VL

Universit
s of Glasgowy

https://theses.gla.ac.uk/

Theses Digitisation:

https://www.gla.ac.uk/myglasgow/research/enlighten/theses/digitisation/

This is a digitised version of the original print thesis.

Copyright and moral rights for this work are retained by the author

A copy can be downloaded for personal non-commercial research or study,
without prior permission or charge

This work cannot be reproduced or quoted extensively from without first
obtaining permission in writing from the author

The content must not be changed in any way or sold commercially in any
format or medium without the formal permission of the author

When referring to this work, full bibliographic details including the author,
title, awarding institution and date of the thesis must be given

Enlighten: Theses
https://theses.qgla.ac.uk/
research-enlighten@glasgow.ac.uk



http://www.gla.ac.uk/myglasgow/research/enlighten/theses/digitisation/
http://www.gla.ac.uk/myglasgow/research/enlighten/theses/digitisation/
http://www.gla.ac.uk/myglasgow/research/enlighten/theses/digitisation/
https://theses.gla.ac.uk/
mailto:research-enlighten@glasgow.ac.uk

STATE, CAPITAL AND LABOUR IN NIGERIA:

AN HISTORICAL OVERVIEW OF THE PRODUCTIVITY
PROBLEM

by

EMMANUEL EKEOMA UWAKWE
‘B.Sc., M.Sc.

Thesis submitted to the Department of Sociology
for the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy (Ph.D.)

University of Glasgow -
October 1990

¢ Emmanuel E. Uwakwe, 1990



ProQuest Number: 10983746

All rights reserved

INFORMATION TO ALL USERS
The quality of this reproduction isdependent upon the quality of the copy submitted.

In the unlikely event that the author did not send a complete manuscript
and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if material had to be removed,
a note will indicate the deletion.

uest

ProQuest 10983746

Published by ProQuest LLC(2018). Copyright of the Dissertation is held by the Author.

All rights reserved.
This work is protected against unauthorized copying under Title 17, United States Code
Microform Edition © ProQuest LLC.

ProQuest LLC.

789 East Eisenhower Parkway
P.O. Box 1346

Ann Arbor, M 48106- 1346



(i)

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

In ‘carrying out this study, | was particularly fortunate in
receiving support. Primarily, | am indebted to Professor John Eldridge,
my Supervisor, who demonstrated that friendship remains the best way
of teaching. | acknowledge the encouragement and guidance from him all

through the course of the study.

To Professor Lalage Bown and Professor Robin Cohen from whom |
also received encouragement, | am equally grateful. Dr. David Frisby read
and made useful comments on the first draft. | appreciate his help.
Similarly, to the Sociology Departmental Graduate Seminar Class, who
discussed the first chapters and made valuable suggestions, | express my
gratitude,

Among others who also made vital contributions to the completion
of the study, mention must be made of Barbara Littlewood, Paul
Littlewood, Pru Larsen, Pat McGill, Pip Townsend, Avril McGregor, and
the staffs of both the Glasgow University and Adam Smith Libraries.
Their support and help are gratefully acknowledged. |

| am also grateful to the University of Nigeria, Nsukka for the
study Jeave granted me to pursue the study in Glasgow. The
Commonwealth Scholarship Commission in the United Kingdom partly, but

generously, sponsored my stay in the UK. Without the support of these



(i)
two institutions, the study VWOuld not have been done.

‘Finally, for a special support, | wish to thank my wife, Joyce and

little daughter, Adanna, for bearing with me throughout.

, E.EU.
Glasgow, September, 1990



(iv)

ABSTRACT

That low productivity is a crucial problem in the Nigerian economy
is well supported by empirical evidence. Industrial factories fail to
produce at optimum. Agriculture, once the prop of the economy, has
decreased in importance. Food, consequently in short supply, has become
disproportionately imported. Hence, food trade debts now increase

already huge national debts to foreign creditors.

Yet the combined volume of imported and local food does not
sustain the increasing population. This, sometimes, is at the very basic
level of subsistence. Therefore, malnutrition and low life expectancy do
occur in the economy. These have combined with unemployment,
excessive inflationary trends, and low investment rates. The economy,
thus, is clearly one undér stress. This is basically because it is an
under-producing economy. |

The stress on the economy has lingered foi* a long time. HIOWever,
it has been most marked in the three decades beginning from thé
Independence year, 1960. Several attempls have been made to analyse
the problem. Most of these, however, have »been neither conclusive nor
convincing. Sometimes, factors ih the innate personality of the worker
have been posited to account for this problem. At other times,
indigenous management skills have been criticized. Additionally,_what

often is described as Nigeria's 'Economic environment' has been regarded




(v)
as the primary factor responsible for the problem.

The present study provides a distinctly sociological explanation of
the problem. Generally, ill-motivation among Nigerian workers has
become widely regarded as the prime factor that explains the problem.
1 motivation among the workers is seen to be due to perceived
discrepancies between the satisfaction of the workers' needs and the
attainment of the goals of their workplaces. It is deemed imperative, |
therefore, to cut a path ensuring that workforce needs and workplace

goals are simultaneously met. Productivity, thus, would rise.

This Path-Goal hypothesis is a point of departure for the approach
adopted here. The former is regarded as reductionist in maintaining that
the problem, in all its complexity, could be solely understood by
reference to the human need-satisfying nature of Nigerian workérs, In
contrast, the present study emphasizes the need to trace the roots of the
problem to its structural sources, It locates these in the conflicts
between the State Government and Private Capital in Nigerfa. It holds
the contest between the State Government, Private Indigenous Capital
and Private Foreign Capital for control over the Nigerian economy chiefly
responsible for low productivity in the economy. Labour, it maintains,
contributes to this problem through its resistance against attempts to
impose control over it by the protagonist State and Private Capital.
Therefore the problem, it holds, is not primarily one of an ill-motivated

workforce.
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In this frame, Chapter | defines the problem in greater detail. It
also discusses some earlier approaches to the problem. Chapter i
examines various general intellectual approaches to the overall
productivity question. These date from the early productivity studies
initiated in the U.S. and Britain before the First World War to the recent
attempt to resolve the problem in Nigeria on the basis of social

psychology. Chapter 11l is a critique of this social psychological

approach.

An alternative approach based on an emphasis on the structural
sources of the problem is given in Chapter IV. This Chapter examines
some general elements in the Nigerian social structure including:
Geography, Politics, Religiqln, and Ethnicity. It stresses the important
role played by these factors in the Nigerian social stkruvcture. | However, |
Chapter V argues that the cbntradictions between the State Government
and Private Capital are mor_é important than these in undérstanding the
Nigefian social structure. Chapter VI underlines the signif,icance of
structural contradictions particularly for prodUctivity in the economy
with an analysis of the relations between the State and labour. What is
concluded is that these conflicts and ¢ontradfctidns causé and
exacerbate low productivity in the economy. Labour is not seen to be

primarily responsible. Chapter Vil is a brief summary of this conclusion.
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PROBLEM OF STUDY



CHAPTER I:

THE PROBLEM OF LOW PRODUCTIVITY IN NIGERIA

A.  INTRODUCTION

Hurnan productivity through work has been, for long, a subject of
much controversy. Fredrick Tay\or’s(‘) emphasis on the instrumental
relations between the worker ahd work tools; Elton Mayo's(Z) and
Frederick Roethnsberger‘s(3) counter-emphasis on the social relations

between the worker and other workers; as well as Joan W‘oodward's(4)

emphatic concern with the role of technology in productivity give a few
of the highlights of this seefningly endless controversy. And,
contemporary economic thought, even In most advanced industrialised
‘societies, is still marked by discussion of such phenomena as: the
British Worker Question; perceived loss of social production impetus in
the US; and, Japan's purported over’takmg»of both Britain and the usS ih its

‘peaceful conquest of the world economy.’

One prominent focus in this controversy perSists the worker and
work-behaviour. And on the agenda are such vexed questions as: the
cumulative effects.of management control on the workers; the possib}e
effects on productivity of workers' collective attempts to resist this
control through umonisatioh; the value-loaded relationships between

such workers' dissent and patriotism/national interests; and often, the
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perceived necessity to goadi the-worker into specif ic kinds of required
behaviour through variants’of‘ motivation technigues, into higher rates of

productivity.

