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QUOTATION 

IN THE NAME CF ALLAH, THE BENEFIC.ŒNT, THE MERCIFUL. 

11 IF GOD HELPS YOU, 

NONE CAN OVERCOME YOU: 

IF HE FORSAIŒS YOU, 

WHO IS ·rFŒRE,, AFTER TH.AT, 

THA,T CAN HELP YOU? 

IN GOD, TBEN 

LET BELIEVERS PUT THEIR TRUST." 

,, 
QURAN 3:160 
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This stuct.y focuses on a new way of looking at organisational 
structure and its effects on the performance of those within 

the organisation. Two large firms with different organisational 

structure were used. in this study. Company A (with 
flat structure) provided 1 ·14 samples while company B ( wi th 

tall structure) provided 121 samples. 

Data were col1ected by the use of questionnaire. The 

questionnaire has three parts. The first part consists of 

independent vatiables. In the second part, there are 

dependent variables. The third part consists of open-ended 

questions. Three types of analyses were made use of. In 
the first, a chi-square analysis was usect. to examine the 

overall relationship between the i:ndependent variables and 
measures of the organisational structure. The strength of 

this relationship was also tested using the contigency co­
efficient. Thirdly, Z - statistic~·was used to test for the 
difference between the means of organisational structure 
variables and employee performance variables. 

It was found that whether in flat or tall organisation, 

when employees are clearly informed of their dutier:i in wri ting, 

they will put in more effort to increase output. Participation 
in decisions was also found to be positively related to job 

satisfaction in both structures. Understaffing of department 

relative to others departments was found to have a negative 
e:t":t"ect on the level of output of employees in bath organisations. 

The resul ts suggests that employees in anji\.fo~:, of structural 

set up will use initiative on the job if given the authority 

that equals the assigned responsibility. The study revealed 

that formalisation is positively related to job commitment and 

quality consciousness, different structures notwithstanding. 

Age of employee was found to be positively related to job 

satisfaction in flat organisation but negatively related in 

a tall organisation. 

Lastly, since the sample size was somewhat limited, this 

research should be considered exploratory, and conclusions 

should be regarded as tentative until tested by further 

research. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter presents a brief discussion of the 

study~ It introduces the purpose of the study. Mention 

is made of why the chosen of the topic by the researcher 

and the reasons for choosing the companies used as a 

case study is. gi ven. Research questions are outlined. 

Organisational structure enables the organisation 

to conduct, coordinate, and control its work activities. 

It is a pattern of interactions and coordination that 

links not only the human components of the organisation 

but the technology and the tasks of such organisation 

to ensure that the organisation accomplishes its pur­

pose. 

The early generation of managers of the classical 

schooi invented the centralised structure and the line 

and staff structure · as a response to increasing oomp-,.lèxi ty 

of task and size. The period featured people like Max 

Weher who presented what he thought was an ideal organisa­

tion structure called a bure~racy •. This was then seen 

as one of the keys to employee performance and organisa­

tional effectiveness. However, today emerging emperical 

evidences on organisational structure tend to be saying 

that there is no one best way to structure an organisation 

for effectivenesso 

CODESRIA
 - L

IB
RARY



- 2 -

1.2 PURPOSE EF STUDY 

The purpose of this study is to examine the various 

impacts of organisational structure on employee perfor­

mance ~n Spintex Mills (Nigeria) Limited and ICON LIMITED 

(Mer chant· Banker s) o 

The study is also to be ct>nducted in partial ful­

filment of the requirement. for the award of an M. Sc degree 

in Management. 

It is my hope that the findings jn this study will 

contribute to the study of Organisational Behaviour and 

Human Resources Management. 

. . . . . . 

1.3 WHY I HAVE CHOSEN THE TOPIC "THE IMPACT OF ORGANISA-
••• - • * 

TIONAL STRUCTURE ON EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE" 

The problem of.deteriorating employee performance 

and frequent cases of business failures has among other 

reason, being attributed to inappropriate structure of 

the organisation concerned. Each generation of managers 

have tried to find· out how best they could structure their 

organisation to achieve desired quantity and quality of 

output. This is why,new forms of organisation structure 

are being'designed, altered, or changed in reep~n.èl!·to 

problems being encountered. 

Organisational structure of a business enterprise is 

the framework within which executive decision making 
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behaviour takes place. It is the organisational' tool 

which impose constraints on individual behaviour and r~lation­

ship with other people in the organisation. Therefore, 

it is important we study the impact of this important 

organisational tool on the performance of an equally 

important organisational resources - employee. 

Hence, the topic: "The Impact of Organisational Structure 

on Employee Performance". 

1 • 4 W.HY I HAVE CHOSEN SPINTEX MILLS (NIGERIA) LIMITED (COY il}_ 

AND ICON LDIITED (MERCHAlifT B.Al"IB.ERS) ( COY Bl 

These two companies were chosen as the case study 

because of the following five reasons. 

i. There is an existing author's executive aontact in 

both companies. 

ii. Research student can achieve maximum cooperation when 

he knows someone in the organismtion. 

iii.The two companies are always ready to assist research 

students. 

iv. I know that the com1)ai1ies staff strength are adequate 

for my study. 

v. The information I obtained from the two companies satis­

fied my:~:,rellêa:r?l'(.:r1:e,ed-;,:in respect of control for structure 

for the purpose of comparative study i.e. Coy A has 

flat structure while Coy B has tall structure. 
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BRIEF INFORMATION ABOUT SPINTEX MILLS (NIGERIA) 

LIMITED. 

Spintex Miils (Nigeria) Limited (SMN) is a division 

of Sunflag Group of Companieso Others members of the 

grotip are Sùn(lag (Nigeria) Limited; Blanket Manufactur­

ing Co. (Nig) Limited, Ijora Textile Mills Limited, 

Kay Industries (Nig) Limited, P.~•H. Management Consultants 

(Nig) Limited and Fadama Farms (Nigeria) Limited. 

SMN commenced operations in Nigeria in 1981. It 

was incorporated as a manufacturerCJ of cotton andd.synthe­

tic spun yarn. It is a private limited company. 

ORGANISATIONAL STRUCTURE 

The board of _directors of Spintex Mills (Nigeria) 

Limited (SMN) consista of Seven Directors namely: 

Satyader Bhar~waj (Brij:â.-sh); A.B. s. Bhardwaj (KenlJla.n); 

V.B.S. Bhardwaj (Kenyan); R.B.S. Bhardwaj (Kenyan); 

Alh~ji A. Mai Sango (Nigerian); B.B.~Garg (Indian) and 

Alhaji Chief ~.A.Akinpelu (Nigerian). The chairman and 

Managp;.:.ng Director of the company . are Mr Satyyader 

Bhardwaj and Mr Alok Bhardwaj respectively • 
.. 

SMN has a factory at L.S.D.P.C. Industrial Estate, 

Ikorodu. The company has only five levels of management 

with all departmerital heads positions oonnected directly 

to the Mills Manager•s position. The Mills Manager is 

responsible for co-ordinating all tasks and for making 
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final deijisions on the assigned problem in the factory 

from an o~erall analysis. 

The nine departments that reports directly to the 

Mills Manager include: Administration; Computer/Accounts; 

Sales/Purchasing/GeAé~al Store; Ring Frame/Quality 

Control; Engineering/Project; Electrical; Autoconer; 

Pre Spinning; and Injection Moulding. · This gives the 

Mills Manager a span of supervision of nine. Each of 

these departments is headed by a managero This wide 

or large spans also exist in other levels of managemento 

The Organisation Chart of SPINTEX MILLS (NIGERIA) 

LIMITED is as depicted in Figure lol. 
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FÎGURE 1.1 ORGANISATIONAL STRUCTURE OF SPINTEX MILLS NIGERIA LIMITED 

MD 

Mills Manager 

Ad.minis.~. Computer/ Sales Engineer- · Pre- Injec-
trative Accounts Store Manager ing Pro- • trica Spiru~ tion 
Manager Managers ject ana- Moulding 

anager ger ger Manager. 
\,C) 
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. - . . . . . . . . ... 

