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1. In tro d u c tio n

'INDUSTRIALIZATION IS THE МАШ HOFE OF MOST POOR COUNTRIES try in g
1 '

to  increase th e ir  le v e ls  o f  income". -  This /iew, expressed over 

a quarter o f  a century ago, is  s t i l l  widely accepted among development 

economists and policy makers in the developing countries. Since then,

manufacturing has transformed some developing countries, notably several
2 >in East Asia. In most o f  A fr ica , — however, in d u str ia liza tion  remains 

more a hope them a r e a l i t y ,  fo r  ever, though considerable progress has 

been made, le ve le  o f in d u str ia liza tion  are low in comparison with other 

regions and the contribution o f manufacturing to  the economies o f  most 

A frican  countries is  s t i l l  qu ite small . Moreover, c r i t ic a l  views are 

increasingly being expressed regarding the structure o f in d u str ia liza tion  

in A fr ic a  and the re la tion sh ip  o f  manufacturing to other economic sectors 

esp ec ia lly  agricu ltu re.

This questioning o f  the ro le  o f  manufacturing is  part o f a more 

general economic reappraisal, re fle c te d  in the Lagos Plan o f Action and 

elsewhere, for i t  is  perhaps no exaggeration to  re fe r  to  the beginning 

o f the 3rd UN Development Decade as a time o f c r is is  in A fr ica . To over 

come the c r is is  strong national and international p o licy  actions, some 

o f  -hem painful, w i l l  be requ ired.

This paper is  intended as a modest contribution to  the analysis o f 

the s ituation  upon which po licy  actions should be based. In part 2 the

1/ Opening sentence o f H.B. Chenery, "The ro le  o f  in d u str ia liza tion  in 
development programmes", in American Economic Review, May 1955-

<l 1 In th is  paper the term A fr ic a  is  used fo r  developing A fr ica , i . e .  
excluding the Republic o f  South A fr ica .



development o f the manufacturing sector from 1970 to 1980 is  reviewed and 

certain  trends are discussed. In part 3 some key macro-economic problems 

are id en tified  and re la ted  to possible changes in the ro le  o f  manufacturing 

which would help improve A fr ic a 's  economic s itu a tion . The paper 

concludes with some b r ie f general po licy  recommendations. —

1_/ The recommendations correspond c lose ly  with those recen tly  ( 1981) put 
forth  in greater d e ta il (although not s p e c if ic a l ly  re la t in g  to 
manufacturing) by the World Bank in Accelerated Development in Sub- 
Saharan A fr ic a : An Agenda for A ction . Also see J. Cody, H. Hughes and 
D. Wall (ed s . ) ,  P o lic ie s  for Industria l Progress in Deve l oping Countries 
(Oxford U n iversity  Press, 19^0 -  sponsored by UNIDO and the World dank).



Development o f  the m anufacturing s e c to r ,  1970-1980

The s ign ifican ce  o f manufacturing varies  g rea tly  from country-to-

country in A fr ica . Table 1 shows three key manufacturing ind ica tors-

manufacturing value added (MVA) per capita, the chare o f  MVA in GDP and

the country share in to ta l A frican  GDP -  fo r  a l l  countries ir. 1970 and

1980. For inter-country comparison KVA per capita har the advantage that

i t  does not r e f le c t  va ria tion  caused by the development o f other sectors.

The discovery o f o i l ,  fo r  example, w i l l  ra ise  a country's GDP and thus

lower ■‘ he MVA 'GDP ra t io  without necessarily  a ffe c t in g  the le v e l o f  MVA or 
1 1

MVA per cap ita. -  The MVA ^DP ra tio , expressed in current prices, is  

more useful fo r showing the r e la t iv e  importance o f manufacturing within 

a country at a given point in time, whereas the country share in regional 

MVA r e fle c ts  its  population s ize .

As o f 1970, MVA per cap ita  averaged about $8 fo r  the 21 least developed 

countries, $14 fo r  the 4 OPEC o i l  exporters, $23 fo r  the 27 other countries 

and $16 for a l l  developing A fr ic a . Per cap ita  MVA ranged from as l i t t l e  

as $1-2 fo r  Guinea-Bissau, Lesotho and Rwanda to $55 fo r  Zimbabwe and 

Namibia. As o f  1980 the varia tion  among countries was even greater.

In  the o il-exp o rtin g  countries average MVA per cap ita  almost doubled 

in rea l terms (constant 1970 p rices ) to $26, whereas i t  declined s lig h t ly  

in the least developed countries and increased by about 20 per cent in 

other countries. Thus the average change fo r  a l l  developing A frica , 

about 30 per cent, conceals the great d ifferen ce  in performance o f the 

o i l  exporters, e sp ec ia lly  LibjaA.J. and Gabon, and the res t o f  developing

l/The discovery may o f  course cause resources to  s h ift  out o f  manufacturing 
and into o i l  production, which would resu lt in u decline in MVA per 
capita. On the other hand, the additional o i l  production could be 
achieved through use o f id le  or foreign  resources, or resources drawn 
from sectors ether than manufacturing.



KVA 0f  develop ing A fr ic a . 197C and 193C a

Country
t e r r i t o r y

UVA par cap*
(OS 1 )

ta Share 
at fa c to r

m  in  GDP 
c o st ( in per c e n t }

Country share in  MVA 
d evelo p in g  A fr ic a  1 ir.

o f
per cer.t

1970 1?8C
( constant )

1̂ 30
(c u r r e n t)

1970 198c
^ co n stan t'

196C
( c u r r e n t]

1970 1980
(con stan t

19SÌC
current

Main o il- e x p o r te r s  ( 4) 13.78 25.57 9 1.7 1 5 .2 c 6.39 5.C1 18.46c 78.339 35.799
A ig a r ia 30.29 43.42 134.05 11 . 1c 11.11 6.U 7.478 8.570 9-532
Gabod 23.37 120.58 456.32 4.12 1C. 15 7 .66 0.213 C.715 :  . T -♦
L ibya  A. J . 32.37 144.04 270.54 1-79 5 89 2..C I .I J I 4.598 3.C9’
N ig e ria 9 .15 17.39 72.05 4.43 5-21 C-.C1 9 578 14.455 * * .409

