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Abstract: The paper proposes a synthesis of several specific approaches of
productivity in services, in order to provide a better argued theoretical basis for a
realistic assessment of the values of several comparative indicators. From a
conceptual point of view, the paper will take as a base some definitions of
productivity as a quantitative and industrial indicator, revealing certain aspects that
need a widening of the area of approach, in the purpose of being suitable for 
immaterial activities. Based on the brief analysis of productivity, performance and
servicity indicators, the research establishes correlations between them in the
immaterial field. Elder and, as well, most recent analyses found in the field literature
are used, from most rigorous sources, and they are supplemented with own
approaches; such approaches ore pointing out several most specific features that
are specially set for services and intellect-intensive activities. Technical and financial
aspects of common productivity are taken into account, as well as performance in
realising various goals, non-economic here included, and the service components,
in a complex approach. The presentation focus on nuance features in the quoted
references, in the purpose of a fine defining of the indictors and approaches. Specific
particularization is achieved based on the literature. Methodologically, the paper is
approaching in an unorthodox manner, the plus of value issued from the human
activity, i.e. being in a view coming from a fine analysis of the service performed by
any economic activity, in a market system. The conceptual importance of these
comparative indicators is concisely highlighted, and it consists mainly in the opening
that can become a useful ground for practical applicative analyses, which actually
are proposed in the future developments of the topic. The research results reveal
the relationship between these comparative indicators as well as some conceptual
differences between them. Their application can be made for material and immaterial 
economic activities, at different levels of economic entities concerned.
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1. Introduction
The economic growth practiced and preached in the modern world (especially in the
consumer society) is, in essence, that conceived since the dawn of industrialization
and carried out since then (and even today), in forms focused on quantity, counting
always on the growth of productivity, regardless of the physical or pecuniary forms 
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to express this indicator, which became the central (and defining) principle of the
desired (targeted) and achieved developments in the economy.
The implications of these approaches are profound and we also find them in the new
big crisis. They arise, in essence, from the quantitative concept of productivity in
terms of market mechanisms (directed by the development of short and medium
term interests in the specific individualistic approach).
Although the formula of productivity is very well-known, as the ratio of the output
quantity studied and factors necessary to achieve that output (Fourastié, 1952: 53),
one cannot in any way say that this indicator does not bear (anymore) discussions 
(even controversies, especially when it comes to services). And the most justified
debate fosters the qualitative (or quality-related) aspects and the possibilities of
"quantifying" the qualitative aspect.

2. Productivity, Performance, Servicity
Vincent André (1968: 1), like most economists, advanced the phrase of productivity 
from an industrial point of view, but also noticed the presence of quality. Vincent
mentions the existence of causal relationships that suggest the idea of social
productivity; the author considers this latter type of relationships very complex and
difficult to measure because of the intervention of numerous psychological and
sociological factors representing the qualitative aspect of the issue. (Vincent, 1968:
1) Hence the difference between productivity calculated and recorded in the national
accounts and real (causally defined) productivity. In both Manoilescu (1986: 67) and
Vincent's ideatics, we note the tendency of mentioning also the quality aspects that
are difficult to quantify, which is relevant to the insufficient and inadequate nature for 
the analysis of the immaterial, of the concept of productivity, as understood at
present.
We recall the importance of "harmony" and "co-operation" that, for example, List and
Manoilescu mentioned, to make best use of the system's synergy by combining
various factors, with so different results in various systems (individual and national
economic entities). At the multitude of effects and correlations that can be
established in the tertiary sector, Jacques De Bandt's developments should also be
added. He considers productivity an absolutely central concept, the result of
economic activity (De Bandt, 1991: 115). The French economist says that "the most
used and accepted measure of productivity is the one that measures the evolution
of the value added in volume compared to the evolution of each of the factors
considered separately (partial or apparent productivity) or to the weighted evolution
of all factors (in quantity or volume)” (De Bandt, 1991: 116) and "it is quite difficult
to accept the number of services (number of advice, number of medical
consultations, ...) as indicators of quantity” (De Bandt, 1991: 118), because each
service provided, each medical consultation, for example, is a single service, each
medical case has a particular feature and manifests differently from person to
person, even every doctor has a certain (moral or professional) behaviour according
to the particularity of each case.
Jean Gadrey points out (as most economists who have studied the tertiary sector) 
that the notion of productivity is related to the material output (Gadrey, 1996: 54),
and certainly not to the immaterial output. In this regard, two schemes proposed by
Gadrey raised particular attention (that we name by type of activity - material or
immaterial – that each of them refers to, as shown below). (Gadrey, 1996: 54) They 
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show that the notion of productivity, as defined and formulated in the material sector,
is not found in the theory of services.

