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FROM RESEARCH TO ACTION (RTA) PROJECT: 
Using Knowledge to Accelerate Progress in the Elimination
of Child Labour and Forced Labour 
[bookmark: _Hlk147852780]Methodology for Categorizing Child Labor, Forced Labor, and Human Trafficking Studies



Introduction
This document describes the proposed guidelines for categorizing research on child labor, forced labor, and human trafficking. The guidelines are based on CONSORT guidelines for impact evaluations, the TREND checklist for other types of evaluations, the Cochrane Handbook, the UK Foreign, Commonwealth, and Development Office, and the USDOL CLEAR protocol for a variety of research methods. 
The main objectives are twofold:
1.	Create a policy database that provides an assessment of individual causal studies of different programs, policies, or activities (hereafter referred to as an intervention) to connect causal research to policy.
2.	Provide an assessment of quantitative assessment studies to be used in the country dashboard to help raise awareness about child labor, forced labor, and human trafficking at the country level. These descriptive studies could also be used as inputs for the identification of needs and gaps. 
Before moving into the methodology, it is important to provide some definitions 
•	Child Labor is often defined as any work that deprives children of their childhood, their potential, and dignity, and that is harmful to physical and mental development. It is defined by the ILO Minimum Age Convention, 1973 (No.138), the Worst Forms of Child Labour Convention, 1999 (No.182), and the United Nations Convention on the Child's Rights. It includes employment below the minimum legal age, work that is likely to harm the health and safety of children, and activities that interfere with their schooling.
•	Forced Labor is defined by the ILO Convention, 1930 (No 29) as “all work or service exacted from any person under the menace of any penalty and for which the said person has not offered himself voluntarily”.
•	Human Trafficking is defined by the United Nations Protocol to Prevent, Suppress and Punish Trafficking in Persons, Especially Women and Children, supplementing the United Nations Convention against Transnational Organized Crime as “the recruitment, transportation, transfer, harboring or receipt of an individual by means of threat or use of force or other forms of coercion for the purpose of exploitation.”  It describes a process through which a child enters into child labor or forced labor from which they cannot exit.

The measurement of child labor and forced labor may follow the international standards of the International Conference of Labour Statisticians. However, the studies included in the RTA bibliography do not restrict the definitions to the ones presented above. The RTA bibliography includes a broad range of outcomes (child labor, hazardous labor, economically active children, etc.) and age categories. Likewise, the RTA team provided the categorization of research studies as either causal research (impact evaluation) or assessment studies.
Background
In the past decade, major developments have been made in tools to assess study validity. Quality appraisal for studies focuses on the risk of bias, including validity, reliability, and consistency. Following the distinction between causal studies and assessments in the RTA bibliography, we provide a brief description of assessment tools used in the literature separated by both types of research.
Causal Studies
The proposed assessment tool provides guidelines to assess the quality of existing causal evidence on the effectiveness of interventions on child labor, forced labor, and human trafficking outcomes. We include evidence from randomized control trials (RCTs) and quasi-experimental methods (e.g., propensity score matching, difference-in-difference, instrumental variables, etc.).
RCTs have been increasingly used in the evaluation of the effectiveness of program interventions. Simple randomization ensures that the allocation of individuals is not systematically biased by individuals' self-selecting into treatment. Thus, the treatment and control groups have similar observable and unobservable characteristics on average. While RCTs are taught as the most rigorous method in impact evaluation, however, a lot of things can go wrong in the randomization process and the implementation of the intervention which would cause biased treatment effects. For example, the recruitment of participants may not be random, data collectors or participants may not be blinded to the treatment status, or program attendance and participation may be affected by high non-random attrition rates. 
Currently, there are two sets of reporting standards for use in the publication of RCTs in the medical literature: i) the Consolidated Standards of Reporting Trials (CONSORT) set out the standards for reporting clinical trials in medical journals[footnoteRef:2], and ii) the Cochrane Collaboration, an international organization that publishes a handbook to guide authors to conduct systematic reviews and meta-analysis of published studies.[footnoteRef:3] Both standards aim to reduce the risk of bias in the reported results.[footnoteRef:4] Similarly, the Transparent Reporting of Evaluations with Nonrandomized Designs (TREND) provides guidance for reporting evidence from non-experimental evaluations of public health interventions emphasizing the reporting of research design, comparison groups, and methods used to adjust for differences across groups, among others (Des Jarlais et al 2004). [2:  http://www.consort-statement.org/]  [3:  https://training.cochrane.org/handbook]  [4:  Bose (2010) provides a modified CONSORT checklist adapted to interventions implemented in developing countries.] 

