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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of the study was to examine how a lockout improves organizational productivity. 

The study reviewed relevant literature on lockouts and organizational productivity. The study 

relied on the works of Karl Marx (1818–1883) and his theory of materialism. The study found 

that lockout actions initiated by the management of organizations compel employees to agree 

to certain organization terms in order to improve organizational productivity. Two types of 

lockout were identified: plant lockout and employee lockout. The term "plant lockout" refers 

to the locking of a section of a plant for reasons such as maintenance, preventing major 

industrial hazards, or accidents. The second lockout is aimed at influencing employees to 

accept a certain agreement with the management. In this study, the two dimensions of lockout 

were discussed as they can be used to improve organizational performance. Thus, from the 

review of relevant literature, the study found that the two types of lockout play some vital 

roles in securing the assets of the organizations and tend to improve organizational 

productivity. Hence, management should ensure that the lockout meets the needs for such a 

lockout in order to improve organizational productivity. 

Keywords: Lockouts, Plant lockout, Employee lockout, Organizational productivity, 

Employee contextual performance, Task performance 
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Introduction 

A strike and a lockout are both indicators of an organizational conflict situation. Employees 

use strikes to press for the actualization of their needs, while organizations use lockouts as a 

weapon to compel employees to accept certain work conditions. In other cases, a lockout is 

initiated by the organization and imposed on the employee with the aim of compelling them 

to accept the terms of employment. There is no benefit in claiming that an organization's 

continued existence is guaranteed (Depenie, 2005). Employees will be locked out if they fail 

to conform to the organization's objectives (growth, profit, market share, etc.), or if they fail 

to agree or conform to the administrative processes and philosophy of the organization. 

According to Azamosa (2004), conflict is the sum of behavioral and attitudinal differences 

between business owners and their workforce, which creates a conflict situation in the 

organization. Conflict represents an expression of anger and other related personal issues. In 

another perspective, Adomi and Anie (2005) view conflict as an inevitable aspect of 

organizational existence resulting from competition among individuals on issues relating to 

resource usage, distribution of power, job allocations, recognition, and security. Each time 

individuals within the organization communicate, they compete for the use of limited 

organizational resources. Conflict is a two-directional thing (Kelly, 2001) that is either 

employee-focused or organizational-focused. Conflict focused or based on the organization is 

termed a "lockout," while those that focus on employee or employee-based issues are called 

"strikes." The focus of the present study is on lockouts and how they affect organizational 

productivity. 

The workplace environment is a panacea for ensuring the full maximization of employee 

productive efficiency. According to Ahiauzu and Amah (2013), organizations that reorganize 

their workplace to the point where employees develop a sense of being an integral part of the 

work place will achieve higher productivity and remain more effective. Over the past fifteen 

years, researchers have discovered that productivity is affected by relatively few influencers, 

and employees are generally cognizant of what those influencers are (Armstrong, 2006; 

Clawson & Newburg, 2005; Hankin, 2004; Williams, 2003). The prevalence of 

dissatisfaction among employees due to inhibiting factors within the organization is well 

documented in literature and leads to an abject effect on organizational productivity. The 

workplace environment plays a crucial role in the lives of employees. Amah and Ahiauzu 

(2013) suggest that organizations need to reconfigure their workplace in a manner that will 

allow employees to feel like an integral part of the organization. 

In recent times, organizations have been experiencing numerous challenges in rendering 

efficient services. This sentiment is echoed by Gaffoor&Cloete (2010), who claim that the 

demand for efficient and effective delivery of services has increased in recent years. Over the 

past fifteen years, researchers have discovered that productivity is affected by relatively few 

influencers, and employees are generally cognizant of what those influencers are (Armstrong, 

2006; Clawson & Newburg, 2005; Hankin, 2004; Williams, 2003). Moreover, the issue of 

improving organizational productivity is very topical in business operations today. It is 

against this backdrop that the objective of this study was to examine local actions and how 

they affect organizational productivity.  
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1.3 Conceptual Framework  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 1: Conceptual framework of the relationship between lockout (independent variable) and 

organizational productivity (dependent variable) 

Source:  Researcher’s Desk (2021) 

Aim and objectives of the Study 

The purpose of the study was to examine how lockout activities affect organizational 

productivity. The objectives of the study are to: 

1. Examine how a plant lockout improves employee contextual performance. 

2. Ascertain how plant lockout enhances task performance. 

3. Determine how employee lockout improves employee contextual performance. 

4. Determine how employee lockout enhances task performance. 

The Significance of the Study 

The study will give management insight into how to handle conflict during conflict between 

employees and management. It will also assist management in tackling the forces from the 

business environment that want to affect the performance of the organization as management 

imitates the policies on lockout in their decision making. 
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A Review of Related Literature 

Conceptual Review 

The conceptual review of this work will focus on lockout and its dimensions, which will 

include plant lockout and employee lockout. At the same time, the study will discuss 

organizational productivity and its measures, such as employee contextual performance and 

task performance. It is noteworthy that approaching the concept of lockout and organizational 

performance from these aspects will provide a better understanding of the relationship that 

exists between lockout and organizational productivity; therefore, the study discussed these 

concepts in detail. 

