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Abstract

The growing interest in entrepreneurship in the country has led individuals and
organization to small, medium and large scale farming. An important resource for the
success of any form enterprise is labour. Labour works under a management, thus, a
good understanding of labour-management relations is critical. Using five selected
forms in Northern Nigeria, the paper examines the nature of the labour-management
relations and concludes that: there is no mutual trust between labour and management:
the relationship is not collaborative but rather adversarial and antagonistic. This
has implication for entrepreneurs interested or who run farming enterprises. This
type of labour-management relations can affect organizational efficiency and
stability has a result of high labour ..turnover), productivity, profit and employee
welfare, thus, leading to the possible collapse of such enterprises as result of frequent
clashes between workers and management. The paper therefore, recommends that
entrepreneur setting up forming enterprise should take the issue of
labour-management relations seriously no matter the size of the farm.

Introduction

With the growing interest in entrepreneurship in Nigeria, individuals and organizations are involved in
small, medium and large scale farming. One important resource on these farms is labour. Labour management
or the direction and control of human resources in employment is therefore, necessary if productivity is to be
achieved.

Labour represents a set of interests which appear, at least in the immediate sense, to be directly
contradictory to the interests of the management. For example. Ranking order of several goals of dominant
importance of labour and management in a research conducted by England and others shows that over 1,000
business leader came up with the following rank order: (1) organizational efficiency: (2) high productivity
(3) profit maximization; (4) organsational stability, growth and leadership; (5) employee welfare: and (6) social
welfare. Labour had the following rank order: (1) employee welfare; (2) organsational efficiency; (3) high
productivity: (4) organizational stability and leadership; (5) social welfare; and (6) profit maximization
(England et al; 1971). Because of this contradiction of interest, there are often crises in the relationship
between labour and management. Many enterprises are not aware of this critical relationship. Management of
some of these farm enterprises often argue that there are no real conflicts of interests between workers and the
farms. Both stand to gain if profits and productivity improve. This is often true, but the significant point is that
workers believe that there is a conflict of interest, say, between profits and wages. Although their over-all
interests may not always be in conflict, workers and management tend to see problems from a different vantage
point. Thus, the most important factor contributing to sound labour relations is the recognition by management
that its own actions and policies have a major impact on labour behaviour.

Objective of the Study
The main objective of this paper is to examine the nature of labour-management relations on some
selected farm. This is necessitated by the evidence that factors such as lack of confidence in the leadership of
farm projects, negligence of needed research experimentation, mismanagement of funds, irregularity in the
payment of wages to workers, unfavorable physical conditions and improper labour-management relations
among others have been proffered as affecting the performance of farm projects (Agbonifo, 1980).
Methodology
The populations for the study is made up of a total of 608 members of staff from 5 farms. The farms
are: Niger mechanized farm limited, a 4,000 hectare farm located in Mokwa Niger State; Kuzuntu
Mechanised farm Limited, located in Kuzunlu, near Zaria, a 256 hectare farm; Otobi mechanized farms
limited, a 1,000 hectare farm located in Otobi-Otukpo, Benue State; Gay a mechanized Farm limited, a
1,000 hectare farm located in Gaya, Kano Stale; and Jema'a Mechanised farm limited, located in Jema'a
Kaduna State, a 720 hectare farm.

Table | Breakdown of t he population



Farm Senior Staff Junior Staff Total
Mokwa 60 148 208
Kuzuntu 40 110 150
Jema's 25 75 100
Otobi 15 70 85
Gaya 10 55 65
150 458 608

Source: compiled from Staff list of the Farms, 2006.

Selection of Sample

A sample size of 378 representing 62% of the total population was for the study. This was made up
of 150 senior staff and 228 junior staff. The sampling method used in selecting the sample size was the
purposive sampling method and the proportionate stratified sampling method. The proportionate stratified
method was used to select the junior staff because we wanted to ensure that the different strata in the
population were adequately represented. Each farm was regarded as a stratum.

The purposive method was used to select the senior staff. Consequently, we included all members of
the senior staff because some of the positions were only one per farm.

Table 2 : Sample for Senior and Junior Staff

Farm Senior staff Junior staff Total
Mokwa 60 74 134
Kuzuntu 40 55 95
Jema'a 25 37 62
Otobi 15 35 50
Gaya 10 27 37
150 228 378

Source: compiled from Staff list of the farms, 2006.