B. NIGERIA: A SPECIAL REFERENCE -

Essentially a developing economy, Nigeria is characterised by even
lower rates of productivity than the industrialised economies in which
the issue of productivity has been so widely debated for so long from
Taylor to Braverman and beyond. Of the three countries in the sub-
Saharan Africa classified as Middle Income Oil Exporters by the World
Bank (Nigeria, Cameroon, and Congo People's Republic) for instance,
Nigeria currently has the least income per capita of $890. Cameroon has
$1010 while the Congo People's Republic has $910. [n life expectancy,
Nigeria, again, has the lowest of 31 compared to Cameroon's 56 and
Congo's 53. On the other hand, of the three countries, Nigeria has the
highest average annual rate of inflation of 11.6% compared to Cameroon's
7.0% and Congo's 10.8%.(9) In 1982, there was a negative balance of
payments of $1298 million which in 1987, however, showed a positive
balance of $3465 million. . This, of course, would be due more to
improved sales in crude oil and, possibly too, to the State Government's
post 1982 fiscal measures aimed at curtailing imports rather than
increased productivity. Indeed, if anything, productivity was found to
decline by 3.5% annually"on average between 1983 and 1985.(6)

The incidence of low productivity is, perhaps, most clearly

demonstrated in the Aqriculture Sector which in 1960 had contributed
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63% of the GDP. This fell to 22% in>11982, Hence, of the three middle
income oil exporting countries of sub-Saharan Africa, Nigeria has a
lower index of food production per capita average of 92 compared to
_ Cameroon's 102, for instance. This means that the Ni.gerian egconomy has
had to rely more increasingly on food imports in the face of a growing |
population coupvled with frequent drought and crop failure. In fact, the
International Food Policy Research Institute (Washington) projects an
approximate 21 million metric tonnes of staples imported by 1991 if the
calorie and protein requirements of Nigeria are to be met.{7) This food
trade deficit could, in turn, worsen the balance of payments which
present estimates place as a positive $3465 mmion. Indeed, in
anticipation that this positive estimate would turn negative because of
current food trade deficit, the World Integrated Model (WIM) pro“jects a
deficit cumulative balance of $210 billion for the country by the year
2001.(8) Besides, at the end of 1985, Nigeria's outstanding medium and
long-term external public debt amounted to $11.5 billion (excluding
converted trade arrears of $1.7 billion). This amounted to 25% of the
GDP and because of the rather unreliable outlook of the world oil market
and the country's consequently unfévourable repayments profile, much of
these debts have had to be rescheduled. The significance of this is that
the consequences of past and present low rates of productivity have,

even now, been moved forward into the future.

Not much can, therefore, be written in favour of productivity rates
in Nigeria. This, nevertheless, is in spite of the country's relatively
abundant natural and human resources. For, its 923,773 square kilometer
land mass, though subject to leaching in the rainy southernmost

extremes and drought in the sub-desert northern fringes, yet is generally
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suitable for primary crop production. IBarring the interruption of natural
causes, the cocoa, palm produce, cotton, groundnuts, and rubber
particularly suited to the soil types, could be so highlyvproduced for
export that much of the economy's import bill could bé met thereby. Also
though oil markets have been recently weakened, higher production
continues to raise export revenues. Tin, coal, diamond, silver, lead and
columbite, also contained in this land mass,'albeit in lower deposits than
crude oil, are also additional resources. Thus, natural fesources are
relatively abundant in the economy. So also are human resources which
with a population of over 105 million(9) makes it the largest country in
Africa. Larger than the other 16 West African countries, all in one, and
one of the eight most populous in the world, its large population is its
added strength. |

But of greater significance to the potential productive capability
of the country would be the evident advantageous age kdistribution of this
large population. By the World Population Profile estimates (1980), out
of a then population of 84,732,000 in Nigeria, 48,933,000 (i.e. 48%) were
below the age of 20 years. Examined with the comparable proportions of
28% for the UK and 32% for the USA, what is indicated is a relatively
large reservoir of potential productive labour in the Nigerian
economy.{10) But of equally great significance is the indication in these
estimates that the remaining proportion (i.e. 52%) constitutes a large
active labour force in Nigeria. When the elements comprising retired
persons, post secondary students, and non-participating members of the
female population are subtracted, what would be available in the
economy as an active labour would be a force of about 60 million strong.

This surpasses the total populations of the UK (56.5m); France (55.6m);
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seven times that of Sweden (8.3m); and just slightly less than the total
estimate for West Germany (60.3m).

However, the teasing question remains why in the face of this
relative plenty Nigeria héé for so long remained essentially a low
producing, undeveloped economy. The low productivity prob]em must be
addressed if Nigeria's essentially undeveloped status is to be understood.’
And as it happens, most previous attempts to explain this undéveloped
status have linked it with low rates of productivity as wm become

evident in what follows.

C. PREVIOUS APPROACHES TO THE PROBLEM

(‘i) Early Government Reports And Studies

Probably as early as the nineteen thirties, occasional probes had
been initiated into the problem of low productivity in Nigeria and,
indeed, African economies generally.(I 1) constituted mainly of
Government reports and a few individual studies, these probes chiefly
dwelt on the image of an African worker who waskcharacterised by “an
absence of conscious need (and) contentment with little."¢ ‘,2)-’Being, in
consequence, prone to high rates of absenteeism and turhover, he was

seen 10 be inept at the workplace where he, thus, produced minimally.

A stigma of i‘mperfect performance appeared therefore to have
been cast on the Nigerian workforce that early. Interestingly though,
these early reports and studies found little scientific basis for



explaining this perceived imperfect performance on inherited
imperfections. Rather, it was stated to be a factor of seve'ral primordial
arrangements prevalent in the Nigerian society among which were:

(a) Traditionally, work aimed at making individual Qain was unknown.
(b)  Wage labour was targetted towards achieving immediate ends.

(¢) Division of labour was limited to the two factors of age and sex.
(d) The organisation of work was exclusively dictated by the rhythm

of the seasons.

Consequently, the earlliest understanding of the problem of low
productivity in the Nigerian economy was causally related to perceived
unsatisfactory labour performance. As elaborated by the African Labour

survey:

It is a fact that by tradition and background, the
African is singularly ill-adapted for assimilation
as an effective element in wage economy on
modern pattern, that the reason that leads him to
seek wage-paid labour heavily influences his
attitude to work and his reactions differ widely
from those of the European worker whose
background and aims are so different. It has also
emerged that the African’'s work performance is at
present unsatisfactory in many respects by
European standards; that in quantity and quality, it
is often inferior; that the African sometimes lacks
pride in his work; that he is often unstable and
restless and prone to absent himself apparently
without valid reasons.(13)

Obviously, this line of thought had major shortcomings. Foremost,
this traditional image of the African worker appears to have been
primarily based on studies which were limited to the period before 1940.

They were also largely confined to only two regions - the then Union of



South Africa, and the then Central African Federation. Besides, they
were equally limited to plahtation'and mine labour. Thus, the construct
of the "African worker' emerging from them and subsequently applied to
generalise on thé Nigerian workforce was based oﬁ rather 'inadequate

fieldwork. Though as an extrapolation, it was of some heuristic value. |

Yet, given the expanse of Africa and the impact of social change on the
continent, it is very likely that these findings as Peter Kilby, for
instance, pointed out, were only of limited validity.(14)

Remarkably, the orgahisation of wage labour in Nigeria showed
some marked differences from the organisation of wage labour in Central
and Southern Africa - the bases of these early studies. Mine labour was
“dominant in Nigeria during the period as it was in these areas. But
plantation labour was virtually non-existent. The labourer in the
Nigerian coal mines was, neverthelesé, quite a diffei‘ent category from
the labourer in the South African mines. Work behaviour of an African in
a racist South Africa would be expected to be influenced by the
conditions there. For residential segregation, abject living and working
conditions ( incl»uding a colour bar to promotion beyond the semi-skilled

level) would hardly bé any incentives to efficient work performance.

Even so, that these early studies were inordinately reliant on
management opinion is a methodological flaw that further undermines
the validity of the traditional construct of 'African worker' extrapolated
. to the Nigerian. This would be so since such management opinions were
largely based on views of expatriate officers who were often racially
insulated from the Africans in separate communities. Being, in

consequence, limited by difficulties of communication and by social



distance, they could easily have misunderstood the conduct and behaviour

of the African.

