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PREFACE

This report is the outcome of a Country Programmaliation of IPECs activities in Brazil,
between 1992 - 2000. The evaluation was conduattgden December 2000 and April 2001
by an independent team of consultants: Gary Bafkeam Leaderlnstituto PROMUNDQ,
Irene Rizzini CESPI/Universidade Santa Urs)la Suyanna Linhales Barker
(NESA/Universidade do Estado do Rio de Janeand Marcio SegundoJ§éhn Snow do
Brasil).

Country Programme Evaluations cover all the aadisitcarried out by IPEC in a specific
country, and include action programmes, mini-progrees, larger projects and other
initiatives taken to mainstream child labour intatianal policy, capacity building and
awareness raising. This exercise focuses on thentGouwProgramme as an integrated
programme rather than on its individual componetitss, therefore, an evaluation of the
effect of the whole range of activities, their cdempentarities, links and synergies.

This exercise is part of IPECs continuing effortitqprove work undertaken, particularly at
the strategic level. It is also aiming to strengtliee overall evaluation capacity within IPEC
by demonstrating results and increasing knowledgmitathe most successful interventions
against child labour.

The evaluation was made possible through fundingnfthe Department for International
Development (DFID), United Kingdom.
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List of Abbreviations Used

Abring — Brazilian Association of Toy Manufacturers (Associagao Brasileira dos Fabricantes de Brinquedos)
AFL/CIO — American Federation of Labor (U.S. union umbrella group)

ANDI —The News Agency for Children’s Rights (Agéncia de Noticias dos Direitos da Infancia), an NGO based in
Brasilia

CIEE - Center for Workplace-School Integration (Centro de Integragcdo Empresa Escola), a trade organization
that monitors and administers apprenticeship and internship programmes

CNA — National Confederation of Agriculture (Confederacao Nacional da Agricultura), a national umbrella group
of agricultural-related employers’

CNBB - National Confederation of Brazilian Bishops (Confederacdo Nacional dos Bispos do Brasil), the national
organization of Catholic bishops

CNI — National Confederation of Industry (Confederac¢@o Nacional da Industria), a national umbrella group of
employers in the industrial sector

CNTE - The National Confederation of Educational Workers (Confederacdo Nacional dos Trabalhadores da
Educacao), the national teachers’ union in Brazil

CONANDA — National Council for the Rights of Children and Adolescents (Conselho Nacional dos Direitos da
Crianca e do Adolescente), the national, elected body that monitors children’s rights in Brazil

CONTAG - National Confederation of Agricultural Workers (Confederagédo Nacional dos Trabalhadores na
Agricultura), a union umbrella group

DRT — Regional Labour Delegates (Delegacia Regional do Trabalho), regional offices of the Ministry of Work and
Employment

ECA — The Statute on the Child and Adolescent (Estatuto da Crian¢a e do Adolescente), national legislation on
children’s rights that is part of the Brazilian constitution

Embratur — The Brazilian Tourism Company (Empresa Brasileira de Turismo), the national federation of travel
agencies and tourism-related businesses

FUNABEM - National Foundation for the Welfare of Minors (Fundacdo Nacional do Bem-Estar do Menor),
former national organization responsible for child welfare

GECTIPA — Special Group to Combat Children Labour and Protect Adolescent Workers (Grupo Especial de
Combate ao Trabalho Infantil e Protecdo de Adolescentes Trabalhadores), part of the MTE

IBAM —Brazilian Institute of Municipal Administration (Instituto Brasileiro de Administracdo Municipal), a national
association to promote collaboration and training between city governments in Brazil

IBGE — Brazilian Institute of Statistics and Geography (Instituto Brasileiro de Geografia e Estatistica), the
national governmental statistics and census institute

IDH — 14/ HDI — 14 — Human Development Index — 14. Refers to the Project Alvorada, a national government
effort to integrate basic services in the 14 Brazilian States with the lowest Human Development Index rankings.
ILO — International Labour Organization

IPEC — International Programme on the Elimination of Child Labour

MEC — Ministry of Education (Ministério de Educacéo)

MPAS — Ministry of Social Security and Social Assistance (Ministério da Previdéncia e Assisténcia Social )
MPT — Labour Prosecutions Office (Ministério PUblico do Trabalho)

MTE — Ministry of Work and Employment (Ministério do Trabalho e do Emprego)

PAIs — Integrated Action Programmes (Programa de Acdes Integradas), refers to multi-sector and integrated
initiatives to remove children from hazardous work, place them in school, and offer support of some kind to their
families (an initiative first implemented in the charcoal-producing areas of Mato Grosso do Sul and subsequently
adopted as a national strategy for child labour eradication in Brazil)

PETI — Programme for the Eradication of Child Labour (Programa de Erradica¢do do Trabalho Infantil), part of
SEAS, the national governmental body responsible for monitoring and eradicating child labour

PNAD — National Household Survey (Pesquisa National de Amostra de Domicilios)

SEAS — National Secretariat of Social Action (Secretaria de A¢do Social), a division of MPAS

SENAC - National Commerce Training Organization (Servico Nacional de Aprendizagem do Comércio), part of
Brazil's national vocational training programme
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Brazil's national vocational training programme

SESI — Social Service Association for Industry (Servi¢co Social da Industria), a trade association that is also part
of Brazil's national vocational training programme

SIMPOC - Statistical Information and Monitoring Programme on Child Labour



|. Executive Summary

This document presents an evaluation of ILO-IPE(viéies in Brazil during the period 1992-
2000, specifically seeking to assess to the expmssible the relevance, effectiveness,
efficiency, impact and sustainability of IPEC canitions to efforts to eliminate child labour.
Recognizing the plurality of organizations workimgchild labour eradication in Brazil, this
evaluation focused on understanding ILO’s role ras entity within many acting in the area of
child labour eradication.

Research methods included: (1) interviews with kdgrmants, using both open-ended and
closed guestions and (2) analysis of relevant IIdB€iments. Because of the IPEC goals of
social mobilization, awareness-raising and the steeaming of child labour eradication into
public policies in Brazil, this evaluation reliesrémost on the opinions of 38 key informants
in assessing the effectiveness and impact of IP&®@res at the policy level. These key
informants were strategically chosen to includeresentatives of national, state and local
governments; NGOs; trade unions; researchers; It&¥; semployers; and international
organizations. This evaluation was limited in sE@s time and resources did not permit
carrying out other impact evaluation methods, sash sample surveys with program
beneficiaries or target audiences.

The major findings of the evaluation as presenettiis document are:

1. The general consensus from the 38 key informanisterviewed for this evaluation is
that while there are still significant challengesthere has been a major shift in attitudes
about child labour in Brazil. It is clear that there has been a significdwainge in attitudes
-- on the part of families of working children, matal and local policymakers, unions and
employers -- toward child labour. In less than ydars, Brazil has moved from fairly
widespread acceptance of child labour to nearlyarsal condemnation of it. The common
discourse 10 years ago, according to key informants one that work “dignifies” and
educates low income children. Until the early 199€ome governmental programmes for
children in Brazil advocated work as a way to etieidaw income children with the general
belief that working was better than being on theets or idle. National and local efforts to
eradicate child labour represent one of the moptessive social mobilization efforts in the
last 10 years in Brazil, exceeding the expectataimaany key informants.

2. There was a clear consensus from key informanthat a significant portion of the
credit for this shift in attitudes is due to ILO-IPEC actions. Even those interviewees, who
were sceptical of the extent of the success inieatidg child labour in Brazil, rated ILO-
IPEC favourably, as discussed in detail in Partsaid VI of this report. When asked to
assess the actions of various organizations angpgrom eradicating child labour in Brazil,
ILO and UNICEF received the highest ratings, witbrenthan 60% of respondents rating ILO
and UNICEF actions as excellent or very good. Eygis’ associations and municipal
councils for children’s rights received the loweastes for their work in child labour
eradication. Governmental efforts received re@yiiow ratings compared to other actors,
with 23% of respondents saying that the governmeadtions in child labour eradication were
excellent or very good.

3. National level data confirm that the absolute nmber and percentage of children
working are slowly decreasing in Brazil. PNAD data showed that in 1998 7.7 million



children ages 5-17 worked, down from 9.7 million1i892, representing a 20% reductfon.
The total percentage of children ages’ 5-17 workilegreased from 22% to 17% in this
period. Notably the major decline in child labonrBrazil was within the 10-14 age range
and between 1995-1999, when IPEC efforts and govental actions were at their peak.
Some of this decrease in child labour is no doulgt @ governmental actions in the last 10
years, notably efforts to increase school enrolnagrt national income support programs to
low income families. Other extraneous social tegrglich as changes in the structure of the
Brazilian economy may also be responsible for phttis decrease in child labour.

4. Federal, state and municipal level governmentsalve mainstreamed many major ILO-
IPEC principles and ILO conventions related to chitl labour eradication. The federal
government initiated relatively low-cost intervams that have the potential to reach large
numbers of children and families, as in the caseame support programmes to low income
families who guarantee their children’s school radence. One of these programmes,
administered by the Ministry of Education (MEC)pi®jected to reach 11 million children by
the end of 2001. Similarly, a national federaldiebody was created to monitor and
administer child labour eradication efforts (PETI).

Other important IPEC principles that have been steéamed into public policy in Brazil
include inspection of labour sites, changes inomati legislation regarding the minimum age
for working and the implementation of integratedgrams that promote school enrolment,
income support and local oversight. Indeed, atedtan various IPEC documents and
confirmed by key informants, in the last nine ye#ine Federal Government and state
governments have developed and strengthened vandisives, created specific branches
within the government, and allocated funding (atstefor the near future) for child labour
eradication. And finally, IPEC actions were key Brazil’ ratification of both major
conventions on child labour eradication — Conventi88 on Minimum Age and Convention
182 on the Worst Forms of Child Labour.

5. While IPEC supported 70 Action Programmes in thdast nine years -- nearly 40% of
which were direct actions affecting children and fanilies -- the political impact of ILO-
IPEC funding was more important than the direct berefit to families and children.
Indeed, the scale of ILO-IPEC funding was limiteshsidering the size of Brazil, and in
comparison to other sources of funding, includiogegnmental sources. Total IPEC funding
in 1992-98 was US$4.7 million. Combined with US$E®0 in 1999-2000, this came to
US$5.3 million over 9 years As a comparison, funding from UNICEF in activitiesd
projects related to child labour eradication in Brérom 1996-2001 was more than US$14
million. If street children’s projects (which inme informal, urban work) are included,
UNICEF funded an additional US$15 million from 192Q01. At the federal government
level, the national child labour eradication pragnae (PETI) is expected to be reaching
886,000 children in 2001, with total funding prdpst of R$297 million (about US$118
million).

! Brazilian law allows adolescents to work as of &6€if not working in hazardous conditions or ggations),
so a portion of these working children are in faldier adolescents, recognized as part of the wog&fo



6. When asked to assess which of ILO-IPEC’s actionthey believed were the most
important, 87% of key informants interviewed cited ILO-IPEC’s role as a reference
point on child labour eradication. In second place (82%) were ILO-IPEC efforts tonpote
international conventions on child labour. Keyommhants rated direct ILO-IPEC financial
support to partner organizations and direct finansupport via Action Programmes as the
least important of ILO-IPEC’s contributions.

7. In spite of these positive outcomes and the regation that IPEC contributed in
significant ways to awareness raising and policy emges related to child labour
eradication in Brazil in the last nine years, the werwhelming consensus from key
informants was that IPEC should neither pull out of Brazil nor end its activities, but
rather should alter its role in important and strategic ways. Although ILO staff in Brazil
now affirm that IPEC actions will continue in Briznany key informants had been informed
or had heard the initial decision to gradually ghast IPEC activities in Brazil. Other key
informants interpreted the joint ILO-UNICEF decisito gradually withdraw funding from
the National Forum for Child Labour Eradicationaa®ther sign that ILO was planning to end
IPEC actions in the country.

8. Some national and state policy-level initiativeso eradicate child labour in Brazil
remain fragile. Several key informants cited examples of policyiatives favourable to
child labour eradication and prevention that haénb@bandoned or watered down with
changes in administrations, or due to political sptge. The Bolsa Crianca-Cidada
programme (see Box 1, Part lll.), one of the nationcome support programs for families of
working children, for example, was altered to rezlube number of years a child can
participate, while increasing the number of childgarticipating. Several key informants
suggested that this move was political in naturetgasing the number of children involved,
thus providing greater political dividends, whileeakening its effectiveness. Some key
informants also noted that the Federal Governmettiigd labour programme (PETI) no
longer addressed prevention (and even took the Waravention” out of its name) and has
moved increasingly toward remedial rather than {tevg, structural solutions.

9. Key informants recommended that for the near-tem future, ILO-IPEC should focus
on:

* Providing technical and financial assistance fa& mhonitoring of state and national
level policies and initiatives related to child ¢ais prevention and eradication;

e Continuing to support (with both financial and teidal assistance) the National
Forum to Eradicate Child Labour and state forartmlieate child labour, which they
contend are still fragile and in need of ILO (andIOEF) support;

e Calling attention to areas of child labour that &egely unaddressed and under-
researched, including domestic work and other faimiised work, sexual exploitation
and drug trafficking, and child labour in remoteas of the country, particularly the
north;

* Working with federal and state governments to idg@ind implement family income
generation and job creation programmes, partiguiantural areas;

* Working with federal and state governments to primeocational training and
school completion for adolescents and develop amshitor national policy on
vocational training and job insertion for adolegseand



e Continuing to work with the public education sedmmpromote quality education in
the classroom and insure the sustainability of adex and relevant after-school
activities for low income children and adolescents.



Il. Introduction and Overview

A. Overview

This study was carried out to evaluate to the éxpessible ILO-IPEC’s role and impact in
Brazil from the perceptions of its major stakehoddavith a view to assessing priorities for
future and ongoing activities. Because ILO-Brdab produced numerous documents on its
activities on child labour eradication, this docurmn@rovides highlights of some of these
activities, while focusing on assessing and anadyshe impact of these activities from the
viewpoint of the key informants.

It is important to mention at the start of this ggpthat many interviewees interpreted this
evaluation as being part of an assessment as tthe&rhHB?EC would continue to work in
Brazil or phase out its activities. Many key infants were aware that ILO-Brazil had
informed the National IPEC Steering Committee tHEC activities in Brazil would be
phased out. Other key informants interpreted #gstbn of ILO and UNICEF to gradually
end their funding to the National Forum for the dication of Child Labour as another sign
that IPEC was planning to end activities in Brazfloth organizations had affirmed from the
start that financial support to the National Forwauld eventually be phased out. The
subsequent decision to continue IPEC activitieBrawil, along with changes in IPEC staffing
at the ILO-Brazil office, created confusion abduw future of IPEC in Brazil. This confusion
leads us to recommend that ILO-IPEC-Brazil focusaggr attention to public dissemination
of its plans and objectives, something the new HEE&zil coordinator has already begun.

B. Scope of Work

The purpose of this evaluation was to: “Assesg¢la/ance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact
and sustainability of IPEC efforts in Brazil to malnate child labour.” Recognizing the
plurality of actors in Brazil during the time pedictudied -- 1992-2000 -- the focus of this
evaluation is on understanding ILO’s role as ort#&yewithin many acting in the area of child
labour. The study thus focused on the notioriv@lue-added’ in seeking to understand how
ILO-IPEC:

« Contributed to processes already in place in Btazgliminate child labour;

e Initiated processes that were later incorporatedother actors involved in child
labour eradication; and

e Stimulated or participated in strategic allianceseliminate child labour in the
country.

Furthermore, given ILO-IPEC’'s focus on awarenessing, social mobilization and
promoting changes in national and local policy ira8l, the most appropriate evaluation
methodology was a qualitative and quantitative ingwith key informants, specifically
stakeholders and experts who directly and indiydatew of IPEC’s activities during the time
period and were key actors in the field of childdar eradication in Brazil. A list of these
key informants is included in Appendix 2.

%For a thorough analysis of IPEC’s activities in Bkgfor example, see “The IPEC Programme in BrakiBrief
Analysis of Context, Trends and Opportunities,” @HBternal Working Paper, ILO, 2000.