A questionnaire was used to collect data from the respondents. It was constructed based on the likert
scale rating method. The likert scale measurement was used on a five-point continuum representing
agreement or disagreement, strongly agree; agree; uncertain; disagree; and strongly disagree (Likert, 1979).
Each of these was assigned a numerical strength thus, strongly agree 5; agree 4; uncertain 3; disagree2; and
strongly disagree 1.

Method of Analysis

The individual score of respondents for each farm investigated was compiled and cumulative score of
respondents for a particular item was calculated. This was multiplied by the numerical strength on the
likert scale score under which the item was rated, thus, giving a weighted total. A mean was then calculated.
A standard deviation (S.D) of the means was calculated. The mean core was used to determine whether
respondents agreed or disagree with the items investigated.

A t-test at the 0.5 level of significance was calculated to determine if significant differences existed
between the two group means. The basic assumption here is that; if any significant difference existed, then the
senior and junior staff differ on their rating® of the items. If no significant difference existed, they were
unanimous on their ratings of the item (s).

To find out whether significant differences existed between and within or among the five farms
studied in their ratings of the various items investigated, a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was done
with the aid of the computer.

The observed variability in the sample was divided into two components; i.

Variability of the observations within a group about the group means, and ii.
Variability of the group means.
Variability within-groups is measured by the within-group sum of squares. It is calculated as:

SSW = (Ni-I)Si

Where; SSW = sum of squares within groups
Si = variance of the ith group about its mean
Ni — Number of case in the ith group.

Variability of group means is measured by the between-Group sum of squares. It is



calculated as:

SSB - Ni (Xi-X)2
1-1 Where; SSB = sum of squares

between-group

Xi = means of the ith group "

Xi — means of the entire sample

Ni = Number of case in the ith group

The means squares were obtained by dividing the sum of the squares by their degrees of freedom. The
between- Groups degree of freedom are K -1, where, K=the number of groups. The within-Groups degrees of
freedom are N-K, where N+ Number of cases in entire sample .

Theoretical and Conceptual Framework

This paper is situated within the system approach analytical framework. The systems approach
which view the organization as a complex central system operating within a complex environment and
emphasizes interconnectedness and interrelationships is applicable to the analysis of both human resources and
labour-management relations. The major components of the system
include:

a) Inputs from the outer environment;

b) A processor, (constricting of labour, functions and physical f actors), that transforms these
inputs into another set of utilities;

c) A set of outputs desired by members of the outer environment; and

d) A nerve system, usually designated 'management’ which regulates the inputs, processor and
outputs (Brett, 1980).

The labour-Management Relations System

The labour-management system is composed of three units; employees, management, and the union,
with the government influencing the interaction among the three (Flippo, 1980). Certain traditional goals of
parties to the labour-management relations system have also been identified.
These include:

Workers
a) Good extrinsic working conditions. E.g. wages, benefits, fair compensation, safe and pleasant
working conditions, job security;
b) Goal intrinsic working conditions, e.g. interesting work that provides a sense
of accomplishment, participations in decisions which affect work and working conditions, system
for redressing grievances;

Unions

Achievement of members' goals for working conditions;

Survival and growth;

Political security of union leader.

Management

Profitability;

Preservation of managements' prerogative to direct the work force;

Job security advancement

Government

Democratic unionism, healthy economy; safe working conditions; profitable firms; fair wages; fair and
non-discriminatory employment; non-inflationary wage agreements and pricing policies (Brett, 1980).
The effectiveness of labour-management relations could therefore, be measured by the extent to which each
party attains its goals, but there are difficulties associated with this approach. Because goals are incompatible in
many cases and can therefore, lead to conflicting estimates of effectiveness, a more useful measure of



effectiveness is the quality of the system used to resolve conflicts (Brett, 1980). Another measure of
effectiveness is the success of the grievance process, or the ability to resolve issues developing out of the
bargaining agreement.

Eleven other elements essential for effective labour-management relations have been identified. These are:
i. Acceptance of collective bargaining.

ii. Respect for each other's goals;

iii. Balance of power between union and management;

iv. Recognition of common goals;

\2 Well organized labour relations programme set up by management;

Vi. High level communication;

Vil. Sincere negotiations;

viii. Effective administration of the labour contract;

iX. Comprehensive grievance;

X. Evaluation of both parties of their relationship;

Xi. Sense of participation in their own welfare on the part of employees (Biosatti and martin, 1979).

Deficiencies in these factors have been associated with increased conflict and a greater number of problems
between labour and management.

