ABSTRACT
Among the multitude of interventions to address the worst forms of child labor (WFCL), one of
the responses to the presence of WFCL has been the institution of child labor monitoring (CLM).
While systems to systematically monitor children with respect to their exposure and risks have
been implemented, the degree of their efficacy and ultimately their effect on the targeted
populations begs academic scrutiny. This dissertation seeks to provide an empirical view of the
community-level dynamics that emerge in response to a community-based CLM program and
their effects, in turn, on the CLM itself.
An embedded multiple case study methodology, surveying longitudinally at two points in
time using a mix of purposive and probability sampling techniques, was employed for this study.
Two communities, Ahokwa in the Western Region, and Dwease in the Ashanti Region of Ghana,
were selected as cases.
The study finds that between the two points of observation – before and after the introduction
of CLM – a profound reduction of WFCL is observed in Dwease, whereas much less reduction
was observed in Ahokwa. A point-by-point analysis within and between the two villages reveals
that individual, social and institutional factors worked together to transform behavior in Dwease.
The principal change catalysts in Dwease were (a) a heightened awareness of child work hazards
and a deepened parental investment in child education working at the individual level, coupled
with (b) new norms created by the town’s opinion leaders and the emergence of peer
accountability at the social level, and (c) monitoring carried out by the Community Data
Collection (CDC) and enforcement carried out by the Community Child Protection Committee
(CCPC) – the two new institutions constituting CLM at the community-level. The underlying
social dynamic proved to be decisive: a tipping point was crossed in Dwease whereby

progressive opinion leaders in the community, who, once sensitized to recognize the pejorative
effects of CL/WFCL, created new social norms and spurred a critical mass of community
members to rid their community of CL/WFCL.
This study shows that with sufficient local ownership, and if properly instituted, the tandem
operation of child protection committees and child labor monitoring enables a community to
effectively detect, police and mitigate the practice of child labor and WFCL.
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Chapter I. INTRODUCTION
1.1. Background of the Study
Of the estimated 168 million child laborers worldwide, roughly half – 85 million – work in
hazardous conditions (ILO 2013). While in absolute terms, child labor as well as hazardous
child labor has fallen between 2008 and 2012, due to socio-economic conditions, inequality,
population pressures and insufficient access to education, these practices persist, especially in
sub-Saharan Africa (ILO 2013). Worldwide, 10.6% of children are engaged in labor and 5.4%
are subjected to hazardous work. In sub-Saharan Africa, there are an estimated 59 million child
laborers, which is 21.4% of the 5-17 year age population (ILO 2013).
A projected total of 997,357 children worked in Ghana’s cocoa sector as of 2008, which,
at the time, was 4.3% of the country's total population, according to Tulane University’s 2008
population-based, nationally-representative surveys (Tulane 2009). In Ghana, cocoa is produced
on family-owned or family-managed smallholder and sharecropper farms in traditional rural
environments with little infrastructure and scarce access to social services. With cocoa being the
top foreign currency earner in the country, the demand for manpower to produce the labor
intensive crop remains generally high, including the supply and demand for child labor. Coupled
with the system of adolescent apprenticeship practiced over generations, the practice of child
labor is firmly entrenched. The biggest problem, however, is that many of these working
children are subjected to the worst forms of child labor (WFCL), notably in the form of
hazardous labor.
As a developing country in West Africa, Ghana's degree of human development is ranked
135th out of 186 countries in the world. A Ghanaian's life expectancy at birth is 64.4 years.
28.6% of Ghana's current 25.5 million people live below $1.25 a day, adjusted for purchasing
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price parity. The primary school dropout rate is 27.8%, and the combined gross enrollment in
education for both sexes is 65% (UNDP 2013).

1.2. Statement of the Problem
In economic sectors where child labor is endemic, Child Labor Monitoring Systems (CLMS)
have emerged as a tool to (1) measure and report child labor data on an ongoing basis for all
children in target communities and (2) to ascertain the impact and sustainability of child labor
interventions in view of mainstreaming the most successful interventions.
As the systematic application of CLM in the agricultural sector is a new animal,
previously only having been piloted in the West Africa through the West Africa Cocoa /
Commercial Agriculture Programme to Combat Hazardous and Exploitative Child Labour
(WACAP) of 2002-2006, its dynamics remain to be scientifically explored. The exercise of
CLM in a community, namely, does not just comprise data collection. Community members will
have been sensitized to some degree. Neighbors will talk, local politics will be at work. Also,
the knowledge that the government is collecting data on a particular subject matter may induce a
change in knowledge, attitude and practice (KAP). Furthermore, as in the mind of beneficiaries
the CLMS is linked with the possibility of receiving social services, the answers that respondents
provide could be biased. In other words, routine data collection in the form of a CLMS does not
occur in isolation from the social realities and expectations in target communities. Thus, at the
onset of a CLM program one may safely posit that there would be considerable social dynamics
that would surround it, and that it is not simply an exercise involving, from the community's
perspective, the furnishing of data.
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A fundamental research question is thus how a rural, agricultural population would
respond to the fact that it is being monitored. Does the population’s perception of and behavior
vis-à-vis CL and WFCL change? What incentives and disincentives are there for the monitored
households to provide accurate or biased information? The extent to which these social
dynamics surrounding CLM are understood, and their effect on child labor KAPs, might allow
current and future CLM initiatives to be calibrated and/or streamlined.

1.3. Objectives of Research
The overall aim of this study is to systematically investigate the dynamics of introducing CLM to
agricultural households in Ghana, and more specifically to assess to what extent CLM has an
effect on knowledge, attitude and practices (KAPs) of CL/WFCL within the cocoa growing
region of Ghana.
The main component of this case study involves interviewing both the caregivers and
children of agricultural households with working children, and determining whether there have
been recent changes in KAP and their attributed reasons. By carrying out population-based
surveys before and after the Ghana Child Labor Monitoring System (GCLMS) pilot program was
operational in 2012, this study investigates to what extent KAPs were changed due to the very
presence of GCLMS and the attributed reasons for any changes. As the CLM is based on data
reported by the monitored, this dissertation investigates whether or not bias is introduced in the
form of reactivity phenomena – namely in the form of the subject-expectancy effect and the
observer-expectancy effect. Ultimately, and in line with the applied research methodology, this
study seeks to contribute insight that may be used to calibrate CLMS programs.
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1.4. Central and Subordinate Research Questions
The present study asks three principal and six subordinate research questions.
Central research questions:
(1) What happens to child labor knowledge, attitude and practices (KAPs) upon the
institution of CLM in a community setting?
(2) To what factors do cocoa growing families attribute any changes in CL/WFCL KAPs in
GCLMS communities?
(3) To what extent might the monitoring data, as reported by children and parents alike, be
inaccurate or biased?
Subordinate research questions:
(1) What factors are correlated with CL/WFCL KAPs?
(2) What are the CL/WFCL KAPs of the GCLMS target population before and after
implementation of the GCLMS?
a. What is the community’s understanding of child labor rights and laws before and
after GCLMS implementation?
b. Is there a discernible Hawthorne effect?
(3) Does the target population note recent changes in CL/WFCL KAP?
a. What is/are the attributed factor(s) that would explain the recent change?
(4) How do household members perceive the role of GCLMS in their communities?
(5) What effect do they think the GCLMS has had?
a. Is CLM attributed by households to have had an effect on KAP?
b. Which attribute(s) of CLMS change(s) KAPs on the part of the target population?
i. Is the implementation of Child Labor Monitoring (CLM) a factor that
elevates the knowledge about CL and/or WFCL in affected households?
ii. Is the implementation of Child Labor Monitoring (CLM) a factor that
decreases the practice of CL and/or WFCL in affected households?
(6) Is the reported data accurate, or is bias introduced in the reporting of the matter being
measured by the GCLMS?
a. Is there an observable subject-expectancy effect?
b. Is there a discernible observer-expectancy effect?
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In order to operationalize KAP, a respondent’s knowledge will be measured through his/her
understanding of what constitutes the minimum working and employment ages and hazardous
child labor in accordance with Ghana’s Hazardous Activities Framework (HAF).1 With respect
to the respondent’s attitude, s/he will be asked to make value judgments what would constitute
right or wrong behavior. In terms of practices, this study will measure child labor through a
specifically devised composite measure of both type and incidence of CL/WFCL based on
Ghana's HAF.

1.5. Research Methods
An embedded, multiple case study methodology, surveying longitudinally at two points in time,
using a mix of purposive and probability sampling techniques, is employed for this study. The
population-based surveys were conducted in two phases in each village: the first in January
2012, before the Ghana Child Labor Monitoring System (GCLMS) was instituted, and the
second in August and September of 2012, after the GCLMS was established. A two-stage
sampling method was applied: in the first stage, purposive sampling was used to select two target
communities among the 30 villages in which the GCLMS was being piloted. The second
sampling stage drew a sample of households within the communities. Within each of the 50
selected households, the head of household, who is arguably the most knowledgeable adult, and
1

The Ghana HAF features 17 cocoa production tasks that children are prohibited from performing. They are: (1)
burning brush (BB), (2) weeding with a machete (WM), (3) harvesting overhead cocoa pods with a harvesting hook
(HH), (4) breaking cocoa pods open with a machete (PM), (5) climbing trees higher than 3 meters (9 feet) with
machete (CM), (6) carrying heavy loads (above 30% of body weight for more than 3 km) (HL), (7) working with
agrochemicals (WC), (8) being present or working in the vicinity of the farm during pesticide spraying (PS), (9)
reentering a sprayed farm within less than 12 hours of spraying (RS), (10) working without shoes or clothing (shorts
and shirt at least) (WW), (11) working alone on the farm (not working with anyone else) (WA), (12) working on the
farm for more than 3 hours per day or more than 18 hours per week (WH), (13) going to – or returning from – the
farm alone (GA), (14) working on the farm between 6.00 p.m. and 6.00 a.m. (WN), (15) (For children in school)
working more than 2 hours/day on a school day (WD), (16) being withdrawn from school during cocoa harvest
season to do farm work (WS), and (17) working full time on the farm and not attending formal/non-formal school
(WF). See Republic of Ghana (2008).
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one randomly selected child, aged 5-17, were interviewed, making a total of 100 household-level
respondents per community. In each village, 5 key informants in each community – such as
school teachers, Community Data Collectors (CDC) and Community Child Protection
Committee (CCPC) members – were identified and interviewed. The survey data were
furthermore compared and contrasted with the government's GCLMS data.

1.6. Significance of the study
A matter of concern for the international community, and specialized, mandated organizations
such as the ILO in particular, is how traditional, rural societies routinely committing human
rights violations such as WFCL may be transformed. What are the most promising vehicles for
achieving acceptance and adherence to globally accepted human rights standards?
The reality of child labor has elicited a multitude of interventions around the globe. One
of the responses to the presence of child labor has been the institution of child labor monitoring
systems. Pilot systems to systematically monitor children with respect to their exposure and
risks have been implemented, but the degree of their efficacy and their ultimate effects on the
targeted populations is a subject ripe for academic scrutiny. With the advent of child labor
monitoring in the rural agricultural setting, this dissertation seeks to provide an evidence-based
view of the community-level dynamics that emerge in response to a CLM program and their
effects, in turn, on the CLM itself. In addition, by shedding light on issues such as data quality,
bias, and externalities, this applied research may yield insight that could inform the designing of
future and fine-tuning of current community-driven monitoring programs.
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1.7. Dissertation structure
The study is divided into five (5) core chapters. CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION introduces the
research topic, background, research objectives, research questions and also addresses the
significance of the study. CHAPTER II. LITERATURE REVIEW follows with the literature
review, providing a historical perspective of CLMS, offers theoretical perspectives from the
legal, public health and psychology disciplines, and explores the empirical factors and
conceptual framework associated with child labor. CHAPTER III. METHODS discusses the
research methodology. It highlights the research design, target population, limitations, data
analysis and also discusses the survey instruments. CHAPTER IV. RESULTS describes the
social, political and economic context of the two villages under investigation and then sets out to
present the width and breadth of the quantitative and qualitative analyses in line with the
research methods. CHAPTER V. DISCUSSION revisits the core and subordinate research
questions, summarizes results and discusses their implications, relates findings to other relevant
literature, and provides hypotheses.
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Chapter II. LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1. CLMS Background
2.1.1. CLM
To address child labor in economic sectors where it is endemic, in the 1990s the ILO /
International Programme on the Elimination of Child Labour (IPEC) developed the concept of
Child Labour Monitoring (CLM) with the overall objective "to ensure that as a consequence of
monitoring, children and young legally employed workers are safe from exploitation and hazards
at work" (ILO 2005). CLM emerged as a vehicle to identify child laborers, determine risks to
which they are exposed, refer affected children to appropriate services, and verify that the risks
have been removed. A follow-up phase of CLM involves tracking the at-risk children, making
sure they are attending school or benefiting from suitable alternatives, verifying that the data is
accurate, providing information to law enforcement, and disseminating analytical reports for
policy and lawmaking purposes. "By regularly repeating this process, CLM becomes a means of
ensuring that the area, industry or sector under surveillance is child labour free." (ILO 2012)
The basic CLM process, further elaborated upon in the Overview of Child Labour Monitoring published
by the ILO in 2005 (ILO 2005) is depicted in Figure 1 below.

Thus, the ultimate purpose of CLM is that the collection of case-by-case data through
direct observation on an ongoing basis permits the government or mandated body to intervene in
cases where children are at-risk or where their human rights are being compromised.
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Figure 1: Child labor monitoring architecture

Source: ILO 2012

2.1.2. Interdisciplinary perspectives on CLM
From an applied research standpoint, CLMS is a longitudinal design whereby "subjects are
assessed at several points over a long period of time" (Morra 2009). A notable fringe benefit of
CLM, therefore, is its ability to ascertain the impact of specific child labor interventions taking
place in CLM communities, in view of scaling up those which are successful.
From a public health point standpoint, CLM represents a type of surveillance, which is
defined as the "ongoing systematic collection, analysis and interpretation of data and the
distribution to those who need to know" (Thacker et al. 1988). Surveillance has numerous public
health applications, from the establishment of HIV sentinel sites to the interruption of crime
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waves.2 Active surveillance is differentiated from passive surveillance: while still necessitating
dynamic design and ongoing vigilance, in passive surveillance systems a particular event is
reported when it occurs. Active surveillance on the other hand involves a more concerted effort
to track and monitor a specific individual or group of individuals over time: it seeks out data
from selected, targeted groups or networks through sentinel systems, serial health surveys and
other monitoring efforts, in which the target population is subject to data collection (Declich et
al. 1994). A third, “active active surveillance,” a form of self-disclosure, involves the targeted
individuals themselves reporting on events in their lives.3 Within this typology, CLMS
embodies a form of “active surveillance.”

2.1.3. Types of CLM
A variety of child monitoring systems have been developed: school based, industrial/sector
based, work place/labor based or community based.

i. School-based model
The school-based system leverages the national-wide educational sector to identify children who
drop out of school and extend to them adequate alternative services such as vocational education.
In Pakistan, the model features a "close relationship between workplace monitoring processes
and the referral of child labourers to the education system" (ILO 2012). Significant outcomes
are reportedly achieved when the education system – with its considerable human and physical
capacity and resources, including community-based school management committees, parent
teacher associations, and management information and inspection systems – is harnessed for the
2

Such as practiced for example by the Chicago-based Cure Violence, originally founded as CeaseFire, which aims
at reducing street violence by using outreach workers to interrupt the epidemic pattern of violence.
3
Bertrand (2011).
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purposes of child labor monitoring. The major drawback of this model however is the "extra
burden child labour monitoring exerts on the already overwhelmed education system" (ILO
2012).

ii. Industry/sector-based
The Industry/sector-based model is a self-regulatory measure featuring independent monitoring
of a particular industry or sector (ILO 2012). This form of CLM is practiced when it is in the
best interest of the affected party to be pro-active and transparent about its child labor status. The
Sialkot Soccer Ball Industry is one such case in which international buyers threatened to boycott
Sialkot-produced soccer balls after it became known that children also were involved in the
stitching (ILO 2004b). In response, the Sialkot Chamber of Commerce and Industry sought a
partnership with ILO and UNICEF to develop a child labor elimination program focusing on
prevention/monitoring, social protection and rehabilitation. Funded by the soccer ball industry,
the program extended formal and non-formal education, vocational training, health and microcredit to affected children. However, the noteworthy drawback of the industry-based-model is
that children who are forced out of one industry may engage another. As such, it is not childcentered (ILO 2012).

iii. Work place/labor based-model
The workplace-based model is carried out at the individual institution level and involves an
organization, often in collaboration with other stakeholders such as employers and workers’
organizations of concerned sectors, developing and implementing policies to eliminate or prevent
child labor. This type of monitoring is relatively inexpensive where a fairly limited number of
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workplaces and child laborers are involved; outcomes are readily visible, and it's a relatively
easy measure to improve public image. Yet, as with the industry/sector-based model, this model
does not address child labor mobility and job displacement (ILO 2012).

iv. Community-based model
The community-based CLM model relies on community structures to conduct surveillance
through regularly repeated direct observations, to identify working children in the communities
and to pass this data on to the designated authorities for analysis and referral. Existing
institutions at the village, district and national level are operationalized to carry out this new
function, and new community-level structures are established. Village and district-level
development committees and child labor committees, parent-teacher associations, chiefs, law
enforcement officers, employer and worker organizations, extension workers (agriculture, health,
education, welfare), once trained, provide fundamental institutions for child labor monitoring and
mitigation (ILO 2012).
Community-based monitoring has the distinct advantage of local officials and other
responsible parties being readily able to observe children in various work places and conditions
by virtue of already being on-site. And since community members invest time and effort into the
process, community ownership of the process and outcomes is all the more enhanced. CLMS
also includes a referral system, the efficacy of which, however, hinges on the clear roles and
coordination among the responsible parties. The ultimate goal for a given community to become
a ‘Child Labor Free Zone’ (CLFZ) is possible when the authorities employ a synergistic model
that allows "integration of various interventions aimed at prevention, removal and rehabilitation,
and protection of young workers with those aimed at empowering vulnerable families and local
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communities" (ILO 2012). Critical is that as a consequence of monitoring, the children are
provided with real alternatives to work, are better off, and have not fallen instead into something
worse.
A type of community-based CLMS was applied in Ghana where monitoring took place
on community-wide basis and data collection was conducted at the household level, as is further
discussed in successive sections. Notable strengths and drawbacks of the featured communitybased CLM model are thus investigated by means of this dissertation.

2.1.4. CLM Applications
Pioneered by the ILO/IPEC, CLM was first applied in specific sectors, notably in Bangladesh's
garment industry BGMEA project4 starting in 1995, and Pakistan's Sialkot soccer ball industry
project5 starting in 1997. Implemented by professional workplace monitoring teams, these
projects allowed for specific monitoring procedures and tools to be honed. According to the
ILO, the monitoring and verification systems developed by these projects were "generally
considered to have been successful and were effective in removing children from child labour
and in providing them with education services" (ILO 2011). Thereafter, CLM was also
implemented in other economic sectors such as fishing (in Indonesia and Philippines) and
agriculture (in Central America and Western Africa).

BGMEA – Bangladesh Garment Manufacturers and Exporters Association. The project was jointly implemented
by BGMEA, ILO and UNICEF. For an assessment of the project see: the ILO's Addressing Child Labour in the
Bangladesh Garment Industry 1995-2001, A Synthesis of UNICEF and ILO evaluation studies of the Bangladesh
garment sector projects (ILO 2004a).
5
For further information see (ILO 2004b).
4
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2.1.5. NPECLC
In 2006, Ghana established the National Programme for the Elimination of the Worst Forms of
Child Labour in Cocoa (NPECLC) under the Ministry of Employment and Labour Relations 6 to
promote the welfare and protection of children in cocoa growing areas of Ghana, with the overall
goal "to eliminate the worst forms of child labor in the cocoa sector by 2011" (NPECLC 2013).
This program is situated in the broader context of Ghana's National Plan of Action (NPA)
formulated against all child labor.
Since 2006, NPECLC, working through the district assemblies and a cohort of NGOs, has
been active – notably in sensitizing target communities, establishing Community Child
Protection Committees (CCPCs) and District Child Protection Committees (DCPCs), facilitating
the development of Community Action Plans, training traditional leaders, and identifying
families eligible for the Livelihood Empowerment Against Poverty (LEAP) program.7

2.1.6. CLMS in Ghana
Child labor monitoring has been practiced in Ghana since 2001; first through projects
spearheaded by the ILO, and, since 2010, spearheaded by the Government of Ghana (GOG).
Over the course of the decade, each successive system was improved upon and scaled-up.
The Central Tracking Database of Ex-Working Children (2001-2003), set up under the
ILO-IPEC Ghana Country Programme, laid the foundations for CLM in Ghana. This project
reached out to children working in ritual servitude, domestic servitude, heavy loads porterage,
and commercial sexual exploitation (CSEC) in four regions of the country. Apart from

6
7

Formerly the Ministry of Employment and Social Welfare (MESW).
Described in detail in Tulane’s 4th Annual Report to USDOL; see Tulane 2010.
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demonstrating the proof-of-concept, 2,128 children were reportedly reached and covered by a
computerised database.
The second CLMS initiative, entitled A Mono-Sector Decentralised CLMS (2003-2006)
and established under ILO-IPEC WACAP project, focused on child labor in commercial
agriculture, especially cocoa, in five West African countries including Ghana.8 The system,
piloted in five (5) districts and fifty-two (52) communities, notably established local
administrative units comprised of Community and District Child Labour Committees (CCLCs
and DCLCs). One thousand (1,000) children involved in child labour were withdrawn from
child labour and provided with alternative social services, and a computerised CLM database
was set up.
Following on the WACAP experience, the Multi-Sector Decentralised Integrated Child
Labour Monitoring System (I-CLMS) under the ILO-IPEC Support for the Implementation of
Time-Bound Measures for the Elimination of the Worst Forms of Child Labour in Ghana ran
from 2006 to 2009. Covering 20 districts, one main objective was to enhance the technical
capacity of relevant institutions. Fifteen (15) central agencies, twenty (20) Metropolitan
Municipal and District Assemblies (MMDAs) and two hundred (200) communities participated,
with the main accomplishment being that 14,000 children, found to be either at risk or engaged
in a WFCL, were systematically monitored and their situation redressed.
As of August 2010, Ghana began preparations to launch its own CLMS program, naming
it the Ghana Child Labour Monitoring System (GCLMS). The GCLMS is a government-led
initiative under chairmanship of the Ministry of Employment and Labour Relations, guided by
the National Steering Committee (NSC) on the Elimination of Child Labour, administered by
NPECLC and receiving technical support from the ILO. Under the National Plan of Action
8

The five WACAP countries were: Côte d'Ivoire, Cameroon, Ghana, Guinea and Nigeria.
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(NPA), the GCLMS is to be applied to the main sectors of child labor in the country, namely
fishing, mining, commercial sexual exploitation of children (CSEC), head porterage, street
hawking, cocoa farming, and other agricultural sectors.
In preparations leading up to GCLMS implementation in the country’s cocoa sector,
NPECLC trained officials and developed the survey instruments and software. Five Community
Data Collectors (CDC) were selected from 60 initial target communities each, based on the
criteria of having basic education and literacy competency, living in or near the target
community, being a member of the Community Child Protection Committee (CCPC), and
demonstrating the necessary commitment. In July 2011 NPECLC trained 535 individuals
comprising CDC, District Support Teams (DST) made up of District Social Welfare, District
Labor, District Education and District Cooperative Officers, and District Focal Persons (DFP –
District Labor or Social Welfare Officers) to conduct and oversee the data collection component.
The training featured the concept of child labor, interview techniques, data capturing software,
understanding and administering of the GCLMS concepts and tools, monitoring, evaluation,
referral and reporting (NPECLC 2011). GCLMS survey instruments include the Community
Register (Tool 1), Working Children and/or at Risk Children (Tool 2) and Supported Children
(Tool 3). The Government of Ghana (GOG) furthermore developed data capturing software to
enter the data at the district level that also handles aspects of analysis and report generation.
In November 2011, NPECLC received GHS 1 million (USD 592,694) from COCOBOD
to commence GCLMS and remediation activities in 30 communities within ten districts across
Ghana's six cocoa growing regions in 2012. The pilot GCLMS began collecting and analyzing
data on a household-basis in designated cocoa communities as of February 2012, identifying
children who are child laborers, exposed to the WFCL, or at risk of WFCL. Armed with this
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data, government agencies, districts and communities can objectively respond to at-risk or
WFCL-exposed children on a case-by-case basis with the appropriate remedial action. As such,
the GCLMS is seen by many stakeholders – such as the Government of Ghana, the ILO, cocoa
industry leaders, and USDOL – as the way forward in effectively addressing CL/WFCL in the
cocoa and other sectors where child labor is practiced.

2.2. Legal Basis
A variety of legal and theoretical frameworks inform the subject of this dissertation. From the
legal standpoint, the International Human Rights Conventions, pertinent national laws, Human
Rights Based Approach (HRBA) to development set the stage, and the act of monitoring must
take into account reactivity effects derived from psychology and sociology.

2.2.1. International Human Rights Conventions
The international community, over the past decades, has increasingly taken a clear stance on
inherent human rights and what types of labor constitute exploitation. All along, Ghana has
played a part in the international affirmation of these rights.
The Government of Ghana’s GCLMS effort is anchored in the contemporary human
rights movement, which had its origins in the post-WWII era, starting with the ratification of
various international charters and conventions. Cornerstones of the international legal system
include the 1948 UN Universal Declaration of Human Rights, and – specific to child labor – the
1989 UN Convention on the Rights of the Child as well as ILO Conventions 138 and 182.
Articles in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights that are pertinent to child labor
include Article 1, which states that “All human beings are born free and equal in dignity and
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rights.” Article 3 holds that “Everyone has the right to life, liberty and security of person.”
Article 4 stipulates that “No one shall be held in slavery or servitude; slavery and the slave trade
shall be prohibited in all their forms,” and Article 26 states that “Everyone has the right to
education” (UN 1948).
Children furthermore have special rights as conferred on them through the UN
Convention on the Rights of the Child (UN 1989). The articles of the Convention comprise a set
of guiding principles and three groups of rights: survival and development rights, protection
rights, and participation rights. Concerning their survival and development, children are, e.g.,
entitled to formal education and primary health care. Article 32 recognizes that it is the role of
the government to ensure that children are "protected from economic exploitation and from
performing any work that is likely to be hazardous or to interfere with the child's education, or to
be harmful to the child's health, physical, mental, spiritual, moral or social development.” Aside
from stipulating minimum ages of employment and regulating the hours and conditions of
employment, state parties commit themselves to provide appropriate penalties or other sanctions
to ensure the effective enforcement of child protection (UN 1989).
The ILO defines the term "child labor" as:
"work that deprives children of their childhood, their potential and their dignity, and that is
harmful to physical and mental development. It refers to work that:
 is mentally, physically, socially or morally dangerous and harmful to children; and
 interferes with their schooling by:
o depriving them of the opportunity to attend school;
o obliging them to leave school prematurely; or
o requiring them to attempt to combine school attendance with excessively long and
heavy work.” (ILO 2014)
The ILO Convention concerning Minimum Age for Admission to Employment (C138), which
went into force in 1976, stipulates the age at which children are allowed to work as 15 years.
"Light work," as long as it is not harmful to a child's health or development and does not impede
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school attendance, is allowed at age 13 and 14. Article 7, section 3, spells out that a "competent
authority shall determine the activities in which employment or work may be permitted under
paragraphs 1 and 2 of this Article and shall prescribe the number of hours during which and the
conditions in which such employment or work may be undertaken." Ghana did so in 2008, in the
form of its Hazardous Activities Framework, discussed in section 2.2.3. National Child-specific
Laws in Ghana. While the convention-ratifying country can also opt for a lower minimum age of
14 years, and correspondingly lower ages for "light work" (12 years), in 2011 Ghana ratified ILO
Convention 138, mandating the minimum age of employment at 15 years (ILO 2014b).
Interestingly, C138 specifies a range of industries for which its provisions apply,
including "plantations and other agricultural undertakings mainly producing for commercial
purposes." It however excludes "family and small-scale holdings producing for local
consumption and not regularly employing hired workers." As cocoa farming in Ghana is almost
exclusively a cash crop enterprise, and to date the country's premier foreign-currency earner, this
agricultural activity thus squarely falls within the purview of this convention.
In 1999 the international community adopted the ILO's Worst Forms of Child Labour
Convention (C182) 9, a convention which, in Article 3, defines activities that comprise WFCL.
The first three are designated the "unconditional forms of WFCL:"
a. "all forms of slavery or practices similar to slavery, such as the sale and trafficking of
children…
b. the use, procuring or offering of a child for prostitution…
c. the use, procuring or offering of a child for illicit activities…
d. work which, by its nature or the circumstances in which it is carried out, is likely to harm
the health, safety or morals of children." (ILO 1999)

9

The full name is: The Convention concerning the Prohibition and Immediate Action for the Elimination of the
Worst Forms of Child Labour, which was adopted by the International Labour Organization (ILO) in 1999 as ILO
Convention No 182.
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The convention, as stipulated in Article 2, considers a "child" as "all persons under the age of
18." Importantly, ratifying states also committed to establish or designate appropriate
mechanisms to monitor the implementation of child labour interventions in consultation with
employers’ and workers’ organizations as per Article 5 (ILO 1999). Ghana ratified C182 in
2000.
While it is up to each ratifying country to operationalize, in the form of “hazardous work
lists,” the harmful activities that could impact a child’s health, safety and/or morals as per
Convention No. 182, the accompanying ILOs Worst Forms of Child Labour Recommendation
(No. 190) of 1999, provides non-binding guidelines. Member states are to consider prohibiting,
inter alia, children working:


with dangerous machinery, equipment and tools, or that involves the manual handling or
transport of heavy loads;



in an unhealthy environment, which may, for example, expose children to hazardous
substances, agents or processes; and



under particularly difficult conditions such as work for long hours or during the night.
(ILO 2011a)

2.2.2. Law & Development = HRBA
In seeking to uphold these human rights by systematically collecting and reporting data, adopting
participative community methods and targeting at-risk individuals, the GCLMS initiative also
incorporates development principles. Similarly, the human rights based approach (HRBA)
initiative, which emerged toward the end of the 20th century, reconciles human rights traditions
with international development principles. The "human rights-based approach is a conceptual
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framework for the process of human development that is normatively based on international
human rights standards and operationally directed to promoting and protecting human rights"
(OHCHR 2013). HRBA recognizes that every human being is both a person and a right-holder.

Governments are the primary human rights “duty-bearers” vis-à-vis the “rights-holders” and are
thus obliged to respect, protect and fulfill every right:
1) "To respect a right means refraining from interfering with the enjoyment of the right;
2) To protect a right means enacting laws that create mechanisms to prevent violation of the
rights by state authorities or by non-state actors;
3) To fulfill a right means taking active steps to put in place institutions and procedures,
including the allocation of resources, to enable people to enjoy their rights." (UNFPA
2013)
In sum, a rights-based approach develops the capacity of duty-bearers to meet their obligations
and encourages rights holders to claim their rights (UNFPA 2013). As a comprehensive
framework, it has since gained ground with the growing recognition of the inextricable linkages
between the practice of human rights and the practice of development.10
While all three obligations are embodied in the GCLMS, it can be said to directly uphold
the second and third charge to pro-actively uphold the rights of their people and ensure that they
may benefit from their rights.

10

In order to orient the HRBA movement, in 2003 a group of U.N. agencies articulated the "Statement of Common
Understanding," which stipulated the following:
1. "All programmes of development cooperation, policies and technical assistance should further the
realization of human rights as laid down in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and other
international human rights instruments.
2. Human rights standards contained in, and principles derived from, the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights and other international human rights instruments guide all development cooperation and
programming in all sectors and in all phases of the programming process.
3. Development cooperation contributes to the development of the capacities of “duty-bearers” to meet their
obligations and of “rights-holders” to claim their rights."
Since, the HRBA discourse has been able to garner critical mass to the point that human rights was placed at the
very heart of the development agenda, including at the U.N., other multilateral institutions such as the World Bank,
and international nongovernmental organizations (see the Inter-Agency Workshop (2003). Identifying a dignity
dimension, an acknowledgement dimension, a transparency dimension, an accountability dimension, and an
empowerment dimension as characteristics specific to the HRBA, see also Gready, Paul (2008) and Cornwall,
Andrea & Nyamu-Musembi, Celestine (2004).
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2.2.3. National Child-specific Laws in Ghana
Article 28 of Ghana's 1992 Constitution prohibits labor considered as injurious to the health,
education or development of the child. A more comprehensive law pertaining to CL/WFCL, the
Children’s Act, was passed in 1998 (Ghana 1998). Defining a child as a person below the age of
eighteen (18) years, it prohibits both exploitative child labor (Section 87), which constitutes
labor that would deprive "the child of its health, education or development" and night work
(Section 88). The Children’s Act also sets age limits based on work type, permitting "light
work" at the age of 13, employment at the age of 15, and hazardous work at the age of 18
(sections 89 to 91) in line with ILO Convention 138. "Light work" under this Act is defined as
work that is "not likely to be harmful to the health or development of the child and does not
affect the child's attendance at school or the capacity of the child to benefit from school work."
Hazardous work under the Children’s Act is defined as work that "poses a danger to the health,
safety, or morals of a person" (Ghana 1998).
Sections 58 to 61 of Ghana’s Labor Act of 2003 prohibits employment of "young
persons" in hazardous activities (Ghana 2003). It defines a "young person" as or above 18 years
of age and below 21 years, and defines hazardous activities as engagement in work likely to
expose the person to physical or moral hazard.11 The Act also allows the ministry level to
determine the types of labor considered hazardous and to issue legislative measures.
The “Hazardous Child Labor Activity Framework,” which defines hazardous child labor
for the cocoa sub-sector, was published by the Ministry of Manpower, Youth and Employment12
in June 2008. It outlines 17 activities and conditions of work prohibited under the age of 18, a

11

The Labour Act of 2003 thus pushes back, by 3 years, the permissible age of engaging in hazardous work, from
18 years as per the Chidren's Act of 1998. However, this particular provision is neither operationalized in policy nor
enforced.
12
Now the Ministry of Employment and Labour Relations
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selection "justified in terms of its impact on the health, education and morals of children."
Cognizant of the reality of child participation in cocoa agriculture, it also itemizes permissible
and age-appropriate activities for each age group. Section 4.4.5. Perception of hazardous work
and reported practices in this dissertation enumerates each prohibited activity.
Ghana’s Human Trafficking Act was passed in 2005 prohibiting the trafficking of
persons or use of trafficked persons and prohibiting hazardous or forced labor. The Act defines
trafficking as: "the recruitment, transportation, transfer, harbouring, trading or receipt of persons
within and across national borders by the use of threats, force or other forms of coercion,
abduction, fraud, deception, the abuse of power or exploitation of vulnerability, or giving or
receiving payments and benefits to achieve consent" (Ghana 2005).
Laws in the books is one thing, compliance and enforcement is another. While the above
enumerated international conventions and national laws provide legal parameters for child work
and child labor, Ghana struggles to communicate, uphold and enforce them. In spite of targeted
sensitization and mobilization campaigns, the fact remains that many cocoa-growing
communities remain largely unaware of the requirements of the laws.
As it is the duty of the government to protect and uphold the rights of children, GOG
embarked upon the targeted CLMS initiative to obtain necessary information on children, on a
case-by-case basis, to extend protection and services to children exposed to CL/WFCL.