Least developed (21) 7.7 9 7.47 25.48 0.69 8. 1C 7.77 15.155 11-35 7 - * u
Benin 6.31 6.33 13.73 8 35 6.32 5-21 C.M o C.T56 - .155
Botswana 9-52 25.82 67.87 7.34 1C.31 6 . 9. C .10Ò c . , 1 9 Z -1 \
Burundi 4.34 5-53 19-23 ó .77 7. 3i 11.62 0.284 0.256 0 - 3’ 9
Cape Verde 4.91 4-73 17 .14 5* -3 5-88 5-58 C.C24 L .C l?
C en tra l A frican  Rep. 13.45 12-59 41.28 13.09 13.95 13.99 0.439 C .3C3 - . l Z ~

Chad 4.49 3 66 19-44 5-49 5-2C 9.14 C .3C3 0 .176 0 . 33r
Comoros 6 .4 1 2.42 9.98 Ó .¿9 4.7C 5-26 0.033 0.015
E th io p ia 6.82 7-07 13 .19 9.55 9-74 1C. ¿4 3-107 - . 4.6 • . r.. -
Gambia 6.09 2.93 9.33 5-10 2.64 7.58 C .052 C .0T9 L . - . 4.
Quin«» 4.51 4.62 10. 2? -8 9 3.01 3-10 0.327 0.25c w . '  j - j
Cuinea-Biaaau 1.29 ••25 4.30 1.07 1. 1. 1.75 C .C12 C . u08 Ì . . . 7
Lesotho 1.5 1 4.56 11.00 2.71 5-02 4-93 C .C3C C - Co 6 „  7
Malawi 10.22 15-95 36. 2.- 15-36 I t .  11 1 5 »dt C.850 * .04- C . C4 **
Mali 5-11 5.22 ¿ 2 . 2 1 1C.54 1O.83 13 .17 0 . 49O -.3*3 ^ : “ T
N iger 5-73 5-75 21-34 c .04 5-73 5-31 C .42c c.3 3 1 . 44
Rwanda 2.00 10.16 28.08 3.47 12.21 12.84 0.-31 0.577 - c -
Som alia 5-02 6.32 29-04 0.49 8.25 8.61 C.259 0.269 v 1
Sudan 13.58 10.19 32.33 1C .18 7.09 7-01 3.555 . . C 15 _ . .- 4
Tanzania U.R. 8.80 8.23 24-57 10.08 7-75 7.87 2.143 1.591
Uganda >.08 4.26 57.28 7 .5 c 4.80 4.76 1 .odo C.DcC • .  • ;■ -
Upper V o lta 5 .7 7 6-97 20.92 10.36 14.57 13 . “ 5 0.583 c . j l j ■- . ~  ̂_

Other ( 27) 23.25 27-76 05.56 12.69 13 .7c 12. '3 6 6 . 380 ÓC.42;
Angola 14.28 6-57 11.8 1 5-18 4.91 2.56 1.472 C .476 C . 1

Cameroon 15*26 18.00 68.08 10.02 9.06 9-64 1.904 1.5^9 .  . . s .

vongo 1 3 . 0 H .U l 0 .¿3 5.4* 4-6. 0-94 C .2CC . .37
w jiw o u ti ¿3.90 19.91 7 1 .7 1 b .0 9 0.53 Ò.OU >-•*71 - • o ’
Egypt 35.54 47.46 67.00 19.6 c 17.67 14.02 21.902 -  1. 34C 1C *3C4
E q u a to ria l Guinea 9.62 2.33 9.20 3.77 4.21 5.22 O.G52 c.009 0.013
Ohana 25.3c 2C.92 105.25 12.15 12.51 9.66 4.675 -.773 5.225
Iv o ry  Coast 23.06 36.08 117.98 11.40 13.48 10 . ;8 2.513 7.126 3.JÓC
Tenya 15.00 22.57 47.68 12.13 1c .02 12.49 3 .-18 3-99" 3 *0
L ib e r ia 11.33 14.59 32.55 4.00 5.55 4.96 0.281 C.289 — - 3-
Madagascar 13.33 12.49 41.65 11 .5 1 11.9 7 11 .1 9 1 .666 1.153 '•3 73
M au ritan ia 8 .15 8.95 27.31 4.93 6.24 6.31 0.174 C .143 C * ! ;  7
Maurit iua 31.86 65.90 154.77 16.01 21.26 ' 7.99 C.486 c . 68c 0-573
Morocco 35-58 42.49 122.70 15.86 15.51 17.50 9-836 9.178 9-5C1
Mozambique 12.84 9.57 22.70 5.89 6 .12 8.65 1.920 1.C51 C .8 9 4
Nam ibia 54.55 57.08 84.84 9.35 8.28 4.85 0.777 C.Ó05 0- 3-2
Reunion 39.15 38.78 152.65 4.94 3.26 3.67 0.323 0 .23C C. 324
Sao lo s e  and Pr Lor ip * £.49 7.50 21.31 4.81 5.43 4.74 0.011 0.007 C.CC7
S en ega l 27.66 26.06 66.74 15.93 18.24 16.89 2 .2  57 1-568 1.459
S e y c h a lla s 6 .15 20.43 98.29 1.59 4.41 6.20 0.006 0.015 C .0’ 7
S ia r r a  Leone 8.90 9.64 26.92 6 .4 5 7.32 7.20 0.453 C .359 C.30C
S w aziland 30.33 68 .19 177.04 12.35 18.29 43.52 0.236 C.398 C -37C
Togo 12.53 7-54 22.61 10.24 6 .18 5-70 C .2C7 C .2.3
T u n la la 23.16 48.66 111.06 9.22 11.23 10.03 2 .131 3.286 t . c 9C
Z i r e 5 .12 3.65 8.16 7 .5 5 6.50 8.36 2.053 1.134 C.91C
Zambia 23.44 31.07 87.44 6 .53 10.00 14.93 1.812 1-957 1.975
Zimbabwe 55-10 55-51 150.46 21.30 23.31 73.80 5.410 4.491 4.367
h t/e l o p in c  i m a

TOTAL ( 52) 16.29 21.07 58.75 9.50 9-77 7.63 5,403 b 9,258 b 25,811 b

a 7 1970 d ata in 197C p r ic e s  and 1980 d ata shown in  current and conatant 1970 p r ic a a .

b Value in tJSS m illions.