Concept of Lockout  

Lockout: the tactic of withholding employment, typically used by employers to hinder union 

organization or to gain leverage in labour disputes. It is often accomplished by literally 

locking employees out of the workplace, but it can also be achieved through work stoppages, 

layoffs, or the hiring of nonunion replacement workers. plant lockout, employee lockout, 

employee contextual performance, task performance. A lockout is a work stoppage or denial 

of employment initiated by the management of a company during a labour dispute. In 

contrast to a strike, in which employees refuse to work, a lockout is initiated by employers or 

industry owners. Lockouts are directly related to employers, and they are seen as the direct 

opposite to strike action at the workplace. It is an official agreement reached by management 

to intentionally shut down operations at the workplace or to deliberately deny workers 

productivity in order to compel employees or support other organizations in inducing their 

employees to accept the terms of an employment contract.The consequences of strikes and 

lockouts are detrimental to the industry and the nation’s economy because they lead to a loss 

of production (Mamoria, 2011). A lockout could manifest in the form of a machine 

shutdown, premises lockdown, or personnel lockdown. Whatever the forms of lockout, the 

aim is to improve organizational productivity. 

The lockout 

A lockout is when an employer closes the business or suspends employees in order to compel 

them to accept terms of employment. Viewed from a more broad perspective, lockout is 

defined in CSA Z460-05 (2005) as the placement of a lock or tag on an energy isolating 

device in accordance with an established procedure, indicating that the energy-isolating 

device is not to be operated until the lock or tag is removed in accordance with an established 

procedure. As such, simply shutting off a machine, equipment, or process may not 

completely control the hazardous energy since residual energy may still be present (CSA 

Z460-05, 2005). Besides, even if the machine, equipment, or process has been shut down and 

residual energy has been dissipated, an accident can still occur as a result of an unexpected 

start up due to human error or a malfunction in a control circuit (Kelley, 2001). Moreover, a 

machine is defined in ISO 12100-1 (2003) as an assembly of linked parts or components, at 

least one of which moves, with the appropriate machine actuators, control and power circuits, 

joined together for a specific application, in particular for the processing, treatment, moving, 

or packaging of a material (ISO 12100-1, 2003). It is also well known that machines possess 

hazards of different natures (e.g. mechanical, electrical, thermal, chemical, etc.), as described 

in greater detail in ISO 14121 (ISO 14121-1, 2007). Hence, the purpose of lockout is to 

protect personnel from injury from the inadvertent release of hazardous energy from 



International Journal of Advanced Academic Research | ISSN: 2488-9849 

Vol. 8, Issue 5 (May, 2022) | www.ijaar.org  

 

5 

 

machines, equipment, and processes. The hazardous release of energy includes unintended 

motion of mechanical parts, 

A lockout is when an employer closes the business or suspends employees in order to compel 

them to accept terms of employment. Viewed from a more broad perspective, lockout is 

defined in CSA Z460-05 (2005) as the placement of a lock or tag on an energy isolating 

device in accordance with an established procedure, indicating that the energy-isolating 

device is not to be operated until the lock or tag is removed in accordance with an established 

procedure. As such, simply shutting off a machine, equipment, or process may not 

completely control the hazardous energy since residual energy may still be present (CSA 

Z460-05, 2005). Besides, even if the machine, equipment, or process has been shut down and 

residual energy has been dissipated, an accident can still occur as a result of an unexpected 

start up due to human error or a malfunction in a control circuit (Kelley, 2001). Moreover, a 

machine is defined in ISO 12100-1 (2003) as an assembly of linked parts or components, at 

least one of which moves, with the appropriate machine actuators, control and power circuits, 

joined together for a specific application, in particular for the processing, treatment, moving, 

or packaging of a material (ISO 12100-1, 2003). It is also well known that machines possess 

hazards of different natures (e.g. mechanical, electrical, thermal, chemical, etc.), as described 

in greater detail in ISO 14121 (ISO 14121-1, 2007). Hence, the purpose of lockout is to 