(ii) Inefficient, Indigenous Supervisory Roles

In a major sense, therefore, Peter Kilby's ‘Reconsideration’ of the
productivity problem along lines akin to the above criticism in 1961 was
both timely and unique. Fundamentally disagreeing with the traditional
construct of a restless, ,ir‘nperfect worker, Kilby's concmsion that
working conditions were a far more importanvt variable than the
attitudes and capabilities Qf workers was a ma jor contribution towards
understanding the problefh. For, based on évidence from 29
establishments in Nigeria with a total of 30,935 workers, he was
persuaded that a positive cbrrelation existed between wages, hours _df
work, and distance from work, on the one hand, and» absence and turnover,
on the other. But, perhaps, of more importance was his finding that
voluntary absence and voluntary turnover were low in these
establishments. Where, hoWever, they appeared high, he maintained, this
was either because of low wages or far distance from work. On this
evidence, therefore, emerged Kilby's important conclusions that Nigerian
workers' performance at work was more dependent on working conditions

than on inherent work attitudes.(19)

What is significant is that by making wages, conditions of work,
and managerial behaviour his primary foci, Kilby had introduced elements
of scientific management thinking into the understanding of the low

productivity problem in Nigeria. Thus, in a sense, he had advanced the



discussion by de-emphasizing those internal factors in the Nigerian
cultural environment which, hitherto, had served as a primary basis for
explication. These factors he now (correctly) considered in the first

approximation as independent variables.

Kilby's consistency with scientific management understanding is
further dernonstrated by his preoccupation with indigenous supervisory
roles in his approach to the problem. Through his studies of workers in
the Nigerian Ports Authority; a privately owned soap factory; and a
rubber-processing firm, his findings remarkably informed the

productivity problem in a new way. According to him:

(a)  When the proper financial reward is given, Nigerian workers
maximally exert themselves in the workplace. | _'

(b) The workers excel in simple repetitive operations perhaps be_casue
of their cultural diéposition towards rhythm. This transforms
repetitious work into a mildly satisfying experience.

(c) . The workers perform badly in a complex work that requires co- |
ordination. o |

(d) They perform badly in work that requires specific technical
training. _

(e) The Nigerian is a poor supervisor. This is partly explained by past
patterns of forced dependence on the European and by poor

training.(16)

With a subsequent study of work performance in the West African
Institute for Ofl Palm Research, came Kilby's reinforced view that

rnanagerial behaviour was a more crucial determinant of productivity in
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Nigeria than attitudes and capabilities of workers. As a buttress to this
viewpoint was his argument that the -gains in productivity found in the

Institute were proximately due to:

(a) A continuing increase in supervision in both its extent and
intensity. This was achieved by management pressure on' the
overseers and promotion opportunities of the latter to artisan
pay-scales when their performance so merited.

(b) Inthe Institute, tasks were enlarged.

(c) OGreater incentives, both positive and negative, were given to the
workers including: promotion, to junior supervisory positions;
clearer enforcement of penalties for failure to complete tasks;
and selective dismissals during times of seasonal redundancy.

(d) Improved work methods and better control which contributed to.
increased efficiency. -

Above all, however, was Kilby's insistence that the above causes
were contingent on the more general cause that the management of the
Institute had accumulated experience and had gained an increasing
awareness of the importance of labour productivity, and in consequence
had paid greater attention to the problem at the upper level. Hence in the
final analysis, was Kilby's conclusion that:

Low labour productivity cannot be attributed to
the attitudes and capabilities of the African
worker. On the contrary, where low levels of
output/man prevail, the burden must fall on those

responsible for management and supervision of the
enterprise.(17)



And finally,

Thus in the final reckoning, it is not the African
labourer but his employer who must bear the
stigma of imperfect performance.(18)

Remarkably, both the traditional construct of an inept workforce
and Kilby's opposition to it indicated the existence of constraints
against labour productivity in the Nigerian economy. However, the
singular insight emergingr,"from the Kilby studies was that thesé
conétraints were less due to workers' inefficiency or lack of skill
endowment than to'faulty supervisory management roles. This new
thrust of course was an echo from W. Hudson's earlier finding in the
Nigerian economy that, with possibly only few exceptions among firms
employing over 25 workers, the adequacy of supervisbry performance -
was poor.{19) These supervisors, according to Hudson, were often guilty
of arbitrary and inconsistent treatment of subordinates and showed
favouritism concerning discipline and promotion along tribal and village
lines. Consequently, the work performance of the subordinate workers
would be sadly wanting. Thus, poor work performance chiefly was a
function of poor supervisory roles. Apparently, Kilby had followed this
clue. And after adumbrating it, he largely succeeded in rescuing the low
productivity problem in Nigeria from its traditional understanding to a
more robust explanation based on faulty indigenous supervisory roles.
This thrust, nevertheless, equally focussed on the personality of the

Nigerian,



(iii) Managerial Incapability

Soon, still fonowin‘g; the scientific management tradition to a
large extent, explanations of this problem went beyond a focus on
indigenous supervisory to more general indigenous management skills

which were ad judged incapable of enhancing productivity.

Concerning the local building industry for instance, G. Akin
Ogunpola observed that:

Most Nigerian contractors are still to adopt
similar efficient management control and it is not
until they do this that they will gain parity with
their expatriate counterparts.  Most of the
contractors lack managerial ability, business
acumen, and integrity; all of which are
prerequisites of a successful enterprise.(20)

Again, concerning local entrepreneurship, indigenoUs management

skills were equally indicted for instance by S.1. Edokpai thus:

A typical Nigerian businessman is a man with
many weak parts. He is inadequately equipped
with capital and technical know-how. He is apt to
imitate known skills and methods but is least
ingeneous in innovating new ones. He is invariably
conservative in the ideas of economic change. He

is low in business morals, greedy for quick returns
and pompous in living habits. As an entrepreneur,
his greatest weakness is his organisational
inertia.(21) \

Even Kilby, too, appéared to have up-dated his initial focus on
faulty indigenous supervisory roles to accommodate the wider generality

of Nigerian indigenous maangement. Hence, eight years after his
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African Labour Productivity Reconsidered (1961), he subsequently

wrote:

With few exceptions, Nigerian industrialists are
unwilling to provide continous surveillance of
their business operations in terms of both physical
supervision in the factory shop and in utilizing the -
principal instruments of management control -
written records. This disposition is combined
with a general lack of interest in production
efficiency and in possibilities for improving
product quality.. Nigerian entrepreneurs are
generally slow to move when their operations hit a

that their managerial performance is in any way
wanting.(22)

Clearly, therefore, the ]‘ow productivity problem in Nigeria had
become explained on the basis of incapable indigenous managemeht
skills. Against this background, it becomes easy to understand why the
Indians were invited over to help manage the Nigerian railways, for
instance, in the mid-nineteen seventies. And, also, the similar invitation

to the Dutch to manage the Nigerian Airways in the same period.

(iv) The 'Economic Environment' Factor

Though clearly prevalent as a mode of explication, managerial
incapability was not the sole explanation of low productivity in the
Nigerian economy as the debate unfolded. Sayre Schatz's attempt to
explain the problem through an environmentalist approach provided an
alternative view. For, while he granted that the managerial incapability
factor of the conventional view was important, Schatz also held that its

importance tended to have been exaggerated. Therefore, there was the
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necessity to examine the role of Nigeria's ‘economic environment’ in the

productivity problem.

Emerging from Schavtz's emphasis on the Niger;’an. ‘economic
environment’ are a number of interesting points. Primarily, Nigeria's
‘economic environment'’ waé-highly unfavourable to productivity. This,
according to him, involved such problems as the requirement on the part
of the Nigerian manager'to make what he termed, technological,
organisational, and marketing 'leaps’ if he would attain any increases in
productivity. To Schat’z, the level of technology required in Nigeria often
changed dramatically; sometimes entailing the adoption of an entirely
different set of qualitative standards. Problems of this kind, of course,
are very real if the changes in the production process of palm oil, for
instance are taken into consideration. In this, a change from the
rudimentary hand-press operations to the more technologically complex
oil mills required the Nigerian manager involved in the production of
palm oil to make the kind of dramatic leap identified by Schatz. This
possibly could lead to an inhibition of productivity; more so, at the
initial stages of transition. Also, the case of Nigerian saw milling in
which sawing for export demanded greater control of quality and an
ability to fill large orders in a relatively short notice would similarly
involve the problem of switching to a different set of qualitative
standards highlighted by Schatz. |

In addition, was Schatz's point that an ‘organisational’ leap was
also often necessary. This often involved a change from an enterprise
personally supervised by an owner on a basis of close personal

familiarity with all the firm's operations, to a more complex
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establishment requiring the use of more modern impersonal management

techniques and devices.