Thus, the central evaluation method was qualitaititerviews with 38 key informants, or
stakeholders, working on child labour eradicationBrazil, including government officials
(labour, education and children’s rights sectorthatstate and national level), employers’ and
workers’ associations and other NGOs, researchegsgsentatives of other UN agencies, and
ILO staff in Brazil. Some of these key informants/a national-level experience, while others
work at the state and local levels. Similarly, somave worked in child labour eradication for
nearly 10 years, while others have only workedr@nissue for the last few years. Some have
direct contact with communities and families, whdéhers mainly work in state-level or
national-level offices. The instrument for thesalgative interviews is included as Appendix
2.

These 38 individuals were selected from a list oferthan 60 individuals and organizations
working in child labour eradication in Brazil, mgstovided by ILO with others selected or
identified based on our personal and organizatienatacts in the child and youth field in
Brazil. The criteria used for selecting these kdgrmants were: (1) that they were experts in
child labour in their region or nationally, (2) ththey were currently or had previously been
part of organizations (governmental or non-govemmal¢ working directly in child labour
eradication, and (3) they had knowledge — diremtlindirectly — of IPEC activities in Brazil.

These interviews were supplemented with other nusth&pecifically, for each theme
included in this evaluation, the research team tisedollowing methods:

Topic Method

a) Strategic planning of the country programme Doent review; qualitative interviews with ILO
staff

b) Design + implementation of projects and action| Document review; qualitative interviews with ILO

programmes staff

c) Achievements Key informant interviews

d) Coordination + the role of IPEC Key informanteirviews

e) Impact Key informant interviews

f) Sustainability Site visits; key informant intégws

g) Factors affecting the country programme Datdyaisa

h) Institutional Issues Data analysis

This evaluation had two guiding principles:

* Informed consent and confidentiality Interviews with key informant were tape-
recorded with their consent. Interviewees areaentified by name in this report and
all interview transcripts, as agreed with the wigwvees, will remain with Instituto
PROMUNDO, unless the key informant informs us othse in writing. Quotes
from key informants are widely used but were editegrotect the relative anonymity
of the sources.

* Triangulation or multi-methods: Information and opinions reported by individual
key informants were cross-checked and compared wilkier sources whenever
possible.

In addition to these interviews, the evaluatiomtezarried out site visits to four areas where
IPEC directly supported efforts in the eliminatwinchild labour:



* Shoe manufacturing in the states of Sdo Paulo am&FRande do Sul;
» Sisal harvesting in the state of Bahia; and
* Charcoal production in the state of Mato Gross&db

In all four sites, members of the research teasrwgwed key informants and, when possible,
visited project sites. The short time-frame fog #valuation and the scope of the evaluation
did not allow us to carry out extensive interviemith project beneficiaries.

The research instrument, attached as Appendix 8,deaigned to be flexible, serving as a
general topic guide for key informants working avvgrnmental agencies at the national level
as well as programme staff at the local level. #®mes included in the questionnaire come
from the Terms of Reference, along with suggestioos ILO staff. The instrument was
field tested during the first site visit to theaisegion in Bahia (January 10-12, 2001). The
field-testing allowed us to reorder and reworddhestions as necessary. All interviews were
tape-recorded (with one exception of a key informahno refused to be tape-recorded) with
notes taken by hand for back up.

In addition to the open-ended questions, which ftmm bulk of this interview protocol, we
included several close-ended questions to askrifeymants to assess the actions of various
actors in child labour eradication. The tabulatesults of these close-ended questions are
presented in Parts IV and VI of this document, imnélppendix 3.

Transcripts of the key informant interviews yieldggproximately 400 pages of notes, which

were read and coded by major themes, with cergralancies, trends and ranges of opinion
identified. Illustrative quotes from these int&ws are used throughout this report and were
coded for identification and cross-checking bydbasultants.

C. Methods: Scope and Limitations

This was not an impact or social impact evaluastuidy in terms of assessing the direct
impact of ILO-IPEC actions on the number or sitoiatof children working in Brazil. In
addition, because of the lack of systematic or gtadive baseline data on attitudes toward
child labour by key stakeholders or target audienti@s study is primarily an analysis of the
perceptions of key stakeholders in terms of theaichpf ILO-IPEC activities in raising
awareness about and contributing to the formuladioth implementation of sustainable policy
and programme interventions toward eradicatingegtenting child labour. While we used
other methodologies, we gave strong voice to thmiaps of these stakeholders. As
previously stated, many of these stakeholders agresentatives of IPEC partner
organizations, or coordinated IPEC-funded actisitieOthers had less direct knowledge of
IPEC activities but were experts or key actorshitdclabour eradication in Brazil, or in their
particular region.

Another limitation of this study was the lack omatisation of IPEC documents on Action
Programmes in Brazils. For some of these documestsrd-keeping was uneven, changed
over time, or rather than being documented, is helthe collective memory of ILO-Brazil
staff, past and current. In other cases, themgasmation that we did not have access to, for
example high-level strategy discussions between Il representative in Brazil and
ministers of labour or social assistance. In a tases, some individuals who we or ILO



identified as key informants did not want to beemtewed or did not have time to meet with
us. Furthermore, by reporting quotes anonymotssiyne of their authority or force is lost;
nonetheless, this relative anonymity was necedeaggsure frankness.

Finally, it is important to mention the inherenffidulty of evaluating an initiative whose
central goal was social mobilization and politicapact. Both ILO staff and document and
key informants frequently affirmed cause and eféea the impact of IPEC actions but few of
these allegations are based on systematic anabisiest quantitative or qualitative. A more
complete impact assessment of IPEC activities eziBmould require, among other things,
baseline data on attitudes toward child labourrpraILO-IPEC actions at various levels
(among local, state and national policymakers; agrfamilies in key sectors; among union
leaders, etc.). Even so, the credibility of thg k&ormants and their direct knowledge of
child labour eradication in Brazil is a powerful tined for assessing future directions and
priorities.

D. Organization of this Report
This report is presented in the following order:

(1) A brief overview of IPEC objectives and actiam8razil during the time period, using a
summarized time-line of IPEC and child labour ecadiion efforts from 1992-2000This
section sought to distil the numerous ILO-IPEC @adi along with other major actions in
child labour eradication in child labour in a caeiformat. A detailed time-line of IPEC
activities in Brazil is attached as Appendix 4.

(2) An overview of other important actors working child labour eradication in Brazil,
including assessments of each of these actors dkelg informants This section briefly
describes the various actors, clients or stakem®ldechild labour eradication in Brazil, and
analyses their relative contributions to the issue.

(3) A brief overview of the direct Action Progransmiended by ILO-IPEC, based on an
analysis of documentsThis section describes the direct funding of IIREEC by category and
type of intervention.

(4) An assessment and analysis on the impact oflRET actions in Brazil, relying mostly
on key informant assessment3his section addresses the central researchvaluation
guestion: How did ILO-IPEC contribute to child lalyeradication in Brazil in 1992-20007?
(5) Reflections about the sustainability of ILO-IPEctivities This section provides an
analysis of the degree to which ILO-IPEC activits®l principles have been incorporated by
various actors at the local, state and nationalsev

(6) Recommendations for future action This section presents a series of final
recommendations.

(7) Lessons learned from the ILO-IPEC’s experieimcBrazil. This final section presents a
series of lessons learned from ILO-IPEC experiencBrazil that may be relevant to other
countries.



[ll. Brief History of IPEC in Brazil

IPEC activities took place simultaneously with acahtributed to other major activities
related to child labour eradication in Brazil andridg a time of various transformations
between Government and civil society. The scopk©fIPEC activities was also extensive
both geographically, in terms of sectors of chdddur and in terms of kinds of interventions.
Among other things, IPEC funding included nearlyA&ion Programmes and Mini-Action
Programmes (smaller size grants to organizationev¥ents, seminars, travel, etc.), which
provided funding to organizations to carry outhert (1) direct action with children and
families to reduce child labour; or (2) various iabamobilization or awareness raising
activities related to child labour eradication, luting research, materials development,
training, seminars and other events. In additmrdirect project funding, ILO staff also
provided technical assistance to local, state atidmal actors — assistance that was probably
even more important than the financial value oécligrants.

Because of the scope of these actions, and theemohlactors involved, and multiple efforts
by other organizations taking place at same timefound it useful to develop an annotated
time-line highlighting both IPEC activities in theountry, as well as other major events
related to the eradication of child labour durihg same time period. Some of the events and
related government pronouncements also highlighgtps or inconsistencies -- as well as the
consistencies -- between government pronouncenaedtgovernment action. (For reasons of
brevity, we will not provide extensive details aball of these activities; much of this
background information is found in other ILO docuntge) The time-line presented here is an
annotated version of a more extensive time-line¢ha be found in Appendix 4.

Table 1
ILO-IPEC BRAZIL — TIME LINE 1988-2000

Year | National and International Events Events Related to IPEC IPEC Objectives
Related to Child Policy in Brazil

1988 | New constitution developed after end of
military rule

1989 | U.N. Convention on the Rights of the
Child signed

1990 | Statute on the Child and Adolescent
(ECA) approved into Brazilian law

1991 | First municipal and state councils on
children’s rights are established as
stipulated in ECA

1992 ILO launches IPEC. Brazil is one of the- Raise awareness on child labour by
first 6 countries included. The Nationaltraining officials from government,
Steering Committee is formed to unions, employers and NGOs
coordinate IPEC activities. -- Test methodologies of action

1993 First agreements are established with the

National Confederation of Agricultural
Workers (CONTAG) to raise awarenesgs
among rural labour unions. IPEC is
widely disseminated in Brazil.

1994 The National Forum for the Preventior -- Mainstreaming of child labour into
and Eradication of Child Labour is plans of programmes of ILO
formed with support from ILO and constituency

UNICEF Child labour is included in
several national campaigns and plans |of
action.




Year | National and International Events Events Related to IPEC IPEC Objectives
Related to Child Policy in Brazil
1995 | The Federal Government launches thelntegrated Action Programmes (PAIS)
“Child Citizen Programme” coordinateg¢lare implemented in several areas of high-
by PETI (part of the Ministry of Social | risk child labour in the country. The
Security and Social Assistance) “Goat-to-School” family income
generation initiative is launched in the
sisal region of Bahia. The governmen
of the Federal District of Brasilia
introduces the Bolsa Escola programme.

1996 | International events (Stockholm) and | IPEC supports the formation of a -- Building a broad alliance among
national events (Brasilia) discuss the | National Network to Combat the Sexuahational partners
issue of sexual exploitation of children| Exploitation of Children. Terms of -- Development of a methodology to

agreement are established between themplement large time-bound
government various partner programmes (PAl)
organizations along with IPEC. The

Abring Foundation creates the “Child-

Friendly Businesses” label.

1997 | The Federal Government creates the [/BAIMBRATUR launches a campaign
Children in School” programme. ILO, | against sexual tourism. State
UNICEF and the Norwegian governmergovernment of Rio de Janeiro
organize World Conference on Child | implements integrated action
Labour in Oslo programmes (PAIs) in 8 cities.

Labour Ministry creates special
commissions to inspect child labour via
Regional Labour Delegations. State-
level programmes for eradicating child
labour are formed in several states.

1998 | National Household Survey confirms | The Jornada Ampliada (extended schoet Preparation of a “National Policy to
reduction in the number of children session initiative, part of PETI) Prevent and Eradicate Child Labour”
working. A constitutional amendment jgprogramme is created nationally building Strengthening of national capacity t
proposed changing minimum working | on initial experiences in Mato Grosso gdanplement PAIs to eliminate worst
age from 14 to 16. International Sul. forms of child labour
Congress on Child Labour held in PAIs are declared successful in charcoal
Amsterdam. and sisal regions based on dramatic

reduction in child labour in both regions.

1999 | Brazil submits ILO Conventions 138 gridembers of the National Forum develop
182 to National Congress. Federal a National Plan for Combating Child
Government announces major allocatiphabour. SIMPOC (Statistical
of resources to PETI. SEAS announceiformation and Monitoring Programme
reformulation of PETI program, on Child Labour) is approved. The
reducing the period that any given childissues of domestic labour and children
can participate in the “Child Citizen working in drug trafficking are included
Programme” scholarship, and limiting | in IPEC and the National Férum.
the programme only to working children

2000 | The Federal Government announces tt8tate fora for child labour eradication are Evaluation if IPEC activities 1992-
Alvorada Plan (HDI-14) that aims to | functioning in 28 of 29 states. ILO and 2000 begins
integrate government services at the | UNICEF announce their intention to | -- Consolidation of accomplishments
municipal level; child labour will be gradually withdraw funding from the | and revising plan of action for next
included in the programme. National Forum. With IPEC’s support, | phase

Pernambuco starts project to train
monitors (Jornada Ampliada program)

2001 | Federal Government announces that the

Bolsa Escola programme (MEC) will
reach 11 million children whose family
income is less than R$90.

The constitutional amendment to raise
the minimum working age to 16 based
on ILO Convention 138 is ratified.

This time-line suggests the tremendous activitclhid labour eradication that ILO-IPEC
contributed to or was involved in, and further usderes the rationale for an evaluation
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based on a value-added approach. In evaluatinglEXL actions and providing input for
future actions, we will draw on this brief histagd time-line.
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V. Major Actors Involved in Child Labour Eradicat  ion in Brazil

As previously mentioned, the central goal of IPECBrazil was the mainstreaming of key
IPEC principles into national-level and state-lepelicy and programme initiatives. Indeed
in large part, IPEC activities in the last 10 yeiar8razil served as a catalyst among existing
actors — governmental and non-governmental. Asdhighlighted briefly in Section I,
numerous other major actors were involved in chdlibur eradication in Brazil. For these
reasons, before presenting IPEC objectives anduatiat) IPEC actions, it is important to
present an overview of those organizations workinghild labour in Brazil — including those
from the government, employers, unions and othe®OB% In this section, we present a brief
overview of these organizations.

As part of this evaluation, we asked key informantsate the performance of each of these
various actors in child labour eradication. Graphiprovides a relative comparison of these
ratings, comparing the percentage of respondents agBessed each actor as “excellent” or
“very good” in terms of their efforts in child labo eradication. For each major actor
described here, we also provide a detailed assessshéhese rankings, with percentages of
respondents ranking the actors from “poor” to “dbece.” Specifically, as part of research
instrument, we asked key informants to rate themastof each of these major actors in their
efforts over the last nine years in child labowadécation.

Graphic 1
Overall Assessment of Actors Involved in Child Labar Eradication in Brazil

Percentage of respondenl!

Assessing Actors as

i“ xcellent or Very Good”

90%

ILO - 64%

UNF - UNICEF —-63%

LPO - Labour Prosecutions Office — 43%

Nfor -National Forum for the Eradication of Child L abour — 43%
LGNO - Local NGOs — 37%

Sfor - State Forum for the Eradication of Child Labour — 32%
Gov - Federal Government 23%

NNGOs - National NGOs — 22%
Uni - Unions 9%
Emp - Employers — 4%
l MCRC - Municipal Children’s Rights Council — 0%
| I I e

® Employers’ and workers’ organizations are also NG@wever for the purposes of analysis, we use GO
“other NGOs” to refer to Civil Society organizat®that are not strictly speaking employers’ orkeos’
associations, but rather have a specific missiatestent related to children, adolescents and fesnili
community development.

60%

39%
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64% 63% 43% 43% 37% 32% 23%  22% 9% 4% 0%
ILO UNF LPO Nfor LNGOs Sfor Govn NNGOs Uni Emp MCRC

From this initial comparison of rankings, we care gkat ILO and UNICEF received the
highest ratings, while unions, employers’ assoareti and Municipal Children’s Rights
Councils received the lowest ratings. Interestinginions were largely rated as “good”
(nearly 49%) but few respondents related their quathnce as very good or excellent.
Employers and the Municipal Children’s Rights Cadlsichad the highest percent of
respondents who rated their performance as “p&@&% and 36% respectively.

A. The Federal Government

As can be seen in Graphics 1 and 2, overall cordptveother actors the Government
(referring generally to the Federal Governmentyeieed relatively low ratings. Numerous
key informants said that the Federal Government indded carried out some important
initiatives, but that much more remained to be done

Specifically, three Federal Government ministrige directly involved in child labour
eradication with significant resources in the 2@0@3 budget for this purpose. The
Ministry of Labour and Employment (MTE) has six general areas of action related to child
labour eradication: (1) inspecting work sites; €ajrying out mapping of areas of the worst
forms of child labour and studies on the impactiloid labour and working conditions on
children; (3) producing publications on child labo() promoting events to the general
public on child labour; (5) carrying out a nationghmpaign on child labour; and (6)
coordinating the tripartite committee on ILO contrens 138 and 182.