1.6 BRIEF INFORMATION ABOUT THE ICON LIMITED 

(MERCHANT BANKERS) 

The operations of ICON LIMITED (Marchant Bankers) 

started from two rooms in a section of NIDB offices at 

Bioad Street, Lagos on 11th March, 19750 This was agter 

it was incoppt>rated on the 14th of October, 1974 • 

• The ownership structure of the bank at tncorporation 

was as follows: 

NIDB - 45% 

NICON - 15% 

Morgan Guaranty Trust Co. of New York - 25% 

Baring Brothers & Co. Ltd. London - 15" 

100% 

The bank's authorised share capital at incorporation 

was ff2 million with 11.5 million fully paid up. The 1991 

Annual Report of ICON Limited shown that the paid up 

capital now stands at 150.44 Million with authorised share 

capital being N82 million. The position of shareholdings 

now stands as follows: 

Nigerian Industrial Development Bank Limited 

National insur.ance Corporation of Nigeria 

Other Nigèrian Citizens and Associations 

- 70% 

- 24,i; 

6% 
100% 
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., . 

ORGANISATIONAL STRUCTURE 

The board of directors of ICON LIMITED consists of 

10 Nigerians. The chairman and Managing _pirector of the 

company are Alhaji S.Y.Kasimu and Mr A.A.Feese respec­

tivelyo 

The organisation•s operations has been disperesed 

throughout the country. ICON LIMITED has offices in 

Kaduna, Calabar, Kano, Benin and Abuja. 

Managements is also effectively decentralised at 

ICON LIMITED. It has a multi-level organisation struc­

ture with a very narrow span of supervision. This 

facilitâtes closer control over subordinates. 

The services of the company are grouped primarily 

under two Executives Directors. These groups are each 

sub-divided into sectors headed by the General Managerso 

Under each sectors are divisions which are managed by 

Assistant General Managers. Each divisions are further 

sub-divided into departments and managed by Managers. 

This hierarchical structure is followed by the units. 

All these give rooms for more orlerly· decision pr9cess. 

The Organisation chart of ICON LIMITED is as depicted in 

figure •• • 11f.1. 
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FIGURE 1.2 ORGANISATIONAL CHART OF ICON LIMITED (MERCHANT BANKERS) 
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1.7 RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

Structure is the organisational device to adminiéter 

the enlarged activities and resources of an organisation. 

Organisation design has two aspects: Firstly, the lines 

of authority and communication between the different 

administrative offices and officers. Secondly, the 

information and data that flow through these lines of 

communication and authorityo 

The problem of how to structure a totally frictionless 

organisation is yet to find a permanent place in manage­

ment. Managers have tried to structure their organisation 

in such a way as to create a condusive atmosphere for 

efficient and effective employee performance. 

Recent studies of organisation design te...ntj to 

suggest that the contigency approach is the best. Empiri­

cal findings by contingency theorists seem to point to 

the fact that there. is no one best way of designing orga­

nisational structure. This present study will try to find 

out whether the present structure in the two companies 

used affect employee performance. If so, why? ,. 

In this respect, the following questions, need to be 

answered in this study. 

i. ds.-., the head of the departments have quali:l:ié'ations 

relating to their job? 

ii. To what extent can the employee takeDJ a deeision on 
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his job without his superior appro~al? 

iii. Are the employees clearly informed of their duties 

in wri tten? 

iv. To what extent Cci~) the superior officers assign 

tasks to their subordinates in these organisations? 

v. To what extent ~è:ùthe employees receive a~signments 

without adequate authority to execute them? 

vi. Is there any opportunity for employee to participate 

in decisions affecting his department? 

vii. To what extent are the individuals evenly distribute 

among the various functions represented in the 

firms? 

viii. J~fsc::n the members of staff of· the se organisations 
•• - ............ .,1 

ha:Ve a specific job schedule? 

ix. What is the average span of control in these orga­

nisations? 

x. To what extent is the authority given to employee 

equals his responsibilities. 

xio (\~; the employees have opportunity to use initiative 

on the job? 

xii •. To what extent,can being informed of duties1 ensure 

increase in the quantity and quality of output? 
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xiii. Can inadequae authori ty on responsibili ties 1-eaaf;::c 
lt...:~ 

to the displaying of an unusual appearance by 

the employee? 

xiv. To what extent do the job allowQ employee to 

interact with co-workers? 

xv. (~. the employees, feel happy wi th the supervision 

receiv~d on the job? 

xvi. To what extent will the employee perform better 

when working in group? 

xvii. All things considered, are the employees satis­

fied with their job?. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this chapter is to discuss organisa­

tional structure and empl oyee performance with reference 

to some literature. Organisational structure is defined. 

A brief overview of organisational design theories C[{:s 

given. This include.the classical theory and its oriticiems, 

the hwnan relations theory, the organisational decision 

making theory and the coht~ency theory. Exploration is 

made on what is centralisation and decentràlisation •. There 

advantages and disadvantages are also given. Insight is 

provided into the evolution of the organisational structure. 

Departmentation ia discussed~ The steps in the design of 

the organisational structure are highlighted. Empirical 

evidence on the flat and tall structures are presentedo 

Readers are shown .the practical reasons for delegation. 

Suggestions on what an ideal span of control should be are 

given. Size is defined, and how to avoid conflict in an 

organisation is identified. A conceptual framwork of the 

study is pre~ented. 

. . " - . . . .. .. . - . 

2.2 WHAT I.S ORGANISATIONAL STRUCTURE? 
. ' 

According to Brasa (1981) Organisation is a network 

of interrelated task positions which are assigned to 
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workers to perfèrm. It is formed whenever the pursui t.iiof 

an objective requires the realisation of a task that calls 

for the joint·efforts of two er more indivïduals 

( Hax and Magluf, 1984). Rice and Mitchell (1973) de­

fined structure as a set of elements and their interrela­

tions. Organisati0nal structure specifies relationships 

between individuals whioh affect the ways in which organis~ 

tional resolll'ees are allocated (Moch• 1976). Mintzberg 

(1979) held that the structure of·an organisation canbe 

defined simply as the sum total of the ways in whieh it 

divides its labour into distinct tasks and then aohieves 

coordination ameng them., Jackson and Margan (1978) even 

wt!Bt some steps further when they defined organisational 
u 

structure as the relatively enduring allocation of work 

l"Oles and administrative mechanisms that creates a pattern 

of interrelated work activities, and allows the organisa­

tion to conduct, coordinate, and control 1 ts work acti vi tie, 

Lutha.ns (1985) seems to agree with Jackson and Morgan 

(1978) since he also sees Organisation structure as being 

more than boxes on a chart. According to him, Organisation 

structure is a pattern of interactions and coordination 

that links the technology, tasks, and human components 

o:f the organisation to ensure that the organisation accom­

plishes its purpose. Koontz et al (1980) however, 

suggested that an organisation structure.should be designed 

to clarify the environment so that everyone knows who is 
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to do what and who is responsible for what results; to 

remove obstacles to performance caused by confusion and 

uncertainty of assignment; and to furnish a decision 

.making communications network reflecting and supporting 

enterprise objectives. 