Furthermore, a leap to new marketing metho.ds also was often
necessary, according to Schatz, for an expanding firm. The Nigerian
manager, however, was handicapped in making these leaps by such
problems as the difficulty of obtainihg suitable capital equipment and
other inputs; the scarcity of competent personnel; the inadequacy of
social overhead capital, and the limited size of markets, for

example.(23)

Inherent economic environmental disabilities, theréfore, appeared
to Schatz chiefly responsible for low productivity in the Nigerian
economy; not managerial incapability. Indeed, in his view, most Nigerian
managers possessed a high degree of pure personal qualities of
management; especially, in business. They tended to be highiy responsive
to the possibility of gain, and to pursue economic advantage vigorously
and strenuously. They were often willing to seek far and wide and to
take risks in the quest for profit. And actually, a few of them had
developed the ability even to organise at a faster rate than the economy
allowed their enterprises to expand. This view, incidentally, was shared
by Joseph Stepanek.(24) |

Notwithstanding  the  apparent cogenby in Schatz's
environmentalist approach to the low productivity problem, the
conventional managerial incapability thesis, nevertheless, generally
retained its prominence in the debate for much longer. G.K. Helleiner, for

instance, reinforced the conventional position by underlining that since
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expatriate-managed firms':appeared to thrive in the same economic
environment in  which indige‘nous—managed firms  produced poorly,
‘managerial ability and'»experience may after all explain the
difference."(25) |

Of course, this was not an entirely novel Conf lict. For long in the
history of industrial sociology, the effects of the environment on the
productive capability of organisations in the economy have attracted
considerable interest. Max Weber (1968) for instance, showed interest
in this discussion in his historical and comparative studies of the
effects of social structure on bureaucracy. Also, the work done by
Bendix (1956) on the relationship between entrepreneurial and
rnanagerial ideologies and social structure is largely in this vein. And
notably, the theory of the firm in economics has also shown interest in
the relationship of an organisation to its environment and posits that
organisational decisions concerning price and output are the results of

market forces (Stigler, 1966).

Herbert Spencer, in a sense, seems to have provided the
philosophical background, on which the net effecté of the task-
environment  of  an orgamsation on  that orgénisatioh’g
survivability/productivity were based. He had perceived a universal law |
pervading inorganic, organic, and superorganic structures by which
organisms were naturally selected either to survive or to atrophy by
their environments. Environments, therefore, differentially selected
organisations, as superorganisms, for survival on the basis of the fit
between each organisation and its environment characteristics.(26)

This viewpoint particularly emphasised by MT. Hannan and JH.
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Freeman,(27) probably prompted Schatz to account for Nigeria's low
productivity problem using environmental,'not managerial behavioural

factors.

However, even before the conventional explanation of the low f
productivity problem in Nigeria based on managerial behaviour, this
factor had gained some attehtion elsewhere, especially as an alternative
to the environmental factor. Indeed, it would appear it had taken
environmental selection as a point of departure. To its proponents,
organisations were active systems quite capable of changing as well as
responding to their environments.  And, administrative behaviour
(especially concrete administrative decision-making) were seen as the
vehicles of productive change in organisations.(28)  Besides,
administrators according to them, manage their environments as well as
their organisations. And, in fact, the former activity could be more
important than the latter. The environment, therefore, did not constitute
a major impediment on productivity since it could be managed the same

way as the organisation.

In consequence, the managerial behaviour perspective drew
attention away from the environment to the various criteria by which
decisions were made as well as the various observable patterns of
management style within organisations.  Essentially within this'
framework, the Kilby studies on productivity in the Nigerian etonomy
seem to have been cast. The Survey Research Centre's (Michigan, USA)
emphasis on the precedence of managerial behaviour over environmental
factors in influencing productivity similiarly appears within the same
framework.  But of importance is that the major correlate of
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productivity identified in these studies was the quality of leadership
(calibre of management) available to organisations. In a summary
provided by Katz and Kahn, some of the major conclusions of the studies
were that the level of productivity achieved in an industry was directly
related not only to the amount of time spent on supervision by the
foremen but also on the extent to which the style of I‘eadership was: |

(@) general rather than close;
(b) democratic rather than authoritarian;
(c) employee-oriented rather than production-oriented;

(d) . non-punitive rather than punitive.(29)

Thus, arguments emerged against the determinant role of
environment in productivity. John Child,$30) for example, raised three
such arguments, namely: First, that managers had more autonomy than
might be inferred from the environmental determinist perspective. It

would remain true, according to him, that managers could both select
| from arange of viable alternatives compatible with the niche which they
occupied and also choose the type of environment in which they could
operate. Nigerian businessmen, for instance, could choose to enter or
leave markets. Thus to Child, there were often a variety of structures in
a given environment which organisation managers could decide to utilise
to their best advantages. Secondly, he pointed out that organisations
were not always passive recipients of environmental infiuence but also
had powers to reshape their environments - a point also emphasized by
PM. Hirsch(31) |
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Child's third argument against environmental determinism was
that the theories stressing the importance of environment frequently
blurred the distinction between the characteristics .of the environment
and the perception and evaluation of these characteristics by persons
within the organisations. This distinction, Child stressed, would not be
crucial if people always accurately perceived environmental dimensions.
This, of course, was unlikely and as JM. Pennings noted, there are only
minimal correlations between objective and subjective measures even of -
dimensions of organisational structure.(32) Child, besides, pointed out
that since selection was made by the environment according to some
dimension of fitness, a theorist using this model could, in explaining
only long-run changes, safely neglect intra-organisational managerial

processes.

These general arguments against environmental selection |
notwithstanding, the managerial behaviour perspective,' in turn, was
found to contain flaws. thle, for instance, managers might be able to
select and manage their environments, this selection process was found
open to constraints. Industrial policies, for instance, might constrain
managers from selecting and managing environments of their
organisations to the best advantage of such organisations. Besides, the
e‘xpanding role of the government, especially in developing economies,
might render some environments less manageable than others. Thus in
Nigeria, for instance, the Federal Government through what has often
been described as ‘federal might’ might create the situation in which
industrial managers could no longer effectively manage their
organisations or their environments. This would be largely due to the
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government's sometimes unduly patronising attitude toward some
organisations,  Moreover, with particular reference to business
organisations, potential environments could be excluded by law because

of funding restrictions or legal barriers to entry.

The controversy between these two approaches apart; both the
managerial behavioural factor and the economic environmental factor
evidently addressed the low productivity problem in the Nigerian
economy with greater lucidity and conviction than did the preceding
traditional construct of an inherently inept indigenous workforce.
Besides, being based on relevant empirical studies, both approaches were
also, unlike the earlier approaches, backed up by specific theoretical
-bases. Roughly situated, these ‘would be scientific management and
environmental determinism. By providing the earliest systematic views
on this problem, both approaches rightfully have become landmarks in-the
interpretation of Nigeria's social—ecohomic world. This would be
especially so since they provided the bases from which emerged the
current social psychological explanation of the low productivity problem.
For analytical convenience, this latest approach would be discussed in
the next chapter. But it could be pointed out at this stage that this
latest approach was, once again, focussed on the ‘human nature’ of the

Nigerian workforce.

D.  CONCEPTUALISATION DIFFICULTIES

For as long as the discussion of low productivity in Nigeria has

existed it has been difficult to conceptualise the problem appropriately.
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[t has been often unclear whether it is wage labour alone that is
unproductive or whether it is the generality of Nigerian labour, including

the peasantry.