Source: Computer printcuta supplied by KCA S ta tis tics  D ivision, with calcu lation* by the UlTT̂ Xi Secretariat.
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Africa , especia lly  the poorest countries. Whereas in 10 o f the least 

developed countries and in 11 o f the other countries group MVA per 

capita at constant prices actually declined, considerable increases 

occured only in 3 o f the least developed countries (Botswana, Malawi 

and Rwanda -  .'rom low 1970 le v e ls ) and in 8 other countries (Egypt,

Ivory Coast, Kenya, Mauritius, Seychelles, Swaziland, Tunisia and 

Zambia). In current prices (and exchange ra tes ) the picture as o f 

1980 was very d ifferen t from that o f  1970. MVA per capita in the la ter 

year averaged about $92 for the o i l  exporters, $25 for the least 

developed countries, $66 for other countries and $39 for a l l  developing 

A fr ica . The range among countries was $4 for Guinea-Bissau to $436 

fo r  Gabon; in 24 cc in tries MVA per capita was below $30 and in 11 

countries i t  was above $100.

As o f 1970 the share o f MVA in GDP averaged 5*2 per cent fo r  the 

o i l  exporters, 8.7 per cent for the least developed countries, 12.7 

per cent for other developing countries and 9*5 per cent for a l l  

developing A fr ica . Countries with the lowest MVA share (less  than 2 

per cent) were Guinea-Bissau and the Seych lie s  (re fle c tin g  under- 

-s- .lopment) and Libya A.J. (r e fle c t in g  o i l  wealth), whereas Zimbabwe 

si. * Egypt had the highest MVA shares (21.3 and 19.6 per cent). At 

cc.istant prices the MVA share rose to an average in 198O o f 6.4 per cent 

in the o i l  exporting countries, 13-7 per cent in other countries and 

9.8 per cent in to ta l developing A frica , but declined to 8.1 per cent 

in the least developed countries. Particu larly  large re la tive  increases 

in the KVA share occured in Libya A .J ., Gabon, Botswana, Lesotho, Rwanda, 

Upper Volta, Kenya, Mauritius, Swaziland and Zambia, but in 17 countries 

the MVA share was less than in 1970. At current prices the share o f MVA 

in 198O GDP was below that in 1970 ir  a i l  the country groupings (down 

in 22 countries). Zimbabwe and Swaziland had the highest MVA shares 

in 1980 current prices (23.8 and 23*5 per cent) and Guinea-Bissau had 

the lowest (1 .8  per cent).

As o f 1970 the o i l  exporters accounted for 18.3 per cent o f African 

MVA, the least developed countries accounted for 15*2 per cent and other 

countries for 66.4 per cent. The largest manufacturing countries were



Egypt (21.9 per cent o f the to ta l) ,  Morocco (9*8 per cent), N igeria 

(9.6 per cent), A lgeria (7-5 per cent) and Zimbabwe (5-4 per cent).

Together these 5 countries accounted for about 54 per cent o f the to ta l, 

whereas 31 countries had shares o f less than 1 pe-' cent each (as l i t t l e  

as 0.0G6 per cent in the r 3.se o f the Seychelles). The share o f the 

o i l  exporters increased in constant prices to r-8.3 per cent in 19^0, and 

the shares o f the least developed and other countries f e l l  to 11.2 and 

60.4 per cent. The share o f the 5 main manufacturing countries increased 

to 58 per cent, with N igeria 's  share increasing to 14-5 per cent, and 

with Zimbabwe now s ligh tly  behind Libya A.J. Tn current prices the 

share o f the o i l  exporters was even greater, 35*1 pe’ cent, ana the share 

o f the least developed countries was 13*7 per cent (la rge ly  due to the 

difference in Uganda's share in constant and current prices, a re flec tion  

o f high in fla t io n ). The current price share o f the other countries was 

only 51*2 per cent (resu lting  from the d ifference in Egypt's share in 

constant and currert prices, a re flec tion  o f low in fla tion  and currency 

devaluation). As o f 1980 the 5 largest manufacturing countries, in 

current prices, were N igeria (21-5 per cent o f the to ta l),  Egypt (10.8 

per cent), A lgeria and Morocco (both 9-5 per cent) and Ghana (5-0 per cent). 

Together they accounted for 56 per cent o f the to ta l. The most s ign ificant 

change from 1970 to be noted among the positions o f the main producers is 

the large increase in N igeria 's  share and the large decline in Egypt's 

share. Compared to 1970*the 1980 current price shares o f a l l  the o i l  

exporters were higher in only 9 o f the least developed countries and in 

10 o f the other countries.