Interaction Between labour and Management

Organizing or collective bargaining is the effort by employees and outside agencies to band together and act as a
single unit when dealing with management over issues related to their work. According to Schuller (1981), the
most common form for organising employees is the union, an organization with legal authority to negotiate
with the employer on behalf of the employees over wages, hours, and other conditions of employment and to:
administrate the ensuring agreement. The relation or interaction between labour and management is thus often
between union (representative of labour) and management. Consequently, collective bargaining has come to be
accepted to be accepted as the umbrella word for the processes of labour- management communication and
joint determination.

The International labour organisation, ILO, defines collective bargaining as;

Negotiations about working conditions and terms of employment between an
employer, a group of employers, or one or more employers' organsations, on
the one hand, and one or more representative workers' organizations on the other,
with a view to reaching agreement. In the absence of a representative workers'
organization, representatives of workers, duly elected and authorized by them
accordance with national laws and regulations, may be parties to collective
agreement (1LO, 1960:3).

Collective bargaining has also been defined as:
A process in which representatives of two groups meet and attempt to negotiate
an agreement which specifies the nature of future relationship between the two
(Flippo, 1980: 393).

It also refers to a series of procedures under which issues affecting employees' welfare,
compensation, advancement, or working conditions are determined, but by agreement with employees
collectively, Two types of collective bargaining between labour and management are in use. These are the
traditional and the integrative (Flippo, 1980). The traditional bargaining is concerned with the distribution of
benefits e.g. wages, working conditions, promotions, layoffs, and management rights. Focus here is on such
variables as the economic cost offers made, likelihood and cost of strike and the sources of bargaining
power. Tactics often include presenting counter offers and threatening strikes and lockouts.

Integrative bargaining is a less frequently encountered type of bargaining. It deals with subjects of
greater mutual interest to both parties and typically involves a problem-solving mode of reconciling conflicts.
It is a situation in which management and labour work to solve a problem to the benefit of both. Given the
adversary nature of labour-management relations, integrative bargaining is not common.

Models of Labour-Management Relations

Labour-management relationships observed in contemporary organizations may be
characterized in terms of 3 models. They are: win-lose adversary; collective adversary and Industrial
democracy (Myers. 1979).



Win- Lose Adversary (Model 1)

This is the traditional model based on adversary relationship between management and labour. In
this type of relationship, political, economic and legal pressures prevail, and management and labour display
little or no sensitivity to their symbiotic relationships and common goals. Win-lose adversary relationship
chartacterise the vast majority of unioised and non-unionised organsation. Under the philosophy
engendered by Win-lose adversary, people who otherwise would keep no malice toward one another are
required by the system to be identified as either management or labour and are often required by the adversary
system to role play hostility or mistrust in their management-labour relationship (Myers, 1979).

Collaborative Adversary

Under the collaborative adversary model, management and labour unite to improve quality of life,
cost effectiveness, productivity, conflict resolution, and other conditions, peripheral to pay, benefits, job
security and other central issues of collective bargaining. However, management and labour-co-exist under
conditions of detente, preserving mutually exclusive management prerogative and labour rights and the basic
two-class system. Collaborative adversary relationships are typified by peaceful labour-management
relationships.

Althrough the two parties may be operating from separate and admitted conflicting charters, their
compatibility in sustaining industrial peace stems largely from their attitudes toward each other. Management
accepts the collective bargaining process, and responsible union as an asset to the organizations. At the same
time, labour respects management, and recognizes the dependence of its members on the successful
operations of the organization (myers, 1979).

Industrial Democracy (Model 3)

Under this model, management and labour operate from a common data base in a climate of mutual trust
to achieve joint stake organizational objective. Management and labour officials minimize the use of
official authority and broaden the interactive role of people in all levels and functions, evaluating
organizational effectiveness, and designing system for utilizing developing and compensating them. Industrial
democracy is an ideal. It is not a condition of detente with friendly and cooperative adversaries, but rather, a
matrix of conditions in the work place in which all members of the work place have an opportunity to participate
in democratic processes for the purpose of creating wealth, establishing systems for equitable sharing, for
changing the climate of the organsation, and for enabling them to take charge of their own careers. It is a set of
conditions inspiring expressing of the entrepreneur-spirit in which responsible, creative, and productive
individuals and groups reap higher rewards than the less effective members of the organsation (Myers, 1979).

