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ABSTRACT
This paper presents some results from the largesitlabour market survey yet
conducted in Mozambique. Evidence from three proegnshows that labour markets
have a significant impact on the lives of a largenber of poor people and that
employers exercise considerable discretion inrggttiages and conditions of casual,
seasonal and permanent wage employment. The eeigeasented comes from a
combination of a quantitative survey based on psiggosampling with other
techniques, including interviews with large farmdre findings contrast with ideas
that rural labour markets are irrelevant to poveejuction policy formulation in

Africa and the paper concludes with methodologiaahlytical and policy
recommendations.

Keywords: Labour Markets, Economic Development, Povertylé&dn,
Methodology, Africa, Mozambique.

Introduction

This paper presents some results from the largeasitlabour market survey
yet conducted in Mozambique. The survey showsl#tatur markets in the
Mozambican countryside have a significant impacth@anlives of a large number of
poor people. Although some of the poorest Mozanmsi@ae captured in this survey,
not all of the men and women engaged in rural wege (temporary or permanent)
live in similarly deprived rural households - thigvels of education, wages and
experiences of poverty are very diverse. The slatav a range of labour market

opportunities, characterised by great variationsamiers to entry, levels of pay,

This study was funded by the National Directot®lanning and Budget of the Ministry of Planning
and Finance (now Ministry of Planning and Developthén Mozambique. The authors acknowledge
André Noor’s help in data entry programming, aslaslthe work of the research team in Mozambique,
particularly by Claudio Massingarela and VirguliNbate.



contractual terms, and conditions of work. Thesdifgs are difficult to explain in
terms of conventional economic theory and, moreotgmtly, lead to the conclusion
that it is necessary to pay careful attention &hbterogeneity and dynamic features
of rural labour markets when analysing trends ingpty and the impact of policy
interventions in Africa.

There is a stark contrast between these findindgtaexplicit or implicit
assumptions made in some of the literature on rg@homies in sub-Saharan Africa
and on Mozambique specifically. For example, &ndg constructed model of rural
household behaviour in post-war northern Mozambigsés on the assumption that
there are, simply, no labour markets at all (Briz}Q4). Other researchers claim that
“it will be very difficult to use wage labour mariseas a policy tool to alleviate
poverty” (Tschirley and Benfica, 2001, 338). Thagen for this is that they assume
that the poor doot have access to wage labour opportunities in Mozguneb
especially to better paid work, and that all thad® do have such access are already
non-poor. In effect, this amounts to arguing thatieal labour aristocracy’ bequeaths
scarce wage labour opportunities inter-generatipnatecluding opportunities for
most poor people to benefit from labour marketipgodtion. The implication is that
the demand for wage labour is static and thataheur market is crisply bifurcated
between those jobs availablenton-poorrural Mozambicans and other wage
employment that is so badly remunerated it couldcoaceivably make a dent in

poverty levels!

! Binswangeet al.(1989) is a widely cited reference to support thigsv. A recent survey of some
rather dated and inappropriate evidence similashctudes that “non-market forms of labour exchange
remain very common throughout rural Africa. Thisrenly limited evidence of these being displaced
by wage labour” (White et al, 2006, 11). The sauthors cite a former World Bank chief economist
for Africa who “crossed out any sections of Afrigaoverty assessments referring to rural labour
markets since these did not exist” (p.3).



Nonetheless, Tschirley and Benfica acknowledgdatie of information
about labour markets in rural Mozambique. Similatthe Commission for Africa
acknowledges the urgent need to build up more latmauket information (2005,
p.242): but their report has hardly any discussiball ofrural wage employmertt.
This omission is a striking feature of the Comnua& section on agriculture and
rural development, as well as its section on “paoéting in growth”. NEPAD also
fails to mention rural wage employment in its “Caweipensive Africa Agriculture
Development Programme” (2003).

Further discussion of the rationale for and thehmé@tlogy used in the
Mozambique Rural Labour Market Survey (MRLS) is\pded in the first section of
this paper. The following sections focus on présgrthe survey evidence covering
both types and levels of payment for both agrigaltand non-agricultural rural
workers. Some of the nuanced detail of how peogeewaid, for example whether
they were effectively paid per task or per day,@mmplex and do not emerge clearly
in tabulations derived from the questionnaires aistered to workers. Thus, the
results of interviews with employers are also idtroed in these sections; these help
to emphasize the degree of employer discretioetiting payment levels and their
power to enforce particular types of labour corttrigs argued that relationships
between workers and employers cannot be understibioh the simple frameworks
of supply and demand or in terms of the neutratatpen of imperfect markets.

The heterogeneous characteristics of the worketgipating in rural wage
labour markets and the impact of employment on seimple measures of household

welfare are also discussed. The evidence showdyctbat many Mozambicans, who

2 0n the inadequacy of African data on agricultwabe labour sewamadzingo, (2003, 31) and FAO-
ILO-IUF (2005, 21).

® Many proposals to promote agricultural developniemtfrica, even those that do focus on such
wage labour intensive crops as cotton, fail to mo@nthe importance of the income currently earned
through rural wage employment for the survivalla poorest Africans, e.g. Boughton et al (2003).



would by any criteria be considered among the pexgrest in the country, have been
pitched into wage work. However, the evidence alsows important gradations in
the severity of poverty among the rural wage laldotge, as well as suggesting the
potential for more decent jobs to transform thenfivstandards of even the poorest
rural women. The conclusion discusses the sigmfie of the survey findings and

suggests that the research results imply a neadrfovative policy design.

Survey Rationale and Methodology

The colonial era and the early years of indepengleadter 1975, as well as the
war that lasted till 1992, were periods of profoundal change and social upheaval in
Mozambique. The formation of a class dependinvage employment was already
deeply rooted at independence (O’Laughlin, 200Z; ®lastel-Branco, 1983). After
independence, the ruling Frelimo party, ignoring lieterogeneity of rural society,
implemented policies on the basis of a simple duaksumption, pitting a
homogeneous subsistence-oriented peasantry agdownhmercial’ sector. During
the war, the class stratification of rural societyitinued, but differentiation
processes were largely ignored by policy makersamademics alike and, as a result,
the “dualist premises underlying the smallholdedei;mow projected by critics of
Frelimo’s socialist options are similarly flawedD'Caughlin, 1996: 1).

Since the end of the war, new processes of econamdsocial change have
begun to have substantial effects on the demanidlfour and rural inequality. These
changes have included: the rehabilitation of transipfrastructure; the influx of new

foreign investment in agriculture, the immigratioinfarmers from both Zimbabwe

* Wuyts (2003) argues that socio-economic diffeeeitth and the formation of labour markets in many
areasacceleratedduring the war in Mozambique.



and South Africa (concentrated especially in Mamoavince); the revival of tea
plantations in Zambezia Province; the privatizatbdwther state-owned plantations;
and the rapid integration of small- and middle-edafrmers into international
commodity markets (especially the markets for tabaand cottony.

Unfortunately, the data collected in recent houkkborveys designed to
provide poverty indicators are not useful for asalg the impact of these uneven
developments on the market for wage labour. Thulrsess of these household
surveys is limited because they adopt internatistatlstical conventions for
measuring labour market participation that arsuilited to the complex reality of
labour transactions in poor rural ar€ass shown in Table 1, the results from two
recent household surveys in Mozambique ltiggiérito dos Agregados Familiares
(IAF, 2002-3) and th&uestionario de Indicadores Basicos de Bem-E&}&IBB,
2000-1), yield surprisingly different measuresiad telative significance of wage
labour, depending on the specific questions askeach of these surveys and their
interpretation. In particular, conventional quess in both of these surveys about
rural respondents’ “main” job suggest that wageiabs rare - only about 7.3 percent
of household members in the QUIBB survey, or 4rcget in IAF, claimed to have
been paid a wage or salary in their mainjoln. contrast, almost 21 percent of rural

households in IAF, but only 17.4 percent in QUIB&aimed that a household

® Similar dynamic influences on rural labour markéissome cases even more pronounced, are a
feature of many African societies. So the findio§shis survey in Mozambique may well be relevant
to other sub-Saharan African economies. For soramples see: Peters (2004); Sender (2003);
Wiggins (2000); Barrett et al (2001); Gabre-Madaid Haggblade, (2004); and Humphrey et al
(2004).

® These limitations are discussed in detail in Sendeamer and Oya (2005).

" Most standard survey questionnaires ask quesibost the “main” activity and they focus on only
those activities undertaken during a very shoenafice period, i.e. the last seven days. Given the
complexity of rural people’s strategies of time mge@ment, and given the variability of economic
activities across agricultural seasons, this apgréends to generate simplistic, misleading infdroma



member had beeemployed as an agricultural labourar the most recent

agricultural seasoh.