2.3. Theoretical Basis
2.3.1. Epistemic Feedback and Reactivity Effects
Where a target population’s perspective is to be regularly queried and its behavior systematically
monitored, the possible emergence of reactivity effects and feedback phenomena ought to be
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anticipated. One feedback loop and three reactivity effects are considered as relevant to CLM.
Reactivity, as understood in psychology and sociology, occurs when individuals alter their
performance or behavior due to the awareness that they are being observed (Heppner et al 2008).
The three reactivity effects that will be taken into account are the subject-expectancy effect, the
observer-expectancy effect, and the Hawthorne effect. Furthermore, what is possible in a
monitoring scenario is that the very process of obtaining a phenomenon changes the information
being obtained, which is why epistemic feedback ought to be taken into consideration.
These externalities may arise at various stages and levels of a CLM program, from
conception to implementation. As is illustrated in Figure 2 below, these CLM dimensions and
their corresponding feedback or effects are: design and framing (epistemic feedback),
sensitization and implementation (Hawthorne effect), and data collection (subject-expectancy
effect and the observer-expectancy effect). These possible "side-effects" would respectively be
the product of the nature of the program, the manner in which it would be presented, the way in
which it would be perceived, and the consequent reaction of the community members.

Figure 2: Potential feedback and effects
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i. Epistemic feedback
First coined by physicist Henry Margeneau (1978), epistemic feedback is understood as the
"interplay between what is being measured and the result of the measurement." This interaction
can affect either the observations or the method of observation, or both. In the world of quantum
mechanics, this insight is perfectly illustrated through the seemingly bizarre outcomes of the
measurement problem involving the double slit experiment. In this experiment, light photons are
made to propagate through two tiny slits onto a screen revealing a pattern (Greene 1999). The
photons paint a wave-like diffraction pattern on the screen. Yet when detectors are placed next
to one or both slits, the wave function collapses and the photons behave as though they were
particles shot straight through the slits. Take away – or simply turn off – the detectors, and the
wave pattern returns. While yet unresolved, the problem of how (or if) the wavefunction
collapse occurs has some physicists arguing whether one may change the way a phenomenon
behaves just by observing it (Schlosshauer 2005). For the sake of this study, the double slit
experiment serves as a metaphor that the very act of observation may change the outcome of a
given process.
In the social sciences, epistemic feedback is analogous to the concept of reflexivity,
where examination or action turns around, refers to, and affects the entity instigating the action
or examination. The potential emergence of epistemic feedback is grounds for caution: data may
be affected by the method of observation, what entity performs the observation, and the framing
and communication of the study's purpose. For the purposes of this study, epistemic feedback is
thus operationalized as the nature of the program (taking into account program design, framing
and communication), and the subject's degree of awareness of being observed in the context of
the program.
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ii. The subject-expectancy effect
The subject-expectancy effect is a form of reactivity in which a research subject, expecting a
desired result, will consciously or subconsciously manipulate the experiment or, for whatever
reason(s), report the expected result. Linked to the subject-expectancy effect is the social
desirability bias: the tendency of respondents to answer questions in such a manner that would,
they believe, be viewed in a favorable light (Paulhus 1991). Whether in the form of overreporting perceived "good behavior" or under-reporting perceived "bad behavior," in either case
this bias interferes with the accurate measurement of the phenomenon under scrutiny.
In the case of the GCLMS, the expectation that the information provided may be linked
with government-sponsored child-specific remediation could precipitate biased responses, and so
undermine data validity and reliability. For example, Ghana’s Livelihood Empowerment Against
Poverty (LEAP) program – Ghana’s conditional cash transfer (CCT) program – provides
material assistance to highly impoverished households. With a perception that perhaps certain
responses could carry with them certain advantages down the line, answers may not represent an
accurate accounting of events.

Alternatively, data could be misreported because of a deliberate attempt to project a more
positive individual or collective image. National or local politically-motivated influence may be
exerted on a target population, which may not actually change behavior but rather affect the
population’s responses. The “right” answer might become more important than the “accurate”
answer, and so the respondent’s account of events may be influenced by his/her perception of
ideal responses. Especially in the context of ongoing data collection, subjects who become
aware of the indicators employed to measure them may deliberately provide answers that
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obscure the facts. Related to the subject-expectancy effect is cognitive dissonance, which occurs
when participants report improvement even if it did not occur, in order to meet their own
expectation that they should have changed. In other words, the indicators may take on a life of
their own, and their measurements not accurately reflect reality. Reasons for this may include
“survival” strategies, respondent fatigue, or a deliberate attempt to project a certain individual or
collective image. From the macro perspective, it may appear that the system is working and the
desired outcomes are being achieved, but the very measurement tool has become a façade behind
which reality is hidden.

iii. The observer-expectancy effect
Conversely, a respondent’s answers may be influenced by his/her perception of the observer's
values or expectations, which consequently skews the findings of the given phenomenon under
investigation. This type of reactivity, well documented in the field of psychology, is referred to
as observer-expectancy or experimenter-expectancy effect (Colman 2009). Whether during
small talk before the interview, through the specific formulation of a question, or through verbal
intonation revealing ardor for a specific outcome related to the subject matter, the opinions,
values, and expectations of the surveyor can be explicitly or implicitly communicated to subjects
in subtle, intentional or unintentional ways. These cues in turn may influence the responses, and
in the aggregate, significantly skew the findings of a study; the end result being that the
responses would not accurately portray the phenomenon in question (Rosenthal 1998).
The observer-expectancy effect is furthermore related to the so-called Pygmalion effect,
which holds that a person's performance is enhanced proportionally to the expectation placed
upon them (Mitchell et al 2003). While in both cases a subject is being observed, the two effects
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differ however in that with the Pygmalion effect, the observer deliberately and explicitly
communicates his/her expectations to the subject, whereas with observer-expectancy this is not
the case. Invert the Pygmalion effect and one has the Golem effect, in which low expectations
lead to a decrease in performance (Babad et al 1982). These effects highlight the power of selffulfilling prophesies and the potential for interpersonal manipulation between an "observer" and
a "subject."
Participant observation, a data collection method, for example, employed in
anthropology, walks a particularly fine line between the need for direct observation, thus
obtaining quality data, and the observer-expectancy effect, which biases the data. The role of the
participant-observer allows the researcher to become a participant, and in some cases a fullfledged member, of the group or society being studied. This role is a delicate act insofar as the
researcher's hypothesized results may, possibly unbeknownst to the researcher, be communicated
to the subjects and prompt them to project those results, thereby "confirming" the initially
expected results. As community-based data collectors (CDCs) are, in a way, participant
observers, producing an observer-expectancy effect is thus a real danger.
While one may debate to what degree a surveyor can realistically approach and conduct
an interview in a state of objectivity, one may control for observer-expectancy by making the
surveyor aware of his/her biases and stipulating that neutrality be projected throughout the data
collection process. Yet without such measures in place, the danger of observer-expectancy bias
in data collection is real. In short, any type of observation, and especially observation which is
conducted in person, would need to consider the potential – and ramifications – of the observerexpectancy effect in the context of the systematic research.
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iv. The Hawthorne effect
While the individual interaction between the surveyor and respondent may produce a degree of
individual reactivity, the influence of the broader social dynamics in which a research
intervention occurs must also be considered in affecting a subject and shaping the phenomenon
under scrutiny. In a seminal set of experiments carried out from 1924 to 1932 at Western
Electric's Hawthorne Works factory in Hawthorne, a suburb of Chicago, social scientists sought
to test the extent to which the performance of employees was influenced by the manipulation of
their physical and social surroundings. When the working conditions were noticeably altered,
the group's productivity improved in each instance, to the surprise of the researchers. The
changes were brought full circle: "by the time each change had been returned to the way it was
from the onset, productivity at the factory had increased to its highest level and absenteeism had
plummeted" (Hindle 2008).
In explaining the findings, lead researcher and sociologist Elton Mayo put forth a number
of factors that honed in on the social dynamics among workers, and also between the workers
and the researchers. Highlighting peer dynamics as instrumental in the formation and
reinforcement of productivity standards, Mayo observed: "the working group as a whole actually
determined the output of individual workers by reference to a standard that represented the group
conception (rather than management's) of a fair day's work. This standard was rarely, if ever, in
accord with the standards of the efficiency engineers" (Mayo 1945). The primary motivation, for
Mayo, was clear: "the desire to stand well with one's fellows, the so-called human instinct of
association, easily outweighs the merely individual interest and the logic of reasoning" (Mayo
1949). Mayo furthermore notes that the workers felt better in their situation due to the interest
extended to them by their observers, and that the subsequent changes made to their working
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conditions gave them the impression that they were valued and respected. In sum, Mayo saw the
human factor in workplace productivity as critical, and that social desirability was a great
motivator.
Only years after the experiment was the term Hawthorne effect coined by Henry
Landsberger (1986), defining it as a phenomenon whereby subjects improve or modify an aspect
of their behavior simply in response to the attention they receive from the researchers, not due to
any particular experimental manipulation. While subsequent critiques and interpretations of the
original Hawthorne study revisited its data, theorization and validity, various elements of the
phenomenon have since been replicated in the educational, medical and public health fields. For
example, in an experiment involving a coffee station, payment box, and a poster detailing prices,
Bateson et al (2006) found that people paid nearly three times as much when being "watched" by
a pair of eyes on the poster as compared with seeing an image of flowers. Based on these
findings, the researchers argued that people behave differently when they believe they are being
watched because they are worried what others will think of them.
Whereas a set of productivity studies in post-industrialized 1930 Chicago represent a
stark contrast to a child monitoring exercise in 21st century Ghanaian agricultural communities, a
common denominator is the potential for reactivity: individuals may alter their behavior due to
the awareness that they are being observed. In particular, the importance of peer dynamics and
the relationship between the subjects and observers deserves attention. Especially what Mayo
identified as the "human instinct of association" must be taken into consideration as potentially
influencing a population's KAPs on a given outcome of interest. In the particular case of the
GCLMS, the very existence of community-based monitoring may influence household-level
decision-making regarding hazardous child labor, and ultimately the behavior of children.
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While all three effects described above represent types of reactivity, a Hawthorne effect
embodies an actual change in behavior due to the fact of being monitored, whereas with the
subject-expectancy and the observer-expectancy effects, the events are influenced by the
observer or not accurately portrayed by the respondent. Thus, the subject-expectancy effect and
the observer-expectancy effect would rather increase “noise” in the data.

v. Possible program-population interactions
These reactivity effects may reveal themselves either at the onset or in the course of GCLMS
implementation. Figure 3 focuses more specifically on the interaction between CLMS and the
population's reporting of CL/WFCL, highlighting three possible perceptions of CLMS and three
respective ways for data to be either accurately or inaccurately reported. In epidemiology,
deliberate inaccurate reporting is known as "reporting bias," which is defined as the "selective
revealing or suppression of information" by subjects (Porta 2008). A perceived personal or
collective benefit might cause a respondent to over-report, or, in order to avoid a social stigma,
cause him or her to under-report. Either respondents by-and-large report accurately (A: No
reporting bias), or they, alternatively, deliberately prevaricate, thus misleading the agents of the
program (B: Reporting bias or C: Reporting bias). These reactivity effects, in the aggregate,
may significantly skew the findings of the CLMS, masking the actual events. In order to
examine the accuracy of the GCLMS data, the GCLMS data will be cross-checked with this
study's caregiver, children, and key informant data, and underlying motivations for possible
reporting bias explored.
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Figure 3: Possible interactions between CLMS and CL/WFCL reporting
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2.4. Pertinent Empirical Literature
2.4.1. Factors associated with child labor
A growing body of literature seeks to identify factors associated with child labor and scholarly
articles pinpoint its most salient drivers in a variety of contexts. Empirically identified factors
can be grouped into basic variable families: socio-cultural factors and economic factors at the
household level and external factors such as institutional-level and macro-economic variables.

C: Reporting
bias:
Over-reporting
of CL and
WFCL
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i. Household characteristics
Household level characteristics that have been investigated as being linked to child labor include
household size (number of individuals in household), level of education of father / mother, sex of
children (boys, girls), ages of children, birthplace of father, mother and ethnicity. The older the
child, the more likely s/he is to work, and work longer hours. For physiological reasons boys
tend to perform more demanding physical labor than girls. Furthermore, the household size
should also be taken into consideration.
The parent’s level of education has been identified as serving as a significant predictor
whether their children will also be enrolled in school (Psacharopoulos et al 1989). Specifically
in Ghana, Lavy (1996) reports that household income and parental education attainment have a
greater explanatory power on enrollment of children in primary school as do distance to school,
school fees, or teacher education. Investigating gender dynamics within the household in greater
detail, Handa (1996) finds that the father’s education is predominantly associated with the boy’s
education and the mother’s education is predominantly associated with the girl’s education.
Using data from Ghana, Canagarajah and Coulombe (1997) find that a father's education affects
the likelihood of working, and mothers’ education influences the school participation decision.
One should also be mindful of the fact that in patriarchal ethnic groups, boys are more likely to
be enrolled in school, and the head of household, who yields decision-making power within the
household, is commonly the father.
"Education pays," a maxim Appleton (2000) confirmed, was also true for Sub-Saharan
Africa, where a year of education was associated with a 3% to 14% increase in wages and
productivity. Investigating the factors underlying school seeking behavior, Clemens (2004)
concludes that while policy matters, it "cannot compete with other, more important determinants
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of the long-term rate of change," which are the "development of the economy and slow
accumulation of a stock of educated adults."
The effect of household size on child labor varies from study to study, depending upon
the combination of contextual factors which exists (Cochrane et al 1990). Children living in
larger households are on average more prone to work longer hours in order to generate income,
perform household tasks, or look after younger siblings. The evidence also suggests that this is
especially true with older children and when they are girls (Jomo 1992).
The gender of the household head is cited as another important determinant of child
labor. While on the one hand, households headed by the mother commonly have a higher
dependency ratio, which may increase the likelihood of sending children out to work, on the
other hand mother-headed households are typically more likely to invest in the schooling of their
children, especially girls (Canagarajah et al 1997).

ii. Household-level economic factors
The relative economic status of a household, or conversely, its degree of poverty, is cited as a
critical factor of child labor: children may constitute a significant source of income for these
households. Basu and Van (1998) posit what they term the “luxury axiom:” children only work
when parental income is below subsistence levels. Thus, child labor becomes a recourse in the
context of a family-run farm when the sustainability of the family enterprise is in question or
when the family is required to cut the costs of production. In Ghana, Maitra and Ray (2000)
found that when children combine both work and school, they averaged a contribution of about
20% to household income. When children work exclusively, this percentage increased to an
average of 1/3rd of the household’s income. Another study, suggesting that there exists a poverty
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threshold under which families would resort to the practice of child labor, Diallo (2001),
based on an analysis of the national survey of households in 1995 in Côte d'Ivoire, shows
that the rate of child labor increases and school enrollment gradually declines as the household
standard of living falls. With a focus on their daily survival rather than on their future
welfare, families put to work the immediate productive capacity of their children in the labor
market (Grootaert et al 1995). In a study of the determinants of child labor in Côte d'Ivoire,
Grootaert (1998) suggests that the household faces the following decision tree: where a child's
welfare is the only concern, then schooling alone is the first option, but if the household is poor
and relies on the child’s income for survival, then schooling and work become the first option.
Wahba (2000), in one study, finds that adult wages are important determinants of child
labor and schooling. In another study, Wahba (2001) performs a bivariate probit analysis on data
from Egypt and finds that children are twice as likely to work if their parents themselves were
child laborers, suggesting that child labor perpetuates inter-generational poverty.
Other authors have explored the relationship between intergenerational transmission of
economic status and social mobility. Corcoran et al. (1990) explore the extent to which income
status, especially poverty, is passed from one generation to another in the United States and find
a large impact of family background on income status. In countries with educational and
employment opportunities, and a degree of social mobility, "families that previously sent
children to the labour market can make the transition to a higher social state where the returns to
education are higher, allowing them to withhold their children from the labour market" (Emerson
2006). The Emerson study underlines the importance for the provision of educational and
employment opportunities in shaping household choices with regard to child labor, especially in
LDCs.
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iii. Socio-cultural factors
In developing countries around the world, as was historically practiced in many developed
countries, it is a way of life for children to help their parents on the farm. In the African context,
and especially in the more traditional rural sector, the apprenticeship system is alive and well. A
father takes his son to the farm, teaching him how to acquire physical endurance and survival
skills, and a mother schools her daughter in domestic work, preparing her for the future role of
wife and mother (Bekombo 1981). Child labor remains a means of socialization and education,
and vocational skill development prepares children for their future adult life as described by
Diallo (2001). Social reinforcement of a healthy work ethic is also visible in partner selection;
the virtue of being a hard worker being a key factor. Also, it is not only the father or the mother
that trains the child in a particular trade, but often relatives and even other community members
as well. Wider family apprenticeship is practiced in line with the old African adage – it takes a
village to raise a child. As a consequence, Sylvia Hinson-Ekong (2006) observes that in Ghana's
rural farming settings, children mature faster than their city counterparts and attributed this to
their early socialization into family economic activities and responsibilities. Thus, the question
where tradition ends and exploitation begins, both premised on social constructs, is continuously
revisited at all levels of society.
Cocoa farming in Ghana, as first described by economist Polly Hill (1963), was
traditionally a family affair. She describes how the cocoa industry in Ghana was in fact first
developed by savvy migrant agriculturalists with a background in the oil-palm cash crop
industry. To meet labor requirements, they practiced a form of communal family labor, referred
to by the Akan as nnoboa. Either immediate kin, or a wider kinship circle that could include
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distant relatives would communally undertake production activities such as clearing and
harvesting farms of each of the group members (Hill 1963).13
Labor practices in Ghana, whether within the family nucleus or within the wider kinship
group, are thus grounded in long-standing traditions that differ from western concepts of labor
and organizational labor models. Apart from differing perspectives on what constitutes "labor"
and the value of child work, definitions of what constitutes a "child" also vary. As Sylvia
Hinson-Ekong (2006) points out, cocoa growing communities in Ghana generally perceive a
child to be a person below the age of 12 years. Therefore, this study is sensitive to – and careful
to take into account – not only the Ghanaian economic and cultural context, but also these
cultural norms that inform behavior.
The term “social norm,” as defined by Basu (1998), is a social influence that affects an
individual’s preferences. The relationship between child labor standards and cultural norms is
further explored by Rodgers and Standing (1981): the rule of thumb is that parents who expose
a child to work incur social stigma. The more children who participate in the labor market the
smaller the stigma. In a society in which very few people send their child(ren) to work, child
labor is socially frowned upon. In West Africa, however, as child labor is more the norm than
the exception, one would anticipate the associated social stigma not be as pronounced.

iv. Institutional factors
As revealed by Tulane's Intervention Database,14 various stakeholders are targeting this issue
through a multitude of approaches. While often the precise impact of these interventions is not

13

Hill further argues that the success of the migrant agricultural entrepreneur was also enhanced through afehyia
apadie – a yearly sharecropping arrangement with the landowner.
14
see Tulane University's Intervention database of 2010 for more information: http://ghanadb.childlaborpayson.org/index.html
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measured, many efforts are hypothesized or understood to achieve desired KAP outcomes.
Among the mainstream interventions are community-based sensitization and mobilization
campaigns which are notably implemented by the International Cocoa Initiative (ICI) and
NPECLC. COCOBOD diffuses radio awareness-raising programs, and the Ghana Education
Service (GES), through school-based child rights awareness programs, transform potential
WFCL victims into peer educators. Many farmer cooperatives also reinforce codes of conduct
that control for CL/WFCL, and in many cases work with product certifiers who, in turn, verify at
the farm-level, that a given product, e.g. cocoa, upholds certain labor production standards.
Farmer-extension services, such as the Sustainable Tree Crop Program’s (STCP) Farmer Field
Schools, not only teach farmers efficient growing techniques such as tree spacing and crop
diversification, they also reach the producers – the farm-level decision makers – with modules on
WFCL prevention. The benefits are not only an increase in yield and thus income, but the
occupational hazards and safety education allow farmers to make informed decisions regarding
safe and appropriate working conditions on the farm. The implementation of CLMS, both in
terms of its ongoing presence and reporting mandate, may furthermore have an effect on KAP –
the object of this case study. In addition, political pressure levied on both a national as well as
local level is likely to sway opinion and attitude.

v. Macro-level economic factors
Some authors have argued that poverty is perpetuated through child labor. In a seminal study,
Basu et al (1998) contend that where children and adults are substitutes in production (the
"substitution axiom"), which is the case in the West African agricultural sector where children
work alongside adults, the prevalence of child labor depresses adult wages. With the
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combination of the luxury and substitution axioms, Basu argues that child labor depresses adult
wages, which in turn makes child labor necessary.
Additionally, the price of cocoa and other cash crops on the world and domestic market
directly translates into the revenue that farmers derive, informing the type and quantity of labor
that can be hired to carry out farm work. Similarly, geographical factors may also be considered,
as the lay of the land and type of agriculture practiced generally informs the type of work,
working conditions, and revenue derived from cash crops.
Another factor linked to child labor is the availability and quality of the educational
system. In Ghana, 89% of children of agricultural households surveyed in the country's southern
regions attended school, as Tulane’s 2008/09 survey revealed (Tulane 2009). Inaccessibility of
schools or the lack of quality education was shown by Bonnet (1993) to reduce school
attendance and contributes to child labor. Hanushek and Levy (1993) similarly find that one of
the main reasons why children drop out of school in Egypt is because of the perceived issues
with the quality of education they receive. The provision of public education – especially for the
girl-child – is a vital service lauded as arguably the most effective development "intervention."
A child who attends school has a brighter future and stands a chance to break the cycle of
intergenerational poverty. Thus, the educational system – in terms of infrastructure, human
resources, quality of educational content and school feeding – merits considerable attention in
preventing CL/WFCL.

2.4.2. Conceptual Framework
The conceptual framework depicted below in Figure 4 summarizes the significant factors, as
revealed by the literature, which contribute to the formation of KAP.
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Figure 4: Conceptual framework of factors associated with CL/WFCL KAPs

Household characteristics
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 Sex of children (boys, girls)
 Ages of children
 Birthplace of father, mother
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Institutional factors
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Whereas most of the variables featured in the above conceptual framework have been associated
with the phenomenon of child labor, this dissertation will focus on the interaction between the
CLMS and the KAPs of CL/WFCL.
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Chapter III. METHODS
3.1. Research Design
This dissertation employs the case study method as a methodology. As defined by Yin (1984),
"a case study is an empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its real
life context." Case studies are particularly useful for conducting detailed contextual analyses of
a limited number of events or conditions and their relationships. Especially when little-to-no a
priori knowledge exists about the phenomenon under scrutiny, the application of the case study
is most appropriate.
In methodological terms, this particular case study is aligned with the applied research
approach. While this study does seek to improve the understanding of fundamental dynamics
and principles surrounding child labor monitoring, it does so by posing specific questions aimed
at solutions addressing the acute problem of child labor. The goal of this study is to generate
evidence that would provide insight for development practitioners in their quest to design child
labor monitoring programs. As such, this study sets out to empirically investigate the dynamics
and effects of a response to the problem of child labor in the context of a developing country; the
knowledge it seeks to generate is intended to have direct practical value.
This case study is furthermore exploratory in the sense that it is hypothesis generating.
As the practice of child labor monitoring is a relative novelty, and, at this juncture of scientific
knowledge, there is a dearth of literature on the subject, the hypothesis testing approach would
be premature and is therefore precluded. The approach taken is thus akin to grounded theory, in
which the data collection step is conceptually and chronologically placed before hypothesis
generation, reversing the conventional scientific method approach. This dissertation thus does
not set out to make causal inferences between the varied aspects of KAP concerning CL/WFCL
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and the institution of GCLMS in communities. The research design implemented in this
dissertation rather endeavors to explore the relationship between the introduction of GCLMS in
Ghana and KAPs concerning CL/WFCL. In short, with the purpose of the dissertation being
hypothesis development, this case study will seek to discover phenomena and contribute findings
that would inform the early stages of theory development surrounding CLMS.
For the following reasons the case study method is the appropriate research design for
this dissertation’s topic and research questions:
1. Given the novelty of CLMS in the agricultural setting, in addition to being a pilot
government-led initiative in Ghana, focused exploratory research on a contemporary
issue is merited;
2. Asking respondents why and how questions requires an in-depth qualitative investigation
that would elicit the underlying and nuanced meanings respondents would associate with
the subject matter;
3. The specific context of the GCLMS influences its outcomes, and the case study method
allows for an exploration of the phenomena in their specific context;
4. The literature on CLMS in general is insufficiently evolved at present to justify a
Randomized Controlled Trial (RCT)-like design that could test a specific hypothesis or
prove causation with great certainty.

This case study furthermore features a multiple-case design in order to strengthen the robustness
of the findings. The more prevalent the phenomenon under scrutiny is between cases, the greater
confidence one may place in the findings. The two cases under comparison are the two selected
villages, Dwease and Ahokwa. The design furthermore features embedded sub-units within the
multiple cases in the form of a survey of 50 households, as well as the inclusion at least 5 key
informants per village. An embedded case study methodology is noted for its distinct advantage
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of integrating quantitative and qualitative methods into a single research study (Scholz & Tietje,
2002; Yin 2003). In sum, this dissertation's research design is an embedded, multiple case study.

3.2. Target population
As the raison d'être of this study is to contribute to solutions that ultimately benefit children who
toil under unsafe conditions producing cash-crops, the target population is children. Yet as
dependents, children's lives are largely governed and socialized by their parents, especially in
their younger years. In Africa, other relatives are generally heavily involved in the rearing of
kin, greatly extending the wider family's role in the upbringing of children. In addition, the
village Chief and other opinion leaders play a large role in shaping the community's general
socialization and discourse. And since this study seeks to investigate the social dynamics
surrounding GCLMS, these opinion leaders' perspective is of imperative value. Thus, this
study's target population comprises children, their caregivers, and community-level key
informants.

3.3. Unit of analysis
As in rural West Africa villages are relatively secluded and tight-knit social ties are the norm, the
community itself is arguably one of the most important social influences on any individual
community member. Additionally, it is at the collective level that opinions and values are
reproached or reinforced, and social dynamics emerge. For these reasons this case study's
primary unit of analysis is the community-level. Yet the sub-units of analysis are the households
and key informant groups, and the sub-sub-units of analysis are the individual caregivers, their
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children, as well as the individual key informants. There are thus three tiers of analysis, the
community however representing the case, serving as the most prominent unit of analysis.

3.4. Longitudinal design
The case study features a comparison of KAP changes in the same respondents at two time
points, before and after the GCLMS implementation, thus akin to a longitudinal study. The
timing of the survey was purposeful as well: first, baseline data was collected concurrently in the
two communities in January of 2012, just after the peak cocoa harvest season, with the greatest
output having been in November and December. Thereafter, the second round of data collection
was conducted in August and September of 2012, just after the mid-crop cocoa harvest season,
which begins in May and ends in August. An interval of 6 months between surveys would thus
reduce intervening factors, reduce noise in the data, and minimize recall bias.
The distinct advantage of this longitudinal study design is that one may observe life
events throughout a given timeframe and identify changes that an intervention has produced in
the attitudes and behaviors of those within the target population. By virtue of observing the
temporal order of events through repeated observation at the individual level, longitudinal
studies have the power to detect causal relationships.

3.5. Internal and external validity
In order to maximize the scientific and practical contributions of a case study, as well as
"overcome traditional criticisms of the weakness of case study research," Yin (1998)
recommends applying four tests in the research design stage of the study: construct
validity, internal validity, external validity and reliability. Since the case study method, as is the
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case in much of social research, does not allow the researcher to control variables and events as
can be done in a laboratory experiment, its findings may only be applicable to similar
environments. What the case study loses in external validity it gains, however, in internal
validity. Table 1 summarizes the tactics and actions taken that address these four criteria.

Table 1: Tactics and action to maximize validity and reliability

Tests

Construct
validity

Internal
validity

External
validity

Reliability

Case Study Tactic

Research phase
Action taken in this research
in which tactic
study
occurs

Use multiple sources of
evidence

Data collection

Use of data from multiple
perspectives: child, parent, key
informant, surveyor field notes

Establish chain of evidence

Data collection

Interview data both taped and
transcribed

Triangulation

Data analysis

Corroboration of data across
multiple evidence sources

Pattern matching

Data analysis

Patterns identified across cases

Explanation building

Data analysis

Links identified

Time series analysis

Data analysis

Analysis over two time points
effected

Perform logic models

Data analysis

Logic models effected

Use rival hypotheses within
single cases

Not used because of exploratory
Research design nature of research and lack of
existing theory

Use replication logic in
multiple-case studies

Research design

Multiple cases investigated using
replication logic

Use case study protocol,
conduct of pre-test and
Data collection
finalization of questionnaires

Same data collection procedure
followed for each case; consistent
set of questions used in each
interview

Orientation of surveyors

Surveyors thoroughly oriented

Data collection

Close communication and
coordination throughout data Data collection
collection process

Standard approach implemented
though continuous communication
and coordination
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3.6. Sampling
This study employs a two-stage sampling method. In the first stage, purposive sampling was
used to select two target GCLMS communities among the 30 villages in which the Ghana Child
Labor Monitoring System (GCLMS) is being piloted. Akin to the positive deviance approach,15
NPECLC was requested to recommend one model GCLMS community (Dwease), and the
second community (Ahokwa) was selected due to its contrast with respect to region, ethnicity,
cocoa production output and political affiliation. In this manner, if a perceivable effect of the
GCLMS on CL/WFCL KAPs was witnessed in each community, each with its own unique
environment, the findings would suggest that the effect might be more widely applicable (and
thus generalizable). The two select communities, as depicted in Figure 5 below, were Dwease in
the Ashanti Region and Ahokwa in the Western Region. Dwease is predominantly Ashanti
whereas Ahokwa is Sefwi. Whereas cocoa output in Dwease was 3.2 times less than in Ahokwa,
Ahokwa's population is a bit more than one third (38%) that of Dwease's. The political
affiliation in Dwease is 70% New Patriotic Party (NPP) and 30% National Democratic Congress
(NDC), whereas the inverse is true in Ahokwa.
With the first stage having identified the two target communities, the second sampling
stage systematically selected a sample of households within the communities. Since
communities in Ghana have yet, in general, to be enumerated, the geospatial systematic sampling
technique, which involves starting from a random place and then selecting every nth case, was
applied.16

15

First applied in the field of nutrition in the 1970s, the positive deviance approach is used to identify uncommon
behaviors and strategies which represent superior solutions as observed among a group of individuals, communities
or nations.
16
Systematic sampling, also known as systematic random sampling, is a type of probability sampling that is
statistically efficient when compared to other sampling schemes. Its advantage is that it evenly samples the
population, and circumvents the possibility of obtaining a clustered selection. See Bellhouse (2005) and Morra
(2009).
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Figure 5: Geographical location of selected communities Ahokwa and Dwease, Ghana

In the case of Ahokwa, the estimated number of houses in the community was 300, with an
average of 2.5 households per house. Each house that contained at least one household was
counted and each 6th house was selected, starting at the North-West corner of the community and
snaking in consecutive “S” lines along the breadth of the community, in order to obtain a random
sample of 50 households (the first and last house being used as the point of reference and for
enumeration purposes). In each 6th house, each household currently occupying the house was
identified and checked whether it met the inclusion criteria. In instances where more than one
household residing in a house was eligible to be interviewed, a number was assigned to each
household and then one of them was randomly selected. The same sampling method was applied
in Dwease, albeit with an interval of 16 given that the town comprises 800 houses.
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3.7. Eligibility
Two criteria needed to be met in order for a household to be eligible: one, the household have
children, and two, the household work in agriculture. Households were considered an
“agricultural household” if at least one member of the household, either adult or child, had
performed agriculture at some point during the previous 12 months. After the exclusion criteria
were applied, 50 households were randomly selected for interviewing.
This study employed the substitution strategy where the selected household did not fit the
inclusion criteria (has children & agricultural) or was not available to be interviewed within the
survey period. In the case that a selected household was not eligible or available, the houses
standing to the left (facing the house) of the originally selected house were screened until the
surveyor encountered a household that matched the inclusion criteria.

3.8. Sample size
This case study attempts to be as representative of the two villages in which it surveys as
possible. In order to conduct a comparative analysis of subgroups, Sudman (1976) suggests that
a minimum of 100 observations (elements) are needed for each major group (each community in
this case) and between 20 to 50 observations (elements) are necessary for each minor subgroup
(child and caregiver populations in this case).
To guide sample size calculation, Cochran (1963) developed Equation 1, yielding a
representative sample for proportions, where n0 is the sample size, where Z equals the Z value
(i.e. 1.645 for the 90% confidence level), where e is the desired level of precision (i.e. the
confidence interval, expressed as decimal, i.e. 0.12 = ±12%), where p is the estimated proportion
of an attribute that is present in the population (i.e. 50% of children who work in agriculture, the
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eligibility criteria, a value of 0.5, which allows maximum variability), and where q is 1-p. As we
have the estimated population sizes of both villages (a population of 7,030 in Dwease and 2,690
in Ahokwa), Equation 2 may be used to calculate the sample size (where n is the sample size and
N is the population size). The sample size needed for both Dwease and Ahokwa is thus 47 for
each sub-group (caregiver and child). Three (3) households will be added to that number as a
small buffer in case of withdrawal at the time of the second survey, rounding off the sample size
to 50 households per community.
Equation 1

Equation 2

Within each of the 50 selected households, the head of household (HH), and one
randomly selected child, aged 5-17, is interviewed, making a total of 100 household-level
respondents per community. In each village, a minimum of 5 key informants in each community
– such as school teachers, GCLMS Community Data Collectors (CDC) and District Focal
Persons (DFP) – were also identified and interviewed.
This case study employs both quantitative as well as quantitative analytical methods.
While there is no consensus for selecting qualitative samples sizes, authors agree that in order to
achieve saturation, samples sizes generally do not need to be greater than 60 participants
(Charmaz 2006; Morse 1994; Creswell 1998). With a sample size of 105 respondents per
village this study thus aims to obtain a representative sample of each town.
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3.9. Data sources
This case study draws on multiple sources of evidence, which, through triangulation analysis,
will provide breadth and depth to the findings as well as improve the validity of the research (Yin
2003). The data sources include: (1) household-level interviews, (2) key-informant interviews,

(3) GCLMS data and (4) a review of school attendance records. The two data collection
methods comprise primary data collection in the form of interviews and review of secondary
data. Table 2 below summarizes the main features of the data collection components.