Table 2 shove that average rea l growth in MVi during I 970 -  

1980 was high in thw o i l  exporting countries (10.4 per cent), with a range 

o f 7.7 per cent (A lgeria ) to  21.4 per cent (Libya A .J .).  Tn the least 

developed countries average growth during t i e  period, 2.6 per cent, was 

only one quarter o f the rate in the o i l  exporters; growth ranged from 

-'4.0 per cent (Uganda) tc 37*3 per cent (Rwanda). Tn the other countries 

growth averaged 4*6 per cent, with a range from -10.5 per cent (Eauatorial 

Guinea) to 19-5 P«r  cent (Seychelles). Tn terms o f regional "growth 

poles" i t  may- be seen that the most rapid expansion o f MVA tended to
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and 1970-50. with 1950 p rie «i de fla to r for aartuf acturin* and ra tio of aanufacturtnr rnd G9P erica dafla to re , dove lopin* A fric a .b v  cour.*.;v

Country/
t e r r i t o r y

m raal growth rat-s 
(p a r ca n t} a/

MVA ra a l growth rat* 
ainua GDP r a l  growth rata 

( p . r  c .n t )  «/ m  p r ie .
< U f l»to r , 1980 
( f - o - i o o )  b/

D eflator 
corrected fo r 
changa in US & 
▼alua o f lo ca l 

currency b '

PT'A price 
d e fla to r 1?<'C ' 

GDP price 
de fla to r
(1970 -  100)
in per cent um o -7 5 1975-80 1970-80 1970-75 1975-90 1970-80

Bain oi* -exportera (4 ) 11.60 9.11 ‘ 10.36 4.14 0.74 2.44 25O.2O 320.64 TO .9«
7.05 8.28 7.66 -1 .4 8 2.64 0.57 240.10 310.13 73.09

Gabon 28.80 11-57 20.19 9-38 8.93 9.16 284.50 378.44 75-41
Libya A . J . 20.16 22.64 21.40 13.40 13.6O 13.50 153.52 187.30 39-31
I i g « r i a 15.29 7.03 11.16 8.17 -  2.30 2.93 322.69 414.41 96-03

] * u t  developed £21} 3.O4 2.07 2.56 0.21 -1 .3 9 =0.59 348.94 393.51 107.66
Benin 5-77 -  5-74 0.02 2.51 -  6.75 -2.12 211.60 281.47 82-52
Botawana 15.86 U .7 1 15.28 7.28 1.68 4.48 224.46 26?.93 67.18
Burundi 4.43 4.63 4.53 3.26 -  0.24 1.51 358-00 3 4 Í.98 .48.85
Capa Varda 1.65 1.96 1.81 3.5O -  1.12 1.19 481.90 361.63 94 63
Contrai A frica n  Bap. -0 .2 7 3.94 1.84 -0 .6 8 2.17 0.75 246.60 328.02 100.3?
Chad fi.18 -  5.32 0.43 3.40 -  4.15 -0 .3 8 402.40 '55 -59 175-58
Coaoroe 3.7O -6 .3 7 -1 . 3 4 1.46 -  6.88 -2 .7 2 314.55 411.42 112.C2
Etb iop  va 1.07 5.05 3.06 -1.19 1.76 0.28 154.15 -.86-53 Î09-27
Gambia 21.81 -13.49 4.16 16.46 -14.06 1.20 267-21 319.55 97.93
Galcoa 2.58 3.23 2.91 -0.32 1.45 0.57 157.70 222.28 102.85
Ouinea-Bieeau 0.14 2.61 1.37 -2 .1 0 3.36 0.57 403.90 343-28 155-4.'
Loaotho 45.74 5-98 25.86 38.44 -  2-50 17.97 262.05 241*40 96.16
Balawl 11.20 4.64 7.91 1.81 -  O.51 0.65 220.27 227-14 97.22
H a ll 3.06 2.62 2-94 0.28 O.85 0.56 320.00 426.67 121.59
l ig a r 2.52 4.42 3.47 3.11 -  3.75 -O.32 279.20 371.39 92.73
Bwanda 68.31 6.28 37-30 58.93 1.45 30.19 256.JO 276.25 105.15
Somalia 9.66 2.5 « 6.11 5.17 0.17 2.67 375-44 291.06 104.36
Sudan 3.99 1.87 2.93 1.07 -  2.01 -0.47 455-80 317-42 99.CC
Tanzania U .B . 4.61 0.44 2.62 0.31 -  5-38 -2 -5 4 342.89 298.41 101-57
Uganda -2.69 -  5-37 -  4.03 -2 .8 8 -  5-45 -4.16 1.2 :3.25 1,344.55 9 9 .”
Uppar Volta 7-89 1.54 4.71 6.77 0.15 3.46 225.IO 300.05 95-20

Olh#r 1271 5-25 3.88 4.57 1-59 0.07 0 .8 I 359-35 351-78 99-87
Ar.goL -2.07 -  1-57 -  1.82 4.31 O.O9 2.20 308.80 179.62 52.46
Cameroon 2.15 6.76 4.21 -2 .6 4 C.73 -0 .9 5 283-70 378.16 105.38
Congo -0-99 4.98 1-99 «8.24 3.84 -2 .2 0 248.50 330-55 83.19
D jib o u ti IO.81 0.49 5-85 4.78 2.83 3.80 299-90 36O.05 100.81

Egypt 4.O6 4.50 5.28 «K4.36 -  I .8 I -1.1U 227*22 141.14 79-35
Equatorial Oainoa -2 .2 9 -18.76 -IO .5 3 6.00 -  4.77 1.04 371.40 392.45 123-07
diana 2.0Ú -  I.5 2 O.54 I.16 -  0.22 0.47 1,358.26 503.21 77-22
1/ory Coaat 6.72 9-20 7.36 0.69 3.04 1.86 247-90 327.00 76.99
Vanya 8.25 7.70 7 -9 « 3.50 2.66 3 .0 « 219.49 211.21 77.95
L ib a rla 12.18 0.60 6.39 8.80 0-97 3.92 223.04 223.04 89.74
Hedagaacar 2.34 1.23 '.7 9 1.26 0.36 0.46 251.30 333.58 95-99
Mauritania 0.41 <•90 3-66 -1.82 6.75 2.47 252.10 305.10 101.03
M auritius 11.44 7.33 9-38 3.86 2.35 3.10 327-71 234.86 84-61
Morocco 6-55 3.11 4.83 1.33 -  1.81 -0 .2 4 220.70 288.80 112.83
Hoaaabiqua 4 .2 2 -  3.37 1.42 7.86 -  3.36 0.60 4 0 7 .4 2 237.09 I4 I.3 O
Vaalbia 2 .J8 3 45 3.02 -0.76 -  1.58 -1.16 175.OO 148.64 5e .54
Baunion -1 .2 3 6.09 2.43 -8.04 0.14 -3 -9 5 297.X» 394-66 112.78
Sao Tooe and Principa 0.50 0.39 0.44 5.O6 -  2.60 1.22 346.40 284.85 87-54
Sanagal 4.37 0.15 2.26 1.88 1.17 1.52 192.50 256.O6 92-57
Saychallao 25.93 12.99 19.46 21.75 6.21 13.98 647.06 481.59 147.55
S ie rra  Laona 7.26 -  0.12 3.57 5.86 -  2.12 1.75 352.35 279-40 98 37
Swaalland 17.07 5 9 8 11.53 9 9 6 -  0.73 4.62 305.81 259-74 128.62
Togo -3 -6 4 -  0.35 -  '.9 9 -5 .7 0 -  3.64 4.67 225.30 299-69 92-2?
T v i i l a 13.50 7.60 10.55 3.47 1.32 2.40 175.40 228.23 89.35
Zaira 3.78 -  4.43 • O.32 -0 .1 4 -  2.75 -1.44 1.175.30 223.59 129.67
Zanbla 19.99 -  1.11 9.44 14.84 -  0.15 7.35 310.64 281.44 149-34
Ziababwo 6.53 1.04 3.78 0.06 1.83 O.94 253.87 271.06 102.09