protect personnel from injury from the inadvertent release of hazardous energy from 

machines, equipment, and processes. The hazardous release of energy includes unintended 

motion of mechanical parts, 

One way to improve productivity is to implement a lockout program. A lockout program, as 

described in CSAZ60-05 (2005), includes the following: identification of the hazardous 

energy covered by the program; identification of the types of energy isolating devices; and 

identification of the types of de-energizing devices, selection and procurement of protective 

materials and hardware, and assignment of duties and responsibilities. Furthermore, it also 

involves determination of shut-down, de-energization, energization, and start-up sequences; 

written lockout procedures for machines, equipment, and processes; training of personnel; 

and auditing of program elements. The lockout program provides guidance to supervisors and 

employees on what is expected of them. The written program establishes the company’s 

general policies and procedures for implementing lockouts as well as sets specific 

performance requirements for employees. It also provides a mechanism for regulatory 

compliance. The written program addresses the program’s purpose, scope, and application, 

defines key terms, prescribes the responsibilities of managers, supervisors, and employees for 

implementing the program elements, and outlines general lockout rules and procedures 

(Kelley, 2001). 

As such, Kelley provides some guidance regarding the responsibilities of managers, 

supervisors, and employees for implementing various aspects of the program. These 

responsibilities should be clearly defined in the document (Kelley, 2001). Management is 

generally responsible for: (i) drafting, reviewing, and updating the written program on a 

regular basis; (ii) identifying the employees, machines, equipment, and processes included in 

the program; (iii) providing the necessary protective equipment, hardware, and appliances; 

and (iv) monitoring and measuring compliance with the program requirements.Supervisors 

are generally responsible for: (i) distributing protective equipment, hardware, and appliances 

and ensuring their proper use by employees; (ii) ensuring that equipment-specific procedures 

are established for the machines, equipment, and processes in their area; (iii) ensuring that 

only properly trained employees perform service or maintenance under lockout; and (iv) 
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ensuring that employees under their supervision follow established lockout procedures. 

Employees are generally responsible for: (i) assisting in the development of equipment-

specific procedures; (ii) following the procedures that have been developed; and (iii) 

reporting any problems associated with those procedures. The lockout procedure consists of a 

step-by-step approach that the authorized employee follows to prevent injury from an 

unexpected (inadvertent) start-up, energization, or release of stored energy. The main steps 

for a general lockout procedure taken from CSA Z460-05 (2005) are: preparation for 

shutdown of machines, equipment, or process shutdown; controlling stored energy (de-

energization); verification of isolation; and others. 

Organizational Productivity 

Organizational productivity was viewed by Amah, Daminabo, and Dosunmu (2013) as an 

indicator of the efficiency and effectiveness of the resources generated and used in producing 

physical and tangible products of value needed by the customers. It therefore implies that 

higher productivity is a reflection of effective utilization of capital. According to traditional 

economists, human resources are part of organizational capital. Productivity can be viewed 

technically, which describes and subjects it to empirical investigation. It can also be 

evaluated in nomothetic terms, which further makes it an observable factor. Productivity is a 

ratio to measure how well an organization converts input resources (labor, materials, 

machines, and money) into goods and services (Tokarková, 2013). Dorgan (1994) defines 

productivity as "the increased functional and organizational performance, including quality," 

and Rolloos (1997) claims that "productivity is when people can produce with the least 

effort." 

Contextual Performance of Employees 

Contextual performance refers to behaviours that support the environment in which the 

technical core operates. Common examples of contextual performance behaviors include 

helping coworkers, volunteering for tasks, and defending the organization 

(Borman&Motowidlo, 1993). These behaviors are important for achieving organizational 

outcomes and particularly for supporting long-term success (Allen & Rush, 1998; Ostroff, 

1992). The construct of contextual performance expands the performance domain to include a 

variety of nonjob-specific behaviors (Borman&Motowidlo, 1993). Definitions of contextual 

performance build on research in the areas of prosocial organizational behavior (Brief 

&Motowidlo, 1986), extrarolebehaviour (Katz & Kahn, 1966), and organisational citizenship 

behavior (Bateman & Organ, 1983). More recently, the constructs of organizational 

spontaneity (George & Brief, 1992) and personal initiative (Frese, Kring, Soose&Zempel, 

1995) have been introduced to describe important aspects of work behaviour not captured in 

traditional descriptions of work performance. Contextual performance is important because it 

represents a type of behaviour that is largely under the motivational control of individuals. 

Little research has addressed how the opportunity to engage in contextual behavior might be 

constrained by situational demands. 