(1) Household-level interviews
Household-level interviews are conducted first with the head of household, whose KAPs would
have a great influence on the child's KAPs, and second also with the child, being the ultimate
unit of analysis. Both the head of household and the child is interviewed with a similar semistructured instrument. Household-level interviews focus on household characteristics such as
economic status of household, number and sex of children, number of children that work, hours
they work, and various KAP questions vis-à-vis CL/WFCL, and the attributed reasons for such
changes in CL/WFCL. The child was not interviewed in the immediate presence of the caregiver
so as to minimize the influence s/he might have on the child’s responses.
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Table 2: Data collection summary
Study
population
Heads of
household in
GCLMS
communities

Methods

Sampling method

Instrumentation

Data collection

Purpose

In-depth
Interviews

Head of
household semistructured
questionnaire in
GCLMS
communities

Administered
by field
surveyors;
audiorecording
of answers
(later
transcribed and
translated)

Children
living in
GCLMS
communities

In-depth
Interviews

Two-stage purposive
sampling:
1. first stage, select
two GCLMS
communities
2. second stage, select
50 households
employing spatial
randomization
Random selection of
one child per household
interviewed (preferably
after school)

Child semistructured
questionnaire in
GCLMS
communities

Administered
by field
surveyors;
audiorecording
of answers
(later
transcribed and
translated)

Opinion
leaders in
GCLMS
communities

Keyinformant
interviews

Purposive sampling: a
minimum of 5 subjects
per community will be
interviewed; a
minimum of 10 key
informant interviews
would be conducted in
total.

Key-informant
semi-structured
questionnaire

Administered
by field
surveyors;
audiorecording
of answers
(later
transcribed and
translated)

Children
living in
GCLMS
communities

Review of
GCLMS
data

The same two GCLMS
communities will be
selected

GCLMS secondary data

Consultation of
GCLMS data
from national
level

To capture the perception
of CL/WFCL as per the
respondents, recent
changes in CL/WFCL
KAP, the attributed
factor(s) that would
explain the change, the
perception of CLMS and
its possible effects.
To capture the perception
of CL/WFCL as per the
respondents, recent
changes in CL/WFCL
KAP, the attributed
factor(s) that would
explain the change, the
perception of CLMS and
its possible effects.
These interviews will
focus on KAP concerning
CL/WFCL, the range of
responses in the
population to CL/WFCL,
institutional level factors
influencing a community’s
KAP and perception of
CLMS, the type and
quality of available
services and support.
To identify characteristics
within and between the
GCLMS pilot sites,
comparing the GCLMS
data with that of survey.

Children of
interviewed
HH

Review of
school
attendance
data

No sampling - data will
be collected for the
selected child of
interviewed HHs

Interview
guidelines

Consultation of
school
attendance data
in school
register at local
level

Triangulation of the
school attendance records
with the information
provided by households

52

(2) Key-informant interviews
In addition, key informant interviews, using semi-structured questionnaires, will be administered
to the Community Data Collector (CDC), one school teacher, the District Focal Person (DFP)
and two CCPC members. Purposeful sampling will be used for this end. Subjects will be
selected purposively to arrive at a maximum variation sample: every effort will be made to
incorporate variation based on leadership modality, type of institution, and professional category.
In total, at least 5 subjects per community will be interviewed. Interviews will focus on KAP
concerning CL/WFCL, the range of responses to CL/WFCL, and the type and quality of
available services and support. In addition to serving to triangulate the information obtained in
interviews with other subjects, these interviews will help in the interpretation of institutional
level factors influencing a community’s KAP and perception of CLMS. With 5 key informant
interviews per community, a total of 20 key informant interviews would be conducted.

(3) GCLMS data
The NPECLC that administers GCLMS has designed appropriate software and is running a
database. If the data is not yet centralized at the national level, the district level must be
consulted for the CLMS data. The purpose of consulting the GCLMS data is to identify and
describe trends within each, and assess any differences between, the two GCLMS communities
to be selected in this study.

(4) Review of school attendance records
Finally, the fourth data collection method comprises the school attendance data which is
recorded on a daily basis in the school register. Every school in Ghana employs such a register,
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and this information is public. The attendance record of each child belonging to a household
previously interviewed is consulted for the previous 3 months.

3.10. Data analysis
As this study’s data analysis includes qualitative and quantitative methods, it represents a mixedmethods data analysis approach. The first step in the data analysis consists of describing the
demographic, social and economic characteristics of the targeted communities of this study.
Quantitative data is collected in the course of the fieldwork, e.g. variables such as household
size, measures of CL/WFCL, school attendance, CLMS data, etc. The CLMS data is described
in terms of averages, standard deviation, variance, and trends within the two target populations.
All interviews are recorded, translated and transcribed. Transcription are to occur
concurrently with data collection. All transcriptions will then be coded. Codes will be derived
from iterative cycles of deduction (i.e. from elements in the conceptual framework and research
questions) and induction (i.e. from patterns that emerge from the data through a grounded theory
approach, such as advocated by Glaser and Strauss [1967]). As such, coding proceeds bidirectionally, from descriptive to inferential to pattern codes (consistent with a more deductive
approach) as well as from pattern to inferential to descriptive codes (consistent with a more
inductive approach). Both “emic” (e.g. GCLMS as implemented in Ghana; CL/WFCL as
expressed in local concepts) and “etic” perspectives (CL/WFCL as understood by Western
audiences) will be accounted for in the coding scheme. In addition, diverse framings,
contestation between those framings, and appearances of power are be noted. Coding is to be
considered complete when data saturation has been achieved, i.e. categories are "saturated" both
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when all incidents can be readily classified, and when a sufficient number of regularities and
patterns occur (Peacock 2011).
Upon coding, the analysis first shall focus on the individual (respondent) case to look at
concepts and linkages within the case. Subsequently, the baseline data is compared with the
follow-up data in order to determine within-case changes.
Triangulation comprises an important aspect of the analysis. For each household I
triangulate the caregiver’s CL/WFCL KAP with those of the children, as well as the KAP of the
children with their school attendance data. Furthermore, I triangulate the head of household, key
informant, and GCLMS data in order to identify where it is congruent and incongruent.
An index of WFCL exposure will take into account the various types and magnitude of
WFCL to which individual children are exposed. Cross-tabulation and correlation analysis is
also employed to examine how any two variables interact, also taking into account the time
component.
A further level of analysis comprises cross-community anatomical comparisons of factors
and KAP differences vis-à-vis CL/WFCL. I specifically look for household-level differences
between KAP, changes in CL/WFCL, the attributed reasons for the change, and the perception of
CLMS. In this way, within- and cross-case analysis occurs in an iterative cycle, until a
community-level conceptual framework that adequately explains the data is developed.

3.11. Limitations
The case study method does present limitations. In the first place, causality cannot be
established with the envisioned research design. Secondly, while this study will achieve internal
validity by providing accurate and descriptive data, adequate support for interpretations, and
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empirical justification of emergent judgments and theories, the purposive sampling method
employed by the study makes the external validity of its findings more difficult to defend
(Alasuutari 2008). That said, the objective of this study is not to prove causation or establish
universally generalizable findings, but rather hypothesis development on the subject of child
labor monitoring in Ghana’s cocoa sub-sector.

3.12. Survey instruments
The survey instruments for this study are the following:
Appendix A: Head of Household semi-structured questionnaire (baseline)
Appendix B: Head of Household semi-structured questionnaire (follow-up)
Appendix C: Child semi-structured questionnaire (baseline)
Appendix D: Child semi-structured questionnaire (follow-up)
Appendix E: Key-informant semi-structured questionnaire (baseline)
Appendix F: Key-informant semi-structured questionnaire (follow-up)

3.13. Research procedures
On December 2, 2011 the dissertation prospectus was defended. Thereafter an application
including the research protocol was submitted to Tulane's Institutional Review Board (IRB), and,
upon review, the study was approved [Tulane IRB Clearance Project Title: 301962-2]. The
Tulane IRB thus ensured the rights and welfare of participants in this study were protected.
A letter requesting authorization for the study was then sent by the dissertation's
Committee Chair to the National Programme for the Elimination of the Worst Forms of Child
Labour in Cocoa (NPECLC), a specialized agency of the Government of Ghana, and their full
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cooperation was secured, a letter being issued to that effect (see Appendix G : Letter of
Collaboration). In December of 2011, the principal investigator (PI) recruited and oriented two
surveyors in Ghana. Together we pre-tested the survey instruments in Pakro, a cocoa-growing
village roughly 50km north of Accra. The fieldwork started shortly thereafter, with the study
being implemented simultaneously in both villages in two phases: the first in January and the
second in August and September of 2012.
With the NPECLC letter in hand, the data collectors followed the conventional
community entry procedure of requesting an audience with the village Chief, explaining their
"mission" and receiving his formal consent. At the beginning of the individual interviews a
consent form was read – one for the children and one for the adults. Documented signed consent
was obtained from each participant.
Throughout the data collection process, regular communication between the surveyors
and the PI was held, and, at the end of the second data collection phase, the principal investigator
made a supervisory visit to the villages.

3.14. Handling of missing data
The longitudinal design of this study surveyed respondents and key informants twice: once in
January of 2012 and again in July/August of 2012. While in the first data collection round there
was no attrition in either town, in the second round in Ahokwa there were three cases of attrition:
one case due to the child's relocation, and two cases of children who declined to participate a
second time in the survey. In cases where questions were not answered by respondents, the
missing observations were excluded from the denominator.
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Chapter IV. RESULTS
4.1. Village Context
The two cases into which this study delves are two villages in Ghana. While both are rural, due
to its proximity to a larger adjacent town, Dwease is slowly urbanizing. As agricultural, nonindustrial communities, both rely heavily on subsistence agriculture and revenue from cash crop
production. Adult illiteracy is pervasive. While cell phone usage is rapidly expanding, both can
be said to still exist on the non-digitalized end of the digital divide.
Lest this study violate the context is everything adage, let us explore the settings in which
the phenomena under scrutiny were observed.

4.1.1. Community Profile – Dwease
i. Location and History
Dwease, located in the mid-eastern Ashanti Region of Ghana in the Asante Akyem North
municipality, is a village 11 kilometers southwest of the municipal capital Konongo-Odumasi.
It was founded in the later part of the eighteenth century by people originally from a
village called Atuntunterase. Territorial disputes and wars with the surrounding communities of
Atuntunerase gave rise to the decision, on the part of their Chief Nana Konadu Frimpong, to
leave the area. It is said that, after having departed, the Chief caused a big stone to open in a
mountain range where he hid for his safety. Today that stone is the site of traditional worship for
the people of Dwease. The people lived in the mountains for a while until one day a hunter from
the community traveled miles away from the mountains to hunt. On his expedition he found an
unusually large tree (known in Akan as Dwease) surrounded by five distinct streams. Upon his
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return, he informed his Chief and people about this unique tree, streams and fertile land, and they
agreed to move to that area – the current site of Dwease.

ii. Demographics
With a population of an estimated 7,030 people in 2011, Dwease has over 1,000 households
living in roughly 800 houses. The average household size is between 5 and 8 members. The
population is comprised of an estimated 4,030 adults and 3,000 children. Figure 6 below depicts
a satellite image of the town.

Figure 6: Satellite image of Dwease (2010)

Source: Google Earth, 2013
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iii. Ethnic composition
The people of Dwease are mainly Akan, the two sub-groups being Ashanti and Akuapim.
Together they comprise roughly 95% of the population. Over the years, however, members of
other ethnic groups from the Northern, Brong Ahafo and Volta regions also migrated to Dwease
due to its fertile land. Table 3 below shows the ethnic breakdown of Dwease in numbers and
percent in proportion to the total population.

Table 3: Ethnic composition, Dwease
Ethnic Group
Akan (Ashanti / Akuapim)
Kanjaga
Ewe
Bono
Total

Number
6,650
140
135
105
7,030

Population (in %)
95
2
1.8
1.2

iv. Livelihood
In part due to its proximity to the larger town Konongo, 11 kilometers away, Dwease is steadily
urbanizing, with some townspeople working in neighboring Konongo. While agriculture, and
specifically cocoa production, used to be the mainstay, Dwease is becoming progressively less
dependent on agriculture. Today there are fewer farmers, and those who do farm produce
comparatively less cocoa as in prior years. Community members who farm commonly have few
other sources of income. Dwease farmers cultivate cocoa, plantain, maize, tomatoes, cassava,
and rice. Among the agricultural households surveyed, the average size of land under cultivation
was 20.4 acres. Of that, an average of 10.3 acres was reported as belonging to the respondents
themselves. In 2011, the community collectively produced 766 bags of cocoa, which, each
weighing 64kg, means 49,024 kg of cocoa was produced. As one 64kg bag of cocoa was sold
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for GHS 271 in 2011, a price stipulated by COCOBOD, the community's income from cocoa
was GHS 207,586 (USD 134,110) in 2011.
The average income in 2011 for a cocoa household in Dwease was GHS 1,215 (USD
720), with an income mode of GHS 500-1,000 (USD 296-592) per household, followed by the
GHS 0-500 range (USD 0-296). In terms of quantity of cocoa produced, in 2011 the average
cocoa household yield in Dwease was 384 kg of cocoa– 6 bags of cocoa – which was worth GHS
1,626 (USD 963).17
The average pay per day for an adult laborer in agriculture was GHS 5.24 (USD 3.11),
with a mode of GHS 5 (USD 2.96). Eighty percent (80%) of household heads owned the house
in which they lived.

v. Education
Ghana operates a 6-3-3 educational system, where the first 6 years of post-kindergarten
schooling is primary school (PS), the subsequent 3 years are junior secondary school (JSS),
followed by 3 years of senior secondary school (SSS).
There are five schools in Dwease, three of which are government-owned and two which
are private. Of the teachers who teach in the five schools in Dwease, two commute from
Konongo to Dwease every day. These two teachers work at the Dwease Methodist Primary
school. Table 4 below shows the schools, enrollment distribution in terms of girls and boys, as
well as the number of teachers in each school. Dwease's five schools are located such that school
children don't have to walk far. The average time it took a school-child to walk to their school
was 22 minutes.

17

One 64kg bag of cocoa was sold for GHS 271 in 2011, a price stipulated by COCOBOD.
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Table 4: School enrollment, Dwease
Name of
School
Dwease
Methodist
Primary
Dwease M.A
1 Primary
Dwease M.A
2 Primary
Holy Child
Primary
Pentecost
International
Total

Level

Ownership

No. boys

No. girls

No. teachers

Primary
Kindergarten

Govt.

95
47

82
49

7
3

Kindergarten
Primary
JSS
Kindergarten
Primary
JSS
Primary

Govt.

Private

51
168
72
27
107
54
107

63
159
55
24
105
41
93

3
11
3
3
9
4
6

Primary

Private

86

14

6

814

685
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Govt.

Dwease, as of 2012, also has a new library building, which was financed by the World Cocoa
Foundation. While it had yet to be supplied with books, as of January 2014, NPECLC, in
partnership with the Ghana Investment Fund for Electronic Communications (GIFEC), donated
10 computers to the library.
Among the adults sampled in Dwease, 38% had not completed PS, 12% had completed
PS, 44% had completed JSS, 4% had completed SSS, and 2% had advanced past SSS. Among
caregivers, 26% describe the academic quality of primary education in Dwease as good, 60% as
average, and only 14% as poor. With respect to the quality of secondary education, 36%
assessed it as good, 52% as average, and 12% of caregivers considered it to be poor. When
asked about the quality of education in their school, 76% of children reported being satisfied. On
average, school children spent 31 minutes doing homework.
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vi. Health
Dwease has one health clinic, which also serves four other communities around Dwease, namely,
Boateng Krom, Beposo, Kramo Krom and Adum Mereso.18 These surrounding communities
contribute about 30% of the daily patient intake. The health center is manned by one qualified
senior nurse, two nurses and 10 community health nurses as well as an average of 6 auxiliary
workers. The health facility provides outpatient, maternal and antenatal services and also has a
capacity of five inpatient beds. Its daily outpatient records average 85 visits a day, of which
children average 48% of the total patient population. The most common ailments that are
reported among children between 5 and 17 years are malaria, cholera, asthma, skin infections
and worm infestations.

vii. Infrastructure
With respect to hydro-infrastructure, water is supplied by 10 bore holes and 2 public wells,
which provide clean potable water for almost the entire community. Moreover, as it is
surrounded by 5 rivers, there is plenty of water for farming and hygiene purposes. The houses in
Dwease are built mainly with cement block, although 30% of the total housing structures are
mud houses. Dwease also has a library which is near completion. The community is quite
religious as is evident by the altogether 18 churches, not including the mosques. Approximately
50% of the population is Pentecostal, and about 45% of the population is Presbyterian,
Methodist, Roman Catholic and Anglican. Muslims and Animists make up 3% and 2%,
respectively, of the total population.

18

the term 'Krom' denotes 'town', which conventionally follows the name of the first settler(s)
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viii. Governance
At the traditional political level, the community is headed by a Chief supported by 14 elders
representing each of the seven major tribes and clans of Dwease. The Chief and his elders
actively adjudicate on issues, including child labor matters. Two assemblymen, who are elected
by the population, represent the community at the district level. The political affiliation in
Dwease is 70% NPP and 30% NDC.
The community also designed a Community Action Plan (CAP) in early 2011. The
thematic foci were education, infrastructure and social issues. Under education, the town
planned to increase enrollment by 90% all while reducing child labor to 15%. They also put
rules in place that discourage children from attending long funeral ceremonies. With regard to
infrastructure, the community lobbied for the construction of a school building and a library,
both projects which were near completion as of 2011. Reflective of their resolve, 90% of
Dwease's CAP had, according to community leaders, been implemented. "The plan is on
course," as one community key informant put it.

ix. Child labor-pertinent interventions
Over the years, there have been a number of programs that have taken place in the community
geared towards reducing child labor. Foremost among them was the National Child Labor Day
that took place on the 12th of June 2007. This program, organized by the COCOBOD in
conjunction with the Chief, discussed various aspects of child labor and education, encouraging
parents to stop child labor and enroll their children in school. COCOBOD has also educated the
public on child labor through radio programs.
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Prior to the 2011 child labor day, the Department of Social Welfare held a Public Forum
on the Need to Stop Child Labour, which sought to persuade the community about the need to
stop child labor. It brought together the Chief and its elders and the whole community to
deliberate on the issues that cause a parent to allow or encourage their child to engage in labor.
The Chief personally attended two workshops organized by the World Cocoa Foundation
(WCF) which sought to educate community leaders on how to reduce child labor in their
communities. Thereafter, he and his elders held community meetings to also educate its
members about the need to stop child labor. Dwease's two assemblymen representing the
electoral area were also actively engaged in organizing and educating the citizenry about the
need to stop child labor in any form. They were also a part of the WCF workshops and durbar,
organized to create awareness about the dangers of child labor.

4.1.2. Community Profile – Ahokwa
i. Location and History
Ahokwa is a community in the Sefwi-Wiawso District in the Western Region of Ghana. It is
located 4km away from the larger town Datano, and 9km from Wiawso, the district capital.
The town, at its current location, was founded in the year 1952. The impetus for moving
to their current location was that the previous location had been in a valley that experienced
frequent flooding, combined with the fact that they wanted to be closer to a road. The current
location is on hilly terrain adjacent to a newly constructed road.
Prior to that, the community's roots point to Wiaso. As the family of the Chief of Wiaso
had grown quite large, the Chief instructed a number of family members to find a new place to
settle. They were to establish their own chieftaincy, who would then pay homage to him. The
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Wiaso offshoot came to settle at Ahokwa. The name Ahokwa is derived from the fact that they
settled in the vicinity of a stream, which in the local dialect is referred to as ‘Kwa,’ and that the
first woman who settled there was called 'Aho.' 'Ahokwa' thus means 'Aho’s stream.'

ii. Demographics
An estimated 2,690 people inhabit Ahokwa of which children (aged 0-17) number 1,746 (65%).
Ahokwa has an estimated 750 households that live in 300 houses, each which considers itself a
part of one of the town’s four main families. Figure 7 below replicates a satellite image of
Ahokwa in 2010.

Figure 7: Satellite image of Ahokwa (2010)

Source: Google Earth, 2013
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iii. Ethnic composition
The paternal roots of the people of Ahokwa were not originally Sefwi; they stretch back to the
Ashanti from the ‘Okourna’ clan. An interethnic marriage took place between the Chief of
Wiaso and a Sefwi woman, Nana Boafour Koko, who, along with her brothers Nana Nkoa
Kwabena and Yousop, emigrated from Adansi Fomena during the time of interethnic war. Nana
Boafour Koko was thereafter made queen mother. By virtue of the fact that the Ashanti and the
Sefwis practice matrilineality,19 their descendants are considered to be Sefwi. Presently, apart
from Sefwis (about 95%) and Ashanti (about 0.5%), Ahokwa is home to Gussasis (about 1%),
Ewes (about 0.5%), Bonos (about 1%) and a mix of other ethnic groups comprising the
remaining 2%. Religion in Ahokwa is represented by 9 religious bodies: Catholicism, 12
Apostles, Pentecost, Anglican, Methodist, Seventh-day Adventist, African Faith, Christ
Apostolic, and Islam.

iv. Livelihood
As a rural town in the Western Region of Ghana, one of the most productive cocoa growing
regions in the country, the main occupation of the community is farming. The customary subSaharan practice of communal land ownership is also the case in Ahokwa, with the Chief acting
as the land custodian. An individual farmer is entitled to work a particular tract of land either
because he or she is considered the usufructuary, or because he or she is a sharecropper. The
average size of land controlled by the respondents was 14.7 acres; of this, an average of 10.7
acres belonged to them, which means they farm an average of 4 acres of land that does not

19

The matrilineal tradition, it is said, is based on the axiom that only a woman knows the true father of her child.
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belong to them. The average daily pay for an adult agricultural laborer in Ahokwa is GHS 7
(USD 4.15).
Subsistence agriculture is coupled with cash-crop production, with reliance on cocoa as
the cash crop, followed by oil palm, rice, maize and vegetables. In 2011, the community
produced 160 metric tons (2,500 64kg bags) of cocoa, which, at GHS 271 (USD 1,896) per 64kg
bag, fetched GHS 677,500 (USD 437,695). The town’s total revenue in 2011 was estimated to
be GHS 800,000 (USD 474,156).
The average cocoa farmer in Ahokwa produced 1,053 kg of cocoa in 2011, which fetched
GHS 3,810 (USD 2,258). The income mode was GHS 4,000 and above (USD 2,370) per
household in 2011, followed by the GHS 2,000-3,000 (USD 1,185-1,778) range. 92% of the
head of household respondents in Ahokwa owned their own house.

v. Education
Ahokwa is home to one primary school with a kindergarten and one junior secondary school. A
total of 10 teachers provide education in the town; while 3 of them live in the community, 7
commute. These schools are centrally located such that the average time it takes a school child to
walk to school is 11 minutes.
In 2012 the town enrolled 315 children in kindergarten, 428 primary school pupils (age 6
to 12) and 100 JSS pupils (ages 13-15), bring the total of pupils to 843. Roughly half of the
town's school-aged children are actually attending school, on account of two reasons: 1. delayed
enrollment in kindergarten and primary school, and 2. failing the post- JSS Basic Education
Certificate Examination (BECE) exam, precluding them from advancing to three years of high
school.
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Among the adults sampled in Ahokwa, 32% had not completed Primary School, 14% had
completed PS, 48% had completed JSS, and 6% had completed SSS. This means that just about
half the Ahokwa residents have had 9 years of school. In rating the academic quality of the
primary education in Ahokwa, 16% of caregivers found it good, 24% found it average, and 52%
found it poor. With respect to secondary education to which their children have access, 60%
found it to be good, 10% average, and 6% poor. 88% of surveyed children reported being
satisfied with the quality of education in their school. On average, school children spent 37
minutes doing homework on school days.

vi. Health
A clinic staffed with 3 nurses and 2 youth employment workers serves three communities;
Ahokwa, Datano and Suenso. Injury from cutlass is the most frequent work-related health issue
for which children in the community seek health care.

vii. Infrastructure
In terms of hydro-infrastructure, Ahokwa has one well with a water pump, which serves as a
main source of improved water, to which roughly 75% of the population has access. The
remaining community members make use of nearby streams. The types of houses in town are
made of clay or mud, mud brick, wood, or cement block houses. Facilities in the community
include a community-based health planning system (CHPS Centre) and a basic school (KG,
primary and JSS). The school has a teacher's quarters that houses some of the teachers of the
school. The main place of exchange of goods and services for the community is Sefwi
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Dwenease, which is 12 kilometers away. Sefwi Dwenase is a commercial center for the area and
the "twin" town of Wiaso, the district capital. Ahokwa lies 12.5 kilometers from Wiaso.

viii. Governance
Community-level governance is composed of one Chief, seven sub-chiefs plus one elder, the
queen mother, and a linguist. As with any local program, child labor programs are approved by
the Chief, and he also serves as any given program's chairperson. GOG's presence is reportedly
felt through a regular cocoa tree-spraying program, the clinic, and a trash removal program
called Zoomlion.
The government of Ghana is represented in the community by the Assembly Man and the
Unit Committee. With respect to political affiliation, roughly 70% of the community members
are NDC supporters (the political party in power throughout the survey period) and 30% are NPP
supporters.
In 2003 the community devised a Community Action Plan in which the community
members set out to support teachers. By contributing food items when teachers are posted to the
community, their basic needs are met until they start receiving their salary. The CAP also
includes periodic visitation to the school. While the town had planned to build a kitchen for the
kindergarten and buy some textbooks for the school, it has yet to do so. In the estimation of the
community leaders, the CAP had not been implemented "to a large extent."

ix. Child labor-pertinent interventions
Child labor-related programming in Ahokwa has a long history. From 1996 to 1999 the
COCOBOD educated parents in the whole community on the hazards of child labor, relevant
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laws and the importance of education. Starting in 2000, a number of NGOs, including QUIPS,
R&C, Care International, VIP and WINROCK sensitized both parents and children through
organized meetings and films to attempt a change of attitude about education and child labor.
The Department of Social Welfare held a National Child Labour Day event in 2011, and charged
the community to take responsibility in eliminating child labor. In addition, the Institute of
Tropical Agriculture (IITA), through their Sustainable Tree Crops Program (STCP)'s Farmer
Field School, trains farmers mainly on improved farming methods but also touches on child
labor issues. In sum, external influences have long sought to influence the town on this issue.

4.2. Economic realities and practices
4.2.1. Income and Labor
A marked difference is observed between the income levels of Ahokwa and Dwease, as is
illustrated in Figure 8 below. Whereas in Dwease the majority (34%) of respondents found
themselves in the GHS 500-1000 (USD 296-592) income bracket, in Ahokwa most (45%)
reported residing in the GHS 4000-and-up (USD 2,370) bracket.
Figure 8: Income category, 2011, Dwease and Ahokwa
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Half (49%) of Ahokwa's household head (HH) respondents stated that the income from
cocoa sales allowed them to cover agricultural inputs including labor requirements.20 Only 22%
of respondents in Dwease stated the same. Given this economic condition, coupled with the fact
that Dwease cocoa farmers are poorer than their Ahokwa counterparts, it thus follows that
Dwease would be more hard-pressed to engage child labor in as compared with Ahokwa.
As cocoa is a labor-intensive crop, meeting the farm's labor requirements is an ongoing
preoccupation. While some cocoa farmers draw on their own family's labor capacity, others
engage in exchange labor, communal labor or otherwise hire a caretaker. As Table 5 records, in
Ahokwa, 28% relied solely on household labor, 14% on hired/communal/exchange or caretaker
labor, and the rest (58%) employed both family and external labor. In Dwease, 4% relied
exclusively on family labor, while 34% relied on hired/communal/exchange or caretaker labor,
with the majority (62%) employing both family and external labor. It is thus observed that in
Ahokwa there is a higher reliance on household labor than in Dwease, and in Dwease a higher
reliance on non-household labor as in Ahokwa. Any initiative that would reduce the household’s
reliance on its children’s labor would thus be more costly, on average, to institute in Ahokwa.

Table 5: Source of farm labor

Family / household labor
Hired / exchange /
communal / caretaker labor
Family and other labor

Ahokwa

Dwease

28%

4%

14%
58%

34%
62%

Agricultural extension services reaching cocoa farmers in Ghana focus on the ‘holy trinity’ of inputs – good plant
varieties, agronomic training, and fertilizer. Only by combining these three elements can a cocoa farmer
significantly increase output. With respect to fertilizer, the potential of the widespread use of potassium carbonate,
which may be derived from the cocoa pod husk itself, has yet to be fully exploited (see Agbeniyi et al 2011).
20
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4.2.2. Stated Reasons for Child Work
Caregivers were asked why their children worked on the cocoa farm. In Ahokwa, the top
reasons stated were workload and teamwork requirements, economic or financial imperatives,
and cocoa production skill transfer to their children (who would inherit the farm). "To learn the
trade of farming" was a common response, with some respondents considering it a prerequisite in
order to inherit the farm. Other stated reasons included the need to babysit their children, that
they were old enough, for fun, socializing, or for socialization purposes. Another stated reason
underlying child labor in the labor-intensive cocoa sector is that there was a shortage of adult
labor.
In Dwease, the top justification provided for child work was that through apprenticeship
one would ensure their economic future. Their ability to "cater for their own future" and "to earn
a living" was foremost on their minds. The second most cited reason was economic or financial
hardship. In two family cases, for example, the parents were deceased. In one of these cases the
grandfather, and in the other case the brother, had become the principal breadwinners, who,
reportedly, would not have managed on their own. The response that their wards work "because
of poverty" implies that, in the context of the family unit, children are expected to contribute to
the family enterprise, and in some cases, pull their own weight. In some instances, for example,
the child's economic contributions to the household were equated with offsetting particular
expenses s/he incurred. One respondent stated his child worked to help farm "and also to support
the family and [meet] her school demands." Workload sharing and teamwork was also a
commonly stated reason. Since a farm's labor requirements are non-negotiable, as one caregiver
put it, children work "to help the household meet its labor requirements, especially when [it]
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can't afford [external labor]." Other respondents put it like this: children worked to help the
family save labor costs.

4.2.3. Daily wage – child vs. adult
Head of household respondents were asked what a child laborer's daily wage was, for work in
agriculture. In Ahokwa, the great majority of respondents unabashedly provided figures that
ranged from "GHS 3" (USD 1.78) to "GHS 10" (USD 5.93), with a mode of "GHS 5" (USD
2.96). Only 14% of respondents replied that hiring a child laborer was not permitted. In
Dwease, many stated that they did not hire children. Half of respondents answered "GHS 3,"
and 6% answered "GHS 5." Some respondents maintained that while they do not "use one," they
disclosed that the going rate was "GHS 3." This implies a degree of duplicity among farmers in
Dwease: while they were aware that child labor was forbidden, they did acknowledge the
existence of a child labor market in which they, ostensibly, did not participate. Thus, these
findings suggest that in both villages the farmers are tacitly aware of the practice of compensated
child labor.
During the main 2011 season, children in Dwease reported having performed,
collectively, an act of WFCL 9 times on someone else's farm, and children in Ahokwa reported
having performed a total of 5 acts of WFCL on someone else's farm. In the mid-2012 season,
children in Dwease reported having performed 2 acts of WFCL on someone else's farm, and
children in Ahokwa reported performing 10 acts of WFCL on someone else's farm. While no
child reported working full time on another person's farm, children are put to work on other
people's farms and compensated.

74

Furthermore of note was that there is no large difference between a child laborer's wage
and that of an adult. These rates presumably apply to able-bodied children who can perform
close to an adult's output, but may vary depending on his/her physical ability. Whereas in
Dwease the mode pay for a child per day was GHS 3, for an adult laborer in agriculture it was
GHS 5, as Table 6 below records. In Ahokwa, the going rate for an adult agricultural day laborer
averaged GHS 7 (USD 4.15), two (2) Ghana Cedis more than what a child laborer would be paid.
Thus, there is an average of two (2) Ghana Cedis difference between a child laborer's and an
adult's wages, albeit farm labor in Ahokwa being more costly. Using supply-and-demand logic,
this is presumably due to the fact that there is less labor supply in Ahokwa as compared to
Dwease, coupled with a higher demand for labor given the higher cocoa output in Ahokwa.
While these findings support the notion that adult and child labor wages are linked, as e.g.
explored by Basu and Van (1998), the child-adult wage differential is much smaller than other
studies, as e.g. investigated by Canagarajah and Coulombe study (1997), who found "that on
average, in Ghana, children earn one sixth of what adults earn." In Dwease, a child could earn
60%, and in Ahokwa a child could earn 71% of the adult wage.

Table 6: Daily wage – child vs. adult
2011
GHS (average,
USD
reported)
equivalent
Adult rate
Ahokwa
Dwease
Child rate
Ahokwa
Dwease

2012
GHS (average,
USD
reported)
equivalent

7.10 (n=50)
5.28 (n=50)

4.21
3.13

7.27 (n=47)
6.52 (n=50)

4.31
3.86

5.07 (n=39)
3.96 (n=12)

3.01
2.35

5.14 (n=27)
3.20 (n=20)

3.05
1.90
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4.3. CLMS program design, framing and communication
4.3.1. Pre-GCLMS sensitization – Ahokwa
A well-attended sensitization campaign at the village level, referred to by the community as a
"durbar," took place shortly before the 2012 GCLMS data collection began, with 79% of
respondents remembering the event. A major theme was that "children are our future," and "for
the sake of our children’s future we need to stop child labor." Yet the community leaders also
clearly portrayed the program as government-driven. Community members were told that "the
government was behind the program." "The government has brought a program to look at
children who are working under age," and, "Now Government has realized we use children in
ways that don’t help the development of children and wants to ensure that all school age children
are in school" was a central message. Government authority and ownership is implied when
community leaders proclaimed that "Government says children should not be used for certain
kinds of work." And as an underlying rationale, "They told the community members about the
fact that those who buy our cocoa don’t like child labor."
Community members were furthermore "told that there will be house-to-house data
collection." "Community members were informed of the fact some people have been trained by
the government to collect information on us so they should cooperate with the people who will
come round," explained one key informant. "There are people in town who have been trained by
the government for such a purpose and so people should accommodate them," explained another.
Community respondents recall having been advised "to take the GCLMS serious because it will
help the community," and that it was "a good thing that will develop this community."
According to one key informant, "Members of the community have been told to be sure
they don’t practice any form of child labor during those periods of the GCLMS," which implies
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that the town leadership had yet to fully internalize the rationale behind – and thereafter sell – the
program, to their constituency.
68% of Ahokwa respondents reported learning something new at the sensitization
campaign. The most frequently recited lesson learned was that "hazardous child labor" – as
individually understood and defined – is harmful to child health and development, and therefore
prohibited. While some caregivers took away the message that children were categorically not to
work on the farm, others understood the nuanced approach of not overworking and overloading
them with non-hazardous work, having been taught what types of work children may perform to
help parents.
In addition, the concept of peer accountability came across. One respondent offered that
"If I find a colleague parent engaging a child in hazardous work I need to prompt him or her."
Many caregivers had internalized the message that "child education should be held paramount,"
as "education pays in the long run." Lastly, participants also recalled being told that foreigners
had found out "that we use children for cocoa farming" and "are planning to stop buying our
cocoa."

