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Abstract: In 2011, Indonesia commenced an orphanage deinstitutionalization strategy known as the 
paradigm change in child protection. The strategy responded to human rights protocols 
emphasizing institutional care of children as a last resort. Orphanage based social workers were 
trained by the Ministry of Social Affairs (MOSA) to implement the paradigm change, increase 
parenting capacity and strengthen local supports to enable children’s reunification with their 
families. The paradigm change intended to reduce children coming into institutional care; however, 
we found a persistent growth of non-orphaned children being recruited to orphanages since 2011 
and more orphanages being built to accommodate them. Islamic philanthropic activities were 
identified as supporting and contributing growth to the orphanage trade. Despite the paradigm 
change, social workers were financially incentivization to recruit children to orphanages. There 
were no similar incentives to deinstitutionalize them. This paper uses selective quotes from the 
larger study, of social workers interviewed, to assist with theorizing the high potential of Islamic 
philanthropy in supporting Indonesia’s growing orphan trade. We propose that philanthropy, 
including where there are good faith and good intentions, may be contributing to some not so good 
outcomes, including trafficking and modern-day slavery. 
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1. Introduction 

The latest reports available indicate that more than 44.3 million children in Indonesia are 
considered poor, with 8.4 million of these children experiencing extreme poverty (Isdijoso et al. 2013; 
Badan Pusat Statistik 2011). Child poverty is sustained by the inability of families to provide basic 
resources for their children, and poverty is a barrier to accessing birth registration sites (Butt et al. 
2015; Bennouna et al. 2016). Having no national birth certificate automatically precludes children in 
Indonesia from school (Qonitah 2018). Both poverty and educational preclusion are known to have 
direct associations with the development of cognitive function (Maika et al. 2017). Children who are 
stateless by virtue of no birth registration, not educated and with diminished cognitive function have 
vastly increased vulnerability to disadvantage across their life course (Hong et al. 2018; Pinsker et al. 
2010; Caroll Chapman and Wu 2012). Some parents may engage in negative poverty coping, such as 
failure to educate, domestication of the girl child, child labor and trafficking (Lee and Hwang 2016; 
Roelen 2014). Many parents, otherwise, are known to relinquish their children to orphanages and 
Islamic boarding houses in hope for their children’s education and future life chances.  

It was following the Aceh tsunami in 2004 that an enquiry uncovered that approximately half-
a-million children living in more than 7000 orphanages and Islamic boarding houses across 
Indonesia’s archipelago (Martin 2006; Martin and Sudrajat 2007). The vast majority were not orphans, 
but instead children from rural and remote families in poverty, of single or imprisoned parents, 
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children left behind by migrant domestic workers (Martin and Sudrajat 2007), stateless by virtue of 
no birth registration and children who could not otherwise access education. In Indonesia, many 
children from families experiencing adversity are recruited by orphanage owners and their 
employees under the promise of food, shelter and education. This type of benevolent responding to 
poverty and to other social problems is embedded in a long-standing history of philanthropy, 
informed by Islamic religion and of philanthropy itself. Both the reliance on orphanages and 
benevolent funding of orphanages1 has made it difficult to dismantle the expansive orphanage trade 
and deinstitutionalize the children.  

Indonesia has made significant child protection efforts where orphanage deinstitutionalization 
and community development is aimed at reducing the reliance of poor parents and disadvantaged 
families on orphanages. However, difficulties arise where child poverty is extreme, where poverty is 
socially constructed as a form of child abuse, where education is valued, but not equitably accessible, 
and where traditions of Islamic philanthropy reinforce the gift2 to orphans (Kochuyt 2009; Manan 
2017; Latief 2015) and sustain the orphanage trade. The Qur’an beckons caring for the poor and 
obliges believers of Islam to give alms to orphans. It says, “…be good to parents and to kindred and 
to orphans and the needy, and speak kindly to mankind; and establish worship and pay the poor-
due…” (Qur-an, 2: 83). To be faithful to this imperative, many Muslim Indonesians offer their 
benevolence to orphanages without realizing that their poor-due may be sustaining and also giving 
rise to growth in an exploitative orphanage trade (Beazley 2015; Lyneham and Facchini 2019). 
Benevolence is offered in many ways; via food or monetary donations directly to orphanages, or to 
benevolence organizations that re-distribute the gift, or through kind acts of community members 
who may take children from orphanages to the mosque or other community events.  

Many orphanages, Islamic boarding houses and local community members operate in good 
faith, care for and educate their children. However, in a country where extensive poverty exists 
(Isdijoso et al. 2013) and institutions are known for their corruption (Duncan 2007; Wedel 2012), 
receipt of the gift or other financial rewards opens opportunities for dishonesty. Traditionally the gift 
was paid directly to the poor and to orphans, whereas, modern practices have increasingly shifted 
payment of the gift to organizations (Fauzia 2010). Some orphanage operators recruit children for 
their own profit-making from the gift, there is also a financial incentive system that remunerates 
employees for recruiting children to orphanages, and others may profit from orphanages that are 
sites of transition for traffickers in child labor, child marriage and sexual exploitation (Lyneham and 
Facchini 2019; Jabeen and Jabeen 2018; Benthall 2019; Van Doore 2016). Similar phenomena of 
benevolent harm has been raised by researchers identifying unanticipated outcomes with orphanage 
voluntourism (Freidus 2017; Carpenter 2015; McGloin and Georgeou 2016; Richter and Norman 2010; 
Phelan 2015), such as when children in developing countries are trafficked to orphanages to likewise 
generate business for orphanage owners and monies for institutional staff.  