ft/ 1970 US % beala.

b/ D eflators fo r i»*« three country groupings calculated on an unweighted arithm etic b*eie.

Source: Computer or lu  t o «  ta  euppl lad by ECA Stfttlfttlca  D W leion, with calcu la i lona by tha v'ITIDO S e c re ta ria t.
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occur in the far north and, with more exceptions, in the south o f the 

continent, whereas in the rest o f A frica  high average growth (7 per 

cent or more) was achieved only by Gabon, N igeria and Ivory Coast in 

the west and Rwanda and Kenya in the east. The table also shows that 

rea l KVA growth during the second h a lf o f the decade was less than 

in the f ir s t  h a lf in most countries (negative growth in 13 countries), 

with an average o f 9-1 per cent fo r  the o i l  exporters, 2.1 per cent 

fo r the least developed countries and 3*9 per cent fo r other countries.

Growth o f MVA exceeded that o f GBP on average by 2.4 per cent 

in the o i l  exporting countries and by 0.8 per cent in other countries 

during 1970-1980, but the average MVA growth rate in the least developed 

countries was 0.6 per cent less than that o f GDP during the period.

Particu larly a fter 1975 MVA growth averaged less than that o f  GDP for 

many (26) countries. Thus ii much o f A frica  i t  seems that manufacturing 

as the "engine o f growth" is  fa lte r in g . This importart phenomenon w ill 

be considered more fu lly  in the next section o f the paper.

Table 2 also shows the d ifference in 1970 and 1980 prices. The 

1980 price defla tor for manufactures (lo ca l currency, 1970=100) varied 

from less than 200 (Libya A .J ., Ethiopia, Guinea, Namibia, Senegal and 

Tunisia) to  over 1000 per cent (Uganda, Ghana and Zaira). In most cases 

these wide differences in in fla t io n  were at least partly o ffs e t by 

foreign exchange rate a lterations. Very high in fla tion  in Zaire, for 

example, was o ffs e t by drastic currency devaluation. However, in Uganda 

the equalxy high in fla tion  was exacerbated by a Blight upward revaluation 

against the US dollar, and devaluation in Egypt and Namibia, both with 

re la tiv e ly  low in fla tion  rates, resulted in these countries having the 

lowest 1980 MVA deflators, corrected for exchange rate changes, in A frica . 

Calculated on the basis o f equal weights for each country, average 

in fla tion  in manufacturing expressed in US dollars was lowest in the 

o i l  exporters and highest in the least developed countries. Reflecting 

the large increases in o i l  prices, 1980 MVA price defla tors were below 

those for GDP in axl 4 o i l  exporting countries. The 1980 MVA defla tor 

exceeded the GDP defla tor ty  more than 10 per cent in 5 least developed 

countries and 8 other countries, whereas it  was more than 10 per cent



below in 2 least developed countries and 11 ot _r countries.

Space does not permit a detailed examination o f inter-country or 

inter-temporal d ifferences in distribution o f manufacturing, but th j 

average structure o f manufacturing in developing A fr ica  as o f 1973 is 

shown in Table 3, end for comparison, distribution by sub-sector for 

Zimbabwe, one o f the most industria lly  advanced African countries, and 

Sudan, one o f the least developed countries (and having a more d ivers ified  

structure o f manufacturing than many other least developed countries). 

Typically, food, beverages and tobacco (31 per cent share) and te x t ile s  

and clothing (21 per cent) are s t i l l  the largest components o f manufacturing 

in A frica , although the 3hare o f these products is  fa ll in g . In Sudan the 

shares o f these sectors were 44 and 37 per cent, but in Zimbabwe th eir 

shares were only 18 and 17 per cent. Tn that country the shares o f 

fabricated metal products and machinery (20 per cent), basic metals 

(15 per cent) and chemicals, etc . (14 per cent) were much higher than 

in Sudan, where basic metal production was almost non-existent, the 

share o f fabricated metal products (based on metal imports) was only 

4 per cent, and the share o f chemicals and related products (mostly 

petroleum refining) was 9 per cent.