In the past, in a strictly traditional sense, Nigerianvlabour was |
principally deployed in subsistence-agriculture. Some was deployed in
some form of cottage industry though. The institution of wage
employment, however, was introduced at the onset of colonialism. This
in itself was initially resisted for reasons not separated from the siavé
trade of the recent past. Thus, the colonial government, for instance,‘
was constrained to resort to the policy of forced labour to recruit the
workforce for its railroad constructions. This marked the beginning of |
wage employment in Nigeria since the recruits, though conscripted, were

paid wages.(33)

In time, by 1926, the Government had enlisted as many as 5,800
employees as established staff. [n addition, there were 5,533 skilled
artisans who also worked for the Government as well as 32,728
unskilled daily paid labourers.(34) By 1938, 6,784 clerical workers and
teachers had been enlisted along with 900 artisans and 50,000 unskilled
daily paid labourers.{33) These formed the core of employed labour in
Nigeria whose primary responsibility, generally, was to maintain the
pax colinica and to promote trade and commerce. This labour core has
since expanded to include over a million public employees» who are.paid
by the respective governments. They include the bureaucratic staff who
man the ministries and parastatals, the teachers, the nurses, the

doctors, technicians and artisans and a host of unskilled staff.
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As Nigeria's economy became increasingly monetised and some
elements of the peasantry andk craftémen became proletarianised, the
industrial wage-earner duly emerged. Employees in this cadre were
expectedly relatively few in the beginning. Out of an-active labour force
of 8 million in 1933, for instance, only 6.7% could be regarded as
industrial wage—earners.(35) With a greater degree of industrialisation,
nonetheless, this cadre of workers has multiplied many times over and
diversified into manufacturing, processing, construction, mining,

quarrying, and others.

When, thus, labour productivity is described as low, the need to
specify the type of labour in reference becomes necessary. But this has
never been done. The implication is that low productivity, which indeed
is a reality in Nigeria, is blamed on the kentirety of Nigeria's active
labour force irrespective of sector and périod. This low productivity,
however, does not seem so absolute. For, as has been remarked by GK.
- Helleiner, it is a fact that productivity in pre-colonial and early colonial
Nigerian economy was relatively low and stagnant.(37) However, this
was followed by a pronounced economic expansion in the first three
decades of the twentieth century due, largely, to increasing British
influence. Thus, just before the great depression, Nigeria's economy had

attained an annual growth rate of 8%.(38)

Behind this growth was an éxpanding export of cash crops which
weré produced mainly by the Nigerian peasantry using mainly the peasant
tools of hoe and matchet. A look at what this peasant economy produced
and exported would make it unjustifiable to describe its productivity as
low. Below are tables showing its exports of crops during the first haif



of this century.

TABLE 1.1

Palm Products Exports: Nigeria to Britain 1900-44 (Tons)

Year Total Exports
Palm Oil Palm Kernels

1900-04 53,729 120,778
1905-09 65,177 130,241
1910-14 77,771 174,236
1915-19 80,485 184,567
1920-24 90,352 203,021
1925-29 124,716 235,469
1930-34 141,702 274,584
1935-39 139,000 334,000
1940-44 134,377 320,613

NB: Figures have been averaged for each quinquennium.

Sources: (1) Nigerian Handbook, 1936.
(2) Nigerian Trade Reports 1939-45, Lagos,

Government Printer.




TABLE 1.2

Cocoa Exports: Nigeria to Britain 1900-44 (Tons)
Year Total Exports
1900-04 . ~ 305
1905-09 ~ 11,67
1910-14 3,857
1915-19 ‘ 13,887
1920-24 27,276
1925-29 . - 45,483
1930-34 : 62,948
1935-39 96,000
1940-40 102,376

NB:  Figures have been averaged for each quinguennium

Source: (1) Nigerian Handbook, 1936. ~ o
(2) Nigerian Trade Reports 1939-45, Lagos,

Government Printer.



IABLE 1.3
Cotton Exports: Nigeria to Britain 1900-44 (Tons)

Year Total Cotton Exports
1900-04 - 132
1905-09 1,383
1910-14 1,884
1915-19 2,112
1920-24 3,980
1925-29 6,038
1930-34 4,594
1935-39 , 8,332
1940-44 9,913

NB: Figures have been averaged for each quinquennium

Source: (1) Nigerian Handbook, 1936.
(2) Nigerian Trade Reports 1939-45, Lagos

Government Printer.



Ground orts: Nigeria to i 00-44 (Tons)
Year Total Exports
1900-04 ' 475
1905-09 531
1910-14 8,195
1915-19 41,300
1920-24 | 44,278
1925-29 109,068
1930-34 188,744
1935-39 : 249,600
1940-44 181,901

NB: Figures have been averageq_ for each guinguennium

Source: (1) Nigerian Handbook, 1936.

(2) Nigerian Trade Reports 1939 45, Lagos
Government Printer.
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Even the most casual glance at these tables would reveal that the
volumes of these cash crops consistehtly increased with the years. With
particluar reference to the global depression years of 1930-34, the
export of palm oil rose by 16',986 tons against the vomme of the previous
guinguennium. This was in defiance of the depression. The corresponding
increase in the volume of cocoa was 17,494 tons while that of
groundnuts was 79,681 tones. It was only the export of cotton that fell
by 1,444 tons.

~ This notwithstanding, the general impression of productivity
levels that emerges of the incipient Nigerian economy is a relatively
high one. Clearly, as argued by Schatz, the price offered by the foreign
trading companies for the peasants' crops as well as the accompanying
demand for imported goods induced in those peasants the spirit of hard
work to the extent that they were willing to sacrifice leisure.(39) The
consequence was the boom in the export of cash crops which Tabte 1.5
(overleaf) showing the cargo vessels from Europe into Nigerian ports

about that period would substantiate.

That this peasant economy continued to produce highly up to the
eve of Independence in 1960 is, even so, indicated by the annual growth
rate of that economy averaged at 5.1% in the nineteen fifties.(40) |t
would become easier to reckon the peasant group as the main source of
this growth when it is recalled that largey-scale industries were
virtually non-existent in that economy. Hence, W.A. Lewis' description of
that group as the ‘prime movers' of Nigeria's economic growth in the

period.(41) However, of all evidences suggesting a relatively high
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Total

Number

Tonnage
(*000)

0

1914-38

28

Vessels Registered

1914
1915
1917
1918
1919
1920
1921-22%
1922-23
1923-24
1924-25
1925-26
1926-27
1927-28
1928-29
1929-30
1930-31
1931-32
1932-33
1933-34
1934-35
1935-36
1936-37
1937-38

411

290
233
193
269
343
369
484
449
471

542
397
784
795
775
664
61

583
6352
786
777
870
732

[n UK
Number Tonnage
("000)
284 502
243 521
196 386
155 303
223 400
245 565
213 514
288 670
254 610
279 757
293 838
309 907
370 969
373 985
399 916
325 733
282 635
290 643 -
291 669
351 838
388 863
357 960
317 903

*Financial year ending 31st March.

NOTE: Figures for 1916 were not available and shipping returns were
not released during the war period, 1939-45,

sSource:

Nigerian Blue Book, 1914-38.
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productivity amongst the peasants of Nigeria's incipient economy, the
sterling reserves accruing for Nigeria in London between 1954 and
1960,provides the strongest conviction.  These had been accumulated
through the Marketing Boards and for those years, stood at £243.7m;
£263.1m; £256m; £243.1m; £231m; £2165m; and £171.8m
respectively.{42)  These reserves would underline, even more, the
productivity of those who were responsible for them when it is, again,
recalled that they were created largely independent of external aid. For,
apart from a £10m loan from the International Bank for Reconstruction
and Development for the extension of the railway line to Bornu from Jos
in 1939, the UK was Nigeria's virtual source of external aid providing a
total sum of £27m through the Colonial Development and Welfafe Acts
between 1946 and 1958.(43) Therefore, in examining the question of
productivity of labour in Nigeria, it becomes difficuit to speak in
absolute terms. Evidence suggesting that the peasants and, indeed, the
bulk of those in self—emplbyment produced relatively highly makes it
mandatory to distinguish this group when characterising the wage-
earning labour as low producers. Thu‘s, a more rigorous conceptualisation
of low productivity as it occurs in Nigeria is C_alled for along these lines.