MTE staff say that their inspection and periodicomiag of child labour in the country have
been among their most important and strategic iiesv As part of ILO Convention 182 on
the Worst Forms of Child Labour, Brazil was oblgghto create labour inspection units and
carry out mapping of the worst forms of child lahourhe 82 areas first identified in this
mapping are currently the areas where the natiB&dll (see below) works. MTE staff also
say, that with partial ILO support, they have faamdigonsiderable attention on disseminating
research on the health consequences of child labour

To carry out these activities, the MTE created bduat Inspection Service via its Regional
Labour Bureaus (Delegacias Regionais de TrabalhdRT). Each DRT has a “Special
Group to Combat Child Labour and Protect Adolesddiorkers’(GECTIPA), which were
created by a mandatory executive order within tHEEM While it is impressive that these
special groups were established in all statesethes still a number of difficulties. First and
foremost is the limited number of inspectors foe #ize of the regions and the number of
work sites where child labour may be taking pla€®r example, in one shoe-making region
where child labour has been concentrated (FrariaPaulo), one key informant told us that
there are only two labour inspectors, which is emmdugh to adequately inspect the numerous
work sites in the region. Other reported difficedt with the Labour Inspection Service
include the lack of training (IPEC supported tragiof labour inspectors in 1994), the
distances they are required to travel and theiitdighability to intervene against some large
businesses and work sites because of the tremempaditisal clout of these local employers.
Finally, as suggested by MTE officials, the regidnapection teams lack a legal structure and
personnel to be able to inspect child labour inifipimased businesses, which has been a
growing trend.
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The National Secretariat for Social Assistance (SE3, part of the Ministry of Social
Security and Social Action)is the second major actor of at least equal ingpae. Within
SEAS, is the Programme for the Eradication of Chedbour (Programa de Erradicagéo do
Trabalho Infantil or PETI), the national governnmanbody responsible for monitoring and
eradicating child labour. PETdurrently has two main initiatives directly relatéal child
labour: (1) theBolsa-Crianca Cidadgrogramme previously mentioned, which provides a
wage support of R$25 (about US$12.50, and up tddR$4rban areas) to families that take
their children out of work and ensure their atteradain school;, and (2) thdornada
Ampliadg or extended school hours programme that provigefere- and after-school
activities for children involved in thBolsa-Crianca Cidadgprogramme as a way to prevent
children from working during their non-school haurBoth of these initiatives are part the
national PET]I, previously described.

PETI uses the MTE’s mapping and diagnosis of clalwbur to select the 82 areas where it
currently implements thBolsa-Crianca Cidadgrogramme. By the end of 2002, the Federal
Government plans to reach 866,000 children witk gnoject, or all the children estimated to
be working in the worst forms of child labour. Thegramme grew from 3,710 children in
17 municipalities in 1996 to an estimated 362,00doen targeted for 2000, and a target of
866,000 in 2002. The annual budget allocated EFIRncreased from R$931,500 in 1996 to
R$182 million in 2000. For 2001, total funding BETI is projected to be R$297 million
(about US$118 million.

The Bolsa-Crianca Cidadaprogramme, along with another family income support
programme, now calleBolsa Escolaimplemented by the Ministry of Education (see Box
below), has become the cornerstone of Federal Goant action on the issue of child
labour. On one level, it has been extremely imgrdrtboth for the number of children taken
out of work and for the strong message it sendsdal government, communities, families
and employers about the importance of taking clildout of work and enrolling them in
school. At the same time, as ILO staff, many gowental staff and other key informants
confirm, theBolsa-Crianca Cidadas a remedial or compensatory policy toward erdaiga
child labour. As one key informant said:

“.... these families are accustomed to living oesthcompensatory programmes, on these
emergency programmes. Every successive governimgtits something like this .... it
(the Bolsa-Crianca Cidad®rogramme) is the latest attempt to put out thefles We
don’t see any change in the real possibilitiehese families to earn income.”Q23.1

Another interviewee echoes this point, saying taary government has had some “flood
wage support, school wage support, this wage stpgp@at wage support, but nothing that
changes the economic structure of low income fasil{Q22.1) Indeed, nearly all key
informants confirmed that thBolsa-Crianca Cidadgprogramme takes children out of work
in the short run, but has done little or nothingetopower, train or otherwise support families
in long-term income generation or job creation.

* Comparisons of past budget allocations to cuvehtes and then to US$ in Brazil must take intosideration
currently devaluation. The real, which was valaedJS$1 = R$2.6 as of September 2001, has devéioed
about US$1 = R$1.3 in 1997.
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In spite of the remedial nature of tBelsa-Crianca Cidad®rogramme, local NGOs, unions
and other advocacy organizations have been adaatanit maintaining and extending the
programme to all families with working children,dcato low income families in general. And
in recent years, there has been criticism of SEA8abse of changes in the programme
implementation rules. As noted in the time lineSaction Ill, in 1999 PETI changed the
programme guidelines so that children can onlyrrelkd in the programme for two years,
renewable for a maximum of two additional yearshisTchange in eligibility has meant that
PETI could double the number of participating clell for the same cost, but with a major
trade-off and disadvantage for participating claidr A child who enters the programme at
age 7 can only participate until age 11, at whiolm) said many key informants, he or she is
likely to return to work. Furthermore, the cut-@ife for the programme is 15. However,
because of the nature of the educational systdBnanil, the majority of low income children
have not finished even primary school by the agé5of Other key informants have criticized
PETI for only focusing on the worst forms of chiabour, whereas its original goal was to
focus on both prevention and eradication. In &aper 2000, PETI issued a memorandum
saying that it would focus only on the worst are@dschild labour, effectively ending its
prevention efforts. However, some key informaratg that theBolsa-Escolanitiative of the
Ministry of Education (see below) is preventivengture, and thus complements PETI in this
way.

Key informants mentioned other shortcomings of Fa@d8overnment action, notably the lack
of coordination and collaboration between the usid-ederal Governmental ministries
involved in child labour eradication: educationbdar and social assistance. In 2000, the
Federal Government announced fPmjeto Alvorada a massive social development and
poverty alleviation initiative that seeks to intaty governmental investments in those states
and municipalities with the lowest human developmadex (HDI) indicators, and which
includes child labour as one of its central iSSUBEAS is a key player in the plan, and will
have chief responsibility for integrating governmeagctions at the national level. At the
municipal level, cities form a council includingleeant municipal services and civil society
to coordinate actions.  While praising the effagveral key informants suggested that
overcoming this historical lack of coordination Mibt be easy. As one key informant said:

“Our biggest challenge is that we're always sayaigthe National Forum for Child
Labour Eradication or at the Ministry of Labour,airthe Social Security Ministry, that it
makes sense to have these national programmesAlikaca Brasil’ that try to integrate
programmes ..... We’'ve had lots of these huge natiprogrammes with huge budgets
with interesting concepts behind them and then tieagh the municipal level and they
are completely unconnected. Sometimes you enditipsimilar projects with similar
objectives being implemented by several differentegnmental agencies.”Q10.5

In summary while theProjeto Alvoradarepresents a tremendous opportunity for further
consolidating and mainstreaming child labour eraibo at the national and local levels in
Brazil, key informants suggest that its successfoplementation will face numerous
challenges

A third major actor has been tMinistry of Education (MEC) in the support it has given to
the “All Children in School” programme as well d&t“Renda Minima (minimum wage)
programme, currently called thB6lsa Escolaprogramme, developed in part as a preventive
measure to keep children out of work. This hashh@egetted at rural communities with
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school attendance as a qualifying condition. ls@arrying out a pilot evaluation project of
this programme. In 2001, the President annourttatdbly the end of 2001, the reviddisa
Escolaprogramme administered by MEC would reach 11 amillchildren. Under the new
guidelines of the programme, families with childeeges 6-15 who are enrolled in school, and
whose monthly family income is less than R$90 wdteive R$15 per children (up to a
maximum of R$45 per family per month). Funding tlee initiative is set at R$1.7 billion for
2001.

In terms of IPEC interaction with the Federal Goweent, its main counterparts have been
the MTE and SEAS. Nevertheless, since 1999 IPE€ daaried out initiatives in the
education area by supporting a project in the stateernambuco. Specifically this project
provides for the training of monitors working iretlstate’slornada Ampliadgrogramme to
improve their practice and to develop a more stimect curriculum for after-school activities.
This new curriculum helps the monitors to see #ftdr-school hours are not merely “busy
time” for children, but in fact should support aechance the learning that takes place in the
formal, public education system.

Through this relatively new and strategic initigiVPEC aims to have greater interaction with
MEC as well as MTE and SEAS. This initiative isagtgic for the reason that current
Brazilian education policy will make it mandatoxy fpublic schools in Brazil to offer a full
eight hours of instruction and activities by 2008y collaborating with the Ministry of
Education, state education secretariats and otlangy organizations — notably the
Confederacdo National dos Trabalhadores de Educ#tdmational teacher union — IPEC
aims to contribute to educational policy and pEctn Brazil.

Graphic 2
Key Informants’ Assessment of Federal Government Eérts in Child Labour
Eradication

Federal Government

Very Good

18 Good

54%

Excellent
5%

n-22

Source: Instituto Promundo/ Evaluation Instrum@&gEC, 2001
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What is the “Bolsa Escola’?

At various points in this document we make refeeetw the Bolsa escola initiative or
programmes based on the principles of tBelSa escolainitiative. The term bolsa escola
was initially used to refer to a programme impletednby former Governor Cristovao
Buarque (DF) in 1995. The programme provided a thignpayment equivalent to the
miniumum wage at the time to low income familiesaairking children on the condition that
the families took all of their children of schoaeaout of work and enrolled them in schagol.
This initiative provided the inspiration for numaso other income support programmes
implemented by the federal government, and wadf iiespired by an income suppart
programme for children working on the streets ia ¢ity of Campinas in 1995. Building on
the original ‘bolsa escolaidea, in 1995 SEAS introduced a similar familame support
programme for working children that was originakkalled “Vale Cidadania (or the
“Citizenship Stamps”). This initiative was lat@named Bolsa Crianca Cidada(its current
name) or the “Child Citizen Scholarship”, and istpd the national PETI (the Programme for
the Eradication of Child Labour). The scholarsisipntended for children who are working
and in most areas is combined with flenada Ampliadaor extended school sessions. | In
1997, the Ministry of Education (MEC) introduced iagome support programme, initially
called ‘Programa de Garantia da Renda Minifnand subsequently calledBblsa Escola
(using the same name as the original programmieeitstrito Federal of Brasilia) that offers
a monthly income support of R$15 (about US$7) fortal three children under age 15 per
household in families whose monthly incomes ars kbsn R$90 (less than US$40). For
2001, the Federal Government announced that thigrgm would benefit approximately 11
million children. Because thHRolsa-Escolgprogramme is open to all children — regardless of
whether they have worked or are working — this paogne is considered more preventative
in nature.

B. Other Federal Government Actors

Another important actor at the national level ig ttabour Attorney General’s Office
(Ministerio Publico de Trabalho, or MPT), a body under the State (national) umbrella but
outside the immediate controls of the federal bnascof power. The MPT has 400
prosecutors operating nationally, playing a mage tin child labour eradication. As can be
seen in Graphic 3, the MPT received high marks fi@y informants working both at a
national and local level, as taking child laboui@esly and as having been a positive force in
encouraging employers to act differently.

While these labour prosecutors once focused onsimgdines or negotiating with individual
businesses in terms of eradicating child labouey thre now working more holistically,
seeking to negotiate the removal of children frohole industries and working closely with
other ministries to ensure that when children areaved from an industry, they have access
to school and theBolsa-Escola, Bolsa Crianca-Cidadér some other family income
assistance. The MPT was also important in the mgpgf the worst forms of child labour in
collaboration with the DRT. In short, the MPT lsdsfted its role in a subtle but important
way to working in awareness-raising about childblab One key informant associated with
the MPT said:

‘o some years back | would have been satigfist to go to an employer and say:
‘Well, these children and young people have todben out of work because of these
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unhealthy activities.” Then | would have arrangadagreement with the employer, maybe
take a civil suit against the company. But now, @evelop an agreement with the
business and we make sure that we have somewhesentb the children, that other
organizations in the community are making surectiilglren are in school ...”Q6.2.1

Graphic 3
Key Informants’ Assessment of MPT Efforts in Child Labour Eradication
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Source: Instituto Promundo/ Evaluation Instrum@&gEC, 2001

C. The National Forum for the Eradication of Child Labour

This forum has been central to the governmentisagtn child eradication and to ILO-IPEC,
serving as an oversight or watchdog body to bot® knd the government, developing
national policies and methodologies, serving aspace for debate about child labour
eradication and promoting integration and collabora The Forum started in 1994 with
funding from ILO and UNICEF. Currently 42 entitiggrticipate in the Forum, including
unions, other NGOs, the federal government, empsoy@NICEF and ILO. The majority of
key informants cited the importance of the NatioRatum in serving as the key body for
bringing together actors nationally to addressdchélbour eradication and for developing
national policy in child labour eradication. 180D, the Forum published a set of guidelines
(called “The Guidelines for a National Policy onil@dhLabour”) highlighting its priorities,
which are: (1) to systematize data on child labouhe country; (2) to analyse legal norms in
the country related to child labour; (3) multi-p@rtconsultation and articulation; (4) to
promote improvements in public education for alildrien in the country; (5) to promote
adequate monitoring of workplaces with regard tddclabour; and (6) to promote family
income support programmes as well as local sudtkamevelopment.

As can seen in Graphic 4, while respondents werergdy positive about the National
Forum, many key informants said that the Forum lbeeh stronger or more important in past
years, but that it currently was struggling to defor redefine its role. Some respondents said
that the National Forum was going through an “idgrdrisis.” Part of this struggle or crisis
probably has to do with the announcement of ILO BINCEF to gradually withdraw their
funding from the Forum. The ILO and UNICEF in Btamnounced the decision (which they
had reiterated since beginning to fund the Forungradually phase out their assistance based
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on the rationale that financial sustainability ssential for ensuring the Forum’s legitimacy.
Others say the Forum’s identity crisis may havel@owith changes in staff leadership; the
previous staff coordinator was described as stammdydynamic. Differences of opinion and
ideology on the part of unions and some of the eygys’ associations that participate in the
Forum have also created stress. At times, someré&syondents reported, the Federal
Government has also been wary of criticisms fromemembers of the Forum.

This identity crisis is also related to the lackatdrity over the Forum'’s relationship to the
Federal Government. Some key informants (includivany who participate in the Forum)
say that the Forum should be funded by and hosgeithdo Government. Most informants,
however, say that if the Government hosts the Fortn@ Forum will lose its ability to
oversee or serve as a watchdog to the Governmdnhstead would become a loose coalition
with little purpose other than to support or rubbErmp Federal Government policy. Some
interviewees suggested that the Forum needed recleatitutional mandate like CONANDA
(the National Council on Children’s Rights), a bocheated by national law (and with a
guaranteed operating budget provided by the Fed&oakbrnment) to coordinate children’s
policy, but with elected members, including membesm civil society.

What nearly all key informants agreed on, howewas that the National Forum had been an
important actor in the last seven years in chiltbla eradication but that the Forum currently
lacks a clear institutional plan -- in short thaisiin need of revamping(In sections VI and
VII, we will offer additional comments and recomndations regarding ILO’s support of the
National Forum.)

In 2000, there were instances both within and detsihe Forum sessions when the continued
role of the Forum was implicitly or explicitly quésned. The extent to which its role might
be superseded by CONANDA has also been questioied, a series of events in the last
quarter of 2000 suggested that SEAS was beginoirgive greater recognition to the Forum
in evaluating, redirecting and legitimising natibretions through the wider spectrum of
representation of both governmental and non-goventah actors, including trade unions and
employers and a wider number of NGOs not repredant€E ONANDA.