To sumsarise the main points o f th is part o f the paper:

-  the great diversity in leve l o f industrialization among African 

countries existing at the start o f the 1970s increased during the decade, 

with (especially) the o i l  exporters, the semi-industrialized countries 

of North Africa and a few other countries -  mainly in Southern A fr ica  -  

doing well, while in the poorest and least developed countries growth o f 

manufacturing was ^ n era lly  much lower, with average 1980 MVA per capita 

below that o f 1970 in real terms in the least developed countries;

-  in most countries growth o f MVA during the second h a lf o f the 

decade was well below that in the f i r s t  h a lf;

-  particu larly in the poorest countries, but also to a large 

extent in other countries, manufacturing as the "engine o f growth" 

fa ltered  (especia lly  in the second h a lf o f the decade), with MVA growth 

often below GDP growth;
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Table 3. Distribution o f manufacturing value added by sub-sector, developing A fr ica ,
Zimbabwe and Sudan, 1975

ISIC code (with branch description )
Developing 
A frica  a ' Zimbabwe Sudan

(percentage)b/

31 (food, beverages and tobacco products) 31-3 18.2 43-5

32 (te x t ile s , wearing apparel and leather products) 20.6 16.9 36.6

33 (wood products, including furniture) 4.2 3-3 0.1

34 (paper and products, printing and publishing) 4-9 6.7 2.0

35 (chamicals and pelroleum, coal, rubber and 
p lastic  products) 15-9 14.1 8.9

36 (non-metallic mineral products, except 
petroleum and coal products) 4-9 4.6 4.4

37 (basic metal industries) 4.2 14.9 0.4

38 (fabricated  metal products, machinery 
and equipment) 12.6 19.9 4.1

39 (other manufactures) 1.3 1.2 0.1

a/ 45 countries.

b/ Sum o f branch shares may not add up to 100.0 because o f rounding.

Source: UNIDO data base. Information supplied by the United Nations S ta tis tica l O ffice, 
estimates by the UNIDO Secretariat.
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-  price and exchange rate changes, as well as differences in 

real growth, greatly affected the shares o f many countries ir  to ta l 

African MVA, in particular with N igeria 's  share increasing from 9*6 

to 21.5 per cent and Egypt's decreasing from 21.9 to 10.8 per cent;

-  the share o f processed agricu ltural products, te x t ile s  and 

clothing, though accounting for about h a lf o f to ta l MVA in developing 

A frica  as o f 197!) (more in poorer, less in richer countries), is 

declining, with the shares o f metals and metals based products and 

chemicals increasing.
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3. Unbalanced growth; linkages and non-linkages between 

manufacturing and general economic development

National accounts data for 1970-1980 reveal s ign ificant changes

with regard to agricultural output, trade and public expenditure which
1 '

interact with the development o f manufacturing. — These changes are 

shown below, and in ligh t o f these and other factors the changing role 

o f manufacturing is  discussed.

In almost a l l  African countries the rate o f growth o f agriculture 

slowed down in the 1970s to the extent that output per capita was fa llin g  

and se lf-su ffic ien cy  was declining. The average rea l rate o f growth 

(1970 prices) from 1970 to 1980 was 1.6 per cent in the 4 o i l  exporting 

countries (1980 population: 99 m illions), 1.8 per cent in the least 

developed countries (1980 population: '39 m illions) and 0.9 per cent in 

other countries (1980 population: 202 m illions), whereas average GDP growth 

(at factor cost) in the three groups was 7-9» 3.2 and 3-7 per cent. Thus 

the share o f agriculture in GDP at constant prices dropped from 30.2 per 

cent (1970) to 16.3 per cent ( 1980) in the o i l  exporting countries, from 

50.6 per cent to 44*2 per cent in the least developed countries and from 

29.9 per cent to 22.6 per cent in other countries. Within the agricultural 

sector the drop in per capita production o f food supplies, especially grains, 

was even greater that the decline for the sector as a whole (FAO data), so 

that combined with increasing per capita food consumption resulting fror.i 

higher incomes per capita, the difference between local demand for and supply 

o f food widened greatly . Thus agricultural exports declined and imports 

rose, negatively a ffectin g  foreign exchange a va ila b ility  (see below), fly 

1980 the situation was therefore at or near that o f c r ic is , with few 

prospects for improvement.

In the o i l  importing countries, poor agricultural performance combined 

with the higher real cost o f o i l  imports and a worsening balance of trade

1_/ Data from computer printouts supplied by ECA S ta tis tics  Division unless 
otherwise noted.
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in manufactures led to  a second c r is is ,  in the valance o f  payments. Net 

exports as a percentage o f GDP (current irarket pi ic e s ) is  shown below fo r  

the o i l  exporters, leas t developing countries and other countries from 

1970 to  1980.

1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980

Main o il
exporters 4.69 5-87 5*18 5 .O5 16.16 0.35 2.10 2.63 -3-41 6.83 14.82

Least
developed -4.17 -5.29 -3.67 -4.47 -9-59 -10.44 -7-03 - 7-28 -9.95 -9.29 - 10.42

Other -0.79 -3.72 -1.95 -0.80 -2.32 -8.23 -7.00 -6.70 -8.20 -8.92 -8.03

The table shows that in the least developed countries, and to a lesser 

extent in other o i l  importing countries, a substantial and r is in g  proportion 

o f GDP was needed to o ffse t the trade d e fic it ,  whereas, except in 1978, the 

o i l  exporters had a large trade surplus re la tiv e  to GDP. This d ifference 

was largely the result o f  changing terms o f trade: average rates o f growth 

in exports and imports from 1970 to 1980 at 1970 prices were - 1.4  and 10.9 

per cent fo r the o i l  exporters, 0.8 and 3.2 per cent fo r the least developed 

countries and 4.4 per cent fo r other countries. The share o f exports in 

GDP at 1970 prices dropped f  om 24-5 per cent (1970) to 9*4 per cent ( 1980) 

in the o i l  exporting countries and from 16.8 to 13.1 per cent in the least 

developed countries, but increased s ligh tly  from 26.3 per cent to 27*4 per 

cent in other countries. The corresponding share o f imports rose from 19-8 

to 23.3 per rent in the o i l  exporting countries, declined from 21.0 to 20.7 

per cent in the least developed countries and rose from 27.3 to 28.4 per 

cent in other countries (a l l  in 1970 p rices ).