Beazley (2015) declared that orphanages are an inappropriate aid solution. We contend that the 
gift to orphanages is an example of inappropriate aid that may be contributing risk of harm to 
children. However, the Indonesian mindset that orphanages provide better care for children than 
impoverished parents means that the gift to orphanages is constructed as a good deed. This despite 

 
1 Fauzia (2013) estimated that 71 percent of Islamic philanthropic organizations supported orphans, with 

benevolence specifically to orphans/orphanages being the third most popular charity among Muslim 
Indonesians. Around 29 percent of Muslims donate to social institutions, such as orphanages, 94 percent 
donate to mosques and religious institutions, 68 percent to neighbourhood associations, and 45 percent to 
educational institutions. There is, however, no official or accurate data available on philanthropy in 
Indonesia. Nor is there data on the percentage of orphanages compliant with or resistant to 
deinstitutionalisation. 

2 The term gift is used in this paper generically for Islamic philanthropy. This may include the practice of 
zakat which involves Muslims giving a set percentage of one’s wealth to charity (cash or equivalent staple 
food) annually during Ramadhan month; zakat fithra is given directly to individuals and zakat maal is given 
to institutions. However, Islamic philanthropy also includes infaq and shadaqah in which it is not specified 
when or how much to give.  
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long-standing evidence of associations between orphanages and harm (Bryson 2015; Choate and 
Engstrom 2014; Scott 2009; Beazley 2015). When these beliefs are socially entrenched, it has enabled 
the practice of outreach missions in which orphanage providers and others (e.g., people who think 
they are doing good deed, to employees seeking income, and to child labor and sex traffickers) travel 
to rural and remote regions for the purpose of recruiting children (Qonitah 2018). Many transport 
children vast distances away from their communities to orphanages (Van Doore 2016; Lyneham and 
Facchini 2019) and some transit children to exploitative situations that they cannot escape. 

The intention of this paper is not to criticize the gift. Instead, we draw some examples from our 
interviews with social workers for a larger research study. This study was on the efforts of Indonesia’s 
Ministry of Social Affairs (MOSA) to implement a paradigm change to child protection; a change in 
favor of deinstitutionalization over orphanage-based care. These examples assist in theorizing the 
dilemmas when other social-cultural institutions or employment practices are not likewise 
challenged and changed.  

Deinstitutionalization is consistent with the United Nations and other international aid 
organizations requests to the governments of developing countries to phase out orphanages 
(Huseynli 2018; Hamilton-Giachritsis and Browne 2012; Eapen 2009; Ariyadasa et al. 2017). The 
paradigm changes that are involved training of orphanage based social work and care workers to 
strengthening local community supports, reunify children with their families and prevent others 
from unnecessarily coming into care. However, competing systems and institutions have inhibited 
deinstitutionalization. There has been ongoing persistent growth in non-orphaned children at 
orphanages and Islamic boarding houses and increasing numbers of new orphanages built to 
accommodate them. Some children were known to be living poorer in orphanages and at greater risk 
to their safety and wellbeing than before. This is despite the Indonesian government’s efforts aimed 
at increasing social protection of households in poverty, on the one hand, and the child protection 
paradigm change favoring denationalization on the other.  

Before discussing ways in which “be good … to orphans and the needy” (Qur-an, 2: 83) could 
be reconceptualized so as not to keep feeding the orphan trade, we clarify the methodological 
framework for the larger study. This is followed by a presentation of research findings on barriers to 
the implementation of the paradigm change, which is then discussed in relation to the role of Islamic 
philanthropy in competing against child protection change.  

2. Methods 

Twenty government and non-government orphanage-based social workers and care workers 
were recruited to participate in the study. They were drawn from a sample case of 150 workers 
trained by MOSA, region III Yogyakarta from 2011 to 2015, to implement the paradigm change in 
child protection in their respective regions. There regions were located across six provinces in 
Indonesia: Yogyakarta, Central Java, East Java, Bali, West Nusa Tenggara and East Nusa Tenggara. 
Sampling workers from different regions enabled a cross-section of views to be collected that 
traversed Indonesia’s diverse socio-cultural and political contexts.  

Data collected via semi-structured interviews sought participants’ perceptions related to system 
challenges they experienced with the implementation of the paradigm change to child protection. 
Analysis of data used a two-step approach using interpretive phenomenology and systems theory. 
Interpretive phenomenology enabled meanings to be generated from patterns identified across 
interview data. Systems analysis enabled the interaction of broader social pressures interacting with 
the social workers’ experiences in attempting to implement the paradigm change and to compare this 
over time.  

A small quantity of interview data is reported in this paper. Statements made are not specific to 
the social workers’ current workplaces. Instead, they represent perceptions and experiences of the 
child protection paradigm change and its conflicts with broader socio-cultural drivers (e.g., the gift) 
that are sustaining the orphanage trade.  

Standard ethical considerations included informed consent, voluntary participation and right to 
withdraw, confidentiality and anonymity. Ethics approval was obtained from the Social and 
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Behavioural Research Ethics Committee, Flinders University (approval No. 6949). The research was 
completed in 2018. 

