Rural Wage Employment in
Developing Countries
Theory, evidence, and policy

Edited by
Carlos Oya and
Nicola Pontara

E Routledge

Taylar & Francls Group
LONDON AND NEW YORK




First published 2015
by Routledge
2 Park Square, Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxon OX14 4RN

and by Routledge
711 Third Avenue, New York, NY 10017

Routledge is an imprint of the Taylor & Francis Group, an informa business

© 2015 selection and editorial matter, Carlos Oya and Nicola Pontara;
individual chapters, the contributors

The right of the editors to be identified as the authors of the editorial
matter, and of the authors for their individual chapters, has been asserted
in accordance with sections 77 and 78 of the Copyright, Designs and
Patents Act 1988.

All rights reserved. No part of this book may be reprinted or reproduced or
utilized in any form or by any electronic, mechanical, or other means, now
known or hereafter invented, including photocopying and recording, or in
any information storage or retrieval system, without permission in writing
from the publishers.

Trademark notice: Product or corporate names may be trademarks or
registered trademarks, and are used only for identification and explanation
without intent to infringe.

British Library Cataloguing in Publication Data
A catalogue record for this book is available from the British Library

Library of Congress Cataloging in Publication Data
Rural wage employment in developing countries: theory, evidence and
policy / [edited by] Carlos Oya, Nicola Pontara.
pages cm
Includes bibliographical references and index.
1. Manpower policy, Rural-Developing countries. 2. Labor market—
Developing countries. 3. Rural development-Developing countries.
1. Oya, Carlos. II. Pontara, Nicola.
HD5710.85.D44R874 2015
331.109173'4—dc23 2014047691

ISBN: 978-0-415-68649-5 (hbk)
ISBN: 978-1-315-73508-5 (ebk)

Typeset in Times New Roman
by Wearset Ltd, Boldon, Tyne and Wear

MIX

Paper from
FSC mpomitie souroee Printed and bound in Great Britain by
wiueos i RS C? 0013056 TJ International Ltd, Padstow, Cornwall

Contents

List of figures

List of tables

Notes on contributors
Acknowledgements
List of abbreviations

Introduction: understanding rural wage employment in
developing countries
CARLOS OYA AND NICOLA PONTARA

1 Imtroduction 1 ‘

2 Putting employment back into the poverty reduction policy
debates 5

3 The challenge of capturing rural wage labour in developing
countries: invisible wage workers? 11

4 Rethinking theory: towards a political economy of rural labour
markets in poorer countries 17

5 Key features of rural labour markets and contemporary
struggles of rural labour 21

6 Concluding remarks 26

Rural labour markets and agricultural wage employment in
semi-arid Africa: evidence from Senegal and Mauritania
CARLOS OYA

1 Introduction 37

2 History and methodology: an account of the neglect of rural
wage employment in Senegal and Mauritania 39

3 Emerging evidence about the significance and the types of wage
labour relations in rural areas 46

4 Key aspects of rural wage employment in Senegal and
Mauritania 54

5 Concluding remarks 61

Xi
xii
Xiv
xvii
Xix

37




viii
3

Contents

Lifting the blinkers: a new view of power, diversity, and
poverty in Mozambican rural labour markets 69
CHRISTOPHER CRAMER, CARLOS OYA, AND JOHN SENDER

1 Introduction 69

2 Survey rationale and methodology 71

3 Variations in methods of pay: monthly, daily, and piece-work
pay 75

4 Variations in rates of pay for agricultural work 80

5 Variations in payment rates for non-agricultural work 82

6 A classification of jobs and payment methods 82

7 The political economy of labour control 88

8 Some characteristics of the poorest workers and their labour
market prospects 90

9 Conclusion 92

Caught in the grip of the market: past and present of rural
wage workers in South Africa 101
NICOLAS PONS-VIGNON

1 Introduction 101

2 A history of violence: the formation of the rural proletariat in
South Africa 103

3 Post-apartheid policy and invisibility of rural wage workers in
South Africa 107

4 From violence to economic coercion: the case of forestry 112

5 Conclusion 121

Disguised employment? Labour market surveys, migration
and rural employment in Southern Africa 128
DEBORAH JOHNSTON

1 Introduction 128

2 Labour market and household surveys in Southern Africa 129

3 Limitations of surveys in assessing employment and migration 131
4 The changing context of migration and employment 135

5 Alternative surveys of agricultural migrant employment 137

6 Conclusions 139

Tanzania’s rural labour markets: the missing link between
development and poverty reduction 144
BERND E.T. MUELLER

1 Introduction 144
2 Taking stock: conventional wisdom on rural labour markets in
Tanzania 145

10

Contents ix

3 An alternative method 149

4 Revealing the true extent of labour market relations in rural
Tanzania: a case study of the West Usambara Mountains 151

5 Policy conclusions for poverty reduction and rural
development 160

The policy neglect of rural wage employment: the cases of
Rwanda and Ethiopia : 171
NICOLAS PETIT AND MATTEO RIZZO

1 Introduction 171

2 Who are the poorest? Conflicting evidence on rural poverty 171

3 People working for other people: key characteristics and
sources of vulnerability 191

4 The policy neglect of rural labour markets 193

5 Concluding remarks 199

Labour conditions in rural India: reflections on continuity
and change 205
PRAVEEN JHA

1 Introduction 205

2 Data pointers from large-scale surveys 206
3 Insights from field studies 214 '

4 Conclusion 222

Rural households’ social reproduction in China’s agrarian
transition: wage employment and family farming 230
QIAN FORREST ZHANG

1 Introduction 230

2 Historical background 231

3 China’s transition to capitalism and the growth of rural wage
employment 233

4 The dynamics of wage employment and the circulation of
labour 241

5 Wage work and socio-economic differentiation 247

6 Conclusions 249

Structuring rural labour markets: a case study from North
East Brazil 254
BEN SELWYN

I Introduction 254
2 Emergence of the grape branch and its labour force 256




x Contents

11

12

13

3 Structuring the rural labour market: containing labour’s
developmental gains 264
4 Summary, conclusions, and policy implications 271

Employment instability and the restructuring of rural and
rural-urban labour markets in two Latin American export
industries

SUTTI ORTIZ

1 Introduction 276

2 The growth and transformation of labour markets in Colombia’s
coffee industry 278

3 Lemons, a major fresh fruit export industry in Tucumdn,
northern Argentina 286

4 Conclusion 298

The ties made in the harvest: Nicaraguan farm worker
networks in Costa Rica’s agricultural exports
SANG LEE

1 Introduction 305

2 Migrant social networks 306

3 Costa Rica’s agricultural development and supporting
institutions 308

4 The wide and beaten path into Costa Rica coffee farms 309

5 Entering the exclusive non-traditional export sector 317

6 Conclusion 323

Improving the functioning of rural labour markets and
working conditions: towards a policy agenda
CARLOS OYA AND NICOLA PONTARA

1 Introduction 329
2 Policy implications 330
3 Concluding remarks 345

Index

276

305

329

351

Figures

Figures

3.1 Possession scores by type of job in agriculture
6.1 Share of kibarua incomes as percentage of total EHH income

Map

2.1 Fieldwork areas in Mauritania and Senegal

92
159

44




X

170  B. Mueller

Weeks, J., 2006. Employment for Poverty Reduction. London: United Nations Depart.
ment of Economic and Social Affairs, UNDP Regional Bureau for Africa.

White, 8., 2004. Deonor Approaches to Improving the Business Environment for Stnay)
Enterprises. Washinglon, DC: Working Group on Enabling Environment, Donor Com.
mitee for Enterprise Development.

Wiersinga, R. and A. de Jager, 2009. Business Opportunities in the Ethiopian Frui and
Vegetable Sector. Wageningen: Wageningen University and Research Centre, LEL,

Williamson, J., 1990. ‘What Washington Means by Policy Reform’, In Latin Americqy,
Adjustment. How Much Has Happened?, ed. J. Williamson, 7-20. Washington, Dc:
Institute for International Economics.