The job performance of employees is highly relevant for both the employees and 

organizations, and it results in several positive organizational outcomes (Sonnentag, Volmer, 

and Spychala 2008). Despite the critical role of job performance in employees' jobs, the 

definition and clarification of job performance have received little attention (Sonnen and 

Frese, 2002). Motowildo and Kell (2012), coming from the value perspective, defined job 

performance as the expected organizational value of what people do. Campbell (1990) 
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defined job performance as a means to achieve a goal but not the actual result of the acts 

performed within a job. Motowildo and Kell (2012) stated that results are the route through 

which an employee's behavior supports an organization to achieve its goals. Motowildo and 

Kell (2012) further emphasized that the performance domain encompasses behaviors that 

might have either positive effects or negative effects on organizational goals. As explained by 

Sonnentag and Frese (2002), only behaviors that are relevant to the organizational goals 

constitute performance. Therefore, the emphasis on performance behaviour or action is still 

not well clarified. To conceptualize job performance, researchers and scholars agree that it is 

a multidimensional construct that can be differentiated based on outcome aspect and 

behavioral aspect (Campbell, 1990; Aguinis, 2009; Campbell et al., 1993).In other words, 

performance refers to what the employer hires an employee to do and do well (Campbell et 

al., 1993). As explained by Sonnentag and Frese (2002), the outcome aspect of performance 

refers to the result of the employee's behaviour. Therefore, performance is a multi-

dimensional construct that requires further clarification. 

Discretionary work behaviours may be conceived as contextual performance, an aspect of 

which is the freedom to act according to one’s judgement. Contextual performance was 

considered by Organ and Paine (1999) to represent the psychological linkages between 

people, represented by discretionary forms of contributions to the organization that have 

uncertain or indirect rewards compared to task performance. Contextual performance 

reinforces the linkages amongst employees, and thereby sustains and enhances the collective 

character of organizations (Organ and Paine 1999). Conversely, contextual activities require 

discretionary behaviors that have interpersonal and motivational implications. Above all, 

contextual acts by managers go beyond what is formally expected. Notably, management 

work roles occur in diverse work contexts and can exert a profound influence on what work 

role requirements are more or less important and are a key component of performance 

management systems (Dierdorff et al., 2009). These behaviors may sometimes be rewarded, 

but they are unlikely to be explicitly incorporated into formal job requirements, with the 

notable exception of "leading edge" employers of choice. 

Task Performance 

Borman and Motowidlo (1993), Campbell et al. (1993), and Roe (1999) distinguish the 

process aspect of performance, that is, behavioral engagements, from an expected 

outcome.The behavior here denotes the actions people exhibit to accomplish a job, whereas 

the outcome aspect states the consequence of an individual’s job behavior (Campbell, 1990). 

Apparently, in a workplace, behavioral engagement and expected outcome are related to each 

other (Borman&Motowidlo, 1993), but the comprehensive overlap between both constructs is 

not evident yet, as the expected outcome is influenced by factors such as motivation and 

cognitive abilities rather than the behavioral aspect. Performance in the form of task 

performance comprises job explicit behaviors, which include fundamental job responsibilities 

assigned as a part of the job description. Task performance requires more cognitive ability 

and is primarily facilitated through task knowledge (requisite technical knowledge or 

principles to ensure job performance and have an ability to handle multiple assignments), task 

skills (application of technical knowledge to accomplish tasks successfully without much 

supervision), and task habits (an innate ability to respond to assigned jobs that either facilitate 

or impede the performance) (Conway, 1999). Therefore, the primary antecedents of task 

performance are the ability to do the job and prior experience. In an organizational context, 

task performance is a contractual understanding between a manager and a subordinate to 
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accomplish an assigned task. Entrusted task performance is broken into two segments: 

technical–administrative task performance and leadership task performance. 

The expected job performance, comprising of planning, organizing, and administering the 

day-to-day work through one’s technical ability, business judgment, and so on, is called 

technical–administrative task performance. Leadership task performance is defined by setting 

strategic goals, upholding the necessary performance standards, and motivating and directing 

subordinates to accomplish the job through encouragement, recognition, and constructive 

criticism (Borman& Brush, 1993; Tripathy, 2014). Borman and Motowidlo (1997) defined 

job performance in the context of task performance as "the effectiveness with which job 

occupants execute their assigned tasks, that realizes the fulfillment of the organization’s 

vision while rewarding the organization and individual proportionately." Werner (1994) has 

synthesized the earlier propositions of task performance through relating it to organizational 

formal reward, stating it as "the demonstrated skill and behavior that influences the direct 

production of goods or services, or any kind of activities that provide indirect support to the 

organization’s core technical processes." Generally, the term "task performance" refers to the 

core technical behaviours and activities involved in the job. 