An organisation structure is effective if it facili­

tates the contribution of individuals in the attainment 

of enterprise objectives, It is said to be efficient 

if it facilitates accomplishment of objectives by people 

with the minimum unsought consequences or costs (Koontz 

et al, 1980). According to Henri Fayol (1949) the more 

an organisation~structure reflecta"the tasks or activities 

necessary to attain goals and assista in the.ir co0rdina­

tion, and the more roles are designed to fit the capabili~ 

ties and motivations of people available to fill them, 

the more effective and efficient an organisation structure 

will be. 

2.3 A BRIEF OVERVIEW OF ORGANISATIONAL DESIGN THÉORIES 
. ' . . . 

Jnsight will be provided int0 the four important 

design theories namely: The claseical f~eory; The Hwaanc;) 

l> 
Cl é\ 

Relations Theory; The Organisational ~i~n Making Theory; 

and the Contingency Theory. 
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2.4 THE CLASSICAL THEORY 

The central idea of the clasaical theory is that, 

regardless of th~ nature of the organisation, t.here are 

certain universal principles that should be followed to 

obtain a successful performance (Hax and MaglU;f;, 1984). 

The most significantexponents ofthis theory are the 

Bureacratic Model of Weber, the Principles of management· 

and Fayol, and the Scientific Management School of Taylor. 

a. The Bureyratic,. -~edel of .Wfb~r, 
' . . : . ' . . 

Organisations that rely primarily on the formalisa­

tion of behaviour to achieve coordination are generally 

reffered to as bure'°racies (Mintzbergs 1979). The 

results of the etudy (Reimann, 1973) imply that bureacra­

tic structure may confora to the equifinality principle. 

It was Max Weber who presented what he thought was an 

ideal organisation structure called a bure(cracy. The 

main features of a bure~\racy, according to Weber,. are 

as follows: 

i •. !here are fixed and official jurièdictional areae 

which are generally ordered by rules. 

ii. An hierarchical arrangement of offices (jobs) that 

is where one level of jobs is subject to control by 

the next higher level. 

iii. Administration is based on written documents known 

as the files. 
·~ . 
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iv. Employment and promotion decisions based on merit 

and technical competeaoej· 

v. Division of labour practised along functionJspeciali­

ties. 

vi. Impersonal relationships. 

vii. The separation of officials from the ownership of 

the organisation. 

b. The Principles of Map.agement of Henri Fayol. 
·' '., .. 

Cole (1990) stated that Fayol listed the following 

fourteen so-called "principles of management" as precepts 

which he applied 

life. 

/2::::) most frequently during his working 

1. Division of work - Reduces the span of attention or 

effort for any one person or group. 

Develops practical and familiarity. 

2. Auth0rity ·- The right to give orders should not be 

considered without reference to responsi­

bility. 

3. Discipline: Outward marks of respect in accordance 

with formal or informal agreeménts between firm and its 

employees. 

4. Unity of Command - One man one superior 

5. Unity of Direction: One head and one plan for a group 

of activitiee w.lth the same objectiveo 
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6. sui'-bordinàtionof individual interest.sto the general 
"\) 

interest., The interest of one individual or one 

group should not prevail over the general good. This 

is s difficult area of management. 

7. Remuneration - Pay should be fair to both the employee 

and the firm. 

a. Centralisation - Is always present to a greater or 

lesser extent, depending on the size 

of company and quality of its managers. 

9. Scalqr Chain - The line of authority from top to 

bottom of the organisation. 

10. Order - A place for everything and everything in its 

place; tije right man in the right place. 

11. Equity - A combination of kindliness and justice 

towards employeeso 

12. Stability of tenure - Employees nedd to be given 

of personnel time to settle into their jobs, 

even though this may be a lenghty 

period in the case of managers. 

13, Initiative - Within the limita of authority and dis­

cipline, all levels of staff should be 

envouraged to show 1.ni tiati ve. 

14. Esprit de corps - Harmony is a great stmength to an 

organisation; team work should be 

encouraged. 
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c. The Principles of Scientific Management of Frederick 

Taylor 

The most widely known ideas of the scientific manage­

ment school of organisation design include the following 

{Hax and Majluf, 1984)0 

1. Develop a science for each elements of an individual's 

work. 

ii. Scientifically select, train, teach, and develop 

each worker. 

iii. Closely cooperate with the worker to insure that 

the work is performed in accordance with the 

scientific principles. 

iv. Assure an appropriate division of work and respon­

sibility between labour and management. 

. . . . 

2.5 CRITIC-ISMS OF CLASSICAL THEORY 

Despite various criticism of classicist principles, 

many managers still think that they constitute the funda­

mental foundations in which a sound organisational 

structure should be based. The most important critics 

of the classical theory are Karl Marx, Drucker (19$4), 

Merton {1957), Gouldner (1954) and Selznick (1953). 

"' Karl Marx believed that burea,pracies are used by the 

domina.nt capitalist class to oontrol the other, lower 
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social classes (Luthans, 1985). or Drucker (1954) pointed 

out the common misuses of rules that re~uire ~eports and 

procedures. He thus, suggested that every procedures. 

He thus, suggested that every procedural rule be put on 

trial for its life at least every five years. Merton 

(1957) identified one ma·ior behavioural consequence of 

burea,..bratic structuring as the distruption of overall 

goal attainment. He argues that the rules required !or 

the bure~~ratic organisation make people ignore the actual 

objectives that these rules are supposed to advance. This 

affects people's personalities to the point where the rules· 

_and discipline become ends in themselves. SelEnick (1953) 

finds that the units in a bure~cratic organisation tend to 

develop their own .goals which are not necessarily èoinci­

dents with the goals of the organisation. He was convinced 

that more enlightened organisational concepts, such as 

delegation of authority, must be incorporated into burea­

cratic structures in order for them to become workable, 

cooperative systems. Gouldner (1954) points to a perverse 

behaviour that induces conflict between chief and subor­

dinate. He identified three bure~iratic patterns: mock, 

representative, and punishment-centeDed. Evidence from 

his research indicated, that a punishment-centered burea~­

cracy creates the most tension and generates the most 

complaints about dysfunctions such as red tape and imper­

sonality. 
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Barnard (1938) described it as too descriptive and 

superfic~~l. He was especially dissatisfied with the 

classical bure~cratic view that authority should come 

from the top down. 

All the se 'cri tics contretdict the priori e:xpecta-

tion of ·. _ the classiccist universal principles 

which is linked with superior performance. However; 

Mansfield (1973) maintained that the conclusion of the 

Aston researcher.s (Pugh et al 1968) that bure~ratic 

type is no longer-useful is somewhat premature. 

2.6 THE HUNAN RELATIONS THEORY 

The hum.an relations school proposea that the perfor­

mance of an organisation depends exclusively on the 

human characteristics and behaviour in an organisational 

setting. The emphasis is on people as the most crucial 

factor in determining organisational effectiveness. 

Management can achieve high performance. When employees 

see their membership of a work group to be supportive. 

That is to say when they e:xp:erience a sense of personal 

worth and importance from belonging toit. Important 

subject in the Human Relations School are individual 

needs, motivation, perceptions, attitudes, values, 

leadership, informal group behaviour, communications 
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and so forth (Cole, 1990, Hax and Maij:luf, 1984; Likert, 

1961, 1967) Likert concludes from his·study that the 

maximum performance is attained by means of a partici­

pative structuree This idea is built into Likert's 

view of the ideal organisation structure. 

. . . 

2.7 THE ORGANISATIONAL DECISION-MAKING THEORY 

The organ.isational decision-making theory proposed 

that individual behaviour must be anal)lsed within the 

decision making framework provided by the organisation 

in the rational pursuit of its objectives. Under this 

perspective, the organisational structure is seen as a 

set of decision making units in a communication network, 

and the emphaais is on the actual decision ~aking process, 

the resolutions of conflict, the coordination among units, 

and the information flow (Simon, 1976; Marchand Simon, 

1958; Cyert and March, 1963). According to Cyert and 

March (1963) there are four basic principles of decision 

making which are; quasi resolution of conflict, uncertainty 

avoidance~ problemistic search and organisational learn­

ing. 