World Bank, 1989. Sub-Saharan Africa: From Crisis to Sustainable Growth. A Long.
Term Perspective Study, Washington, DC: World Bank.

World Bank, 2007. Transcript Interview with H.E. Jakaya Mrisho Kikwete. hitp://web,
worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/EXTABOUTUS/IDA/0,,print: Y~isCURL: Y~¢q
ntentMDXK;:21281360~pagePK:51236175~piPK:437394~theSitePK:73154,00.htm]
(accessed 24 October 2011).

Yanda, P.Z. and E.K. Shishira, 2009. ‘Peoples’ Response to Diminishing Natutral Resource
Base in the Pare-Usambara Area, North Eastern Tanzania’. Scientific Research and Essqy,
4: 1536-1542.

7 The policy neglect of rural wage
employment

The cases of Rwanda and Ethiopia

Nicolas Petit and Matteo Rizzo

1 Introduction

Taking Rwanda and Ethiopia as case studies, this chapter documents the way in
which the creation of more and better jobs in rural areas is marginalized — if fea-
tured at all — in policy making on rural poverty in developing countries. It starts
by reviewing the literature and official statistics on rural poverty in the two coun-
tries, and then contrasts these data with micro-studies on rural poverty. While
the former tend not to detect the significance of wage labour in rural areas (with
the exception of recent surveys on poverty in Rwanda (Republic of Rwanda
2012a; 2012b)), the latter show its centrality to the survival strategies of the
poorest households. The analysis reviews the methodological differences
between official surveys and micro-studies, and the extent to which they explain
such a diverging characterization of rural poverty. It then reviews the priorities
on rural development of key policy makers in the two countries, and their
approaches to rural labour markets. The chapter concludes by stressing the need
to focus policy efforts on improving the returns to the poor from engagement in
rural labour markets and outlines key areas for intervention towards this goal.
This chapter draws extensively on joint research between Save the Children UK
and the International Union of Food, Agricultural, Hotel, Restaurant, Catering,
Tobacco and Allied Workers’ Associations (IUF),! which the authors coord-
inated and participated in.

2 Who are the poorest? Conflicting evidence on rural
poverty

Official statistics in sub-Saharan Africa do not tend to support the idea that it
is common for poor people to work for other people on a casual basis.
Standard labour force surveys (LFS), household income and expenditure
surveys, and population censuses — with variations between individual country
contexts — normally underestimate the significance of wage employment in
rural areas (Mwamadzingo 2003; Oya 2013; Sender ef al. 2005). This phe-
nomenon, as the World Bank has recently acknowledged, stems from the fact
that: ‘data that classify workers by their main activity typically miss large
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numbers of casual wage earners’ (World Bank 2007, 205). Data on popula-
tion, size, density, and various indicators of socio-economic development (e.g,
GDP per capita, literacy, child mortality and malnutrition) show the existence
of significant differences between Ethiopia and Rwanda (see Table 7.1),
However, by comparing the results of official statistics with those of other
(often micro) studies on rural poverty, a similar story emerges from the two
case studies: it is evident that there are two contrasting pictures of rura]
poverty in both countries. The official story depicts small, independent farmers
as constituting the bulk of the poor. By contrast, micro-studies suggest that
very poor individuals, while retaining access to small plots of land, critically
rely on casual earnings in the labour market for their livelihoods.

2.1 Ethiopia case study

2.1.1 Official statistics

We first consider Ethiopia (see Table 7.2). The results of the latest National
Labour Force Survey (NLFS) carried out by the Ethiopian Central Statistical
Agency (CSA) in 2005 show that on the whole, agriculture employs 80.2 per
cent of the total labour force at country level (88.5 per cent in rural areas). In
terms of employment status, 91.2 per cent of the workforce in the country is self-
employed (40.9 per cent own-account workers and 50.3 per cent contributing
family workers, respectively).? The total number of paid employees represents
only 7.9 per cent of the total working population. In rural areas, the significance
of wage employment is even lower, at 3.6 per cent, while own-account work
constitutes 95.6 per cent of the labour force (with contributing family workers at
54.6 per cent and own-account workers at 41 per cent) (FDRE 2006a).’

De Gobbi (2006), drawing on CSA data from 1994 and 1999 (see Table 7.2),
draws similar conclusions, stating that ‘the bulk of jobs in rural Ethiopia are in
agriculture and in self-employment on small holdings’.* The paper further adds
that women are largely employed as contributing (i.e. unpaid) family workers
(70 per cent in 1999). The paper indicates that ‘waged employment exists, but in
small proportions, and reached only 3.5 per cent of total rural employment in
1999’ (De Gobbi 2006).

The report of one of the latest Household Income Consumption and Expendi-
ture Surveys (HICES),” conducted in 2004-05 (FDRE 2007), takes the same
line, although it should be pointed out that these data refer to the head of the
household, the only person who responds to questions on employment. As such,
HICES figures are not directly comparable to the figures so far presented.
According to HICES, 86.6 per cent of household heads in Ethiopia are self-
employed. In rural areas, 91.3 per cent of household heads are involved in self-
employment activities without employees, while 5.3 per cent are employers.
Only 3.1 per cent are employees (in private formal/informal, public enterprise,
public service, or NGOs), while 0.9 per cent of household heads are contributing
family workers and 0.3 per cent are engaged in ‘other’ economic activities.

Table 7.1 Comparing Ethiopia’s and Rwanda’s development indicators

Rwanda

Ethiopia

9,721,186
26,338

80,713,000
1,104,300

Population (2008 est.)

Area (km?)

369.1

73.1

Density (hab. per km?)

HDI (2009)

0.460 (167)

0.414 (171)

55

71.4/59.8
972
7(1991)

5.4
118.6
34.6

51
50/22.8

Children under height for age (% under age five, 1996-2005)

Adult literacy rate/15+ year/male/females (%, 2004)

Children under weight for age (% under age five, 2005)
Net primary enrolment rate (%o, 2007)

Under-five mortality rate (per 1,000 live births, 2007)

Fertility rate (births per woman, 2005-10)

Life expectancy (2008)

Net secondary enrolment rate (%, 2005)
GDP per capita (current US$, 2009)
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Population living below $1 per day (%, 2005)
Population living below $2 per day (%, 1990-2005)
Gini index (0 abs. equality, 100 abs. inequality)
Public expenditure on health (% of GDP, 2007)

3.8

Public expenditure on education (% of GDP, 2002-05)

Source: data from http://data. worldbank.org; http://data.un.org.




Table 7.2 Official statistics on status in employment in Ethiopia (%)
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De Gobbi, based on CSA 1999 (2)
Self-employed (without employees), of which:

1.8
0.4

97.5
274
70.1
0.2
100

93.9
56.6
37.3
1.2
4.6
03
100

0.8
35
03

95.4

44.0

51.4
100

Own-account workers
Contributing family workers
Employers
Paid employees
Others/not stated

Total

Contributing family workers

Own-account workers
Employers

Sources: adapted from: (1) FDRE (2006a, 40); (2) De Gobbi (2006, 13-14); (3) FDRE (2007, 38).

Self-employed (without employees), of which:
Note

HICES 200405 (3)
— Data not available.

Others/not stated

Paid employees
Total
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A survey conducted by the Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs (MOLSA)
in 1996 stands out for its focus on gathering national ‘representative’ informa-
tion on agricultural wage employment and the non-farm economy in Ethiopia.
The survey covered 5,699 households from five regions (Tigray; the sedentary
farming areas of Afar; Amhara; Oromia; and the Southern Nations, Nationalities
and People’s Region [SNNPRY]). It found that a relatively large percentage of
households had members who were involved in agricultural wage employment
and/or rural non-farm (self) employment during the year prior to the study: 43.9
per cent for all five regions. Of this 43.9 per cent, self-employment constituted
the great majority of observations. Only 15.4 per cent of households had
members who were involved in agricultural wage labour during the year preced-
ing the study (as local wage labourers, sharecroppers, and/or migrant labourers).
Local wage labour was the most common kind of wage labour observed (FDRE
1997, quoted in Serensen 2001). In a similar fashion, a recent review of the non-
farm sector in rural Ethiopia (Glinther e al. 2007) indicates that: ‘a landmark of
Ethiopia’s rural economy is the often perceived absence of rural non-farm activ-
ities, estimated to be amongst the least diversified countries in Sub-Saharan
Africa’. The report further argues that: ‘due to the fact that labour markets are
underdeveloped in rural Ethiopia, rural labour demand, be it agricultural or non-
agricultural, is rather rare’ (Glinther ef al. 2007, 11). Similarly, Demeke suggests
that ‘the largest concentration of vulnerable or poor people in rural areas is in
farming activities and most are contributing family workers’ (Demeke et al.
2006, xiv).