Table 1. Responses to Questions about Wage Labourtousehold and Individual Level
(IAF2002 and QUIBB2000)

Did any household/memberwork as  How was NAME paid in maijob?
seasonal or casual labourer last (% responding with a wage/salary)

agricultural season?
(% responding yes)

IAF 2002/2003

National 16.3 13.4

Rural 20.9 4.7

Urban 6.5 36.2
QUIBB 2000/2001

National 14.0 15.3

Rural 17.4 7.3

Urban 6.3 39.6

Source Authors’ calculations from IAF 2002-3 database

The Mozambique Rural Labour Market Survey (MRLS}¥kwlasigned to
overcome some of the limitations of household sggveDuring 2002-3, fieldwork
was completed in three provinces in the centreramth of the country: Manica,
Nampula and Zambezia, where 2,638 wage-employgodmnegnts (slightly less than
half of them women) answered a lengthy questioerand provided information not
only about themselves but also about other houdehembers. As a result, the
survey collected data on some 16,000 individuatb@se provinces. The respondents
were employed by a wide range of different typesstblishment (around 900
separate enterprises), varying from very small &ipars, and market stalls to large
plantations employing thousands of temporary warker

The sampling was purposive rather than random.€elweass, of course, no

reliable sampling frame on which to base a randampde of rural wage workers.

8 The gap between the IAF and QUIBB results is dreemumber of anomalies in the QUIBB data on
rural wage employment. For example, examinatiothefraw data revealed that 80 percent of
households farming very large areas, i.e househilisating more than 20 hectares and several
cultivating more than 100 hectares, made the ingitde claim that thepeveremployed any hired
labour.



The research team therefore used a range of sdorcesstruct, as completely as
possible, its own sampling frames on the basixistiag agricultural censuses, recent
household survey lists and visits to all the retey@ovinces and districts to assemble:
lists of large and middle-scale farms; lists of $holds reporting hiring-in or out of
wage labour; lists of those enumeration areashhdtexperienced a recent episode of
relatively dynamic economic growth and structutamege, but hadot been covered
by previous household surveys (IAF, QUIBB); andnlaenes and location of other
employers in different districts of Nampula, Zamiaénd Manica? This preliminary
work to establish sampling lists provided some &sste that the MRLS would not
miss either the most significant rural employershose enumeration areas where
wage employment was particularly important in eafcthe provinces.

The sample purposively included a relatively langenber of small and
middle-scale farmers. The most successful of theseers, who account for much
of the demand for agricultural wage labour, moa-randomlydistributed in rural
Mozambique and there is, therefore, no guarantehkeir wage workers would be
included in conventional, randomised sample survElge range of occupations and
types of employer captured was large enough torerbat sufficient diversity was
achieved to make the results statistically relewaauat to obtain a well-targeted
coverage of the most important rural labour marietisin the selected provinces.

Comparisons between this research and the regutis aationally

representative IAF survey establish two importaoibts. First, the purposive

° The official statistics not only fail to colleatformation on employees in enterprises employingefe
than 10 workers, but also exclude many enterpasgsoying more than 10 workers if, as is often the
case, these enterprises are not legally registaviaistry of Labour officials lack the resources,
training or incentives to investigate employmespexially seasonal and temporary employment in
many local firms.

19 The three central and northern provinces weresslebecause the importance of rural wage labour
in the south is quite well recognised and docuneimtehe literature on Mozambique (O’Laughlin
2002). Moreover, these provinces also accounti®ibulk of labour intensive cash crop production
(cotton, tobacco, sisal and tea) and Nampula antb£aia contain a very large proportion of the
Mozambican rural population.



sampling of people working for wages in the MRLS$&@eded in capturing many
respondents who would certainly be classified bly 8 among thpoorest
Mozambicans (see Table 2). Thus, the bottom tHithe@MRLS sample, ranked
according to a simple but robust household assgeixins at least as poor or poorer
than the bottom quintile of households surveyeddFyin the same provinces, both
in terms of their ownership of key assets andimseof the level of education
achieved by household membé&t#s Table 2 shows, fewer of the poorest tercile of
MRLS respondents in Manica own a bicycle, a watca @adio than the poorest
quintile of IAF respondents in that province. Amdail three provinces fewer MRLS
respondents had eaten meat within the last weelwoned a watch. Educational status
is known to be closely associated with other messsaf poverty in Mozambique
(Simler et al. 2004); it is noteworthy that 80 martcor more of the poorest
households in both MRLS and IAF (with the surprisexception of IAF respondents
in Manica) failed to complete primary school. Otkducation statistics and most
demographic statistics suggest the whole sampleraf wage workers in the MRLS
is not atypical or biased, since results are radtssically different from the IAF rural

samples in the same provincés.

Table 2. Assets and Education Compared: MRLS and IR Surveys

Percentage of poorest Nampula Zambézia Manica

quintile (IAF) / tercile

(RLM)

Variable IAF02 RLMS02 IAF02 RLMS02 IAF02 RLMS02
Bicycle (owns) 29 29 23 36 47 21
Radio (owns) 44 46 25 41 56 47
Watch (owns) 6 3 14 4 31 6
Meat eaten last week 24 14 15 9 31 15

' sender, Oya and Cramer (2006) discuss asset indthodology.

2 The main demographic peculiarity of the MRLS sanphs the large proportion (40 percent) of
separated, divorced or widowed women among feneslgandents, which was an important finding in

itself.




Three meals per day

16 13 19 2 33 48
Primary education
not completed 87 86 80 85 63 81

SourceslAF, 2002/03; MRLS, 2002/03.

Second, the MRLS shows that rural inequality is/\sgnificant. This result
too cannot be used to suggest that the MRLS samplgpical. Nationally
representative surveys have also found similaxi evels of inequality within rural
Mozambique (Elbers et al., 2003). In sum, the psiyEly sampled survey is an
important and policy-relevant complement to staddarvey techniques; both the
guestionnaire design and the MRLS sampling proeesdwere planned specifically to
fill in gaps that are common to household surveyafrica (Sender, Cramer and Oya,
2005).

This paper not only reports findings from 2,638@wlents to the MRLS
guestionnaire, but also from 120 respondents iffereht questionnaire administered
to a sample of small and medium-scale agricultemgbloyers. In addition, the
researchers conducted semi-structured interviewWs 3@ large-scale employers, all
employing more than 50 workers at the peak of trecaltural year, and collected the
life histories of 15 female wage workérsThus, this paper aims to combine the
findings of representative and purposive sampleeyis with qualitative material to
challenge both the policy conclusions reached ichmaf the current literature on

rural Mozambique, as well as some of the methodswonly used.

Variations in Methods of Pay: Monthly, Daily, and Recework Pay

Payment arrangements in rural labour markets d@reragly complex. They

are difficult to investigate and summarise (Hatldéh2004; Rogaly, 2005). The

13 Sender, Oya and Cramer (2006) discuss in delifthhistories of six of these women.




literature on piece-rate systems and farm wagerdifitials attempts to explain
marked differences between how workers are pagh @&hen they are doing similar
things and in comparable locations. The focus is ltterature is often on the costs of
labour recruitment and supervision faced by emptogad on the implications of
different payment methods for labour productivaithough many other, non-
neoclassical explanations for observed variationsayment methods have also been
investigated (Newman and Jarvis 2000; Rubin anth?&993; Rogaly, 2005; Wells,
1996; Bardhan and Rudra 1986; Ortiz 1999). In Mdzgue, forms and levels of
payment vary within provinces from one rural areamother; they appear to be
influenced by cropping patterns as well as by tretexgies adopted by individual
employers, making any general statement about fireyanethods on Mozambican
farms questionable.

The discussion in this and the following sectioagparticular attention to
analysing different categories of employer as ayfor the demand side factors
accounting for payment variance. However, theugrice of other factors like the
specific tasks (weeding, harvesting, grading, s¢t)or each crop, the season, and the
precise location of the enterprise are also exadniwaen the data are availabfe.
Useful information was extracted from open-endeestjons on job/task descriptions
in order to identify differences in payments argsfrom task or employer
characteristics and to qualify and correct respptseoded questions on pay rates.

The main payment methods in rural Mozambique irelddily wages,
monthly salaries, and piece- and task-based caghgrds. The MRLS found little

evidence of payment systems based on negotiatithdakour brokers, i.e. contracts

41t was not always possible to collect systematitailed and codified evidence to compare exactly
the same agricultural operations performed in #messeason by different workers. Most seasonal and
casual workers performed a wide range of taskthiosame employer, from clearing/stumping to
weeding and harvesting, but they only repodadpayment type or rate to the MRLS enumerators.