. . . 
2.8 THE CONTINGENCY THEORY 

This approach reacts against the extr~me positions 

of the earlier schools. The cont~ency approach does not 
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turn its face against earlier approaches, but adapta them 

as part of a 'mix' which could be applied to an organisa­

tion in a particular set of circumstances. That is to 

say, the best organisational design is contingent upon 

the environmental conditions that the organisation faces. 

Major contributions toward a contingency, or situational 

tàeory of organising have been made by the following 

researchers. 

a. Burns and Stalker 

Burns and Stalker (1961) investigated the. relation­

ship between management practices and characteristics of 

the external environment. They came up with the mecha­

nistic and organic forma of organisation. 

The mechanistic system is characterised by, among 

other things, specialised iifferentiation of tasks, by 

individuals viewing their tasks as being distinct from 

the whole-,. by. ~precisely defined rights and obligations, 

by a hierarchical structure, by vertical interactions 

between the superior and the subordinates, and by having 

instructions and decisions come from the superior. These 

correspond to the formal organisation of classical 

theory. 

The organic system, on the other hands is character­

ised by individual performance based on knowledge of the 
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task of the whole concern, continued redefinition of 

tasks, through interaction with others, and a great deal 

of lateral interaction and consultation. This f} roughly 

correspond to the informal-participative form of the 

human relations school (Gannon, 1977; Kontz et al, 1983; 

Hax and Majluf, 1984)0 

They conclude from this study, that the mechanistic 

structure seems to perform better under a relatively 

stable environment, while the organic structure appears 

to be superior in a turbulent dynamic one. 

b. Joan Woodward 

Joan Woodward (1965) tries to determine if some 

specific structural characteristics could be associated 

with superior performance. The study took place in 100 

British Manulacturing firms. She distinguishes three 

basic technologies: (i) Small-batch and unit production 

making such items as special purpose equipment or custom­

made products; (2) large-batch and mess production as, 

for example, in the manufacture of items produced in large 

quantities on the assembly line, and (3) process or 

continuous flow production, such as that found in chemical 

firms ~d oil refineries. 

Her conclusion is that some consistent structural 

pattern seems to emerge when firms of similar technology 
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are associated together. She discovered that the more 

successful firms in the large-batch and mass production 

category were organised in a manner similar to what 

Burns and Stalker described as mechanistic. 

On the other hand, the small-batch and unit produc­

tion firms as well as the process or continuous flow 

production firms were more effective with organic struc­

ture. That is to say, to be effective, organisation 

design is contigent on production technology. 

In the study by Perrow (1965), it was found that 

technology determined certain features of organisational 

structure. However, child and Mansfield (1972) concluded 

that technology was not strongly related to organisatinnal 

structure. According to Stanfield (1976) this confusion 

arises because students of complex organisations tend 

to generalise their findings to variables they have not 

measured and qre. not 

classifying variables. 

explicit about their methods of 

c. Lawrence and Lorsch 

The study by Lawrence and Lorsch (1967) gave another 

support to the contigency theory. The study focused on 

the relative stability of environments. Ten firms were 

Eelected from three industries (plastics• foods, and 
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containers) on the basis of differing rates of technologi­

cal change and impacts from different sectors of the en­

vironment. 

The internal environment of these organisations were 

analysed according to the discusions of differentiation 

(the difference in cognitive and emotional orientation 

among managers in different functional departments) and 

integration (the quality of the state of collaboration 

that e~ists among departments that are required to achieve 

wiity of effort by the demanda of the environment). 

They also examined how differences in external 

environments were related to differences in internal 

environments and how these, in turn, were related to the 

integrating mechanisms of the organisation. 

This study is one of the most important modern works 

in organisational design and pEovides the most widely 

accepted platform for the analysis of this problem. It 

shows that the performance of firm goes Up when the level 

of differentiation and integration are responsive to 

changes in the environment. 

Lawrence and Lorsch discovered that: 

1. If the environment is un.certain and heterogeneous, 

then the organisation should be relatively unstructured 

and have widely shared influence among the management 

staff. 
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2. If the environment is stable and heterogeneous, then 

a r~gid organisation structure is appropriate, 

3. If the external environment is very diverse and the 

internal environment is highly differentiated, then 

there must be very elaborate integrating mechanisms 

in the organisation structurea 

d. Pradip Khandwalla 
1 

Khandwalla (1971, 1973a, b, 1974) used a question­

naire to measure the contigency as well as structural 

characteristics of seventy-nine American manufacturing 

firms. He later repeated his study with 103 Canadian 

firms, with confirming results. 

~handwalla found support for the Lawrence and Lorsch 

relationship among uncertainty, differentiation, and 

integration, and like Woodward, he noted that the mea­

sures for the high performers fell hearer the means, 

showing less variance than those for the low performers. 

In his 1971 study, he found nota single significant 

correlation between any single.structural variable and 

performance. He discovered that success seemed to stem, 

not from the use of any single structural.device such as 

management by objectives; decentralisation etc or the 

cont±ngency factors such as using a par~icular technical 

system, operating in a certain environment or whatever 
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but from the combination of appropriate ones. 

. . . ... 

2.9 CENTRALIZATION AND DECENTRALIZATION 

Mintzberg (1979) refera to Centralisation as a 

situation when all the power for decision making rests 

at a single point in the organisation ultimately in the 

hands of a single individual. It is the rightest means 

of coordinating decision making in the organisation. 

A decentralised structure, on the other hand, refera 

to the extent that the power is disperesed among many 

indi viduals. According to Koontz et al ( 1980) to the 

extent that authority is not delegated it is centralised 

Child (1972) .found centralisati'{;)n o·:f decision making 

to be related negatively to structuring. 

Luthans (1985) identi.fied three basic ty~es of 

centralisation and decentralisation: 

The .~"fiYffb· type is geographic or territorial con­

centration (centralization) or dispersion (decentralisa­

tion) of operationa. In other words, the term centra­

lised can be used to refer to an organisation that has 

all its operations under one roof or in one geographic 

region. On the other àand, the dispersion of an orga­

nisation's operations throughout the country or the 

world is a .form of decentralization. 
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The second type is functional centralisation and 

decentralisation. A separate personnel department that 

performs personnel functions for the other departments 

is said to be centralised, However, if the various 

functional departments handle their own personnel func­

tions, then personnel is considered to èe decentralised. 

The third type is where the terms centralisation and 

decentralisation refer to the retention or delegation 

of decision-making prerogatives or commend. From an 

organisation theory and analysis standpoint, this third 

type i~ th~ moat ~~l®~ant use of the concepts of centrali­

sation and decentralisationo 

According to Luthans (1985) it is not possible to 

determine whether an organisation is centralised or dèce­

ntralised merely by looking at the organisation chart. 

The determining factor is how much of the decision making 

is retained at the top and how much is delegated to the 

lower levels. This amount of retention on delegation is 

not reflected on the organisation charto 

WHY CENTRALISE OR DECENTRALISE A STRUCTURE? 

The two reasons variously given in the literature 

for cèntralising structures include the lust for power and 

the need for coordination. 
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According to Mintzberg (1979) an organisation de­

centralise simply because all the decisions cannot be 

understood atone center, in one brain. Another related 

reason for decentralisation is that it allows the orga­

nisation to respond quickly to local conditions. And 

one last reason for decentralisation is that it is a 

stimulus for motivation. :.... 

. •l'i 
.> • .. • 

.. - - .. - . . . .. - .. - .. 