While it has been argued that standards used in the medical literature may not apply to economics, several methodological issues are central to economic research, such as selection bias, attrition, compliance, and measurement error (Eble et al 2017). Many of these issues are addressed in practical guidelines for conducting impact evaluations such as Duflo et al (2007) and Shahidur et al (2009), and government agencies such as the U.S Department of Labor Clearinghouse for Labor Evaluation and Research (CLEAR) and UK Foreign, Commonwealth and Development Office. It should be noted that our main objective is not to assess the reporting of impact evaluation studies, instead, we are interested in assessing the risk of bias of existing causal studies to determine whether the estimated effects are due to the intervention examined. We adapted the tool developed by Waddington et. al (2012) to assess the risk of bias as described in the next section.
Descriptive Studies
The proposed assessment tool provides guidelines to assess the quality of existing descriptive, assessment, and prevalence studies. These studies do not evaluate the effectiveness of a program, but rather they provide information about the characteristics of those who are engaged in child labor, forced labor, or human trafficking for raising awareness and for the identification of needs and gaps. One can think of these studies as inputs needed for project development and evaluation. 
The proposed methodological quality assessment for causal studies is not an appropriate tool to assess descriptive studies. Moreover, these studies are performed by a variety of actors with different objectives, so categorizing them is not straightforward. We propose to follow a broad assessment tool where several aspects of a study are evaluated: the conceptual framework and its relevance; methodological clarity; validity, reliability, and consistency; clarity of reporting/ findings; and the extent to which the authors critically engage with the literature (UK DFID, 2014).
It should be noted that there are few assessment tools for qualitative studies, [footnoteRef:5] but these studies are outside the scope of this paper. [5:  For example,  JBI (Joanna Briggs Institute) Manual for Evidence Synthesis (2020) is available at https://jbi-global-wiki.refined.site/space/MANUAL] 


Criteria for considering studies for this review 
We included studies where child labor, forced labor, or human trafficking is an outcome of the empirical analysis, the studied age group includes children between the ages of 6 to 14, and the intervention targets child labor, forced labor, or human trafficking directly or as a secondary outcome. Studies that are only looking at macro policies (e.g., trade, globalization, conflict, gold prices, etc.) or controlled laboratory experiments with no clear policy implications were excluded. 

2. Proposed Assessment of Causal Research of the Effects of an Intervention
The evaluation of the methodology was designated to collect assessments of risk of bias, i.e., to assess whether the study provides evidence of no threats to internal validity. For instance, randomized controlled trials should show balanced pre-treatment characteristics, low attrition rates, sample selection, and details on the randomization process, among others. In quasi-experimental studies, the evaluation of the methodology is based on whether the study provides a clear counterfactual (what would happen in the absence of the treatment) by showing how the treatment and control group are selected, and the availability of variables pre/post the intervention, among others. Given that there are several approaches to impact evaluation, we created a list of specific issues to aid the assessment as described below.
The proposed categories to categorize causal research available on child labor, forced labor, and human trafficking are
Low Risk of Bias:  we are confident that the estimated effects are due to the intervention examined. RCTs receive a high rating if there are no threats to internal validity. Quasi-experimental studies receive a higher rating if they provide a clear counterfactual (what would have happened in the absence of the intervention).
Medium Risk of Bias: we are somewhat confident that the estimated effects are due to the intervention under study, but other confounding factors need to be considered. 
High Risk of Bias: we are not confident that the estimated effects are due to the intervention, thus we cannot derive policy recommendations that follow these studies. The paper does not show clear pathways through which the intervention may affect children. 
Below we present the specific issues we assess in individual causal studies based on the Cochrane Risk of Bias 2.0 tool for RCT and ROBINS-I tool (Risk of Bias In Non-randomized Studies - of Interventions).[footnoteRef:6] [6:  https://sites.google.com/site/riskofbiastool/welcome] 