3. Results 

The paradigm change beckoned a system-based approach in which parents, families and 
communities would be supported by social protection mechanisms to alleviate poverty and 
strengthen parenting capacity. Sustainable system change, however, requires coordination between 
child-focused agencies and collaboration both within and across socio-cultural and political systems 
(Delaney and Quigley 2014). Undergirding the need for a paradigm change in Indonesia drew upon 
research evidence on child development and human rights philosophies informing that institutional 
care of children should be the last priority in child protection. While the few quotes provided here 
are not evidence of Muslim philanthropy’s contribution to the orphanage trade, they provide insights 
for discussion into the difficulty of dismantling children’s orphanages when religious drivers are not 
also managed. They provide a basis for theorizing of where good intentions of philanthropy may, in 
fact, be sustaining a localized version of voluntourism, orphanage trafficking and modern-day 
slavery.  

3.1. Recruitment of Children to Orphanages 

Interview data indicated that the paradigm change had little effect on orphanage-based social 
work in Indonesia, particularly since the practices associated with orphanage recruitment and Islamic 
philanthropy sustaining practices associated with orphanages has not significantly changed. 
Competing systems have served to sustain pre-paradigm practices; one such example is of the 
ongoing practice of travelling to rural and remote villages to recruit children to orphanages. Many 
participants who had been trained in the paradigm change to child protection spoke of their own 
ongoing engagement in recruitment practices, for example: 

… we usually plan the outreach in June, just before the school year ends. The eligible clients include 
neglected or abandoned children, children of poor families, and those living in remote areas, those 
who can barely access schools …  

While social workers were trained to engage in strengthening families and communities to care 
for their own children, there were pressures upon them to contribute to meeting orphanage capacity 
quotas. Quotas were often in contradiction to human rights, professional social work values and the 
paradigm change itself. Many participants felt pressured to fill orphanage beds irrespective of the 
children’s family and community circumstances. They prioritized conformity to pre-training 
practices and meeting quotas as opposed to the new paradigm in child protection that sought 
reductions in children living in orphanages. For example,  

… we do outreach every year to fill the vacancies. We even go to villages to advertise our open 
recruitment … 

… sometimes we have just done it to meet the capacity target, which is 80 people. If it does not meet 
the target … 

In addition, the employee remuneration system of orphanages competed against the paradigm 
change. In Indonesia, orphanage employees receive small base-pay and additional incentive 
payments for specific tasks performed. Financial incentives are paid for each child recruited to 
orphanages; hence, orphanage trafficking is a legally incentivized practice. While both orphanage 
recruitment and deinstitutionalization activities are social work roles, the vision of earning additional 
income means that staff vie for the opportunity to do orphan recruitment. For example: 

… the center’s head has distributed the task of the outreach programs to all staff members…the head 
would like us to share, so that everyone could get some benefits … 

… the structural people [middle management] often ask for a place in the outreach [recruitment] 
program team … 



Religions 2020, 11, 1 5 of 11 

 

Concerns were raised by some of the interviewed social workers regarding recruitment 
incentives. Two main reasons were offered. First, incentives encouraged some orphanage-based 
social workers to abandon aspects of the paradigm change and prioritize recruitment, especially since 
no incentive payments had been likewise allocated to deinstitutionalization related activities. Second, 
the incentives drove some social workers and other orphanage employees to abandon intake criteria 
and admit any child from poor or rural areas to meet orphanage capacity. It was considered important 
to meet capacity as fewer children could impact government funding allocations, the receipt of the 
gift from philanthropy and the individual incentive remunerations to be earned. 

3.2. A Changing, But Not Subsiding, Orphanage Phenomena 

As a result of their training, many participants held different views about the institutionalization 
of children. This included supporting parents in their own communities to care for their own 
children, for example,  

… they [children] are better around their family. If the parents are financially inadequate, we should 
assist the parents. If the children live away from their parents, it could affect their relationships … 

Some recruitment process had been changed, especially in government orphanages. Changing 
priority was to admit children with specific care needs and not simply children who are orphans by 
virtue of having only one parent or through relinquishment by families in poverty to orphanage 
recruiters. As well, government orphanages were trending towards children’s short-term 
rehabilitation, followed by reunification with families or transfer to a mainstream institution, for 
example: 

… our institution has changed…from a regular residential care for children to a rehabilitation 
center…focus is no longer on orphans only, or children of poor families, but is more on children 
facing certain risks…many children have specific challenges and needs, such as being difficult to 
follow the rules or with disabilities like intellectual disability …  

… the center is required to admit referred children only, who most of whom have problems that affect 
their behavior …  

One way or another, the volume of children entering orphanage life did not appear to be 
subsiding. While some orphanages were still recruiting children, as they had done so before, others 
were operating as short-term therapeutic maltreatment and referral centers. Participants advised that 
when working with children with disabilities or street living children, that attempts to refer these 
children to orphanages were often refused. This frequently led to these therapeutic centers keeping 
the children long-term, as they had done so before the paradigm change, for example,  

… we eventually have to admit those kids for undetermined length of time, as many centers that we 
refer to refuse to admit them … 

… It leads us to such dilemma…we eventually have to admit those kids for undetermined length of 
time … 

The paradigm shift has encouraged government orphanages to work on child rehabilitation, 
parenting capacity, empowerment programs and community development, then refer the children. 
However, with the refusal of other orphanages to take children with behavioral issues or disability, 
this meant that short-term accommodation sites were still accommodating children indefinitely. 
Coincidentally, this alleviates other orphanages and Islamic boarding houses to continue operating 
as they had before. Participants working for non-government orphanages advised how orphanage 
owners and administrators did not necessarily agree with or support the paradigm change. Some 
participants advised how their orphanages did not apply to the government to employ additional 
social workers, as potentially the easiest way to resist the paradigm change was not to employ people 
equipped to implement it. Orphanage administrators’ reportedly maintained beliefs about 
benevolence and philanthropy, and what was good for “children from families like them [poor families]. 
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Participants suggested that their managers were often challenged deinstitutionalization and resisted 
the social workers who attempted to implement it.  