10



for the supply of gangs of labourers by intermadgrTable 3 shows the distribution
of the main methods of payment, based on clasgifyiorkers’ responses to both
coded and open-ended questions. However, in miaimgse responses the
distinction between (unwritten) contracts to pusshboutime and contracts to
complete a specifitaskwas unclear, so the classifications in Table 2ikhbe
regarded as ‘best estimates’, rather than defeifihe remuneration of workers with
food, prepared meals and other non-cash benefiisdésssed later (Tables 5 and 10).
In the whole sample, roughly 40 percent of respotglreceived a monthly
wage. However, more than two thirds of the respotsdemployed as agricultural
labourers wer@ot paid on a monthly basis. An even larger propar(edmost 80 per
cent) of the agricultural workers employed by lo@ainers (small Mozambican
farmers or medium-scale private farmers knowprasdog, were paid either by task
or on a daily basi§ In contrast, over 80 percent of agricultural wesskemployed on

foreign-owned firms were paid monthly wagdés.

Table 3: Wage Payment Methods for Agricultural andNon-Agricultural Workers, by
Type of Employer

. Non National Foreign Local Other** Total
Agricultural .

labour Agricultural compapy/ company/ farmer/

2171) labour plantation privado privado
Datain % (467) (268) (227) (1657) (469) (2620)
Daily wage 20 4 36 9 18 6 17
Weekly wage 2 0 0 2 2 0 1
Monthly wage 30 86 44 81 21 83 40
Based on specific 2 5 2 1 2 4 2
contract/ work
Piece/task rate a1 4 17 ! 57 4 39
Other 0 2 0 0 0 2 0

!> Note that the survey of 120 Small and Medium Erpeis (SMEs) confirms these results: only 22
percent of respondents employed ‘permanent’, mymthld workers (almost invariably men), usually
living with them for most of the year or workingrfthe whole agricultural season. However, almost

all of these respondents employed casual workdrp€@cent); their casual workers, both males and
females, were paid on a task rate basis (77 péraatiter than daily.

16 A “foreign company/privado’ is defined as an efigitment run by foreign managers and/or mostly
owned by foreign investors. ‘Local farmers/privadeiscompass a more heterogeneous mix of national
and local small and medium-scale individual farm@rloying workers for wages.
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Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Number in brackets shows the total number of olztimms for each category.
** |Includes non- agricultural labaur
SourceMRLS, 2002/03

Payment methods on the larger farms, particulanl{fareign’ or ‘national
corporations’, were more clearly defined than dmeotypes of farm where the
variation in payment methods and rates was paatilyularge. Table 4 shows that
larger farming enterprises are more likely to ergptenthly paid workers than
smaller farmers. However, many of the large emgri®yecorded as paying a
monthly wage to temporary workers were, in facplgipg a daily rate (often derived
from the legal monthly minimum rate), although thenmber of days of work required

per month was specified at the discretion of irdlial employers’

Table 4: Wage Payment Methodsy Size of Establishment (Agricultural Workers)

Category of employer
by no. of workers at peak Total
Small Middle Large All
employef employe? employet | Employers
(723) (754) (694) (...)
Daily
wage (%) 14 18 28 20
Weekly
wage (%) 1 2 2 2
Monthly
wage (%) 15 33 42 30
Based on specific
contract/work (%) 3 1 1 2
Piece/task
rate (%) 67 46 26 47
Total 100 100 100 100

Notes #1-10 workers®:50 workers; 50+ workers
SourceMRLS, 2002/03

" Most of the 33 large-scale employers interviewgdhie research team claimed to use the national
minimum wage of MT560,000 a month as a referencerio rata, daily wage rates for unskilled
labourers. However, some used MT565,000 or MTSX5bdk a reference rate, while one used
MT500,000 a month. The most common form of vasiain daily payment rates reported by these
employers was in the number of the days used idalinto the monthly wage reference rate. Thus,
some workers might be paid MT18,000 a day (dividimg monthly minimum wage by 31), others
MT21,500 (dividing by 26), while some farmers igadithe monthly minimum wage when setting the
daily rate.

12



Larger farms also need to employ a great many teanpavorkers for one to
three months to meet seasonal labour peaks. Timgers are usually required to
complete the task set by their employers beforg teeeive a ‘daily’ payment. What
was involved in tasks varied, as did the judgenoémthat could be done in a day and
of how many hours a casual worker should be exgdoteiork. On some farms there
was a stable daily wage paid for seasonal taskghbse tasks would vary in intensity.
Yet on other farms the daily wage varied accordinthe task set. For example, on a
large joint venture farm in Nampula Province grogvgisal and cotton, day workers
were paid MT31, 347 a day for a set task (cutti@gi®es of sisal leaf), but for
clearing weeds in sisal fields the rate was MT2Z,6@r three ‘lines’ of weeding).
Table 5 below gives some idea of the latitude &tiisg differing wage rates for
weeding. Meanwhile, some of the farmers intervieweithe sample of large farmers
pointed out that, if an individual worker could rimtish the proposed task within a
day, he or she would either return the next ddintsh the task or bring in friends or
family (including children) to help complete theska

Table 5: Daily Pay for Weeding by Selected Large ahMid-Scale
Employers in Nampula (Meticais)

Employer Daily Rate for Casual Labourers Weeding Tak per day

Tobacco mid-
scale local 20,000 50 x 20 ‘steps’
farmer - Manica

Sisal company -

21,577 3 ‘lines’
Nampula

Mid-scale local
farmer - 15 fishes or 2kg sugar or 2 bars soap 50-100 xtPesie
Nampula

Mid-scale cotton
farmer - 20,000 6/7 lines
Nampula

Large local
farmer - 10 fishes 15-20 x 2 metres
Nampula

Large local
farmer - 20,000 5 lines
Nampuld

Large local

10,000 10 lines
Farmer -

13



| Nampuld |
Note:?for tough weeding? for lighter weeding.
Sourceé MRLS, 2002/03

On the larger farms in the sample, with hundredsastial workers at peaks of
the agricultural cycle, employers often paid a Isfar work well done or for a
regular presence on the farm. Although some resasanly performed an
occasional day ajanho ganhdcasual) labour on these farms, employers appéared
prefer offering longer (unwritten) contracts - tyglly for one to three months - to
‘daily’ labourers. For example, on one farm fiveyslaf ‘good work’ earned a
temporary worker a bonus of MT6,000. On anothenftire employer offered
MT5,000 per day on top of the daily wage, payaehe last day of an agreed span
of work and conditional on the employee having éarap regularly. In many cases it
is left to field supervisors to judge whether &thas been done satisfactorily or
whether a bonus has been earffels one South African farmer in Manica Province
put it, the daily wage is MT18,000 but “it depends”

Local farmergdrivadospaid some of their ‘regular’ workers on a monthly
basis, even if they did not work every month of ylear, but only 21 per cent of their
workers were ‘regular’ in this sense. Smaller ergete rely much more heavily on
task-based payment systems. The tasks their wanla@esto perform are even less
clearly defined than on the large farms and requigely varying amounts of time
and effort to complete, making it extremely difficto calculate the wage received

per hour or per da}f. One important advantage of task-based paymergragsis that

18 One of the women interviewed for the life storiescribed the power wielded by her supervisor.
She had worked carrying tobacco leaves and thasleinvolved carrying 140 strings. However, the
supervisor arbitrarily increased the task and thesgan to insult her when she lacked the physical
strength to reach the new target. So she requadtadisfer to do ‘lighter’ work with the weediregam.
Unfortunately, the same man was re-assigned targigpehis team and singled her out for abuse and
tried to dock her payments. She felt she had teoretive but to leave the plantation where she had
been working for three years and, at the time efitterview had been unemployed for two weeks.

9 Maninha, whose life story is discussed in Sendtat €006), was often set tasks for MT10,000 by
small-scale farmers that were so strenuous thgtateld not be completed in a day, especially & sh

14



they allowprivados to incorporate the labour efforts of female anifdclabour
without having to contract (or pay) these workarsatly. Thus, a woman who has
difficulty completing the task set by her employell bring along her children and
female relatives to ‘help’ with the work. Similgylif husbands are reluctant to allow
their wives to work on other men’s farms as indejeeh wage workers, then an
employer can gain access to the labour of marri@aen by setting their male
workers tasks that cannot be completed easily withee ‘help’ of their wives.

Payment methods are determined not only by theasideownership
characteristics of farms, but also appear to deperithe crop and the farming
operation. An analysis of 733 responses to opeeeguestions concerning
agricultural tasks (mainly from the sample in Namagarovince) reveals the
following patterns:

a) Where the main crop farmed is cotton, a comlmnaif daily wages and

piece-rates is clearly the most important paymesthod,;

b) Work in cultivating maize, cashew and rice imast always paid on a task

or piece-rate, rather than a daily or monthly, $iasi

c) Where tobacco, sisal and horticulture are thm m@ps, the proportion of

more regular, monthly-paid workers is much higher;

d) Weeding and harvesting are more likely to bel pai a task or piece-rate

basis (especially in cotton and cashew), wheresgialg and stumping

(mainly for sisal) are usually paid on a daily comthly basis®

took a break for a meal. Maninha was often obligeceturn the following day in order to complete
the set task and earn the MT10, 000 quoted asdihewdage by the small farmers who employed her.
In contrast, a larger farmer has paid her MT50, f00@ task she could complete in a day.