Relevance:

A clear statement of the objectives of the interventions: 
The studies should provide details of the intervention (content, delivery, setting, period, etc.) and a clear causal pathway through which the intervention was intended to operate
- Interventions with child labor / forced labor /human trafficking as primary outcomes (i.e., the program was designed to reduce or prevent child labor/forced labor/human trafficking)
- Interventions targeting the educational system or social protection programs where child labor/forced labor/human trafficking is a primary outcome (CCTs, education subsidies, etc.)
- Interventions that include child labor/forced labor/human trafficking as a secondary outcome 

Methodology:

(1) Randomized Evaluation:
- Baseline data available
- Comparable treatment and control groups before the intervention 
- Low attrition rates
- High take-up rates/compliance, if applicable (stated in the analysis if the estimates are intent-to-Treat “ITT,” treatment on the treated “TO”) 
- How was the sample size determined? Power calculations / random sample.
-Eligibility criteria for participants and clusters (villages, schools, etc.)
 -No confounding factors affecting the intervention (e.g., policy changes, issues raised at the implementation phase, etc.)
- Some details on the randomization process were provided: who performed the randomization? Were the randomization criteria fixed over time? Was the subject aware of the randomization process? 
- Unit of randomization: village, household, school. Does the regression account for the level of randomization?

(2) Quasi-Experimental Evaluation 
· More than two periods, pre and post-periods.
· Panel data composed of the same individuals or repeated cross-section 
· Low attrition rates, high take-up rates, if applicable (stated in the analysis if the estimates are intent-to-Treat “ITT”)
· The study shows that the treatment group is comparable to the comparison group absent treatment (e.g., DID parallel trends assumption – placebo tests,).
· The study shows that beneficiaries of the intervention did not self-select into participating in the program. A clear description of the selection of participants and whether there were any deviations from the selection method over time and in the field.
· If the level of analysis differs from the level of randomization, the estimates should account for this (standard errors, control variables)
· No confounding factors affecting the intervention (e.g., policy changes, issues raised at the implementation phase, etc.)
· If the study uses matching methods (PSM), the matching design must include a rich set of control variables at baseline, provide evidence of support group and common independence assumption, and robustness tests to econometric specifications of the bandwidth selection and matching method. The selection rule of beneficiaries should be clearly defined.
· If the study uses regression discontinuity design (RDD): the allocation should be made based on a pre-determined discontinuity. Individuals cannot affect the assignment variable which is based on clearly stated eligibility rules. Robustness checks to the bandwidth selection should be presented.
· If the study uses instrumental variables (IV) including two-stage least squares and Heckman two-step correction: IV is exogenously generated (natural experiment, etc.), evidence of a strong instrument (F-statistic should be higher than 10), and clearly stated discussion on whether the exclusion restriction is satisfied.

Scores

Appendix A describes the assessment tool and the maximum score that each estimation strategy can attain. After consultation with the RTA team, it was decided that each component should have the same weight. We prefer a checklist approach that concentrates on the few, principal, potential sources of bias in a study’s findings. 




An individual study receives a score of 

· Low Risk of Bias:         	‘Yes’ for four or five categories
· Medium Risk of Bias: 	‘Yes’ for three categories
· High Risk of Bias: 		‘Yes’ for two or less categories



Summary of Findings
Based on the latest version of the RTA bibliography this subsection focused on studies that were classified as causal: type of study =1 (Randomized Control Trial) or type of study =2 (Causal Impact Evaluation – not RCT). The number of studies that were classified as causal was 143 as defined by the RTA study design. Of those, we excluded duplicates and 53 studies because they were not related to our objectives (e.g., theoretical papers, review papers, and papers that were not evaluating an intervention). We also included studies that were previously selected by ILO but were not included in the RTA bibliography (12 papers). In total, we reviewed 93 causal studies (see Appendix C). We could not find a study classified as causal focusing on forced labor / human trafficking. All causal papers are analyzing child labor outcomes.