Finally, in reflecting about the National Forumgtlexperience reported here suggests that
forging common ground among such diverse actorsimsns, advocacy-oriented NGOs,
employers’ association and the Government is a é@mgnd long-term endeavour. ILO and
other U.N. agencies can have, as Brazil's expeggiaggests, a unique role as “neutral” and
credible brokers in establishing such linkages, dhatuld be prepared for the staff time such
brokering may require.
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Graphic 4
Key Informants’ Assessment of the National Forum fothe Eradication of Child Labour
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Source: Instituto Promundo/ Evaluation Instrum@&gEC, 2001

D. State Fora for the Prevention and Eradication ofChild Labour

Given the size of Brazil and the decentralized mataf governmental action, another
cornerstone of child labour eradication has beeangage states to establish state-level fora
for the eradication of child labour. As of 200ese fora were functioning in all states (the
last one to be established being in the state ntdiatins). Like the National Forum, the state
fora are ideally comprised of representatives & government, workers’ and employers’
associations and other NGOs, although in some sstatg all of these segments are
represented. Several key informants mentionedhialenge of creating a coordinating and
oversight body that did not become co-opted byestmivernments. Comparing comments
from key informants across states also suggestdrémeendous variation in the level of
functioning of the state fora. Some were appayesttll trying to figure out their functions
and developing plans, while others were cited @sadly having a strong presence. Overall, as
seen in Graphic 5, the state fora received moagisigs, lower than the National Forum but
nonetheless generally positive.

One key informant suggested that in addition todfage fora, it would also be important to
have regional fora (incorporating several regionsnunicipalities from the same state),
arguing that in large states, there might be anigffof kinds of child labour that suggest the
need for even more local advocacy and coordindtaxties. Overall, key informants said that
the general trend toward state- and municipal-lgp@icymaking and implementation in

Brazil makes the state fora for child labour eratian even more important sites of action,
and calling attention to the need for ongoing Il@zort for these state fora
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Graphic 5
Key Informants’ Assessment of the State For a for @ild Labour Eradication

Fora for the Erradication of Child r

Good
36%

T .

Very Good

18% N/R

23%

Excellent
14%

Source: Instituto Promundo/ Evaluation Instrum@&gEC, 2001

E. Municipal Councils for Children’s Rights

The Statute on the Rights of Children and Adolesc@aCA) stipulates the formation of two
levels of municipal councils to monitor childrenights; one are the guardianship councils
that monitor individual cases of children’s righésid the other being municipal councils for
children’s rights that articulate municipal poligieelated to children and are comprised of
members of the public and private sector, includd@Os. State-level children’s rights
councils monitor these municipal-level councils. t the national level, there is the
aforementioned CONANDA, funded by the Federal Gorernt but with autonomous elected
members from the public and private sector. Maay ikformants said that while there was
tremendous variation across the country, there iwageneral little articulation between the
municipal councils for children’s rights and loeald state initiatives working in child labour
eradication. As can be seen by key respondentsmssp in Graphics 1 and 6, the municipal
councils for children’s rights consistently recalvihe lowest ranking among all the actors
working in child labour eradication.

As key informants mentioned, there are tremendaasatons in the functioning of the
municipal children’s rights council, with some fdiloning well while in some municipalities
these councils are inadequately trained and pdonigtioning. ILO-IPEC supported training
of the municipal councils in 1994-95, an actiontthas since been taken over largely by
UNICEF. A number of key informants with contactthvihe councils suggest that the high
rotation of counsellors on the councils has mehat training activities like this have fairly
limited impact because of the lack of institutionamory. In general, key informants cited
the need for more training of municipal council niers in the issue of child labour
eradication, and additional awareness-raising iiesv Most key informants said that child
labour eradication was not a priority for the calsc
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At the national level, key informants said that CANNDA had been an important ally in child
labour eradication, but several interviewees nolbed CONANDA was often besieged with
other priorities, particularly the issue of childrand adolescents in conflict with the law, and
therefore that child labour eradication was notagisva major priority. In sum, both at the
national level, but even more so at the municipal atate levels, key informants said that
much more needs to be done to engage the impare&mork and system of child rights
enforcement in Brazil.

Graphic 6
Key Informants’ Assessment of the Municipal Children’s Rights Councils
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F. Workers’ Organizations

As noted previously, unions have been vital pasgtrier ILO in child labour eradication in
Brazil. Many labour unions in Brazil were intes$tin child labour prior to IPEC, but most
were apparently convinced of its importance becafiseO actions. Several union-affiliated
key informants confirmed that ILO’s historical limkvith unions facilitated the process of
engaging them as important partners in child lalmpadication. In some states, labour unions
started or have taken on active roles in the $tateto eradicate child labour.

Among other things, trade unions were importan{1n:engaging their staff and membership
in the cause of child labour eradication; (2) miabilg communities and municipalities

around the issue of child labour; (3) negotiatirglective bargaining agreements with
employers that included clauses related to chilbbua eradication; and (4) supporting the
ratification of ILO conventions related to childotzur. Historically, unions have been more
concerned with adult workers — who are their mewsitipr The impressive aspect of union
engagement in child labour eradication in Brazit leeen the extent to which they have
applied their political clout and social mobilizati abilities to the issue of child labour.

As seen in Graphic 7, in spite of the general praisunion activities related to child labour
eradication, the low number of respondents whodrdteeir actions as “very good” or
“excellent” suggests that unions could do much mdfey informants said that they would
rate some unions’ work on child labour eradicadsriexcellent”, but said that other unions
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needed to be more engaged. Some unions wereastidking more about child labour than
actually acting on the issue. On the other handjesunions, such as the Rural Workers
Union in Retirolandia, Bahia, were cited as roledels in their efforts to eradicate child

labour and develop strategies for improving farmigome.

Graphic 7
Key Informants’ Assessment of Union Efforts in Chit Labour Eradication
|
Unions
| S
Excellent Very Good
Poor N/R 9% 0%

23%

49%

Source: Instituto Promundo/ Evaluation Instrum@&gEC, 2001

G. Employers’ Organizations

As can be seen in Graphics 1 and 8, employers vemegnized by the majority of key

informants as the group that was least engagedhild tabour eradication. Some key
informants praised specific organizations affilcatevith employers — e.g. the Abring

Foundation (the foundation which was previouslyoagded with toy manufacturers, but is
now an independent non-governmental organizatiod)the Instituto Pro-Crianca (funded by
shoe manufacturers in Franca, Sao Paulo). In gkrewever, key informants were critical

of employers. One key informant said: “... we sti# a long way off from having a group of

employers and businesses who are sensitive to Eblour issues and go beyond mere lip
service to the issue in their national meetingsattwally carrying out action in child labour

eradication).”Q8.3.2

The impression that emerges in listening to kegrim@ants was the general difficulty of the
larger employer associations -- the National Cosrfation of Agriculture (CNA) and the
National Confederation of Industries (CNI) -- toddde to negotiate with other representatives
of civil society, namely trade unions and other N\3@at hold strong ideological positions.
Yet in spite of ideological differences, there seeim be have been some convergence or at
least joint planning between CONTAG and CNA as pathe National Forum. In addition,
according to ILO staff in Brazil, several employesssociations, including SESI and CIEE,
have also played an important indirect role towetndd labour eradication through literacy
promotion, among other activities. ILO also cotiedted with CNI and SESI in projects in
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Pernambuco and Bahia states to provide vocatioamiairnig to adolescents and their parents in
low income neighbourhoods.

In general, it seems that engaging employers frospexific industry at the local level has
been easier and more effective than engaging thtetheanational level. In settings like
Franca and Dois Irméos (in Sdo Paulo state), famgte, it has been possible to engage
businesses in important ways. In Franca, howeseveral key informants said that the
involvement of shoe manufacturers was at times saperficial. Key informants said that
employers often act only when pressured, and bt involvement generally fades once the
pressure ends. Several respondents, howevelthsaithey were surprised that employers got
involved as they did. In summary, according to kdgrmants, while some employers have
gotten involved in the issue, long-term supporewiployers for child labour eradication has
not been consolidated.

Graphic 8
Key Informants’ Assessment of Employers’ Efforts inChild Labour Eradication
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H. Other NGOs

As can be seen by their rankings in Graphics 1n® B0, key informants generally praised
other NGOs (referring to those that are neitherleygps’ or workers’ associations) for their
important work in child labour eradication in theuatry. At the national level, key

informants recognized groups like the National Moeat of Street Children, the Abring

Foundation (an offspring of an employers’ assooigti the News Agency for Children’s

Rights (ANDI), and Projeto Axé in Salvador, amorthers. At the local level, there was
tremendous variation in the assessment of NGOsneSkey informants noted that NGOs
have been strong in child labour eradication edfattthe local level in some regions, while in
other regions there are few NGOs, or none at all.

Overall, however, key informants had generally poasicomments for both local and national
NGOs. Only one or two key informants had criticalmments of NGOs. One said that some
NGOs seem to “want to maintain child labour” rattiean eradicating it. Some noted that
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NGOs often lack funding, or have unstable finanbedes, which limits their ability to act as
long-term partners. Some key informants noted bleagause of this instability, international
agencies such as ILO and UNICEF become even mopertant in backing NGOs and
assisting them in being active “watchdogs” of goweental action. Several key informants
also gave high marks to universities, which havenbémportant sources of technical
assistance and research on child labour in sonmensg

Graphic 9
Key Informants’ Assessment of National NGOs in Chd Labour Eradication
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Graphic 10
Key Informants’ Assessment of Local NGOs in Child labour Eradication
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l. International Organizations

In addition to ILO, a number of other internatiooadjanizations directly or indirectly support
programmes related to child labour eradication.esehinclude the World Bank (which has
supported research on the area), the Inter Amebeelopment Bank (which has supported
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programmes for children and youth with componeeiated to child labour eradication),
UNESCO and UNICEF. Among these, UNICEF, as the &ffjéncy working directly on
children’s rights and child policy has been theedir partner of ILO in child labour
eradication.

As can be seen in Graphic 11, the vast majorityespondents had positive comments about
UNICEF, as they did about ILO. UNICEF was perceiaschn important ally to ILO and other
entities in helping to engage the Government.etnans where UNICEF has an office, it was
perceived as a more direct partner in child labemadication than ILO. According to ILO
staff, this is not surprising since this wider gnese of UNICEF has in fact strengthened the
complementarities between ILO and UNICEF. A few kdormants said they had perceived
competition between ILO and UNICEF, but most kefoimants praised the degree of
collaboration between the two.

Graphic 11
Key Informants’ Assessment of UNICEF Actions in Chid Labour Eradication
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J. Other Actors and Final Comments

There are other entities supporting work or inieé directly or indirectly related to child
labour eradication whose work deserves mention,were not mentioned directly by key
informants. At the legislative level, thérente Parlimentar pelos Direitos da Crianca
(Parlimentary Group for Children’s Rights) has baenmportant ally. While informal in its
structure, theFrente Parlimentarrepresents a group of members of Brazil's National
Congress who support children’s rights and chilebla eradication — even more important
given that nearly all the activity in child laboeradication at the governmental level has been
by the executive branch.

Other actors include the U.S. Agency for InternaioDevelopment (POMMAR initiative),
Solidarity, AFL/CIO, CNBB and the Pastoral da Tera#l of which ILO credits as being
important allies in child labour eradication.
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As previously mentioned, several key informantshhghted the fragile nature of changes and
actions on the part of government and noted thd teeeonsolidate a monitoring function for
the National Forum, as well as for the state fores can be seen in this and the previous
sections, while the Federal Government has madkestto include child labour eradication in
numerous national policies, the continuity of thesdions is perceived to be uncertain,
suggesting the need for a continuing strong role©fIPEC in Brazil -- along with UNICEF,
unions, other NGOs and other partners.

Furthermore, it is important to note that the heghratings for all the actors working in child
labour eradication went to UNICEF and ILO. As wile discussed in section VI, this
highlights the importance that ILO and UNICEF bring the field as international
organizations whose reputation can and has stieulilather entities to work in child labour
eradication. It is noteworthy that so many divestakeholders believe that both institutions
are doing their job well.
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V. Design and Implementation of Projects and Actio  n Programmes

Before discussing the key informants’ commentshentiroader impact of IPEC, it is useful to
present a brief overview of Action Programmes, tgahat IPEC made to collaborating
organizations — governmental agencies, unions, @me@’ associations, universities, and
other NGOs -- to carry out awareness-raising d@sji research, seminars, and in some cases
direct activities for children and their families. In sum, the Action Programmes represent
both direct services and activities for childrerd aheir families, as well as the funding and
administrative mechanism through which IPEC digetihded various actions and activities
related to child labour eradication.

It is important to clarify that IPEC funding foresgfic areas of the Action Programmes comes
from bilateral agreements negotiated with spedbaor countries, which in turn determines
for which specific actions or sectors IPEC-BraatHunding. A few key informants reported
or were aware of tensions that sometimes existeddas the countries that fund ILO-Geneva
and ILO-Brazil. Some of these funding agencies la@Geneva were sometimes perceived
as being more interested in the numerical impactaamlies and children reached, whereas
ILO-Brazil staff, while recognizing that the sizé Brazil would always limit their financial
reach, emphasized awareness-raising and indiréettegic actions that contributed to
mainstreaming of child labour eradication.

As can be seen in Table 2, overall the level ofiing provided by the Action Programmes
was generally small; more than 50% of grants wessvéen US$15,000 and US$60,000.
While IPEC supported 70 Action Programmes in tist fane years -- nearly 40% of which
were direct actions affecting children and familiekey informants affirmed that the political

impact of ILO-IPEC funding was more important thére direct benefit to families and

children. Indeed, the scale of ILO-IPEC fundingswianited considering the size of Brazil,

and in comparison to other sources of funding,udiclg the governmental sources. Total
IPEC funding in 1992-98 was US$4.7 million. Consdanwith US$631,000 in 1999-2000,

this came to US$5.3 million over 9 years. Furthamen as highlighted in Graphic 13, key
informants said that direct funding was the leaspartant of IPEC contributions to child

labour eradication in Brazil.

Table 2 presents an overview of 52 Action Prograsrfeg which we had access to
programme documents. As can be seen in this tH#iemajority of Action Programmes
(about 60%) fall into the category of raising aweags or advocacy, while less than 40% were
“direct actions”. Even direct actions tended toéh@ second purpose, namely to serve as
visible and potentially replicable pilot or demaasibn projects.

Was the Action Programme funding spent well? Aaewvof comments from key informants
and our own conclusions suggest that the Actiomgfarames have been extremely important
in providing small and medium-sized grants for @as activities — research, events, travel,
publications, etc. — that otherwise would have bd#ficult to fund or might have gone
unfunded. Reviewing the documents on the ActioogRrmmes suggests that in general
funding followed IPEC strategies and contributedht® overall, biannual objectives. Perhaps
the main shortcoming to the Action Programmes & Itk of a coherent, systematized
reporting and documentation system within ILO-Bran present the richness of these
experiences and the impact of the Action Programm&ge suggest that ILO consider
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developing such a reporting system and considawingr out a specific evaluation and
assessment of the Action Programmes.

What did key informants say about the Action Programmes?
Key informants who knew about Action Programmeshad benefited from them directly,
generally had positive comments. Several key mémts highlighted the importance of those
Action Programmes that focused on income generdionfamilies as being extremely
important as demonstration projects (the Goat-twe8t project in Bahia being the most
visible of those.). In several cases, Action Paogne funding had an important political
impact by spurring governmental action, particylad the state level. Key informants who
benefited directly from Action Programme fundingdstinat ILO funding was less important
for its financial value than in serving as an “mi&tional seal of approval’ that was useful in
helping them gain international attention and iousgg additional funding. In some cases,
key informants said that ILO funding -- for exampignding some of the first investigations
of child labour in the charcoal industry -- ledat@hain reaction for child labour eradication in
the region. Other interviewees said that IPEC $undhile small, filled in various gaps that
other actors could not meet, such as funding aystuch consultant for a strategic planning
meeting. Said one interviewee: “IPEC funding somes seemed like a fireman (responding
to a small fire or an urgent need), but that isinobnsequential.”Q3.3.1

Overall, though, the key informants were nearly nimous that IPEC direct funding of
Action Programmes was not among the most importdnits actions in child labour
eradication. When asked to rate the importand®BC'’s different kinds of actions in child
labour eradication, financial support for directi@e was in second-to-last place, as shown in
Appendix 3. Key informants were unanimous in respig that ILO funding for direct
action was limited given the size of Brazil and #oale of child labour in the country, and
therefore was best used strategically for awarerassg than for direct action.

Key informants affiliated with the Government gealbrsaid that as a rule, they believed that
ILO should not fund direct action programmes naywvte institutional support, which they
said should be the responsibility of national, lcmad state governments. At the same time,
other government representatives talked about thek of flexible funding and cited the
importance of ILO funding, even if limited in itgn@unts, because it allowed them to carry
out strategic events for which government fundirag Wmited, non-existent or too slow.