For the most part, official statistics and studies based on official data in Ethio-
pia consistently suggest that the large majority of rural people are own-account
workers or contributing family workers. According to the same evidence,
working for wages is a source of livelihood only for a small fraction of the popu-
lation, and mostly takes place in agriculture and on a casual basis.

2.1.2 A different picture of rural poverty

It is interesting to contrast the above picture with the findings of a number of liveli-
hoods assessments carried out by Save the Children and USAID in four regions of
Ethiopia (see Table 7.3). The methodological differences between these assess-
ments and national surveys will be discussed later on in the chapter. At this stage it
is worth noting that while there are significant differences between the four regions
under analysis, it is clear that, in three of the four regions, working for other people
is the single largest source of income (in cash or in kind) for very poor people,® far
exceeding the importance of own-account farming. As they have little or no access
to land, and low human capital, very poor individuals tend to mostly rely on
unskilled labour for survival. For example, in Afar region, while crop and livestock
sales represent between 80 to 90 per cent of income for the better-off segments of
the population, they represent only 25-35 per cent of income for the very poor, as
most of their income derives from wage employment. Similar trends can be
observed in the SNNPR and Tigray regions. In SNNPR, very poor people often
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migrate to coffee-producing areas for coffee picking. In Tigray, the very poor are
involved in construction labour, agricultural labour for middle and better-off
groups, or migration to mining and salt-producing areas. In contrast, crop and live-
stock sales represent 85-90 per cent of income for the better-off in Tigtay, and
95-100 per cent for the better-off in SNNPR.

2.2 Rwanda

2.2.1 Official statistics

Some of the official statistics in Rwanda, summarized in Table 7.4, depict a
similar story to that of Ethiopia; rural poverty is mostly about small farmers and
their families.

The 1996 Demographic and Health Survey indicates that the large majority of
the population in Rwanda (92.6 per cent) are self-employed (without employees),
This figure conflates own-account workers (61.4 per cent) and contributing (unpaid)
family labour (31.2 per cent). At the time, paid employees were rare in Rwanda,
representing only 6 per cent of the fotal working population (ILO 2005). Similarly,
the latest Demographic and Health Survey published in February 20127 argues that
the majority of men and women in Rwanda are self-employed in agriculture. For
example, 67.4 per cent of women are self-employed regardless of their occupations
and 12.8 per cent are employed by family members (NISR ez al. 2012).*

Table 7.4 Official statistics on status in employment in Rwanda (1996 and 2005-06) (%)

Total
Total Male Female
ILO 2005, based on DHS 1996
Self-employed (without employees), of which: 92.6 88.9 95.5
Own-account workers 614 56.2 65.5
Contributing family workers 312 327 30.0
Employers 0.1 0.1 0.0
Paid employees 6.0 9.4 33
Others/unclassifiable 1.4 1.6 1.2
Total 100 100 100
EICV-2 2005/06
Self-employed, of which: 80.9 72.4 87.9
Own-account worker, farm 316 41.6 23.4
Contributing family worker, farm 39.7 19.5 56.2
Own-account worker, non-farm 8.0 104 6.0
Contributing family worker, non-farm 1.6 0.9 2.3
Paid employees, of which: 19.1 27.6 122
Paid employees, farm 8.2 10.2 6.6
Paid employees, non-farm 10.9 17.4 5.6
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source; adapted from ILO (2005, 13) and Republic of Rwanda (2007, table 3.3).
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The second Household Living Conditions Survey, carried out in 2005-06
(Republic of Rwanda 2007b) suggests that self-employment (39.6 per cent) and
family labour and apprentices (41.3 per cent), mostly employed in farming, con-
stitute the bulk of the workforce (80.9 per cent). The EICV2 also indicates a
significant number of workers in paid employment (19.1 per cent of the employed
population), both in the farm (8.2 per cent) and non-farm (10.9) economy.

The latest Household Living Conditions Survey (EICV3), completed in 2011
(Republic of Rwanda 2012b), and its associated report on the evolution of
poverty in Rwanda from 2000 to 2011 — which compares the data of the three
existing household surveys (Republic of Rwanda 2012a) — provide a different
picture on both the importance of wage employment and diversification in rural
areas.” These more recent surveys suggest that working for other people is more
central as a source of income for the employed population than the great majority
of existing surveys on poverty and employment in sub-Saharan Africa suggest.
It also demonstrates a somewhat increasing ability of official statistics to capture
labour market outcomes.

For example, Table 7.5 gives valuable insight into the relationship between
levels of poverty and categories of economic activity. The study on the evolution
of poverty in Rwanda indicates the following:

Poverty is highest by far among households who obtain more than half of
their income from farm wage work, in other words from working on other
people’s land, followed by those with diversified livelihoods who obtain
more than 30% of their income from farm wage work.

(Republic of Rwanda 2012a, 20)

Table 7.5 also shows two interesting trends over the past five years: a decreasing
share of the population is self-employed (agriculture or non-farm); and there is a
significant increase in population with diversified sources of income.

The EICV3 report argues that while the majority of people are still employed
on farms as either independent farmers or as unpaid family workers, the fastest
growth in the last five years has been in wage employment and a ‘move out of
small scale farming’ can be observed, a phenomenon that the report notes and
that deserves further attention (Republic of Rwanda 2012b, 93). The decline in
the category of ‘mostly non-farm self-employment’ is also notable. It is nonethe-
less unclear how much of this decline may be due to methodological differences
in the design (sampling, questionnaire design) and implementation (selection,
training, and supervision of enumerators, for example) of the EICV2 and EICV3
surveys.

With regard to diversity of employment the report indicates that

85% of working adults work on their family farm for some of the time

during the year but over 70% of adults do more than one job, with urban

dwellers more likely to have just one job than their rural counterparts.
(Republic of Rwanda 2012b, 10)




Table 7.5 Population shares, poverty and extreme poverty classified by the main household activity

Percentage in extreme poverty

Percentage in poverty

Share of population (%)

Main household activity*

EICV3 EICYV2 EICV3

EICT2

EICYV3

EICV2

26.6
51.5
13.4

39.6
74.0
23.6

62.8 522
88.1 76.6
36.6 22.8

3.6

522
10.7

56.6
43
7.3

Mostly agriculture
Mostly non-farm wage

Mostly farm wage

10.4
18.8

25.9
29.9

46.5 242
45.6 28.6

2.2

16.2
41

27.0
1.5

Mostly non-farm self-employment

Mostly transfers

55.3
26.7

63.9
17.8

47.6

76.2

77.3
28.4

111

100.0

23
100.0

Diversified but farm wage less than 30 per cent

Diversified but farm wage more than 30 per cent
Total

24.1

35.8

44.9

56.7

* Households who obtain more than half of their income from any of these sources.

Source: adapted from Republic of Rwanda (2012a).

Note
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2.2.2 Further insights on rural poverty in Rwanda

The significance of wage employment for the poor in rural Rwanda, interestingly
captured by some of the latest large-scale quantitative poverty surveys, is rein-
forced by a number of other qualitative studies.

Consider, for example, the nationwide Participatory Poverty Assessment
(PPA) conducted in 2001 before the formulation of the first Poverty Reduction
Strategy Paper (PRSP-I) in Rwanda.'® As part of the PPA process, respondents
had to identify and define different social categories of households in Rwanda.
These, as summarized in PRSP-I are presented in Table 7.6.