Of importance, nevertheless, is that the analysis of ‘the low
productivity question in Nigeria so far has all along emphasized the
wage-earner. The earliest studies and government reports on the
productivity of the African worker in general were largely based on this
cadre. Those studies and reports now appear only to have made the best
out of a difficult situation by approaching the concept of productivity

through incidents of absenteeism and- turnover of the workforce. This
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approach evidently was an indirect one probably due to the difficulty of
operationalising what productivity would mean, say, in a clerical
assistant or in a court messenger. Thus, it was claimed that
absenteeism represented an impairment of the eaﬁy Nigerian Wage—
earner's efficiency and, hence, lower productivity. Substantial turnover
also was taken to mean that the worker could only accumulate minimal
experience and skill in each job before abandoning it. Hence, also, lower
productivity. It was not considered, however, that absenteeism and
turnover could themselves have been caused by other conditions in the
workplace like low wages, long distance from work and long hours of
work. Besides, these assumed indices of productivity could well have
been quite limited in scope - specially confined to the very unskilled and
non-essential workers.(44)  There was, therefore, inadequacy in
employing them even if they were used compulsorily in an attempt to
explain a rather difficult concept. It is worthwhile to point out though
that in the subsequent Kilby studies, these indices were found low
amongst the Nigerian Workforce: “very low when the conaitions of work
are taken into account "“49)  The fault in using them as indirect
indices, all the same, suggests the difficulty involved in cohceptualising
the problem these early studies had sought to understand.

When Kilby, in his sfudies, appl‘ied the more direct methods of
quantifying output as a measure of productivity in the ofl palm
plantation and the rubber prbcessing firm, he could not be said to have
totaﬂy resolved the conceptualisation problem thereby. For, he had
concentrated on wage-employed labour. The low productivity which he
found among these'workers was, according to him, largely due to

employment conditions. In this instance, management and supervisory
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functioning.("‘(’) However there remained yet other segments of Nigerian
labour who were subject neither to other management nor external
supervision. These included for instance, the peasantry who the attempt
has been made to establish, were chiefly respons‘ib-le for the boom in
export crops up to the eve of Independence. The low productivity that
was found to characterise the wage employees could, therefore, hardly
apply to them as well in any logical sense. A distinction between wage
employment and non-wage employment, thus, becomes necessary in
conceptualising productivity in Nigeria.

This would be equally so when the productivity of self-employed
craftsmen is considered too; especially prior to the incursion of more
advanced industrialised production. The very diversity and utility of
these crafts tend to suggest a reasohably high rate of productivity
arnongst those that practised them. Cloth weaving and dyeing among the
Yorubas, for instance, took care of the clothing requirements of the
economy before cloth became imported. Ironworks of Awka, Bida, and
Iorin similarly provided the iron components of agricultural hoes and
matchets. Leatherworks among the Hausas and Fulanis of the North were
also ‘large-scale’ enough to meet clothing and ancillary needs in
conjunction with local ginning, spinning, and weaving of cotton. The
argument, nevertheless, is not made of the degree of sophistication of
these crafts. For, if anything, hindsight underlines their essential
elementariness.  Yet reports from early missionaries and colonial
officers agree that these local crafts were relatively diverse and ser\)ed
useful local purposes. Th_ough production statistics are difficult to
summon in defence of the relatively high productivity of those

craftsmen, yet the magnitude of diff iculties which they had to overcome



32

in pursuit of their crafts do indicate productivity in the contribution
they made to the economy. Communication and transport problems, for
instance, were real in that economy. The primary means of transport
was the ‘canoe’ in the coastal and riverine areas; thé foot in the forest
belt, and animals in the grass belt. Various constraints associated with
these means of transport were many, ranging from drowning in the
precarious canoe journey to savaging by wild animals in foot journies.
These notwithstanding, the pre-industrial, non-wage workers generally
attained a satisfactdry ratio between the resources‘available to them
and the resulting social outputs in the form of agricultural crops and
;ar‘tisan products. These workers, therefore, should be spared the blight
of low productivity which the wage-earning group, rightly, have
deserved. The concept of low productivity, thus, needs some

modifications in the Nigerian context.

E. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK/METHODOLOGICAL
ASSUMPTIONS

Productivity itself as a concept, of course, has not been
universally clear in usage. - Perhaps because of the 'general tendency to
view it as obtaining only in a wage employment situation, several
attempts in defining it have laid particular emphasis on the employee.
Robert Sutermeister, for instance, defines it as V"ow‘pz/z‘ Der wage
employee-nour "(47) Focussed in this way, the concept obviously would
ignore the productivity of categories like the peasant farmer or the local
craftsman in Nigeria whose production is characterised neither by wages
nor by strictly regulated h,ours of work. The definition, thus, reflects
the tendency that has been noted above always to perceive production in
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Nigeria from the point of view of wage-employed labour.

But of greater significance in conceptualising productivity is the
continuing controversy especially among Economists, on where the
boundary of what is production should be drawn. Thus, the services of a
wayside Nigerian barber or even those of a University lecturer could
sometimes become suspect as aspects of the economy that contribute to
national production because they are intangible in nature. On the other
hand, the cocoa and groundnuts of the peaSant farmer as well as the hoe
and matchet of the artisan craftsman, being visible goods, could be seen
to make tangible contributions to national production. Hence, the farmer
would appear to be a producer and the barber, a non-producer. This
controversy ultimately would affect how productivity is conceptualised.
It would call to question the inclusion of the various activities of a
whole lot of workers which are of a service nature while considering
productivity. This would be so with the services of thosev who staff the
Public Service under Government employment. The case of the court
messenger mentioned earlier may represent an extreme case, yet it
would serve to highlight the problem of conceptualising productivity
peculiar to the tertiary sector of the economy.

Besides, there is often the additional problem of the treatment of
quality change in productivity. In a typical illustration, Sutermeister

arques that:

When twenty units were produced by one person in
one hour last month and 22 identical units are
produced by one person in one hour today,
productivity has risen ten per cent. If 20 units
were produced last month and 20 units of higher
quality are produced today, productivity has also
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risen although the measurement is  more
difficult.(48)
Arising, therefore, is the problem of viewing productivity in qualitative
as well as quantitative-incrementalist terms. The former, nevertheless,
would appear less measurable. This problem would become even more
tractable in the case of workers in the tertiary sector whose activities
are already qualtitative in nature. Of course, it may not be difficult to
recognise a good yield of cocoa, rubber, or cotton as quantitative
evidences of increasing productivity. But it is certainly difficult to
perceive qualitative changes in the productivity of the court messenger
who has been cited earlier. But that any advances made in quality are
recognised when considering productivity changes is important.
Otherwise, biases could arise in judging rises and falls. In Nigeria today,
long-wear ceramic containers are now produced replacing less durable
ones of yesteryears. More efficient textile machineries now turn out
better quality clothing materials. And, modern hoes and matchets have
become better finished than ever before. Thus, theré evidently have been |
qualitative changes in the country's social products over time. In
analysing productivity, the recognition of these changes, of course, |
would render productivity an even more difficult term to conceptualise.
This contributes to its inherent conceptual unclarity. |

Face to face with these difficulties, the present study adopts a
broad conceptualisation of productivity that goes beyond a focus on the
wage-employee to include the entire Nigerian producers and how they
adjust to productive changes in methods and organisation of work in
Nigeria. This would accommodate not just wage-employment but also

non-wage employment. |t becomes a measure of the total efficacy of
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manpower utilisation in Nigeria over time which itself, is taken to
result from the combined effects of a number of interrelated elements.
These include skill and effort of Nigerian workers; quantities and
qualities of equipment they use; efficacity of management and
supervisory functioning; issues of control, dissent, and labour relations
generally, and the role of the bureaucratic state in national production in
Nigeria. Essentially, this approach to conceptualising the problem is an
indirect one. This is a result of the inherent difficulty of defining the
concept which Theo Nichols, in particular, has underlined in The British
Worker Question (1986: pp.95-144).

The cumulative output of goods and services is considered to
depend largely on the intensity with which Nigerian producers exert their
organic abilities at work. This means their ability and preparedness to

exercise effort.

Traditionally, this ability and preparedness were considered low
in-the past largely because of several constraints which the Nigerian
cultural inheritance was perceived to bear against wage labour. Hence,
the African Labour Survey's image of the Nigerian wage earner who is
‘singularly ifl-aagpted ror assimilation as an errective element in a
wage economy on the moaern pattern” ‘Signif icantly, that Survey
perceived minimal effort only in Nigeria's employed Qvage labour

category; not in the entirety of Nigeria's workforce.