2 Since sisal is mainly grown by rather larger sealterprises and most of those engaged in ‘clearing
and stumping’ are sisal workers, it is likely thiair payment methods are influenced by the sdale o
the enterprise, rather than the nature of thetteessk perform. However, the direction of causatitsty

be complex, with certain types of employer prefegrio specialize in producing particular crops.
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Variations in Rates of Pay for Agricultural Work

How much people can earn on different types of fanterprise also varies.
The median monthly wage ranges from a low of MT@B0,for people working for
local farmers or neighbours, through MT381,000 edron the farms girivados up
to MT460,000 on Mozambican-owned companies andati@ms and MT525,000 on
foreign enterprises. The range of daily, as opptsedonthly wage payments, is
more compressed, varying from a low median ratdDi0,000 per day paid by local
or neighbouring farmers to a high of around MT15,p@id by national and foreign
agricultural companies. The modal as well as thdiamedaily payment rate
(MT10,000f* was equivalent to about $0.42 cents/day, at tohange rate prevailing
during the main period of fieldwor¥.

Distinguishing employers by size (defined in terwhshe number of workers
employed at the peak of the agricultural yearheathan by ownership type, reveals
a similar pattern of variation in rates of paysasn in Table 6, belof¥.The fact that
larger enterprises tend to pay their workers meteardly surprising. However, the
widespread belief that concentrating resourceswall$arm agriculture and food
production will reduce African poverty ignores tiaet that many of the poorest rural
people depend on earnings from agricultural walgeda Small farmers in the
MRLS, especially food producers, dot offer very high or regular wages to their

workers.

%L The SME survey confirms that there is a widelyegted ‘norm’ for daily payments. Thus, a high
proportion of the employers in this survey paidd00, Mt per day for a range of tasks, especially
weeding. There was remarkably little varianceripkyers’ responses to questions about daily
payments to temporary workers in this sample.

“2The mean exchange rate for May 2002 to the bewinoi February 2003 was about $1 = MT23,700.
% 0Only 15 percent of the small-middle employer sangrhploy permanent (male) workers on a
monthly paid basis; the wages they pay averageDR@3VIT per month (median = 250,000 MT), i.e.
less than the median monthly wages paid by thetagmployers and less than 50 percent of the
minimum wage. Some of these relatively small empteydo pay above average wages, if they are
more prosperous and educated. Thus, the highgstswa the SME sample are paid by respondents
with the highest asset possession score and tpestanumber of years of completed education.
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Table 6: Payment Rates by Size of Agricultural Empdyer

Size of employer, by no. of Daily wage | Monthly wage

workers at peak

Small employer (1-10) N 99 115
Mean 13885 285257
Median 10000 250000

Middle employer (11-50) N 156 272
Mean 11422 371763
Median 10000 350000

Large employer (50+) N 210 358
Mean 15691 463913
Median 15000 460000

Total N 465 745

Sourceé MRLS, 2002/03

Workers engaged in the production of some cropsnare highly paid than
workers on other crop&’ For example, Table 7, below, shows payment i@es
cotton and sisal farms in Nampula and on rice gngvWarms in Zambezia. Work on
sisal and cotton growing enterprises is relativeghly paid (at a median daily rate of
MT14, 000 and MT25,000, respectively), compareddok on food crops such as
rice, maize, groundnuts, sesame, etc. (typicalig pathe rate of MT10,000 per day).
Men usually cut sisal and this work is arduouspluaing risks of cuts and snake-bites.
Thus, some combination of gendered job segregatidrthe need to provide
incentives for dangerous and unpleasant work meguait for relatively high
payment rates on sisal plantations. However, higagments for sisal and cotton
cultivation are also probably a result of the fieit these crops are commonly grown
on larger farms or plantations, usually owned amataged by nationgirivadosor
corporations.

In general, cotton workers are relatively highaydy but their rates of pay vary
dramatically, even when all the workers concermedeanployed within one province

to carry out a very standard task such as hangestior example, an examination of

% Thus, tobacco out-growers paid higher wages tharSME respondents growing other crops.
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payments made to 122 cotton pickers in Nampula, wdr@ usually paid on either a

daily or a piece rate basis, reveals a large rah{gvels of pay (Table 7). This Table

shows that the range of payments made for sinaklstto workers cultivating cotton,
sisal and rice in a single province is still sigrant, even if there is generally a lower
standard deviation than for less disaggregated aasgns of wider groups of

workers ?®

Table 7: Payment Rates for Cotton, Sisal and Rice @kers’

Monthly Daily Task/piece rate
Cotton (Nampula)
Harvesting - (53) (69)
Mean - 14,017 443
Median - 14,000 400
Standard deviation | - 2,374 222
Sisal (Nampula) (11) (31) (5)
Mean 524,636 21,737 10,600
Median 546,000 25,000 1,000
Standard deviation | 59,104 5,523 16,891
Rice (Zambezia) - - (38)
Mean - - 11,447
Median - - 10,000
Standard deviation| - - 2,575

*Bracketed figures refer to the number of workerthansub-sample.
Sourcé MRLS, 2002/03

A small sub-sample of workers employed to harvashew nuts, all paid on a
piece rate basis and working on the same farm mp\éa, also showed a surprising
degree of variation in rates of payment. Theskeihces in task payments could not
be explained by reference to the gender, leveésiatation or age of the workers,
although the lowest recorded rates per task wadttparery young workers. Thus,

out of 19 workers in this sub-sample, eight reagiless than MT5,000 and five

% This evidence does not corroborate the existehpayment ‘norms’ and ‘conventions’, which have
been found elsewhere. The importance of norms andentions in poor agrarian labour markets has
been discussed by Bardhan and Rudra (1986). Br€h8@53) criticises the idea of norms of ‘fairness’
in Indian labour markets.

18



obtained MT10,000 per task (Table ) This simple case illustrates the idiosyncratic
spread of payment rates, particularly when theyoara task or piece-basis, and
suggests the difficulties involved in using stamdistincerian equations to explain

variations in these ratés.

Table 8: Piece rates on a cashew-nut farm for haesting

(Nampula)
Cumulative
Frequency| Percent Percent
MT2000 1 5.3 5.3
MT2500 1 5.3 10.5
MT3000 6 31.6 42.1
MT5000 6 31.6 73.7
MT10000 5 26.3 100.0
Total 19 100.0

Source MRLS, 2002/03

It is also difficult to account for the variation monthly wage payments
received by another sub-group of workers, all obmhwere male, semi-skilled and
working on large scale farms. Some of the intergiewth large farmers yielded
information on the range of salaries they had detio pay their tractor drivers. The
lowest reported monthly wage for a tractor drivasviT600,000 and the highest
was MT1.5 million. Most drivers were reported tarearound MT800,000, though a
few were earning less and a handful were paid rti@ne MT1 million monthly.

Wages for other related jobs — e.g. foremen, ftalptains, supervisors — also

differed across these large-scale employers, frofi@®d,000 per month to MT2.5

% |n fact the range of payments on this farm wasiéarger than shown in the Table, which excludes
outliers (all payments of more than MT10,000 psktand one of MT30,000 per task).

27 0n the inability of standard neo-classical wagefions to explain agricultural wages in terms of
worker attributes, see Datt (1996:66-7).
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million. In addition, interviews with large farmerrsvealed an astonishingly wide
range of monthly payments to their most seniottleskworkers. Skilled permanent
workers earned between MT800,000 and MT3,000,000mth. On a couple of the
farms in this sample, employers reported that fyeeg skilled permanent workers
below the minimum wage but that these workers wecksome payment in kind and
were not expected to work more than four hoursya Aathe other extreme, on one
farm the top rate for a skilled worker was MT8.8liom, while on another two
expatriate Malawian junior agronomists were eari$i6§0 a month plus benefits

(including use of a company motorbike).

Variations in payment rates for non-agricultural work

Table 9, below, summarises the survey resultshi®ntonthly wages reported
by 391 respondents employed by rural non-agricailteinterprises. During the survey
period, the non-agricultural minimum wage was $&8812,163 (roughly $34.26) a
month?® So, median monthly earnings of MT150,000 ($6f88working on a
market stall, or the MT200,000 that was the mediawount earned by the 159
domestic servante(npregadasin the survey, are not only extraordinarily lowt b
also illegal. Payments reported &ypregadasvere remarkably consistent, having
the lowest standard error of the mean wage amangategories surveyed. By
contrast, people (usually males) working in thasport and construction sectors in
the same rural towns could earn substantially matieough there was a relatively
large variation around the mean wage for driveskaicklayers. The fourteen

drivers interviewed had the highest median montdge (MT875,000).