As Table 7.6 suggests, ‘from the poor downwards, we have people who
mostly live working on others’ farms’ (Republic of Rwanda 2001, 29). The table
also highlights how relations between groups can change over time. For
example, the resourceful poor employ the very poor in good times but some-
times work for the wealthy when there is a drought. The ‘food rich’ or the
‘money rich’ (qualitative categories employed in the PPAs) regularly employ
workers from poorer households to work on their farms or for other activities.
The table shows that people from fairly different socio-economic groups, i.e. the
very poor, the resourceful poor, and the non-poor, might all be involved in wage
employment. However, access to better remunerated types of work requires
skills and resources, which are not available to people from the most deprived
socio-economic groups. The table also provides important information on the
link between parents’ wealth and children’s wellbeing. The poorest categories
working for wealthier households often cannot afford to send their children to
school, to pay for their healthcare, and to adequately feed them.

Similarly, Howe and McKay (2007) argue that there is a group of chronically
poor households whose characteristics are different from the poor as a whole.
These characteristics include: dependence on working for others; cultivating
small areas of land; having no or small numbers of livestock of low value. These
households are also more likely to be female-headed, in most cases by a widow.
Erlebach (2006) also stresses the different livelihoods strategies adopted by the
poor and the very poor (these groups defined in terms of asset indices). While
the former spend the majority of their working time on their own land, very poor
people mostly rely on casual wage employment.

Livelihoods assessments carried out by Save the Children are consistent with
the above picture. Table 7.7 summarizes the findings of five livelihoods studies
covering six different regions of Rwanda, therefore providing enough variation
in contexts even if not nationally statistically representative. Notwithstanding the
significance of regional variations, these studies clearly identify two separate
groups (defined from qualitative wealth rankings): (1) a group of ‘rural entre-
preneurs’ with often larger landholdings who employ relatively poorer people;
and (2) a group of ‘agricultural wage labourers’ with insufficient landholdings
for the subsistence needs of their families who are forced to seek wage employ-
ment outside their own farm (i.e. ‘off-farm” wage employment). Indeed, the

‘poor’ categories working for better-off households are highly dependent on
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the rural labour market to cover their food and other needs and they are, theye.
fore, extremely vulnerable to a decrease in demand for labour.

In Gikongoro, waged farm labour represents 95 per cent of income for the
‘very poor’ (i.e. the poorest group in these qualitative rankings) working for
others. In Kibuye, the ‘poor near landless’ derive 80-90 per cent of their income
from working for others locally or migrating. Migration in search of wage laboy,
can represent one of the main sources of income for the various ‘poor’ categorijeg
(as much as 80-85 per cent of income for the landless poor in Ruhengeri/
Gisenyi). In each region, the table also indicates that single- (female or male)
and child-headed households are very common in the ‘very poor’ categories,

2.2.3 A contrasting interpretation of rural labour markets:
methodological and data issues

Official statistics and livelihoods assessments across the two countries produce
remarkably different results on the employment status of rural dwellers. As illus-
trated in Table 7.8, such differences stem from conceptual differences and the
radically different set of questions that are asked in survey questionnaires to
generate the results. This section critically assesses the methodological issues
that underpin these contrasting results on the occupations of rural Ethiopians and
Rwandans. The discussion that follows, moreover, is relevant beyond the borders
of these two countries: as mentioned in the introduction, disparities between offi-
cial (large-scale survey) data and the evidence that emerges from qualitative and
micro-surveys on the nature of rural labour markets is common across sub-
Saharan Africa, as already identified by an emerging body of literature (Sender
et al. 2005; Oya 2013; World Bank 2007; Pontara 2010; various chapters in this
volume)

Data collection for national surveys on employment, income, or expenditure
relies on questionnaires which are normally divided into two sections. The first
set of questions collects characteristics at the individual level (age, sex, relation
to household head, etc.), whereas the second part focuses on the household as a
whole (capturing data on income, expenditure, assets, etc.). Consider, for
example, the first section of the Ethiopia HICES questionnaire, partly repro-
duced and adapted in Table 7.8.

Table 7.8 shows that each household member is assigned a row (e.g. rows A
and B). Each column records information on key individual characteristics such
as gender, age, relationship to the head of the household, and employment
(columns 1 to 6). Concerning employment, interviewers first ask whether a
member ‘was engaged in productive work during the last 12 months’ (column
4). If so, the interviewer has to identify the respondent’s status in employment
by choosing one option among a pre-set list of ‘types of employment’ (such as
‘employer’, ‘self-employed’, etc., see column 5) and a ‘main occupation’
(column 6, ranging from 0 to 99, for example: 1 = ‘armed forces’; 33 = ‘teacher’;
62 = ‘subsistence farmer’, etc.). Thus, unconvincingly, only one job holding per
individual can be reported on the answer sheet. ‘Country employment profiles’

Table 7.8 Ethiopian HICES questionnaire: employment-related questions

What was the main

Type of employment

engaged in productive

work during the last 12 months?

1

Age Was

List of household Sex

members

occupation during the last

12 months?

1 = employer; 2 = self-employment

(formal); 3 = self-employment

(informal); etc.

=yes;2=no

Source: adapted from HICES 1999/2000 questionnaire (available at: www.csa.gov.et).
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are then created by processing this information. For example, it is possible
present information on types of employment for household heads, by gender, by
age, etc. It is interesting to note that LFS capture more than the main actwny
including the economic significance of earnings from ‘secondary activities®,
Unfortunately, LFS are not carried out often, as international donors and govern.
ment alike prioritize surveys such as HICES.

Once the first section has been completed, interviewers proceed to section
two, on household characteristics, and ask the household head to estimate famlly
income over a specified reference period, usually the last six months. There is pg
space for capturing fluctuations within the year or between years. Table 7.9 illys-
trates how income data are encoded.

Each row records information on a specific source of family income (eg
‘sales of agricultural products’, ‘income from house rental’, etc.). In column 1,
interviewers record how much income has been generated from each source, ag
recalled by the household head. It is crucial to note here the terminology chosen
for row C, on wage income. Interviewers are asked to record ‘net wages and
salary, overtime, bonuses, and allowance’. Such wording is clearly adopted with
formal sector employment in mind, and, as such, is highly unlikely to capture
earnings from daily or seasonal work. Furthermore, returns from daily or sea-
sonal work are irregular, with different wage rates and different types of work
available almost day by day, making the total calculation of income from that
source quite a complex exercise. Finally, data obtained are processed by the
CSA to create a country employment profile by household income. This relates
poverty to the type and/or sector of employment of the household head.

By contrast, a different set of questions and techniques of probing underpins
micro-studies, which reveal the significance of earnings in the rural labour
market to the lives of the poor. By way of example, we will use the Household
Economy Approach (HEA), the qualitative tool developed by Save the Children
for livelihoods analysis. The HEA investigates how, in a given agro-economic
area, people access food and cash income in a typical year; the choices they
make about expenditure; the coping strategies they use in the event of a shock;
and other long-term challenges to food security and livelihoods. Different from
standard surveys on employment and poverty, the HEA is not based on a
standard set of questions to be answered by the sample group. The HEA starts

Table 7.9 Ethiopian HICES questionnaire: income-related questions

Title of income/receipts Last six months'

income

Sale of agricultural products

Net income from sale of products of household enterprises/
non-agricultural

C Net wages and salary, overtime, bonuses, and allowance/private
sector

o >

Source: adapted from HICES 1999/2000 questionnaire (available at: www.csa.gov.et).
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off by identifying the main wealth groups (e.g. rich, middle, poor, and very poor)
through a combination of secondary data review and semi-structured interviews,
facilitated by qualitative wealth-ranking exercises.'" The review of existing sec-
ondary literature and the conduct of focus groups are led by people trained in the
HEA framework. Typically, a first focus group is with people from different
socio-economic backgrounds, which provides information on the way in which
different wealth groups make a living. Then a more in-depth understanding of
the livelihood strategies deployed by individual socio-economic groups is
obtained by holding focus groups with members from one category (e.g. the very
poor, the better-off).”” The person who ‘leads’ the focus group must begin by
double-checking that individuals who take part in the discussion actualty belong,
in terms of assets and sources of income, to the group. First of all, participants
are asked to answer the following question: ‘We know that households are not
all living in exactly the same way — what is it that makes one household better or
worse off than another in this area?” Respondents identify the key wealth groups
in a given area, such as the very poor (VP), the poor (P), the middle (M), and the
better-off (B). Questions then focus, for each of the wealth groups identified, on
household size and key assets. Table 7.10 offers an indicatory check-list.