3.3. A Noble Deed of Philanthopists 

Participants expressed beliefs that the provision of shelter, basic needs and education access for 
children of low-income families satisfied the Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC). They 
advised how the orphanages where they worked had become more home-like, so that social workers 
were available to support children around-the-clock, and there was more play time. While the quality 
of their orphan-based life and service provision improved with the paradigm change, religious 
teachings continued to have a stronghold over the value of orphanages generally. 

One participant talked about the need to have children in orphanages for a long duration to 
ensure Islamic character building, and that returning children to poor parents (who were 
blameworthy for their own poverty) would be meaningless. Being at the orphanage enabled people 
in the local community to take children to the mosque during Ramadan, to other festivals or to other 
community events. Many of the orphanages’ community members were thought to volunteer these 
acts of being kind to orphans because it was heaven rewarded. The strong belief in God’s rewards, 
and in the obedience to the Prophet’s tradition stating that “the best Muslims are those that bring 
most benefit to the rest of mankind" (Fahrudin et al. 2016, p. 51) were strong motivations for 
community altruism towards orphans and social work practice in Indonesia.  

Philanthropy has led to a vicious cycle of increased donations, government support and 
increasing numbers of orphanages. The culture of entrusting children to orphanages in hope for 
better food and education, and religious faith resulting in values of helping orphans, has ensured a 
strong, sustained orphanage trade. Participants proposed that most Indonesians consider orphanages 
as doing honorable actions that need to be supported; therefore, encouraging them to 
deinstitutionalize children is against religious teaching. As a result, three of the social workers 
interviewed expressed difficulties convincing the orphanage owners and the local community to 
understand deinstitutionalization and family-based care as being in the best interests of the 
children—more-so among those who were associated with religion-based institutions. Participants 
suggested that religious leaders needed persuading that, while helping orphans was a noble deed, 
that this could be achieved without institutionalizing children who were not orphans.  

Muslim Indonesians identify children living in children’s institutions as orphans, irrespective 
whether the children have parents or family. There is faith in religious teaching that helping orphans 
is a noble deed and rewarded with a place in heaven, and beliefs that orphans’ prayers go directly to 
God. Orphan’s prayers become evidence of the noble deed. Religion, therefore, provides a purpose 
of life for many people. It provides fundamental motivation and goals in life, as well as guidance to 
live a good life (Park 2005). Living a good life, with the belief in eternal life, inspires people to engage 
acts—such as food, money and volunteering-based philanthropy to orphans. Of concern was the 
resounding voice of, ‘being good to orphans means being heaven rewarded.’ One could interpret from such 
statements that Islamic philanthropy is sustaining the orphanage trade through serving the interests 
of donors’ and carers’ over the best interests of the child. 

4. Discussion 

National census data in 2011 documented Indonesia’s population as approximately 237.6 
million, with more than one quarter of the population known to be of compulsory school age or 
younger (e.g., 0–14 years) (Badan Pusat Statistik 2011; Isdijoso et al. 2013). Approximately half of 
Indonesia’s children are thought to have no birth registration (Badan Pusat Statistik 2011; Isdijoso et 
al. 2013), despite Indonesia’s efforts to address this. As many as 30 million children may not be 
attending school, based on them having no birth registration (Qonitah 2018). Of children who have 
birth registration and are eligible for school, many live where they have no access to schools, or where 
local corruption under Indonesia’s decentralization has diminished spending on and access to 
education (Suryadarma 2012; Bambang et al. 2014). Children in these circumstances are at risk of 
significant exploitation.  
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Based on 2010 census data, Kusumaningrum (2011) estimated that three million of Indonesia’s 
children were engaged in hazardous child labor, such as in the mining and construction industry, 
off-shore fishing and the commercial sex trade. Thirty percent of females exploited in commercial sex 
work were thought to be under the age of 18 years, with many being as young at ten 
(Kusumaningrum 2011). About 12 percent of girls were believed to be forced into marriage before 15 
years of age (Kusumaningrum 2011). The combination of household poverty, parental illiteracy, 
overall social ignorance, and poor access to education inevitably locates children in Indonesia as the 
most vulnerable members of society (Tolla and Singh 2018; Nur et al. 2018; Lu et al. 2016; Ball et al. 
2017). The shame and silence surrounding poverty and parental engagement of children in 
exploitation, in their act to survive, serves to increase the power of orphanage recruiters over them. 
When promises of food and education coerce parents to relinquish their children to orphanages, and 
the orphanages fail to deliver, this exploits the children, families and communities from where 
children have been recruited. 