In contrast, the Federal Ministry of Commerce and Industry
perceived the industrial effort of the same labour category as good on

the basis of findings from a number of industries ranging from cement to
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tyres. On the intensity of work-effort that Nigerian employees put into
the-cement industry, for instance, it argues:

At the cement works in Ewekoro in Western
Nigeria, it has been reported that the filter press
machine was the same in Nigeria as that in an
associated company in the UK. In both countries, 4
presses are run by 4 operators and each operator
undertakes 16 processes. Most of the operators in
Nigeria are illiterates who were trained in Yoruba
for a period of 3 weeks. It was observed that their
productivity was exactly equal to and sometimes
better than that of their UK counterparts, in a
timed operation requiring regularity of sequence
rather than skill.(49) '

The two conclusions though contradictory, nevertheless, leave the
difficulty of determining the extent to which the 'minimal effort’ or the
‘good effort’ of Nigeria's employed wage labour could be extended to
cover the generality of Nigerian producers who are affected by differing
conditions of work. Effort, therefore, clearly is dependent on the other
factors earlier outlined including equipment of work used, management
and supervision, issues of control and disseht and most importantly, the

role of Government.

It is true the Government'’s chief economic fole in the country has
often been characterised as merely compradorial. (30) This has created
the image of a government whose primary economic role has been the
facilitation of foreign capital influence in the economy. Therefore, the
best it could ever do would be to establish, where it could, profitable
niches within the foreign dominated economy for relatively less
important indigenous public and private investment. Its role in the

crucial question of productivity would, therefore, appear peripheral.
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This is, nevertheless, incorrect. Indeed from its acceptance of the
Report of the Advisory Committee In Aids to African Businessmen of
1939 to its present-day attempts to 'structurally a'djust' the Nigerian
economy in Hne with IMF recommendations, the Nigerian Government has
been Iargely at the centre of Nigeria's low productivity problem.
Besides, as the largest single employer of the most important single
factor of this low productivity, its relationships with this factor (i.e.
labour) do influence the latter and its conduct of social production,
Thus, Government's role in the low productivity question is a vital one
.which the present study takes as a particular point of interest. The
patterns of control and dissent that characterise the Government's
relationship with labour in the business of social production are factors
of productivity which though ignored in past analyses are so crucial that
they are highlighted by the present study.

Importantly, too, the subject of low productivity is a shared -
concern amongst the social sciences. In economies, besides the problem |
of defining thé concept, production generally is a major concern.
Psychology also has attempted to understand the issue generally by
reference to human nature; the needs associated with that nature, and
motivation. The present study freely draws from the strands of thought\'
associated with these disciplines. From labour economics for instance,
it draws attention to F.H. Harbison's classification of labour in
developing economies in its classification of the Nigerian labour. And in
psyuchology, it critiques the need paradigm associated with Abraham

Maslow and Fredrick Herzeberg.
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In spite of this interdisciplinary character, however, the study
lays emphasis on a sociological understanding of the problem. This is
based on the conflicts and contradictions amongst categories in the
Nigerian social structure. While acknowledging the barticular relations
which the governments in the respective 21 states have with private
capitalist classes, the focus in this thesis is on the relations between
these classes and the Nigerial Federal Government. The term 'State’ as
used in the study, therefore, pertains to that government.
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A.  EARLY PRODUCTIVITY STUDIES

The difficulties surrounding the conceptualisation of productivity
notwithstanding, considerable attention has been paid to its study. It is
possible to date the earliest interests in it as a study back to the period
before the First World War with the publication of Josephine Goldmark's
Fatigue and Efficiency in America; and in Britain, with the
appointment of the Committeé on ‘Fatigue from the Economic
Standpoint' (1)

During the war, enquiry into the limits of productivity was
urgently pushed forward by the Health of Munition Workers' Committee
appointed by Lloyd George in 1915 and in America (as soon as she entered
the war) by the US Public Health Service. The results of these enquiries
were published between 1916 and 1924 in two reports of the British
Association, twenty one memoranda of the Health of Munition Workers'
Committee, Bulletin 106 of the US Public Health Service, Vernon's
Industrial Fatigue and Efficiency, and Florence's Economics of Fatigue:
and Unrest.(2)

However, these enquiries were mainly concerned with the effect
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of hours and physical conditions of work on particular kinds of jobs.
Hence, their emphasis on fatigue, physical health, and the limits to the
capacity of labour. Florence, for instance, gave separate hour by hour
work and accident curves for different types of work and analysed all the
jobs in a giant factory according to the part played by the human

operator.

Between the wars, interest in productivit‘y studies' shifted
emphasis from these concerns to the very natuf‘e of people as workers
and the implications this had for their efficiency and productivity. Two
strands of these attempts to analyse the productivity of the workman
based on an understanding of ‘human nature’ include scientific
management and self actualisation. Though both are quite opposed in
underlying sentiment and aSsumptions about 'human nature’, yet they
represent a style of thinking about work which prescribes to managers.
how best to organise jobs based on what they understand the nature of
the individual worker to constitute. However, before delving deeper into
the impact of these strands on the productivity guestion, it is plausible
to preface this with the various influences on the question from the key

founding fathers of sociology.

B.  LEGACIES OF CLASSICAL SOCIOLOGICAL THOUGHT ON THE
PRODUCTIVITY PROBLEM

| Emile Durkheim

Often described as the sociologist par excellence, Durkheim
provides an invaluable basis for understanding productivity in the



46

workplace. His key idea is his stress on the primacy of the community
over the individual. Amongst a community of workers, therefore, the
problem of productivity should be approached by examining the existing
patterns of relationships rather than the individual wbrker and, perhaps,
his needs. In this methodological opposition to psychological
reductionism, Durkheim provides the theoretical underpinning for the
human relations thinking and its emphasis on the social system of which
individuals form only a part. Much of the factory social systems thinking
on the productivity question therefore retains roots in Durkheim to whom
industrialism with the associated rise of a whole new set of tasks
represents a progressive force. This progression, to Durkheim, lies
mainly on the basis which societal division of labour provides for hew
~ forms of social solidarity and cooperation. The ensuing harmony ca.n, |
thus, promote industrial efficiency and, hence, productivity.

Furthermore, Durkheim's idea that a workplace organisation cah be
based on a ‘web of rules’ and consensus of values also influences the
contemporary concept of harmonious socio-technical system which can
also enhance productivity.(3) |

However, excessive specialisation or egoism and self-interest
which Durkheim saw developing in the European societies of his time can
result in a disruptive loss of meaning. This would produce anomie which,
if found in a workplace, can be detrimental to productivity. Through his
ideas on division of labour, consensus, and rules, Durkheim has, thus,

made a lasting impact on the understanding of productivity.
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11 Karl Marx

Marx assumes that human beings achieve the fullness Of their
humanity through their labour. Indeed to him, the human world is created
through the labour process. 'Pr'oductivity is, of course, the goal of this
process which under capitalism is dominated by the owner of capital to
whom the worker sells his labour power. Resulting is an unequal
Are}ationship in which the owner of capital always has sufficient means
of subsistence whilst the wage-worker is dependent on work being

available to him.

Besides, the owner of capital requires the worker to do more work
than he would need to meet his needs. -Since he extracts surplus value in
this way, the capital owner exploits the worker. In the end, work under
capitalism would not allow the worker the creative fulfilment which
labour could potentially give him. Again, since the worker does not use
tools and materials which are his own, and since he neither controls the
products of his labour any more than the methods which he applies in
work, he cannot achieve his potential self-realisation. He is, thus,

alienated.

Interesting in Marx's analysis, though, is that in the capital
owner's compulsive search for profit, productivity is attained in the
workplace. This, however, is at a cost to an expropriated, alienated
labour. With these concepts of labour process, alienation, exploitation,
and class, Marx makes a major contribution to social sciénce
understanding of productivity. There is little doubt that much of the

discussion that has been contributed by Blauner and Braverman in
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partiéular and the whole range of reactions they have evoked have
themselves been reactions to Marx. His contribution to the productivity
question however appears problematic probably because of his rather
ambitious attempt to merge theory and practice in social science in the
bold political campaign for action.

I Max Weber

Generally, Weber attempts to fill' out the one-sidedness that
seems evident in some Marxian thinking. He especially attemptsfto
separate scientific analysis from political interpretation and advocacy
that Marxism entails. But his primary contribution to the produétivity
question can best be seen in his ideas on bureaucratization. ~To him, this
process is endemic to industrialised societies. And, industrial
efficiency indicated by high productivity is a function of the level of

rationalisation of the bureaucracy.

