
Accepted Manuscript

Productivity in piece-rate labor markets: Evidence from rural Malawi

Raymond P. Guiteras, B. Kelsey Jack

PII: S0304-3878(17)30095-0

DOI: 10.1016/j.jdeveco.2017.11.002

Reference: DEVEC 2180

To appear in: Journal of Development Economics

Received Date: 16 January 2017

Revised Date: 30 September 2017

Accepted Date: 9 November 2017

Please cite this article as: Guiteras, R.P., Kelsey Jack, B., Productivity in piece-rate labor
markets: Evidence from rural Malawi, Journal of Development Economics (2017), doi: 10.1016/
j.jdeveco.2017.11.002.

This is a PDF file of an unedited manuscript that has been accepted for publication. As a service to
our customers we are providing this early version of the manuscript. The manuscript will undergo
copyediting, typesetting, and review of the resulting proof before it is published in its final form. Please
note that during the production process errors may be discovered which could affect the content, and all
legal disclaimers that apply to the journal pertain.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdeveco.2017.11.002


M
ANUSCRIP

T

 

ACCEPTE
D

ACCEPTED MANUSCRIPT

Productivity in Piece-Rate Labor Markets: Evidence

from Rural Malawi

ú

Raymond P. Guiteras
North Carolina State University†

B. Kelsey Jack
Tufts University‡

September 2017

Abstract
Piece-rate compensation is a common feature of developing country labor markets,

but little is known about how piece-rate workers respond to incentives, or the tradeo�s
that an employer faces when setting the terms of the contract. In a field experiment
in rural Malawi, we hired casual day laborers at piece rates and collected detailed
data on the quantity and quality of their output. Specifically, we use a simplified
Becker-DeGroot-Marschak mechanism, which provides random variation in piece rates
conditional on revealed reservation rates, to separately identify the e�ects of worker
selection and incentives on output. We find a positive relationship between output
quantity and the piece rate, and show that this is solely the result of the incentive
e�ect, not selection. In addition, we randomized whether workers were subject to
stringent quality monitoring. Monitoring led to higher quality output, at some cost to
the quantity produced. However, workers do not demand higher compensation when
monitored, and monitoring has no measurable e�ect on the quality of workers willing to
work under a given piece rate. Together, the set of worker responses that we document
lead the employer to prefer a contract that o�ers little surplus to the worker, consistent
with an equilibrium in which workers have little bargaining power.

JEL Codes: C93, J22, J24, J33, O12

úWe received helpful comments from the editor (Jeremy Magruder), two anonymous referees, James Berry,
Drusilla Brown, Brian Dillon, Constanca Esteves-Sorenson, Andrew Foster, Jessica Goldberg, John Ham,
Robert Hammond, John List, Hyuncheol Bryant Kim, Ellen McCullough, A. Mushfiq Mobarak, Stephanie
Rennane and seminar participants at the University of Chicago, University College London / L.S.E., Duke
University, Case Western Reserve, RAND and NEUDC. John Anderson and Stanley Mvula were invaluable
in leading the field team. Portions of this paper were previously circulated under the title “Incentives,
Selection and Productivity in Labor Markets: Evidence from Rural Malawi.” We gratefully acknowledge
financial support from ICRAF and the University of Maryland Department of Economics.

†4326 Nelson Hall, Campus Box 8109, Raleigh, NC 27695. Email: rpguiter@ncsu.edu.
‡Corresponding author. 314 Braker Hall, Medford, MA 02155. Email: Kelsey.Jack@tufts.edu.

1



Download English Version:

https://daneshyari.com/en/article/7357693

Download Persian Version:

https://daneshyari.com/article/7357693

Daneshyari.com

https://daneshyari.com/en/article/7357693
https://daneshyari.com/article/7357693
https://daneshyari.com