Martin and Sudrajat (2007), in their report on orphans following the Aceh tsunami, expressed 
concerns with the standards of care in children’s institutions. Their investigation found that non-
orphaned children were being placed in orphanages vast distances away from their communities, 
having no contact with their families and not receiving quality of care. In more recent authorship, 
Lundine et al. (2013) noted that little has changed. They observed that orphanages were violating 
children’s rights, and that the orphanage providers had either little awareness of the negative impact 
of institutionalization on children, or did not want things to change for the reason of the income they 
could earn. The authors expressed concerns about orphanage recruitment processes, the parents who 
had placed blind faith in orphanages, growth in orphanages due to Islamic philanthropy, and the risk 
of developmental harms to and exploitation of the children. Many orphanages were found to be 
exploiting the well-intended Muslim offering of the gift to orphanage-based children 

In the current study, many of the participants expressed some resistance to the paradigm change, 
indicating their own participation in discursive public mindsets of ill-informed benefits of 
orphanages generally. Regarding deinstitutionalization, resistance was evident in the ongoing 
recruitment practices. Some participants seemed to have difficulty conceptualizing orphanages as a 
last resort for vulnerable children, which was hindered by their constructions of poverty is an act of 
parental child abuse and orphan life being a superior option. Most of the participants understood the 
role of the State to care for children in accordance with the CRC, but not the position of the CRC on 
the role of the State to support parents to care for their own children. Broader societal attitudes 
towards parents who were poor, and religious beliefs in favor of benevolence, reinforced that placing 
children in institutions was a noble deed. This is regardless of the evidence of institutionalization’s 
risk to children’s development, wellbeing and life chances (Bryson 2015; Choate and Engstrom 2014; 
Scott 2009; Beazley 2015). Societal practices, however, are not in alignment with research.  

Several studies in Indonesia on child wellbeing indicate a perception that orphanage life is a 
positive intervention for abandoned, street living or poverty-stricken children (Anasiru 2011; 
Asmorowati 2008; Rizzana 2013; Setijaningrum 2008; Fatony 2011). However, every one of these 
studies indicated little improvement to child wellbeing as a result of orphanage-based care. They 
display an institutionalization culture informed policy that assumes children from low-income 
families need institutional support, and that the State can care better for these children than their own 
families. However, the missing variable under consideration in research on Indonesia’s orphanage 
system is the influence of Islamic philanthropy on the public mindset of giving.  

Over the last decade, Indonesia has implemented a series of strategies aimed at increasing birth 
registration, school attendance and improving women’s and children’s social protection (Barrientos 
et al. 2014; Butt and Ball 2018; Sumner 2015). Education has been promoted as a pathway out of 
poverty and exploitation. However, a deep entrenched Indonesian social mindset that orphanages 
can care better for children than poor parents (Anasiru 2011) has encouraged growth in orphanages 
and Islamic boarding houses promising education and a better life. This is thought to have further 
contributed to a rise in the gift to orphanages (Suryadarma et al. 2009; Wanat et al. 2010). The growth 
in Indonesia’s orphanages is not subsiding. The sheer volume of orphanages makes it difficult for the 
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State to manage quality in accordance with human rights, or difficult to identify which ones are 
transition sites for trafficking children to child marriage, labor and the sex industries. While there are 
many good deeds that can help orphans and other children in need, we propose that there are many 
more risks associated with an overwhelming orphanage system and uncontrollable orphanage trade. 

5. Conclusions 

As the number of orphanages grow in Indonesia, this is not necessarily because families are poor 
or because people are giving. Children are being recruited and trafficked to the orphanage trade 
because the financial incentivization supports it. The high potential of Islamic philanthropy in 
supporting orphans contributes to the orphanage trade being sustained, and not necessarily because 
children or their families need orphanages. Some philanthropists, it appears, may be gifting to 
orphanages to undertake acts of being good to orphans for being heaven rewarded. Sustaining 
orphanages as acts of good deed by kind-hearted Muslims, which can be argued akin to kind-hearted 
tourists going to developed countries and volunteering at orphanages because it makes them feel 
good to do good things; both, arguably are forms of modern-day slavery. The link between policy 
and public minds need to be addressed so that philanthropy works in the best interests of children, 
not donors. 

The most favored form of Islamic Philanthropy worldwide is to orphans, and the central tenet 
of the Muslim faith is for social justice through caring for the poor and disadvantaged (Yumna and 
Clarke 2011). However, the good deed of ‘rescuing’ economically disadvantaged children to 
orphanages is well known to be counterproductive and more likely to result in children’s exploitation 
and amplified inequalities (Athoillah 2013; Benthall 2019; Yumna and Clarke 2011). The gift does not 
need to go to orphanages to fulfil the central tenet to alleviate poverty, but instead could be better 
directed towards helping parents and communities strengthen capacity to care for their own children, 
building and resourcing schools in regions where they are needed, and providing equal life chances 
for all Indonesia’s people. As Athoillah (2013, p. 3) wrote, ‘the Islamic purpose cannot be realized 
until … all forms of exploitation—social, spiritual, political and economic—assured.’ Contemporary 
authors argue that (Kailani and Slama 2019) Islamic philanthropy and charities have lost its 
association with social justice and welfare, and increasingly interested in economic gain. According 
to Fauzia (2013), however, it is likely that Islamic institutions are simply ill-equipped to respond to 
some of the hardest challenges of societies characterized by entrenched inequity and dysfunction. 
One of these challenges being how to support the deinstitutionalization paradigm change. Beliefs 
associated with Islamic faith have historically not been integrated with development agendas 
(Yumna and Clarke 2011).  