A th ird area o f concern, in that i t  may not re fle c t  best ure o f 

resources (see below), is  the rapid growth o f public expenditure. Tn the 

o i l  exporting countries government consumption expenditure increased in 

1970 prices from 1970 to 1980 at an average rate o f 16.0 per cent, compared 

to 6.9 per cent fo r private consumption expenditure, end the share in GDP 

o f government consumption rose from 10.6 to 20.3 per cent, While the share 

o f private consumption dropped from 66.1 to 59-2 per cent. Public 

administration and defense spending increased at an average rate o f 17-8
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per cent (1970 prices), and its  share in (TDP increased from 8-3 to 

19-5 pel cent. Tn the least developed countries, growth rates for 

government and private consumption were lower, 4*7 and 3.1 per cent, 

and the share in GDP o f government consumption rose from 14-1 to 16.3 

per cent. However, the rate o f growth in public administration and 

defense, 6.9 per cent, was considerably higher than in other a c t iv it ie s  

(except mining) and its  share in GDP rose from 7-0 to 10.1 per cent.

Tn other countries growth o f government consumption averaged 5-0 per 

cent, compared to 3-2 per cent for private consumption, and the share 

o f government consumption rose from 17-4 to 19-4 per cent. Public 

administration and defense grew at an average rate o f 6.8 p r cent, well 

above growth in other a c tiv it ie s , and its  share in uDP rose from 10.d to 

13-6 per cent.

This rapid increase in public spending may have several undesired

e ffe c ts . F irst, i t  reduces capital resources available far a c t iv it ie s

greatly in need c f  additional investment, such as small scale farming.

Second, it  reduces a va ila b ility  o f sk illed  manpower in sectors such

as manufacturing where such resources are in short supply. Third, it

generally adds to price in fla tion . These negative e ffec ts  might be

outweighed by the contribution o f such expenditure to overall economic

development, but accumulating evidence suggest that in many countries th is
1 '

has not always been the case. — Public spending and administration capacity 

has been used, for example, to manage complex schemes o f trade and price 

control and puolic enterprises which have tended to keep prices received 

by farmers below world prices, thus reducing output, and to d istort the 

pattern o f p ro fita b ility  within the manufacturing sector so as to reduce 

e ffic ien cy  and increase the economic cost o f import substitution and 

exports. Although the extent o f these and related e ffec ts  is s t i l l  

controversial, and great variation clearly  exists among countries, the 

generally disappointing economic performance in the 1970s suggests a need 

for reassessment o f the extent and structure o f public expenditure.

_l/ Por a detailed discussion see World Bank, op. c i t . Chapter 4, and
T. K illick , "The role  o f the public sector in tha industrialisation o f 
African developing countries", UNTDO^TDAiO.343 *7 (10 September 1981
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Bearing in mind these three macroeconomic problems, and the changes 

in the manufacturing sector in the 1970s shown previously, we now turn 

to an examination o f how the contribution o f manufacturing to economic 

development might be improved in the 1980s. Three major areas o f 

weakness may f ir s t  be id en tified :

1 ) Investment in manufacturing has been over-emphasized re la tive  

to that in agriculture, especia lly  small scale farming, which, given 

higher p rio rity , could help increase rural employment, improve the 

trade balance, reduce migration to urban areas and increase e ffe c t iv e  

demand f o r  basic consumer manufactures and farm inputs (machinery,
l  /

chemicals); —

¿)  Instead o f being based on domestic resource endowments and 

linkages with the whole economy, so that a strong industrial structure 

could gradually be bu ilt, manufacturing has tended to be based, in an 

attempted ^reat leap forward, on the transfer o f  often inappropriate 

ideas, values and technologies from the developed countries;

3) Within the manufacturing sector too much emphasis has been 

placed on import substitution industries (frequently in e ffic ien t and 

badly managed, with l i t t l e  incentive to improve, ana lim ited to small 

loca l markets), luxury consumer goods, heavy industry (now tending towards 

world-wide decline) and capital intensive techniques.

A more appropriate manufacturing structure 'u ld  generally be based 

on the follow ing "model". On the demand s~ uctsl, manufacturing

would consist o f:

a ) bao'i« consumer goods for domestic use;

b) export goods (to  pay for imported products o f types (a ) and (c  ) )  ;

c ) intennodiate and capital goods used to produce (a ) and (b ) and for 

use in other sectors, especia lly  agriculture.

1/ The discovery o f o i l  may also lead to neglect o f agriculture. For 
”  example, in N igeria, formally a food exporter, food imports in 1980

amounted to US$2,800 m illion . In a number ■>'" West African countries 
just starting to produce o i l ,  agriculture is  lik e ly  to be adversely 
a ffected  unless appropriate policy measures are adopted. See 
The Economist , "Boom in oil,bust on the farm", (5 December 1981).
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On the supply side (a c t iv i t ie s ) ,  manufacturing would consist, within 

the constraints set by demand,of:

a) labour intensive-and capital, import, energy î»nd management 

saving-te chn iques;

b) small scale and rural location (where fea s ib le );

c ) linkages with (use o f inputs from) domestic primary sectors, 

especia lly  agriculture.

A manufacturing structure based on this model could provide a more 

sustainable and more equitable pattern o f economic growth. The manufactur

ing sector would both d irec tly  benefit from and contribute to the balanced 

growth c f the rest o f the economy. A more detailed specification  o f 

the model would vary from country-to-country, depending upon differences 

in goals, resources ’ constraints. —̂

1/ The defin ition  o f a "basic" consumer good, for example, w ill partly 
depend on a country's leve l and distribution o f income. The role o f 
foreign investment also w ill  d if fe r  among countries, depending on factors 
such as the degree o f emphasis on se lf-su ffic ien cy .



-  18 -

4- Policy reform

Several important conclusions regarding policy reform can be 

drawn from the preceding analysis. Essentially what is  needed are 

greater incentives(and fewer disincentives) for productive a c tiv it ie s , 

replacement o f quantitative controls by a system o f ad valorem taxes 

and subsidies (requiring less administrative capacity) and a reduction 

in ~.he range o f e ffe c tiv e  protection — among a c t iv it ie s  (thus 

creating a priCi*. structure which more c losely re fle c ts  producer costs 

a..d consumer values).