As summarized in Table 1, we found 68 papers in low and medium risk of bias, which indicates that we have good confidence that the studied interventions caused the measured impacts on child and forced labor. 
Table 1:  Summary of the Causal Assessment
	
	Low Risk of Bias
	Medium Risk of Bias
	High Risk of Bias
	Number of studies

	RCT
	24
	8
	5
	37

	DID
	9
	10
	2
	21

	PSM
	2
	4
	4
	10

	IV
	3
	3
	8
	14

	RDD
	1
	4
	1
	6

	Regression Analysis
	-
	-
	5
	5

	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	39
	29
	25
	93



25 studies received a low causal evidence rating, which does not imply that the intervention did not work. The rating is based on the quality of the study and the relevance of the intervention to the analysis of child labor. In some cases, for instance, an RCT may have used the most rigorous methodology, but the intervention was not related to child or forced labor at all (not even as a secondary outcome), so it is not possible to know whether the estimated impacts are due to the intervention itself or its targeted population where the prevalence of child or forced labor can be low. In other cases, for instance, high attrition rates and imbalances at baseline may affect the interpretation of the results. While these papers may be informative, we cannot attribute the findings solely to the intervention.
It should be noted that papers reviewed in this study were published before a pre-plan analysis was recommended by journals and estimates were not adjusted by multiple hypothesis testing. This is particularly relevant for papers that are looking at the effects of interventions on child labor and forced labor as secondary outcomes. Moreover, given the scope of the RTA bibliography, it includes studies published between 2010 and 2021. Thus, the assessment tool does not consider the recent advances in the econometrics of impact evaluation methods, particularly the adjustments proposed in the new difference-in-differences literature. These adjustments, however, can be added in the future as a component of the scores when analyzing whether the study show parallel trends, placebo tests, or alternative tests.
Proposed Assessment of Descriptive Quantitative Research
Descriptive, assessment, and prevalence studies provide information about the characteristics of those who are engaged in child labor, forced labor, or human trafficking. While it is important to understand the conditions and characteristics of the type of work that the child performs for raising awareness and for the identification of needs and gaps, it may be difficult to provide clear policy recommendations from some of these studies. For that reason, we recommend that these studies are used in the country dashboard.
Individual studies are evaluated based on four criteria: 
1. Conceptual framework: The conceptual framework acknowledges existing research, provides research questions or hypotheses, and includes geographical or historical context regarding the outcomes of interest.
2. Peer-reviewed: Given the heterogeneity found in the type of publications (journals, working papers, etc.) we consider whether the study has been peer-reviewed. Alternatively, we could use the impact factor of the journal, however, this will give more weight to studies that are already published in journals.
3. Data: we look at studies using primary data separately from studies using secondary data. In both cases, we are looking at whether the study describes the sample population: geography (region, district, villages, etc.), households (e.g., adults, head of household, targeted household) children (e.g., all children residing in the household, children of a certain age category, etc.), socioeconomic conditions (at risk, poverty, etc.). We look at whether the study provides information about how the sample was obtained, statistical analysis (regression, mean differences), and provides analysis disaggregated by age and gender when looking at child labor. We do not consider age/gender disaggregation when looking at forced labor.
4. Findings: whether the study links the conceptual frameworks to the data analysis and conclusions, identifies limitations or explores alternative interpretations and whether the conclusions are based on the findings.
It should be noted that descriptive studies included in the RTA bibliography on forced labor and human trafficking are not necessarily about children, some studies focus on adults or the conditions in which the household resides. For that reason, we do not consider the inclusion of children in the sample when evaluating the relevance of forced labor studies. 
The proposed categories used to assess quantitative descriptive studies are
High: we are confident that the presented evidence identifies a need or gap
Medium: we are somewhat confident that the presented evidence identifies a need or gap, however there are minor concerns regarding methodological issues, limitations, and relevance that may affect the interpretation of the results. 
Low or Not Adequate: we are not confident about the validity of the presented evidence. 

Scores

Appendix B describes the codes used in the assessment tool. After consultation with the RTA team, it was decided that each component should have the same weight. 