In virtually all well established organization such as the farms considered in this study, labour has
to work under a management. Management in this case could be the owners of the organsation or employees
entrusted with the responsibility of running the organization. This labour management relation refers to the
formal machineries for negotiations and joint consultations between the workers and management. This has been
highlighted in our discussion above.

Data Presentation and Analysis
Myers earlier cited in the review argues that labour-management relationships in

contemporary organizations may be characterized in terms of 3 models; win-lose adversary,
collaborative adversary and Industrial democracy. Respondents were asked to rate the relationship
between labour labour and management on the farms. A total of 378 respondents rated the statement
describing the nature of labour management relations. The four areas of the relationships investigated
and rated includes:

i Whether there was mutual trust between labour and management;

ii. Whether the relationship was cordial and collaborative;

ii. Whether the relationship was antagonistic and adversary;

iv. Whether the relationship was a democratic one.
The basic assumption here is that, if a statement describes the nature of the relationship between labour and
management, respondents would rate it '5". On the other hand, if a statement does not describe the nature of
the relationship. It would be rated T. Other levels of, agreement or disagreement would lie in-between these
two extremes. A rating of '5' implies that the respondent (s) strongly agree that the statement describes that
nature of the relationship. A rating of '4' means agree; '3' means the respondent is uncertain; '2' means the
respondent disagrees that the statement describes the nature of the relationship, while a rating of 1' implies that
the respondents strongly disagree that the statement describes the nature of the labour management relations.
The result is presented in table 3.



The data presented in table 3, show that fifteen and thirty members of the senior staff rated mutual trust
existing between labour and management, 5 and 4, respectively. Non rated it 3. seventy-five rated the item 2 and
thirty rated it 1. on the other hand,, none of the junior staff rated the item 5. ten rated it 4. while none rate it 3.
one hundred and twenty-seven and ninety-one rated it 2, and | respectively. The mean score for senior staff is
2.39, while that of the junior staff is 1.68. this shows that the two groups' ratings were closer to 2, which stands
ri&; a rating of disagree. By implication, the senior staffs disagree with the statement that mutual trust exists
between labour and management. In other words, there is no mutual trust between labour and management.

The mean scour for senior staff as to whether the relationship can be said to be cordially and
collaborative is 2.45. The score for junior staff is 1.49. The means are closer to 2, which stands for disagree'. The
implication is that, both senior and junior staff disagree with the statement that the relationship can be said to be
cordial and collaborative. In other words, the relationship between labour and management on the farms
cannot be said to be cordial and collaborative. As to whether the relationship between labour and management
can be said top be antagonistic and adversarial, the mean scour for senior staff is 3.65, while that of junior
staff is 4.51. This is closer to rating of 4, which stands for "Agree". This means that the relationship between
labour and management is antagonistic and also adversarial.

The mean score of senior staff as to whether the relationship is democratic is 1.0, the4 same as that of
the junior staff. Thus, both groups strongly disagree with the statement that the relationship can be said to be
democratic. The mean of means for senior staff is 2.40 and 2.17 for junior staff. The two mean of means were
further tested to discover if there was any significant difference in the rating of the items by both groups. In
applying the t-test, the basic assumption was that there is a significant difference in the rating of the items by
senior and junior staff. A t-test value was calculated to be 0.28. the probability for significant difference is
2.132. At the 05 level of significant, the t-value was found to show no significant difference. This means that
there is no significance difference. Hence, it can be said that both senior and junior staff agree on their rating of
the nature of the relationship between labour and management.

They both agree that:

i) there is no mutual trust between labour and management;
(i) the relationship is not cordial and collaborative:

(iii) the relationship is adversarial and antagonistic:

(iv) the relationship is not democratic.

Analysis of Variance (AVOVA)

An analysis of variance was done to find out whether significant differences exist between and
within and among the five farms studies in their ratings of the various variables investigated. The five farms
were designated groups 1-5 for the purpose of the calculation. Thus, Mokwa Farm, was designated group 1;
Kuzuntu Farm, Group 11; Jema'a farm, Group 111; Otobi Farm, group lv; and Gaya Farm, Group V.

The observed significance level was obtained by comparing the calculated F-ratio to values of F
distribution Table. The assumption here is that there is a significant difference between the rating of the various
variables by the five farms. If the probability of the F ratio is small enough (less than 0.05), it means there is no
significant difference of opinion among the five groups studied. The probability of the F ratio was calculated
at the 0.05 level of significance. The result is presented in Table 4.