Figure 1: Analysis of productivity in material output
Source: Gadrey, Jean, Services: la productivité en question, Paris: Desclée de
Brouwer, 1996, p. 54

Figure 2: Analysis of the so-called productivity in immaterial activities
Source: Gadrey, Jean, Services: la productivité en question, Paris: Desclée de
Brouwer, 1996, p. 55

As can be seen in Figure 1, between production activity and quantities produced
there are different productivity ratios expressed quantitatively and not qualitatively,
and between the latter and consumption of goods produced there are different
degrees of needs satisfaction only through consumption of goods, according to the
utility of each good produced for a consumer at a given time. Productivity, as an
indicator of technical efficiency, measures a technical performance, i.e. "a ratio of
output volume and input volume”. (Djellal and Gallouj, 2006: 12) In contrast, in
service activity, it is consumed even at the time it is produced (see Figure 2) "the
product" of the service cannot be stored and consumed later, the needs of service
consumers are highly satisfied, otherwise they will not choose the same provider in
the future. We keep this observation for analysis (1)
By analogy with material output relationships (productivity ratios), we added to the
figure 2 of Gadrey "service relationships" being characteristic to relationships that
are established between people in the event of such services, in this case, between
the provider and the customer. Such relationships relate to the quality of services
and are intended to offer providers faithful (or not) customers and thus to consolidate
(or not) market position. These service relationships include of course the
satisfaction level of consumers who use those services. The result is a wider
coverage of the servicity over performance. In terms of productivity, this particular 
service relationship other than the relationship that relies solely on productivity 
growth is likely to emphasize the special nature of productivity in services itself and
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therefore the impossibility to use the usual (industrial) productivity indicators for 
services, particularly for pure services or with high immateriality.
Gadrey considers the notion of productivity only a partial criterion of the efficiency,
idea pursued by the economists Djellal and Gallouj - see figure 3 - ("direct",
"immediate" or "intermediate"), and in the case of services, the economic and
sociological analysis is focused mainly on the "indirect", "mediated" or "end-type"
effects on users, depending on the specific existing social relationship and the time
horizon of their impact (Gadrey, 1996: 57). In this respect, Gadrey (1988: 67) 
distinguishes between direct and immediate output (nature and quantity of services 
consumed; notion that is relevant for market services and defines the services paid
for the commodity unit transacted) and indirect or mediated output (service effects 
on their beneficiaries). The latter concept is actually the outcome (long term
outcome) in services and depends on the quality of participants or social structures 
that form around their actions (Gadrey, 1988: 67).

Figure 3: Productivity, efficiency, effectiveness, performance
Source: Djellal, F. and Gallouj, F. (2012: 26)

For Djellal and Gallouj (2012: 24), the concept of performance incorporates the
concepts of efficiency and effectiveness: they define the concepts as follows (Jivan,
2013): performance is the ability of an organization to achieve a variety of objectives 
(economic, social, political, ethical etc.), a priori fixed and containing various aspects 
related to the development of that organization. This concept can be seen in terms
of internal performance (efficiency) and external performance (effectiveness).
Effectiveness is the measure for achieving goals (regardless of their nature:
economic, social, political etc.). External performance is related to the notion of
mediated or indirect output or to the outcome, i.e. external performance also includes 
other types of effects, for both the provider and the user. Efficiency measures 
objectives (often economic objectives) that have been achieved by saving resources.
As can be seen in Figure 3, there are two types of efficiency: technical efficiency 
(productivity expressed as the ratio of output volume and input volume) and financial
efficiency (expressed through the rate of profitableness).
In respect of these delimitations, one must observe (Jivan, 2013) that in addition to
the efficiency regarding the organization's objectives, the efficiency beyond the
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concerns (interests) of the economic entity analyzed was not taken into account,
which is a kind of "external efficiency" compared to the efficiency evidenced by Djellal
& Gallouj, in the sense that it is seen (designed and perceived) in terms of the
environmental framework of that organization (natural, social environment etc.).
Hence, it also considers (takes into account) the profound effects on others, not just
on the economic agent under study. This is a second observation to submit for 
analysis (2) 
In this type of approach, thus extended (according to the servicity’s perspective
Jivan, 2000), the performance indicator appears as a quantitative indicator, like the
others, (successfully used in the industry), rather than a mostly qualitative indicator.
In contrast, the servicity concept includes (is larger than) the concept of performance
defined above (i.e. how it is understood in the industry), along with the efficiency and
effectiveness components (as defined by the economists Djellal and Gallouj). To
understand these concepts and nuances that make the difference between them (for
the definition of terms), the distinction between internal performance and external
performance (targeted by the entity under analysis - highlighted by Djellal&Gallouj) 
is essential, along with their differentiation, in addition (highlighted by Jivan - made
by the criterion of servicity) to the external performance not covered by the sphere
of interest of the entity under discussion (is ignored or, at least, was not considered
a main objective).
The two observations we made (1) and (2) lead to the conclusion of our research
focus of bringing in actuality a concept that appears as the result of a synergistic
approach, taking into account the effects for both the provider and the consumer, i.e.
servicity (Jivan, 2000), a concept encompassing the complex efficiency issue
(economic, social, environmental, political, moral, spiritual and human etc.) of human
activities, by establishing numerous correlations between providers and
beneficiaries – see the insert made to the figure 2), as well as between providers or 
beneficiaries and the external environment (see figure 4).