An individual study receives a score of 

Child Labor
· High:         	‘Yes’ for eight or ten categories
· Medium: 	‘Yes’ for five or seven categories
· Low: 	‘Yes’ for four or less categories

Forced Labor
· High:         	‘Yes’ for eight or nine categories
· Medium: 	‘Yes’ for six or seven categories
· Low: 	‘Yes’ for five or less categories
· 
(Note: for forced labor we do not coded whether the study was looking at gender /age separately since the outcome of interest is very specific to a targeted population).
Summary of Findings
Based on the latest version of the RTA bibliography (LiteratureReview_final_revised LG.xlsx) this subsection focused on studies that were classified as non-causal: type of study =3 (Assessment). Our analysis is also restricted to studies that were classified in the academic discipline of Economics as primary or secondary outcomes. Of those, we excluded duplicates and studies that were not related to our objectives (e.g., theoretical papers, review papers, etc.). We also included studies that were previously selected as causal but were not studying the impact of an intervention, so we reclassify them as assessments (39 papers). In total, we reviewed 311 assessment studies in Economics (see appendix C)
As summarized in Table 2, we found that 35 studies were classified as high and 201 were classified as medium, which indicates that 236 studies were in the high and medium categories. We are confident that these studies provide information that could be useful for raising awareness and for the evaluation of needs assessments. 75 studies were classified as low or not adequate, in these cases, we are not confident about the evidence presented.

Table 2:  Summary of Assessment of Quantitative Descriptive Studies
	
	High
	Medium
	Low
	Number of studies

	
	
	
	
	

	Child Labor
	31
	177
	45
	253

	Forced Labor
	4
	24
	30
	58

	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	35
	201
	75
	311
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Appendix A: Assessment Tool for Causal Studies
Common Variables in the dataset: 
· ID: code from the ILO RTA Bibliography.
· First author: names of the authors.
· Year: year of publication.
· Title: title of the publication.
· URL: internet link or DOI. 
· Methodology, RCT, DID, PSM, IV, RDD, or Regression Analysis.

Only studies evaluating the impact of a program, policy, or intervention are included. Studies that are only looking at macro policies (e.g., trade, globalization, gold prices, etc.), theoretical papers, or controlled laboratory experiments with no clear policy implications are excluded. 

Inclusion Criteria: 

· Studies analyze child labor outcomes based on the definition provided by the ILO, or whether the country sets a general minimum age for admission to work not lower than the end of compulsory education and generally at least 15 years of age. These criteria do not apply to studies looking at forced labor.

· The target of the paper is to study child labor / forced labor in the age range defined by the ILO. Studies including small overlaps (e.g., papers that study child labor in the age range of 10-19 years old) are included.

	Target CL directly/education or secondary CL outcome=1
	Coded as 1 when the study examines a policy or problem that tackles child labor directly or when child labor is a secondary outcome (e.g., through education or cash transfers).



	Randomized Control Trial - RCT (Max Points = 4)


	Baseline available/balanced samples
	Coded as 1 when the study shows a table of baseline characteristics and whether there are any statistically significant differences between treatment and control groups. If there is any, the paper should take the imbalance into account.

	Attrition lower than 10%:
	Coded as 1 when the attrition rate is lower than 10% in all phases of the project and both the overall sample attrition rate and the difference in sample attrition rates between the intervention and comparison groups are considered.

	Take-up/Compliance:
	Coded as 1 when take-up was measured, and stated steps were taken to mitigate low compliance. 

	Details of the randomization process and sample size selection (power calc, random sample:
	Coded as 1 the paper discusses how randomization was achieved, and by what method (simple randomization, block randomization, stratified randomization, etc.). Also, when the paper shows the criteria adopted to calculate the sample size necessary to make the necessary inference to answer the research questions, and whether the sample was randomly selected.



	Difference in difference (DID) (Max Points = 4)


	Pre-post periods (at least one-year pre/post)
	Coded as 1 when the paper shows the outcomes of interest at least one year before and one year after the intervention

	Show parallel trends, placebo tests
	Coded as 1 when the paper shows that the parallel trends assumption is observed, that is, the untreated units provide the appropriate counterfactual of the trend that the treated units would have followed if they had not been treated. Graphs and placebo tests are valid alternatives. If the authors do not attempt to show equivalence by one of these methods, or if the trends do appear to differ, they must adequately control for time-varying characteristics that might affect the outcomes.

	Robustness checks
	Coded as 1 when the paper shows the results of several robustness checks that aim to show the method chosen is valid and solves the common pitfalls of DID (omitted variable bias, measurement errors, etc.).   