% The minimum wage for industry and services wasgiased from MT665,707 to MT812,163 per
month in May 2002; at the same time the governmagaéd the minimum wage for agricultural labour
from MT459,222 to MT560,251 per month (AIM, 2002a20"). Very few of the workers in the
survey were aware of the minimum wage for agrigaltlabour and none of the provincial officials
working for the trade union or the Ministry of Labacould quote the current rate accurately.
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Table 9: Monthly Wages of Non-Agricultural Rural Workers (MT)

Categories of non- Std. Error of
agricultural labour N Mean Median Mean
Hotel/hostel 30 488900 475000 41371
Restauranbarraca® 74 379649 300000 31583
Marketbanc& 42 231071 150000 43514
Domestic servant 159 242440 200000 14494
Transport driver 14 975000 875000 175078
Transport other

(cobrador/chovi® 24 517167 500000 45946
Pedreiroin constructiorf 5 780000 750000 135536
Construction others 4| 707500 700000 47148
(servent§®

other 39 449615 350000 65702
Total (paid in monthly 301| 361486 280000 16184
wages)

Total non agricultural 458 na. na. na.
sample

Notes:? An informal, ‘street’ bar” market stall® Ticket collector or cart-boy.Bricklayer/mason®
Assistant.

Source MRLS, 2002/03

A classification of jobs and payment methods

The analysis above has shown that rural Mozambiegperience a complex
range of methods and rates of payment for wageutaldocrude dichotomy between
privileged labour aristocrats and all other workeasnot capture this reality. The
MRLS allows for a more nuanced, although still emthimple, taxonomy of wage
employment. Thus, Table 10, below, identifies finain types of employment
obtained by rural Mozambicans, using a mixtureudrgitative and qualitative
criteria suggested by responses to the questiaaatd by more open-ended
guestions and interviews. The main purpose ofdlaissification is to investigate the
characteristics of those workers who are relatiyeh)successful in the labour market,
as discussed further below. Here, the earningarfraad median) and some aspects
of working conditions (e.g. access to trade unems compensation for working

overtime) are tabulated for each of the five typkesmployment.
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Table 10 shows that some (770 workers) enjoy adoeg®od’ jobs that
guarantee a relatively decent and more or lesdaefiow of income. A larger
number of workers (708) have only succeeded inrimdasual or very low-paid
(‘bad’) jobs. The five types of employment idergdiin the Table are not mutually
exclusive. For example, the second is a fractiothefiirst. Categoriedad? and
‘badZ2 are also partly overlapping and a few workershweétcess togood jobs also

perform some of thébad jobs on the side.
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Table 10: Better and Worse Jobs — Payment methodsid rates

Types of jobs Good 1 Good 2 Bad 1 Bad 2 Bad 3 Other Total
Monthly paid Monthly paid, Performed ‘ganho’ Same as Bad 1 and obtained hdDomestic servant + (non sample
and regular regular income | casual work for less tham seasonal contracts or non- | below agricultural | classified)
income in agriculture 15 days per month agricultural job minimum wage
(770) (472) (708) (591) (145) (2628)
Paid monthly wages
% within job type 100 100 10 1 100 57 40
Pa|d. on piece or task rate basis 0 0 68 80 0 33 39
% within job type
Median payment (daily) 15,400 15,000 10,000 10,000 na 12,500 12,000
(number of cases in brackets) (16) (15) (142) (96) e (328) (484)
Median payment (monthly wage) 400,000 450,000 300.000 300,000 150,000 350,000 | 360,000
(number of cases in brackets) (761) (466) (7’8) 9) (145) (318) (1145)
15,000 15,000
15,000 15,000 (488) (824)
Median payment (task) na na (336) (333)
(number of cases in brackets) e e n.a. SD/ mean| SD/ mean
SD/ mean ratio = 1.6 SD/ mean ratio = 1.6 ratio = ratio =
4.5 4.8
Received payment in kind 0 0 29 34 0 11 13

% within job type

Note: SD = Standard deviation

Source MRLS, 2002/03
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Although the median wage of all the agriculturalrkers classified as having
‘good’ jobs is still below the statutory minimunhetgood2categoryworkersdo
receive 13 percent more thgoodlcategory workers, and over 25 percent more than
other monthly-paid unclassified workers. Moreotbkese agricultural workers are
more likely to have access to trade union represientthan workers in any other
type of job (Table 11). However, the benefits tdeyive from union representation
are not clear. Interviews with large-scale farnsrggested that there was little or no
union activity on their farms — even where formaltjleast some workers were
members of a union. Even where the union appeaedicbvganised, there was not a
great deal of activity at the time of the fieldwo@ne or two of the biggest
agricultural employers stated that in the past nsiwere combative and even
aggressive; of late they have only been ‘helpfothers said that the closer a farm is
to a large town or city the more likely that uniactivity is lively and ‘political’. This
was confirmed by other employers (and by provingrabn officials) who said that
union officials either never visited farms or ttf@y did visit from time to time but
would only do so if they could get a lift from tfeemer — in other words, one major
constraint on union officials organising on farraghe lack of transport facilities.
Clearly, the disorganisation of unions — chieflg 8indicato Nacional de
Trabalhadores Agro-Pecuario e FlorestdBBINTAF) — and the failure of both
government and international donors to invest angasing their capacity allows for
the high degree of employer discretion in settirmg@s and their composition in
terms of money wages, benefits, and payments-id-kin

Among monthly-paid workers, the 145 domestic seiwagceiving less than
the minimum wage are particularly disadvantageteshalf of them earned below

MT150,000 per month. The median daily rates ofatpecultural workers employed
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on a casual basig&nho ganho)whether they are classified as havinigeallor a
bad2job, are consistently lower than the daily rates for atmer type of worker.
Moreover, workers with bad jobs were more likelyowpaid in kind (usually
with food) than any other worker (Table 10). Thestncommon forms of substitutes
for money wages reported in interviews with largerfers were dried fish, sugar,
soap, maize or cassava flour, aaghulanagthe cloth wraps worn by women). For
example, workers might be paid MT60,000 ‘worthnadize for two or three days
work, or a woman worker might work for four daysetarn acapulana‘worth’
(according to the farmer) MT35,000. Obviously,qise estimates of an imputed
money wage (or the employer’s wage costs) arecdiffivhen payments are made in
kind. The lack of precision appears to increaspleyers’ control over the terms on

which they acquire labour.
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Table 11: Employment tenure and other work conditims, by types of job

Types of jobs Good 1 Good 2 Bad 1 Bad 2 Bad 3 Other (non Total
Monthly paid Monthly paid, Performed ‘ganho’ Same as Bad 1 and np Domestic servant and| classified) sample
and regular regular income | casual work for less than seasonal contracts or]  below agricultural

income in agriculture 15 days per month non-agricultural job minimum wage
(770) (472) (708) (591) (145) (2628)

Months of tenure with

same job/employer 12 12 5 4 9 6 7

(median)

Number of days worked

as seasonal contract 208 208 207 na na 210 208

workers (395) (118) (107) h e (291) (749)

Median

;‘s I;n;se“racga?‘%s e :?go foos 72(?6 52911 n-a 77385 12?)8

o (390) (108) (706) (591) (735) | (1508)

Meals provided at work 42 19 17 16 90 22 27

% within job class

Housing provided by

employer 23 21 3 2 45 7 11

% within job class

Loans (wage advance)

provided 35 29 17 17 42 28 28

% within job class

Compensation for over-

time work 46 53 17 4 6 35 39

% within job class

Presence of Labour

Union at workplace 13 21 2 0 0 11 9

% within job class

Source MRLS, 2002/03
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In all types of rural employment, job tenure appdarbe insecure. Even for
those workers who have gdod job, a high proportion (50 percent) report spedi
12 months or less in their present job. Those asrkombining access to ‘good
jobs’ with some casual work are able to secure rdayes of casual work than those
who rely on casual work alone. More than half @& workers with the worst jobs
(bad jobs 1 and 2) only manage to find 20 daysss bf wage work per year. An
increase in the number of days per year when taeyfind employment would have a
dramatic impact on their standards of livifig.

Even workers selected to hold relatively ‘good’sdbr more than a few
months suffer from employment conditions that agkWw statutory minimum
standards. For example, about half of them doewdive any compensation for
working overtime (Table 1. Nevertheless, they are more likely than workeite w
bad jobs land2to be provided with housing, meals and credit l®yrtamployers.