CHARACTERISTIES OF DECENTRALISED STRUCTURES 

Dµncan (197·9) stated the following as the character­

istics of decentralised structures. 

Strenghts 

1. Suited to fast change and dynamic growth. 

2. High product, project, or program.visibility and 

awareness, 

3. Fùll-time, objectice task orientation 

4. Task responsibility pinpointed and clearly communica­

ted to customers or clients. 

5. Multiple tasks processed in parallel, easy-to-cross 

:functional lines 9 
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WEAKNESSES 

l. Tendency for innovation and growth to be restricted 
1. 

to existing project or functional areaso 

2. Difficul ty in aà.locating pooland resourceso 

3. Difficulty in coordinating and integrating shared 

functions (for example, purchasing). 

4. Deterioration of in-depth competence and expertise 

- difficulty in attracting technical specialists. 

5. Possible internal task conflicts and jurisdictional 

and priority conflicts. 

6. Possible neglect of high level of coordinational 

integration required in effective organisation. 

ADVANTAGES OF DECENTRALISATION 

Cole (1990) identified the following as the advan­

tages of decentralisation. 

a. It prevents top management overload by freeing them 

from many operational decisions and enabling them 

to concentrate on their strategic responsibilities. 

b. It speeds up operational decisions by enabling line 

units to take local actions without reference back 

all the time. 
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c. It enables local management to be flexible in their 

approach to decisions in the light of local conditions; 

and thus be more adaptable in situations of rapid 

changeo 

d. It focuses attention on to important cost and profit­

centres within the total organisation, which sharpens 

management awareness of cost-effectiveness as welL1as 

revenue targets. 

e. It can contribute to staff motivation by enabling 

middle and· _junior management to get a taste of respon­

sibili ty, and by generally en~ouraging the use of 

initiative by all employees. 

f. Decentralisation contributes strongly to morale because 

employees work in an atmosphere of relative freedom 

from oppressive supervision and have a sense of indivi­

dual importance and personal responsibility which other 

types of arrangem~nts often deny them. (Worthy, 1950)~ 

Rage and Aiken (1967) have also found that participa­

tion in decision making is a better predictor of other 

structural properties than hieracrchy of authority. 

This participation has been defined by Connor (1992) 

as means by which an individual who is affected by 

decisions influences the making of those decisionso 
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DISADVANTAGES OF DECENTRALISATION 

The main disadvantages of decentralisation as 

stated by Cole (1990) include: 

ao It requires an adequate control and communication 

system if major errors of judgement are to be avoided 

on the part of operational management. 

b. It requires treater coordination by senior manage­

ment to ensure that individual units in the organisa­

tion are not working against the interests of the 

whole. 

c. It can lead to unconsistency of treatment of customers, 

clients or public, especially in service industries. 

d. It may encourage parochial attitudes in subsidiary 

units, who maJ be inclined to look more to their 

own needs than to those of colleagues in the organi­

sation. 

e. It does require a plentiful supply of capable and 

well motivated managers, able to respond to the 

increased responsibility which decentralisation 

brings abouto 
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2.10 EVOLUTION OF THE ORGANISATIONAL STRUCTURE 

The pioneer research in this area is due to Alfred 

D.Chandler, Jr., a professer of history, who published 

in 1962 his book strategy and structure. Chandler 

(1962) proposed a thesis that structure follows managerial 

strategy. He obtained data from four major companies to 

test this thesis. He observes that the change in 

structure has followed the strategic change. The firm's 

structure has to match the strategy chosen. He believes 

that the.implementation of a new strategy in the frame­

work of the old struc~ure produces increasing wiefficien­

cies and organisational tensions that eventually lead 

to the adoption of a new structure. Chandler concluded 

that decentralised structure was as a result of manage­

ment strategy. Each company eventually evolved int~ a 

decentralised structure, but for àifferent reasons. 

2.11 DEPARTMENTATION 

According to Koontz et al (1980) the word depart­

ment designates a distinct area, division, or branch of 

an enterprise over which a manager has authority for the 

performance of specified activities. Departmentation 

is concerned with horizontal organisation on any one 

level of the hierarchy, and it is closely related to the 

classical bureacratic principle of spe$ialisation 
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(Luthans 1985), There are several types of department­

ation: Time, Number, Function, Geographic, Product, 

Customers, Market, Process, and services were the 

recognised bases for departmentation. All these are 

refer to as single methods of structuring or depart­

mentation. In modern organisation, one fiinds the combi­

nation of two or more structure due to size and comple­

xity of the organisation. This mixed structure can 

come in the form of General Mixed Structure or Matrix 

Structure. General Mixed Structure combines any two or 

more of single structure while Matrix Structure is a 

f orm of .,gro_uping used by highly technical and di versi­

fi ed organisation., It is the combinat:î.on of product and 

functional grouping. 

There is no one best way of departmentizing applicable 

to all organisations and all situations. Managers must 

determine what is 'best' by the situation they face~ 

the jobs to be done and the way they should be done, 

the people involved and their personalities, the tech­

nology employed in the department, the users being 

served, and other internal and external environment 

factors in the situation (Koontz et al k980). 

CODESRIA
 - L

IB
RARY



- 36 -

2.12 $TEPS IN THE DESIGN OF THE ORGANISATIONAL STRUCTURE 

Hax and Ma:j:luf (1984) suggested some steps to be 

followed in the designing of the organisational struc~ 

ture. The first step is the definition of a basic 

organisational structure. A second step is the defini­

tion of a detailed organisational structure. The design 

of an organisational structure is completed with the 

specification of a balance between the organisational 

structure chosen and the managerial processes that go 

with it: planning, management control, communication 

and information, and evaluation and reward. 

2.13 FLAT VERSUS TALL STRUCTURES 

Worthy's study (1950) of Sears Roebuck and Company 

was one of the first extensive and a widely accepted 

empirimal study on the. effect of flat and tall organisa­

tion structure. Worthy maintained, that small organisa­

tions had better employee morale and productivity than 

large organisations. Internally motivated empl0yees 

reward themselves for successful performance (Moch, 1980). 

According to Worthy, the advantages of small organisations 

could be wicorporated into large organisations by using 

fewer level of administration: that is, a flat organisa­

tional structure with a wide span. of supervision rather 

than a tall or multilevel organisation with a very 
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narrow span of supervision. The bread, flat type of 

organisational structure,. according to Worthy, made i t 

possible to do a better job and allowed individuals to 

develop and grow in ways that were not possible under 

the traditional tall organisational structure. 

There has been empiri~al evidence that raises reas­

onable doubts about the validity of Worthy conclusions. 

Meltzer and Salter (1962) categorised their questionnaire 

respondents by size of company and by number of levels 

of administr.ation within the organisation. The result 

of this study contradicts the negative r:elationship found 

by Worthy between the number of organisational levels 

and productivity. Porter and Lawler §1964) also disco­

vered that a tall structure was better in producing 

sec~rity and satisfaction of social needs, while a flat 

structure was better for self actualisation. These two 

studies concluded that there is no simple relationship 

between structure and performance and that a flat orga­

nisation structure was not equivocally superior,. to a 

tall organisation structure. 

In the laboratory e~periment by Carzo,Jr. and 

Yanouzas (1969), it was found that it.all organisation 

structures were superior on two other measures of perfor­

mance: _profits and rate of return on revenues. Apparently, 

the greater number of levels in the tall structure pro.­

vided :for more frequent evaluation of decisions and better 
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performance on these two variableso 

According to Koontz et al (1980), it is difficult 

to generalise on wide or narrow spans of management 

since there are so many underlying variables to be 

considered. There are advantages to one and advantages 

to the other. Users must seek balance, or compromise, 

to obtain the.best total results in the light of the 

realities of a given situation. 