4.3.2. Pre-GCLMS sensitization – Dwease
Upon having been oriented by NPECLC, and before the GCLMS data collection was to begin,
the community's leadership hosted a "community gathering at the Chief's palace," with almost all
of Dwease's community members in attendance. Ninety-five percent (95%) of respondents
remembered the event. The occasion afforded the town's leaders an opportunity to introduce the
GCMLS and the CCPC program to the community as well as educate caregivers. According to
the village leaders, "the community was introduced to the program and told how beneficial it is
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to the community." "The community was told that this program from Government is intended to
help the community eradicate child labor in all its forms" recalled one key informant. "The need
to eradicate child labor and foster community growth as well as supporting Government in its
efforts to enroll all children in school were the major things that were discussed."
Many Dwease respondents recollected being asked to "cooperate with the CDC so that
the program will be successful." Leaders had said that as it is a good program, they "must all
support it." Some recall the argument that they "should all be part of the program so that we can
ensure all our children benefit from it." Leaders had furthermore encouraged them to "be open
about the issues when the CDC comes 'round."
Apart from talking up the program, leaders had also "commended the organizers" and
"advised the CDC not to be discouraged if they are insulted or denigrated because of the data
collection." Speaking to the purpose of the program, one respondent recalled that "They said the
program will make our community very popular as people will know that there is no child labor
here." Another respondent remembered: "They said the program will help the community to
reduce the child labor menace and encourage more children to go to school." Furthermore, the
community was told that "This program will help our children to have the peace of mind to go to
school." Alluding to the privilege of having been gifted a library, "according to them we are one
of the few communities to benefit from the program in this region."
Sixty-two percent (62%) of community members reported learning something at this
event. The most salient message driven home was to avoid – and how to avoid – CL/WFCL: by
reducing the child's work load, preventing a child from working on the farm during school hours,
and preventing him/her from carrying heavy loads. Other respondents explained that they "learnt
about the difference between a child engaging in domestic chores and engaging hazardous work
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that can affect the child's health and education." Respondents also reported learning about the
unlawful nature of child labor: "We learnt that child labor is illegal and is punishable,"
provisions which were spelled out by the Chief who issued a word of caution on infringement
against child labor laws. The message was that "If anyone is found engaging their children in
any form of WFCL, he or she is summoned to the Chief's palace and the necessary punishment is
to be meted out."
Also, some respondents brought up the notion of children as investments, cognizant of
their future utility to the family unit. Respondents retained the message that "we have to educate
our children to have a better future" or so "that we don't suffer in the future." In a similar vein,
"we learnt that if we abuse the children we will suffer the consequences in the future as these
children are our future." The community's attention was thus oriented towards the long-term
implications and effects of their current practices. One respondent recalled learning how to
"train our children to appreciate school," and another "how to prevent children from engaging in
social vices." According to the town's opinion leaders, the community members fully embraced
and participated in the program.

4.3.3. Sensitization comparison
Similar messages were put to the community members in Ahokwa and Dwease respectively. In
both towns community members were made to understand that child labor was illegal, and in
both communities the respondents referenced local law enforcement. Community members were
made to understand that the Chief and CCPC members would take responsibility for law
enforcement by threatening punitive action to transgressors of child labor statutes.
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Yet there was one key difference: in Ahokwa an emphasis was placed on the program
being externally imposed by foreign cocoa buyers who "don't like child labor" and executed by
Government – thereby delineating the community's role to that of compliance, temporary at best.
Whereas in Dwease, the initiative was instantly framed as intrinsically beneficial and worthy of
full community participation and support.

4.4. Perception and Knowledge of CL and WFCL
4.4.1. Perceived debut of work on cocoa farm
When asked at what age people in the community start working on the cocoa farm, the majority
of Ahokwa residents reported an age between 15 and 17 in 2011, while the next year the majority
reported an age of 18 and above. In Dwease, most respondents offered an age of more than 18 in
both years. The range of the age spectrum was thus greater in Ahokwa as compared with
Dwease.
Table 7: Perceived debut of work on cocoa farm, caregiver

Ahokwa
Dwease
Ahokwa

Dwease

Average
Average
between 6 and 12 years
between 13 and 14 years
between 15 to 17 years
equal to or more than 18
between 6 and 12 years
between 13 and 14 years
between 15 to 17 years
equal to or more than 18

Age at which people
in your community
start working on the
cocoa farm
(perception)
2011
2012
15.85
17.57
18.73
17.96
17%
8%
2%
4%
41%
23%
39%
64%
2%
2%
0%
0%
42%
42%
56%
56%

Age at which it is
"ok" for children to
start working on a
cocoa farm
(perception)
2011
2012
15.87
16.37
17.75
18.04
20%
23%
0%
4%
31%
10%
49%
63%
4%
0%
2%
0%
38%
33%
56%
67%
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4.4.2. Normative view of child work debut
A similar picture unfolded when household heads were asked at what age it was "ok" for
children to start working on a cocoa farm, which suggests that the caregivers' ideal child-working
age debut corresponded, according to them, with the town's actual practice. As Table 7
enumerates, in Ahokwa a fifth (5th) of the population thought it was permissible for a child aged
12 or younger to start working, a proportion that remained largely unchanged by the second
survey in 2012. Caregivers in Ahokwa, on average, were thus willing to let their children
commence farm work two years earlier as their counterparts in Dwease. As we shall see in
section 4.5.3. WFCL exposure in Dwease and Ahokwa, the reported work debut is not unlike the
actual ages that children work.
According to ratified ILO Conventions (C138 and C182) as well as the 1998 Children’s
Act, Ghanaian children may engage in "light work" at the age of 13, employment at age 15, and
hazardous work at 18 years of age. Therefore, had caregivers interpreted the question to mean
the permissible age of non-hazardous gainful employment, the correct answer would have been
15 years.
The answers between caregivers and children also differed slightly. In Ahokwa children
on average suggested that it was "ok" to start working on a cocoa farm at the age of 16.5 (with a
range of 4 to 25 years), and in Dwease at the age of 15.7 (with a range of 10 to 20 years).

4.4.3. Perception of child employment and "light work"
In response to the question at what age it was permitted, in Ghana, for a child to be employed, in
both Ahokwa and Dwease the majority of respondents stated 18 years of age or higher, when in
fact the permissible age is 15 years. Forty percent (40%) of Ahokwa town members stated that
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they did not know. Their knowledge also did not improve over the period, as is apparent below
in Table 8.
Table 8: Perception of "light work" and child employment, caregiver

Ahokwa
Dwease
Ahokwa

Dwease

Average
Average
between 6 and 12 years
between 13 and 14 years
between 15 to 17 years
equal to or more than 18
between 6 and 12 years
between 13 and 14 years
between 15 to 17 years
equal to or more than 18

Age at which
Age at which it is
"light work" is permitted for a child
permissible
to be employed
(perception)
(perception)
2011
2012
2011
2012
11.41 12.65
17.4
17.75
14.79 14.63
18.36
18.37
68%
46%
3%
3%
0%
4%
3%
0%
27%
38%
20%
6%
4%
12%
73%
90%
29%
40%
2%
2%
4%
4%
0%
0%
33%
30%
13%
14%
33%
26%
85%
84%

Apropos the permissible age for a child to perform "light work" on the cocoa farm, very few
Ahokwa as well as Dwease residents cited the age of 13 and 14, the age at which "light work" is
actually permitted, with many admitting that they didn't know. Based on the varied responses it
is apparent that there was no clear understanding of what constitutes "light work," and at what
age such work was permissible. A significant number of caregivers in both towns (46% in
Ahokwa and 40% in Dwease in 2012) were willing, however, to have their children perform
"light work" from the very young age of 5 to 12.

4.4.4. Perception of permissible debut in hazardous labor
With respect to the debut of performing hazardous work, the majority of Ahokwa and Dwease
respondents were aware that children are not to engage in "hazardous" work before the age of 18,
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a term subject to their understanding thereof. As can be seen in Table 9 below, between 2011
and 2012 the percentage of correct responses rose from 48% to 68% in Ahokwa, and from 52%
to 62% in Dwease. Also among children the correct answer rose by 13% in Ahokwa and 4% in
Dwease. It is also observed that children were better informed about this age threshold in
Dwease as compared with Ahokwa, suggesting that more child education was occurring in
Dwease. More than twice as many caregivers than their children knew the correct answer in
Ahokwa.
Table 9: Perception of permissible debut in hazardous labor, caregiver and child

Ahokwa average (years)
Dwease average (years)
between 6 and 12 years
between 13 and 14 years
Ahokwa between 15 and 17 years
18 years
19 years or more
between 6 and 12 years
between 13 and 14 years
Dwease between 15 and 17 years
18 years
19 years or more

Age at which it is permitted to
perform hazardous work (perception)
2011
2012
caregiver child caregiver child
19.3 20.46
18.84 19.44
18.83 17.74
18.8 17.95
4%
4%
0%
4%
0%
2%
0%
2%
7%
8%
4%
8%
48% 19%
68% 32%
41% 67%
28% 44%
2%
0%
0%
0
2%
2%
0%
0
4% 23%
8% 22%
52% 54%
62% 58%
40% 21%
30% 20%

4.4.5. Perception of hazardous work and reported practices
In order to test their knowledge, caregiver and child respondents were asked whether a 16-yearold should be able to perform all the required tasks on a cocoa farm. As all tasks would include
hazardous activities, the correct answer is "no." At first, in Ahokwa, 54% of caregivers and
children had the right answer as Table 10 depicts. In Dwease, 62% of children and 74% of
caregivers answered correctly. By the second survey, knowledge had improved on the part of
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Ahokwa caregivers and both Dwease's caregivers and children. In Dwease the knowledge of
WFCL was observed to have also been disseminated also to children.

Table 10: Perception of acceptable work at age 16
Percentage of respondents who answered "No" to the
question: "Should a 16 year old be able to perform all the
required tasks on a cocoa farm?"
2011
2012 Difference
+17%
Caregivers
54%
71%
Ahokwa
+2%
Children
54%
56%
+10%
Caregivers
74%
84%
Dwease
+16%
Children
62%
78%

Reciting the list of "hazardous" activities according to the HAF, caregivers were asked whether
certain cocoa production tasks were permissible. With their aggregated answers reproduced in
Table 11, it is apparent how, in both cases, their knowledge of prohibited tasks increased
between surveys. While knowledge of what constitutes hazardous work improved by 27% in
Ahokwa, in Dwease it improved a drastic 75%. That said, as compared with Dwease, in Ahokwa
this subject was better understood. Dwease thus had a greater knowledge gap to fill. By the time
of the second survey, roughly twice as many prohibited WFCL activities were condoned by
respondents in Dwease (24) as compared with Ahokwa (11).
Thus, within a time span of roughly 6 months, there was a marked knowledge gain in
both communities. The second time they were interviewed, many more respondents raised a red
flag when asked about work classified as hazardous. Importantly, the principal intervening
variable was the introduction of the GCLMS, which comprised awareness-raising durbars, the
establishment of the CCPC, and the commencement of data collection. Before the advent of the
GCLMS, the Chief of Ahokwa, for example, reported that two of his children had gone to – or
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returned from – the farm alone, and that one of them had opened cocoa pods with a machete. In
the same interview he later stated, however, that children were generally not allowed to perform
farm work in his community, and correctly characterized the very two tasks performed by his
children as prohibited. In the follow-up survey he reported that his children did not engage in
any of the government-stipulated hazardous activities.
Other telling analyses may be performed between practices respondents perceive as
permissible, and what they report their child(ren) as practicing. In column A in Table 11 below,
caregivers are asked about their perception: "Are children in Ghana, aged 5-17, allowed to:" and
in column B, caregivers are asked what labor their wards perform: "Have any children in your
household, aged 5-17, in the last 3 months, engaged in the following agricultural activities." As
Table 11 reveals, in Ahokwa a notable discrepancy was observed with respect to weeding and
breaking open cocoa pods with a machete.

Table 11: Perception of permissible and reported practices, caregiver

Activity

WFCL
(health)

WFCL
(safety)

Burning brush
Weeding with machete
Harvesting with harvesting hook
Breaking pods with machete
Climbing trees with machete
Carrying heavy loads
Working with agrochemicals
In vicinity during pesticide
spraying
Re-entering a recently sprayed
farm
sub-total
Working without shoes or
clothing
Working alone on the farm

Code

A. Prohibited WFCL activities
that caregivers perceived as
permissible
Ahokwa
Dwease

B. Prohibited WFCL activities
carried out by wards as
reported by caregivers
Ahokwa
Dwease

BB
WM
HH
PM
CM
HL
WC

'11
0
2
1
3
0
0
0

'12
0
4
0
4
0
0
0

'11
6
33
24
25
1
1
0

'12
1
19
1
1
0
0
0

'11
2
20
7
18
2
2
0

'12
0
17
5
10
2
0
0

'11
4
31
22
33
3
2
0

'12
0
14
3
1
0
0
0

PS

3

2

0

0

10

9

0

0

RS

2

1

0

0

4

0

0

0

11

11

90

22

65

43

95

18

WW

0

0

4

0

2

0

8

0

WA

0

0

1

0

4

4

2

1
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Child
Labor

Working long hours
Commuting alone
Working at night
sub-total
Working more than 2 hours/day
on school day
Withdrawn from school
Working full time
sub-total
Total
% change (between surveys)

WH
GA
WN

0
1
0
1

0
0
0
0

0
2
0
7

0
0
0
0

4
5
2
17

2
9
4
19

5
2
0
17

0
1
0
2

WD

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

WS
WF

2
1
3

0
0
0

0
1
1

0
2
2

2
2
4

0
1
1

0
0
0

0
0
0

15

11

98

24

86

63

112

20

27%

75%

27%

4.4.6. Two community leader cases
An elder's household in Dwease was randomly selected to be surveyed. During the Nov/Dec
2011 harvest season, his daughter of 12 years reported cracking open cocoa pods with a machete,
and harvested overhead cocoa pods with a harvesting hook on the household farm. When asked,
however, her father had stated that these specific activities were not allowed. Then, at the time
of the second survey, his daughter reported not having performed those activities in the midseason of 2012. When her father, who had not completed primary school, was asked in the first
survey what the reasons were that his children worked on the cocoa farm, he stated "To learn the
trade of farming and also to help the family." Yet in the second survey, his response was: "My
children don't work on the farm," which signifies a marked shift in attitude towards child labor.
With respect to knowledge, at the time of the first survey, he thought the minimum age of
employment was 20, that at age 16 one was able to engage in "light work," and that at 20, in
Ghana, one was permitted to perform hazardous work. His numbers did not differ at the time of
the second survey, with the exception of the corrected understanding that the minimum age for
hazardous labor was 18. This case is an example of a community leader who enforced the new
rules in his own household to the best of his knowledge. Although not well-versed on the issue
except for the permissible age of hazardous child labor, the shift of attitude and household labor

82%
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practices are apparent. These findings further indicate that the country's laws were still not fully
understood even by community leaders.
A household in Ahokwa happened to be selected for the survey in which the head of
household was a CCPC member. Although he explained that he doesn't "allow her to work," he
does "take her along on non-school-going days so she can observe how the work is done," and he
correctly flagged all 17 hazardous activities of the HAF as prohibited. His own 8-year-old
daughter reported having carried a heavy load (above 30% of body weight for more than 3km)
on the household farm, being present, or working in, the vicinity of farm during pesticide
spraying, and reentering a farm within less than 12 hours of it having been sprayed during the
Nov/Dec 2011 harvest season. At the time of the second survey mid-2012, she had, reportedly,
both been present or working in the vicinity of a farm during pesticide spraying and used a
machete to weed and to break open cocoa pods, although her father stated that his children "don't
work on the cocoa farm." Yet her father specifically identified "weeding, chemical application,
harvesting oil palm, carrying heavy loads" as prohibited child labor activities. When asked about
specific age requirements during the first survey, he thought one could be employed at 18,
perform "light work" at 9, and perform hazardous work at 18. His numbers did not change in the
second survey, with the exception of revising the allowed age of "light work" to 15. When asked
what he had become aware of regarding hazardous child labor, he stated, "I have learnt that I
don't have to stop children from going to school to work on the farm and also not to allow
children to apply chemicals." Yet what this example demonstrates is that even the supposed
standard-bearers of child protection have not been sufficiently sensitized and informed such that
they may enforce the rules in their community and homes.
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4.5. WFCL Practices
4.5.1. WFCL overview
The study reveals that during the Nov/Dec 2011 cocoa harvest season, fewer children of
agricultural households in Ahokwa worked in agriculture as compared with Dwease, and fewer
Ahokwa children engaged in WFCL relative to Dwease. Among such children, 74% of surveyed
children in Ahokwa, and 94% of children in Dwease reported they had participated in the
Nov/Dec 2011 cocoa harvest season. This is corroborated by the study's WFCL findings. In the
Nov/Dec 2011 season, 92% of children in Dwease's agricultural households, and 70% of children
in Ahokwa's agricultural households engaged in WFCL. In the June/July 2012 cocoa harvest
season, 56% of children in Dwease and 68% of children in Ahokwa were engaged in WFCL.
Thus, on a per capita basis, in the 2011 cocoa harvest season, more children in Dwease were
exposed to WFCL as compared with Ahokwa, but in the 2012 harvest season more children in
Ahokwa were exposed to WFCL as compared with Dwease.
Table 12 below summarizes the number of children exposed to CL/WFCL and the
incidence. The three most common health-related WFCL were: weeding with a machete,
harvesting with a harvesting hook, and breaking pods open with a machete. While in Dwease the
absolute number of children engaged in these activities dropped, remarkably, in Ahokwa they
did not. With respect to CL/WFCL exposure events, however, drastic reductions were observed
across the board, decreasing 84% in Dwease and 37% in Ahokwa over the relatively short time
span of 6 months. For argument sake, if it was posited that 37% less labor was needed in the
mid-cocoa harvest season in all cocoa growing communities – the percent reduction observed in
Ahokwa – one would still need to explain the additional 47% percent decrease observed in
Dwease.
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Table 12: Reported labor practices, Dwease and Ahokwa, children

Labor
type

# of children (out of 50 surveyed)
Dwease
Ahokwa
Activity
Burning brush
Weeding with
machete
Harvesting with
harvesting hook
Breaking pods with
machete
Climbing trees with
machete

WFCL
(Health)

Carrying heavy loads
Working with
agrochemicals
In vicinity during
pesticide spraying
Re-entering a recently
sprayed farm

'11

'12

diff

'11

'12

8

2

-6

2

2

36

28

-8

25

29

5

-24

41

6

1

# of exposure events
Dwease
diff

'11

'12

0

17

3

23

-2

102

8

8

0

-35

22

20

0

-1

1

5

0

-5

3

0

3
0

'11

'12

-14

4

5

1

50

-52

138

99

-39

120

14

-106

27

23

-4

-2

162

16

-146

69

53

-16

3

2

1

0

-1

2

4

2

15

11

-4

12

0

-12

47

36

-11

-3

3

2

-1

15

0

-15

7

11

4

0

-3

23

24

1

15

0

-15

62

57

-5

0

0

12

2

-10

0

0

0

19

8

-11

444

83

-361

375

296

-79

sub-total
% change
Working without
shoes or clothing
Working alone on the
farm

WFCL
(Safety)

-81%

diff

-21%

8

0

-8

3

3

0

37

0

-37

6

3

-3

3

1

-2

7

3

-4

7

2

-5

27

34

7

Working long hours

4

0

-4

12

7

-5

13

0

-13

89

17

-72

Commuting alone

5

5

0

12

13

1

20

5

-15

47

31

-16

Working at night

2

0

-2

2

5

3

4

0

-4

22

10

-12

81

7

-74

191

95

-96

sub-total
% change
Working more than 2
hours/day on school
day
Withdrawn from
school

-91%

-50%

0

0

0

9

1

-8

0

0

0

43

1

-42

0

0

0

7

2

-5

0

0

0

18

6

-12

3

0

-3

0

0

0

45

0

-45

0

0

0

sub-total

45

0

-45

61

7

-54

% change
Total

570

90

-100%
-480

627

398

-89%
-229

Working full time
CL

Diff

Ahokwa

% change

-84%

-37%
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4.5.2. WFCL exposure measure
The 17 activities classified as hazardous in the 2008 “Hazardous Child Labor Activity
Framework," may be further delineated according to their outcome: (1) exposure to immediate
health risks, (2) exposure to potential safety hazards or danger, (3) deprivation of rights, i.e.
contravention of child labor laws. Nine tasks21 may have an adverse physiological effect on the
child, with five hazardous agents as their source: fire, machete (weeding, pod breaking, whilst
climbing tree), overhead harvesting hook, heavy load, and pesticides. Since these nine tasks
place the health of a child at risk they may be classified as WFCL. While they do not involve a
hazardous agent, five tasks22 pose safety risks and therefore also fall under the WFCL banner.
Three conditions address the deprivation of education, and are thus a child labor issue.23 Thus,
in total the Framework proscribes 14 WFCL and 3 CL activities.
In order to quantify the degree of WFCL exposure in a single measure, an index is
required. The WFCL In Cocoa Exposure Index (WICEI) plots the degree of WFCL exposure in
cocoa production over the past 3 months on a scale from 0-3.16. The "WFCL type exposure
measure" is a value between 0 and 1 indicating the extent to which a child is exposed to various
types of WFCL. It is comprised of the 9 forms of "health-risk" WFCL indicators (denoted as

Ʃ[WFCL(H)type]), which are assigned a weight of 2/3, and the 5 forms of "safety-risk" WFCL
21

They are: burning brush (BB), weeding with a machete (WM), harvesting overhead cocoa pods with a harvesting
hook (HH), breaking cocoa pods open with a machete (PM), climbing trees higher than 3 meters (9 feet) with a
machete (CM), carrying heavy load (above 30% of body weight for more than 3 km) (HL), working with
agrochemicals (WC), being present or working in the vicinity of the farm during pesticide spraying (PS), and
reentering a sprayed farm within less than 12 hours of spraying (RS).
22
They are: working without shoes or clothing (shorts and shirt at least) (WW), working alone on the farm (not
working with anyone else) (WA), working on the farm for more than 3 hours per day or more than 18 hours per
week (WH), going to – or returning from – the farm alone (GA), and working on the farm between 6.00 p.m. and
6.00 a.m. (WN).
23
They are: (for children in school) working more than 2 hours/day on a school day (WD), being withdrawn from
school during cocoa harvest season to do farm work (WS), and working full time on the farm and not attending
formal/non-formal school (WF).
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indicators (denoted as Ʃ[WFCL(S)type]), which receive a weight of 1/3. The "WFCL exposure
magnitude measure," also a value between 0 and 1 (denoted as Ʃ[WFCL(H)events] and
Ʃ[WFCL(S)events]), gauges the extent to which a child engages in a given WFCL activity over
time, in this case the past 90 days. It is a value between 0 and 90, counted as one event per day
over the past 3 months, regardless of how many times the task was carried out – once or multiple
times that day. These two measures are combined into an index by multiplying them with each
other and times 10, and then taking the square root. Taking the square root corrects for the
kurtosis through the multiplication of WFCL type and WFCL event. The three iterations of the
WICEI formula are detailed below: the first in abstract parameters, the second with the
parameter values included, and the third factoring out the zeros and thus presented in simplified
notation.

WICEI =

=

=

In order to gauge the quality and usefulness of this index measure, its values of central tendency
and spread with the available dataset are explored, reproduced below in Table 13.24 The
combined WICEI data of the two villages yield a range of 0 to 1.78, a mean of 0.29, a variance
of 0.1, and a standard deviation of 0.33. The breakdown per village reveals that between the two
24

Among the dimensions considered for evaluating the reliability and validity of a proposed indicator, six are
essential: face and construct validity, precision, bias minimization, representation, and application. The precision
criteria investigates the extent to which a substantial amount variation is attributable to random variation. The
WICEI measure fulfills each of these criterion.
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towns, in 2011, the mean value is similar, which is, however, not the case in 2012. In Dwease,
the variance, which measures the data spread around the mean, is much less in 2012 as compared
with 2011, which is explained by the lower WICEI sum value that year. In general, the standard
deviation in each town and each year is on par with the mean, indicating that the average spread
around the central measure is not greater than the value of central tendency itself, and that the
means are, by-and-large, representative.
Table 13: WICEI values of central tendency and spread
Dwease Dwease Ahokwa Ahokwa
'11
'12
'11
'12 combined
Sum
19.21
4.60
18.62
14.92
57.35
Range (min to max) 0 to 1.71 0 to 0.56 0 to 1.32 0 to 1.78 0 to 1.78
Mean
0.38
0.09
0.37
0.3
0.29
Variance
0.09
0.02
0.14
0.14
0.1
Standard deviation
0.3
0.12
0.37
0.38
0.33

4.5.3. WFCL exposure in Dwease and Ahokwa
As it was found to be more accurate, the data obtained from the children answering the question
"On the cocoa farm(s) where you work, in the last 3 months, have you:" and thereafter listing the
17 prohibited activities, was utilized. The period of 3 months was used in order to allow them to
retrace their activities over the previous harvest season. Figure 9 shows the magnitude of WFCL
exposure (WICEI) in Ahokwa and Figure 10 shows that of Dwease.
The data is generally concordant between the two seasons in each respective city: while
in Ahokwa some variation is visible between the two seasons – with some children more or less
exposed to WFCL between the seasons – in Dwease there was an outright decline across the
board, with few cases to the contrary. While the mid-crop cocoa harvest season is generally less
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labor-intensive than the main season, which may account in the slight decrease in Ahokwa's
WFCL exposure, Dwease' stark decline is astonishing, which all but wiped out WFCL.

Figure 9: WFCL exposure (WICEI) in Ahokwa, Nov/Dec 2011 and Jun/Jul 2012, child responses

Figure 10: WFCL exposure (WICEI) in Dwease, Nov/Dec 2011 and Jun/Jul 2012, child responses
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As compared with the first survey, in Dwease there were 40 fewer incidences of health-related
WFCL, 15 fewer safety-related WFCL and a reduction of 15 CL tasks reportedly performed. In
Ahokwa, there were eight (8) fewer health impairing WFCL incidences, 19 fewer safety-related
WFCL, and 18 fewer CL incidences reported.
In the main 2011 as well as the mid-2012 season, some children were exposed at an early
age, as figures 11 and 12 illustrate. In Ahokwa WFCL exposure started at age 6, and more
general exposure was observed at age 12. In Dwease, WFCL exposure began at age 8. The only
observable trend is that the older the child, the more he or she was subjected to WFCL.
As the results detailed in Table 11 reveal, in the main cocoa harvest season of Nov/Dec 2011,
there was slightly more overall WFCL exposure in Dwease with an aggregate exposure measure
of 19.2 as compared with 18.6 in Ahokwa (see Table 14 below).

Figure 11: WICEI vs. age, Ahokwa and Dwease, Nov/Dec 2011
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Figure 12: WICEI vs. age, Ahokwa and Dwease, Jun/Jul 2012

Yet compared with the 2012 season, Dwease's aggregate WFCL exposure precipitously
decreased to 4.6, a 76% drop, and Ahokwa's aggregate WFCL level fell to 14.9, a 20% drop.
WFCL fell drastically in Dwease as compared with Ahokwa: there was a 56% change
differential in the practice of WFCL between Ahokwa's and Dwease's main and mid-year harvest
seasons.
Among children who are engaged in WFCL, in Dwease as well as in Ahokwa, a child
was engaged, on average, in 3 types of WFCL. The towns were also similar with respect to the
reported WFCL incidences over the previous 3 months; working-children averaging 10.5 WFCL
tasks in Dwease and 11.3 in Ahokwa. In Dwease, the most common hazardous activity children
performed was weeding with a machete. In Ahokwa, it was breaking open cocoa pods with a
machete. Neither in Dwease nor in Ahokwa was there a reported case of child labor according to
the ILO definition, in the sense that while a child's education had been compromised, they were
not exposed to imminent health and safety risks.
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In the mid-crop cocoa harvest season of 2012, children of Dwease, on average, engaged
in 1 type of WFCL, whereas in Ahokwa they engaged in 2 or 3 kinds of WFCL (average of 2.5).
The reported frequency of WFCL exposure between the two villages differed considerably: in
Dwease children reported carrying out 2 WFCL tasks on average, while in Ahokwa they carried
out an average of 8 WFCL tasks. That difference is also visibly reflected in Figure 10. The
most common hazardous activity in which children engaged in both towns was weeding with a
machete. In no cases did a child only engage in child labor (and not also WFCL).
The experience between Ahokwa and that of Dwease thus significantly differs. The
question therefore arises: how come? Why did Dwease experience radically less WFCL
exposure in the mid-crop harvest as compared to the main-crop harvest? The answers to this
question will serve as a Leitmotif in subsequent sections.

Table 14: Aggregate and component measures of CL and WFCL over time
Main-2011 cocoa
harvest

WICEI (Aggregate WFCL
exposure value)
Average child exposure to
WFCL in cocoa type
(count)
Average child exposure to
hazardous labor in cocoa
type (according to HAF)
(count)
Average child exposure to
health-related WFCL in
cocoa type (count)
Average child exposure to
safety-related WFCL in
cocoa type (count)

Mid-2012 cocoa
harvest

Difference

Ahokwa

Dwease

Ahokwa

Dwease

Ahokwa

Dwease

Ahokwa
%
change

Dwease
%
change

18.6

19.2

14.9

4.6

-3.7

-14.6

-20

-76

2.9

3

2.5

0.9

-0.4

-2

-14

-68

3.3

3

2.6

0.9

-0.7

-2.1

-14

-67

2.2

2.5

1.9

0.8

-0.3

-1.7

-14

-73

0.7

0.4

0.6

0.1

-0.1

-0.3

-81

-100
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Average child exposure to
CL type (count)
Average incidence of
child exposure to WFCL
in cocoa (sum/# of
children)
Average incidence of
child exposure to
hazardous labor
(according to HAF)
(sum/# of children)
Average incidence of
child exposure to healthrelated WFCL (sum/# of
children)
Average incidence of
child exposure to safetyrelated WFCL (sum/# of
children)
Average incidence of
child exposure to CL
(sum/# of children)

0.3

0.06

0.06

0

-0.3

-0.06

-31

-83

11.3

10.5

7.8

1.8

-3.5

-8.7

-21

-81

12.5

11.4

8

1.8

-4.6

-9.6

-50

-91

7.5

8.9

5.9

1.7

-1.6

-7.2

-89

-100

3.8

1.6

1.9

0.1

-1.9

-1.5

-21

-69

1.2

0.9

0.1

0

-1.1

-0.9

-37

-84

4.5.4. Variable correlations
The study's first research questions inquire about what factors are correlated with CL/WFCL
KAPs. The calculated WICEI measuring WFCL practice is thus paired with the other variables
of interest. The following correlation formula is employed to determine the relationship between
two properties, where x and y are the sample means.

The results shown in Table 15 indicate that while knowledge of CL/WFCL did not seem to be
strongly linked with behavior, attitudes about CL/WFCL were more important. The largest
correlation coefficient was discordance between child and parent responses concerning
hazardous labor the child performed. The more child labor the child engaged, the higher the
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discordance. This observation is further explored in the sections 4.5.6. Caregiver data validity
and 4.5.7. Knowledge vs. practice.

Table 15: Correlation between WICEI and select variables
Correlation Correlation
coefficient coefficient
'11
'12
Caregiver
Level of education
Knowledge of CL/WFCL
(Q: "At what age is it permitted in Ghana for a
person to perform hazardous work?")
Perception of permissible tasks that are in fact
hazardous (19 tasks as per HAF)
Attitude on CL/WFCL
(Q: "Should a 16-year-old able to perform all tasks
on a cocoa farm?")
Household income
Acres of land household controls
Household demand for labor
Discordance
(between child and parent answers concerning
hazardous labor performed)
Child
Level of education (in completed grade/class)
Knowledge of WFCL and CL
(Q: "At what age is it ok for children to start
working on a cocoa farm?")
Attitude of WFCL and CL
(Q: "Should a 16-year-old able to perform all tasks
on a cocoa farm?")
Perception of education
(Q: "What level do you hope to attain in school?")
*Negligible negative relationship (-.01 to -.19)
**Weak negative relationship (-.20 to -.29)
***Moderate negative relationship (-.30 to -.39)
****Negligible positive relationship (.01 to .19)
*****Weak positive relationship (.20 to .29)
******Very strong positive relationship (.70 or higher)

-0.11*

-0.11*

0.07****

-0.19*

0.16****

0.16****

-0.32***
-0.03*
0.24*****
-0.14*

-0.28**
0.24*****
0.23*****
0.12****

0.85****** 0.92******
-0.18*

-0.20**

-0.11*

-0.19*

-0.21**

-0.24**

-0.18*

-0.12*
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4.5.5. Profiles of outlier cases
Whereas a WICEI index value of 3.16 is the maximum value that may technically be reached, to
do so a child would have to have performed all 14 WFCL and worked on a daily basis for the
past 90 days. The highest WICEI value obtained was 1.8, when a child performed 12 various
types of WFCL, with 57 instances of WFCL over the period. While the degree of risk to the
child's health and safety is proportional to his/her relative WICEI value, a child can be said to be
exposed to an exceptionally high amount of WFCL if s/he is above the 1 point mark, however
arbitrary this "benchmark." At that point a child is engaging, for example, in 5 forms of WFCL
and 51 instances of WFCL within the past 90 days. In this survey, seven (7) cases of children in
Dwease and Ahokwa had crossed this mark, whose respective cases are each treated here in more
detail.

i. Dwease
Child #20
A.H. is a 17-year-old male living in Dwease. He lives in a household of 7 but is not related to
the head of the household. The head of household is 73 years old and also the caregiver of 4 of
his own grandchildren aged 11 to 17. Although his caregiver identified A.H. as an Ashanti from
Dwease, A.H. reported his ethnicity as being Kusasi and that he was born in Bauku, a town in the
Upper East region of northern Ghana. He is not in school, nor has he completed primary school.
He maintains that a 16-year-old should be able to perform all the required tasks on a cocoa farm,
and that at 17 years of age a person may start engaging in hazardous work activities – which
implies that he does not understand that some tasks on the cocoa farm are hazardous. On the
family farm, in the 2011 Nov/Dec cocoa harvest season, A.H. engaged in 12 forms of WFCL and
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1 form of CL, with a reported 59 instances of WFCL and 15 instances of CL. His overall WFCL
exposure (WICEI) was 1.7, the highest value for Dwease. In the mid-crop cocoa harvest season
from July to September 2012, A.H.'s WICEI significantly dropped by 68% to 0.5, when he
engaged in 5 forms of WFCL and reported 12 instances of WFCL. He stated that he was yet to
be interviewed about his situation by anybody else, nor was he listed in Dwease's GCLMS
community register. Nobody had forbidden him from carrying out any particular task in cocoa
production.