Weber's insight on the efficient productive bureaucracy can,'
nevertheless, be best appraised by briefly examining his general theory
of power and domination within which the former is lodged. Power to
him, is the brobability that an actor within a social relatidnship will be
in a position to carry out his own will despite resistance, regardless of
the basis on which this probability lies. This concépt of power can be
distinguished from that of domination. The latter involves the use of
power but can be really expressed as a special' type of power
relationship. This is the relationship in which the individual who is able
to carry out his will (the ruler) feels and believes he has the right to
exercise power. This concept further denotes that the individuals below
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the ruling individual feel and believe that it is their unquestioning duty
to obey the wishes and demands of the ruler. Ina power relationship of
this kind, therefore, both rulers and ruled legitimate the actioris of one
another. In some situations, domination of one oy another can be
~exercised in a conf lyict—free situation because of the legitimation of the
actions of the ruler by the ruled. Placed in perspective, the productivity
question becomes the central problem of legitimating the apparent

domination of the workplace by management.

Weber, however, extends this logic by explaining that many
situations of domination occur when a small number of individuals
exercise power over a large number of individuals. When a situation like
this arises, the need also arises for some Kind of organisation to evolve.
With this organisation, there must be what Weber calls an
administrative class associated with it. This administrative class is

responsible for carrying out the orders and instructions of the rulers at -

the highest level. Furthermore, it is responsible for acting as a

communications link between the rulers and the ruled.

On the basis of these arguments, 'Weber produces a typoiogy of
domination. The types given, however, remain rarely found in pure form
in the world of reality. Distinguished by three types of legitimation,
each type corresponds to a particular administrative appératusin which
domination operates. These are the Weberian traditional, charismatic,
and legal-rational types of domination.

It is Weber's iegai—rational type of domination that brings into

real focus the forms and functions of the bureaucracy which he explains
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(in its most rational character) engenders efficiency and productivity.
Individuals in the light of this type of domination have a sense of
rightness about the way things are conducted within the framework of an
established legal system. In a workplace, for ihstance, laws and
procedures are stated (ideally in written form) to ensure that methods of
working, degree of authority, etc. are legitimated by both management
and workforce. Both sides of the power relationship have to agree that
the procedure for working with specified methods has been followed in
the correct manner: that is, that the procedure has beevn legitimated. The
manager himself is part of this legal procedure. He exercises power in
the workplace as a result of going through the correct procedure.
Bureaucratic rules also provide more than an indication of the way in
which relations are to be conducted in the workplace. They also
rationally lay down the hierarchy of the place in terms of the number of
levels of control, the authority of each position in the hierarchy, and the
span of control of each individual in the organisation;_ o

This ideal type of bureaucracy, thérefore, was Max Weber's
proposition for confronting the problem of industrial inefficiency and
low productivity. It is his primary input into the discussion of
productivity in the workplace. His formulation of the problem comes
under criticism especially from psychologists because of his apparent
failure to take account of ‘human needs' in his analysis. These needs
seen to be expressed in the informal patterns of behaviour, form the
central concern of some of the first systematic studies of productivity:
for instance, the Hawthorne experiments. And by appearing to disregard
these informal aspects of the workplace, Weber would seem to his

critics to have considered only a fraction of the problem. In its most
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extreme form, W.G. Bennis expresses these sentiments by attributing to
Weber a view of “organisations as If they existed without pegple” {4)

These criticisms notwithstanding, Weber's emphasis on
| éystematically ordered and routinized jobs placed under managerial
control remains central to the discussion of the productivity question.
Especially so, inrespect of the vexed lissue of control. But in neglecting
this crucial issue, the various ‘human nature' based approaches to the
question have been inherently inadequate in providing sociological
insight. These approaches are now briefly discussed below.

C.  SCIENTIFIC MANAGEMENT

The nature of the workman captured by this strand i basically an
economic man, a self-seeking, non-socfal individual who prefers
management doing all the job-related thinking for him. Given this, the
question of productivity essentially revolves round management
functioning. Management simply has to work out the most efficient way
of organising work and then tie the monetary rewards of the work to the |
level of output achieved by the individu_al. This approach would ensure-a
productivity that is beneficial to both employer ahd employee. In theory,
therefore, it would represént a joint venture of management and workers
to the mutual benefit of both. If production problems arise, they could be
solved either by altering the technology of work or by modifying the
wage incentive programme.
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Evidently, scientific management focusses too narrowly on the
psychology of the individual worker. Of course, there ére reasonable
bases to doubt the image of the manipulable, insu}ar, reward-seeking
worker that it presents. A worker in Nigerfa, for instance, would not |
react to management's work incentives precisely in the manner of |
Skinner's pigeons. Such a worker would not simply produce highly
because of economic rewards only. The various factors mentioned in the
preceding chapter including: level of skill and effort, quality of
equipment, labour relations, as well as the management factor (which
has been emphasized) would clearly interact as determining factors for
work-outcome. Thus, scientiffc management tends to ignore the various
social, political, and cultural dimensions of work-1life and the range of
possible effects these may have on productivity.

However, it was singularly an innovation in the discussion of the
productivity problem. For, against the backdrop of the traditional view
on work (particularly in the 'home industries’ before the 'lndustrial
Revolution) its prescriptions certainly are a classic. In the preceding
patterns of organising work, the relationship between the worker;ahd his
employer, for instance, had been largely clientelistic. The ‘patron’

employer had ensured that his ‘client’ worker tofled hard and for long

hours by using sheer physical and/or f inancial punishment. Producti'vity,
thus, was forcefully ensured through intimidation.

With scientific management, however, workers or more
specifically, ‘good’ workers are seen as pursuing their own best economic
interests. By recognising the interests of the workers, the new system
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accords them a certain boom. This notwithstanding, the approach
certainly rests on several questionable assumptions about the nature of
human beings. It sees workers as typically lazy; often dishonest; dull;
and most of all, mercenary. To get them into the faétories and to keep
them there, management has to pay a ‘decent’ wage thus outbidding
alternative forms of livelihood like farming and craft. To get workers
into maximum producitivity, tasks are to be simple and repetitive;
output controls are to be externally set and workers are to be paid
bonuses for beating their quotas. Management's task is, then, to
supervise workers to ensure that they meet their production quotas and
adhere to company rules. Therefore, for a price, workers are seen as
prepared to tolerate the routinized, highly fractionated jobs of the
factory. In this way, proddctivity according to scientific management
would be ensured. :

D. SELF ACTUALISATIO

The self actualisation approach, however, considers the scientific
management understanding of human nature and its implications for
productivity as unenlightened. As labelled by a foremost proponent of
self actualisation, Douglas McGregor, the scientific management
characterisation of human nature is an X theory.  Essentially
unsatisfactory as an explanation of human nature, this theory is replaced
by aY theory in the self actualisation approach. The new theory takes
the contrary view that human beings are not lazy; they naturally like
work and, therefore, do not avoid it. They are capable of taking

responsibility and, therefore, can participate in making and executing
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decisions at work. They prefer to exercise self-control and self-
discipline, therefore, there is little need for management to coerce

them into maximum productivity.

The new approach, besides, sees scientific management as over-
emphasizing the economic seeking nature of workers, neglecting, thus, an .
essential social component. The approach points Out the necessity of
considering the ‘'whole person’ on the job; particularly, a 'social man' who
seeks satisfaction primarily as a member of a stable work group which
has interdependent job roles. To routinize tasks as scientif ic
management ddes, therefore, would reduce the possibilities of finding
satisfaction in the task itself. Consequently, workers would begin to
seek satisfaction elsewhere. This failure to treat'workersvas‘human
beings would cause low morale, poor craftsmanship, unresponsiveness,
confusion, and low productivity. The worker in Rose's assessment, would
become °...@ monstrosity: a greeay maching, inairrerent to its own pain
anad loneliness once given the opportunity to maim and i1solate
stself " (3)

The new approach also argues that workers have other incentives
that could generate productivity and when considered, money was seen as
the least significant motivoator.(6) And since the ‘carrot and stick
philosophy that forms the main basis of scientific management depends
highly on a view of workers who are isolated individuals in search of
economic ends rather than social beings engage