In terms of shortcomings with the Action Programpasaong those key informants who had
direct knowledge, the general sense was that thene wvell chosen and well executed.
Several key informants mentioned delays in fundiog,complained of the cumbersome
bureaucracy of international organizations (bus thinot a problem exclusive to ILO). A few
key informants mentioned that the executing orgations had difficulties carrying out the
activities stipulated in the Action Programme, bugeneral interviewees awarded ILO high
marks for the administration of their grants. Ndyaa few key informants complained that
IPEC-ILO was “abandoning its projects too soon”isgythat the limitation of ten years on
Action Programme funding seemed arbitrary givenwhsaed contexts in Brazil, and local
cultural and political realities. 1LO staff, howay say that 10 years is long enough to fund
projects and reaffirm that the goal of the Actialmgtammes was not to become a long-term
source of funding but rather to serve as a sham-teatalyst. Some local project staff said
that acquiring other sources of funding and instotalising or mainstreaming an initiative
was a long-term task that should not have beendaimed so soon.
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How have the Action Programmes been evaluated?

ILO staff confirm that nearly all of the Action Rp@ammes, direct action or otherwise, lack
baseline data with which to carry out impact evidura In more recent direct action projects,
ILO has begun to request or include baseline ssudie general, the documentation available
via ILO did not contain information that would aNous to assess the impact of the Action
Programmes, including, for example, whether theaoizations acquired other sources of
funding, or whether the organization changed assalt of the ILO support. Nonetheless, on
an anecdotal level, there are some examples oftegpmnpact of Action Programme funding.
Several unions said that ILO funding (and the assiot of ILO’s name) was crucial for them
to educate and sensitise their affiliates on thpoitance of child labour eradication. One
governmental informant said that ILO funding wasowing them to convince a state
government agency to fund a specific kind of acti@everal NGOs with direct action grants
from ILO said that their funding had enabled thenattract other funding agencies, primarily
international.

Another question that must be considered is howevaluate social mobilization and
advocacy. The majority of IPEC projects in Brahhve been related to advocacy or
awareness-raising, including publications and otheedia-oriented materials, studies,
seminars, meetings, etc.

In terms of evaluation, a number of questions emevdere the materials pre-tested with the
target audience? How did the implementing orgammnatdecide that these were the most
appropriate materials? Were follow-up feedback watabn forms used that would allow some
impact evaluation? In most cases from what we vestkin the documentation and discussed
with key informants, this kind of evaluation wastnecarried out for IPEC-supported

awareness-raising materials. Given that mediaeaalr (video development, radio spots, etc.)
and awareness-raising materials have been anahigagnt of IPEC Action Programme grants
and IPEC actions in general, this suggests theritapee of developing better indicators and
methodologies for evaluating the effectiveness eflia-related awareness-raising campaigns.

Table 2
Overview of Action Programmes
Value of Projects N° %
0 to $15,000,00 4 7,69
$15,001,00 to $30,000,00 9 17,30
$30,0001 to $60,000,00 19 36,53
$60,000,00 to $100,000,00 12 23,07
Above $100,000,00 7 13,46
N/R 1 1,92
Total 52 100
Length of Funding N° %
Up to 6 months 3 5,76
Between 7 and 12 months 16 30,76
Between 13 and 18 months 12 23,07
More than 19 months 19 36,53
N/R 2 3,84
Total 52 100
Type of Project** N° %
Direct Action 20 37,73
Institutional Strengthening 5 9,4
Social Mobilization 6 11,32
Labour Inspection 1 1,88
Awareness Raising 21 39,62
Total 53* 100
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(*) One of the forms showed two marked items.
(**). These categories were created by the constdtand do not correspond to the way IPEC-Brazdguarizes its Action Programmes
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VI. Assessment, Impact, Achievements and Challenges of ILO-IPEC
in Brazil

A. Overview

In this section we present the key findings of #haluation study, specifically an assessment
of the impact and achievements of ILO-IPEC durimg period 1992-2000. We have divided
this analysis on the impact and achievements ofIPio the following categories: (1) clarity
and appropriateness of objectives; (2) media imgarigeneral awareness-raising; (4) policy-
level impact; (5) impact in empowering other act@sd appropriateness of the selection of
partner organizations; (6) unexpected impacts;(@hcemaining challenges.

Overall, the 38 key informants interviewed had gelte positive comments and opinions

about the activities and accomplishments of ILOZRE Brazil over the time period studied.

Indeed, as previously mentioned, ILO and UNICEFenttie most highly rated organizations
by key informants in terms of their efforts in chilabour eradication. As can be seen in
Graphic 12, all the key informants interviewed wigsponded to the question ranked ILO
from good to excellent. While respondents had sepeific criticisms that we will present

in this section, the general rating of ILO-IPEC wesarly positive.

In addition, we asked key informants to rank th@amtance of different kinds of activities

that ILO-IPEC carried out. Graphic 13 presentsehesults, which show that key informants
rated IPEC’s role as being a reference point faddhabour eradication, and its promotion of
international conventions as being the two mostortgmt actions, suggesting both the
importance and relative success of ILO in awarereassig on child labour in Brazil.

Graphic 12 — Key Informants’ Assessment of ILO-Bra# Actions in Child Labour
Eradication
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Graphic 13 - Assessment of Most Important Actions o IPEC
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B. Clarity and Appropriateness of ILO-IPEC Obijectives

In this section, we will address two questions:Hbw appropriate were ILO-IPEC objectives
given the situation of child labour in Brazil? AG2) Were ILO-IPEC objectives understood
by its clients or key actors?

The goals and objectives of IPEC-Brazil emergedmfréthe overall goals of IPEC
internationally, the aim of which “is to work towds the progressive elimination of child
labour problems by creating a worldwide movemerambat it.” Specifically ILO-IPEC has
worked internationally to promote political will dncommitment by governments, in
collaboration with employers’ and workers’ orgariaas and other NGOs to both prevent
child labour and withdraw children from hazardousrkv IPEC has promoted a phased and
multi-sectoral strategy with the following steps:

(1) Motivating a broad alliance of partners to acknalglke and act against child labour;
(2) Carrying out a situational analysis to find out achild labour problems in a country;
(3) Assisting with developing and implementing natiopalicies on child labour problems;
(4) Strengthening existing organizations and settingnaptutional mechanisms;

(5) Creating awareness on the problem nationwide, mmnconities and workplaces;

(6) Promoting the development and application of ptatedegislation;

(7) Supporting direct action with (potential) child Wwers for demonstration purposes;

(8) Replicating and expanding successful projectstimgprogrammes of partners; and
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(9) Mainstreaming child labour issues into socio-ecoitorpolicies, programmes and
budgets.

Following these broad lines, IPEC-Brazil defined dbjectives and revised them via its
biannual planning process. According to ILO st#fi=C activities in Brazil during 1992-
2000 had three successive phases:

(1) Awareness-raising;

(2) Mainstreaming of child labour eradication iritee national agenda (and secondarily in
state government agendas); and

(3) Ensuring the sustainability of child labour éication goals within government policies
and programmes.

As can be seen by these phases, IPEC action inl Bregan with an initial focus on

awareness raising and direct Action Programmes s$keated as pilot or demonstration
projects, and then moved toward an attempt to dmlade gains and mainstreamed child
labour eradication into long-term and sustainablegnmental policies, backed with financial
commitments. Built into this process is an assumnpthat as child labour eradication
programmes and policies are mainstreamed, IPECtreig activities in a given country or
gradually phase some activities out as appropriate.

In addition to the general question of whether ¢htsee broad goals were met — which we
address throughout this section — two other spmedfuestions emerge: (1) Did key
stakeholders and IPEC partners perceive and uadershese changes in IPEC objectives
over the time period? And (2) Did stakeholders agméth these objectives, or find them
appropriate?

Did key informants, as representatives of key stakeholders, perceive these changes in

| PEC objectives?
In general, most key informants perceived IPEC'adgal shift from awareness raising
through campaigns, educational materials, supdaraming activities and other events and
demonstration projects, toward a greater focus temgts to mainstream child labour
eradication in concrete and strategic ways in nati@and state level policies, and finally to
consolidate these goals. Other key informants,avew said they did not perceive a change
in objectives over time but, rather, perceived lla® generally promoting child labour
eradication. Several key informants said thathim last few years, they perceived a shift of
ILO out of the “limelight” or off of center staga iterms of child labour. This perception is
consistent with ILO staff who said that part ofithenannounced strategy in recent years has
been to “move out of the way ...... so that theegnment could take credit for eradicating
child labour.”(Q2.2)

Both ILO staff and several key informants notedttHREC did not always adequately
communicate its goals and objectives to key stdklen® and partner organizations, and was
sometimes lacking in public relations in generdlhese comments suggest the need for ILO-
Brazil to pay greater attention to communicatirgyptans, objectives and intentions to key
stakeholders. Many key informants were aware Ht@tBrazil had informed the National
IPEC Steering Committee that IPEC activities in Zravould be phased out. Other key
informants interpreted the decision of ILO and UNFKCto gradually end their funding to the
National Forum for the Eradication of Child Lab@s another sign that IPEC was planning to
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end activities in Brazil. The subsequent decismirontinue IPEC activities in Brazil, along
with changes in IPEC staffing at the ILO-Brazilio#, created confusion about the future of
IPEC in Brazil. In looking toward the future, thssiggests the need for ILO staff to pay
greater attention to how they communicate theinglto their key partners within Brazil.
Because IPEC has become a highly visible refergoost on child labour in Brazil, these
comments from key informants underscore the neetL{® to communicate more clearly to
its partners organizations its plans and strategies

Did stakeholders perceive | PEC objectives as appropriate?
Perhaps the more important question in terms ofCIRibjectives was whether in fact
stakeholders perceived these changes in objedtives appropriate. The general consensus
in reviewing the key informant interviews was tlaterviewees did in fact believe that the
direction of this shift -- from awareness raisingdademonstration projects toward the
mainstreaming and consolidation of policy-levetiatives -- was appropriate. The timing of
this shift was nonetheless questioned. Many kiyrnmants, as we will highlight later in this
section, believed that ILO was shifting too quiclty the phase of consolidation or was
underestimating the time required to truly consaikdthe issue of child labour eradication into
state and national level policy. A number of ithasive quotes are provided in section VI to
highlight this point.

In general, stakeholders did agree with and findAQRobjectives to be appropriate but that
many did not agree with IPEC’s assertions on theowarh of time required for true
consolidation of gains in eradicating child laboun other cases key informants seemed to
interpret the decision to gradually withdraw furglinom the National Forum as a sign (which
was not what ILO nor UNICEF intended) that ILO piad reduce or otherwise end IPEC
activities in Brazil. In any case, the importanéssage from key informants is that nearly
unanimously they asserted that the consolidati@as@lwill require much more time than the
key informants believe that ILO perceives is heasss

C. Overall Assessment of ILO-IPEC Activities in Brezil

Before assessing specific objectives, what can ayeabout IPEC-ILO actions overall in
Brazil? Were they successful? Did they succeextimeving the 8-stage process described at
the beginning of this section?

First, in general, we can affirm that awarenessngiabout child labour was achieved. More
specifically, general awareness about child lahoak on unforeseeable dimensions largely
because IPEC started activities in Brazil precisglya historical moment (shortly after the
passage of ECA) when the media, workers’ assoastiamther NGOs (and to a lesser extent
employers’ associations) and the government weareegr or sensitised to working on child
labour eradication. ILO-IPEC was generally astand strategic in taking advantage of this
“groundswell” and social mobilization that had aldg taken place related to ECA. Second,
for the most part, the use of Action Programme ingdo support visible demonstration
projects was also generally positive and strateditowever, some of these demonstration
projects have not been replicated to the extengiplesor desirable. For example, as can be
seen in the sisal region of Bahia, while initiaE[P funding was important, there is still a need
to consolidate and develop long-term, sustainab®me generation alternatives or low
income, rural-based families. Third, in terms dinstreaming child labour eradication into
national policies with funding allocated, we cafiraf that this too was largely successful,
although it is still early to know how long the memt Federal Government initiatives will
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endure. As we describe in the last section ofp®rt, the nature of policymaking in Brazil
means that it is unknown, for example, just howgléime Bolsa-Escolaand Crianca-Cidada
programmes will be supported or whether currentational reform efforts will continue to
receive adequate funding and priority. In sum, cae affirm that IPEC has been largely
successful in Brazil, but significant parts of ttery are still untold and various sectors of
child labour eradication still need support.

What about the geographical focus of IPEC actisitie Brazil? Did IPEC prioritise the
appropriate sectors of child labour and with thprapriate intensity in each sector? It is clear
that IPEC could only act along with local actofsyg in some regions, IPEC actions were
hindered by the lack of strong local actors. Ineotareas, a relatively limited IPEC role was
an important catalyst or contribution to rapid pgland programme action, as in the case of
the charcoal region in Mato Grosso do Sul. Yeotimer regions, such as the sisal region of
Bahia and various regions of Pernambuco, longer,tetructural changes will be necessary to
offer sustainable alternatives to low income, rlirased families.

1. Child Labour in the Media

Given that one of the goals of IPEC in Brazil waseeness-raising, the appearance of child
labour in the media is one important indicator mpact. In an analysis of articles on child

labour found in nine of the largest newspapersrawis magazines in Brazil, covering 1996-

2000, we found a total of 287 references to chaldolrr, with a peak in 1998. Of those

articles, nearly one-third (or 91 articles) menédreither ILO or IPEC, suggesting that ILO’s

status was key in drawing attention to child laband that ILO was viewed as a reference
point on child labour eradication. The detailglof media review are included in Portuguese
in Appendix 5.

2. General Awareness-Raising

As previously mentioned, key informants were neartanimous in affirming that ILO had

been crucial in raising awareness about child lalBrazil, and in asserting that this was
perhaps the most important impact of IPEC in th& lane years. One key informant
associated with the Government (and who had wonkezhild labour eradication for more

than 10 years) said:

“l think that IPEC was the reference point .... p@ople to see that children’s work
was not the solution (to poverty), that it was algem. From there in 1993, |
worked with rural unions. Child labour was (sdrtaoceptable); everyone was used
to it. People were worried about sexual explatatof children or street children,
but the work of children in agriculture was not@cern. ILO started the debate,
then the media took the issue on.”"Q3.1

Other key informants confirmed that from 1992 towsnrd 1998, child labour had come to be
seen nearly universally in negative terms. Evepleyers, the slowest to react to the issue,
did not want their names associated with it. Wkég informants emphasized that ILO alone
was not responsible for this change in attitudesy nonetheless credit ILO in large part with
having started a dynamic process of awarenessigaisoth at a national level and in specific
forms of child labour. Several interviewees sawdttIPEC had been crucial in calling

attention to the needs of rural children; priotR&C, they said, UNICEF, most NGOs and the
Federal Government were giving more attention tiddedn in urban areas, most notably,
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street children, but said that little attention vi@esused on the needs of rural-based working
children. Said another key informant:

“I think that IPEC was largely responsible for tksue of raising awareness .... about
land reform and child labour in the charcoal regianlots of people were mobilized
(because of IPEC’s participation). Child labouopgted being something
commonplace, and became a crime. You see thosmse@gricultural areas where
babies are alongside their mothers with pesticptesent) ...... All of this started to
be questioned when IPEC came along with (mobilrathat had started related to)
the Statute on the Rights of Children and Adoletsc&p4.1

One key informant, in weighing the degree of adlibal changes in the last 10 years, said that
in terms of raising awareness, IPEC had compléseabie in Brazil. Representatives of other
major actors, including UNICEF and the Federal Gorneent, acknowledged the role of IPEC
in being a pioneer in terms of introducing childdar eradication in Brazil and of “paving the
way."Q17.1

Within the area of awareness raising, IPEC is atedited with supporting important research
and some of the first diagnoses on the situatiowaking children in Brazil. Several key

informants said that in-depth studies (some supddsy IPEC) carried out by university and
government researchers and inspectors on childifalvere crucial to promoting awareness
and sparking action. In particular, key informaaoi®d household level data on the worst
forms of child labour in promoting awareness artérlgerving as the basis for designing
support strategies for families and children.

In summary, key informants were unanimous in afimgrthat in the last nine years there had
been a major change in attitudes toward child laband that IPEC was due considerable
credit for these actions.