Child #21
E.T. is also a 17-year-old male, living in a household run by his brother. The household
comprises 3 brothers and the wife of the household head. E.T. was born in Dwease and is an
Ashanti. He has completed primary school through grade 6. Although he thinks a 16-year-old
should be able to perform all the various tasks on a cocoa farm, hazardous work, according to
him, should only be performed at 17. This underlines the fact that he does not understand that
some of the tasks in cocoa farming, and many of the tasks he himself carries out, are considered
hazardous by national and international standards. In the Nov/Dec cocoa harvest season, on the
family farm, E.T. engaged in 10 forms of WFCL and 1 form of CL, with a reported 33 instances
of WFCL and 15 instances of CL. His overall WFCL exposure (WICEI) was 1.2, the second
highest value in Dwease. Yet, in the mid-crop cocoa harvest season from July to September,
E.T. reported engaging in only 1 form of WFCL, and reported 2 instances of WFCL – a 89%
decrease. He reported not having been interviewed about his situation by anyone, nor was he
listed in Dwease's GCLMS community register. Nobody had forbidden him from carrying out
any particular task in cocoa production.
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ii. Ahokwa
Child #2
V.N. is a girl living in a 4-person household in Ahokwa. She and her 12-year-old brother are
stepchildren to the household head, an Ashanti man from Kumasi. Yet because her mother is
Sefwi, she and her brother are identified as Sefwi. Her caregiver identified her as 10 years old,
although she herself declared she was 12. She has completed grade 4 of primary school. She
thinks it is acceptable for a child, aged 10, to start working on a cocoa farm, that a 16-year-old
should be able to perform all the various tasks on a cocoa farm, and that at the age of 24 it is
permitted to engage in hazardous labor, revealing her lack of awareness. Yet what she herself
performs on the family farm is hazardous: in the main harvest season of 2011, V.N. reportedly
engaged in 5 forms of WFCL and one form of CL, with 54 reported instances of WFCL and 20
instances of CL. As such, her WICEI value was 1. In the mid-crop season, while she also
engaged in 5 forms of WFCL, her reported WFCL exposure, with 12 instances, was half (0.5).
She reportedly had yet to be interviewed about her situation, nor was she listed in the Ahokwa
GCLMS community register. Nobody had forbidden her from carrying out any particular task in
cocoa production.

Child #25
At 17 years of age, K.K. is the oldest child in a household of 11. They are Ewe, and K.K. and
his siblings, 8 boys and one girl in total, were born in Begoro. His father is 41 and his mother is
32 years old. He works on the family farm as well as on other people's farms. He had attended
primary school until grade 5 but had returned to school for the third term in 2012, albeit
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admittedly missing 10 days of classes over the previous 3 months. He thinks it is acceptable for
a child aged 15 to begin working on a cocoa farm. While in the first survey he thought that a 16year-old should be able to perform all the various tasks on a cocoa farm, by the second survey he
had changed his mind, stating that children at this age should not harvest, spray, break cocoa
pods or work full time on the cocoa farm. While he held that at age 25 one was permitted to
engage in hazardous labor, his own WICEI was exceedingly high with 1.3 both in both the main
2011 and mid-2012 seasons. K.K. reportedly had yet to be interviewed by a CDC, was not listed
in the Ahokwa GCLMS community register, nor had he been surveyed. No one had forbidden
him from performing a certain task on the cocoa farm.

Child #30
K.Y. is a boy living in an 8-person household in Ahokwa. He and two other siblings are stepchildren of the head of household, a 54-year-old man, who himself has three other children.
While the caregiver says K.Y. is 11, the boy says he is 13 years old. K.Y. is Bono and born in
Seikwa, a small town in the Brong Ahafo Region. He has completed grade 1 of primary school.
In the main harvest of late 2011 K.Y. carried out 6 types of WFCL and 1 type of CL, reporting
38 instances of WFCL, and 2 instances of CL, which, as a result, places him at a high WFCL
exposure measure of 1. In the mid-crop season, on the family farm, K.Y. reportedly performed
12 various types of WFCL, with 57 instances of WFCL, which, with a WICEI of 1.8, makes him
the most exposed child of all surveyed children in this study. K.Y. thinks it is "ok" for children
to start working on a cocoa farm at age 15, that a 16-year-old should be able to perform all the
required tasks on a cocoa farm, and that at 25 a person can start engaging in hazardous labor.
Nobody has forbidden him from carrying out any particular task in cocoa production. K.Y. was
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listed in the Ahokwa GCLMS community register, and further surveyed on August 27, 2012
(with Tool #2), but was identified as performing fishing and domestic work, not cocoa farming.

Child #31
K.N. is 10. Born in Ahokwa, he is Sefwi. He lives in a household of 6, and has 3 siblings. He
has completed Kindergarten. He thinks it is "ok" for children to start working on a cocoa farm at
age 15, that at age 16 one should be able to perform all the various tasks on a cocoa farm, and
that at 25 years of age a person can start to engage in hazardous labor. Over the 2011/12 harvest
season, on the family farm, he performed 6 different kinds of WFCL, and reported engaging in
WFCL in 80 instances, which results in a high WFCL index score of 1.1. In the mid-crop season
K.N.'s exposure was comparable: He carried out 8 different forms of WFCL in 35 separate
instances. His WFCL index score that season was a high 1.1. Nobody had forbidden him from
carrying out any particular task in cocoa production. K.N. was not listed in the Ahokwa GCLMS
community register, nor was he surveyed.

Child #36
R.A. is a 12-year-old boy in family of 12. His father is 60, his mother is 56. Unlike the three
young children aged 3, 4 and 5, the 7 older children aged 7 to 24 worked in agriculture and
participated in the Nov/Dec 2011 cocoa harvest season. The family is Sefwi, and R.A. was born
in Ahokwa. He has completed grade 4 in primary school. He thinks it is acceptable for a person
of 25 to start working on a cocoa farm, which is the same age he thinks one may start performing
hazardous labor. The only activity he thinks children should not be allowed to do on the cocoa
farm is breaking cocoa pods with a machete, an activity which, however, he himself performs.

103

Over the course of the 2011 main cocoa harvest season, working on the family farm, R.A. was
involved in 8 forms of WFCL and, and one form of child labor, reporting 29 WFCL and 2 CL
instances, resulting in a WICEI value of 1. However, at the time of the second survey, he
reported not having engaged in child labor or hazardous activities in the mid-2012 harvest
season, and he demonstrated more knowledge concerning WFCL. In response to the question of
whether he had been told not to perform a particular task, he cited spraying, weeding and
harvesting, and that his father had forbidden him to engage in these tasks. He also knew that a
16-year-old should not be allowed to conduct such tasks. His father, in turn, credited radio
programs informing him about prohibited types of child labor. R.A. was not listed in the
Ahokwa GCLMS community register nor had he been surveyed.
The household-level analysis reveals that the children don't realize that they themselves
are engaging in hazardous child labor. They engage in multiple forms of WFCL, but affirm that
"hazardous" work is reserved for adults. A further finding is that the family situation matters.
The non-autochthon and stepchildren are especially vulnerable. As a Dwease respondent pointed
out: "I think they want to know if am staying with my own children because that will determine
how I treat them," professing that the Cinderella effect is also found in Ghana (Daly et al 1985).

4.5.6. Caregiver data validity
Within each household, both the caregiver and the randomly selected child respondent were
asked what type of labor the child performed, listing the 17 WFCL tasks as outlined in Ghana's
HAF. It was expected that there would be some degree of incongruence of answers respectively
provided by both the caregiver and the child. Where there was an incongruence between the
answer of the caregiver and that of the child, the answer in the affirmative is considered the
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accurate one. The reason for this assumption is that the stigma associated with child labor,
substantiated by the literature and key informants, would generally sway a respondent to rather
deny involvement in – or underreport – CL/WFCL.
It was observed that caregivers generally underreported their ward's WFCL involvement
in the main 2011 and in the mid 2012 season. Whereas there was an average caregiver-child
discrepancy of 2 types of WFCL performed per child in Ahokwa, in Dwease there was a
caregiver-child discrepancy of 1 type of WFCL per child. The incongruence between caregivers'
and children's answers was almost twice as elevated in Ahokwa as compared with Dwease in
both seasons, as Table 16 below records and figures 13 and 14 illustrate. As there was less
under-reporting in the second survey as compared with the first, one might suggest that as work
increases, i.e. the more WFCL tasks a child performs, so too would the margin of reporting
"error." In other words, the more WFCL a child performed, the more likely it was for the
caregiver not to report such incidences. The reason for such under-reporting was a two-sided
coin: social desirability bias on the one side, and on the other, wishing to avoid the stigma
associated with child labor. Yet the appeal for accurate reporting may have also played a role:
the majority (93%) of Dwease respondents and half (56%) of Ahokwa respondents recall having
been asked by a community leader to accurately report the information to the data collector.
Whereas community members did accord importance to the GCLMS (in line with Perception A),
and especially so in Dwease, nowhere did the data suggest that they saw the GCLMS as an
imposition to be circumvented.
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Table 16: Caregiver vs. child under-reporting of WFCL practice

Nov/Dec
2011
Jun/Jul 2012

Ahokwa
Dwease
Ahokwa
Dwease

# of times
caregivers
under-reported
child
engagement in
WFCL type
(absolute)
127
68
87
32

# of times
children
underreported their
engagement
in WFCL type
(absolute)
41
25
29
4

Total # of times
a caregiver or
child underreported child
engagement in
WFCL type
(absolute)
168
93
121
35

Caregiver
under-reporting
child
engagement in
WFCL type
(average per
child)
2.54
1.36
1.74
0.64

Figure 13: Underreporting, caregiver, Dwease and Ahokwa, Nov/Dec 2011
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Figure 14: Underreporting, caregiver, Dwease and Ahokwa, Jun/Jul 2012

4.5.7. Knowledge vs. practice
When comparing a caregiver's perception of prohibited agricultural tasks with those which
his/her ward actually carries out, a telling picture emerges as is charted in Table 17. In Ahokwa,
in 151 instances (3 per child on average) the caregiver reported that a task was prohibited –
which, however, the child under his/her care in fact carries out. In Dwease, there were 80 such
instances (1.6 per child on average). Yet in the next harvest season, the number of such
incidences decreased to 108 in Ahokwa and 30 in Dwease, a 28% and 63% decrease
respectively. Here, parallel to other public health challenges such as HIV prevention, one
observes that knowledge alone does not equal behavior change!

Table 17: Discrepancy between caregiver perception of prohibited tasks for
children and the respective events carried out as reported by his/her ward
Nov/Dec 2011 Jun/Jul 2012 % change
Ahokwa
151
108
- 28%
Dwease
80
30
- 63%
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4.6. Initial respondent perception and knowledge of GCLMS
4.6.1. Perception of data collection rationale
At the time of the first survey in January of 2012, the great majority of community members in
Dwease (84%) and in Ahokwa (77%) were aware that data was being collected on child labor on
an ongoing basis through the GCLMS. 65% of Ahokwa residents and 84% of Dwease residents
stated that they had been interviewed.
When asked what they thought about being asked such questions, in both towns most
respondents spoke in positive terms about the government-surveillance exercise. In Dwease,
many respondents took it to be a well-intentioned government effort to determine whether
community members are practicing child labor and are not mistreating their children. As one
caregiver stated: "It's to enable them to assess if truly I use my child for activities that will
amount to child labor." Another thought it served the purpose of gauging "how well I am taking
care of my children."
Others took its mission as being to ascertain household composition and characteristics,
such as "what we do for a living." Some respondents associated the data collection as a type of
household-specific needs assessment, which would lead to some form of aid down the road. "I
think it will help the CCPC determine which children are at risk so that they can help them,"
replied one respondent. Another thought it was "good so that they can ascertain our situation and
help us; especially those of us that do not get enough from our farms." "It's good to know
someone cares about you and your family and wants to help you," stated another.
While most saw the GCLMS as representing "a good cause," others expressed skepticism
for what the information would be used or saw themselves obliged to answer. Some respondents
stated they were ok with it as long as the information remained confidential. "I am comfortable
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with the questions because I have nothing to hide." Overwhelmingly, the tenor was positive,
summed up by the remark: "I think we must all as community members contribute to reduce
child labor; therefore it's incumbent on every parent to participate in this exercise."
In Ahokwa, the responses to this question were fewer overall and slightly less
demonstrative. Many succinctly stated it was "about child labor" or a "program meant to protect
children." Some stated that the government "wants to monitor us," or, more specifically, "they
want to monitor what we use children for and the wellbeing of children." It was generally
understood that the program was government initiated, and, as in Dwease, respondents by-andlarge viewed the program as a matter of government benevolence: "The government wants to
know about our children," and "they want us to train the children well and send them to school."
One respondent maintained that "It is helpful in the development of our children." Whether
explicitly or implicitly, the general tenor was one of applauding this government initiative.
Ahokwa residents also saw the monitoring program as reflective of a renewed national
interest in strengthening education. It existed, in their eyes, in order to determine whether
parents were "sending our children to school." "I think it has become important in Ghana that
children be educated and that's why it's being done." Referencing land ownership trends in
Ghana, another respondent stated: "I think it is important because now there is no land for
farming so children need to be in school." One respondent thought the GCLMS was related to
the country's cocoa economy, stating: "It is a good thing, it will help the government to know our
problems in farming." A few thought it was simply a census.
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4.6.2. Perceived role of community data collection
Respondents were furthermore asked how they perceived the surveying of and monitoring of
children in their community. Many respondents in Dwease emphasized its purpose of promoting
education. "It gives an opportunity to identify children who might need help to enroll in school,"
commented one respondent. Other caregivers thought its main role was "to create awareness
about child labor in this community." Aside from promoting child rights, it would also "serve as
a deterrent for any parent that does not treat a child well." A number of respondents were of the
opinion that it would empower the child: "It's good because the issues are about children so they
must also speak," another person noting, "It will afford children an opportunity to tell someone if
they are being maltreated." As one perceptive respondent articulated, "If data is collected only
from parents, it will be difficult to see the clear picture of the household. So it's important data is
also collected from the child so that we get the child's perspective as well." Some respondents
also expressed hope: "If data is collected on children it will help government to come to the
children's aid, especially those who engage in child labor." A few respondents, speaking more
broadly, thought the objective of the GCLMS would be to "help more children to be free from
child labor" and to help "curb the child labor menace in the community."
While almost all respondents in Dwease offered a response to the question concerning the
role of data collection on children, only half of their counterparts in Ahokwa did the same.
Ahokwa caregivers similarly held that the GCLMS would promote education, health and child
rights. "Children will have the opportunity and be encouraged to go to school" predicted one
respondent, and "The exercise has alerted more parents to be concerned about their children's
education," observed another. Others, focusing on the health aspects, maintained that child labor
monitoring "will safeguard the children from hazardous work and help them grow." The
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GCLMS, furthermore, would foster child rights: "Children now will be able to stand for their
rights," and "Children will have their freedom as a result." "It will help the children to live good
lives," another respondent maintained.

4.6.3. Perception of the CCPC
66% of respondents in Ahokwa were aware of the existence of the CCPC in their community.
Among those who were, many declared that the role of the CCPC was to see to it that children
were sent to school and were always in school on school days. This entailed talking "to the
parents of children who don’t go to school to find out how best to get them in school," providing
"non-school-going children alternatives to learn," and also making "sure children get a quality
education at school." The CCPC's enforcement role was illustrated by one respondent who
stated: "When a child is found loitering about during school hours, the parents of the child would
be fined for negligence." They were also to ensure that children did not go out at night.
The committee was also to ensure that children were not engaged in hazardous child
labor, which on the one hand involved sensitizing parents on the dos and don’ts of child labor
(educating "parents on how to use children" as one respondent put it) and on the other hand
"summoning" and applying sanctions to parents whose children are found to engage in hazardous
work. In some cases, respondents talked bluntly about their powers: "If they see you taking
children to the farm they can arrest you and also if they see you, with a child, working with
chemicals." One respondent highlighted that the CCPC is "to pay special attention to children
who are staying with non-biological parents."
Forty-two percent (42%) of Dwease respondents reported being aware of the existence of
a Community Child Protection Committee (CCPC) in their midst. The majority identified the
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CCPC as a body that existed to protect children's rights and prevent children from carrying out
child labor, or, as one respondent put it, "hard labor." "They seek to enforce the by-laws on child
labor and protect children from unintended abuse by their guardians," said another. Some stated
that the committee served to help children focus on their education and keep children in class.
One respondent identified the role of the CCPC as specifically being to "protect the children
from watching movies when they should be doing their homework at night." Other respondents
also viewed the purpose of the CCPC as educating and advising parents against WFCL.

4.6.4. GCLMS-centered community discourse
Dwease's discourse surrounding the program was upbeat. "They said it's a good program"
respondents reported hearing from peers. Most people had no reservations: "They lauded the
program and hope it will make the society a better place," and "They all agreed and hope it goes
well." While some stressed its effect on child labor ("Most people felt it was a good program
since it will help eliminate child labor and put their community in the limelight"), others
highlighted its effect on education ("They are happy it's going to improve education"). The
common sentiment was: "Community members are grateful to Government for this program,"
"which will help project the image of town." Reflective of the extent to which it was a theme in
the public discourse, 65% of Dwease respondents reported having heard a community leader talk
about the GCLMS.
However, some respondents expressed that community members had reservations. "They
welcome the program but stress the need for the leaders to be transparent with them," one
commented, implying that perhaps the authorities had ulterior motives. "The community
members were very happy about the program and asked the organizers to report accurately
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whatever findings they will make," remarked one respondent, affirming the value in the accurate
relay of information. Others reported their peers were concerned with the social externalities of
the program: "They were of the opinion that even though it's good, we must be careful we don’t
spoil the children." Another respondent reported a similar preoccupation: "They agreed it's a
good program but must be done in such a way that it will not affect the respect children have for
their parents." One caregiver reported cynical views had been voiced: "Some were happy but
others thought they have heard it before – nothing will change."
Others, while receptive of the program, called for some form of assistance to follow.
"Some agreed with the program but believed more should be done in terms of providing facilities
for the schools in this community." Some villagers were less prescriptive: "The community
believes it is going to help all of us and also that it will receive other benefits from the
government." And some hoped for more direct means of return: "They all agreed to participate
and raised the need for some sort of compensation."
In Ahokwa, few respondents (14%) reported having heard their peers talk about it.
Among those who had heard people talk about the GCLMS, the town talk was varied. "People
ask others what the program is all about," was one observation. Interestingly, one respondent
reported, "They say the program has given children freedom," implying that children had
previously not been "free." Some spoke about the subject of education: "People greatly support
the call for child education," and "People say that now parents have become more conscious of
the education and welfare of their children,", while others "talk about child labor in general."
"People now say they understand the issues of child labor," noted one respondent. In addition,
"They say the government wants to help our children," and "They say it will help the community
in the future." One respondent remarked, "This work has given those going 'round bicycles, and
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that means it is important." 17% of Ahokwa respondents had heard community leaders talk
about the GCLMS.

4.6.5. Perceived changes to knowledge and attitude
A marked divergence was observed between the two towns in response to the question of
whether their perception or knowledge regarding hazardous child labor practices had changed
over the past few years. 74% of respondents in Dwease responded in the affirmative whereas
only 18% of their Ahokwa counterparts did the same.
When prompted about what they had become aware regarding child labor, education was
a central theme among Dwease residents; in particular, the recognition that one would need to
forgo short-term gains in order to secure the future of children. "Using children to work on the
farms while they are supposed to go to school destroys their future," as one respondent remarked.
In a context where every household member is expected to contribute to the household economy,
forgoing a child's labor is a sacrifice, whether the consequence is monetary loss or having to
perform more work yourself. "Investing in our children's education is more important than the
money we will make using them on the cocoa farm," one respondent stated. Yet there was also
the recognition that education pays in the long-run: "If I make my child to work on the farm
instead of going to school, I will be jeopardizing the child's future – she will not be educated and
I will suffer for it in future." Or, as another respondent put it: "Now I know that it's important to
let my children go to school instead of working on the farms. Without education it will be
difficult for my children to be successful." It is thus evident that the community-level discourse
had grappled with the short-term income/labor gain from children versus long-term return on
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education calculation, and that many caregiver's deliberations now sided with investment in
education.
Other Dwease residents asserted they had a new appreciation for children's rights: "Every
child must have the right to go to school instead of working in cocoa farms." Aside from a
renewed emphasis on school, an increase in health awareness was cited as another recent
phenomenon. "Hazardous child labor can affect the health of the child," as one respondent
succinctly stated," another specifically reciting that "children should not be carrying heavy loads
to earn money." Carrying heavy loads was, however, the only type of hazardous labor that
caregivers mentioned as a new lesson learned. In sum, most respondents in Dwease recalled
having learned how child labor relates to the education and health of a child.
In contrast, of the few Ahokwa residents who did claim their perception had changed, the
realizations included that child labor was against the law, that children are not allowed to apply
chemicals, carry heavy loads, and work past 6 pm in the evening. A few respondents also
highlighted education, one for example stating, "If the child doesn't go to school, it will affect his
or her future."

4.6.6. Knowledge / attitude change attribution
Half of the Dwease residents attributed this change in knowledge and attitude directly to the
work of the CCPC, whether through the durbar at the launch of the GCLM, personal encounters
with CCPC members, or ongoing community meetings. One community member recounted a
personal experience: "I was going to the farm last time with my younger child and met Mr.
Mensah, the CCPC Chairman. He told me to desist from taking the child to the farm and instead
allowing the child to go to school. From that time I learned a lot from him about child labor and
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its negative consequences for our children's future." The second most cited catalyst was
community sensitization events such as community durbars. One respondent recounted: "During
the launch of the child labor program I learned a lot about how child labor can affect the health
of the child and his education as well. So it's important for every parent to avoid these
practices." Other sources of direct influence were the radio, NGOs and their brochures, friends
and other community members, the elders and Chief, and NPECLC. The importance of peer-topeer communication was highlighted by one respondent who stated: "I learned it mostly from my
interactions with friends."
In Ahokwa, similar events were cited as having impacted the community, including a
child labor sensitization campaign led by its CCPC, NGO-sponsored activities, and radio
programs. Yet markedly fewer respondents mentioned such events or highlighted their
importance as compared with their Dwease counterparts.

4.6.7. Effects of community data collection
Upon having been queried about the GCLMS in their midst (whether they had been interviewed,
what they thought about being interviewed, and their perspective of the GCLMS), respondents
were asked whether the data collection of children affected the community. In Dwease, 77%
answered in the affirmative, whereas exactly half (50%) of respondents in Ahokwa also
answered affirmatively.
When asked to justify their answer, many Dwease respondents claimed it would raise
awareness: "It makes the community sensitive to the plight of children," and "It will discourage
parents who do practice child labor." Apart from shaping "the attitudes of the community
towards the issues of child labor," as one respondent observed, the GCLMS "positively
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influences how we view children in terms of their education and upbringing," according to
another.
Child rights would be furthered through this new means of intra-community
communication: "It positively affects the community in the sense that now the community has
someone to complain to if there is any abuse of a child's right." In a similar vein, some
suggested the GCLMS also served a diagnostic role, allowing the community leaders to
understand "how they can assist children." "It helps the community to identify its weaknesses in
terms of issues that affect the well-being of children in the community," according to one
respondent. The initiative could also lead to recourse where there were missteps: "The data
collected will help the community put in place plans to help resolve any issues that have to do
with child labor." Only one respondent pointed out the inconvenience factor: "Sometimes you
have to stop your farm activities to interact with the CDC. But since it is a duty we must all
perform, you have no choice but to participate."
Among the half of Ahokwa respondents who offered a reply to the same question – the
effect of data collection of children on the community – the responses were overwhelmingly
positive. Some thought the outcomes were primarily social; for example that "parents pay more
attention to their children," that "children will be more respectful," and that "it has brought about
peace." Its effect on education was also a central theme, some saying, "Children will be more
encouraged to go to school," or that the effect would be more profound by generally enhancing
education in the community. Many of the town's inhabitants had also clearly internalized the
wisdom that education pays: "The program will safeguard our children's future," commented
one. "We will have people with better occupation from this town in the future," projected
another, and "The community's future development will be enhanced," voiced a third. Linking
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education and development, one respondent explained: "There will be learned people in the
community in the future and that will help the development of the community," placing stock in
the potential of Ahokwa graduates. Placing his faith in the program to potentiate the interruption
of inter-generational child labor, one respondent foresaw that the program "will stop the trend of
child labor we experienced while we were children." One respondent posited that the data
collection would "raise the reputation of the community in the international scene."
In sum, in both communities people regard the institutions of the CCPC and data
collection as essentially one program. Overall, respondents in Dwease were better informed
about the actual nature and role of the GCLMS and more enthusiastic about its function in their
community. That said, roughly half of Ahokwa respondents did demonstrate knowledge about –
and enthusiasm for – the program.

4.6.8. Participation motivation
Respondents were furthermore asked what motivated them to provide information to the
GCLMS. A great number of Dwease respondents expressed altruistic, child-centered reasons for
participation: "I believe children also have rights – so we must all protect them," expressed one
respondent. "It is my wish that child labor be eradicated from this community," stated another.
"This program will make our community free of child labor so that nobody can say anything
negative about us," asserted yet another. One grandfather had the future of his grandchild at
heart: "My motivation is to help my grandchild go to school to the highest level and I believe this
program with help him achieve that."
Others strove to further the interests of the community as a whole: "I am hoping it will
benefit the community in general." Still other respondents intimated that it was their duty. "I feel
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I must obey the elders of the town," confided one respondent, while another shared, "I feel it's
my responsibility to submit myself for interviewing." "It is everybody's duty to be part of the
program," claimed another.
Some Dwease respondents did anticipate personal gain based on promises made by local
authorities. One caregiver confided that his reason for participation was: "So I will also share in
the things that will be provided by the organizers. We heard that those who participate will get
some compensation at the end." Others had their eyes set on government assistance: "They told
us that if we participate well the community might benefit from government intervention," while
another remarked: "I believe Government will help those in need in the community, so I was
willing to also take part."
In Ahokwa, two themes emerged. A larger number of respondents gladly participated for
the sake of their children. "We all have a part to play in reducing child labor," stated one
respondent. Righting past wrongs was on the mind of one respondent: "I know how we used to
treat children was not fair so I want to contribute to any measures to correct it." "I now
understand the issues of child labor so I want to contribute to its elimination," revealed one
respondent. "I am contributing my own to child protection," professed another. Some linked the
program with their family's future. " I want a better future for my children," claimed one
caregiver, another positing: "It is important to talk about education because it is the way to a
good future." In sum, this group believed it to be in their own interest, as summed up by this
comment: "The purpose for the exercise is a good one."
The second main motivation for Ahokwa community members was that of "civic
responsibility." Referencing government and village officials, one respondent replied: "They
want the well-being of our children so I must contribute my part." Implying that they were
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obliged to participate, one respondent explained: "We all have been advised to have time for the
exercise." According importance to the official nature of the program, another respondent
explained: "It is the government that sent the people, so I have to cooperate." Other respondents
participated because the Chief and other village leaders had reassured them.

4.7. Subsequent respondent perception and knowledge of GCLMS
4.7.1 Perception of CCPC
The villagers' perception of the Community Child Protection Committee (CCPC) also differed
between the two communities. 82% of Dwease residents and 64% of Ahokwa residents were
aware that the CCPC operated in their community.
When requested to explain the role of the CCPC, community members in Dwease
referred to its function as advising parents, protecting children from CL/WFCL in cocoa farming,
as well as encouraging school attendance. Some saw the committee members' role as
watchdogs: "They help to report anyone engaging in any child labor to the Chief and elders so
we can deal with them." Others pointed to their role of ombudsmen: "They are to intervene
whenever they notice any child labor." While some describe their goal in diplomatic terms –
"They assist families [to] deal with the issue of child labor" – others were blunt: "They help
children who are being exploited by the guardians." Yet it is not only the CCPC that engages the
family, as one respondent explained: "Children can now report their parents to the CCPC."
Furthermore, the CCPC acts "as a link between parents and teachers, especially when there is a
dispute over the child's discipline."
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In a social context where the father is at the helm of the family (unless he is diseased or
absent), and the oldest male is the head of the household (unless he is too young),25 introduction
of this newly formed 3rd party community institution, with the authority to intervene in internal
family affairs, indeed represents a novelty. Previously, the elders would advise a community
member in the event of an issue, and only in severe cases would the Chief preside over a case.
While the parents of both the child's father and the mother have a large influence on the affairs of
the household, only if they considered a situation to be unusual would they intervene. Now, with
the institution of the CCPC, the committee presides over child labor issues that wouldn't
otherwise have been flagged as problematic. Furthermore, its very existence is a CL/WFCL
deterrent. Now the community members have the choice of effectively addressing an issue
either internally – e.g. through the prompting within the family nucleus, extended family or peer
circle – or alternatively have the issue dealt with by the CCPC. Thus, the existence and function
of the CCPC had produced both heightened awareness and a shift in attitude, which had did not
previously existed.
While previously a child may have been able to turn to someone who possibly could have
exercised some influence over the caregiver, the child was not assured that this 3rd party could
effectively intervene. However, with the existence of the CCPC, the child now has such
assurance. Yet with a child now offered the chance to circumvent the traditional family
hierarchy, family affairs have the potential to be triangulated, recalibrating the power dynamics
within the family. Apart from collecting data at the individual household level, with the
introduction of this new community-level institution, the central government is thus directly
intervening in the lives of their young citizens.

25

Of the study's sample of 50 households, 11 households in Dwease and 7 households in Ahokwa were female
headed.
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In Ahokwa, respondents demonstrated a similarly good grasp of the role of their CCPC.
Many identified the committee's role as child labor education, prevention and reporting.
Respondents also drew a connection between school and the CCPC: "They make sure children
don't loiter about during school hours," and "They punish children when they see them outside
during school hours," observed another. While some thought the committee's function was to
identify and report: "They report parents whose children don't go to school and those who
maltreat their children," others thought it had the power to sanction: "They sanction parents who
violate child labor regulations." While its described role was in line with Ghana's HAF ("They
ensure that children don't carry heavy loads or work on the market or go to the farm alone"),
some reported unconventional tasks, such as the observation, "They check on children in the
night to make sure they don't watch TV and also check on children who don't go to school." By
remarking, "They are to collect information like you are doing," one respondent viewed the
CCPC's role as one and the same with data collection.

4.7.2. Effect of GCLMS
Community members were asked whether they think the introduction of CLMS had changed
knowledge, attitude and practices with respect to child labor in the community. Twice as many
respondents in Dwease (80%) thought a change had occurred as compared with Ahokwa (40%).
Those who answered in the affirmative were asked to explain what the CLMS might have
changed. In Dwease, greater awareness about the dangers of child labor and the rights of
children was a common response: "The awareness about child labor is higher than before, so
fewer people nowadays engage in child labor." One person spoke about his personal experience:
"Me, for instance, I used to not understand what child labor was until the introduction of the
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GCLMS program. Now I avoid using my child to do activities beyond their capabilities." In
short, as one respondent succinctly put: "People have become enlightened." Greater awareness
also resulted in the topic of child labor becoming more commonplace around town: "It is easier
to talk about this issue of child labor now than before."
Some respondents directly alluded to a Hawthorne Effect by saying, "parents and
guardians are becoming responsible because they feel someone is watching them." Similarly,
another stated: "Parents are careful now because they feel someone is watching them. If they
don’t treat the children well they will be reported." One respondent described the dual
motivations to comply: sympathy for children coupled with the added threat of sanction. "People
in this community have become very sensitive to the plight of children. Now people don't want
to treat children badly because they will report you to the Chief and you may be sanctioned."
This deterrent was reportedly sufficient, such that: "Now it will be very difficult to see
community members practicing child labor." In addition, one respondent highlighted the
CCPC's role in mediating between teachers and parents: "Before the GCLMS, teachers and
parent used to clash so many times because the parents believe the teacher has no right to tell
their wards to come to school when they, the parents, want them to go to the farm with them.
Now the CCPC steps in and resolves such issues." The GCLMS was thus also regarded as
reinforcing the educator's ability to promote school attendance.
In Ahokwa, respondents reported change with respect to knowledge, attitudes and
practices. With respect to knowledge, "Now people have a better understanding of child labor
issues," commented one respondent, and, more specifically, "People now have the understanding
that child labor doesn't help the development and growth of children," observed another.
People's change of heart ("People's attitudes have changed.") furthermore produced action:
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"More people are now committed to educating their children," and "People now encourage their
children to go to school." Another respondent remarked, "In the past children used to loiter
about a lot, but now I see lots of parental guidance." Respondents also reported actual behavior
change: "People have stopped using children on the farm during school hours." This observation
was echoed by respondents who noted: "Parents used to withdraw their children from school to
[go to] the market on Tuesdays but now that is no more done," "Now people don't make children
carry heavy loads from the farm," and "Children no longer work in the market carrying heavy
loads or go to the farm alone." Other respondents emphasized a "reduction" of child labor:
"Children going to the farm has reduced," and "Parents no longer use children on the farm and
market like they used to." Only one respondent verbalized a negative externality due to the
GCLMS, namely, "children now don't want to do anything," resenting the fact that with the
introduction of the notion of child rights, the traditional work ethic with which children in Ghana
were commonly raised is being, to an extent, eroded.

4.7.3. Perceived Benefits
The survey also inquired specifically about whether the community might derive benefits from
data collection on children. In Dwease, all (100%) respondents replied in the affirmative, while
in Ahokwa 54% agreed, 10% disagreed, and 35% stated they could not tell. Yet the responses of
those respondents in Ahokwa who did perceive benefits were just as enthusiastic as those of
Dwease.
In explaining their answer, many Dwease respondents focused on the benefits of
education: "Eventually every child of a school-going-age will be in school, making the
community highly literate." Squarely attributing school attendance to the program, one
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respondent stated: "If it were not [for] this child labor program, many of the children will not go
to school." Another perceived advantage of robust school attendance was its effect on crime:
"The community will be free of crime and drop-outs because more children will go to school."
Others saw the ultimate benefit in the riddance of child labor itself: "It will, in the long
term, reduce, or, if possible, eradicate child labor from our community." Agreeing with the
optimistic prognosis, one household head predicted: "It will make the community free from child
labor." Another commentator explained: "Now that we have been told the dangers of child labor
we are careful not to practice it and our children can comfortably go to school." Two
respondents thoughtfully noted that the information gathered could be used to improve the
program's own efficacy, one stating, "The [Department of] Social Welfare and other
organizations can use the information gathered to educate parents about the negative effect of
child labor," with the other suggesting: "The information gathered can be used to advise the
community on how to minimize child labor." One astute respondent observed, "It is way of
checking ourselves to ensure we are a community that respects its children." One reply
summarized many caregiver's views: "In the end more children will go to school, there will be
fewer drop outs, and more parents will avoid child labor."
Already having been gifted a library on the part of the WCF, which was duly noted by a
number of respondents, others focused on the prospect of further community development:
"Maybe through this program they will build more schools for us." "Our children, through this
program, may benefit from facilities such as the library." Another hopeful respondent stated: "I
believe this will lead to the government designing programs that will help the whole community
to reduce poverty." Some hoped that the new focus on individual children would involve
individualized forms of social assistance: "Government may use this program to give our

125

children incentives to go school, especially those that do not want to go to school because their
parents don’t have money," and "Parents who cannot take care of their children will be helped to
cater for them so that they don’t end up as truants." Others hoped that aid, in general, would be
forthcoming: "The community will receive support from government when the program is
finished" or that the source of assistance may be non-governmental: "More organizations may
see this research and come to our aid."
Ahokwa respondents similarly stressed the principal benefits of health and education.
"Our children will be more interested in school and they will be able to develop well because
they will stop doing hazardous work," noted one respondent. "Children in the community will be
healthier," foresaw another. "We will have well brought-up children in the community,"
remarked one respondent who considered the socializing effects of education. "School
attendance and education of the community will improve," which would in turn enhance the
town's standing: "We can have people from this town holding important positions," and "We will
have educated people like doctors, lawyers, from the community." Once again, various
caregivers invoked one rationale of education – that forgoing the opportunity costs to education
would lead to greater future returns – by remarking that: "Now parents will have a secured
future."
Education would furthermore help the town vie for Accra's political favor: "If we have
educated people they will draw the government's attention to our community," alluding to the
long-standing African obligation of giving back and leveraging influence, once successful, on
behalf of one's home town. "We can benefit from the education of children by getting some
leaders from this community," stated one respondent with the understanding of such long-term
reciprocity. "Our children will do well in the future and help the community," and "our children
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will become literates and help the development of the community," commented two others. One
respondent summed up the sentiments of many by stating: " A better future for our children
means a better future for our community."