We contend here that the paradigm change to child protection must call upon 21st century 
Muslim thinking about how to “…be good to parents…and to orphans…” (Qur-an, 2: 83) differently. 
Needed is the departure from financially feeding the orphanage trade and the unintended 
consequences of the gift that is increasingly known as detrimental to children. Redirecting 
philanthropy towards supporting parents in poverty to care for their children, in their own 
communities is critical. This is consistent with research identifying that children are better off with 
their families, even in adversity, than orphanages (Bryson 2015; Choate and Engstrom 2014; Scott 
2009; Beazley 2015). The paradigm change is in favor of deinstitutionalization and involves 
supporting family empowerment, capacity building and community development to enable children 
to remain with their parents, kin or communities of origin. Philanthropic gifting to these endeavors 
is more likely to result in good intentions that also achieve good outcomes.  

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, H.M.; formal analysis, H.M.; investigation, H.M. and N.Q.; data 
curation, N.Q.; writing—original draft preparation, H.M.; writing—review and editing, N.Q. All authors have 
read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript. 

Funding: The original research, from which re-analysis of data for this paper was undertaken, was funded by 
an Australia Awards Scholarship, Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, and the Australian Government.  

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest. 



Religions 2020, 11, 1 9 of 11 

 

References 

Anasiru, Ronawati. 2011. Implementasi model-model kebijakan penanggulangan anak jalanan di kota Makassar. 
Sosiokonsepsia 16: 175–86. 

Ariyadasa, Eshantha, Helen McLaren, and Janet McIntyre-Mills. 2017. Children’s homelessness in Sri Lanka. In 
Faces of Homelessness in the Asia Pacific. Edited by Carole Zufferey and Nilan Yu. London: Routledge, pp. 
64–77. 

Asmorowati, Sulikah. 2008. Efektivitas kebijakan perlindungan pekerja anak (child labour) dengan fokus anak 
jalanan di Surabaya. Jurnal Penelitian Dinas Sosial 7: 31–44. 

Athoillah, M. Anton. 2013. Zakat as an Instrument of Eradicating Poverty (Indonesian Case). International Journal 
of Nusantara Islam 1: 73–85. 

Badan Pusat Statistik. 2011. Sensus Penduduk 2010, No. Publikasi 04000.1. Available online: 
http://sp2010.bps.go.id/index.php/site/index (accessed on 12 December 2019). 

Ball, Jessica, Leslie Butt, and Harriot Beazley. 2017. Birth registration and protection for children of transnational 
labor migrants in Indonesia. Journal of Immigrant & Refugee Studies 15: 305–25. 
doi:10.1080/15562948.2017.1316533  

Bambang, Bemby Soebyakto, Harizal Harizal, and Jahen F Rezki. 2014. Youth Idleness in Indonesia. Asian Social 
Science 11: 251–59. doi:10.5539/ass.v11n13p251. 

Barrientos, Armando, Jasmina Byrne, Paola Peña, and Juan Miguel Villa. 2014. Social transfers and child 
protection in the South. Children and Youth Services Review 47: 105–12. doi:10.1016/j.childyouth.2014.07.011. 

Beazley, Harriot. 2015. Inappropriate Aid: The Experiences and Emotions of Tsunami ‘Orphans’ Living in 
Children’s Homes in Aceh, Indonesia. In Children’s Emotions in Policy and Practice. Berlin: Springer, pp. 34–
51. 

Bennouna, Cyril, Brooke Feldman, Rahmadi Usman, Rama Adiputra, Santi Kusumaningrum, and Lindsay Stark. 
2016. Using the three delays model to examine civil registration barriers in Indonesia. PLoS ONE 11: 
e0168405. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0168405.  

Benthall, Jonathan. 2019. The Care of Orphans in the Islamic Tradition, Vulnerable Children, and Child 
Sponsorship Programs. Journal of Muslim Philanthropy & Civil Society 3: 4–24. 

Bryson, Stephanie A. 2015. A credit check of maternal assets: ‘care capital’ and the construction of the ‘good 
enough family’ by child welfare caseworkers and courts. British Journal of Social Work 46: 2070–87. 
doi:10.1093/bjsw/bcv128  

Butt, Leslie, and Jessica Ball. 2018. Strategic actions of transnational migrant parents regarding birth registration 
for stay-behind children in Lombok, Indonesia. Population, Space and Place 25: 2152–60. 
doi:10.1002/psp.2152|. 

Butt, Leslie, Jessica Ball, and Harriot Beazley. 2015. Transnational Migrant Families, Child Statelessness, and 
Decisions about Birth Registration: Implications for Policy and Practice in Indonesia. Oak Bay: University of 
Victoria, Centre for Asia-Pacific Initiatives. 

Caroll Chapman, Shawna L, and Li-Tzy Wu. 2012. Substance abuse among individuals with intellectual 
disabilities. Research in Developmental Disabilities 33: 1147–56. doi:10.1016/j.ridd.2012.02.009. 

Carpenter, Kathie. 2015. Childhood studies and orphanage tourism in Cambodia. Annals of Tourism Research 55: 
15–27. doi:10.1016/j.annals.2015.08.010. 