On all counts, therefore, workers in ‘good’ jobspecially in the agricultural sector,
enjoy much better conditions than workers in otlgpes of jobs. It is also clear that
small-scale employers and especially Mozambicaneohamall farm enterprises are
unlikely to offergoodjobs to their workers, while almost two thirdsvadrkers

employed by foreign agricultural investors enjoypdgobs in agriculture (Table 12).

2 This argument about how living standards coulihtygroved is supported by strong evidence from
India, where the move fromasualforms of rural wage employment to masgular rural wage
employment, implying higher annual real wages,lf®en decisive in reducing poverty (Ghose, 2004:
5112).

% The interviews with large farmers suggest thay theve considerable discretion regarding
compensation payments for long hours of work. és@mple, some pay double time for overtime,
some pay time and a half, and others do not pagvertime.
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Table 12 — Workers by employer categories and jobypes
(% of workers within each employer category)

Types of jobs Good 1 Good 2 Bad 1 Bad 2
Monthly paid Monthly paid, Performed ‘ganho’ | Same as Bad 1 ang
and regular regular income | casual work for no seasonal
income in agriculture less than 15 days | contracts or non-
(%) (%) per month agricultural job
(%0) (%)
Natlonz_all company / 32 32 7 1
plantation
Foreign agricultural 67 63 9 2
employer
Local agricultural 14 14 39 35
employer
Small 31 8 31 28
Medium 24 21 30 26
Large 32 32 17 9

Sourceé MRLS, 2002/03

The amount and quality of these non-wage benefitsevealed in interviews
with large farmers and in the quantitative survéysariable and discretionary.
Benefits can be and are withdrawn, whenever thdarapfeels this is appropriate.
Moreover, almost all the women captured in the MR\eBe denied access to the
most basic non-wage benefits. Thus, less tham dgve of all female wage workers
were given paid holidays by their employers and than 10 per cent were given paid

sick leave or any medical benefits. Only aboutdhper cent had paid maternity leave

The political economy of labour control

Employer discretion over labour contracts is exsadiwithin a context of
widespread poverty, a generally weak presenceadétunions and labour inspectors,
low levels of literacy and education, and, by theocaints of large farmers, a huge
excess in the supply of labotlr As local monopsonists, most rural employers ai in

strong position to shape labour relations by usin@rray of discretionary gambits in

31 One farmer in Manica told of his predecessor as fmanager, who had used the local radio to
announce vacancies: the next day 2,500 peopledwipat the farm gate. Another, also in Manica,
said that recently he needed 100 extra temporariges® and had put the word out via existing workers
within two days 300 people came asking for workoBacco company operating in Nampula claimed
that at the start of the buying and grading seéisere were ‘thousands’ of people lined up outsiae t
offices waiting for work.
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setting wage levels, imposing payment methodsriaffencentives and threatening
to withhold them, as well as by choosing what carabon of male and female
permanent, seasonal, and casual labour to empleyertheless, many employers
feel constrained to follow prevailing norms for lgavage rates, or to calculate
payment rates by reference to the legal minimumeywteey feel themselves to be
embattled and hemmed in by hostile local interests.

In particular, large and medium-sized commercightas - both Mozambican
and foreign - are constantly embroiled in sociaktens and legal conflicts and face
encroachment onto their land. These conflicts maglve long-standing claims to
landownership or grazing access rights that clasihnecently granted land
concessions to large-scale farmers. The conflictptay itself out in different ways:
through legal challenges and bureaucratic tanghesugh insinuations of the
engagement of spirits and curses; and through sgigeeencroachments onto the
concessior? Recently arrivedoerefarmers in Manica, for example, not only
complain of the bribes they have to pay to prowahofficials, but also that the locals
frequently burn their crops and stymie their famuipment®®> One response to
routine theft and trespassing is to locate selgoggthanent workers on smallholdings
along the perimeter, or border area, of the fafinis response has the advantage not
only of promoting local social and political alliedo are expected to help in the

struggle to secure contested property ritfhtsut also, when it takes the form of

32 On the various forms of conflict that arise in tmirse of increasing inequality in land holdings a
the emergence of new capitalist forms of farmimgging from the petty theft and bureaucratic
wrangling to both isolated and organised violesee, Peters (2004), André and Platteau (1998), and
Cramer (2006).

Bin Nampula, there are disputes between large farmbetween a long- established plantation
company and a more recently arrived subsidiarymbgor international tobacco firm. This conflict
involves using political levers at the nationaldeaf policymaking and also efforts to manipulate
smaller local farmers over whom the two firms \de ihfluence.

34 Another means of securing local allies is to cotbp local ‘traditional’ rulers by paying them and
giving them the responsibility, as in the colomatiod, for recruiting workers. This strategy was
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smallholder out-growers surrounding a nucleus estdtacquiring the labour inputs
of women and children for tobacco and cotton préidacvithout having to employ
additional wage labour directly.

The interviews with large-scale farmers shed sagtg bn their preference
for hiring casual workers on very short-term cocisarather than permanent workers.
The largest agricultural enterprises (and geneedfly foreign-owned enterprises) cite
the complexity of the labour law and the inflexityilof the fines for firing workers as
the main disincentive to hiring more permanent sk Smaller farmers (and
nationals) are more likely to explain a relativielw number of permanent relative to
temporary workers in terms of either insufficieesources to pay permanent workers
while ‘idle’, or in terms of the workers’ own preéaces.

Both the gender composition of labour force andlinssion into permanent or
casual employees are presented (in interviews evitployers) either as an employer
choice or as a worker (and worker’s family) choi€éer example, some employers
might say that they rely on temporary workers beeghey want to evade the perils
of a prying bureaucracy and a complex labour lavip seduce supervision costs,
while others might say that their dependence orpteary workers is driven entirely
by the fact that “they prefer it that way”. Thasie very large employer — on a tea
plantation in Zambezia Province — claimed that éeded 1,400 permanent workers

but could not get them (he had only about 70), beedocal people do not want

adopted by a new Zimbabwean owned enterprise inddahat refused to employ anyone who had not
been sent to the farm by the local chief.

% permanent workers are legally entitled to varioessefits apart from compensation for lay-offs,
including the right to paid annual holidays and enaity leave. A typical employer strategy is tg-la

off casual workers on the 9%f the third month of employment (for three dags}i then to offer them

a new casual contract. Large-scale and foreigneovagribusinesses adopt this practice to prevent
workers demanding permanent status after threehmaaintinuous employment. Their argument
concerning supervision costs is that permanent @sréio not work properly: if you want to get people
to work then you have to pay only by task.
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permanent employment, they lack ‘ambition’, andéhauly intermittent need for
cash.

These stereotypical prejudices are also evidesdime of the large-scale
farmers’ explanations for the gendered divisiotabbur on their farms and for the
fact that men are more likely to be permanently leygdl than women. The standard
explanation is couched in terms of physical aletitand/or skills. Many agricultural
tasks are physically demanding, e.g. pruning cadhes or cutting sisal, require
male strength. And many farm jobs depend on the &frskills that are assumed to
be male preserves (driving tractors, working ashaeics, acting as supervisors). Yet
employers commonly make assessments of the reliperiority of women for
other, less well-remunerated types of job. Mosatao grading and bundle tying, for
example, is done by women. Most employers explasin terms of women “having
better eyesight” or being more “nimble-fingeredf vaomen liking to sit and chat
while patiently working, whereas men get bored wadder off from the work in
hand.

Sometimes, rather more general assertions are 18adee farmers claim that
women are better at jobs “needing care” or that e/@re better at “ensuring quality”.
Others argue that women “are more serious”, whié@ @ither work for a month or two,
and then leave, or “pretend to work” while actuallgcking, taking cigarette breaks
furtively, etc. Women are often said to be “morestworthy”: for example, one farmer
claimed that women are better to employ for hamgdiecause “they steal less than
men”. Finally, men were said by one farmer to beenikely to “run to the labour
department to make complaints”. These statemerts $@ suggest that employers
generally aim to hire at least a certain numbexaien and girls chiefly because they

are regarded as more compliant.
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Yet some employers also had a clear sense thahtiiee was not theirs to
make freely. As one (expatriate) farmer put it, $lt@ation in “our community” is
delicate: hiring women causes tension in an arezrevthere is enormous male need
for wage labour. Other employers claimed, more ounrgly, that they would hire
more women but that husbands often preventedheas from working for wages.

