019,
87, 283–301.

29. Fisher, E.; Pozarny, P.; Estruch, E. Qualitative Research on Decent Rural Employment and Social
Protection: Malawi Case Study; FAO: Rome, Italy, 2017.

30. Asfaw, S.; Davis, B.; Dewbre, J.; Handa, S.; Winters, P. Cash transfer programme, productive
activities and labour supply: Evidence from a randomised experiment in Kenya. J. Dev. Stud.
2014, 50, 1172–1196.

31. Nanivazo, M. Social Transfer Programmes and School Enrolment in Malawi: A Micro-simulation.
Afr. Dev. Rev. 2013, 25, 663–676.

32. Sebastian, A.; La OCampos, A.P.; Daidone, S.; Pace, N.; Davis, B.; Niang, O.; Pellerano, L. Cash
Transfers and Gender Differentials in Child Schooling and Labor: Evidence from the Lesotho
Child Grants Programme. Popul. Dev. Rev. 2019, 45, 181–208.



Stomach Infrastructures in African Children | Encyclopedia.pub

https://encyclopedia.pub/entry/14437 9/9

33. De Hoop, J.; Gichane, M.W.; Groppo, V.; Zuilkowski, S.S. Cash Transfers, Public Works and
Child. Activities: Mixed Methods Evidence from the United Republic of Tanzania; UNICEF Office
of Research—Innocenti: Florence, Italy, 2020.

34. Owusu-Addo, E. Perceived impact of Ghana’s conditional cash transfer on child health. Health
Promot. Int. 2014, 31, 33–43.

35. Fenton, R.; Nyamukapa, C.; Gregson, S.; Robertson, L.; Mushati, P.; Thomas, R.; Eaton, J.W.
Wealth differentials in the impact of conditional and unconditional cash transfers on education:
Findings from a community-randomised controlled trial in Zimbabwe. Psychol. Health Med. 2016,
21, 909–917.

36. Handa, S.; Natali, L.; Seidenfeld, D.; Tembo, G. The impact of Zambia’s unconditional child grant
on schooling and work: Results from a large-scale social experiment. J. Dev. Eff. 2016, 8, 346–
367.

37. Kazianga, H.; Levy, D.; Linden, L.L.; Sloan, M. The effects of “girl-friendly” schools: Evidence from
the BRIGHT school construction program in Burkina Faso. Am. Econ. J. Appl. Econ. 2013, 5, 41–
62.

38. Evans, D.K.; Hausladen, S.; Kosec, K.; Reese, N. Community Based Conditional Cash Transfers
in Tanzania; World Bank: Washington, DC, USA, 2012.

39. Miller, C.; Tsoka, M. Cash transfers and children’s education and labour among Malawi’s poor.
Dev. Policy Rev. 2012, 30, 499–522.

40. Sorbring, E.; Kuczynski, L. Children’s agency in the family, in school and in society: Implications
for health and well-being. Int. J. Qual. Stud. Health Well-Being 2018, 13.

41. Abebe, T. Reconceptualising children’s agency as continuum and interdependence. Soc. Sci.
2019, 8, 81.

42. Aurino, E.; Tranchant, J.P.; Diallo, A.S.; Gelli, A. School Feeding or General Food Distribution?
Quasi-Experimental Evidence on the Educational Impacts of Emergency Food Assistance during
Conflict in Mali. J. Dev. Stud. 2019, 55, 7–28.

Retrieved from https://encyclopedia.pub/entry/history/show/34389