Task performance was defined by Borman and Motowidlo (1993) as the "effectiveness with 

which job incumbents perform activities that contribute to its technical core, either by directly 

implementing a part of its technological process, or by providing it with needed materials or 

services." Furthermore, task performance was considered by Organ and Paine (1999) to be a 

"part and parcel of the workflow that transforms inputs of energy, information, and materials 

into outputs in the form of goods and services to the external constituence." Task activities 

typically vary across different jobs, but contextual activities are common in many jobs 

(Motowidlo and Schmit 1999; Borman and Motowidlo 1993). In contrast, task behaviors are 

role-prescribed where contextual behaviors are not usually explicitly stated as a formal 

organizational obligation; incumbents must demonstrate proficiency in performing tasks in 

exchange for rewards. Using multi-trait and multi-rater methods, Conway (1999) provided 

evidence of a distinction between task and contextual performance, a difference that was 

more pronounced for non-managerial than managerial jobs. 

Theoretical foundation  

The study hinges on the works of Karl Marx (1818–1883), a German social psychologist on 

the theory of historical materialism based on the notion of class conflict. The theory explains 

historical events through a materialistic explanation, dialectic analytical method, and political 

struggle, leading to rebellion or reorganization of society based on collective agreement. 

According to Marx’s view, capitalists (employers) decide how humans relate as well as how 

social activities are organized. Marx asserts that economic activities have an enormous 

influence in determining social existence. In other words, industrial outcomes determine 

social life, especially those economic activities that provide the basis for human existence 

like food, housing, and clothes. According to Marx’s view, all other facets of human 

existence depend to a great extent on how economic activity is organized and the technology 

employed in the production of goods and services. He believes that all aspects of value 

creation in society absolutely depend on the product of human labor. 

Marx views industrial culture on the basis of individual objects, an arrangement in which a 

few individuals from the entire population actually control the productive capacity of society. 

This categorized society into two contending parties. On the one hand, the bourgeoisie, also 
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known as the capitalist class, owns the means of production and distribution, while on the 

other are those individuals or groups of people known as the proletariats (working class), who 

supply their services to business owners (entrepreneurs) in exchange for wages. Industrial 

conflicts arise between employees and the industrialists in the oil companies in Nigeria when 

one party (usually the working class) perceives some form of exploitation by the capitalist 

class regarding the arrangement of pay and other work-related benefits. The theory posits that 

global changes frequently occur in most business enterprises and that the changes are mostly 

motivated by class conflict. Thus, industrial conflicts that usually occur between the working 

class and the capitalists in the oil sectors of Nigeria are often believed to be the attributes of 

the private sector's continuous superiority that replicates the key influence of capitalist and 

class relationships. 

Findings 

As a theoretical study, it embarked on a review of relevant literature on lockout and 

organizational productivity. The study found that plant lockout and employee lockout are two 

lockouts that affect organizational productivity if sensitive attention is not given to how 

management handles the lockout procedures. On the other hand, when managers use lockout 

as a tool for improving organizational productivity, these two lockouts tend to enhance 

employees' contextual and task performance. Thus, the following findings were obtained: 

1. Plant lockout improves employees' contextual performance. 

2. Plant lockout also improves task performance. 

3. Employee lockout improves employees' contextual performance. 

4. Employee lockout also improves employees' contextual performance. 

Therefore, from the above, it is found that lockout enhances organizational productivity, 

especially when management uses lockout as a tool for improving organizational 

productivity. 

Conclusion  

Based on the results of the study, the study concludes that industrial conflicts specifically 

manifest in two forms: strike and lockout. The former is initiated by the employees to press 

for important needs that affect the organization. The study concludes that lockout actions 

affect organizational productivity in some ways, especially when management does not use 

them appropriately. 

 Recommendations 

From the findings and conclusion, the study recommends that: 

1. Management should ensure that plant lockout is sufficient and necessary to provide a 

remedy to disputes between their respective firms before the conflict escalates to the 

point of lockout. 
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2. Management should always be sensitive and respond quickly to situations that may 

likely lead to plant lockouts and employee lockouts, as they have the capability of 

influencing industrial activities.  

3. In addition, management should use more than one conflict resolving plan that will 

act as a preventive measure in averting strike and lockout because they hinder 

performance.  

4. Finally, conflict control techniques or measures should be communicated to all parties 

involved, most especially employees. 
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