Choate, Peter W, and Sandra Engstrom. 2014. The “good enough” parent: implications for child protection. Child 
Care in Practice 20: 368–82. doi:10.1080/13575279.2014.915794  

Delaney, Stephanie, and Padraig Quigley. 2014. Understanding and Applying a Systems Approach to Child Protection: 
A Guide for Programme Staff. Lausanne: Terre des Hommes. 

Duncan, Christopher R. 2007. Mixed outcomes: The impact of regional autonomy and decentralization on 
indigenous ethnic minorities in Indonesia. Development and Change 38: 711–33. doi:10.1111/j.1467-
7660.2007.00430.x. 

Eapen, Doncy J. 2009. Institutionalized children: The underprivileged. International Journal of Nursing Practice 15: 
349–52. doi:10.1111/j.1440-172X.2009.01785.x. 

Fahrudin, Adi, Husmiati Yusuf, Toton Witono, and RoÕfah Mudzakir. 2016. Islamic social work practice: an 
experience of muslims’s activities in Indonesia. In Islamic Social Work Practice: Experiences of Musim Activities 
in Asia. Edited by Kana Matsuo. Chiba: Asian Center for Social Work Research (ACSWR) Shukutoku 
University. 



Religions 2020, 11, 1 10 of 11 

 

Fatony, Achmad. 2011. Kebijakan pengentasan kemiskinan berbasis participatory poverty assessment: kasus 
Yogyakarta. Jurnal Sosiokonsepsia 16: 123–42. doi:10.33007/ska.v16i2.798. 

Fauzia, Amelia. 2010. Philanthropy, social justice and Islamic tradition. Alliance 15: 31–32. 
Fauzia, Amelia. 2013. Faith and the State: A History of Islamic Philanthropy in Indonesia. Leiden: Brill. 
Freidus, Andrea Lee. 2017. Unanticipated outcomes of voluntourism among Malawi’s orphans. Journal of 

Sustainable Tourism 25: 1306–21. doi:10.1080/09669582.2016.1263308  
Hamilton-Giachritsis, Catherine, and Kevin Browne. 2012. Forgotten children? An update on young children in 

institutions across Europe. Early Human Development 88: 911–14. doi:10.1016/j.earlhumdev.2012.09.018. 
Hong, Saahoon, Taeho Greg Rhee, and Kristine N. Piescher. 2018. Longitudinal association of child maltreatment 

and cognitive functioning: Implications for child development. Child Abuse and Neglect 84:64–73. 
doi:10.1016/j.chiabu.2018.07.026. 

Huseynli, Aytakin. 2018. Implementation of deinstitutionalization of child care institutions in post-soviet 
countries: the case of Azerbaijan. Child Abuse and Neglect 76: 160–72. doi:10.1016/j.chiabu.2017.10.020. 

Isdijoso, Widjajanti, Armand Arief Sim, Deswanto Marbun, Hariyanti Sadaly, Robert Justin Sodo, Rachma Indah 
Nurbani, Rahmitha Rahmitha, Umbu Reku Raya, Vita Febriany, and Yudi Fajar M Wahyu. 2013. Child 
Poverty and Disparities in Indonesia: Challenges for Inclusive Growth. Central Jakarta: SMERU Research 
Institute. 

Jabeen, Tahira, and Sumera Jabeen. 2018. Ideals of human rights and socioeconomic realities: The larger context 
of Pakistan’s child-protection policy. Journal of Human Rights 17: 44–57. doi:10.1080/14754835.2016.1233807  

Kailani, Najib, and Martin Slama. 2019. Accelerating Islamic charities in Indonesia: zakat, sedekah and the 
immediacy of social media. South East Asia Research 1–17. doi:10.1080/0967828X.2019.1691939. 

Kochuyt, Thierry. 2009. God, gifts and poor people: On charity in Islam. Social Compass 56: 98–116. 
doi:10.1177/0037768608100345. 

Kusumaningrum, Santi. 2011. Building a Social Protection System for Children in Indonesia (An Assessment on the 
Implementation of the Ministry of Social Affairs’ Social Assistance Program PKSA and Its Contribution to the Child 
Protection System). Jakarta: The Center on Child Protection, World Bank, and the Indonesian Ministry of 
Planning. 

Latief, Hilman. 2015. Faith and the state: A history of Islamic philanthropy in Indonesia. Pacific Affairs 88: 231–
33. 

Lee, Kye Woo, and Miae Hwang. 2016. Conditional cash transfer against child labor: Indonesia Program 
Keluarga Harapan. Asia Pacific Education Review 17: 391–401. 

Lu, Chunling, Maureen M Black, and Linda M Richter. 2016. Risk of poor development in young children in 
low-income and middle-income countries: an estimation and analysis at the global, regional, and country 
level. The Lancet Global Health 4: e916–e922. doi:10.1016/S2214-109X(16)30266-2. 

Lundine, John, R. Y. Hadikusumah, and Tata Sudrajat. 2013. Indonesia’s progress on the 2015 Millennium 
Development Goals. Strategic View: Indonesia 360: 54–66. 

Lyneham, Samantha, and Lachlan Facchini. 2019. Benevolent harm: Orphanages, voluntourism and child sexual 
exploitation in South-East Asia. Trends and Issues in Crime and Criminal Justice 574: 1–16. 

Maika, Amelia, Murthy N. Mittinty, Sally Brinkman, and John Lynch. 2017. Associations of Early- and Later-
Childhood Poverty With Child Cognitive Function in Indonesia: Effect decomposition in the presence of 
exposure-induced mediator-outcome confounding. American Journal of Epidemiology 185: 879–87. 
doi:10.1093/aje/kww195. 