3. Policy-Level Impact

In addition to general awareness-raising abouddaibour, key informants credit IPEC with
having introduced child labour eradication at thaiqy level. Several key informants
mentioned the importance of IPEC in supportingitiedusion of child labour in the national
census and in household survey data. TalkingtaB&C’s role in promoting the inclusion
of child labour at the national policy level, oreykinformant said:

“IPEC contributed to the fact that today there mearly 400,000 children being
supported by the PETI ...To the extent that the aguabsorbed child labour
eradication in the national agenda, and in theonatibudget, IPEC had an important
role. Today it's clear to everyone that one littigiative is not enough (to eradicate
child labour). Now there are major resources be&wigd on for child labour in the
national Congress. All that was discussed and ptedhin the National Forum. So,
| see IPEC working together with all of this anchtduting a lot. Working alone
they (IPEC) couldn’t have done it. This (the natibprogramme) is a product of a
network that was started.”Q5.4

Many key informants mentioned the credibility ofdLas an international organization that
historically had developed and promoted workerghts. This “seal” of an international
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organization was credited with having promoteditfo@rporation of child labour at the policy
level. Said one interviewee:

“When IPEC comes into a country, | think it increasction on the issue because it
brings not only resources, but also know-how and with the weight of an
international organization that can focus attention and thereby helps the
government to implement policies on child labowdécation.”Q6.1

Some key informants said that while there wererotinganizations playing an advocacy role
and urging governmental action -- including NGO4LO was important because some of
these other organizations are fragile, while otludsnot have the weight and longevity of a
U.N. agency that was seen as being an indepenaéce.v In summary, based on the key
informants’ responses, it seems reasonable totche@+IPEC -- along with other major
actors -- in having introduced and incorporateddclaibour eradication in significant ways at
the national policy level.

4. Impact in Empowering Other Actors and Selectiorof Partners

Many key informants viewed ILO-IPEC’s actions agigg legitimacy to their own work or to
other actors working in child labour eradicationWith unions, for example, several
interviewees noted and praised IPEC’s support adns) saying that prior to IPEC action,
unions focused mainly on salaries and other issaeserning adult workers, but did not focus
on child labour. At the state and local levelnsokey informants said that ILO’s clout was
key in spurring action in the face of intransigtal policymakers. Said one key informant
talking about the actions of local labour leaders/brk on child labour eradication:

“Dialogue with the Government is a difficult thingere in Bahia where large
landowners hold the power. In general Brazil dogtshave a true democracy .... but
people have learned to be brave and the suppoit@f and UNICEF were
fundamental in that. People feel encouragedecabse they (normally) can’t get to
the policymakers .... but ILO can.”Q11.3

Similarly, MTE representatives said that prior REC they sometimes found themselves in
the difficult position of opposing FUNABEM (the ptieus national organization working in
child welfare), which before 1990 advocated for ¥hark of children 7-14 years of age in
some of its programmes, saying that work was nacgder low income families. Several
interviewees working with the Government said tiREC was extremely important in
empowering those individuals within the MTE who e@lready opposed to child labour and
who sought to oppose governmental policies thatadigt promoted child labour. Said one
interviewee:

“We used to be able to carry out isolated actiaiated to child labour within the
Ministry of Labour, but we didn't have any politicaupport, even though
technically, in terms of legislation we had advaheelot ..... With the arrival of
IPEC we were able to make a big leap because pbliscal support.”"Q14.1

In terms of empowering other actors, which was ratreé goal of IPEC in Brazil, it is also
important to mention a subtle but major impact th& had in Brazil. First, as many key
informants mentioned, IPEC was able to accomplsimach as it did because of the social
mobilization around the Statute on Children andlasgicent Rights in the late 1980s and early
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1990s. IPEC was able to take advantage of thislsowmbilization and indeed to bring in a
number of key actors -- particularly those in raedas -- who did not participate in ECA.

What about the selection of partners in general@ IBEC generally work with and support
the most appropriate partner organizations? Iegnkey informants believed that IPEC did
in fact select the most appropriate partner orgdiuas. Perhaps the only exception is the
lack of engagement of certain national-level empisyassociations. For example, if we look
at key informants’ rankings of the different actom®rking in child labour eradication,
employers’ associations received among the lowadstgs, suggesting that IPEC may have
wanted to identified alternative, national-level mayers’ associations or that these
associations were not adequately or appropriateaged. Similarly in the case of the
municipal children’s rights councils, IPEC mightvkeabeen able (and might still be able) to
do more to engage them.

5. Unexpected Outcomes

In general key informants reported few truly unestpd outcomes. What they did report was
that some IPEC-supported activities took on a dsmenthat they did not foresee. For
example, several key informants said that the ptapoor scale of the national action and
reaction to child labour was larger than they wdwae imagined. Second, encouraging and
promoting awareness and action related to childbualwas also cited as having called
attention to a number of structural issues in Brthat are often seen as intractable, including
income and land distribution (on both of which Braanks as among the worst in the world).
In some specific areas where IPEC actions haves@émtuncluding the sisal region in Bahia,
local interviewees said that the focus on childolabin the region had led to discussions
among local community leaders, labour leaders, lfasnand occasionally with policymakers
about land reform, job creation, income generatiad the quality of public education. In
summary, some key informants said that discussaosit child labour had repercussions on
other related policy issues that they might notehexpected.

IPEC also played a major role on an unexpectede dbabugh the creation of the National
Forum. The concept of a national forum made upkeyf stakeholders -- and including the
public and private sector -- is not new in BraziMunicipal and state children’s rights
councils, and CONANDA, created under ECA, for ex@mfollow this pattern. However,
the National Forum was extremely important in reining this participatory process and
applying it to child labour. What is different aliothe National Forum compared to the
councils on children’s rights is that child labaenadication in Brazil has meant politically
confronting areas of the country, particularly fuseeas, where policymaking is sometimes
authoritarian and where large landowners and bssashold tremendous political power.
Promoting the creation of state-level fora for dhiabour eradication that confront and
guestion these vested interests is another examh@lgolanned action that had outcomes of a
kind or scale that were unexpected.

D. Remaining Challenges
In spite of the generally positive assessment efitipact of IPEC in Brazil, there are many
remaining challenges and concerns cited by therkeymants or that emerge in our analysis:

1.) Measuring or quantifying impact: While ILO can claim impact from IPEC actions in
Brazil, there is a clear lack of concrete evaluatmlicators, which is not surprising given the
range of IPEC-ILO actions, the nature of child labas a social problem and the multiple
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actions and events involved. In addition, whilg k&formants could cite numerous ways in
which the Government had incorporated its objestivieeyond the number of children
supported by th8olsa Crianca CidaddPETI/SEAS) and thBolsa-EscolaMEC), there are
few measured indicators of the impact of the gowvennt’'s efforts. Indicators related to
improvements in the quality of public educationg dong-term impact on family income, for
example, are still lacking. An impact evaluatidrtlee Bolsa Crianca Cidad@rogramme in
Pernambuco and Bahia states by the World Bank rroedl that the family income support
programme along with théornada Ampliadeéhad a positive impact in increasing household
demand for schooling, and reduced the probabifighddren in target areas by working up to
25%. Furthermore, social pressure even seems totean-participating households to
conform to programme-specific goals (that is kegpmihildren out of work). In spite of this
affirmation, both the National Forum and ILO staf€ognize the remedial nature of Belsa
Crianca Cidad&aand Bolsa-Escolaprogrammes. In short, while tlBolsa Crianca Cidada
programme has been confirmed to have a positiveacnin the short term, there are
numerous other indicators of impact for the governtis actions in child labour eradication
(and for IPEC) that need to be considered.

2.) The challenge of changing the culture and minas of rural communities. Several key
informants said that authoritative policymakingaditional political power structures and
changing the mindset of rural-based families ca@to be a challenge. Even when the
Bolsa-Escolgprogramme has been implemented successfully, smrakinformants reported
difficulties in engaging families and in encouragithem to see school as important for their
children beyond the direct benefit of the familgame support (the “bolsa”). Said one key
informant:

“There was and still is a lack of understanding fagnilies of why to have the
extended school hours. Lots of families came Hottathe staff to say, my child is
playing, ....not working. He needs to learn how takv Q10.2

In talking to local key informants, it is clear thauch still needs to be done to change a local
culture and educational system that still does promote the education of children and
families to be actively involved citizens who afgleato advocate on their own behalf and
guestion social injustices around them.

3.) Ongoing political opposition to addressing theoot causes of child labour. As noted
previously, one of the unexpected results of IPEfbas has been a discussion at the local
level about the root causes of child labour andribed to address them. At the local level,
NGOs in the sisal region of Bahia said that theg daveloped comprehensive plans for
regional economic development, but confronted & lafc political will and opposition by
state-level policymakers to their plans becausethef structural changes and resources
required to enact them.

® See World Bank (August 2000). Evaluating the lotjmd PETI on Child Labour Supply and Schooling
Demand in Rural Northeastern Brazil: the Case ofd@abuco, Bahia and Sergipe. Washington, DC: World
Bank.
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VII. The Sustainability of IPEC Actions in Brazil

Are the actions and accomplishments of IPEC susbda? If not, what would be necessary to
make them sustainable? It is clear from examptesigled here that many IPEC-initiated
actions have been mainstreamed by important govertahsectors. Numerous other actors
are involved in child labour eradication and akelly to continue to be -- even if IPEC were
to end or reduce the scope of its activities inzBraThe major doubts about sustainability,
according to key informants, is just how integratbdd labour eradication is within national
and local political agendas, and how deeply coneaitbther actors -- unions, local
governments, employers -- are to child labour eatthn. Specifically, the question remains
unanswered as to whether future administratiorBrazil will continue to support outlays of
millions and even billions ofeais for child labour eradication and enhancing the ligub
education system, and take on to a greater extamttgral issues such as adequate land
reform.

Key informants cited the fragility of the politicaystem and policymaking process in Brazil
as the greatest risk to the sustainability of IREEGons, which is a threat to many initiatives in
social welfare in Brazil. In numerous examplesy kdormants described how important
gains and major initiatives -- at the state, myatand national level -- could be significantly
altered or even end with changes in local leadershiin the political climate. As one
interviewee said, echoing the sentiments of magyiik®rmants:

“...we know that it all depends on the new govermtio takes over, or the next
mayor, or the new secretary of education. It eppehds on what they want. ..... we
simply don’t know how much change there will benfr@ne administration to the

next. That makes our work (in child labour eraticrg complicated.”Q22.2

The fragility of the democratic and policymakingopess in Brazil, perhaps more than any
other factor weighs heavily in favour of an IPEhtiouing presence in Brazil. Indeed, a
majority of key informants expressed their bellettIPEC was abandoning a process -- that
had made important gains — that was still uncodat#d at the national level. It is worth
restating that many key informants interpretedItii@UNICEF decision to gradually reduce
funding to the National Forum as an indication tth& was planning to end IPEC activities
in Brazil, while ILO-Brazil emphasizes that this n®t the case. In addition, several key
informants mentioned that if child labour eradicatiwas fragile at the national level, it is
even more fragile at the state and municipal level® offer one example of a point that
several interviewees reinforced, one key infornsand:

“Child labour eradication in Brazil got to the poof being like an airplane in flight.
As long as there are forces to sustain it, and IREDe of those, offering fuel for its
engines and funding, like the gasoline, and suppprthe mobilization of civil
society, it will continue. But if the gas runs ptltis airplane will fall.”Q8.3.
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VIIl. Final Recommendations

1.) Continuing to promote the monitoring of state ad national level policy related to
child labour prevention and eradication. This might include some kind of ongoing
support or technical assistance to the NationalifRidio create an institutional base outside
the Government (or as part of the Government, bitih wutonomy) to ensure that it
continues to be a legitimate, independent forum nmmnitoring policy on child labour
prevention and eradication in the country. One ikdgrmant suggested that the National
Forum have a structure like that of CONANDA, whislsupported by the government and
has an infrastructure within the government, buictvinas elected members, is autonomous
and has a wider representation from civil socielyst as child labour eradication efforts
had the unexpected impact of calling attentionttocsural issues, they also call attention to
the lack of a national policy for vocational traigifor adolescents. One key informant,
echoing comments of others, said that the decisidhO and UNICEF to pull out of the
Forum comes precisely at the moment when the Fdrasnmatured enough to be able to
criticize the Government, which in turn leaves Bwgum vulnerable. Indeed, several key
informants said the National Forum, to remain atrauody, must be independent from
the Government, which makes their funding situatidgrerently unstable and suggests that
a minimum ILO and UNICEF effort is required to erswalternative funding before
terminating their joint funding to the National kan.

2.) Supporting with technical, and perhaps financi§ assistance the state fora for the
eradication of child labour. Several states reported challenges in consoigldlie state
fora, including: (a) the need for outside suppgorkeep the state fora from becoming an
extension of state governments; (b) the lack dearcstructure and the need for forming a
clear institutional identity independent of the ®@ovment. Given the decentralizing nature
of policymaking and implementation in Brazil, thate fora are likely to become nearly as
important, perhaps even more important, than théioNa Forum in ensuring the
sustainability of child labour eradication and petion.

3.) Calling attention to areas of child labour thatare largely unaddressed, including
domestic work and other family-based work, sexualxloitation and drug trafficking,

and child labour in remote areas of the country, peicularly the North. Several key
informants highlighted, in support of recent ILCc#ons, that there are various areas with
high incidence of child labour that remain untowthe Brazil, including children and
adolescents involved in drug trafficking (relatedurban poverty and lack of opportunities
for children and families in low income urban ar@aghe country), sexual exploitation and
domestic work. Several key informants also memtibthe need for greater child labour
eradication efforts -- and IPEC support -- in tleetinern part of the country, including the
Amazon region and other remote areas in northeaziBr

In addition, several key informants mentioned ttlaanges in the structure of the labour
market in Brazil, as well as awareness about dabbdur, had meant that more child labour
is probably now taking place in the home or in $mairkshops, beyond the purview of
labour inspectors. Some interviewees said theduainspection was a particularly fragile
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area within the Federal Government. These infotsaaid that the Government is more
likely to guarantee funding for tHgolsa-EscolaandCrianca-Cidadaprogrammes because

they “win votes,” whereas labour inspection brifige votes and often antagonizes local
landowners and businesses. Furthermore, seveyahf@mants noted that the informal

sector is increasing, making some aspects of ¢alddur invisible. These factors suggest
both a need to analyse forthcoming SIMPOC datacatoy out additional research on

“invisible” child labour as well as working to sast existing labour inspection efforts.

4.) Working with federal and state governments todentify and implement family
income generation and job creation programmes, partularly in rural areas of the
country. Several key informants suggested that ILO coalkkha major role in testing and
implementing models for income generation, job woeaand rural development. Given
the rural nature of much of child labour in Brazihere is a clear need for rural
development support. While the Government’s Ptojédvorada includes to some extent
this objective, there is a continuing need for techl assistance which ILO could play.

5.) Working with federal and state governments to ppmote vocational training and
school completion for adolescents. Just as child labour eradication efforts had the
unexpected impact of calling attention to strudtisaues, they also call attention to the
lack of a national policy for vocational trainingrfadolescents. Numerous key informants
said that théolsa-EscolaandCrianca Cidaddprogrammes, particularly as they increase in
size, begs a question: What happens to young pedpa they turn 15? In many cases,
they will return to work in difficult situationsAs one key informant said, representative of
the comments of several key informants:

“The challenge is the following. (When a young persurns 15, their family can
no longer receive the wage support frBoisa-Escolaor Crianca-Cidadd. The
adolescent can't work until he or she is 16 ....So ke to accelerate
mechanisms that offer vocational training ....dgample, in [a city in the interior
of S&o Paulo] there are 90,000 or so adolescenwven if we could count on
SENAI and SENAC (national vocational training itigtions), .... even if these
were seriously strengthened, would we have enoggitesto train this huge
population of adolescents ages 14-16?7"Q8.4

The MTE estimates that more than 4 million persadylts and youth, are currently
enrolled in some kind of vocational training. Ntredess, the Ministry estimated in 1997
that this number needs to be tripled -- to reacleastt 14 million persons per year -- to
adequately meet the demand for such trafhing/hile ILO has already worked with the
Brazilian government on this issue, this evaluasaggests the need for greater efforts and
support.