4.7.4. Perceived importance of issue
In the estimation of 72% of Dwease respondents, child labor had become a more important issue
since the GCLMS data collection first began. A less emphatic opinion was present in Ahokwa,
where 25% responded in the affirmative, 42% in the negative, and 33% stated they could not tell.
When asked to explain how this was evident, the resounding refrain among Dwease
respondents was: "There is now greater awareness among the town folk." "Many more
community members know what child labor entails," and "People no longer treat the issue of
child labor lightly," observed two respondents. Also, the risks to their very livelihood were
understood: "At least now we are aware of something like child labor can affect our cocoa
production." The topic also pervaded the public sphere: "Now people talk about these issues
freely." Contravene the new norms, and you may also become the talk of the town: "The
discussions that take place whenever any child is abused by a guardian has gone up. If you
punish your child unnecessarily, you will hear the whole community talking about it, which was
not like that initially." Terms which were echoed by another respondent: "The way people talk
about it and also how we react when there is a case of child labor shows how serious people take
the issue of child labor now." Additionally, a sense of peer accountability emerged, which was
vocal and singularly focused on the issue: "More and more people now understand what it means
to engage your child in child labor and are quick to point out if they realize someone is engaging
in such activities that affect children."
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Alluding to the farm-school tradeoff, one respondent asserted, "the awareness of the
importance of school at the expense of farm has increased." Attitudes towards education
generally shifted: "It is evident in the way most parents are now very serious about their
children's education." Education-seeking behavior had changed: "There has been a significant
increase in enrollment this particular term as compared to previous terms." Describing the
catalytic effect monitoring is having on the community, one respondent observed: "Even though
formally we knew about child labor, now because of the CDC going 'round, more and more
people are asking questions about its significance." The threat of their behavior potentially being
exposed loomed large: "There is wide publicity about the presence of a monitoring team, so
people don't want to be seen as engaging in child labor."
Respondents also pointed to the fact that "Now children can secretly complain to the
CCPC members about any maltreatment they are suffering from their guardian." According to
one caregiver, "The incidence of child labor reports has decreased." He went on to describe:
"First, children were maltreated and no one spoke for them. Now, they can report to someone to
help them." The new child protection committee in Dwease thus has a broader scope than just
child labor issues, it also encompasses the general welfare of the child. "If you beat a child
unnecessarily he might end up reporting you to the CCPC," another caregiver similarly noted.
Actions speak louder than words – certain practices have ceased: "You will not see any
child carrying a heavy load that is breaking his neck." The system is working, according to one
respondent, who described that "There has been more reporting of child labor issues to the Chief
palace for him to address. At first it was not like that until this child labor monitoring committee
began work."
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Among the few respondents in Ahokwa who agreed, and reported evidence that the issue
of child labor had gained importance in their community, similar changes were observed. The
decibel levels had increased: "People are now more concerned about child labor issues and ask a
lot of questions," and "People now talk more about child labor issues." Caregivers had also
become more vocal towards one another: "Community members now talk against their fellows
when they find them engaging children in child labor." A form of peer accountably had not only
emerged in Dwease: "Now, other parents are able to intervene in the affairs of others concerning
child labor."
Unequivocally, fear drove behavior: "People are now scared of being caught in the act of
child labor." This was reiterated by another respondent who stated: "People are now scared of
their children being found to be doing hazardous work." Societal change was apparent to some
respondents, who remarked, "Children no longer go to the market," and "Now children go to
school more than in the past," and "Now people don't take their children to the farm a lot and
more children now go to school," the end result being: "Child labor has reduced a bit."

4.7.5. Perceived disadvantages of community data collection
In addition, respondents were asked what the disadvantages of data collection might be. Two
respondents in Dwease and two respondents in Ahokwa voiced a concern. In both towns,
children were evidently letting the message of child rights go to their head. "Children are
becoming lazy and disrespectful," one respondent observed, which was echoed by another:
"Children have become lazy even in doing house chores because of child labor sensitization." "If
we give too much power to the children they might be arrogant and will not even go when you
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send them," suggested one caregiver, alluding to an erosion, to varying degrees, of the traditional
hierarchal structure within the family.
This development gives rise to the question of how best to introduce the principles of
child rights whilst upholding the onus of parental authority, as both communities reported
difficulties in this regard. How does one best prompt the amelioration of practices, in view of
child rights imperatives, yet without unduly undermining or upsetting time-honored cultural
values? While each community exposed to CL/WFCL is challenged to strike its own calibrated
formula, the design, framing, sensitization and communication of the GCLMS program plays an
all-important role in striking this balance.
The other issue that was brought up in Dwease concerned the internal distribution of
anticipated aid to the community: "If what is due to all of us is not properly shared, then we will
not benefit as a community." This comment implies that the respondent, presumably due to past
experiences, is apprehensive about receiving his equitable share of assistance.

4.8. Key-informant perception and implementation of GCLMS
4.8.1. Key informant perception of the GCLMS
In Ahokwa, at the onset of the program in early 2012, key informants thought the GCLMS would
"help secure a better future for children." The GCLMS was created because "the buyers of our
cocoa intend to stop buying our cocoa because of child labor," and is thus "an attempt to protect
children." Since the welfare of the children are at its heart, the GCLMS was "a program that
seeks to protect children, it seeks to find out the problems that keep children out of school." The
GCLMS was seen as ensuring that children were not used to work on cocoa farms and
encouraging "parents to send their children to school.” "Those who buy our cocoa will stop
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buying if we don’t stop using children – so now Government wants to come in." One key
informant articulated that the GCLMS was "a program that seeks to find the problems that keep
some children out of school so that the government can help solve them." The District Social
Welfare Officer, who had worked in the community for 4 years, held that the GCLMS would
"educate the people and monitor activities of community members on child labor as well as
school attendance."
Upon its installation, Ahokwa key informants' opinion about the GCLMS was again
solicited. Key informants focused on its health and education benefits. The GCLMS "will help
us to understand what child labor is and the kinds of work children can do." "The program will
help us and our children because it will protect children from hazardous work," remarked one
key informant. The program had indeed affected the daily lives of children: "Parents now fear
using children on the farm and children are able to resist being used on the farm."
Such a community-level census was the first of its kind: "It has helped us to give house
numbers and it has also reduced the incidence of child labor." Its impact on education was
apparent: "It will help the education of the children by reducing dropouts, and parents will also
benefit from their children’s education." Thus, "It will help to secure a better future for
children." None of Ahokwa's seven key informants brought up a pejorative consequence of the
GCLMS.
When asked about their general perception of the GCLMS's positive points, Dwease's key
informants spoke of the program's effect on child labor. "The GCLMS program will make the
community free of child labor in any form," observed one community leader, while another
stated: "The GCLMS will enhance the community's knowledge on the negative effects of child
labor, so that no community member will expose his or her child to worst form of child labor."
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The CCPC secretary, for example, held that the GCLMS "program will increase the awareness of
the negative effects associated with child labor and help children be aware of their rights to
education." Another key informant regarded the GCLMS as assisting the town itself to "capture
the extent to which child labor is going up or down and to address it if need be;" which implies
that he saw it first and foremost as the community's role to itself redress child labor. Yet another
hoped that the program would "make the community aware of the dangers of child labor and also
assist children go to school."
Concerning negative aspects of the program, some key informants in Dwease lamented
the effect of a one-sided emphasis on child rights: "Ensuring child discipline is not made an
integral part of the program," critiqued one respondent. Another key informant explained:
"Some children may be disrespectful because they think they cannot be asked to do anything that
resembles child labor." One leader viewed the program as being dependent on the participation
of the people: "If this program is not supported by the community members, then it will collapse
along the way."

4.8.2. Local program ownership
Evidence of local ownership is not solely measured in the time and effort community members
invest in the program, but also through the extent to which they place credence in the program's
very objectives. Early buy-in among opinion leaders was the first step. "Before the program
began, there was a consultative meeting between all stakeholders in the community to encourage
them to be part of the program." As another Dwease key informant recalled: "The Chief and
elders, as well as the opinion leaders were all involved at the initial launching of the program."
Broad-based participation is also essential for the program's sustainability: "Each stakeholder is
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allowed to be part of the program, so that even when data collection is no more they can still
carry on with the program." The involvement of the Chief and elders is apparent in that "the
youth leaders and the market women associations have all been briefed and educated so that they
can pass on the information to their children." Community and district ownership of the
GCLMS was furthermore stimulated through their ongoing collaboration, argued another key
informant.
With respect to Ahokwa's sense of program ownership, "The community and the district
see the GCLMS as a program for our own good," remarked one key informant, another noting,
"The people see the program as a remedy for their problems." According to another key
informant, "The program is very well-accepted and all our leaders are fully involved." "We in
the community have accepted the program and are doing all we can to make it succeed," assured
another.

4.8.3. Composition and role of the CCPC
Dwease's CCPC is comprised of a 6-man team, with a CCPC Chairman and a CCPC secretary.
CDCs also served on the CCPC. The CCPC Chairman is an SSS graduate and has lived in
Dwease all his life; 65 years. He has taken on the dual positions of CCPC Chairman and CDC.
The CCPC Secretary has a JSS certificate26 and has lived in Dwease for 58 years. Two other
CCPC members have lived 38 years and 37 years in Dwease and both have JSS certificates.
Two teachers, both with 'A' Certificates, and who respectively spent 10 and 25 years teaching in
the community, were appointed to work as CDCs. They were reportedly appointed the CDC job
because, as teachers, the leadership "thought [they] would be good at data collection."

26

technically the Basic Education Certificate Examination (BECE)
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Dwease's key informants generally agreed on the general thrust of the CCPC. One key
informant regarded the role of the CCPC as "advis[ing] children to be in school – not in farms –
during school hours, and also to ensure that guardians don’t abuse the children's rights." The
CCPC would furthermore "investigate any case of child labor and then take the necessary action,
such as advising the parents on the dangers of child labor." Another CCPC member's view of the
committee was that it would "track children who are under child labor and report to data
collectors and the chairman for necessary action." "The committee is to ensure that children are
free to go to school, not be working during school hours, and not carrying heavy loads as well,"
according to another key informant. Aside from educating "people about the program and how it
will help the community" at large, the other CCPC members also facilitate the data collection
process. For one, "They assist in locating parents who are not always available," and two,
"Whenever there is a misunderstanding between the CDC and the interviewee, they intervene."
The general view was that it was the CCPC's role to "educate people about child labor" and
"defend the rights of children against child labor."
Ahokwa's CCPC is comprised of long-standing members of the community. One
member, for example, had lived 53 years in the community and concurrently held the position of
Funeral Committee Chairman. Another had lived for 30 years in the community, serving as both
the Mmrantehene (Chief of youth) as well as the Watchdog Committee Chairman.27 While the
former had completed primary school, the latter had completed JSS.
Ahokwa key informants generally described the function of the CCPC as ensuring "that
policies on child labor are put to work." This would happen by sensitizing "parents not to
engage children under 18 in hazardous work" and reporting the "incidence of child labor to
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The Watchdog Committee, akin to neighborhood watch, is a volunteer group of community members who work to
foster security in the community.
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leaders of the community whenever they see one." Thus, the CCPC could "ensure that parents
who engage children in hazardous labor are made to stop." One key informant explained more
specifically that the role of the CCPC was "to ensure that all children are in school, that parents
don’t take children to the farm during school hours, that bars don’t entertain children in the night,
that children are not engaged in hazardous labor." One CCPC member had a less strict
interpretation of the function of the CCPC; it was "to ensure that children are not used for work
more than their capacity and child trafficking."
A further role of the CCPC was to inform "the community about the GCLMS" itself:
"When someone does not understand what we are doing they come to us for explanation." In
addition, it would "liaise with the district office." Essentially, "They get involved in activities
except the data collection," one key informant explained, suggesting that there was a delineation
of roles and responsibilities. The District Social Welfare Officer was of the view that the CCPC
would reveal "how people are faring with child labor issues." "When they find any related cases
they report to us."

4.8.4. CCPC enforcement
Key informants were furthermore prompted to describe where the community had intervened in
specific WFCL cases. One Dwease leader recounted: "There were about three times that I have
personally asked a child carrying heavy loads to put the load down and go call the parents for
me." Another described a case of a child living with another family who was being abused to the
point that the neighbors reported them to the CCPC. The CCPC had to step in and warn the
caregiver not to engage the child in hazardous work and to stop beating the child
"unnecessarily."
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The CCPC also presided over disagreements between teachers and caregivers: "Any time
there was a report of child labor or conflict among parents and teachers, the community leaders
and CCPC called the two feuding parties and resolved the issue amicably." In sum, key
informants described the role of the CCPC as a child rights ombudsman that would step in
wherever and whenever necessary. While the community had intervened in a number of cases,
the district had not.
The mechanism for dealing with a case of child labor varied. When confronted with a
situation of child labor, while one CDC refers them to the CDC, the other deals with them
directly. "I, as a CCPC member, deal with the issues myself," stated one CDC, revealing the high
degree of his discretionary power. It is clear that there is no set mechanism or protocol that
would ensure an orderly, judicious process of child labor remediation.
While, in theory, the CDCs were to report cases of child labor to the community and the
district office, the common practice of discrete, on-site remediation and prevention may explain
why not a single Ahokwa CDC or CCPC member recounted the community or district
intervening in a specific case of CL/WFCL. One CDC even claimed he had "never met cases of
child labor."

4.8.5. Composition and role of the CDC
In Dwease, two (2) literate community members, both school teachers, had been selected by the
community's leadership to serve as CDCs. The general understanding of the CDC's job
description was "to go ‘round studying families and collecting information about anything child
labor." They considered their job to be threefold:
1. Identify households for data collection
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2. Thoroughly introduce GCLMS program to caregivers
3. Collect sound and unbiased data from households
Yet CDCs in Dwease were, by default, CCPC members. Beyond the additional role of CDCs as
serving on the CCPC, there was no further division of labor between those serving on the CCPC
and the CDCs. The roles and responsibilities between the CDC and CCPC were not clearly
delineated. The CDC members, for example, saw their role as collecting data and reporting,
while simultaneously sensitizing the community and enforcing the law. Nobody identified the
inherent complications that arise when the agent collecting data is simultaneously an enforcer, no
one saw the need to separate these positions and assign them to distinct people.
Ahokwa's five (5) CDCs were seasoned community members, appointed by the Chief in
concert with other community leaders. While some CDCs had other leadership responsibilities,
others did not. The Chief’s Secretary, who also doubled as a CDC, had lived 52 years in the
community. Another appointment went to a linguist who had lived 53 years in Ahokwa. The
CDC Information Centre Operator, who was reportedly selected based on his "educational
qualification," had lived 30 years in the community. A fourth had lived 57 years in the
community, and the fifth 45 years. With the exception of the CDC Information Centre Operator,
who had a SSS certificate, all the other CDCs had a JSS certificate.
Ahokwa CDCs provided various accounts of their central mission. Most CDCs saw their
role as surpassing that of data collection. As on-sight, first-responders to correct or rectify a
child labor situation, either immediately following the interview the CDC would "talk to parents
about the hazards of child labor," or, if the CDC happened upon a case of child labor, he would
"call the parents and explain to them to stop." Taking matters into his own hands, one CDC
would gather "necessary information from households and take action on at-risk children when I
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find one." Child labor prevention and enforcement was also foremost on the mind of one CDC,
who, having been reportedly instructed to do so during the CDC training, regarded his job as
being "to ensure that children under 18 are not used for hazardous work," and also, "that children
go to school." Another spoke of conducting face-to-face sensitization: "I advise the parents how
harmful child labor can be." One CDC would go the extra mile and undertake investigations to
find out "why some children are not in school."

4.8.6. Perceptions of CL and WFCL
Dwease's key informants themselves felt strongly about the issue. "I think child labor affects the
child's ability to concentrate at school, which will eventually affect the child's ability to progress
in school," one CDC commented. "Children must be given an equal opportunity to go to school,
no matter the present circumstances of the parents. They must not attribute poverty as a reason
for child labor," stated another CDC. On the front lines of the program, and as respected
members of their community, their opinion mattered and would be regarded.
Ahokwa's CDCs also voiced genuine convictions about child labor. Their child-centered
focus was apparent: "Children not going to school and engaging in work on the cocoa farm, and
also children doing hazardous work on cocoa farm is not good for the future of the children and
the community as a whole and must stop." They also lauded the objectives of the GCLMS:
"Child labor sensitization is good because child labor in the cocoa farms does not help the
growth and education of children," and "Children under 18 working in cocoa is not a good thing
and should be discouraged." One CDC saw a direct link between child labor and poverty: "It is
important to talk about child labor because that is what has been the cause of our poverty for
many generations." Another CDC squarely focused on education, also allocating a role to
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children: "Children should be made to know that education is the key to success and so they
should insist on their education and show more interest to encourage their parents."

4.8.7. GCLMS' effect on knowledge
All of Dwease's key informants believed the GCLMS was having an effect on knowledge of
child labor in the community. This was evident based on the greater awareness: "There are a lot
of people who now understand what it means when you say ‘child labor.’ They also understand
its implications and how it will affect their children if they engage in such practices."
Importantly, this knowledge was being applied: "Now if people see any child working, they can
identify it as either child labor or not. "Since the introduction of this child labor program," one
informant explained, many people were now "conscious of the effects of engaging their child in
child labor. They are now aware that it is an offense to deny the child education."
The majority of key informants in Ahokwa also noted that the GCLMS had improved the
knowledge of child labor in the community. It was a discussion-starter ("Through the house-tohouse data collection people have asked questions and are now more informed"), and people
were better informed ("People now understand the issues of child and so they don’t ask questions
like they used to, but rather contribute to discussions)." Implicitly downplaying the economic
reasons that drive some families to practice child labor, remarkably one key informant stated:
"People now have the understanding that child labor is not necessary."

4.8.8. GCLMS' effect on attitude
Dwease's key informants also believed the GCLMS was having an effect on the attitude towards
child labor in the community. On the one hand, the villagers do not want to be stigmatized.
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"With the introduction of the GCLMS, a lot of people in this community react very negatively
when you associate child labor with them" – which is indicative of the degree of stigmatization
that would befall you if you were "caught." Making amends was the best way to proceed if
found guilty: "Any time a parent is accused of engaging in child labor, they show remorsefulness
and pledge not to let their children engage in such activities." On the other hand, genuine
concern now pervaded the town: "The GCLMS has also made people sympathetic to the plight of
children such that if you see any child engaging in any form of child labor, your feel obliged as
an adult to intervene, even if it's not your child. Formerly, people didn't really care about other
people's business." Community members also voiced support for the very program: "With the
introduction of the GCLM, whenever you talk to people about child labor, they express a
positive attitude by encouraging the CCPC to continue to educate parents on the need to
eliminate child labor. Hitherto most people would not show any concern for any program that
has to do with child labor."
Most key informants in Ahokwa were in accord that the GCLMS was having an effect on
attitude regarding child labor in the community, with four key informants stressing the fear
factor. "Everybody now fears being caught engaging their children in child labor," remarked one
key informant, while another more broadly stated, "The monitoring process has instilled fear into
parents." Not only was fear a driving force, child labor was also being stigmatized: "Community
members look down on their fellows when they engage their children in child labor." "In order
not to make bad names for themselves in the community, parents don’t want their children to be
seen in child labor," explained another key informant. Caregivers were also more receptive to
reprimands: "Now people understand when we caution them on issues of child labor."
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4.8.9. GCLMS' effect on practices
Not only had knowledge improved and attitudes changed, all of Ahokwa's seven (7) key
informants argued that the GCLMS was having an effect on in the community, mainly with
respect to farming practices and school attendance. For example, "Children are no longer seen
carrying heavy loads and working on the farm," noted one respondent, while another remarked:
"Now, parents take their children to the farm only on weekends." Whereas children formerly
could be absent from school in order to work, now "children are no longer withdrawn from
school to the farm during the major harvest seasons." Other common economic activities had
also been curtailed: "Children in the past used to go to the market to labor but now they no
longer do that."
The majority of Ahokwa CDCs had noticed a change in behavior on the part of
community members due to the fact that they were being "monitored." For example, parents
were becoming pro-active about not landing in trouble: "Parents report children to us when they
don’t go to school so that they will not be held responsible," according to one respondent.
Children's behavior was a tell-tale sign. "Some children who would tell you they were not in
school because parents said they should go to the farm, are all in school now," noted one CDC,
while another claimed: "This time children are only made to do house chores."
All of Dwease's key informants believed the GCLMS was having an effect on child labor
practices in the community. "People no longer find it prudent to send their children to the farm
instead of being at school," observed one key informant. Another informant remarked: "It is
now very difficult to see parents engage in child labor. Even if they do they will not expose it
for anybody to see," which suggests that the new standards are entrenched, and peer
accountability practiced to the point that any contravention would have to occur clandestinely.
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"Many people in this community do not practice child labor as it was in our days – that alone
goes to show that there is a reduction in child labor practices," another community leader
affirmed.

4.8.10. GCLMS' effect on school attendance
All of Ahokwa's key informants were of the opinion that the GCLMS was having an effect on
child school attendance in the community. "In the past, parents used to stop their children from
going to school on days that there was much work to do on the cocoa farm, but now all that has
stopped." School attendance, in general, was apparent: "We no longer see children loitering
during school hours." Another key informant observed: "Children now fear to stay out of school
so most of them now go to school." The reason for this was twofold: either the CCPC or CDCs
would check up on school enrollment ("Now when we visit the school we see most of the kids
who were not in school are in the classroom"), or when news reached them ("When children
don’t want to go to school they are reported to us and so they now don’t want to stay out of
school"). Another consequence of the program was that "children now have more time for
school and other school related activities like homework." With the pressure of having to work
lifted from their shoulders, "children are given the opportunity to be in school by not being asked
to work during school hours."
When asked about the underlying causes of this change, Ahokwa key informants pointed
to endogenous motivations and exogenous reinforcement. As parents had "been educated on the
importance of education," they were "becoming more conscious of their children’s education and
also the school feeding program." Reflection on the school-work trade-off had also born fruit:
"The GCLMS made us to understand the advantages and disadvantages of schooling." Negative
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reinforcement exerted external pressure: "Parents have been told of penalties of violation of child
labor rules."
One primary school head-teacher in Ahokwa witnessed a 20% increase in attendance
between the in the 1st term28 and the 3rd term29, attributing this change to community
announcements and PTA (Parent Teacher Association) meetings. A noticeable difference in
parental attendance in PTA meetings was furthermore evident. In addition, school performance
had improved between the 1st and 3rd term of the 2011/2012 school year: "Most of the children
did not pass exams in the 1st term, but in the 3rd term about 30% of the children did better." The
results spoke for themselves: "Because of the GCLMS, some children who were not in school
are now enrolled," and "Parents no longer ask permission to withdraw their children from school
to work on the farm, like in the past."
Dwease's key informants also observed that the GCLMS was having a positive effect on
children's school attendance in the community. "There has been a huge improvement in the
enrollment rate in this community," one key informant noted. "Last term, I understand, there
were a lot more children enrolled in schools in this community than before, and I think it's due to
the monitoring of children by the Child Labor Committee," reasoned another key informant.
One key informant attributed the increase in attendance to the work of the Chief and the elders,
who, "together with the CCPC, have intensified their watch over the children of this community.
Children have been banned from attending funerals and disco." Another key informant directly
credited the caregivers: "More people in this community have embraced education as the best
option to empower their children."

28
29

13th September to 22nd December, 2011
2nd May to 26th July, 2012
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4.8.11. Perception of data quality
Concerning the data quality, while one Dwease CDC was of the view that the respondents
"answered the questions very well," the other CDC was of the opinion that because "some
parents think we might report them," they tend to shy away from accurate reporting. He
estimated, however, that a low number of respondents reported inaccurately. The questions
concerning the ages of their children, and "especially the activities that their children undertake
on the farm," would lend themselves to inaccurate answers being given. In such cases "we note
the responses down and write a comment beside the responses." If "they think they may be
punished," they might under-report the particular phenomenon in question. The other CDC
explained: "If the respondent thinks he/she will be dealt with by the law if they are found to be
practicing child labor, they will sometimes not report exactly the kind of work the child is
engaged in."
Ahokwa CDCs gauged the accuracy of the data reported by the community members as
generally accurate to highly accurate. Two of the CDCs, however, were aware that respondents
could provide inaccurate answers, one who reasoned that "their understanding of some issues are
wrong," and the other explaining that "because people know if they report issues, and it means
child labor they might be taken on, they sometimes seek to lie." While the first thought that this
was a problem with 5% of respondents, his response was to use "some techniques" to arrive at
the right answer. The second key informant thought this could occur with up to 40% of
respondents; his response being, to help "them to understand that what we are doing is for our
own good, so they should tell the truth." The two topics on which people would misreport were
the kind of work children perform on the farm and school attendance.
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Whereas three (3) Ahokwa CDCs did not think there would be any reasons that would
lead a respondent to under- or over-report the phenomena in question, two did. The first
referenced two motivations: "People think there is some help coming, others also don’t want us
to know details of some of their issues." The second referred to a third motivation; "the fear of
being reported and dealt with by the government when violations of child labor are reported of
them."

4.8.12. Perceived issues with the GCLMS
With respect to specific issues with regard to the GCLMS that would need to be addressed,
Dwease key informants brought up sustainability and economic concerns. One key informant
remarked, "there must be regular visits to the homes of the children, especially those with needs,
so that they can be addressed to avoid them engaging in child labor." Further stressing the
household-level economic implications of this program, one key informant requested that there
"be some form of compensation for the parents who took part in the program. Their wards should
be compensated, too." A sentiment which was echoed by another key informant: "There must be
a direct benefit of monetary nature to the parents whose children no longer engage in child labor
as a result of the GCLMS program, so that they can be motivated to keep disengaging child
labor."
In soliciting suggestions from Ahokwa's CDCs on how to improve the program, while
some held that "everything is okay," and "what we are doing and how we are doing it is fine,"
two suggestions were made. The first suggestion was, in order to project a positive, not just a
prohibitive, message, "Children also need to be educated on the kind of work they can do to help
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at certain ages." The second suggestion was that successive training "should train us on the
needs of data collection and what the expected output is."
Dwease's CDCs were not compensated, and neither CDC thought that, in principle, there
was sufficient motivation to carry out the CDC work. Neither reported deriving other
advantages from being a CDC. Ahokwa CDCs were divided with respect to whether there was
sufficient compensation for the work they were carrying out, which was also a reflection of CDC
morale. Three (3) answered in the affirmative while two (2) did not. Other advantages derived
from being a CDC included service, recognition and personal education. "I have the joy of being
able to do something to help my community," offered one CDC, another remarking: "We are
respected by all." The opportunity to learn about this issue was a form of compensation for the
third CDC. Regarding the extent to which there was local demand for the job, one CDC
complained that the selection had not been "fair," as initially he had not been selected. It may
thus be concluded that the CDCs derived social capital for their service and that the position was
respectable in the eyes of community members.

4.8.13. Respondent perception of benefits
Between 0% to 30% of Ahokwa respondents (depending on which CDC was asked) had inquired
about possible benefits for participation in the data collection. Specifically, community members
would inquire about benefits such as farming inputs, training, financial reward, and scholarship
for children. When asked such questions, some CDCs would either rule out the possibility ("I
tell them there are no financial benefits so I cannot promise them there is"), focus on the
GCLMS objectives ("Not that money will come as a result but [that the program is] for the future
of our children," and "There are no immediate financial benefits, but the government wants to

146

know the situation and what needs to be done"), or provide some grounds for optimism
("Benefits may come, but for now we want to know how to treat the issues of child labor").
None of the Ahokwa respondents reportedly asked about negative repercussions for answers
provided.
According to key informants in Dwease, 25-30% of respondents do ask about possible
benefits for participation in the data collection. "They inquire about benefits in terms of
scholarships for their children and tools for farming," reported one CDC, while the other
mentioned respondents asking about "money, school fees, farm tools and chemicals for
spraying." "I tell them not to keep their hopes high because as a CDC I cannot promise them
anything, but I hope the whole community will benefit," one CDC, in turn, replied. The other
CDC told the inquiring respondents that "this program is not meant to distribute such things, but
to educate parents and children to eliminate child labor."

4.9. GCLMS community register
During the community sensitization on the GCLMS, participants were informed that data
collection would occur regularly. Most respondents in Dwease (93%) and more than half of
respondents in Ahokwa (56%) recalled that a community leader had emphasized the need to
accurately report the information to the data collector. In order to explore to what extent the
target population followed this directive, the following GCLMS data is compared and contrasted
with the data collected through this study's longitudinal survey.
In September, October and November of 2012, 201 children between the ages of 1 to 17
were recorded in Ahokwa's community register, along with 102 adults between the ages of 18
and 73. Of these children, 20 were identified as "working children." These children were further
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interviewed inter alia to determine the type of work (be it fishing, quarrying/mining, other
agriculture/cattle herding, domestic work/servitude, head porterage, street hawking/begging,
cocoa farming, or other activities), family situation, schooling, etc. Six (6) were noted as having
engaged in cocoa farming.
In the month of May 2012, 715 children between the ages of 1 to 17 were recorded in
Dwease's community register, in addition to 450 adults between the ages of 18 and 98. Among
the children, 9 of these were identified as "working children," none of which were identified as
working in the cocoa farming sector.
Thus, in Dwease two CDCs had covered three times the ground as Ahokwa's five CDCs,
in a third of the time. Yet the GCLMS's community register was cross-checked with that of this
study's 50 randomly selected children. In Ahokwa, the overlap was 9 children, and in Dwease it
was 11 children. Each community had captured roughly one-fifth (1/5th) of the children
surveyed in this study, many of which had engaged in WFCL.
Thus, the GCLMS data sharply contrast that of this study. Based on this summary
analysis, as well as the spot-check review of the seven extreme WFCL cases, it is apparent that
the data emanating from the communities is, for one, incomplete, and two, invalid, as factors
stood in the way of accurate measurement. A variety of reasons account for this finding. One,
the pressure to under-report CL/WFCL is significant, both at an individual, as well as the
aggregate, community level. As community opinion leaders, the appointed CDCs were not
simply regarded as "objective" surveyors. What a community member might divulge to a
stranger who is briefly in town to conduct a survey, s/he was less likely to divulge to a
(respected) community member. Furthermore, the village leadership, and in particular the
CDCs, largely saw child labor as an issue that need not transcend community lines, and also
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viewed child labor mitigation and remediation as an internal matter. Two, the training and
orientation of the CDCs – many of whom, prior to their appointment, had no data collection
experience – was insufficient. Three, the CDCs also practiced law/rule enforcement,
exacerbating the observer-expectancy bias. Four, as the CDCs were not monetarily compensated
for their efforts, the spirit of service and volunteerism only carried them so far. The prospect of
each CDC surveying hundreds of children in the case of Ahokwa (1,746 children and 5 CDCs),
and thousands in the case of Dwease (3,000 children and 2 CDCs), is a substantial undertaking
that, alas, they did not meet.
In short, in the case of both communities, the GCLMS did not, as is the intention of any
data collection, measure "that which it was intended to measure."30 Yet, while the added value
of the community-level data collection was not the capturing and relaying of accurate CL and
WFCL data to government authorities, it did serve the function of providing information for
community-level policing purposes. Swift corrective remedial action on a case-by-case basis
could thus be exacted.

30
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Chapter V. DISCUSSION
5.1. Validity of GCLMS data
Subordinate question six (6) asks whether the reported data was accurate, or if bias was
introduced in the reporting of the matter being measured by the GCLMS. Using this study's
findings as an indication, we conclude that the data is not accurate. While Ahokwa as well as
Dwease had instituted functional community data collection operations (which in Ahokwa
consisted of a 5-man team and in Dwease of a 2-man team), an estimated 12% (201 of 1,746) of
children in Ahokwa between the ages of 1 and 17 years, and 24% (715 of 3,000) of children
between 1 and 17 in Dwease had been entered into their respective community registers. In
Ahokwa, six (6) and in Dwease none (0) of these children were noted as having engaged in
cocoa farming. Thus, the GCLMS data was incomplete in both communities and, compared to
this study's findings, had validity issues.
Furthermore, even when objective and non-threatening surveyors from out-of-town
collect data, significant caregiver underreporting was observed, as discussed in section 4.5.6.
Caregiver data validity. In Dwease, on average, caregivers underreported ward's WFCL
involvement by a factor of 1, and caregivers in Ahokwa by a factor of 2. This was primarily due
to social desirability bias and not wishing to bear the stigma associated with child labor (in line
with Perception B and B: Reporting bias in Figure 3: Possible interactions between CLMS and
CL & WFCL reporting). As was used in this study to calculate the WICEI, child-respondent data
was found to be more accurate. Any CLM effort should therefore include child responses,
especially concerning school and work status, in the community register.
The analyses give rise to the conclusion that with the current design and program inputs,
the GCLMS will not be in a position to collect valid data. Community-based data collection
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carried out by the community itself is fraught with response bias and reactivity effects. Yet, as it
does afford the community an opportunity to gauge itself and respond to contraventions of newly
introduced norms, its potential as a remediation tool is formidable. If the objective is to afford
the community a mechanism with which to assess and police itself, no programmatic changes
would be required. However, if the objective is to collect and report accurate data to the
government, the issues as uncovered in section 4.9. GCLMS community register above would
need to be addressed.

5.2. Feedback and reactivity effects
5.2.1. Epistemic feedback
In the theoretical model as laid out in section 2.2.4., epistemic feedback is operationalized as the
subject's degree of awareness of being observed, and his/her perception of the nature of the
monitoring program. This study's findings make a strong case for the existence and potentiality
of epistemic feedback. Almost all of the program's subjects in both towns are aware there is an
ongoing enquiry into the modalities of their socio-economic circumstance and child labor
practices. While some community members had asked questions why the GCLMS data
collection was being conducted, according to the CDCs in Dwease, around 90% of respondents
are well informed about the GCLMS. In Ahokwa, CDCs reported that between 60% and 90% of
adult respondents were well informed about the GCLMS.
While the perception of the exact nature of the program varies, most view it as something
positive and worthy of participation. Yet, as monitored subjects, they are aware that they are in a
position to manipulate the program and its findings through their responses. Many caregivers'
reporting bias, underreporting their child's involvement in WFCL in full knowledge of its
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prohibition, confirms this assertion. Therefore, this CLM program, as would any monitoring
program where the subjects are aware of being observed, potentiates bias.