	Clearly stated eligibility rules
	Coded as 1 when the paper shows that the criteria adopted to obtain the counterfactual are based on theory or institutional knowledge. 



	Cross-sectional Matching (Max Points = 4)


	Rich set control variables correlated with T and outcome (baseline):
	Coded as 1 when the paper clearly shows the control variables used in the regressions and which variables were used to create the counterfactual. If the matching analysis does not attempt to match all key control variables, or if the matching process was unsuccessful on one or more of these variables, the regression analysis must include them

	Common Support / CIA:  
	Coded as 1 when the paper shows the common support (i.e., comparison of “comparable” units) and discusses the conditional independence assumption (i.e., there is “selection on observables” and participation is independent of outcomes once observable characteristics (X) are controlled for. 

	Robustness checks bandwidth selection and matching method:
	Coded as 1 when the paper shows the results of several robustness checks that aim to show the adequacy of the bandwidth selection and the adequacy of the matching method chosen.  


	Clearly stated eligibility rules
	Coded as 1 when the paper shows that the criteria adopted to obtain the counterfactual are based on theory or institutional knowledge. 



	Regression Discontinuity Design (Max Points = 4)


	Allocation is made based on a pre-determined discontinuity
	Coded as 1 when the paper clearly shows the control variables used in the regressions and which variables were used to create the counterfactual. If the matching analysis does not attempt to match all key control variables, or if the matching process was unsuccessful on one or more of these variables, the regression analysis must include them

	Individuals cannot affect the
assignment variable
	Coded as 1 when the paper clearly shows that individuals cannot change groups (treatment/control) before the implementation of the intervention. 

	Clearly stated eligibility rules
	Coded as 1 when the paper shows that the criteria adopted to obtain the counterfactual are based on theory or institutional knowledge.

	Robustness checks
	Coded as 1 when the paper shows the results of several robustness checks that aim to show the method chosen is valid and solves the common pitfalls of RDD (omitted variable bias, measurement errors, etc.).   



	Instrumental Variables (Max Points = 4)


	Instrument is exogenous
	Coded as 1 when the instrument is exogenously generated (e.g. natural experiment or random assignment of participants to T/C)

	F-test in the first-stage regression is higher than 10
	Coded as 1 when the first-stage regression (instrument-covariates) has an F-statistic equal to or above 10 (rule of thumb in the literature). 

	Includes relevant control for confounding, and none of the controls is likely affected by participation
	Coded as 1 when the paper includes other relevant control variables to account for confounding and none of these controls are likely to be affected by participation/eligibility in the program.

	Discussion on whether the exclusion restriction is satisfied
	Coded as 1 when the paper discusses the exclusion restriction based on theory or institutional knowledge, that is, that the instrument does not have a direct effect on child labor or forced labor. 

	Regression Analysis (Max Points = 4)


	Pre/post periods (at least one-year pre-post)
	Coded as 1 when the paper shows the outcomes of interest at least one year before and one year after the intervention.

	Panel data repeated cross-section
	Coded as 1 when the data is either panel data (the same individuals over time) or repeated cross-section (more than one period, for different individuals). 

	Similar before/after characteristics
	Coded as 1 when the paper controls for time-varying characteristics that might affect the outcomes.

	Controlling for age, gender, location, robustness analysis
	Coded as 1 when the paper controls for at least age, gender and location and offers robustness analysis.



Scores
	· Low Risk of Bias: ‘Yes/1’ for four or five categories

	· Medium Risk of Bias: ‘Yes/1’ for three categories

	· High Risk of Bias: ‘Yes/1’ for two or less categories




Appendix B: Assessment Tool for Quantitative Descriptive Studies
Common Variables in the dataset: 
· ID: code from the ILO RTA Bibliography.
· First author: names of the authors.
· Year: year of publication.
· Title: title of the publication.
· URL: internet link or DOI. 
· Primary Subject: child labor (1), child labor and forced labor (3), and a separate spreadsheet for forced labor papers (2). 
· Method of study: quantitative, mixed methods. 
· Academic Discipline: economics (1)
· Key Outcomes: forced labor, domestic services, chores, education, socio-legal rights, trafficking, and mental health. 
· Type of study: assessment. 
· Number of individual subjects in the study: number of individual subjects in the study (children, households, etc.). 
· Time period of Data (Year): range of the dataset.
· Publication data: whether the paper was peer-reviewed, document type (academic article, report, etc.), name of publication, Google Scholar H5-Index, and Google Scholar H5-Median. 