® See Fundac&o Mauricio Sirotsky Sobrinho, Fund&debrecht, Instituto Aryton Senna, Instituto
Credicard/Abrasso, Ministério de Trabalho, UNICEIE &/itae (1997). Educacgéo Profissional de
Adolescentes: Cadastro das Iniciativas N&o-Formaié Paulo: Authors.
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In addition to the above recommendations, theretrer areas where IPEC might consider
continuing involvement:

0 The relatively limited involvement of the municipaiildren’s rights council
suggests the need for additional training and oengthening of other
partner organizations who might be able to promtiteir greater
involvement.

o The limited attention to the prevention of childbdaur highlights an
important role that ILO-IPEC could play. Severayknformants mentioned
that the national PETI (SEAS) had largely abanddhedbrevention aspect,
although the Bolsa Escola programme of MEC can be considered
preventative.

Finally, rather than seeing IPEC as having comgléte/ork in Brazil because of its major
accomplishments, as some persons might be incloatb, we suggest that Brazil is a
major opportunity for IPEC to take these gainsdhmiext level -- to focus on prevention, to
promote rural development and structural changdd@engage the Federal Government in
promoting secondary education and tertiary educdtoall.

As such, Brazil can serve as an example of whantdes can relatively quickly
accomplish toward child labour eradication but aldmat they are likely to face as their
child labour eradication programmes reach a madtage. In this way, ILO could view
Brazil as an investment in lessons to be learnedtfter countries that may follow similar
pathways, and in documenting lessons learned aperiexces that may be useful not only
to Brazil but to other countries where IPEC alreaggrates or could eventually operate.

Finally, in assessing this evaluation, there averse areas or aspects included in the Terms
of Reference that we were not able to adequatety cat, partly due to the short time-
frame for the evaluation and the lack of resoutogsrovide staff time for longer site visits
and a more thorough impact evaluation of selectetioA Programmes. For example, if
time and resources allowed, it might have beenulisefdevelop and carry out a follow-up
guestionnaire with all recipients of Action Program grants. Finally, as previously
mentioned, additional baseline information (levefsinterest and awareness about child
labour, local conditions prior to IPEC actions,.ptre required to be able to measure some
impacts with more precision.
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IX. Lessons Learned

The following represent some of the lessons thargenfrom IPEC experience to date in

Brazil:

Forming multi-sectorial fora at diverse levels -- nunicipal, state and the federal
levels While Brazil represents a unique case compaceanost of its Latin
American neighbours because of its size, Braziligegience suggests the
importance of establishing fora at various admiatste levels to address child
labour eradication. While the multipartite apptoas part of ILO’s ongoing
strategy, the Brazilian experience suggests tleanthltipartite approach must also
take place at various levels, specifically munitidate and federal. As public
social welfare and education have become increlysitegentralized — in Brazil, as
in many other developing countries — it is impottEminclude decision-makers and
actors from the local and state levels, as wefr@s the national or federal level.
The Brazilian experience also suggests the ublitiorming fora that are supported
by and include the Government but that retain sigifit autonomy to be able to
monitor governmental action on child labour eratiica While establishing
autonomous, government-supported for a or overdigtites like these is not easy,
the Brazilian experience suggests that it can Ioedo

Forging collaborations between NGOs, including workrs’ and employers’
associations and other NGOs, and the public sectas a long-term and often
difficult effort. As suggested by the experience reported herginfprcommon
ground among such diverse actors as unions, adyacented NGOs, employers’
association and the Government is a complex ang-term endeavour. ILO and
other U.N. agencies can have, as we have seeraiil Ba unique role as “neutral”
and credible brokers in establishing such linkages,should be prepared for the
staff time such brokering may require.

The importance of listening to children and familis. Some of the most

interesting and innovative interventions in Braziincluding the “Goat-to-School”

initiative — were developed in close collaboratwith and by incorporating the

suggestions of children and their families. Indesseral NGOs in Brazil echo the
importance of listening to children and familiesidaheir perspectives in project and
policy design. While this would seem an obvioussén learned, actually listening
to children and families is often given “lip sem@idut infrequently carried out.

The need to promote school enrolment and the quajitof education offered,
both among policymakers and among families Policy initiatives and
interventions related to child labour eradicatioausmd the world generally have a
cornerstone of increasing school enrolment. InzBraas elsewhere, such
interventions have also seen the importance ofitsg#ng families about the
importance of education for their children, parely in regions where cultural
norms have long-supported the value of childretabsurers. Brazil's experience
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also has called attention to the quality of edaecaimparted, recognizing that mere
enrolment — for example, in overcrowded condition$or only for hours a day — is
necessary but not sufficient to promote long-teouiad change and development.
Brazil's experience has shown the utility of pramgl after-school programming,
tutoring and informal education activities parallelthe public education system,
which may have a long-term impact of improving tneality of education both
inside and outside the public school system. [BEQpport of the training of
monitors working in thelornada Ampliadan Pernambuco state is a strategic effort
to insure that after-school programmes in fact anbdhe formal, public education
sector. At the local level, teachers, familied &G Os personnel in Brazil mention
that to ensure that children stay out of work,gtleool system must engage children
in an educational process that is attractive anecty relevant — and perceived as
such by both children and their parents.

Family income programmes are important and necessgr but not sufficient to
ensure child labour eradication in the long run There is a general consensus
that family wage support programmes are remediasues and that in the long-
run families must be enabled to increase their nmeothrough economic
development and employment and income generatidine Brazil experience
implies that while many policymakers acknowledgat tfamily income support
programmes are remedial, they sometimes considkr keliour to be “resolved”
after such programmes have been implemented. d¥ortre, because family
income support programmes can bring immediate pulgiations and political
dividends, the necessary policy attention to mobteictiral issues such as
sustainable rural development are sometimes re&lddatthe sidelines.

While focusing on eradicating child labour it is abo necessary to keep in mind

the vocational training needs of adolescentsBrazil's experience confirms that it
is possible to nearly eliminate child labour (fdrildren under 16) from various

sectors of work. Nonetheless, the very successitd labour eradication in Brazil

is now calling attention to the vocational trainimgeds of a huge cohort of
adolescents ages 16 and over. Brazil, like mamgldping countries, is facing a
demographic “youth boom” — a huge cohort of yourmpge, which the labour

market is not able to adequately incorporate. h&tlocal level in Brazil, NGOs,

unions and policymakers — reacting to the relatsteecess of child labour

eradication efforts in Brazil — are now asking: Wa/e managed to keep children
out of work until they turn 16, now what will theyill these young people do?
Thus, the Brazilian experience implies that chdddur eradication should be part
of a comprehensive youth, including youth employtnstrategy at the local and
national levels.

Brazil's experience confirms that focusing on the warst forms of child labour is
a useful starting point and provides an important ad highly visible cause
around which to engage governmental and non-governemtal actors The risk,
as we have seen in Brazil, is that some sectorthi(wihe Government and
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elsewhere) think that eliminating the worst fornishild labour is sufficient. The

challenge in focusing on the worst forms of chiéthdur as a starting point, and
using early successes in eliminating the worst oo child labour as a training
ground for eliminating other and all forms of chiédbour.

The need for a long-term pressure and social mob#dation to ensure that child
labour eradication is not simply a passing interesbf governmental and non-
governmental actors Brazil's experience confirms that it is possitdenobilize a
broad spectrum of actors in child labour eradicatiblowever, some of these actors
have shown only short-term commitment, or carristiane-time initiatives. Other
organizations, including some employers’ assoamatiavere previously involved to
a greater extent when political pressure was highl, have since reduced their
involvement. Alliances formed cannot be considggedmanent. Instead, energy
and long-term commitment are needed to ensure d¢héd labour eradication
initiatives are not abandoned when administratichange, or when the next
pressing social issue is in the headlines. Cleadyne policymakers and other
actors want to believe that child labour eradicatias been achieved after their first
actions. Indeed, it is important that policymakpesceive and can present some
early successes. But it is equally important thédter actors — including ILO,
UNICEF and others — work to ensure that child labexadication initiatives are
sustainable and sustained. To be sure, in the alorit is easier to work on the
more remedial areas than the structural issuesinMim wage programs, extended
school hours, improved monitoring of work sites af®rt-term and achievable
objectives of child labour eradication initiativeBrazil's experience confirms that
it is important for Governments to start with thessions. However, lasting and
long-term change requires addressing: both aceesgj@ality of public education
(from primary through tertiary) and regional deywteent programs that increase
family incomes. Child labour eradication, if takeeriously as a policy issue will
lead to discussions about these issues. The ngallas has been seen in the Brazil
experience, is to use early successes to suswiprtigram and not water down or
dismantle child labour eradication once these eartgesses have been achieved.
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Appendix 1 List of Key Informants

1) Name: Milton Peixoto Luna*
Org: Social Democracia Sindical
Local: Sdo Paulo

2) Name: lara Farias / Ruy Pavan
Org: UNICEF
Local: BA

3) Name: Arabela*

Org: UNICEF
Local: Brasilia

4) Name: Beatriz Cunha*
Org: OIT
Local: Brasilia

5) Name: Armand Pereira*
Org: OIT
Local: Brasilia

6) Name: Naidison Baptista
Org: MOC (ONG)

Local: Feira de Santana (BA)

7) Name: Nilza Agreli
Org: Secretaria Estadual de Planejamento e Desenvolvimento Social (PETI)
Local: (PE)

8) Name: Valdivino Dionisio Seltrin
Org: CPT
Local: Campo Grande (MS)

9) Name: Marina Rosa de Sampaio Braganca*
Org: Secretaria Estadual de Agdo Social
Local: MS "

10) Name: Dra. Simone
Org: Ministério Publico do Trabalho
Local: MS

11) Name: Regina Rupp Catarino*

Org: DRT — GECTIPA
Local: MS

12) Name: Eliane Araque dos Santos*

Org: Ministério Publico do Trabalho
Local: Brasilia

13) Name: Luiz Anténio Machado*
Org: CNA
Local: Brasilia

14) Name: Rachel Cunha*

Org: Ministério da Justica (consultora PNUD)
Local: Brasilia

15) Name: Téania Jardim, Sue Mora Takei*
Org: ABC / Ministério das Relagdes Exteriores
Local: Brasilia

16) Name: Margarida Manguba; Glauber Santos*; Cibele
Org: Ministério do Trabalho e Emprego
Local: Brasilia

17) Name: Ménica Lourenco*

Org: Forca Sindical
Local: Sdo Paulo
18) Name: Dr. Oris de Oliveira

" Refused recording the interview
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Org: Jurista
Local: Sdo Paulo

19) Name: Paulo Pirassol*
Org: CGT
Local: Sdo Paulo

20) Name: Helena Oliveira da Silva*
Org: IBAM
Local: RJ

21) Name: Noé Carneiro*
Org: STR Retirolandia
Local: BA

22) Name: Antonio Dias *
Org: UFBA
Local: Salvador (BA)

23) Name: Frederico Ferreira®
Org: SETRAS
Local: BA

24) Name: Ana Dourado*
Org: Partners
Local: Recife

25) Name: Silvia Cordeiro*
Org: Centro das Mulheres do Cabo
Local: Recife

26) Name: Raquel Benedeti*
Org: Prefeitura / UNICEF
Local: Sdo Paulo

27) Name: Suzanna*
Org: DIEESE
Local: SP

28) Name: Maurilio*
Org:Instituto Pro-Crianca
Local: SP

29) Name: Francisco *
Org: CUT
Local: SP

31) Name: Eduardo Araujo*
Org: OIT
Local: Brasilia

32) Name: Sonia Levy*
Org: OIT
Local: RJ

33) Name: Luiz Gonzaga
Org: CONTAG
Local: Brasilia

34) Name: Maria Aparecida Medrado
Org: Social Democracia Sindical
Local: SP

35) Name: Soleny Hamu
Org: Férum Nacional
Local: Brasilia
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Appendix 2 Research Instrument

ROTEIRO DE ENTREVISTA: AVALIACAO IPEC

INSTITUTO PROMUNDO - Rio de Janeiro, 08-01-01

INTRODUCAO [Para ler para o/a entrevistado/al:

O Instituto PROMUNDO, em colaboracao com a CESPI, foi contratado para uma avaliagdo do
trabalho do IPEC no Brasil, especificamente examinando o impacto no nivel politico, ou seja, nos
atores engajados, através do processo da implementacao de atividades relacionadas ao IPEC.

Nao se trata de uma avaliagdo do impacto em termos de nimeros de criangas ou familias afetadas,
sendo do processo de mobilizacéo social em torno do IPEC. Vocé foi identificado pelo préprio IPEC
Ou por outras pessoas, como alguém que nos podia informar sobre o processo.

Os dados e opinides que vocé nos passaria, vao ser confidenciais. Ou seja, as suas respostas nao
vao ser fornecidas ao OIT com seu Name. A fita e as notas desta entrevista ficariam com
PROMUNDO.

Vocé concorda em que gravemos a entrevista?: SIM NAO

[NOTA PARA ENTREVISTADOR/A: Antes da entrevista, in  dique as perguntas apropriadas
para o/a entrevistado/a pessoa, considerando se aa tuacdo da pessoa é de ordem
local/estadual ou nacional, ou ambos.]

(I) DADOS PESSOAIS

1. Name do/a Entrevistado/a:

N

. Organizagao:

3. Cargo:

4. Tempo neste cargo:
5. Tempo envolvido em temas de trabalho infantil e/ou ligado ao IPEC:

6. Tipo de organizagéo:

7. Nivel de atuacao: (Comunitario, municipal, estadual, nacional):

8. Data/hora da entrevista: Entrevistador/a:

(1) HISTORICO

9. Qual é a sua relagdo ou de sua organizagéo atualmente com IPEC?
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10. No passado, qual foi a sua relagéo ou da sua organizagdo com IPEC? Como evoluiu esta
relagdo?

(1) OBJETIVOS DO IPEC

11. Para vocé, foi clara a misséo e os objetivos do IPEC no Brasil?

12. Atualmente, a missdo do IPEC é clara?

(IV) IMPACTO DO IPEC

13. Em 1992 quando o IPEC comecou ho Brasil, como que o trabalho infantil foi percebido na
sua regido/estado/organizagdo/ no pais?

14. E hoje em dia, como é que o trabalho infantil € percebido na sua
regido/estado/organizacédo/no pais?

15. Qual foi a contribuicéo do IPEC a estas mudangas?

16. Vocé teve algum contato ou conhecimento de um dos PAI — Programas de Acao Integrada
— que IPEC incentivou? Caso SIM, qual é ou qual foi a sua impressao?

17. Em que &reas/formas vocé acha que IPEC néo teve o impacto que deveria ou que poderia
ter tido?

18. Pensando desde 1992, na area de erradicacdo do trabalho infantil, teve algum impacto que
vocé ndo esperava?

(V) PAPEL DO FORUM NACIONAL E/OU OS FORUNS ESTADUAI S

19. Vocé tem conhecimento do Férum Nacional do Combate ao Trabalho Infantil? Qual é a sua
participacdo? Qual seria a sua avalia¢cdo do Férum?

20. Vocé tem conhecimento do Férum Estadual no seu estado? Qual é a sua participacdo?
Qual seria a sua avaliagdo do Férum?