2.14 DELEGATION 

Delegation is the process by which an individual 

manager or superviser transfers part of his legitimate 

authority to a subordinate but without passing on the 

ul timate responsi bili ty which has been entrua.ted to 

him by his own superior (Cole, 1990). 

Cole (1990) stated the following practical reasons 

for delegation: 

a. Senior managers can be relieved of less important 

or less immediate résponsibilities in order to 

concentrate on more strategic duties. 

b. Delegation enables decisions to be taken nearer to 

the point of impact and without delays caused by 

reference upwards. 

c. Delegation gives managers the opportunity to exper­

i ence decision-making and to live wi th the _, -.. , 
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consequences of it. 

d. Delegation enables organisations to meet changing 

conditions more flexibly at the boundaries of 

their system. 

2.15 SPAN OF CONTROL 

Span of control refers to the number of employees 

reporting directly to one pers9n. According to Fayel 

(1949), Hamilton (1921)·and Urwick (1956), man's 

available energy knowledge, time and abilities are 

confined to narrow limits, he is unable to supervise 

the work of more than a few subordinates successfully. 

Various writers have attempted to define an ideal 

span of control on the basis of observation and 

authoritative judgement (Hamilton, 1921; Urwick, 1956) 

mathematical analysis of group relations (Graicunas, 

1947) and psychological limits of attention (Miller, 

1956). These writers suggested between three and 

eight subordinates as the ideal span at the executi ve 

level of an organisationo 

Among the cri tics of these writers are Simon, 

1957; and Suojanen, 1955 who argued that the span 

suggested was based on insufficient evidence. Worthy 

1950 also held that the suggested span was much too 
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narrow. He explained that such span of control will 

result in tall organisation structure with all its 

likely problems. Udell (1967) found considerable support 

for the hypothesis that certain underlying variables 

influence the span of control. 

The span of control or the number of employees 

reporting directly to one persan can vary considerably 

between one organisation or unit and another. The most 

significant factors that affect the span include: the 

policy of top management towards the relative shape of 

the organisation (flat or tall?), the degree of comple­

xity of the work, and the capabilities of the management 

concerned. Other factors relate to issues such as cost, 

hazard and geographical location (Cole, 1990). 

2.16 WHAT IS ORGANISATIONAL SIZE? 

Blau (1972) defined ,"size" as the s cope of an 

organisational and its responsibilities. Aldrich (1972) 

sees i t as the ,,· .. se ale of opera tions o Pondy ( 1969) even 

held that it is a factor of production. According to 

KIM - berly (1976) the neo-Weberian structuralists refer 

to size as a structural characteristics of an organisation. 

Mayer ( 1972) considered · sixe to be one of severa:J. .. __ _ 
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structural properties of an organisation. Hall (1972) 

seems to agree with this view. Pugh et al., (1963) 

believed that size is one of several dimensions of an 

organisation's context. In this view, size is one 

of a number of constraints which together determine 

the partic.ùlar structure of configuration an organisa­

tion is likely to exhibit. It has been found in another 

context that job characteristics are important links 

between organisation context and individual responses. 

(Brass(1981). It was the conclusion of Kimberly (1976) 

that size has generally been defined in terms too 

global to permit its relation to organisational structure 

to be understood adequately~ 

. . . . . . . . . . 

2.17 HOW TO AVOID CONFLICT IN AN ORGANISATION 

Lack of understanding of one assignments and those 

of the co-workers can lead to conflict in organisations. 

According to Koontz et al (1980) no matter how well 

conceived an organisation structure people must wider­

stand it to make it work. Understanding is aided 

materially by proper use of organisation charts, 

accurate job descriptions, the spelling out of authority 

and informational relationships, and the introduction 

of specific goals to breathe life into positions. 

Nicholson and Goh (1983) discovered that role ambiguity 

I. 
1 
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was related to structural variables regardless of work 

environment. Inadequate. ~eedback on performance consti~. 

tutes stress to employees, and rnay also lead to conflict 

in an organisation. Oyedeji (1990) has found that ernployees 

will work better when provided with feedback on their 

job. Performing to specification is possible when 

employee is provided with the training he or she needs to 

do his or her job well. (Oyedeji, 1990). 

2.18 THE CONCEPTUAL MODEL OF ORGANISATIONAL STRUCTURE 

AND EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE 

For the purpose of this study, a conceptual model of 

organisational structure and employee performance is presen­

ted in figure 2.1. 

Employee performance= f (Organisational Structure) 

See figure 2.1. 
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Organisational Structure Employee Performance 

HOD having relevant 

Qualification Quality of 

1 Formalisation 
1 

work 

-
1 Lack of Autonomy l Quality of output 

1 Delegation 
1 1 

Initiative 

Participation in ... ,, 
decisions 

Functional Specifici ty Work with the 

1 V~rtical Span 

1 

Group 

Happy with Super-

1 Span of Control 
1 

vision 

1 

Authority equals 

responsibili- Appearance 

·. ties 

FIGURE 2.1: The Conceptual Madel of Organisational 

Structure an~ Employee performance. 

.\ 

1 
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- . . - . 
CHAPTER THREE 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

In this chapter, instrument development is dis­

cussed. The_coding procedure is shown. A brief des­

cription of the rstatistical tools used for the_ 

analysis is. also includè.d. . Th~ chapter ends wi th a 

general list hypothesis to test. 

- ..... - .. ' . 

3.2 INSTRUMENT DEVELOPMENT 

The study made use of primary and secondary data. 

In the secondary data, information abo.ut tl;le companies 

were o~tained from their 1991 annual reports and 

accounts, which is the latest edition, and from other 

information booklets of the companies given to the 

researc~er. This information was presented in chapter 

one of the study. 

The primary data was collected with the use of 

questionnaires. The questionnaire was drawn by me with 

the help of my supervisoro The questionnaire has three 

parts. 

The first part consista of independent variables. 

Variables in this part include: Age, Sex, Marital 

Status, Present Position Title, Educational Qualifica­

tion, Years already spent in the company, and years 

spent on present jobo 
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In the second part, there are ~uestions on the 

dependent~variables. 1 have items en organisational 

structure. Organisational structure was measured by ten 

variables. 1 also have seven items on employee perfor­

mance·.- The measures were borrowed f rom Spencer and 

Steer~ (1981) study. Likert type stltements and measures 

were used to measure all these items, Statements are made 

in which the respondei.,t was either a3ked to Strongly agree, 

Agree, Undecided, Disagree or Strongly Disagree. 

The third part of the questionn lire consista of 

open ended questions. In this part, respondents were 

asked to list problems identified in the company and 

profer solutions to such problems. i. copy of the ques­

tionnaire is attached as Appendix 3. 

3. 3 CODING PRO.CEDURE 

a. All items in the dependant varial1les were measured 

using Likert type of scales. Thei coding was done as 

follows: 

Response Co :ie 

Strongly Agree 5 

Agree 4 

Undecided 3 

Disagree 2 

Strongly Disagree 1 
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b. Examples of the items used in part two of the 

questionnaire are: 

i. My superior often assigns some of his tasks tome. 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Unden.d:ded Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

iio 1 usually participate in decisions affecting my 

departmento 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

iii. 1 have opportunity to use my initiative on my job. 

Strnngly 

Agree 

Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

c. The response to items in the demographic section are 

coded for ease of data analysis. Items that are 

coded in this part include Marital Status of respon­

dents, Age, Educational Qualification, Years Spent 

on present job, Years spent in the company, Position 

title and sex. 
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. . . 

Marital Status 

RANGE CODE 

Single 1 

Married 2 

Di vorceyi1 3 

Age 

RANGE CODE 

Below 25yrs 1 

25-35yrs 2 

35-45yrs 3 

Above 45yrs 4 

. - ' ' . 