Only studies related to child labor or forced labor are included. Studies that offer exclusively theoretical models, literature reviews, or comments on regulation are not included. 

Inclusion Criteria: 

· Studies analyze child labor outcomes based on the definition provided by the ILO, or whether the country sets a general minimum age for admission to work not lower than the end of compulsory education and generally at least 15 years of age. These criteria do not apply to studies looking at forced labor.

· The target of the paper is to study child labor / forced labor in the age range defined by the ILO. Studies including small overlaps (e.g., papers that study child labor in the age range of 10-19 years old) are included.









	Conceptual Framework


	Acknowledges Existing Research
	there is a literature review about the specific topic of the paper. 

	Research Questions and Hypothesis
	develops the research questions and / or formulates the hypothesis to be tested.  

	Context (geographical/historical) context presented regarding CL/FL
	discusses the geographical and/or historical context presented regarding child labor or forced labor. 



	Peer-Reviewed Study 


	Peer-Reviewed
	Coded as 1 if the study has been peer-reviewed as defined by the RTA database.




	Primary Data

	Description of the Sample Pop (summary statistics)

Recruitment of Participants (random) or sampling strategy (village, household, individual)
	has a well-organized summary statistic of the main variables.

either when the paper clearly states that the recruitment of participants was random or another specific sampling strategy was adopted (village, household, individual level).

	Statistical Analysis (regression, mean differences)
	has some type of statistical analysis, either regressions or differences in means. 

	Analysis by age/ gender
	analyzes the main findings by different age ranges and gender. This was not considered for FL papers.




	Secondary Data


	Description of the Sample Pop /

Representative of pop

	when the sample population is described in a summary statistics table. The description of the sample in paragraphs is acceptable if the essential information is provided (age range, gender, etc.).  Data is representative of the population (national survey, census, etc.).

	Statistical Analysis (regression, mean differences)
	has some type of statistical analysis, either regressions or differences in means.


	Analysis by age/ gender
	paper analyzes the main findings by different age ranges and gender. This was not considered for FL papers.



	Results

	Link the conceptual framework to the data analysis and conclusions
	discusses the results in the context of the conceptual framework if this was clearly stated. 

	Identify limitations or explore alternative interpretations of the analysis
	identifies the limitations of the assumptions and/or the methodology used or offers alternative explanations for the results observed. 

	Conclusions based on the results
	contains a conclusion and/or discussion section that is based on the results of the study. 



Scores
1. Conceptual Framework: 3 points
2. Peer-Reviewed Study: 1 point
3. Data:
Primary: Child Labor: 3 points / Forced Labor: 2 points
Secondary: Child Labor: 3 points / Forced Labor: 2 points
4. Results: 3 points

Child Labor
· High:         	‘Yes’ for eight or ten categories
· Medium: 	‘Yes’ for five or seven categories
· Low: 	‘Yes’ for four or less categories

Forced Labor
· High:         	‘Yes’ for eight or nine categories
· Medium: 	‘Yes’ for six or seven categories
· Low: 	‘Yes’ for five or less categories





Appendix C: RTA Bibliography















►The Research to Action project (RTA) project
Using Knowledge to Accelerate Progress in the Elimination of Child Labour and Forced Labour
The Research to Action project centers on bridging the divide between policy research and policy action to tackle issues of child labour, forced labour and human trafficking. The primary objectives of the project are to increase access to evidence, facilitate understanding of available research and gaps, enhance capacity to provide evidence and fill gaps and promote new interest and engagement in the subject area. The RTA project is funded by the United States Department of Labor (USDOL).
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614 Studies


Causal Studies : 140


Not included:  59 
(therory, duplicates, review papers, etc)


Studies included in the analysis:  93




Assessment Studies: 474




Not included
Academic discipline does not include Economics : 173
Duplicates, review papers,theory: 29


Studies included in the analysis: 311


81 from the RTA biblio


12 from
 ILO templates


272 from tbe RTA biblio


39 were originally classified as casual
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