Larger farmers often invoke the idea that they‘dexeloping the local
population”, “we are doing this to help people’ptrody round here had anything, not
even any soap, till we started farming here”, amdrs>® These avowals of paternalist
intent are partly a means to justify the preseridarge farmers in a context in which
many of them, especially foreign investors, facerbwer covert local threats to their
property. Thus, allocating food production plotsreg the borders of the farm to
favoured permanent workers is cited as evideno®wtern for workers’ nutrition and
welfare. Similarly, a cotton farmer in Nampulawwmmaize and beans as well as his
principal crop, but only “to distribute” to the lalcpopulation, i.e. to sell them locally.
One well-established practice, usually represehyefdrmers as evidence of
paternalistic concern for employees’ welfare, s $hle of food and other basic
consumer goods to workers through farm shops atgfeces”, or on credit repaid
through deductions from wages. However, these ipesctan also be seen as further
evidence of employers’ discretion in manipulatieglrwage rates, or as adding to
workers’ difficulties in understanding, or compleag about, the relationship between

their net wages and hours of work.

3 Smaller farmers also boast of their charity tovsatteir workers. Breman observed similar claims in
rural Western Gujarat, where “wage settlement alsrt on the character not so much of a business
transaction, as that of granting a favour” (198%)27
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Some Characteristics of the Poorest Workers and tlireLabour Market
Prospects

It is not surprising that the majority of the wojaibs pad2)are performed by
workers living in the poorest househol@e third of the surveyed households lack
even the most basic of those material possesdiaasa paraffin lamp, a clock or
watch, a radio cassette, a bed, pairs of shoea@ebs to some form of toilet), used
to calculate a simple household asset score. Tabt®ntrasts the experience of these
extremely poor and deprived households with ‘riclral households achieving a
much higher asset score. A far greater propodidhegoodand a very low
proportion ofbad2jobs (only 10 percent) are done by members ofiter
households. Similarly, the majority b&djobs were done by workers who lived in
households in which no-one had completed primanpaic In contrast, most of the
goodjobs (over 80 percent) were held by respondents vl attended schodl.

Table 13 suggests that there might be an assatiagitveen household socio-
economic status and the ability of household memtmeavoid employment in the
worst types of rural jobs. ‘Better-off’ peoplenural areas are likely to have very
significant advantages compared to very poor peioptearching and bargaining for
the best available employment, because of theicatthn, ability to move, household
connections, and previous work experieficet the other end of the spectrum, the
strong relationship between household possess@rsand participation in the

worst type of insecure casual agricultural labsugraphically illustrated in Figure 1.

3" Work in the best construction, transport and otfwr-agricultural jobs, which fell under tgeod1
rubric, was largely the preserve of relatively wedlucated men, living in households with high asset
index scores. The MRLS data also suggest that sditie very best jobs in the agricultural sector
were likely to be held by men aged between 30 &ngears.

% The MRLS data show that by far the most importdmannel for obtaining employment was through
‘relatives and friends’.
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Table 13: The Share of Different types of Householdnd Worker in “Good” and “Bad” Jobs

Types of jobs Good 1 Good 2 Bad 1 Bad 2 Bad 3 Total
Monthly paid Monthly paid, Performed Same as Bad 1 Domestic sample
and regular regular income| ganho casual | and no seasongl servant and

income in agriculture work for less contracts or below
than 15 days non- agricultural
472) per month agricultural job | minimum wage
(770) (708) (591) (145) (2628)

Pos$es_5|_on index group (poorest) 15 18 48 53 21 33

% within job type

Posses's[on index group (richest) 47 40 14 10 a1 27

% within job type

Nobpdy in HH ever completed primary 37 42 56 56 39 48

% within job type

Respopd_ent never attended school 15 20 36 39 15 27

% within job type

Females

% within job type 35 25 60 68 62 47

Respondent divorced/ separated widow

female 17 15 20 22 13 18

% within job type

Source MRLS, 2002/03
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Figure 1: Possession scores and ‘bad’ jobs

1,401 1,498
1,427 1,494

1,464 1,658
1,866 1,551

1,5100 1,568
1,580 1,544

possession score

1—

-1— —_— —_—

I I
no yes

agricultural casual labour (ganho) <15 days p.m. & no seasonal
or non-agr work

Sourceé MRLS, 2002/03

However, the direction of causality is not obviois.Table 13 shows, by no
means all of thgoodjobs are monopolised by a ‘labour aristocracy’sisting of the
members of richer and more educated householdsle T8 also shows that although
the worst jobs are much more likely to be perforragavomen, a significant
proportion of the better jobs on farms are fillgdfémale workers; and even some of
the women with the weakest bargaining positiorhelabour market,
divorced/separated and widowed women, have beenalfiihd decent work. Thus,

entry barriers int@goodjobs are not insuperable for the poorest housshenid, when
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such a job is obtained, the impact in raising te&ndards of living can be dramatic,
even in the short-terty.

Moreover, the prospects for the poorest laboukeatantrants can be
influenced by the policy environment. State ingmons to increase demand and
tighten rural labour markets can have a positifie@mce on the prospects for the
poor. In India, for example, rapid growth in pabjifinanced employment had the
direct effect of providing decent off-farm employm@pportunities (in rural schools
clinics, and in construction), although these nelasjwere monopolised by relatively
well-educated workers from prosperous backgroumadirectly, however, much
poorer (female) labour market entrants also besgkflby moving in to fill the less
well-remunerated private sector agricultural jobsvpusly performed by members

of richer rural households (Sen and Ghosh, 1993).

Conclusion

Rural labour markets remain on the periphery oifcgaliscussions for growth
and poverty reduction in Sub-Saharan Africa. Howegeidence from the largest
rural labour market survey to be conducted in Mdzigre adds to other research in
showing that these labour markets have becomeasicigly central to the lives and
prospects of large numbers of poor rural AfricAfege labour is not only associated
with large plantations, agri-businesses or kulaknas, but is also widespread among
small and medium scale farmers, though these tentfér much lower wages and
worse working conditions than larger employerstiien; rural labour markets play an
important part in the lives of many people whoelifin terms of household

background, sex, age, education, degrees of poardyo on. This paper has shown

% The life stories of successful women wage workersfirm the transformation in the prospects for
children and in household welfare that can be aehiafter their mother has obtained a decent job
(Sender et al, 2006).
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how and why complementary and innovative surveyhodlogies can shed more
light on the significance of wage labour relatiomsural Mozambique. The
combination of quantitative survey methods withlgative techniques has also
facilitated the task of making sense of complexeviadpour arrangements in poor
rural areas and investigating issues surroundiegitfequal bargaining power of
employers and workers.

The paper has methodological lessons. The typgaeasdtionnaire typically
applied in large and statistically ‘representatisefveys are unlikely to reveal the
complex and multiple payment patterns, employmeattes and working relations
that have emerged from the findings of the MRL®aesh. Often these patterns,
practices and relations are specific to individwalparticular types of employer.
Thus, first, other investigative techniques aresssary to make sense of observed
differences or apparent inconsistencies within ¢jtetive datasets. Second, survey
guestionnaires themselves need to be designeadsramderators trained, to capture
the nuances of differences in payment methods agdwates. They need to be able
to pick up a great deal of detailed information‘task’s or piece-rates and their
variation. And questionnaires need to be redesigmedcape the artificial vision of
rural society imposed by questions framed excllgiveterms of ‘main activity’ over
the past week or month. Third, representative saggghould be complemented by
purposive sampling to add information on what &ely, especially in the dynamic
contexts of rural Africa, to be non-randomly dilstried trends, for example in labour
demand. Fourth, surveys (and complementary tecke)queed to be designed also to
identify the scale and characteristics of rural-agncultural employment in small

rural towns, including the employment of domeséo/ants.
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Labour market research in rural Mozambique hasrathglications too. Ideas
of ‘fairness’ are not universally shared values ohoral economy but, rather, are part
of the armoury of employers who are often embroihesiocial and political conflicts
at local and other levels. Meanwhile, ‘norms’ of/peent and working conditions may
have developed over time and are influenced bymmuim wage legislation. However,
employers in practice exercise a great deal ofeligmn in implementing these norms.
The relatively weak bargaining power of wage woskespecially agricultural
workers and domestic servants, means that a laog®gion of them live on pitiful
and irregular wages with no protection or non-whegeefits. However, this paper has
shown that some types of employer are able to bi&er working conditions than
others, despite enjoying similar bargaining povme employers offering decent
jobs - typically larger employers - are also mastble and exposed to control over
their employment practices in spite of the gengnatak enforcement of labour laws
by unions and labour inspectors.

These characteristics of rural labour markets lpmhey implications.
Incentives (fiscal, credit, infrastructural, ete@ndbe devised to generate demand for
labour among the types of employer most likelyfferodecent working conditions,
instead of being distributed to small “family farhws to the party/bureaucratic elite.
% Not only journalists, human rights activists, a@Os, but also foreign donors
should press governments and trade unions to ingseexisting legislation more
effectively and should provide much more suppaortiieir ability to do so —
analytically, administratively and in resource alltions. The evidence suggests that

even poorly implemented minimum wage legislatiorsibave some influence on the

0 For example, subsidising improved airport andiamiain storage facilities in Chimoio, capital of
Manica could facilitate substantial investmentut-iower production, which employs hundreds of
workers enjoying some of the best work conditidios égricultural workers) in the region. On poligie
to stimulate demand for labour more generally sedf@y (2003).
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level around which employers exercise discretiompayer. Finally, there is a strong
case for significant expenditures on public infotimaand education, for example via

radio, on rural women'’s rights under legislationveeges and working conditions.