21. Qual foi a importancia ou papel do IPEC neste Férum (estadual ou nacional)?

22. Atualmente, qual vocé acha que deve ser o papel do IPEC no Férum Nacional?
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(VI) OUTROS ATORES NO TEMA DE TRABALHO INFANTIL

23. Como vocé avaliaria a atuacao das seguintesidaties na erradicagéo de trabalho infantil no
pais:

a) Ministério do Trabalho

|Excelente | Muito Bom | Bom | Regular | Ruim [N/S

Comentarios:

b) Sindicatos

|[Excelente | Muito Bom | Bom | Regular | Ruim [N/S

Comentarios:

c) Associagdo de Empregadores

|[Excelente | Muito Bom | Bom | Regular | Ruim [N/S

Comentarios:

d) oIT

|Excelente | Muito Bom | Bom | Regular | Ruim [N/S

Comentarios:

e) UNICEF
|Excelente | Muito Bom | Bom | Regular | Ruim [N/S
Comentarios:
f) Férum Nacional
|[Excelente | Muito Bom | Bom | Regular | Ruim [N/S

Comentarios:

g) ONGs locais
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|Excelente | Muito Bom | Bom | Regular Ruim  [N/S
Comentarios:
h) ONGs nacionais

|Excelente | Muito Bom | Bom |  Regular Ruim  [N/S
Comentarios:
i) Forum Estadual

|Excelente | Muito Bom | Bom | Regular Ruim  [N/S
Comentarios:
j) Conselhos Municipais dos Direitos da Crianca

|Excelente | Muito Bom | Bom | Regular Ruim  [N/S

Comentarios:

[) Ministério Publico do Trabalho

|Excelente | Muito Bom | Bom |  Regular Ruim  [N/S
Comentérios:
m) Outros? Existem outras entidades que deveriamhsr? Qual(is)?

|[Excelente | Muito Bom | Bom |  Regular Ruim  [N/S

Comentarios:
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(VI) PRESENTE E FUTURO DO IPEC

24. Para vocé, qual deve ser o papel do IPEC/OIT hoje em dia? Faz sentido ele financiar
projetos de acao direta?

25. Quais agdes da OIT foram mais importantes?

1=Muito importante
2=Mais ou menos importante
3=N&o importante

Ponto de referéncia sobre o tema de trabalho infantil

Apoio financeiro diretamente a pequenos projetos de acao direta
“Advocacy”/Articulador com governo

As convencgdes internacionais

Apoio financeiro para pesquisas/seminarios

Apoio financeiro para fortalecimento institucional de érgaos do governo

26. Como vocé avaliaria a atuagéo do IPEC nas seguintes areas?

a) Apoio areforma do sistema escola, incluindo apo iar a implementacéo da jornada
ampliada

|Excelente | Muito Bom | Bom | Regular | Ruim |[N/S |

Comentarios:

b) Criar um sistema de fiscalizacé@o de trabalho inf  antil no pais

|Excelente | Muito Bom | Bom | Regular | Ruim [N/S

Comentarios:

c) Apoiar esforgos para garantir a renda minimae g  eracgdo de renda familiar

|[Excelente | Muito Bom | Bom | Regular | Ruim [N/S

Comentarios:

d) Eliminar as piores formas de trabalho infantil n o0 pais
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|Excelente | Muito Bom | Bom | Regular | Ruim [N/S

Comentarios:

e) Garantir a idade minima de 15 anos para o traba |ho

|Excelente | Muito Bom | Bom | Regular | Ruim |[N/S

Comentarios:

27. Tem algum comentério final ou assunto sobre o IPEC que n&o incluimos? Qual?
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Appendix 3 Evaluation of ILO / IPEC Activities in V

Areas

Avaliacao da Atwacao em dreas determinadas

A) Atuacéo do IPEC no

Apoio & Reforma do Sistema Escolar Indo a
implementac&o da Jornada Ampliada
15% O Excelente
O Muito Bom
0,
15% OBom
O Regular
62% 8% ERuim
0% ON/R
N-13
Fonte: Instituto Promundo / Instrumento de Avaliaca o IPEC, 2001.

B) Atuacéo do IPEC na

Criacéo ou fortalecimento de Sister
iscalizacdo de Trabalho infantil no pais
23% 23 O Excelente
O Muito Bom
0% OBom
O Regular
15% HRuim
39% BNR
N-13
Fonte: Instituto Promundo / Instrumento de Avaliacad o IPEC, 2001.
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C) Atuacéao do IPEC no

Incentivo aos esforgos para garantir rend
. geracéo de renda familiar
8% O Excelente

31% 23% O Muito Bom
OBom
ORegular

0% B Ruim

38% N/R
N - 13 ’ a
Fonte: Instituto Promundo / Instrumento de Avaliaca o IPEC, 2001.

D) Atuacao do IPEC na

Eliminac&o das piores formas de Trabalhan
pais

31%

N - 13 38%

O Excelente
O Muito Bom
OBom

O Regular
HRuim
ON/R

Fonte: Instituto Promundo / Instrumento de Avaliaca

E) Atuacao do IPEC no

o IPEC, 2001

Apoio na Aplicagdo da Legislacao para garanti i
minima de 16 anos para o Trabalho

O Excelente

31% 38% O Muito Bom
OBom
ORegular

°°/§o b HRuim

N - 13 23% ON/R
Fonte: Instituto Promundo / Instrumento de Avaliacad o IPEC, 2001
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APPENDIX 4 ILO-IPEC BRAZIL — DETAILED TIME LINE 198 8-

Year

1988

1990

1992

1993

2000

Major Events

A new constitution is ratified in Brazil, the end result of the return to democratic rule.
Numerous civil and social rights are reinstituted, including several related to labour rights.
The new constitution stipulates a minimum working age of 16.

The Statute on the Child and the Adolescent (ECA) is signed into Brazilian law after
several years of advocacy by civil society groups and parts of the government. The
Statute provides for far-reaching rights for children, including provisions related to
children’s work. The Statute stipulates a system of monitoring of children’s rights,
including municipal guardianship councils (that respond to individual cases) and municipal
councils for children’s rights (that coordinate policies and programmes related to children
and adolescents). State level children’s rights councils and a federal level council
(CONANDA) oversee these municipal councils.

The ILO launches the International Programme for the Elimination of Child Labour
(IPEC).
Brazil is one of the first 6 countries included in IPEC. On June 4, ILO and the Brazilian
Government sigh a Memorandum of Agreement initiating IPEC activities in the country.
The Ministry of Labour coordinates IPEC-related activities on the part of the Federal
Government, reinforcing its labour inspection activities and starting national awareness-
raising activities.
The National IPEC Steering Committee is formed, comprised of the Government,
employers’ and workers’ organizations and other NGOs. The committee sets priorities and
plans for IPEC activities in Brazil and coordinates IPEC actions with other actors in the
country.
The national media devote significant attention to the theme of child labour.

The first agreements are established with the National Confederation of Agricultural
Workers (CONTAG) to raise awareness about child labour among more than 3600 rural
workers’ unions. CONTAG becomes an important ally of ILO-IPEC and in 1994 became
one of the co-founders of the National Forum for the Prevention and Eradication of Child
Labour.

IPEC funds one of the first experiences with income cum education subsidies to families
that take children out of work in the sugar cane region of Campos (RJ).
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1994

1995

1996

IPEC begins to fund Action Programmes in various parts of the country, and offers
technical, financial and institutional assistance.

The National Forum for the Prevention and Eradication of Child Labour is formed by 36
entities -- governmental and non-governmental -- and with financial support from UNICEF
and ILO. CONTAG provides initial office and meeting space for the Forum.

With the support of ILO and UNICEF, Integrated Actions Programmes (PAls) are
implemented in several areas of high-risk child labour (charcoal regions and the sisal
region). The PAI strategy includes: (1) multi-sectoral collaboration to eliminate child labour;
(2) providing for the multiple needs of families and children; (3) strengthening policy
responses to child labour eradication; (4) promoting awareness about child labour in target
areas; and (5) improving children’s access to quality education. The PAI strategy becomes
the cornerstone for ILO-IPEC and governmental action in child labour eradication.

IPEC, in collaboration with the Brazilian Institute of Municipal Administration (IBAM), carries
out training activities to engage the municipal children’s rights councils in eradicating child
labour.

Within the National Forum, various sectors include the issue of child labour in their national
campaigns and in collective contracts, action plans, salary campaigns and national labour
union negotiations.

The Bolsa-Escola programme is initiated on a statewide basis in the Federal District of
Brasilia under the administration of Governor Cristovam Buarque. 40,000 families are
involved. UNICEF and UNESCO later evaluate the programme, declaring it successful in
taking children out of work and increasing school enrolment. The initiative becomes a
model for national level income support programmes implemented by SEAS (the “Crianca
Cidaddo” programme) and the Ministry of Education (MEC), which later establishes an
income support programme also called “Bolsa Escola”.

The Federal Government launches the “Vale Cidadania” programme (later called the
“Crianca Cidadao” or Child Citizen Programme”) coordinated by the National Secretariat of
Social Assistance (SEAS) of the Ministry of Social Security and Social Assistance (MPAS).
The programme is an income support program that pays rural families R$25 a month
(about US$12.50) and urban-based families R$40-$50 a month (US$20-25) that take their
children out of work. Payment is conditional on full-time school enrolment. In most
regions, the monthly payment to families has been combined with extended school
sessions for enrolled children called “Jornada Ampliada.”

The Rural Workers Union of Retirolandia in the sisal region of Bahia with IPEC support
launches the “Goat-to-School” initiative, which goats (as a source of milk and meat) as a
form of income generation to families with working children. The project is proven
successful in promoting sustainable income generation for low-income rural families and in
bringing national visibility to child labour in the sisal region. Retirolandia later becomes the
first city in Bahia where the Bolsa Escola programme is initiated. The “Goat-to-School”
programme was supported by ILO-IPEC until 2000.

ILO-IPEC continues to concentrate its efforts on eliminating the most hazardous forms (later
called “worst forms”) of child labour by supporting PAls in several parts of the country.
International events (August, in Stockholm) and national events (in Brasilia) organized with
the support of ILO-IPEC focus attention on the sexual exploitation of child labour. In Brazil,
ILO-IPEC supports the creation of the National Network to Combat Child Sexual
Exploitation. Regional Latin American meetings are also held on the issue.

64



1997

1998

On September 6, 1996, Brazil's President signs a “Memorandum of Agreement” between
the major trade unions in Brazil, the Board of the Comunidade Solidaria initiative (a public-
private social assistance initiative), and NGOs to define a series of joint actions to eradicate
child labour.

The Abring Foundation, an entity derived from the Brazilian Association of Toy
Manufacturers, creates the “Child-Friendly Businesses” seal (“Empresa Amiga da
Crianga”), a social labelling program offered to businesses that declare they do not use
child labour in their production. This social labelling programme was recently evaluated by
IPEC Brazil in collaboration with the Abring Foundation and the University of Sdo Paulo.
Partly as a result of this evaluation, the Abring Foundation has introduced key changes in
the seal monitoring scheme.

Based on pilot experiences in the charcoal region of Mato Grosso do Sul, the Federal
Government institutionalises the Programme for the Eradication of Child Labour (PETI), as
part of the Social Assistance Bureau (SEAS) of MPAS.

The association of shoe manufacturers based in Franca, Sdo Paulo, creates the Instituto
Pro-Crianca (the Pro-Child Institute) to fund projects to remove children from work in shoe
manufacturing. The Institute also develops a social labelling programme given to shoe
manufacturers who affirm that they do not use child labour. An inspection programme
carried out by a local university periodically visits the firms to confirm the absence of child
labour.

In January, the President launches programmes to eradicate the worst forms of child labour
in Pernambuco and Bahia.

In February, EMBRATUR (the Brazilian Tourism Company) launches a campaign against
sexual tourism.

The State Government of Rio de Janeiro implements integrated action programmes (PAIs)
in 8 municipalities.

The Ministry of Labour creates special commissions called Nucleos de Combate ao
Trabalho Infantil (Later called GECTIPA, or Grupo Especial de Combate ao Trabalho
Infantil e Prote¢do de Adolescentes Trabalhadores) to inspect and address child labour via
the Regional Labour Delegations.

State-level programmes for the eradication of child labour (PETIs) are implemented in
Pernambuco and Bahia, as part of the state secretariats of social assistance.

Through the Ministry of Education and Sports, the Federal Government creates the “All
Children in School” Programme to increase primary school enrolment rates.

The first state fora for child labour eradication and prevention are established. By 2001,
state fora exist in all Brazilian states.

In December, the President declares priority for child labour eradication in 1998 and
announces that the Crianca Cidaddo programme will support 3 million children (the actual
number of children reached by the initiative as of 2000 is less than 400,000).

The National Geography and Statistics Institute (IBGE), based on 1996 national household
survey data (PNAD), reports that the number of children working in the country declined by
670,000.

ILO organizes the World Conference on Child Labour in Oslo.

The International March Against Child Labour is held. More than 1000 organizations carry
out national activities in 99 countries. Portions of each national delegation then travel to
Geneva to culminate the march.
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1999

2000

PAls in the charcoal region of Mato Grosso do Sul and the sisal region of Bahia are
declared successful when data are showing that no more children are working in charcoal
production areas and about 8,100 children are found working in sisal production in Bahia.
Resources from PAIls are extended to low-income families whose children are not working
as a way to prevent child labour.

The Labour Attorney General’'s Office (MPT) intensifies their actions against child labour in
several regions with technical and institutional support from ILO.

In December, the Brazilian constitution is amended (through Emenda Constitutional no. 20),
raising the minimum working age from 14 to 16.

On December 14, the Federal Government signs ILO Conventions 138 and 182 and sent
them to the Congress for ratification.

The Federal Government announces that it will include R$ 1 billion (approximately US$
500,000 at the time) in its multi-year budget for eradicating child labour, primarily through
the PETI programme.

The PETI programme announces its objective to remove 866,000 children from the worst
forms of child labour as a short-term priority.

SEAS begins negotiating resources for child labour eradication with the World Bank.

SEAS develops a planning manual with programme requirements for the national PETI,
which contains a number of changes, some of which are criticized by partner organizations.
For example, the Crianca Cidad@o programme is revised so that working children can only
participate for two years (renewable for an additional 2 years).

Members of the National Forum, supported by IPEC, develop a National Plan for Combating
Child Labour, which includes three basic components: (1) quality education for all children;
(2) inspection of labour sites; and (3) family income support programmes to compensate for
lost income from children’s work.

The Statistical Information and Monitoring Programme on Child Labour (SIMPOC) is
approved in negotiations between IPEC, IBGE and ABC (in consultations with other
institutions, including the National Forum, UNICEF and the World Bank).

The issues of domestic labour and children working in drug trafficking are included in IPEC
and the National Forum.

e The Federal Government announces the Alvorada Project (also called the IDH-14) that
aims to integrate government services focusing on basic education and infant mortality
in the Brazilian states with the lowest ratings in the Human Development Index. SEAS
announces that child labour eradication will be included in the programme

e« The National Forum publishes a set of guidelines (called “The Guidelines for a
National Policy on Child Labour”) highlighting its priorities, which are: (1) to
systematize data on child labour in the country; (2) to analyse legal norms in the
country related to child labour; (3) multi-partite consultation and articulation; (4) to
promote improvements in public education for all children in the country; (5) to
promote adequate monitoring of workplaces with regard to child labour; and (6) to
promote family income support programmes as well as local sustainable development.

¢« |ILO and UNICEF announce their intention to gradually withdraw funding from the
National Forum. Several members of the Forum question this decision.

e IPEC begins to support a project to train monitors in the Jornada Ampliada programme
in Pernambuco state, with the goal of improving the quality of after-school activities for
children in high-risk areas of child labour.
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2001
« With the formation of a state forum for combating child labour in Toncantins state,
state all states have functioning state for a for the eradiation of child labour.
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Appendix 5 Analysis of Media Reports of Child Labou r

TRABALHO INFANTIL NA MIDIA IMPRESSA

Com o objetivo de analisar o tratamento que a nifdieessa deu a tematica do trabalho infantilrdalizada
uma pesquisa bibliogréfica. Essa pesquisa foi zaddi no setor de recortes de jornais da Bibliotka
Céamara dos Deputados. Esses recortes abarcaramdtictedessa pesquisa a partir do ano de 1996raéso
de dezembro de 2000. A andlise foi feita com tamorecortes presentes. Esse periodo totalizoue®rtes
de jornais com todos os enfoques. O resultado fiodé ser melhor visualizado a seguir:

QUADRO 1
Ano de Publicagéo
Ano N
1996 60
1997 86
1998 54
1999 58
2000 29
Total 287
QUADRO 2
Periodicos Que Tratam da Tematica do Trabalho Infatil
Periédico N
Isto E 3
Veja 3
Correio Braziliense 68
Folha de Séo Paulo 73
Estado de Sao Paulo 58
Jornal do Brasil 24
Jornal de Brasilia 13
O Globo 25
Gazeta Mercantil 16
Outros/sem informagéo 4
Total 287

69



QUADRO 3

Temas Ligados ao Trabalho Infantil

TEMAS

Trafico

Sisal

Resina

Prostituicdo

Pesca

Perua/lotacéo

Pedreira

Palmito

Lixdo

Laranja

Garimpo

Fumo

Fabricas

Domeéstica

Construcao Civil

Carvéao

Caranguejo

Cana

Cameld

Calcados

Agricultura

Total

© N =
SiNjar BElRIQIR|o|lulwkKlw|k|ok |k w|k|o|-

QUADRO 4

Instituicoes Mencionadas nas Reportagens

Instituicbes N
OIT (Convengdes, banco de dados ) 89
PETI 23
IPEC 2
PAI / PAS 8
Foérum Nacional de Prevencéo 5
Cespi 2
Total 129
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