Educational Qualification 

RANGE 
•' 

CODE 

WASC/GCE/C&G and below 1 

HSC/OND/NCE 2 
,. 

HND/Degree/Professional 3 

... 

Years on Present Job 

RANGE CODE 

4 years and below 1 

5 - 9 years .2 

10 years and above 3 
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. . ~ . 

Years Spent in Company 

RANGE CODE 

4 years and below 1 

5 - 9 years 2 

10 years and above 3 

~ ~ - . 

Position Title and Sex 

. ... . . . 
.~·;;..!.·.~-~.~ RANGE CODE 

Female Manager FM 

Male Manager MM 

Female Supervisor FS 

Male Supervisor MS 

Female.Worker FW 

Male Worker MW 
! 

..... 

3.4 ANALYTICAL PROCEDURE 

After the datawb.'e collected, data analysis sheets 

were prepared. Therein all responses in the part one 

and two of the qùestio~aires w~re coded. The data ana:J,;1; 

lysis sheets are used to carry out various statistical 

findings. The data analysis sheets are attached as 

appe~dices 4 and 5. 

Five statistical tools Were used to analyse the data 

obtained. They include: 

CODESRIA
 - L

IB
RARY



G 

- 49 -

1. PHI COEFFICIENT 

This is used to measure the extent to which two 

variables are related. It is a pseudo correlation 

coefficient. It will be used to derive chi-square 

test. Given a 2 x 2 contigency tablet the formula 

is as follows: 

Item 1 

B A A+ B 

Item 2 C D C + D 

B + C A + D N 

.Phi Coefficient = .A\C - BD -------=----------
(A + B) (C+D) (B+C) (A+D) 

Source: Gupta,B~N. (1981) Statistics (Theory and Practicel• 

AGRA: Sahitiya Bhawan Publishing Company. p.9~3 • 

. . 
2. CHI-SQUARE 

This is used to test for the independence o.f 

one variable t.o another variable. The· formula is 

derived from phi coefficient as follows: 

x2 = N(Phi) 2 where 

. -~ .,.~ 
(.•, . ,:.· 

x2 · = Chi-Squ~re · 

N = Numbe~ of respondents 

Phi= Phi-Coefficient • 

,· ;- _. .. 

i. 

CODESRIA
 - L

IB
RARY



- 50 -

~ 

At 5 percent significance level, and (row~l) 

(Column-1) degree of freedom, the table value of 

chi-square distribution in a two-by-two contingency 

table is 30841. 

Source: Lucey,T.(1979) Quantitative Technique, 

London: DP Publications P.93. 

3. CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 

This is used to test for the strengroh of relation­

ship between two variables. The formulais: 

C. C. = X2 ----
x2 + N where 

c.c. = Cont:itgency Coefficient 

x2 
= Chi-sq~are value 

N = Number of respQndents 

Source: Spiegel M. (1961) Statistics .. New York: NcGraw­

Hill, P.204. 

4. Z-STATISTIC 

Differences Between Means (Large Samples) 

This is used to test for the difference between 

means ··of two vari.a.bles when "n" is larg~. "n" is 

assumed to be large when i t is·" greater than 30 i.e. 

n > 30. The formula f6r calculating "Z" is given as 

follows: 
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where X= :Mean 

S = Standard Deviation 

n = Number of respondents 

At 5 percent level of_significance, the value of 

Z-score is 1.96 using the normal area table. 

J.leject the nu+l hypoiï.ht;'sis if z<..;.1.96 or Z~l.96; 

accept the null hypothesis (or reserve judgement) if 

-1.96< z~ 1.96. 

SOURCE: Freund,J.E. and Williams,F.J. (1983) Modern 

Business Statistics~Englewood Cliffs N.J.: Prentice-Hall 

Inc. p.239. 

5. SIMPLE PERCENTAGE 

Items in the demographiç data sh~ll be_an~lysed 

us~ng.simple percentage re~ponses.Infor~ation obtained 

from the open ended questions shali also be analysed 

using simple percentage. 
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3.5 HYPOTHESES TO TEST 

1. "A,ge of employee" is independent of "All things 

èonsidered, 1 amsatisfied with my job 11 • 

2. There is no_relationship between "Educational 

Qualification" and "1 perform better when working 

in group". 

3. The relationship between "years_spent on present_job" 

and "recei ving assigmµents wi thout adequate authori ty 

to execute them" is not signif'icant. 

4. "Year(s) spent in the company" is independent of "1 

usually participate in decisions affecting my depart­

ment". 

5. There is no relationship between "Age of employee" 

and "My superior often assigns some of his tasks to 

me". 

6, "Educational Qualification"is independent of "the 

authority 1 have equals my responsibilities 11 o 

7. The relationship between "year(s) spent on present job" 

and "All in all, 1 am commited to my present job" is 

not signi:ficant. 

· 8. There is no relationship between·"length of' service in 

the· company" and "having opportunity to use initiative 

on the job..-: 
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9. The relationship between "Age of employee" and "My 

superior has to approve an.y decision 1 make" is not 

significant. 

10. "Year(s) spent in the company" is independent of 

i•appearance of employees" o 

11. There is no significant relationship between the 

mean of "l am always conscious of quality in my job" 

and "My head of department has qualification relating 

tp my job". 

12. The mean difference between "having opportunity to 

use initiative on the job" and "My superior has to 

approve any decision 1 make" is not significant. 

13. There is no significant relationship between the 

mean of "l put in more effort to increase quantity 

of output" and "beirig clearly informed of duties in 

wri tteny·. 

14. There is no significant difference between the mean 

of "job satisfaction of employees 11 and "My superior 

often assigns some of his tasks tome". 

15. The mean difference between "Appearance of employees 

and "receiving assignments without adequate authority 

to execute them" is not significant. 

16. There is no signifie.a.nt difference between the mean 

of. "per~or~iI?,g b,etter when working in group" and 

"participation in decisions affecting depart:qient". 
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17. The mean difference between "l put in more effort 

to increase quantity of output" and "l'Iy department 

is understaffed compared to other department" is 

not significant. 

18. There is no significant difference between the 

mean of "Every member of staff has a specific job 

sbhedule" and "feeling happy with the amount of 

supervision recei veJ on the job". 

19. There is no significant relationship between the 

mean of "there are more than five subordinates 

under one superior" and "the appearance of employees". 

20. The mean difference between'1·:«'.1.ha.Yj;ng opportuni ty 

to use initiative on the job" and "the authority 

1 have equals my responsibilities 11 is not significant. 

21. There is no significant differ.nnce between the mean 

of "Job satisfaction of employees" and "participation 

in à.ecisions affecting department". 

22. There is no significant differBnce between the mean 

of 11 1 am always conscious of quality in my job" 

and "All in all, 1 am commited to my present job". 

23. The mean difference between 11 1 put in more effort 

to increase quantity of output" and "my job allows 

me to interact wi th co-workers'' is not significant. 

24. There is no significant relationship between the 

mean of "All in all, 1 am commited to my present 
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job" and "being clearly informed of duties in written. 

25. The mean difference between "My superior has to 

approve any decision 1 make".and "feeling happy 

with the amount of supervision received on the· job" 

is not significant. 

26. There is no significant difference between the mean 

of 11 1·,.am always conscious of quali ty in my job" and 

11 having opportunity to use initiative on the job". 

27. The mean difference between" 1 feel happy with the 

amount of supervision 1 receive on my job" and "the 

authority 1 have equals my responsibilities" is not 

significant. 

28. There is no significant difference between the mean 

of "having opportunity to use initiative on the job" 

and "My superior often assigns some of his tasks 

on me". 

290 The mean difference between "My head of department .· 

has qualification relating to my job" and "l feel 

happy with the amount of supervision 1 receive on 

my job" is not significant. 