5.2.2. Subject-expectancy effect
With Dwease respondents generally enthusiastic about the GCLMS in their midst, and
Ahokwa residents ranging from supportive to apathetic, the question must be asked to what
extent the reporting may have been biased due to the expectation of benefits. One of the possible
responses on the part of the community would have been to perceive the CLMS as an
opportunity to derive benefits (Perception C). When asked whether the community might derive
benefits from the data collection on children, more than half of respondents in Ahokwa agreed
and 35% were undecided, while every respondent in Dwease answered in the affirmative. In
Dwease, 20% of respondents expressed their hope that some form of material assistance would
be forthcoming, which they hoped would come to the aid of particular children and families, or,
in turn, in the form of infrastructure benefiting the entire village. No such hope was expressed in
Ahokwa. The fact that Dwease was the beneficiary of a WCF-funded school library, along with
the concerted attention given to them in the form of the GCLMS, may partly account for the
difference. Yet as no significant motivations were found that would give rise to over-reporting
of CL/WFCL in the household, it is clear that there was not an obvious subject-expectancy effect
present.
In sum, the source and objective of respondent motivations were internal to, or focused
on, the community. No respondents in Ahokwa, and 20% of respondents in Dwease, hoped for
some form of external assistance. Therefore, significant and wide-spread over-reporting due to
subject-expectancy may be ruled out. Rather, the data was found to be biased in the direction of
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under-reporting, a finding supported by discrepancies observed between caregiver and child
responses, as well as the reporting of significant stigmatization surrounding child labor.

5.2.3. Observer-expectancy effect
In Dwease, few (8%) respondents noted that the interviewer (CDC) seemed to expect "the right"
answer to his questions. Yet the majority (63%) of respondents reported that the CDC did, in
fact, make a statement about whether child labor was good or bad, before, during or after the
interview. Almost half (46%) of the respondents reported they had been suggested an answer by
the CDC. One respondent explained that "If I say something that is wrong he tries to correct
me," suggesting that the respondent sees the CDC as an authority that has the ability to "correct"
data.
No respondents in Ahokwa noted that the interviewer seemed to expect the right answer
to his questions. A few (10%) of respondents in Ahokwa reported that the CDC did in fact make
a statement about whether child labor was good or bad, before, during or after the interview. No
respondents reported that an answer had been suggested by the CDC. Also, few respondents
(10%) reported perceiving value judgments on the part of the CDC.
It thus becomes clear that a pronounced observer-expectancy effect was present in
Dwease, and a mild observer-expectancy effect in Ahokwa, which would have inherently biased
the data. The CDCs are clearly not sufficiently trained in objective data collection techniques.
An added difficulty is that in rural settings there are only so many literate people who would
qualify to serve as CDCs. Holding positions such as teachers, in the case of Dwease, and the
Chief's secretary and linguist, in the case of Ahokwa, most CDCs are opinion leaders in their
own right. The prospect of having community data collection carried out by a member of the
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target community is fraught with objectivity issues. With personal opinions in the public
domain, sympathy and antipathy for others, and a history in the community, the people who
become CDCs will have a reputation. If the objective is to collect quality data, CDCs would
need to be better trained in order to survey in an objective manner; their role would need to be
distinct from the function of the CCPC, their data collection objectives clearly delineated, their
efforts compensated, and as data collectors they would need to be deployed in neighboring towns
as well as rotated.

5.2.4. Hawthorne effect
This study, in part, was premised on the notion that where a target population’s perspective is
systematically queried and its behavior regularly monitored, a Hawthorne effect may emerge. If
indeed observed, as subordinate research question (2) b. asked, to what extent does the
community attribute KAP change to the fact that they are being monitored?
Dwease's CDCs thought there was a change in behavior on the part of community
members due to the fact that they were being "monitored." With vigilant CDCs and CCPC
members, Dwease respondents felt as though "someone [was] watching them" and spoke of the
maturing effect monitoring was having on them. Another consequence of being monitored was
the emergence of fear: the fear of incurring a social stigma upon being caught with children
engaged in prohibited labor, however, outweighed the fear of being sanctioned.
Most key informants in Ahokwa were also of the opinion that monitoring was affecting
the community, with a limelight focus on the fear factor. "The monitoring process has instilled
fear into parents" was the general perception. Child labor stigmatization was prevalent in
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Ahokwa to the point that caregivers would inform a CDC if their child would not go to school, in
order that they not be held responsible.
The act of being monitored, while a motivating factor, was not as much a deterrent as
being confronted with consequences for engaging in prohibited activities. The prompt correction
at the hand of the CDC based on his findings, the summoning and chastisement on the part of the
CCPC, and the resulting condemnation of their peers, were the consequences the population
actually feared. Monitoring thus had an indirect effect: it served the function of a vehicle for
WFCL-related observation and communication, and was less a catalyst of WFCL behavior
change in its own right.
Monitoring, as perceived in both communities, was thus inextricably tied to enforcement.
In practice, as well, the function of the CDCs was parallel to that of the CCPC. In Dwease for
example, the CDCs also served on the CCPC. The community made little or no distinction
between the CDC and the CCPC: CDCs could judge the situation, correct the violator, and in
more severe cases refer the caregiver to the CCPC. The GCLMS' data collection was thus tied to
sensitization and enforcement in the minds of the respondents.

5.3. Comparative analysis
This study witnessed a drastic reduction of the WFCL in Dwease within a 6-month period
between the main and the mid-cocoa harvest season of 2011 and 2012, whereas in Ahokwa
WFCL did not drop as significantly. What explains this observation in terms of historical,
contextual, circumstantial, as well as program-related factors that varied between the two towns?
The following analysis discusses potential factors linked with CL/WFCL and, through a process
of elimination, identifies the ones which explain the difference in Dwease versus Ahokwa.
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5.3.1. Contextual and circumstantial factors
i. Degree of urbanization
The actual and perceived access to educational opportunities and job prospects are contingent on
the degree of urbanization and proximity to a larger metropolis. Population density is a
component of urbanization. Dwease, with 7,030 people, had 2.5 times the population of
Ahokwa, which had 2,690 people in 2012. Dwease also had more infrastructure as compared
with Ahokwa: it has five (5) schools as compared to Ahokwa's two (2) schools. While both have
a health clinic, Dwease has two (2) wells, whereas Ahokwa has one (1) well. With respect to
proximity to a larger metropolis, Dwease is located 11km from its municipal capital KonongoOdumasi, whereas Ahokwa is 9km away from its district capital Wiawso. In sum, Dwease is
more urbanized than Ahokwa, a condition that likely buttress Dwease's concerted commitment to
investment in education.

ii. Income
In terms of income in 2011, the average cocoa farmer in Ahokwa produced more than twice as
much of the cash crop (GHS 3,810 or USD 2,258) as compared to their Dwease counterparts,
who took in GHS 1,626 (USD 963) from cocoa. Income in general was more elevated in
Ahokwa, where most respondents (45%) reported residing in the GHS 4000-and-up (USD 2,370)
bracket, whereas the majority (34%) of Dwease respondents found themselves in the GHS 5001000 (USD 296-592) income bracket. Given this difference in income, and the relative poverty
of cocoa farmers in Dwease as compared with their average Ahokwa counterpart, it follows that
Dwease would be harder pressed to engage in child labor as compared with Ahokwa.
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iii. Labor compensation and opportunity cost
Supply and demand for labor may be gauged by the amount paid to adult and child laborers,
another contextual factor that differed between the towns. The mode daily pay (or equilibrium
price) for an adult agricultural laborer in Ahokwa was GHS 7 (USD 4.15) and GHS 5 (USD
2.96) in Dwease. For a child, it averaged GHS 5 in Ahokwa (USD 2.96) and GHS 3 (USD 1.78)
in Dwease. Provided that Dwease had a larger pool of children, its supply would be greater than
in Ahokwa. However, as Dwease produces less cocoa than Ahokwa, it would have less demand
for labor as less cocoa is produced. The smaller supply and greater demand for labor in Ahokwa
explains its higher equilibrium price. Thus, the opportunity costs of desisting from CL/WFCL
are greater in Ahokwa.

iv. Political affiliation
With respect to political affiliation, roughly 70% of Ahokwa's community members are NDC
supporters and 30% are NPP supporters, whereas Dwease is composed of 70% NPP and 30%
NDC supporters. Since the NDC was the political party in power throughout the survey period,
theoretically speaking, Ahokwa might have been more inclined to fully cooperate with NPECLC
in implementing the GCLMS. Yet as that was not evident, political affiliation seems not to play
a role.

v. Household labor
Reliance on household labor was another important variable which differed between the
communities. As discussed in section 4.2.1. Income and Labor above, it was observed that in
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Ahokwa there is a higher reliance on family labor than in Dwease, and in Dwease a higher
reliance on hired / exchange / communal and caretaker labor.

5.3.2. Programmatic factors
i. CDC
Both communities exhibited the trappings of data collection. In both communities NPECLCtrained CDCs would sensitize, inform, interview, instruct and monitor the population, themselves
remediating cases of child labor they encountered. In three months, 2012 Ahokwa's 5-man team
had reached 12% of children in Ahokwa between the ages of 1 and 17, and in one month
Dwease's 2-man team had reached 24% of children between 1 and 17. At the time of this study's
second survey in June and July of 2012, the GCLMS data collection activities in Ahokwa were
still ongoing. Thus, as we know that monitoring acted as a CL/WFCL labor deterrent, it is
possible that a greater reduction in CL/WFCL could have been observed in Ahokwa had the first
round of GCLMS been fully completed. Yet, since in both communities a functional CDC
operation was in full swing, we must look elsewhere in order to explain the near cessation of
WFCL in Dwease.

ii. CCPC
In addition, the institution of the CCPC was well-established in both communities. In both
communities the CCPC enforced the new by-laws and norms: they would summon perpetrators
and issue warnings or sanctions, e.g. in the form of fines. In an individual capacity, CCPC
members would be vigilant "eyes" and "ears" in the community, encouraging school attendance
and resolving child labor related issues. Yet, while in both communities the CCPC performed its
role, and, to varying degrees, carried out its mission, there was one distinct difference that would
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affect the work of each respective CCPC. In Dwease, community members credited the work of
the CCPC as having produced a change in CL/WFCL knowledge and attitude. This is because
its leaders regarded the CCPC as an institution capable of producing the changes in which they
believed, and not simply a temporary measure to satisfy government or foreign demands placed
on them. This provides a valuable clue as to a key factor explaining the difference between the
towns: the beliefs and attitudes of opinion leaders.

5.3.3. Social factors
i. Knowledge
Through sensitization, CL/WFCL-specific knowledge may be improved. While a marked
improvement in knowledge was observed over the 6-month period, it was uneven between the
two communities. The findings reveal that, essentially, neither community knew the correct age
at which "light work" was permissible, nor at what age it was permissible for a child to be
employed, and that no significant change was observed over the period. Yet knowledge of what
constituted hazardous labor markedly improved: by 27% in Ahokwa, and by 75% in Dwease,
with Dwease, however, filling a greater knowledge gap. Furthermore, the percentage of correct
responses concerning the permissible age of performing hazardous labor rose from 48% to 68%
in Ahokwa, and from 52% to 62% in Dwease. Similarly, respondents in both communities were
increasingly aware that a 16-year-old should not be made to perform all the required tasks on a
cocoa farm. This understanding among caregivers improved by 17% in Ahokwa and 10% in
Dwease. In sum, as knowledge improved across the board in both communities, it appears that
the institution of the GCLMS indeed improved the knowledge of CL/WFCL. Nevertheless, we
must look elsewhere in order to explain the important differences observed between Dwease and
Ahokwa in the second survey.
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The data further revealed that knowledge did not equal behavior change. A knowledgepractice disparity was evident when the caregiver reported that a task was prohibited – which,
however, the child under his/her care in fact carried out. In Ahokwa 151 instances (3 per child
on average) and in Dwease 80 such instances occurred (1.6 per child on average). Thus, even
when the caregiver knew the rules, it was no guarantee that he or she would follow them.

ii. Attitude
While a monitoring system may be in place, behavior change is ultimately directed by caregivers
and contingent on hundreds of quotidian decisions on their part. An evolving divergence in
attitude vis-à-vis child labor was observed between the two towns as described in section 4.6.5.
Perceived changes to knowledge and attitude. A renewed interest and risk appetite to invest in
education was expressed in Dwease. Furthermore, a new appreciation for children's rights and
an understanding of WFCL's health consequences had visibly affected the community's attitude
towards CL/WFCL. The new norms were talked about, received attention in the public sphere,
and were reinforced through peer pressure. In contrast, far fewer Ahokwa respondents reported
witnessing changes in attitude. Those who did cited greater awareness of the health risks
associated with CL/WFCL, as well as an increasing interest in child education. Yet overall,
based on the frequency, volume and nature of the responses between the towns, a critical mass of
Dwease's community members made it known that they truly owned the issue, which they
characterized as a "scourge" to rid from their community. While some Ahokwa residents saw it
as an issue, the sentiment that child labor should be collectively abolished was absent.
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In sum, the attitude shift in Dwease is an explanatory factor that played a large part in
producing the change in practices. Yet, the impetus behind this shift merits further scrutiny –
which leads us to our next factor: the role of the community's changemakers.

iii. Opinion leaders
The clear difference between the towns, as revealed by this study, was that in Dwease the
opinion leaders had internalized the real and potential benefits of eradicating CL/WFCL,
whereas that had yet to occur in Ahokwa. While a degree of negative reinforcement (e.g. stigma
and fines) was employed in both communities to enforce the rules, community-level GCLMS
implementers in Dwease labored to propagate moral and economic arguments in order to
convince their community to support the new agenda.
Dwease's opinion leaders, upon having been sensitized by NPECLC, came to believe that
prioritizing both child health and schooling, while abolishing CL/WFCL, was in the individual
child's, the household's, and the entire community's best interest. Early buy-in was reinforced
through the institution of CCPC and CDC, the membership of which was comprised of
community leaders. The mandate of the newly formed committee and data collection team not
only allowed its members to leverage legal and moral authority, but also to sway the population
by exercising soft power: leading by example and creating new social norms. It fell to them to
operationalize and normalize the CL/WFCL rules which had previously existed in the abstract.
As they believed that their efforts would yield superior outcomes for the community, they treated
their work accordingly. While the impetus was initially exogenous, once the new standards in
practices had been internalized, endogenous agents become the changemakers. Consequently,
the social transformation in Dwease was profound, swift and thorough. The study reveals that
the opinion leadership factor thus emerged as the most instrumental agent of change.
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5.4. The Dwease difference
The mechanism that brought about the major shift in Dwease's WFCL KAPs, its factors
attributed by the community members, is graphically illustrated in Figure 15 below. To
highlight the main points, the first act of obtaining community buy-in is effected through the
initial co-opting of the town's opinion leaders,31 who are, as literate and respected in the eyes of
the other community members, also the administrative and service leaders. At first, a key
informant explained, the town's "opinion leaders, together with the elders, met at the Chief's
palace to learn about the negative implications of child labor and educate other community
members." From the onset of the program, the central message thus found a receptive audience
in the community's opinion leaders, and it was their belief in the merit thereof that cemented
their resolve to do their part in championing child education and abolishing child labor in their
community. Yet this response was predicated on a rational presentation of the facts surrounding
child labor, knowledge of which would serve as a call to action.
Once they believed in the value of the new paradigm, leaders leveraged their persuasive
powers to establish new social norms by modeling behavior and sharing their opinions in the
community, a factor highlighted by Rogers (2003) as salient for the diffusion of a behavior. For
example, as Dwease respondents recalled, their leaders called on "parents to have their children's
education at heart," and "to be responsible for [their] children's welfare." As such, the opinion
leaders become the change agents; designating what would constitute "good" and "bad"
practices, and by creating and diffusing the new standards and norms through their interpersonal
networks and plenary community events.

31

The definition of an opinion leader is, according to Rogers, an individual who is "able to influence other
individuals' attitudes or overt behavior informally in a desired way with relative frequency." See Rogers (2003).
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Figure 15: The Dwease model
community
NPECLC
(government
change agents)

sensitizes /
sanctions

catalyzes &
institutes

Chief

buy-in,
recruit &
stipulate:
- by-laws
- goals

CCPC
CDC

member
member

monitors /
interviews
GCLMS

member

peer
communication,
accountability &
stigmatization

member

create norms /
diffuse knowledge /
persuade
community
opinion
leaders

proximity /
access,
expectations

uptake in
education and
eradication of
WFCL and CL

perception
of aid
stakeholders

urbanization & schools, educational
and career opportunities

By introducing new standards that would bifurcate good and bad behavior, the vanguards of the
new standards would challenge the community: adapt to the new norms or pay the price. Those
who would not comply would be levied a social "fine" in the form of spoken or unspoken stigma.
This social stigma, hitherto negligible, was all the more pronounced with the community's
newfound understanding of the dire effects of WFCL. Furthermore, this emerging anti-childlabor sentiment, now rooted in a sense that child labor was illegal and amoral, would pre-empt
much "intervention" on the part of the CCPC and the Chief that would have otherwise been
necessary.
The institution of the CCPC and CDC represents not simply carrying out programmed
functions, but importantly instilling new habits of thought. The institution of the CCPC, and the
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monitoring exercise carried out by the CDCs, not only elevated child education and child
development as paramount societal values, but, through their respective functions, deterred "bad"
and reinforced "good" behavior on the part of caregivers. The Chief also issued new rules in the
form of by-laws that further operationalized the law. The population's fear of being "caught"
through monitoring exercises, the consequent reprimand or punishment meted out by the CCPC
or the Chief, and stigmatization by peers were factors that internally and externally reinforced
the new habits of thought. With the Chief and his elders actively cooperating with the CCPC on
the progress of the GCLMS, the program received a strong backing and legitimacy that
reportedly was vital to its success. Through the local ownership of child labor law enforcement,
Dwease was in a position to start controlling the issue.
Indicative of the extent to which the issue had been the talk of the town in Dwease,
regular discussions in churches and social gatherings about the need to curb child labor took
place. These peer-to-peer exchanges are evidence of a ripple effect precipitated by the
centralized community meetings and previous sensitization efforts, including church-based
sensitization and National Child Labor Day events.
Peer accountability, the engine behind collateral-free microfinance, further reinforced the
new norms, with friends and extended family taking an active role informing and offering advice
to each other concerning child labor practices. Community members in Dwease were
encouraged "to be each other's keepers." Incentives for participation in the GCLMS and
exhibiting "good" behavior were: having a clean conscience, good standing amongst peers (the
force identified by Mayo as determinant to productivity), good public relations for the town, and,
for some community members, the hope of governmental assistance.
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Furthermore, the very context of the village is an important factor that precipitates the
commitment to child education: the actual proximity and access to educational and vocational
opportunities, and the corollary – the caregiver's expectation of their children's prospects. The
closer the village is to urban or metropolitan centers, and the degree to which the village itself is
urbanizing, as is the case in Dwease, the greater the access and chances of successful attainment
of educational and vocational aspirations.
In Dwease, this tipping point had been reached, whereas in Ahokwa it had yet to be
reached. As such, as a town that could be considered as on its way to becoming a Child Labour
Free Zone (CLFZ), Dwease may serve as a cynosure among its peers.

5.5. Child labor behavior change motivation and reinforcement
In Dwease behavior change had arrived, in Ahokwa change was in the air. Yet what motivations
underpinned this change at the individual caregiver level? Based on respondent and key
informant verbatim in Dwease, a handful of motivations were attributed to drive behavior
change. These "motivators" are juxtaposed with the social values as well as the pertinent
interventions that have or could have been leveraged to boost the motivation as depicted in
Figure 16. Whereas the first four motivators (sanction/ punishment, fear of stigma, sympathy for
WFCL-exposed children, and morality) are premised on societal values and may thus be socially
reinforced, the fifth (risk/reward calculations) is premised on perceived educational and
vocational opportunities that are offered to existing and future rural graduates. The risk incurred
by forgoing a child's labor and income vis-à-vis the "reward" of potential income from a nonagricultural, future job is a calculation that every agricultural household, individually, makes.
And while the decision is for each household to make, the revisiting of this question may be
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prompted by leaders and influenced by peers. In sum, while the first four motivators are driven
by social factors, the fifth is largely determined by economic realities and aspirations.
The manner in which KAPs and conditions may be exogenously manipulated is thus
deduced. For example, moral order is a function of society's state of knowledge and beliefs,
which may be modified. Sensitization and discussions on child rights, child health, and intergenerational justice confronts caregivers with new information, which may be acted upon when
the interests of the child are considered in relation to those of the household. The fear of
reprimand and stigma was also an important driving force. Once the adoption of the norm
reaches a threshold where it becomes socially "too expensive" to deviate from the new norm, a
"tipping point" is reached. Exemplifying and facilitating the adoption of new norms fell to the
community's opinion leaders.
When the combined motivators of sanction/punishment, stigma, value of child health,
morality and new risk/reward calculations were brought to bear on the community, a critical
mass of conformity with the new rules was achieved. The tipping point occurred in Dwease after
the opinion leaders had catalyzed the change, and a critical mass of peers accepted the new
norms.
Once caregivers had understood that hazardous labor both impairs children's health and
disadvantages their future, they saw it as a "scourge" to be eradicated. Yet with the limited
understanding of what is, in fact, permissible in Ghana, a concern expressed by caregivers in
both communities was that an over-reactionary emphasis on child rights was impairing child
socialization that reinforced traditional values such as obedience, diligence and productivity.
The potential danger here is that caregivers would see the program as preventing them from
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meeting their basic economic needs or compromising their time-honored values. If this was the
case, caregivers could "rebel" and resort to clandestinely practicing CL/WFCL.

Figure 16: Model of CL/WFCL behavior change motivation and reinforcement
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Furthermore, misunderstanding the rules as a blanket prohibition of all forms of work
also has a potentially unsustainable economic consequence: the families who truly rely on
children to perform household and, at the appropriate age, farm-based work, are, with an
insufficient understanding of the national age specifications, potentially deprived of valuable
labor. While child labor is not permitted, child work is! Ghanaian children may engage in "light
work" at the age of 13, be employed at age 15, and perform hazardous work at 18 years of age.
Per Ghana law it is legal for a child of 15 years or older to be economically active. 32 There is

32

While the HAF adds more specificity to the Ghana Child Labor Act of 1998, it also is more proscriptive. Per the
Children's Act, "light work" is permitted at the age of 13, employment at the age of 15, and hazardous work at the
age of 18, which is in line with ILO Convention 138. Per the HAF, work on the farm for more than 3 hours per day
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thus much work that may legally be expected and leveraged from children for economic,
apprenticeship and socialization purposes, apart from performance of their regular household
duties. The best possible course of action is thus to instruct households on the rules, clarifying
the legality and illegality of certain types of child work, and then reinforcing adherence to the
rules, e.g. through a CLMS.
There are, in fact, cocoa-production tasks that children may legally perform. Whereas
work with potentially dangerous labor inputs has been prohibited, appropriate substitutes may be
utilized. In order to legally organize farm labor inputs, adult/child division of labor – i.e. the
delineation of tasks each type of worker may perform – is required. The most prevalent
hazardous agents employed – fire, machete, overhead harvesting hook, heavy loads, and
pesticides – may be circumvented as follows. Designating adult cocoa sprayers and adhering to
rules regarding farm access, would address three agrochemical-based activities (WC, PS, RS)
prohibited in the HAF. Whereas the machete is an everyday, versatile tool used by every farmer
in Ghana, a child can use a short club or stationary pod press to break open the cocoa pod,
instead of a machete. Weeding can also be performed by pulling the weeds out of the ground.
Prohibiting children from using a conventional machete and harvesting hook33 until the age of 18
would eliminate three machete-based hazardous activities (WM, PM and CM) and use of the
harvesting hook (HH). Through the use of wheelbarrows with age-approprate loads, damage
incurred by carrying of heavy loads may be negated (HL). Thus, whereas in some instances
respecting the prohibited tasks as stipulated by the HAF may impact a child's ability to contribute

or more than 18 hours per week is considered hazardous for children (defined as under 18 years of age), specifically
specifying that it would apply to "children on weekends, holidays and/or have completed school." This provision is
however apparently contradictory as children who would be legally employable at age 15 could hardly work only for
3 hours a day.
33
Colloquially referred to as go-to-hell, as the blade can loosen itself from the pole, fall, and injure or kill the
worker.
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to the household's farm productivity, the loss of productivity may be minimized due to
appropriate substitues to traditional implements and practices.
Aside from the moral imperative to eliminate WFCL, economic arguments may also be
made. While eliminating the practice of WFCL and instituting the necessary division of labor
may, in the short-run, appear to impede cocoa production, over the long-run it may have a net
positive economic effect. One, child work may be performed legally to boost family income.
Furthermore, schooling is not an impediment, strictly speaking, to the performance of economic
activity. If a child starts mandatory primary school at the age of 6, s/he will complete school by
the end of age 11.34 Two, less WFCL-related morbidity present in cocoa producing populations
will result in increased health dividends (e.g. a reduced DALY) well into the future. In addition,
as the HAF itself points out, the inapropriate handling of cocoa trees can affect their virility. It is
therefore advisable that only skilled workers (age 15 and up) be allowed to handle cocoa trees.35
The long-term economic impact of eliminating WFCL is thus contingent on the degree to which:
(1) child labor practices are affectively modified to child work and inexperienced child labor is
forgone where skill is required (e.g. harvesting, fertilizing), (2) children are brought up healthy,
and (3) children have access to education. Yet, the realities of poverty are such that resourcedeprived households are limited in their planning and investment horizons.
While child work, and in some cases child labor, may be a matter of economic necessity,
WFCL is not. As such, this research takes issue with the positions that there is a slippery-slope
from child work to WFCL, or that one cannot talk about the elimination of hazardous work
(WFCL) without also addressing the elimination of child labor. As this study demonstrates,

34

In accordance with ILO C138, age 12 is the minimum age at which light work may be performed. Ghana's
Children’s Act of 1998 however only permits "light work" at the age of 13.
35
For more information, including age-appropriate permissible work and recommendations, Ghana's HAF may be
consulted.
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caregivers, once sensitized and taught the social construct of WFCL, are able to make the
distinction between hazardous and non-hazardous labor. While knowledge does not
automatically lead to behavior change, it seen as a prerequisite.36 Whereas caregivers are asked
to forbid the child(ren) under their care from engaging in a hazardous activity (i.e. a WFCL),
child work may still be practiced, not least due to economic imperatives. Thus, the advisable
approach would be to pursue the path of least resistance: instruct cocoa communities what
constitutes hazardous child labor, and allow responsible caregivers to adapt their families’ labor
practices by eradicating WFCL.
A household's education decisions also affects CL/WFCL practices, especially beyond
the primary educational level. We assume that, broadly speaking, people make rational
decisions, and that caregivers maximize the utility of their children and act in the interest of the
household. Households are faced with economic trade-offs when they consider encouraging and
funding their child's further education, in particular beyond the required primary school
attendance. Based on data obtained through this study, if an able-bodied and skilled child of 15
years worked 5 days a week in non-WFCL forms of cocoa production, he or she could contribute
GHS 25 (USD 14.82) to the weekly family income in Ahokwa, and GHS 15 (USD 8.89) in
Dwease. This is a significant contribution to the household economy of farmers, especially those
living in poverty. Yet the verbatim also revealed that when a caregiver believed that it was in the
best interest of the household for a child to go to school, s/he was willing to take a leap of faith
and invest in their children's human capital by buying time for their children to attend school,
incurring relatively significant economic "losses" and "costs" in doing so.

36

In Diffusion of Innovations, Rogers (2003) argues that knowledge precedes other stages of behavior transmission:
knowledge -> persuasion -> decision -> implementation -> confirmation.
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With regard to supporting theoretical perspectives, the view that education was an
investment in children's human capital was first put forward by Becker (1964) in his human
capital theory of demand for education. This theory, in which it is assumed that the individual
chooses the optimal length of schooling to maximize the present value of the net lifetime wealth,
education is an investment whose costs (comprising actual costs, e.g. school uniforms/stationary,
and forgone earnings) are compared to the discounted stream of expected future benefits,
primarily in the form of higher wages. Other scholars have since expounded upon this work with
the rate-of-return – credit constraint analysis (e.g. Carneiro and Heckman 2002; Cameron and
Taber 2000; Marjoribanks 1999). Relevant here is the notion that caregivers are limited in their
ability to provide for their family and, if poor, face tough choices. As such, the Parental
Investment (PI) theory, which holds that any parental resource expenditure (also in terms of time
and energy) that benefits one offspring comes at a cost to parents' ability to invest in other
components of fitness, is applicable here (Clutton-Brock 1991; Trivers 1972).
Yet while caregivers make human capital investment decisions with their own and their
children's economic interests at heart, they are also susceptible to social pressures, norms and
expectations. As Genicot and Ray (2009) point out, "people's aspirations for their own future or
for their children's future affects their incentives to invest, and other people's experience helps
shape one's aspirations." "Thus," they conclude, "aspirations, income (and its distribution),
investment and economic mobility evolve jointly, and in many situations in a self-reinforcing
way." That said, it may be less risky for Dwease caregivers to invest in their children's future as
they are further along in the urbanization continuum as Ahokwa. Yet, the potential for
aspirations to play a role in caregiver risk/reward calculations and sway a community's opinion
in favor of further investment in education, as occurred in the case of Dwease, is not to be
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underestimated. In the case of Dwease, the town was prompted to rethink the immediate and
future utility of their children, and as a consequence, moved further up the human capital
investment curve.

5.6. Limitations and generalizability
Vital questions in social science research are (1) whether the uncovered effect(s) may be
replicated and (2) how broadly a study's findings apply. The gold standard in science is namely
the ability of a phenomenon to be reproduced by other researchers with the same results. With
regard to the first question, in the case of this study the short answer is "yes." A community that
practices WFCL, upon having instituted a CLMS in a manner consistent with that of Dwease,
may also significantly reduce its WFCL, and in a relatively short time span. With regard to the
second question, the effect may be witnessed to a similar extent, ceteris paribus, in any
community afflicted by WFCL, provided the CLMS is applied in a manner consistent with the
Dwease model. Yet, in practice, the extent of the impact will vary, depending on the particular
implementation modalities and the particular context.
This study's research design is akin to the case series method, in which patients with a
known presentation are tracked to see how they respond to a treatment. The drawback of this
method is that the case series method may be confounded by selection bias, which limits
statements on the causality of correlations observed. The present study, as described in section
3.6. Sampling, indeed employed purposive sampling to select the communities in that Dwease
was recommended by NPECLC and Ahokwa was selected based on its contrasting
characteristics. That said, the relatively high levels of WFCL in both communities at the onset of
the present study, which were even higher in Dwease than in Ahokwa, suggests that selection
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bias had no ultimate bearing on – or relation to – the WFCL realities found on the ground.
Furthermore, probability sampling was employed in the second stage to identify households, and
once more to identify the child respondent. Given the methods employed and the findings of the
study, selection bias did not appear to be consequential. Thus, one may posit that communities
which implement the GCLMS in line with the Dwease model, ceteris paribus, could also see
significant results. In addition, a demonstration effect may be achieved, whereby the results
obtained by Dwease could act as a catalyst for other communities to emulate.

5.7. Future research and publications
This study uncovered five (5) motivating factors that were credited with eliciting CL/WFCL
behavior change. While all were seen by various respondents and key informants as
determinant, their relative strength on producing the desired outcome was not measured. For
example, the extent to which caregivers were willing to invest in the education of their child
proved to be an important variable. Inasmuch as Dwease caregivers were willing and able to do
so, upon the installation of the GCLMS, they forwent their ward's immediate labor capacity – a
decision which was, in turn, premised upon the perception of educational and vocational
opportunities within their reach as well as a household’s ambition for their child(ren). The
relative opportunity cost also played a role in both towns. A higher opportunity cost to education
was observed in Ahokwa as compared with Dwease, as Ahokwa had a smaller population and
produced 3.2 times the amount of cocoa as Dwease. Thus, villages who are closer to a larger
metropolis, and villages which produce less cocoa, could possibly see more immediate results
from the institution of a GCLMS. A study that quantitatively scrutinized these motivators – e.g.
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by honing in on NPECLC's GCLMS program targeted thirty (30) communities – would be able
to establish an explanatory model with predictive power.
Furthermore, a representative study of cocoa producers featuring a cross-sectional design
could set out to measure the relative explanatory power of KAPs and social dynamics as
witnessed in Dwease as well as underlying factors such as urbanization and access to educational
services and vocational opportunities vis-à-vis the dependent WICEI variable. Such a study
could establish whether Dwease is simply a positive deviator or to what extent the “Dwease
difference” is also observed or even replicable in other communities.
Conversely, it could be argued that what took place in Dwease was due to the novelty
effect,37 in that it was the originality of the new institutions and the accompanying hype which
produced the observed phenomenon. For example, one may suggest that the novel social
pressures to comply with the community's new rules are intrinsically unsustainable: they could
either wear off or economic realities would sooner or later catch up with households, forcing
them to send their children back into child labor. Counterarguments, on the other hand, would
point to the fact that the GCLMS had impacted knowledge, attitude and beliefs associated with
habit formation and long-term behavior change, that permissible child work is a sufficient boost
to the household’s economy, and that CCPC is now an institution wholly owned by the
community. Nevertheless, in order to rule out the novelty effect as a confounding factor, a
follow-up survey in Dwease and Ahokwa would be advisable in order to further substantiate this
study's findings. The metric to be applied to such a study should include an assessment of
community-level monitoring, reporting and remediation.

37

The novelty effect refers to a condition whereby a given result may be due, in part, to the newness of the
experimental situation or testing, rather than the intervention itself. As such, is a threat to external validity. See
Marczyk et al (2005).
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This case study, however, provides a sufficient empirical basis for the drafting of a best
practice guidebook which would guide practitioners in the design, framing, sensitization and
communication of a CLMS program in the cocoa sector. This guidebook would not only map
out the architecture of a community community-based CLMS, e.g. clearly describing the roles
and responsibilities of each institution, but also provide guidance on issues such as finding an
appropriate balance of child rights principles whilst upholding the onus of parental authority.
Informing caregiver and children's knowledge affects their decision-making and, as such,
is a component of producing behavior change. This study reveals how varied – and, in some
cases, very limited – the caregivers' and children's understanding of a child's rights and
responsibilities still is, in particular cocoa production tasks which are allowed, and those which
are forbidden, to be performed. Media that taught such dos and don'ts, e.g. such as a booklet
explaining why various activities are hazardous, in line with the health belief model,38 would
inform and instruct village members beyond what their current level of knowledge reflects.