Manan, Abdul. 2017. The Ritual Calendar of South Aceh, Indonesia. Jurnal Ilmiah Peuradeun 5: 59–76. 
doi:10.26811/peuradeun.v5i1.120  

Martin, Florence. 2006. A Rapid Assessment of Children’s Homes in Post-Tsunami Aceh. Jakarta: DEPSOS and Save 
the Children. 

Martin, Florence, and Tata Sudrajat. 2007. Someone that Matters: The Quality of Care in Childcare Institutions in 
Indonesia. Jakarta: Save the Children. 

McGloin, Colleen, and Nichole Georgeou. 2016. ‘Looks good on your CV’: The sociology of voluntourism 
recruitment in higher education. Journal of Sociology 52: 403–17. doi:10.1177/1440783314562416. 

Nur, Widi Astuti, Firmansyah Firmansyah, and Widodo Wahyu. 2018. A multidimensional approach of child 
poverty in Indonesia. In E3S Web of Conferences. Les Ulis: EDP Sciences. 

Park, Crystal L. 2005. Religion and meaning. In Handbook of the Psychology of Religion and Spirituality. Edited by 
Raymond F. Paloutzian and Crystal L. Park. New York: The Guilford Press, pp. 295–314 



Religions 2020, 11, 1 11 of 11 

 

Phelan, Kelly Virginia. 2015. Elephants, orphans and HIV/AIDS: Examining the voluntourist experience in 
Botswana. Worldwide Hospitality and Tourism Themes 7: 127–40. doi:10.1108/WHATT-12-2014-0049  

Pinsker, Donna M, Ken McFarland, and Nancy A Pachana. 2010. Exploitation in older adults: Social vulnerability 
and personal competence factors. Journal of Applied Gerontology 29: 740–61. doi:10.1177/0733464809346559  

Qonitah, Nismah. 2018. Institutionalised Or Deinstitutionalised?(A Paradigm Shift to Practice in Social Workers’ 
Views). Ph.D. dissertation, Flinders University, Adelaide, Australia. 

Richter, Linda M, and Amy Norman. 2010. AIDS orphan tourism: A threat to young children in residential care. 
Vulnerable Children and Youth Studies 5: 217–29. doi:10.1080/17450128.2010.487124  

Rizzana, Sylfia. 2013. Analisis kebijakan perlindungan anak jalanan dalam rangka pengentasan dari segala 
bentuk eksploitasi (studi pada Dinas Sosial kota Malang dan Lembaga Pemberdayaan Anak Jalanan Griya 
Baca). Jurnal Administrasi Publik 1: 174–82. 

Roelen, Keetie. 2014. Challenging Assumptions and Managing Expectations Moving Towards Inclusive Social 
Protection in Southeast Asia. Journal of Southeast Asian Economies: 57–67. 

Scott, Dorothy. 2009. ‘Think Child, Think Family’: How Adult Specialist Services Can Support Children at Risk 
of Abuse and Neglect. Family Matters 81:37. 

Setijaningrum, Erna. 2008. Analisis kebijakan pemkot Surabaya dalam menangani anak jalanan. Jurnal Penelitian 
Dinas Sosial 7: 16–22. 

Sumner, Cate. 2015. Indonesia’s missing millions: erasing discrimination in birth certification in Indonesia. In 
Center for Global Development Policy Paper. Washington, DC: Center for Global Development. 

Suryadarma, Daniel. 2012. How corruption diminishes the effectiveness of public spending on education in 
Indonesia. Bulletin of Indonesian Economic Studies 48: 85–100. doi:10.1080/00074918.2012.654485. 

Suryadarma, Daniel, Yus Pakpahan, and Asep Suryahadi. 2009. The Effects of Parental Death and Chronic Poverty 
on Children’s Education and Health: Evidence from Indonesia. Working Paper. Jakarta: SMERU. 

Tolla, Aden D, and Shanta Singh. 2018. Child trafficking (modern slavery) in Ethiopia: review on status and 
national response. Child Abuse Research in South Africa 19: 58–70. 

Van Doore, Kathryn E. 2016. Paper orphans: Exploring child trafficking for the purpose of orphanages. The 
International Journal of Children’s Rights 24: 378–407. doi:10.1163/15718182-02402006. 

Wanat, Stanley, Jill Whisnant, Daryn Reicherter, Brent Solvason, Sarah Juul, Brian Penrose, and Cheryl 
Koopman. 2010. Coping with the challenges of living in an Indonesian residential institution. Health Policy 
96: 45–50. doi:10.1016/j.healthpol.2010.01.001. 

Wedel, Janine R. 2012. Rethinking corruption in an age of ambiguity. Annual Review of Law and Social Science 8: 
453–98. doi:10.1146/annurev.lawsocsci.093008.131558. 

Yumna, Aimatul, and Matthew Clarke. 2011. Integrating zakat and Islamic charities with microfinance initiative 
in the purpose of poverty alleviation in Indonesia. Paper presented at the 8th International Conference on 
Islamic Economics and Finance: Sustainable Growth & Inclusive Economic Development from an Islamic 
Perspective, Doha, Qatar, December 18–21. 

 

© 2019 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access 
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution 
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/). 

 