Participants are then asked to estimate all sources of income and expenditure
for each wealth group. Table 7.11 shows an indicatory check-list on income
usually provided in order to smooth the data-processing phase.

The focus groups throw light on the main changes in income and expenditure
over the year, and on the way in which different wealth groups tend to experi-
ence seasonal fluctuations in income. Thus, the poverty profile for a given area is
built by putting together the HEA results for as many livelihood zones as sur-
veyed, i.e. ensuring a minimum degree of variation in context to avoid obvious
selection biases. Such a profile, given the way it has been built, is therefore sens-
itive to socio-economic differences between areas and between different socio-
economic groups within the same area.

Thus HEA, and any research tool that investigates the multiplicity of activ-
ities on which people rely to make a living, yields a more qualitative, in-depth
and differentiated picture on employment patterns and poverty than standard
survey techniques. Their problem is that they record the main job-holding of

Table 7.10 HEA template: wealth breakdown

Very poor  Poor Middle Better-off

Household size
Land owned Total arca
Food crops area
Cash crops area
Livestock owned Cattle
Goats
Sheep

Source: adapted from FEG Consulting and Save the Children UK (2008).




Transport (e.g. taxi, pick-up)

Trade (large-scale)
Small business

Better-off
Fishing

Petty trade (small-scale trade)

Vegetable sales

Crop sales
Brewing

Middle

Collection and sale of wild foods

Mining

Firewood collection or charcoal

Remittances
buming

Poor

Agricultural labour
Other casual labour (e.g.
construction)

Paid domestic work
Salaried employment

Very poor

;2
3

Table 7.11 HEA template: sources of income
Source: adapted from FEG Consulting and Save the Children UK (2008).

Main sources 1
of income.
ranked
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respondents based on the problematic premise that people in developing coun-
tries have one main job-holding, a concept more applicable to developed coun-
tries (Rizzo and Wuyts 2014). There are also cultural and political biases against
reporting many forms of employment as wage-employment (due to biases from
respondents, enumerators, or analysts).”

3 People working for other people: key characteristics and
sources of vulnerability

Drawing on existing literature and on fieldwork, this section focuses on rural
dwellers who rely on casual employment for a living, either entirely or substan-
tially, and on the key sources of vulnerability associated with such activity.
There are, of course, crucial differences between rural areas of different coun-
tries and between rural areas within an individual country, which affect the vul-
nerability of casual workers in important ways. Consider, for instance, the
remarkable difference in population density between Ethiopia (69 inhabitants per
square kilometre) and Rwanda (387). Such differences have important implica-
tions concerning land pressure and land shortage, and influence the (varying
degrees of) compulsion to participate in labour markets. Yet some common
trends on the key sources of vulnerability of casual workers emerged from the
fieldwork and are discussed below.

3.1 The increasing reliance of the poor on casual labour

The first finding of this research is that the reliance of the poorest people on casual
wage employment has been increasing over the years in these two countries.
Generally, as populations grow — a recent United Nations estimate suggests an
additional 106 million people will have joined the workforce in rural areas of
developing countries in the period 2005-15 -- there is less and less land available
for independent farming (United Nations 2005, quoted in ODI 2007b). This picture
is confirmed by Save the Children fieldwork in Ethiopia, in the Amhara Region,
where poor people attributed their increased reliance on casual work to a number
of factors, of which land shortage was the primary one. For those individuals who
either formed their households or returned to their area after 1991, the year of the
last land redistribution, there was either no land available at all or only miniscule
land holdings as a result of the plot subdivisions of 1991 between different house-
hold members. This is not to say that land redistribution holds the key for future
prosperity. In the Amhara Region, and more broadly in developing countries,
development strategies centred on land redistribution will be confronted with the
fact that population growth contributes to a situation in which ‘the average farm
size is getting smaller’ (United Nations 2008, 9; Lipton 2006). Furthermore, in
focus groups ‘larger’ smallholders in Ethiopia referred to the high cost and/or una-
vailability of agricultural inputs, the unreliability of rainfall, and declining soil fer-
tility as being among the factors making own-account farming less remunerative
over the years, and pushing them into the labour market.
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Poor people therefore need to work for other people and they doso ina h ighly
heterogeneous way, with a variety of working arrangements and remuneratiop,
rates, depending on the type of activities, the gender, and the ethnic group of the
worker, the season, the location, and the employer.'* Table 7.12 presents evig.
ence of the heterogeneity of rural labour markets, as gathered through focyg
groups discussions in Rwamiko, Rwanda.

Table 7.12 shows the range of remuneration for the same type of work (the
highest rate paid can be twice as much as the lowest), as well as the variety of
work opportunities, in agriculture and in the rural non-farm economy. Although
the large majority of jobs in rural labour markets perpetuate the poverty of those
who eam a living from them, evidence shows that some jobs have played g
central role in allowing poor people to break the inter-generational cycle of
poverty.'® The explanation for such a wide range of wage rates has partly to dg
with economics, as the profitability of certain activities in certain areas affects
employers’ capacity to remunerate their workforce. However, different wage
rates are also explained by uneven power relationships between employers and
casual labourers, with the former exercising their discretion in setting the daily
pay for their workers. During a focus group in Amhara Region, for instance,
Save the Children researchers asked casual workers to explain the differences in
pay for the same agricultural activity in the same area. Respondents maintained
that employers’ assessment of the strength of the worker played an important
role in this respect. The weaker a worker is, the less he/she is worth. Needless to
say, this leaves a significant amount of discretion to employers, whose judge-
ment on a worker’s strength can be also driven by other considerations, such as
how urgently workers need to find work. This further increases the uneven
balance of power between employers and potential employees.

3.2 Women losing out

The second finding emerging from fieldwork is that the position of women in the
rural labour market is particularly vulnerable. During focus groups with women
in both Rwanda and Ethiopia, women were forthcoming about the different (and
lower) wage rates paid to them for a given job, as compared to their male coun-
terparts, and about the difficulties in accessing better-paid jobs. Women also
mentioned the difficulties of simultaneously fulfilling the roles of mothers and
breadwinners.

Migration in search of work is a livelihood strategy often adopted by the
poorest, but for women mobility is constrained by their duties as mothers and
wives. For example, from a focus group with women in Rwanda, we learned that
many people cross the border to work in neighbouring Uganda, where the daily
wage rate tends to be higher. Working in Uganda requires leaving very early in
the morning and returning late in the evening. During that time, children are
either in school or at home. For those who cannot afford education for their chil-
dren, a difficult choice is required: to either leave the children unattended at
home or travel with them to the workplace. In the latter case, these women

Table 7.12 Heterogeneity of rates and modalities of pay in rural labour markets: one example (Rwamiko district, Rwanda, 2007)

Wage/payment Type of payment Other information

Location

Type of activities

Payment in kind (food) is also practised
depending on the arrangement

Daily (or on task basis
in Eastern Province)

with children); 700 RWF

400-500 RWF;
Rwamiko and Bukure mainly Harvesting 200 RWF

neighbouring sectors (Bukure, 300 RWF (for women

Giti) Eastern Province

Working for better-off Mainly in Rwamiko and

farmers

In general, people fill two baskets/day

Per basket daily

Weeding 400 RWF

Coffee plantations

Mason 1,000-1,500 RWF  Daily (or on task basis) Informants from poorer categories

Assistant mason 500—700

RWF

In the village, nearby areas,

or Kigali

Construction work

often indicated different entry barriers

for construction work

700 RWF Daily

Gasabo District (and other

places)

Brick-making

Amount and type of payment depend

on the employer

Monthly

6,000 RWF

Kigali mainly

Domestic work

In general only available to the

member of the association

In the village 1 RWF Per kilo

Loading/unloading

trucks

Payment depends on the quantity and

location

Per task

In the village

Various transport

activities

Amount and type of payment depends

on the employer

4,000-8,000 RWF Monthly/task basis

In the village

Collecting grass for

animals

Amount and type of payment depends

on the employer

Daily/monthly/task

basis

In the village

Collecting water and

helping to make beer

Source: data from Save the Children UK, ‘Focus groups discussions’, Rwamiko district, Rwanda, 2007.
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received much lower pay (sometimes less than half of the ‘adult only’ pay). The
drop in pay for women accompanied by children has also been reported by partj.
cipants in focus groups in Ethiopia.