5.8. Conclusion
This study sets out to examine the modalities of child labor monitoring in two target
communities in Ghana. In one village drastic changes in CL/WFCL KAPs were observed, while
less so in the second village. While both towns institutionalized the CLMS (data collection and
active monitoring exercise carried out by the Community Data Collectors, and policing/judiciary
functions carried out by the Community Child Protection Committee), it was Dwease that
effectively instrumentalized the spirit and function of these institutions, precipitating a profound
change in CL/WFCL behavior. Ahokwa, which produces more cocoa with fewer people, did not
38

The health belief model is a psychological health behavior change model that suggests that people's (1) beliefs
about health problems, (2) perceived benefits of – and barriers to – action, and (3) self-efficacy explain engagement
(or lack of engagement) in health-promoting behavior. See Janz et al (1984).
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embrace the full potential that these new institutions held. To this regard, the verbatim
(qualitative data) is consistent with the numbers (quantitative data) and vice versa.
This research project set out to generate a hypothesis. While this case study did not
observe an automatic “Hawthorne effect” upon the installation of the enforcement body (CCPC)
and the data collection/watchdog (CDC) in each town, it did, however, record, in one town, the
effects of concerted opinion-leader agency, which, by aligning their interests with the national
agenda and leveraging the two new community-based CLMS institutions (CCPC and CDC),
overcame social inertia to the point that CL/WFCL was severely mitigated. Thus, while the
institution of CLMS potentiates positive change, concerted leadership was essential.
The hypothesis that Dwease thus offers is this: With sufficient understanding of WFCL’s
detrimental effects and buy-in, and leveraging the CLMS as a transformative institution,
progressive leaders can build up sufficient social pressure in a community such that it may
largely self-regulate CL/WFCL. In other words: provided (1) knowledge about CL/WFCL and
its effects is present, (2) leader ownership of the CLMS is present, (3) social norms are created
and perpetuated, and (4) CLMS-based powers of monitoring and rule enforcement are exercised,
then CL/WFCL can be autonomously mitigated.
The second – and related – hypothesis is that: If a community-embedded CLMS
accentuates the five key motivators, which are (1) fear of sanction / punishment, (2) fear of social
stigma, (3) sympathy for WFCL-exposed children, (4) morality, and (5) new risk/reward
calculations, the WFCL will likely be curtailed in the affected community. In the case of
Dwease, social pressure proved just as powerful, if not more so, in motivating and reinforcing
the targeted behavior as compared to the two CLMS institutions created to address the issue.
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While social desirability did significantly bias the reported practices, it also served to steer, as
was observed by Mayo, a body towards new standards of behavior.
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Appendix A: Head of Household semi-structured questionnaire (baseline)
Tulane University
Interview Information
1. Name of Interviewer:
2. Date of Interview:
Respondent Information
3. Town:
4. Household number:
5. Telephone number:
6. Description of location:
7. Latitude of household (7 characters):
8. Longitude of household (7 characters):

Household Roster:
Names of
household
members (HH first)
(known names)

Sex of
<NAME
>

Age (in
completed
years) of

Relation
to HH

Birthplace
of

<NAME>
<NAME>

<NAME>

Ethnicity of

Did <NAME>
work in
agriculture
over the past
12 months?
(age 5-17)

Did <NAME>
participate in
the Nov/Dec
2011 cocoa
harvest
season?

Did <NAME>
engage in more
than 10 hours of
economic
activity in the
last 7 days?

(age 5-17)

(age 5-17)
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A. Economic factors
1. How long have you been living in this community?

/__/__/

2. What is your level of education? (completed level)

3. Do you own the house you live in?

1. None
2. Primary
3. JSS/JHS/MS
4. SS
5. Higher
(yes / no)

4. Do you control (own) land?

(yes / no)

a. If yes, how many acres of land do you control?

/__/__/__/__/

b. If yes, do you control a cocoa farm?

(yes / no)

c. If yes, how many acres is your cocoa farm?

/__/__/__/__/

5. What was your total household income in 2011? (in Ghana Cedis) (estimate if need be)
(before taxes)
a. 0-500
b. 500-1,000
c. 1,000-2,000
d. 2,000-3,000
e. 3,000-4,000
f.

4,000 and up

6. How much cocoa did you produce in 2011?
a. In terms of quantity (kg):

/__/__/__/__/

b. In terms of revenue (GHS):

/__/__/__/__/

7. What is the size in total for all farming land on which you work?

/__/__/__/__/

8. What is the average pay per day for an adult laborer in agriculture? (in
Ghana Cedis)
9. What is the average pay per day for a child laborer in agriculture? (in
Ghana Cedis)
10. With respect to cocoa farming, does your income from cocoa sales allow
you to cover agricultural inputs including labor requirements?

/__/__/
/__/__/
(yes / no)

11. How is the demand for labor generally met on your cocoa farm?
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...…
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..
B. Practice
12. What kind of hazards are people who work in the production of cocoa exposed to?
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...…
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..
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13. At what age do people in your community start working on the cocoa
farm?
14. Sometimes children help on the cocoa farm. Have any Yes / No
children in your household, aged 5-17, in the last 3
months engaged in the following agricultural activities:

a. Burn brush?

(yes / no)

b. Use cutlasses for weeding?

(yes / no)

c. Harvest overhead cocoa pods with harvesting (yes / no)
hook?
d. Break cocoa pods with cutlass?

(yes / no)

e. Work without shoes or clothing (shorts and shirt (yes / no)
at least)?
f.

Work alone on the farm (not working with (yes / no)
anyone else)?

g. Climb trees higher than 3 meters (9 feet) with (yes / no)
cutlass?
h. Carry heavy load (above 30% of body weight for (yes / no)
more than 3 km)?
i.

Work on the farm for more than 3 hours per day (yes / no)
or more than 18 hours per week?

j.

(For children in school) Working more than 2 (yes / no)
hours/day on a school day?

k. Go to – or return from – the farm alone?

(yes / no)

l.

(yes / no)

Work on farm between 6.00 p.m. and 6.00 a.m.?

m. Work with agrochemicals?

(yes / no)

n. Be present or work in the vicinity of farm during (yes / no)
pesticide spraying?
o. Re-enter a sprayed farm within less than 12 (yes / no)

/__/__/
How
many
childre
n?

If so,
how
many
times in
the last
3
months
in total?
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hours of spraying?
p. Be withdrawn from school during cocoa harvest (yes / no)
season to do farm work?
q. Work full time on farm
formal/non-formal school?

and

not

attend (yes / no)

15. What are the reason(s) that your child(ren) work on the cocoa farm?
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………..…….….
C. Attitude
16. At what age is it ok for children to start working on a cocoa farm?
/__/__/
17. Should a 16-year-old be able to perform all tasks on a cocoa farm?

(yes / no)

a. If no, what should children not be allowed to do on the cocoa farm?
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….……
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
18. Until what age should children generally be in school?
/__/__/
19. Would you describe the academic quality of primary education to which
the children in your household have access as poor, average, or good?
20. Would you describe the academic quality of secondary education to
which the children in your household have access as poor, average, or
good?








Poor
Average
Good
Poor
Average
Good

D. Knowledge
21. At what age is it permitted in Ghana for a child to be employed39?

/__/__/
Don’t know
40
22. At what age is it permitted in Ghana for a child to perform light work ?
/__/__/
Don’t know
23. At what age is it permitted in Ghana for a person to perform hazardous /__/__/
work41?
Don’t know
24. What aspects of child labor are not allowed in your community?
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..…..…
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………..…….….....
25. Are children in Ghana, aged 5-17, allowed to:
a. Burn brush?
(yes / no)
Don’t know
b. Use cutlasses for weeding?
(yes / no)
Don’t know
39

Engagement in any economic work or activity which is performed during a specific period for pay
(whether cash or in kind), profit or family gain.
40 Light work is defined as “work which is not likely to be harmful to the health or development of the child
and does not affect the child’s attendance at school or his/her capacity to benefit from school work.”
(Children’s Act of 1998)
41 Hazardous work is work that “that poses a danger to the health, safety or morals of a person.”
(Children’s Act of 1998)
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c. Harvest overhead cocoa pods with harvesting hook?
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.

(yes / no)
Don’t know
Break cocoa pods with cutlass?
(yes / no)
Don’t know
Work without shoes or clothing?
(yes / no)
Don’t know
Work alone on the farm (not working with anyone else)?
(yes / no)
Don’t know
Climb trees higher than 3 meters (9 feet) with cutlass?
(yes / no)
Don’t know
Carry heavy load (above 30% of body weight for more than 3 (yes / no)
km)?
Don’t know
Work on the farm for more than 3 hours per day or more than (yes / no)
18 hours per week?
Don’t know

j.

(For children in school) Work more than 2 hours/day on a (yes / no)
school day?
Don’t know
k. Go to – or return from – the farm alone?
(yes / no)
Don’t know
l. Work on farm between 6.00 p.m. and 6.00 a.m.?
(yes / no)
Don’t know
m. Work with agrochemicals?
(yes / no)
Don’t know
n. Be present or work in the vicinity of farm during pesticide (yes / no)
Don’t know
spraying?
o. Re-enter a sprayed farm within less than 12 hours of spraying?

(yes / no)
Don’t know
p. Be withdrawn from school during cocoa harvest season to do (yes / no)
Don’t know
farm work?
q. Work full time on farm and not attend formal/non-formal (yes / no)
school?
26. Has your perception or knowledge regarding hazardous child labor (yes / no)
practices changed over the past few years?
a. If yes, what have you become aware of (learned) regarding hazardous child
labor?
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………..…….……....
b. If yes, what prompted the change - how did you find out? (list multiple sources if
applicable)
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….…
………………………………………………………………………………………………………..……………..
27. We are told that a sensitization campaign recently took place in your
(yes / no)
community. Did you learn anything during that event?
a. If yes, what did you learn?
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….…
………………………………………………………………………………………………………..……………..
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28. Are you aware of the existence of a Community Child Protection
(yes / no)
Committee (CCPC) in your community?
a. If so, what is the role of the CCPS in the community?
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………..…….…..
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Appendix B: Head of Household semi-structured questionnaire (follow-up)
Tulane University
Interview Information
1. Name of Interviewer:
2. Date of Interview:
Respondent Information
3. Town:
4. Household number:
5. Telephone number:
6. Description of location:
7. Latitude of household (7 characters):
8. Longitude of household (7 characters):

Adult Consent Form:
Purpose: The purpose of this study is to learn more about the knowledge, attitude and practices
of families in the cocoa-growing regions of Ghana. More than 100 individuals will be
interviewed for this study, in January and then again August of 2012. We expect that the
interview with the adult will take about 30 minutes, and about 20 minutes with the child.
Procedures: First, you will be interviewed. Afterward, we would like to interview one child in
your household between the age of 5 and 17. The interviews will cover topics such as living
conditions, work conditions, and school. We will interview one person at a time. No third
person would be permitted to listen when a child is being interviewed, but a second person may
be in the same room or area with the child to witness the interview. This person can be any
adult or child that the child would like to attend except a parent / caregiver.
Potential Risks: While this interview is relatively short, some children may get tired, bored or
distracted. You and the children may also decide to interrupt or discontinue the interview at any
time. The needs of the child will take precedence over the interview.
Potential Benefits: This study will generate knowledge about working and living conditions in
cocoa-growing communities. This information may at some point be used to inform activities
that would help your community.
Voluntary Participation: Participation in the research is voluntary. You may choose to
participate or you may not. If you don’t choose to participate, there would be no negative
repercussions for you, your family or your community.
Confidentiality: The interviews will be kept confidential. While your name and identity will be
shared with absolutely no one. The information you provide will be analyzed and presented in a
generic fashion. No individual in this study will be identified when the results are published.
Cost/Payment: You will not be paid for participating in this research.
Study outcome: The findings of this study will be made public at the end of 2012.
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Questions: If you have questions about this research, you may ask the interviewer, or you may
call Atukwei Sam Quaye, GCLMS Coordinator of NPECLC at 0244582252.
I have read / been read this consent form and volunteer to participate in this research.

Respondent

Date

I, the parent/caregiver, consent that one child in my custody be interviewed.

Parent/Caregiver

Household Roster:
A.

B. Sex of

C.

Names of
household
members (HH
first) (known
names)

<NAME>

Age (in
completed
years) of
<NAME>

D.
Relati
on to
HH

E.
Birthplace
of

F.
Ethnicity
of

<NAME>

<NAME>

G.

H.

I.

Did
<NAME>
work in
agriculture
over the
past 12
months?
(age 5-17)

Did
<NAME>
participate
in the May
to August
2012 cocoa
harvest
season?

Did <NAME>
engage in
more than 10
hours of
economic
activity in the
last 7 days?
(age 5-17)

(age 5-17)
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A. Economic factors
1. How long have you been living in this community?

/__/__/

2. What is your level of education? (completed level)

3. Do you own the house you live in?

1. None
2. Primary
3. JSS/JHS/MS
4. SS
5. Higher
(yes / no)

4. Do you control (own) land?

(yes / no)

a. If yes, how many acres of land do you control?

/__/__/__/__/

b. If yes, do you control a cocoa farm?

(yes / no)

c. If yes, how many acres is your cocoa farm?

/__/__/__/__/

5. What is the size in total for all farming land on which you work?

/__/__/__/__/

6. What is the average pay per day for an adult laborer in agriculture? (in
Ghana Cedis)
7. What is the average pay per day for a child laborer in agriculture? (in
Ghana Cedis)
8. With respect to cocoa farming, does your income from cocoa sales allow
you to cover agricultural inputs including labor requirements?

/__/__/
/__/__/
(yes / no)

9. How is the demand for labor generally met on your cocoa farm?
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...…
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..
B. Practice
10. What kind of hazards are people who work in the production of cocoa exposed to?
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...…
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..
11. At what age do people in your community start working on the cocoa
farm?
12. Sometimes children help on the cocoa farm. Have any yes / no
children in your household, aged 5-17, in the last 3 months
engaged in the following agricultural activities:

a. Burn brush?

(yes / no)

b. Use cutlasses for weeding?

(yes / no)

c. Harvest overhead cocoa pods with harvesting (yes / no)
hook?

/__/__/
How
many
children
?

If so,
how
many
times in
the last
3
months
in total?
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d. Break cocoa pods with cutlass?

(yes / no)

e. Work without shoes or clothing?

(yes / no)

f.

Work alone on the farm (not working with anyone (yes / no)
else)?

g. Climb trees higher than 3 meters (9 feet) with (yes / no)
cutlass?
h. Carry heavy load (above 30% of body weight for (yes / no)
more than 3 km)?
i.

Work on the farm for more than 3 hours per day or (yes / no)
more than 18 hours per week?

j.

(For children in school) Work more than 2 (yes / no)
hours/day on a school day?

k. Go to – or return from – the farm alone?

(yes / no)

l.

(yes / no)

Work on farm between 6.00 p.m. and 6.00 a.m.?

m. Work with agrochemicals?

(yes / no)

n. Be present or work in the vicinity of farm during (yes / no)
pesticide spraying?
o. Re-enter a sprayed farm within less than 12 hours (yes / no)
of spraying?
p. Be withdrawn from school during cocoa harvest (yes / no)
season to do farm work?
q. Work full time on farm and not attend formal/non- (yes / no)
formal school?
13. What are the reason(s) that your child(ren) work on the cocoa farm?
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………..…….….
C. Attitude
14. At what age is it ok for children to start working on a cocoa farm?
/__/__/
15. Should a 16-year-old be able to perform all tasks on a cocoa farm?

(yes / no)

b. If no, what should children not be allowed to do on the cocoa farm?
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
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16. Until what age should children generally be in school?

/__/__/

17. Would you describe the academic quality of primary education to which
the children in your household have access as poor, average, or good?





Poor
Average
Good

18. Would you describe the academic quality of secondary education to
which the children in your household have access as poor, average, or
good?





Poor
Average
Good

D. Knowledge
19. At what age is it permitted in Ghana for a child to be employed42?

/__/__/
Don’t know
20. At what age is it permitted in Ghana for a child to perform light work43?
/__/__/
Don’t know
21. At what age is it permitted in Ghana for a person to perform hazardous /__/__/
Don’t know
work44?
22. What aspects of child labor are not allowed in your community?
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..……
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………..…….…..
23. Are children in Ghana, aged 5-17, allowed to:
a. Burn brush?
(yes / no)
Don’t know
b. Use cutlasses for weeding?
(yes / no)
Don’t know
c. Harvest overhead cocoa pods with harvesting hook?
(yes / no)
Don’t know
d. Break cocoa pods with cutlass?
(yes / no)
Don’t know
e. Work without shoes or clothing?
(yes / no)
Don’t know
f. Work alone on the farm (not working with anyone else)?
(yes / no)
Don’t know
g. Climb trees higher than 3 meters (9 feet) with cutlass?
(yes / no)
Don’t know
h. Carry heavy load (above 30% of body weight for more than 3 (yes / no)
Don’t know
km)?

42

Engagement in any economic work or activity which is performed during a specific period for pay
(whether cash or in kind), profit or family gain.
43 Light work is defined as “work which is not likely to be harmful to the health or development of the child
and does not affect the child’s attendance at school or his/her capacity to benefit from school work.”
(Children’s Act of 1998)
44 Hazardous work is work that “that poses a danger to the health, safety or morals of a person.”
(Children’s Act of 1998)
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i.

Work on the farm for more than 3 hours per day or more than 18
hours per week?

(yes / no)
Don’t know

j.

(For children in school) Work more than 2 hours/day on a school (yes / no)
Don’t know
day?

k. Go to – or return from – the farm alone?

(yes / no)
Don’t know
l. Work on farm between 6.00 p.m. and 6.00 a.m.?
(yes / no)
Don’t know
m. Work with agrochemicals?
(yes / no)
Don’t know
n. Be present or working in the vicinity of farm during pesticide (yes / no)
Don’t know
spraying?
o. Re-enter a sprayed farm within less than 12 hours of spraying?

(yes / no)
Don’t know
p. Be withdrawn from school during cocoa harvest season to do (yes / no)
Don’t know
farm work?
q. Work full time on farm and not attend formal/non-formal school?

(yes / no)

24. Has your perception or knowledge regarding hazardous child labor (yes / no)
practices changed over the past few years?

a. If yes, what have you become aware of (learned) regarding hazardous child labor?
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………..……………..
b. If yes, what prompted the change - how did you find out? (list multiple sources if
applicable)
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………..…….……...
25. Are you aware of the existence of the Community Child Protection
(yes / no)
Committee (CCPC) in your community?
a. If so, what is the role of the CCPC in the community?
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………..…….……….
E. GCLMS
26. Are you aware that data in this community is being collected on child
(yes / no)
labor on an ongoing basis through the GCLMS?
27. Have you also been interviewed?
(yes / no)
a. If so, how many times?

/__/__/

b. If so, what kind of questions did the data collector ask?
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
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c. Did he / she understand your responses?

(yes / no)

d. What do you think about being asked such questions?
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
28. How do you perceive the role of data collection on children in your community?
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………..…….………….
29. Do you think the data collection on children affects the community?
(yes / no)
a. If so, what is the effect?
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...…
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..
30. Do you think the introduction of CLMS has changed knowledge, attitude (yes / no)
and practices with respect to child labor in your community?
a. If so, what do you think the CLMS might have changed?
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...…
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..
31. Do you think the community might derive benefits from the data
(yes / no)
collection on children?
a. If so, what might the benefits be?
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...…
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..
32. Do you think the community might be disadvantaged by the data
(yes / no)
collection on children?
Don’t know
a. If so, what might the disadvantages be?
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...…
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..
33. Since the GCLMS data collection first begun, in your estimation has
(yes / no)
child labor become a more important issue within the community?
a. If yes, how is that evident?
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...…
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...
34. Was there a community-wide sensitization campaign that took place
(yes / no)
before the GCLMS data collection began?
Don’t know
a. If so, what was said?
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...…
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..
35. Did you hear any community leaders talk about the GCLMS?

(yes / no)

a. If so, what did they say about it?
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...…
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..
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36. What do other community members say about the GCLMS?
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...…
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...
37. What motivation do you have to provide information to the GCLMS?
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...…
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...
38. Did anyone emphasize the need to accurately report the information to the data collector?
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...…
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...
39. Was the interviewer (CDC) neutral in his/her questioning?

(yes / no)

a. If no, how was that evident?
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...…
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...
40. Did the interviewer (CDC) seem to expect the "right" answer to his / her
questions?

(yes / no)

a. If yes, please describe.
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...…
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...
41. Did the CDC make any statement about whether child labor was good or (yes / no)
bad before, during or after the interview?
a. If yes, can you recall the statement?
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...…
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...
42. Did the interviewer (CDC) ever at any point suggest an answer?

(yes / no)

43. Did you perceive any value judgments on the part of the interviewer
(CDC) with regard to child labor, before, during or after the interview?

(yes / no)
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Appendix C: Child semi-structured questionnaire (baseline)

Tulane University
Interview Information
1. Name of Interviewer:
2. Date of Interview:
Respondent Information
3. Name of Respondent:
4. Sex of Respondent:
5. Town:
6. Household number:

Child Consent Form:
We are doing a research study. A research study is a way to find out about something.
We are trying to find out about the living situation and the work activities of children in
the villages of your country.
You can decide if you want to be in the research study. If you want to be in the study,
this is what will happen. You and I will talk. I am the interviewer. I will be asking you
questions about your life and work. I will not tell anybody in the house or the village
what you have answered, and we will not give your name to anyone. When you talk to
me, no other adults or other children are allowed to listen, but you may choose an adult
or other child to observe the interview from a distance. You can choose any adult or
child except on of your parents or guardians.
We don’t know if this study will help you. We hope to learn something that will help
children and young people some day.
You don’t have to be in this study. It is up to you. You will still be taken care of if you
decide that you don’t want to be in the study. If you decide to do this but then change
your mind, just tell me and I will stop the interview.
If you want to be in this study, please sign / print your name / fingerprint here:
I, ___________________, agree to be in this research study.
Date:
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A. Corroboration
1. What is your age (in completed years)?
2. In what community were you born?
3. What is your ethnicity?
4. Did you work in agriculture over the past 12 months?
5. Did you participate in the Nov/Dec 2011 cocoa harvest season?
6. Did you engage in more than 10 hours of economic activity in
the last 7 days?
7. What is your level of education (in completed grade/class)?
8. How much time does it take you to get to school? (each way)
9. How much time do you spend doing homework every day on
average?
B. Practice
10. On the cocoa farm(s) where you work, in the last 3 months,
have you:

a. Burned brush?
b. Used a cutlass for weeding?
c. Harvested overhead cocoa pods with harvesting hook?
d. Broken open cocoa pods with cutlass?
e. Worked without shoes or clothing?
f.

Worked alone on the farm (not working with anyone
else)?

g. Climbed trees higher than 3 meters (9 feet) with
cutlass?
h. Carried heavy load (above 30% of body weight for
more than 3 km)?

Household Other
farm
person’s
(yes / no)
farm
(yes / no)

Tim
es
(#)
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i.

Worked on the farm for more than 3 hours per day or
more than 18 hours per week?

j.

(For children in school) worked more than 2 hours/day
on a school day?

k. Gone to – or returned from – the farm alone?
l.

Worked on farm between 6.00 p.m. and 6.00 a.m.?

m. Worked with agrochemicals?
n. Were you present or working in the vicinity of farm
during pesticide spraying?
o. Re-entered sprayed farm within less than 12 hours of
spraying?
p. Were you withdrawn from school during cocoa harvest
season to do farm work?
q. Worked full time on farm and not attend formal/nonformal school?
11. How many hours did you work in the last 7 days?
12. (If child is age 5-12) Have you engaged in economic labor
within the last 3 months?
13. Within the last year (2011), is there any work that you have
been told not to perform on the cocoa farm?
a. If yes, what kind of work are you not to perform?
b. If yes, who told you?
14. Over the last 3 months (past terms), how many days in total have you
missed school?
C. Attitude
15. At what age is it ok for children to start working on a cocoa farm?
16. Should a 16 year old be able to perform all the required tasks on a cocoa
farm?
a. If no, what should children not be allowed to do on the cocoa farm?
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17. What level do you hope to attain in school?

18. Are you satisfied with the quality of education in your school?

(yes / no)

a. Please explain your answer:

D. Knowledge
19. At what age can a person start engaging in hazardous work activities?
20. Has your knowledge or perception regarding hazardous child labor (yes / no)
practices changed over the past few years?
a. If yes, what have you become aware of (learned) regarding hazardous child labor?
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………..…….…..
b. If yes, what prompted the change – how did you find out? (list multiple sources if
applicable)
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………..…….…..
E. School attendance
Looking at the school attendance data for this child documented in the school register, record the
dates of the days s/he was absent from school during the past term (the last 3 months.
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Appendix D: Child semi-structured questionnaire (follow-up)
Tulane University
Interview Information
1. Name of Interviewer:
2. Date of Interview:
3. Time of Interview Start:
4. Time of Interview End:
Respondent Information
5. Name of Respondent:
6. Sex of Respondent:
7. Town:
8. Household number:

Child Consent Form:
We are doing a research study. A research study is a way to find out about something.
We are trying to find out about the living situation and the work activities of children in
the villages of your country.
You can decide if you want to be in the research study. If you want to be in the study,
this is what will happen. You and I will talk. I am the interviewer. I will be asking you
questions about your life and work. I will not tell anybody in the house or the village
what you have answered, and we will not give your name to anyone. When you talk to
me, no other adults or other children are allowed to listen, but you may choose an adult
or other child to observe the interview from a distance. You can choose any adult or
child except on of your parents or guardians.
We don’t know if this study will help you. We hope to learn something that will help
children and young people some day.
You don’t have to be in this study. It is up to you. You will still be taken care of if you
decide that you don’t want to be in the study. If you decide to do this but then change
your mind, just tell me and I will stop the interview.
If you want to be in this study, please sign / print your name / fingerprint here
I, ………………………………………, agree to participate in this research study.
Date:
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A. Corroboration
1. What is your age (in completed years)?

/__/__/

2. Where were you born?
3. What is your ethnicity?
4. Did you work in agriculture over the past 12 months?

(yes / no)

5. Did you participate in the Nov/Dec 2011 cocoa harvest
season?
6. In the last 7 days, did you work for more than 10 hours for
money?
7. What is your level of education (in completed grade/class)?

(yes / no)

8. How much time does it take you to get to school? (each
way)
9. How much time do you spend doing homework every day on
average?
B. Practice
10. On the cocoa farm(s) where you work, in the last 3 months,
have you:

(yes / no)
/__/__/
/__/__/
/__/__/

House
hold
farm
(y / n)

Other
perso
n’s
farm
(y / n)

a. Burned brush?
b. Used a cutlass for weeding?
c. Harvested cocoa pods with harvesting hook?
d. Broken open cocoa pods with cutlass?
e. Worked without shoes or clothing?
f.

Worked alone on the farm (not working with anyone
else)?

g. Climbed trees higher than 3 meters (9 feet) with
cutlass?
h. Carried heavy load (above 30% of body weight for more
than 3 km)?
i.

Worked on the farm for more than 3 hours per day or

i.

b.

Times
(#)
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more than 18 hours per week?
j.

(For children in school) Worked more than 2 hours/day
on a school day?

k.

k. Gone to – or returned from – the farm alone?

a.

l.

a.

Worked on farm between 6.00 p.m. and 6.00 a.m.?

m. Worked with chemicals?

a.

n. Were you present or working in the vicinity of farm
during spraying?

a.

o. Re-entered a farm that had been sprayed within less
than 12 hours of spraying?

a.

p. Were you taken out of school during cocoa harvest
season to do farm work?

a.

q. Worked full time on farm and did not attend school?

a.

11. How many hours did you work in the last 7 days?

/__/__/

12. (If child is age 5-12) Have you engaged in economic activity within the (yes / no)
last 3 months?
13. Within the last year (2011), is there any work that you have been told
not to perform on the cocoa farm?

(yes / no)

a. If yes, what kind of work are you not to perform?
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
b. If yes, who told you? ………………………………………………….
14. Over the last 3 months, how many days in total have you missed school?
C. Attitude
15. At what age is it ok for children to start working on a cocoa farm?

/__/__/

16. Should a 16 year old perform all the required tasks on a cocoa farm?

(yes / no)

a. If no, what should children not be allowed to do on the cocoa farm?
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..
17. What level do you hope to attain in school?
1. Primary
2. JSS/JHS/MS
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18. Are you satisfied with the quality of education in your school?

3. SS
4. Higher
(yes / no)

a. Please explain your answer:
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
D. Knowledge
19. At what age can a person start engaging in work activities that can be
/__/__/
dangerous to his/her health?
20. Has your opinion regarding hazardous labor practices changed over the (yes / no)
past few years?
a. If yes, what have you become aware of (learned) regarding hazardous child labor?
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………..…….…..
b. If yes, what prompted the change – how did you find out? (list multiple sources if
applicable)
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………..…….…..
E. GCLMS
21. Have you ever been interviewed by a surveyor this year asking you
(yes / no)
questions, like I am interviewing you now?
a. If yes, what kind of questions did he / she ask you?
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...…
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..
b. If yes, what do you think about being asked such questions?
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...…
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..
F. School attendance
Looking at the school attendance data for this child documented in the school register, record the
dates of the days s/he was absent from school during the past term (the last 3 months).
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Appendix E: Semi-structured key informant questionnaire (baseline)

Tulane University
Interview Information
1. Name of Interviewer:
2. Date of Interview:
3. Time of Interview Start:
4. Time of Interview End:
Respondent Information
5. Name of Respondent:
7. Sex of Respondent:
8. Town:

Adult Consent Form:
Purpose: The purpose of this study is to learn more about the knowledge, attitude and practices
of families in the cocoa-growing regions of Ghana. More than 100 individuals will be
interviewed for this study, in January and then again August of 2012. We expect this interview
to take about 20 minutes.
Voluntary Participation: Participation in the research is voluntary. You may choose to
participate or you may not. If you don’t choose to participate, there would be no negative
repercussions for you, your family or your community.
Confidentiality: The interviews will be kept confidential. Your name and identity will be shared
with absolutely no one. The information you provide will be analyzed and presented in a
generic fashion. No individual in this study will be identified when the results are published.
Cost/Payment: You will not be paid for participating in this research.
Study outcome: The findings of this study will be made public at the end of 2012.
Questions: If you have questions about this research, you may ask the interviewer, or you may
call Atukwei Sam Quaye, GCLMS Coordinator of NPECLC at 0244582252.
I have read / been read this consent form and volunteer to participate in this research.

Respondent

Date

Sign
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For all:
1. What are your positions in this community in terms of job,
committees, and other functions?
2. What is your level of education? (completed level)
3. How many years have you lived in this community?
4. What types of sensitization exercises concerning child labor have taken place in your community
within the past few years?
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
5. Has your community devised and implemented a Community
Action Plan (CAP)?
a. If yes, may I see/have a copy of the CAP?

(yes / no)

b. If yes: In your estimation, how far along is your community in implementing the CAP?
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
6. Has your community instituted a Community Child Protection
(yes / no)
Committee (CCPC)?
a. If so, could you please describe its functions?
7. Have you heard of the impending Ghana Child Labor Monitoring
System (GCLMS) to be implemented in your community?
a. If so, what is your perception of this initiative?

(yes / no)

8. Has there already been a general communication with community
members about the GCLMS activities in your community?
a. If so, what was said?

(yes / no)

For the CDC:
9. How were you selected to serve as a Community Data Collector?
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….....
10. What things did you learn during your CDC training?
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………....
11. How do you perceive your role and responsibilities with regard to the GCLMS?
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………....
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Appendix F: Semi-structured key informant questionnaire (follow-up)

Tulane University
Interview Information
1. Name of Interviewer:
2. Date of Interview:
3. Time of Interview Start:
4. Time of Interview End:
Respondent Information
5. Name of Respondent:
7. Sex of Respondent:
8. Town:

Adult Consent Form:
Purpose: The purpose of this study is to learn more about the knowledge, attitude and practices
of families in the cocoa-growing regions of Ghana. More than 100 individuals will be
interviewed for this study, in January and then again August of 2012. We expect this interview
to take about 20 minutes.
Voluntary Participation: Participation in the research is voluntary. You may choose to
participate or you may not. If you don’t choose to participate, there would be no negative
repercussions for you, your family or your community.
Confidentiality: The interviews will be kept confidential. Your name and identity will be shared
with absolutely no one. The information you provide will be analyzed and presented in a
generic fashion. No individual in this study will be identified when the results are published.
Cost/Payment: You will not be paid for participating in this research.
Study outcome: The findings of this study will be made public at the end of 2012.
Questions: If you have questions about this research, you may ask the interviewer, or you may
call Atukwei Sam Quaye, GCLMS Coordinator of NPECLC at 0244582252.
I have read / been read this consent form and volunteer to participate in this research.

Respondent

Date

Sign
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For all:
1. What is your general perception of the GCLMS, the positive and negative points?
a. Positive:
b. Negative:
2. Was there a community meeting to launch the GCLMS?

(yes / no)

a. If so, what was said?
3. Do you think the GCLMS is having an effect on knowledge of child
labor in the community?
a. If yes, how so?

(yes / no)

4. Do you think the GCLMS is having an effect on attitude on child
labor in the community?
a. If yes, how so?

(yes / no)

5. Do you think the GCLMS is having an effect on child labor
practices in the community?

(yes / no)

a. If yes, how so?

6. Do you think the GCLMS is having an effect on child school
attendance in the community?

(yes / no)

a. If yes, please describe what is happening.

b. If yes, how so?

7. Do you see any specific issues with regard to the GCLMS that would need to be addressed?

8. How many CDCs are actively collecting data for the GCLMS in
your community?
9. Is the Community Child Protection Committee (CCPC) contributing
to the GCLMS effort?
10. If so, how?

(yes / no)

11. To what extent is community and district ownership of the GCLMS fostered?
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12. Has the community intervened in specific cases of at-risk children
(yes / no)
or WFCL?
a. If yes, how so?
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...…..……
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….
b. If yes, in how many cases?
/__/__/
13. Has the district intervened in specific cases?

(yes / no)

a. If yes, how so?
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...…..……
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….
b. If yes, in how many cases?
/__/__/
For the CDC:
14. What are your roles and responsibilities with regard to the GCLMS?
15. How would you gauge the accuracy of the data reported by the
community members?
16. Do you think some respondents did not accurately answer some
of the questions?
a. If yes, how come?

(yes / no)

b. If so, what percentage of respondents did this?
c. If so, what questions do you think lend themselves to inaccurate answers?
d. What do you do in such cases?
17. Are there any reasons that you know of that would lead a respondent to under- or over-report a
particular phenomenon?
18. Do respondents ask you about possible benefits for participation
in the data collection?
a. If so, how many of them in total?

(yes / no)

b. If so, how many of them (percentage)?
c. If so, which specific benefits did they inquire about?
d. If so, how do you answer?
19. Did respondents ask you about negative repercussions for
answers provided?
a. If so, how many of them in total?
b. If so, how many of them (percentage)?

(yes / no)
/__/__/
/__/__/

c. If so, which specific benefits did they inquire about?
………………………………………………………………………………………..…………………………...………
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…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….
d. If so, how do you answer?
………………………………………………………………………………………….………………………...………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….
20. What percentage of respondents asked questions why the
GCLMS data collection was being conducted?
21. What percentage of adult respondents was well informed about
GCLMS?
22. In your estimation, is there a change in behavior on the part of
community members due to the fact that they are being
"monitored?"

(yes / no)

a. If so, why do you think that is?
23. How did you handle the situation when you found cases of child labor?
24. Is the compensation sufficient motivation to carry out the CDC
work?
25. Are there other advantages you derive from being a CDC?

(yes / no)
(yes / no)

a. If yes, what are they?
26. What is your opinion of child work and child labor in the cocoa sector?
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