Figure 4: Productivity, performance, servicity
Source: Outline by descriptions on the topic from Jivan (2013)

Servicity, in the narrow sense (Jivan, 2000: 94), expresses the productivity outside
the entity analyzed and "expresses aspects of the utility other than profit, it means 
performance, effectiveness, externalities and other implications than those covered
by the entity under analysis." Broadly, servicity means "the utility made available to
the beneficiary of the activity (service), when the agent that provides the service is
not regarded as a totum factum (from an individualistic perspective), but integrated
into an existing utility frame from which he also benefits.
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So, servicity is expressed by utility over these conditions, that is the utility created by 
the economic agent over the utility enjoyed by himself for his activity, or his
contribution over the conditions that allowed his contribution, or the way he knew
how to receive (and capitalize on) what he has received or how to create over what
has been created (from a practical perspective of the activity under consideration),
or how he was able to give something (through that activity), while he has received
something (for the activity).” (Jivan, 2000: 102) For example, physicians have
received medical-themed lessons through the educational system to be able
afterwards to exploit, through their own contribution, these lessons in treating various 
diseases (depending on the specialization assumed): the contribution of doctors
requires their efforts and dedication, including an associated opportunity cost. And
the healed patients in turn will re-involve in the economic life, creating new values
and benefiting employers and the entire human society etc.

4. In conclusion
As a conclusion to those presented above, there is an apparent preference for the
concept of servicity, rather than for productivity or performance (that so rigorously
defined by Gallouj and Djellal); in this respect, the answer is very complex: (i) By
common productivity, services are considered less productive than the activities in
agriculture and industry, but this hierarchy of productivity is not made on the basis of
qualitative and creative criteria, but on the basis of quantitative criteria, the
productivity indicator itself being a quantitative criterion; in our research, although
we did not focus primarily on material sectors; Manoilescu (1986: 100) expressly
noticed that labour productivity also implies a certain social dimension); the concept
of servicity is more comprehensive than the commonly utilized indicators of
productivity; (ii) Servicity involves superior achievements in terms of quality (in the
same time unit and with the same effort as in the case of productivity in industry);
even if the results of the educational system or political decisions taken with regard
to the health care system, for example, are materially unquantifiable, it does not
mean that these results do not exist, but they were just not measured, and the related
effects will be found over time for the long term and short term, in preparing
physicians (and other professionals); the effects of educational and health care
systems will be also found in the good and service consumers’ self-education; it will
be thus affected; iii) Servicity implies a value system (Jivan, 2000: 89). In servicity 
approach, the overall economy is seen both from the consumer’s perspective and
from the economic enterpriser’s perspective, taking into account the effects for both
sides. Each of the participants should have responsibilities for the other side and,
moreover, for the entire social, economic, political environment, and not be
concerned only with their own good: self-interest oriented thought can lead to
destruction, so, for example, recording a business profit without taking into account
whether the business generates pollution or the positive effects are only for the short
term and exclusively for the economic entity concerned, thus ignoring any medium
and long term negative effects through pollution produced by the degradation of their 
employees’ health , as well as of other residents around etc. Usually, such effects
are not quantified in accounting or in domestic and international databases. 
Such indicators can be practically applied for analyses concerning various economic 
entities, be they material and immaterial, at individual, industry or national level, on
different time horizons of interest, allowing complex approaches and being
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appropriate for the largest area of scientific concern, thanks to eliminating the routine
limits of productivity indicators.
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