3.3 Casual work: too little for too many

The third common thread from the research is that both men and women working
for wages are negatively affected by the mismatch between the amount of work
that is available to *job seekers’ (scarce) and the number of poor people seeking
it (abundant). Informants consistently highlighted the fact that plenty of time,
energy, and resources are spent looking for employment. Such employment ig
often hard to find, even through migration. Most informants in the focus groups
with casual workers shared their experience of migrating and failing to find
employment, and suggested that their lack of education/skills tends to confine
them to unskilled work, of which there is too little for too many. The oversupply
of unskilled workers is crucial to understand the uneven balance of power
between those who employ workers and workers themselves. In the ‘bargaining’
process, employers can often choose between — and play off against each other —
the high number of job seekers in need of work.'

Casual workers in every single focus group refetred to their vulnerability to
the seasonality of existing employment opportunities. Demand for labour is per-
niciously at its lowest when workers’ need to work is at its highest. The off-farm
season, a time at which ‘small farmers’ rapidly exhaust their own meagre (if not
non-existent) food harvest, is also the time in which employers’ demand for agri-
cultural labourers decreases and food prices begin to rise. Given the above,
casual employment in the rural non-farm economy (i.e. outside agriculture), such
as in construction, loading and unloading vehicles, tree cutting, and domestic
work, can play an important role in supplementing earnings from agricultural
casual labour in the off-farm season. However, two considerations need to be
made in this respect. First, research has shown that there are barriers to entering
the best-remunerated non-farm activities, especially in self-employment
(Reardon 1997). Very poor people often cannot overcome these barriers. For
example, research by Erlebach (2006) has shown that the types of non-farm
work available in rural Rwanda include domestic work, transport activities,
brick-making, and construction. Among these, domestic work provides the
lowest wage and work in construction the highest.”” Very poor people are con-
fined to low-paid, non-farm jobs due to lack of skills and/or tools, such as a
hammer, a metre, and a square.'®

Second, in countries in which agriculture remains the main economic activity,
the capacity of the non-farm sector to generate employment on its own should
not be overestimated (although it can still play an important role in poverty
reduction). Agricultural growth has significant multiplier effects on the growth
of the non-agricultural sector (Christiaensen et al. 2006), with important implica-
tions for labour demand. Increased dynamism in agriculture, and increased earn-
ings from it for both wealthier producers and better-paid workers, will stimulate
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domestic and local demand, thereby inducing production and trade of goods and
services in the non-farm economy, such as corrugated iron to improve housing,
building work, basic manufactured tools (for farming and cooking) and bicycles
to increase mobility. This, in turn, will trigger further demand for labour, creat-
ing conditions for rural labour market tightening that usually benefit the poorest
workers by exerting upward pressures on wage rates.

4 The policy neglect of rural Iabour markets

In the light of these fieldwork findings, results obtained under the HEA, and a
number of micro-studies on rural poverty, many of which are represented in this
book, it is possible to conclude that earnings in the rural labour market — or
working for other people for wages — are a key source of livelihood, if not the
only one, for the most vulnerable small farmers and for the landless, as this
result holds true in both Ethiopia and Rwanda. This finding, however, is not ade-
quately reflected in poverty-reduction strategies. The poverty of individuals
relying on casual work, and that of their children, owes to under-employment,
the inadequate volume and low quality of work available to them, and the low
levels of remuneration for the work they can find, more than to the low produc-
tivity of their own tiny farms (for those who farm).

A Kkey objective for policy makers in sub-Saharan Africa should therefore be
to increase labour demand in rural areas, as well as the quality of work in terms
of wages and other working conditions. Accordingly, in Ethiopia and Rwanda
the research team reviewed key policy documents and met policy makers to
investigate whether they shared such a policy objective, and in what way.

4.1 Ethiopia

The Plan for Accelerated and Sustained Development to End Poverty (PASDEP)
is Ethiopia’s second Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper (PRSP), and as such was
the country’s guiding strategic framework for the five-year period
2005-06/2009-10 (Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia (FDRE) 2006b).
The Growth and Transformation Plan (GTP) is the national planning document
for the period 2010/11-2013/14 and is to be revised in 2014 for the next plan-
ning document.

An in-depth review of these planning documents lies beyond the scope of this
chapter. What matters at this stage is how these documents relate to employment
and the labour market.

Within the PASDEP, creating employment and income-earning opportun-
ities occupy a central place in the effort to accelerate growth. The PASDEP
indicates that the labour force amounted to 54 per cent of the total population
in 2004/05 and was growing by about 1.2 million people per year (induced by
the growth rate of the population), thus putting a lot of pressure on the labour
market. The challenges faced by the government in fulfilling the demand for
increased employment are, as a result, twofold: managing the dynamics of




196 N. Petit and M. Rizzo

population growth; and promoting the expansion of labour-intensive produc.
tive activities. Accordingly, the PASDEP strategic emphasis is on the growth
of the rural, industrial, export, construction, and other labour-intensive sectorg
(FDRE 2006b).

However, as pointed out by researchers at the Overseas Development Instj-
tute, although employment promotion occupies a central place in the PASDEp
narrative, the ‘policy matrix’ that summarizes the PASDEP programme targets
(and thus creates the necessary evidence to measure progress against the
PASDERP policies and strategies) does not include indicators such as ‘number of
jobs created’ (ODI 2007a), average number of days worked per person per year,
and wage rates. This makes it very difficult to assess whether the different pro-
posed policies have a significant effect on labour demand and what their impact
on rural employment is.

Similarly, the GTP has no mechanism to monitor the impact of its growth
strategy on employment creation and on the labour market. This is visible in the
fact that the GTP policy matrix has no employment-related goals nor any indic-
ators under its economic sub-sector plans. Explicit employment goals and indic-
ators appear only for its micro- and small-scale enterprise plan. In neither
document is mention made of ‘decent work’ principles or direct intervention in
the rural labour market (such as improving wages, working conditions and bene-
fits, or improving the bargaining power of workers) as a key area for achieving
significant improvements in the livelihoods of the poorest.

The Productive Safety Net Programme (PSNP) is another initiative whose
impact on job creation is worth analysing, given its centrality to the government
and the poverty-reduction efforts of key donors."” The PSNP began in February
2005 and is intended to serve the dual purpose of helping to bridge the income
gap for chronically food-insecure households, and engaging such households in
community asset-building efforts to earn income (especially during the lean
season and times of drought). The programme has two components: labour-
intensive public works and direct support for labour-poor households. The PSNP
provided income transfers to nearly five million people in 2005 and to 7.2
million in 2006. What are the short- and long-term impacts of the PSNP on its
beneficiaries? The ODI has stressed its achievements in the short term, while
raising doubts about the long-term impacts as ‘the jobs offered are seasonal and

part-time, and do not provide a living income. With very few exceptions-they are

unskilled-physical labour, offering no skills development and no prospect of
betterment or further employment opportunities’ (ODI 2007a, 7). N

4.2 Rwanda

Vision 2020 is key to any review of the Rwandan government’s approach to
rural poverty eradication. It contains the framework, which is further elaborated
in subsequent policy documents, such as the first and the second Poverty Reduc-
tion Strategy Papers (PRSP-I and EDPRS, respectively), the National Agricul-
tural Policy (NAP) and the Strategic Plan for Agricultural Transformation
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(SPAT). The development of the private sector and entrepreneurship are seen by
policy makers as the best avenue for employment creation in Rwanda. The gov-
ernment is to play an ‘enabling role’ to create a favourable business investment
climate for the private sector and the development of small and medium enter-
prises (SMEs).