Analysis of Variance Showing that there is no Significant Difference Among the Five Groups in Their
Rating of the Relationship Between Labour and Management

strongly agree

Source Sum D.F. Mean Square  |F ratio Prob.
of
Between 7759.457 4 1939.864 11.3 2.7
Within 35249.024 205 171.946
Total 43008.481 209
KEY: the likert scale was used critical value at 0.5 level = 2.37
5 = strongly agree;
4 = agree;
3 = uncertain;
2 = disagree;
3
N

ot significant at 0.05 level.




Table 4, shows the analysis of variance showing that there is no significant difference among the five
groups in their rating of the relationship between labour and management. The table indicates an F ratio of 11.3,
and the probability of significant difference of opinion of 2.7. since this probability is higher than the 0.05 level
of significance, we conclude that there is no significant difference of opinion among the five group. This
means that generally, there is no much difference among the five groups (farms) in their rating of the various
variables investigated under 5-point measurement rating. For example, all five groups or farms had the same
opinion that the relationship between labour and management on the farms is adversary and antagonistic.

Findings and Implications for Farms Entrepreneurs

Our findings indicate that there is no mutual trust between labour and management. Indeed the
relationship is adversarial and antagonistic. This is characteristic of the win-lose adversary model. Management
on these farms place high premium on productivity, and therefore, go all out to counteract any perceived
human tendency to avoid work or restrict output on the part of labour. This managerial approach is resented by
labour and this is reflected in their antagonistic attitude toward management. Management sees labour as
saboteurs’ who would do anything to disrupt farm activities. Management has thus, adopted an authoritarian
leadership style, and close supervision. This type of situation heightens the antagonism between labour and
management. What management seems not to have understood is that managerial style plays a major
determining role in shaping the attitude and behaviour of labour. A supportive style of leadership often creates a
co-operative group atmosphere and increases workers' satisfaction and performance. Entrepreneurs set up
farm enterprises to make profit. The tendency is to regard labour on these projects as a factor of production along
with land and capital. The altitude, thus, assumed is that labour should be classified with capital and land as a
factor of production lo be procured as cheaply as possible and utilized to the fullest. The fact that a human
factor is involved is of little significance presuming that labour (personnel) is controllable, predictable and
interchangeable. This 'factor-of production 'or' commodity' approach of management regards labour as just an
item of farm expenditure. Its utilization and relationship with management is often ignored.

The adversarial and antagonistic relationship that ensues leads to high labour turnover thus hampering
high productivity which is necessary for profit maximization that the entrepreneur seeks.

The poor labour-management relations observed on the farms studies is a contributory factor to the
undignified manner of labour utilization. Wagebbur (1972), observed that farm labour is a problem because
farm labour requirement and utilization has seasonality. Therefore, when, labour-management relations is not
taken seriously, and neither ethical nor moral consideration taken into account when dealing with labour, then
such an enterprise may likely have problems with labour. .

Since the farms studied are not unionized, the formal processes of relationship such as collective
bargaining and labour-management communication and joint determination is lacking. This is a common
situation especially in small and medium scale farm enterprises. When management displays little or no
sensitivity to its symbiotic relationship and common goals with labour, the consequence is that most workers
leave the farms. This is detrimental to the stability and success of farm activities and the overall growth of the
enterprise.

Recommendations

1. Realizing management has a very important role in the successful utilization pf labour,
management should recognize that it does not have total control over the talents arid attitudes
of their workers no matter what method' it employs to make them work harder. It is therefore,
recommended that an open-system strategy of adaptation, negotiation, persuasion and
compromise should be employed instead of the win-lose approach.

2. Since management is dealing with human beings, basic training in human relations,
motivation and labour-management relations will be of great advantage to management for the overall
success of their farm enterprises.

3. In order to further enhance effective labour-management relations on farms, management
should consider the acceptance of collective bargaining between labour ~ and management,
the recognition of common goals, and the establishment of a high level of communication
between labour and management. This will reduce friction, mistrust and antagonism.

4. Management of farms should realize whether the farms are unionized or not. Labour works
under management relations will necessarily arise. This calls for the need to establish and
maintain effective labour- management relations.



Conclusion

The study has established that there is lack of mutual trust between labour and management on the farms
studied. The relationship between labour and management is thus, adversary and antagonistic. This situation
alienates labour and makes it an outsider and critic and is not healthy for the overall success of the farms. The
implication for farm entrepreneurs is that they need to adopt better strategies for the improvement in the
utilization of labour as well as the enhancement of better labour-management relations.
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