Tn many African countries prices paid to farmers are set by 

government authorities well below world prices in order to gain public 

revenue and keep liv in g  ccs+3 for urban dwellers low. As we have seen, 

the result has been a fa ilu re  o f loca l production to keep up with r is in g  

population. High p rio rity  needs to be given to increasing farm revenue. 

This could he done i f  increases in government spending were reduced 

(see below), and part o f the income gained ty farmers would go back to 

the urban sector through increased purchases o f industrial goods by 

farmers. Farmers' incomes would also be pos itive ly  affected by changes 

in trade policy outlined below.

Highly overvalued iocal currencies make imports seem cheap to 

domestic consumer and exports seem unprofitable to domestic producers, 

and thus tend to create a trade d e fic it .  To o ffs e t th is d e fic it ,  as 

well as to provide public revenue and protection for domestic producers 

competing with imports, taxes on imports are imposed. Tn many African 

countries, various administratively complex quota schemes are used 

irstead o f taxes ( t a r i f f s ) ,  and thece vary widely from products to 

products, often without apparent reason (except that some producers o f 

import substitutes are more successful in lobbying than others). The

\J E ffec tive  protection re fle c ts  not only taxes and subsidies on output, 
but also those on inputs.
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economic costs o f such a trade regime have been frequently demonstrated. ^  

In many African countries these costs include reduced market opportunities 

for farmers (exports being mainly agricultural products) and an in e ffic ien t 

protected manufacturing sector able to s e ll only within a small domestic 

market. What is  needed is  a r e a lis t ic a lly  valued local currency combined 

with, in place o f quantitative controls, a structure o f ad valorem

ta r i f fs  (and export taxes and subsidies) designed to provide modest
2 'and fa ir ly  uniform e ffe c tiv e  protection. — Vested interest may make 

such a change p o lit ic a lly  d i f f ic u lt ,  but it  should be noted that the 

balance o f payments find domestic price e ffe c ts  o f currency devaluaticn 

and a general reduction in the leve l o f import protection w ill tend to 

cancel under many circumstances. ^

To sucessfully implement the policy changes discussed above certain 

changes in the role o f the public sector may be required. Ways and 

means o f  reducing the growth o f public spending need to be considered.

A sh ift away from quantitative controls would allow a reduction in 

administrative costs. A reduction in the p ro lifera tion  o f public 

enterprises, many o f which require substantial government subsidies, 

would also reduce public expenditure, and relaxation of central 

government intervention in the operational man*.0'ement o f public enter

prises would reduce administrative costs (andperhaps improve management 

performance). ^  Better ways o f using scarce administrative capacity 

need to be investigated.

yf See, for example, W.M. Corden, "Trade p o lic ies ", in Cody, Hughes 
and Wall, eg. c iv .

¿/ The concept o f and ju stifica tion  for uniform e ffe c t iv e  protection 
is discussed in Corden, ib id .

For a detailed analysis o f the recent attempts (some unnuccor;r;fu] ) of 
several countries to implement such changes in trade policy see 
A.O. Krueger, Foreign trade regimes and economic development: 
lib era liza tion  attempts and consequences (New York, National 
Bureau o f Economic Research, 1975 J-

4/ See the "Report" o f the F,xpert Group Meeting on the Changing Role and
Function o f the Public Industrial Sector in Development (UNTDO,TD/WG.343/18, 
11 December 1981)» which considers these questions in d e ta il.
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Clearly these changes can not be made overnight, but a gradualist 

approach to policy reform may prove to be feasib le in many countries.

F inally, it  may be worth repeating some basic principles o f 

policy design. —■

1. Po lic ies  should be as clear and d irect as possible, yet 

f le x ib le . By f le x ib i l i t y  is  meant that po lic ies  respond to changing 

circumstances, that they are dynamic and that they do not create 

vested interest groups. They should be clear and simple so that

the cost o f implementing them w ill be minimal, that time w ill not be 

lost in lobbying, tax manipulation and petitioning for licenses, and 

that the poss ib ility  o f corruption w ill be reduced. The most direct 

policy intervention should be to achieve a particular goal.

2. Good, but not necessarily perfect, information is  needed.

When the costs o f gathering information seem too h i^ i re la tive  to the 

benefits, adjustments should be made. Among these, sen s itiv ity  

analysis and the "range" method o f progressively reducing the uncertainty 

o f important variables seem particu larly useful.

3. Objectives and their con flic ts  and complementarities need to 

be c learly  perceived and accounted for through policy trade-offs. For 

example, a con flic t arising between present and future consumption 

leve ls  would require a decision (tra d e -o ff) on their re la tive  values.

This may be re flec ted  in the rate o f interest on saving; the higher 

the rate the greater the re la tive  weight placed on future consumption.

4. Constraints on policy changes should be iden tified  so that 

practical policy a lternatives can be assessed. Among the hierarchy o f 

feasib le policy instruments, those that come closest to the best should 

be selected. Unwanted side e ffec ts  should be minimized (as they would 

by choosing the best possible policy solu tion ). The over-use of 

po lic ies  which have a cumulative impact that is greater than

1 / From World Industry since I960; Progress and Prospects, P. 140, 
(UNTIX), United Nations publication, Sales No. E.79*H*B.3)*



desired should also be avoided. I t  shoul'i be recognized that 

constraints or. policy change may apply fo i only u lim ited period. 

E fforts  to relax constraints should be made when it  appears that 

the benefits o f elim inating them exceed the costs.

5* Policy design,national planning and project evaluation 

should be linked as much as possible. Tn concept, th is link is 

provided by social cost-benefit analysis and shadow pricing based 

on welfare economics. Tn practice close co-operation between 

institutions engaged in these a c t iv it ie s  is  required.

6. Good po lic ies  require rt.ore than just a sound conceptual 

basis. Well-developed public institu tions and administrative 

sk ills  are extremely important.

7 . In designing policy the development o f entrepreneurship 

and sk ills  should not be neglected. Too much emphasis is  often 

placed on short term physical output and economic growth rates.