Concerning agriculture, Vision 2020 elaborated aims to replace subsistence
farming with a fully monetized commercial agriculture sector (Republic of
Rwanda 2000). Accordingly, the agricultural sector is considered crucial in all of
Rwanda’s strategic documents on poverty reduction.

Three main themes emerge from the key policy documents on rural develop-
ment cited above. First, the government’s approach to poverty reduction in rural
Rwanda focuses primarily on increasing the productivity of ‘small-scale subsist-
ence farmers’, to be achieved through research, extension services, input devel-
opment, finance, infrastructure, marketing, livestock development, cash crop
development, and sector planning. Second, the development of non-agricultural
employment is also central to poverty reduction. In the long term, agricultural
growth is expected to act as a catalyst for growth in other sectors (as agricultural
incomes rise, demand is generated for non-agricultural goods and services).
Finally, the government’s export promotion strategy also deserves particular
attention for its impact on rural workers. Each of these themes is briefly dis-
cussed below.

Concerning the goal of commercializing the subsistence-oriented agricultural
sector, an independent evaluation of the PRSP-I pointed out ‘the possibility that
a strategy of commercialization may not reach all rural households is not fully
considered’ (Evans et al. 2006, 27). For example, Erlebach argues that these pol-
icies are not sufficient to help the poorest out of poverty since the poorest cat-
egories of the population, who are often highly dependent on insecure
agricultural wage labour with low returns, are unlikely to benefit directly from
these measures (Erlebach 2006). McKay and Loveridge (2005) similarly argue
that the strategy of agricultural commercialization pursued by the government in
the PRSP is unlikely to derive much (if any) benefit for some of the poorest
groups in Rwanda, given that they have withdrawn from the market and cultivate
areas that are too small to produce a marketable surplus. On the contrary, the
authors argue that commercialization strategies could further increase rural
inequality (McKay and Loveridge 2005). It is worth stressing that the commer-
cialization of farming can play an important role in poverty reduction through
increased labour demand. However, a problematic feature of the current focus
on commercialization is the lack of indicators to assess the impact of agricultural
commercialization on labour demand and wage rates.

In the different policy documents concerned with rural development, the gov-
ernment also emphasizes the importance of an export promotion strategy for
poverty reduction. This focus, part of the broader effort to commercialize agti-
culture, seems more promising for the poorest sections of the rural population
that work for wages, as encouraging the production of labour-intensive crops and
the technologies that significantly expand the demand for agricultural wage
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labour can impact positively on the lives of rural workers. For example, Erle.
bach indicates that the employment opportunities offered to members of the
poorest households by coffee plantations are extremely important for poverty
reduction in rural Rwanda (Erlebach 2006). The different initiatives proposeq
for the promotion of labour-intensive crops, such as the provision of improveq
seeds and extension services to coffee and tea plantations, could provide
important employment opportunities for some of the poorest households ip
rural Rwanda. In a similar fashion, the development of the horticulture sector
also labour-intensive, could provide further opportunities. While the sector i;
slowly emerging, the government set ambitious targets for horticulture for the
future in its Horticulture Strategy for Rwanda (Republic of Rwanda 2006),
Due to the lack of detailed analysis, the impact of the promotion of labour-
intensive crops for rural workers in Rwanda is, however, not yet known and
deserves further study.

A problem with the current focus on export promotion in the Rwandan
context is that, similarly to Ethiopia, policy documents make no reference to ele-
ments such as improving wages, labour conditions, and benefits, or improving
the bargaining power of the workers as part of a strategy for achieving poverty
reduction. This is a remarkable gap, given the systematic reliance by the poorest
on earnings in the rural labour markets.

A second central objective of the different policy documents considered is
the development of non-farm employment. In the short term, labour-intensive
public works programmes have been promoted to resolve the problem of
under-employment observed in rural Rwanda. Different types of activities
have been suggested, such as the improvement of rural roads, soil conserva-
tion, and terracing. While this is an important goal, the focus should also be
on funding public work schemes with the strongest long-term impact on labour
demand (as too often the focus is on creating income for the poorest in the
short term only). The potential benefits for some of the poorest categories
obviously depend on how such programmes are designed and implemented.
The Haute Intensité de Main d’Oeuvre (HIMO) programme, launched by the
government in 2003, was expected to create a total of 886,000 jobs over a
period of five years. However, despite its promise, the evaluation of the
PRSP-I points out important shortcomings in the implementation of labour-
intensive public works programmes — such as inadequate funding and institu-
tional weaknesses — and expresses concerns about efficiency, quality, and
sustainability (Evans et al. 2006). In a tree-planting project in Bugesera, ‘local
people termed the project HIMANO, which loosely translated means “some-
thing that makes life difficult”’. The main criticisms were: favouritism,
whereby local leaders recruited their relatives and those who were able to pay
to be included; short terms of employment; low wages; the fact that workers
would work for about 35 days, contrary to the minimum 60 days reported by
HIMO officials in Kigali. Women were the most disadvantaged by low pay.
Payments were also reported to be irregular, in some cases over two months
overdue (Evans et al. 2006, 53).
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The Economic Development and Poverty Reduction Strategy programme
(2008-12) indicates that guidelines to avoid the weaknesses and abuses that have
hindered the HIMO programme in the past will be addressed (Republic of
Rwanda 2007b). However, it is as yet unclear what the guidelines are to avoid-
ing similar problems in the future.

5 Concluding remarks

The outline of the policy priorities on rural development in Ethiopia and Rwanda
presented in this chapter demonstrates that improving the functioning of rural
labour markets and the quantity and quality of work available to the poorest
people is not a priority of policy makers in the two countries. Although there are
significant differences between individual contexts, the support to small-scale
enterprises and agtricultural producers to increase their productivity and incomes
is the cornerstone of the poverty-reduction strategies of both countries.

Policy making on agricultural pro-poor growth rests on the erroneous belief
that the poorest people in rural Africa earn their living mostly from own-account
farming, and consequently the goal is to commercialize and intensify their
farming. This is to be achieved by enabling the encounter between producers and
markets (markets of inputs, outputs or credit) without addressing the employ-
ment implications and potential of this strategy.

Such a policy focus is usually justified by the picture that emerges from offi-
cial statistics and some of the conventional literature on poverty and employ-
ment. Official data and some micro-level surveys tend to show that in
sub-Saharan African rural labour markets are thin and virtually non-existent. As
this chapter has shown, however, the wisdom of official statistics needs to be
questioned. Drawing on employment-focused micro-studies, the analysis has
suggested that working for other people, in precarious and insecure conditions,
is much more central to the survival strategies of the poor (and particularly those
who can’t survive on micro-farms) than currently understood by policy makers
or recorded by official statistics.

The chapter has also explored some of the methodological reasons behind
such a stark contrast between official statistics and the findings of some micro-
studies, which mostly rely on qualitative methodologies. It has argued that the
methodologies applied in these studies™ are better suited to capturing the com-
plexity and variety of livelihoods — and the centrality of wage labour relations to
them — than large-scale quantitative surveys designed to collect information on
issues other than labour. There is no reason why questionnaires informing offi-
cial surveys cannot be revised to address their current incapacity to detect rural
labour markets. In other words, the ability of HEA studies to detect informal
wage relations does not stem from their reliance on qualitative techniques per se.