References

André C. and J-P. Platteau (1998). ‘Land relatiamder unbearable stress: Rwanda
caught in the Malthusian trapburnal of Economic Behaviour and Organizatidtol.
34(1):1-47.

Bardhan, P. and A. Rudra (1986). "Labour Mobilibgdahe Boundaries of the Village
Moral Economy", indJournal of Peasant Studiggol. 13, No. 3, April, pp. 90-115.

Barrett, C. B., Mesfin Bezuneh, Daniel C. Clay &ohias Reardon (2001).
Heterogeneous Constraints, Incentives and IncomerBification Strategies in Rural
Africa. Department of Applied Economics and Managementkitig Paper, WP
2001-25 (Ithaca, Cornell University).

Binswanger,, H., J. McIntire and C. Udry (1989)rd@uction relations in semi-arid
Africa” in P. Bardhan (ed.Jyhe Economic Theory of Agrarian Institutiof®xford:
Clarendon].

Boughton, D., D. Tschirley, B. Zulu, A. Osorio Qficand H. Marrule. (2003).
‘Cotton Sector Policies and Performance in Sub-&ahAfrica: Lessons behind the
Numbers in Mozambique and Zambia’ Michigan State/ersity, Department

of Agricultural Economics, East Lansing, MI. Prosed.

Breman J. (198500f Peasants, Migrants and Paupers: Rural LabourcGlations
and Capitalist Production in South Indi®xford: Oxford University Press.

Brick, T. (2004)Coping Strategies in Post-War Rural Mozambi@deuseholds in
Conflict Network Working Paper No. 2). Sussex: HICN

Castel-Branco C.N. (1983). ‘Trabalho assalariageguena producdo mercantil na
estratégia de socializacdo do campo’ Dissertac@otr@€ de Estudos Africanos, UEM:
Maputo.

Commission for Africa (20050ur Common Interest: Report of the Commission for
Africa, Commission for Africa: London.

Cramer, Christopher (20086J}ivil War is Not a Stupid Thing: Accounting for Yance
in Developing Countried_ondon: Hurst.

Datt, Gaurav, (1996Bargaining Power, Wages and Employment: An Anabyfsis
Agricultural Labour Markets in IndiaSage, New Delhi, 1996.

39



Elbers, C., Peter Lanjouw,Johan Mistaien, Berk Oatel Ken Simler (2003). ‘Are
Neighbours Equal? Estimating Local Inequality imr@@Developing Countries’,
World Insitute for Development Economics ReseaBib¢ussion Paper 2003/52
(Helsinki: United Nations University/WIDER).

FAO-ILO-IUF, (2005).Agricultural Workers and their Contribution to Sastable
Agriculture and Rural Developmempme: FAO-ILO-IUF.

Gabre-Madhin E. Z. and S. Haggblade, (2004). ‘Ssseein African Agriculture
‘Successes in African Agriculture: Results of ampé&nt Survey’ World Development,
Vol. 32 (5): 745-766.

Ghose, A. K. (2004, November 27). ‘The Employmehaliznge in India’ Economic
and Political Weekly5107-5116.

Godfrey, Martin (2003). “Youth Employment Policy reveloping and Transition
Countries — Prevention as well as Cure’, Sociatdtmn Discussion Paper No.0320,
Washington: World Bank.

Hatlebakk Magnus (2004). ‘Attached Labor in NepaField-Study of Landlord-
Labor Relations that are Misrepresented in the Nep&S data’, Paper presented at
the 75-years of Development Research conferenCeraiell University, May 2004,
Processedttp://www.arts.cornell.edu/econ/75devconf/papetiiabak.doc

Humphrey, John, Neil McCulloch and Masako Ota (300#he Impact of European
Market Changes on Employment in the Kenyan Hottiical Sector’ Journal of
International DevelopmenVvol. 16: 63-80.

ILO (2003).Decent Work in AgriculturdLO-Bureau for Workers' Activities,
Background Paper International Workers' SymposianDecent Work in Agriculture.
Geneva: ILO.

Instituto Nacional de Estatistica (INE), (200B)quérito Aos Agregados Familiares
sobre o Or¢camento Familiar: Quadros Definitivdgaputo: INE.

Mwamadzingo, M. (2003)Assessing the Decent Work Deficit in African Adtice:
Priority Issues International Labour Organisation, Sub-Regiontiic® for Southern
Africa, Discussion Paper 21. Geneva: ILO.

New Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPADDP(@3). Comprehensive Africa
Agriculture Development Programmidjdrand, South Africa: NEPAD.

Newman C. and L. Jarvis (2000). ‘Worker and Firntdd@inants of Piece Rate
Variation in Agricultural Labor MarketEconomic Development and Cultural Change

O’Laughlin, B. (1996). ‘Through a Divided Glass: &ism, Class, and the Agrarian
Question in Mozambiquedournal of Peasant Studie®3 (4): 1-39.

40



O’Laughlin B. (2002). ‘Proletarianisation, agenceyachanging rural livelihoods:
forced labour and resistance in colonial Mozambigoernal of Southern African
Studies Sep 2002, Vol.28, No.3, pp.511-530.

Ortiz Sutti (1999)Harvesting Coffee, Bargaining Wages, Rural Laboarkéts in
Colombia, 1975-1990Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press.

Peters, Pauline E. (2004/ural income and poverty in a time of radical chann
Malawi. Paper presented at the BASIS CRSP Policy Conder&@ombating
Persistent Poverty in Africa.” Washington, D.C. vidmber 15-16, 2004

Pitcher A. (1998). ‘Disruption Without Transfornati Agrarian Relations and
Livelihoods in Nampula Province, Mozambique, 19883’ Journal of Southern
African Studies24 (1): 115-140.

Reardon, T. (1997). “Using Evidence of Householtbme Diversification to Inform
Study of the Rural Nonfarm Labor Market in AfricA¥orld Developmen®5, 5,
735-47.

Rogaly Ben (2005). ‘Agrarian Capital, Wage-Workansl Space’, Mimeo,
Department of Geography, University of Sussex.

Rubin D. Kate and Jeffrey M. Perloff (1993). ‘Whoovks for Piece Rates and Why’
American Journal of Agricultural Economicgol. 75 (4): 1036-1043.

Sender J., (2003). ‘Rural Poverty and Gender: AralyFrameworks and Policy
Proposals’, in H-J Chang edethinking Development Economid§1-420, London:
Anthem.

Sender J., C. Cramer and C. Oya, (2005). “Unequmdects: Disparities in the
Quantity and Quality of Labour Supply in sub-Sahatdrica” Social Protection
Discussion Papen. 0525, World Bank.

Sender, J., C. Oya and C. Cramer (2006). “Womerkigifor Wages: Putting Flesh
on the Bones of a Rural Labour Market Survey in 8fubique”Journal of Southern
African Studies32 (2)..

Simler K., S. Mukherjee, G. Dava and G. Datt (206building after War: Micro-
level Determinants of Poverty Reduction in Mozamgigesearch Report 132, IFPRI:
Washington DC.

Tschirley, D. and Rui Benfica (200@mallholder Agriculture, Wage Labour, and
Rural Poverty Alleviation in Mozambique: What Ddles Evidence Tell Us¥linistry
of Agriculture and Rural Development, Directoratd&economics Research Paper
Series, 41. Maputo: Republic of Mozambique.

Wells M., (1996) Strawberry Fields: Politics, Class, and Work in T@inia
Agriculture, Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

41



White, H., J. Leavy, M. Mulumbi, G. Mulenga and S&shamani (2005). ‘Rural
Development and Labour Markets in Africa: Prelinmng&indings from a Research
Project in Northern Province, Zambia’, Mimeo, Dission Draft, Brighton: IDS.

Wiggins, S. (2000). ‘Interpreting Changes from 19¢0s to the 1990s in African
Agriculture through Village Studiesiorld Developmene8, 4, 631-662.

Wauyts, M. (2003). ‘The Agrarian Question in Mozawpoe's Transition and

Reconstruction’ In T. Addison (EdJrom Conflict to Recovery in Afridgp. 141-
154), Oxford: OUP.

42



|ESE

INSTITUTO DE

ESTUDOS
SOCIAIS E
ECONOMICOS

Av. Patrice Lumumba, 178 - Maputo
MOCAMBIQUE

Tel. +258 21 328894
Fax +258 21 328895

www.iese.ac.mz