The experience of these qualitative studies has revealed the challenges
involved in adequately capturing the variety of forms of rural wage labour and
their significance for the ‘very poor’, through the application of carefully
designed research techniques and intensive probing among highly differentiated
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respondents. Thus, revising the methodology of data collection methods thay
underpin official surveys and statistics matters. It is critical to enhance anqg
improve the employment focus of large-scale living standards household surveys
and the official reports that are written on the basis of official poverty statistjcg,
Currently, simplistic and sometimes misleading official rural poverty profiles in
sub-Saharan countries justify policy makers’ focus on reducing poverty by
simply promoting small-scale farming and micro-enterprises. Such an approach
to rural poverty reduction is bound to fail as:

1 millions of very poor people mostly make a living from casual work for
other people, often for low pay, in agriculture and in the non-farm economy;

2 there are more workers in search of employment than jobs available and thig
negatively affects the poorest people’s earnings from work in many ways,
Their weak bargaining power negatively affects returns from work and the
inadequate volume of work obtained negatively affects income (in cash or
in kind) over time;

3 the history of successful development experiences shows that the acceler-
ated expansion of wage employment (in both urban and rural areas) is of
paramount importance for the overall rise of living standards (Sender and
Smith 1986).

Therefore, a fundamental misunderstanding of the nature of poverty and of the
characteristics of the poor can jeopardize the design of effective ‘pro-poor’
growth strategies. This will have serious consequences for the capacity of the
international community and Aftrican governments to deliver on poverty reduc-
tion. For policy makers, a direct focus on improving labour demand for unskitled
agricultural jobs, i.e. increasing the quantity and quality of jobs that exist in rural
areas for the poorest, should be the central focus in planning growth strategies
that are genuinely pro-poor.

Notes

1 The research teams for the country studies were composed as follows: in Ethiopia, Dr
Matteo Rizzo (Save the Children UK, London), Solomom Demeke (Save the Children
UK, Ethiopia), and Nicolas Petit (independent consultant); in Rwanda, Nicolas Petit
(consultant) and Jacqueline Uwumukiza (Save the Children UK, Rwanda); in Kyr-
gyzstan (which for reasons of space does not feature as a case study in this chapter),
Nicolas Petit (consultant), Svetlana Boincean (IUF), Dedo W. Nortey (Save the Children
— Kyrgyzstan Office), and Jeenbek Osmonaliev (Eliminating Child Labour in Tobacco
project). Sue Longley (Agricultural Coordinator IUF — Geneva Office) and Matteo Rizzo
(Livelihoods Adviser — Policy Department, Save the Children UK) initiated and oversaw
the development of the joint initiative. The findings and opinions presented in this
chapter represent exclusively the authors’ views and not those of either Save the Chil-
dren UK or IUF. This chapter draws on and revises findings presented in Rizzo (2011).

2 The percentage refers to the population aged 10 years and above.

3 It is interesting to note that according to the 1999 NLFS, paid employees, while a
minority of the total workforce, were mostly employed on a casual basis, that is with
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no clear contractual arrangement and paid on a daily or weekly basis (77.9 per cent).
Temporary jobs in rural areas constituted about 90 per cent of total rural wage
employment (see De Gobbi 2006).

The report, in its introductory conceptual remarks that ‘in developing countries, espe-
cially in low-income economies, the labour market is characterized by large propor-
tions of unpaid family work and self-employment and a very low share of waged
employment. Since regulation does not affect much employment with similar features,
labour markets tend to be rather flexible and workers’ protection is often neglected.
Hence, the notion of ‘flexicurity’ needs to be adapted from the one used for advanced
economies, which mainly focuses on regulated wage employment (De Gobbi 2006).
HICES is conducted every five years by the CSA.

The micro-studies on which this evidence draws used qualitative wealth ranking exer-
cises to classify households in three or four socio-economic categories according to
their relative poverty or wealth, from the ‘very poor’ or ‘poorest’ to the ‘rich’ or
‘wealthy’. The taxonomies are qualitative and are based on conventional qualitative
and participatory techniques to assess socio-economic differences in a given context.
Demographic and Health Surveys only collect very basic information on employment,
typically based on the conventional statistical categories that are questioned in this
and other chapters of this book.

It is worthwhile mentioning that data in this survey are poorly disaggregated in terms
of employment occupation if one wants to understand rural labour market function-
ing. Occupations considered include professional, clerical, sales and services, skilled
manual, unskilled manual, domestic service and ‘agriculture’. The word ‘wage’ is
tellingly not to be found in the 574-page report.

In addition to the traditional main job question, the EICV3 survey also asked whether
people did any of the different economic activities proposed at all over the previous
12 months. This is a catch-all question to determine any incidence of work in any of
the categories (Republic of Rwanda 2012b).

As this report will show, the first PRSP regrettably does not seem to have incorpor-
ated the findings of PPA in its plan to eradicate poverty in Rwanda.

For an exhaustive introduction to the HEA see FEG Consulting and Save the Children
(2008).

It goes without saying that the most powerful and wealthy individuals in the ‘com-
munity’ may exert influence over the composition of, and the resulting directions
taken by the focus groups.

See Oya (2013) for a full discussion of standard surveys’ shortcomings in recording
wage labour.

For two outstanding case studies showing evidence on heterogeneity of rates of pay
and working conditions in rural labour markets, see, on Mozambique, Cramer et al.
(2008); and on Sudan, Kevane (1994).

See Cramer et al~(2008) for evidence of the way in which divorced or separated
women are successfuluin obtaining relatively better paid jobs and in investing in their
daughters’ education. _

See also similar findings in*Mueller’s chapter on Tanzania in this collection,

In this collection, see the chapter on Mozambique by Cramer et gl. with similar find-
ings in relation to domestic wark,

On Rwanda, research by Barrelt et al. (2005) similarly shows that the poorest seg-
ments of the population do not have access to the most remunerative non-farm eco-
nomic activities.

Support to PSNP is the single biggest item in the USAID 2007 budget, and a key
component of DfID and EC development assistance.

A new recent example of this kind of methodology and evidence from Ethiopia is the
Fair Trade Employment and Poverty Reduction final report, produced by a SOAS
team (FTEPR 2014).
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8 Labour conditions in rural India

Reflections on continuity and change

Praveen Jha'

1 Introduction

Labour relations (or what some may prefer to call labour markets) in con-
temporary rural India constitute a large and complex theme. An obvious reason
underlying this complexity is the fact that India’s countryside is characterized by
a bewildering variety of regional and sub-regional political and economic pat-
terns. Such a state of affairs is a product of, from a longue durée perspective,
differences in agrarian structures, revenue extraction regimes (particularly during
the colonial period), state policies, and the overall class dynamics. Furthermore,
the period since Independence from British rule has witnessed significant vari-
ations across regions with respect to a constellation of factors influencing their
development trajectories. Thus, diverse patterns of rural transformation, within
the larger context of uneven development within the country, have resulted in
quite a diversity of rural labour regimes. Despite this complex set of factors, it is
possible to capture the dominant trends at a high level of generality. This chapter
attempts to undertake this task. Tt highlights prominent ‘stylized facts’ at the
cutrent juncture as well as ‘stylized shifts’ of recent years with respect to the
world of rural labour, without any pretence of collapsing the regional patterns
into a grand general narrative.

At the outset, this chapter clarifies the use of the (otherwise controversial)
term ‘rural labour’, both conceptually and in terms of definition. ‘Rural labour’
here refers to a person who resides primarily in rural areas, works in ‘manual
activities’ and for whom the sale of her/his labour power for wages in cash, kind,
or as a share of output is a source of livelihood. This definition includes anyone
who sells her/his labour power for any duration, whether in a sole economic
activity or as one among many. Such a definition is considerably broader than
the one used in India’s major official data repositories.

It is also worth highlighting that a large section of ‘marginal and small
farmers’ in India also derive varying degrees of income from selling their labour
in multiple activities and so therefore establishing a neat boundary between dif-
ferent economic identities is tricky, both conceptually and for difficulties in
measurement. However, given India’s caste and class hierarchy, doing manual
labour for other people is at the bottom of the work-ladder; hence, anyone who
relies on this last-resort option for any length of time ought to be considered a
manual wage worker.