30. There is not significant relationship between the 

mean of 11 1 am always conscious of quality in my job" 

and "Every member of staff has a specific job sche-
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(QHAPTER FOUR 

~HE STUDY AND BINDINGS 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 

This çhapter presents tne information on the rnethod 

of administration of the instrument. ~he record of 

instrument administration is.shown in tabular forrn. 

Readers are shown the characteristics of sarnple. The 

analysis and calculation of chi-square test and z-test 

are shown. General findings on hypotheses tested are 

discussed. Findings on open ended questions are presented. 

4.~· METHOD OF ADMINISTRATION OF THE INSTRUMENT AT 
'.... . . ., 

SPINTEX MILLS (NIGERIA) LIMITED 

1 went wjj_th a letter from the head of department, to 

the above named company on 22nd December, 1992. 

1 asked for Mr'Fatayi Adelakun (the Assitant Manager, 

Group Public Relations). 1 informed him about the need to 

use their company as a case study if its structure satis­

fied my research need. He provided the needed information 

about the structure of their company. 1 inforrned him àhat 

1 have some questionnaires to distribute to the members of 

staff. He then took me to Chief Kolawole Ottun, the Group 

Pl;].blic Relations Manage~-r 
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1 briefed Chief Kolaw·ole Ottun about the purpose of 

the.research and he agreed to cooperate. He took a copy 

of the questionnaire, and asked Mr Adelekun to personally 

give all. staff a copy each. He filled his own copy a,4d 

handed it over tome. He later gave me a note to Mr 

Agbeseyi, the Personnel Manager at Ikorodu factory. Addi­

tional 10 filled questionnaires were given tome before 

leaving. 1 thereafter went to Ikorodu factory • 

.:,;:• 
At the Ikorodp,:i fac tory, 1 saw the Personnel Adminis-

trative Manager, Mr Agbeseyi. He equally agreed to assist. 

He instructed mne of fuis subordinatesMr Akin Aribilo~a, 

the Personnel officer to personally assist in the adminis­

trati~n. We went together to all the departments and sec­

tions to administer the questionnaires. As at 4.30p.m. 

34 respondents had already filled their questionnaires. 1 

promised to corne on the second day for the remaining copies. 

1 called on Mr Fatayi Adelakun again on 23rd December, 

1992. He handed over seven filleè.· \.questionnaires to me. 1 

later visited Mr Akin Aribilola at the factory. He equally 

gave me fifty-five completed questionnaires. 

1 was at the factory again on the 28th December, 1992 

.,.: bit · Ari bilola was not around. 1 was then asked to 

see Mr Samuel who gave me sè.ve.t.I completed questionnaires 

and six blank copies. He however, expressed his opinion 

that it may be unproductive coming back again because there 

was ao hope of collecting any more copies. 
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1. 

Be as i t may, 1 still called,\at the fac tory again on 

29th Deçember, 1992. 1 met Mr Akin Aribilola. There were 

no q~estionnaires to pickup. However, 1 obtained some 

additional useful information about the company from Mr 

Akin Aribfulola. 

In all, 150 questionnaires were administered. 120 

questionnaires were collected back, out of which 114 were 

filled and 6 unfilled. 30 questionaa.rres were not returned. 

The record of instrument administrat~on is shown in 

table 4.1. 
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TABLE 4.1 

RECORD OF INSTRUMENT ADMINISTRATION AT COMPANY A: SPINTER MILLS (NIGERIA) LTD. 
,. 

' 

Visiting Date Person Contacted Positidln Purpose of Contact ~uest Admin. 

' . - ... - -
22/12/92 Mr A_bdul-Fatai Assiï .Mana- l.To . r_e_quest for : , . 

. .. .. . 

~roup " 

Adelakun ger. information about .. 

:Public Re- the structure of 
lations their organisation. .. . . ~· 
Dept/~"- -~ .. 

2. :Presentation of 
-

introduction letter 

signed by_Dr J .o. 
-·· 

.. Oni 
. ' we both went 

to see the Group 

:Public Relations .. 

Manager. Chief Kola-

wole Ottun.. 
22/12/92 Chief l:olawole Group Pub- He went through the 

Ottun lie Relat1, .. : ,;: letter of introduc-
ions Janager tion and asked me to 

' 

No. rt ~ 

.C.olec-- .. age 
ted 
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0 
I..O 

Visiting Date 

22/12/92 

Person Cont­
~c.ië.4 

Mr .A.gbeseyi: -'. 

Fosition 

The :Per­

sonnel/ 

Admin. 

Manager. 

Purpose of Contact 

~rief him about the 

p~pos~ of the study .. 

1 did just thato He 

gave· b4s support &ll.A 
.,. 

instructed Mr:Adelakun 

to pe~senally assist 

in administering the 

questionn~ires in the 

head office. He filled 
... .. 

one copy and gave me a 

note to Mr Agbeseyi at 

their Ikorodu factor,. 

Tc deliver the letter 

!rom Chief Kolawole 

Ottun ani administer 

questisnnaireso He 

instructed Mr Akin 

Ad.min. 

20 

Number 

collec­
ted 

11 

Fercen­

tage 
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Visiting Dati Jlerson Contaetec :Position 

·- • .- •• • • ·'" • • - • - ; ~ - •#" ·-· - • • • - ~ • 

- ... 

' -· 
23/12/92 Mr '~atai .!iela- .A.asist: 

·-
kun;- - Manager 

' -· 
\..0 2,/12/92 Mr J.,kin Aribi- !erscnnel 
1. 

lola Offieer 
- - •. 

28/12/92 Mr Akin Aribi- Fersonnel 
- ;. 

lola Offieer 

~urpose o! Contact 

.··:· - .,· ... - .. 

Aribilol.a to person­

ally administer the 

ques~ionnaire~ for 
; 

èffectiv~ resppnse. 
.. . . 

To.eolleet questio-... 
~aire~ 

.. 

To colleet questio-

nnaires -

' 

l.To eolleet ques-

tionnaires. l. learnt 

he was not aroun.4 

l was_askel to see 

Mr Samuel a person-
' 

nel assistant. 
-

2. 1'1ank copies 

re ,-;l;,~:e4~ t· ~-

Quest 

Admin. 

l~G 

-

-

Number !ercen-
eollee­
ted 

7 

55 

7 

6 

age 

22.7 
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.Visiting Date !erson Contacted !osition !urpose o:f Contact Quest J'umb·er !ereen:tac 
Adain.· collee-

.. ted-• 
- ·- ... ··----. .. -· ..: ";"- - -· ·- ··-

. . 
-

21/12/,2 Mr .lkin Aribilola !ersç,nnel 1. fe _r_equest for 
-· -

et,fioer the eompany's or-.. 

g~isational chart 

anci staf~ st,encltt: 
-2: !p oolleet mere 

' - ··- ... -·- .... . .,- ~ - - .- --
questionnaires. - - -

. --.. -·--•;•,- :· .·- . . . .. - . - .. , . ~- - '. - :. ' . . . -

150 120 80.0 
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4.3 ME~HOD OF ADMINISTRATION OF THE INSTRUMENT AT 
...... - ... 

ICON LIMIT%D (MERCHANT BANKERS) 

A letter signed by Dr. JlO~ONI was presented to Mrs 

Lamide Asekun (Manager, Human Resources) on 22nd December 

1992. This.was done after 1 had obtained relevant infor­

mation about the structure of the company from Mrs G.I. 

Egieya and found that the o·tganisation satisfied my re­

search need. 

Mrs Lamide Asekun (Manager, Human Resources) read 

through the letter of introduction and a copy of the ques­

tionnaire. Having certified that there was nothing confi­

dential requested for, she agre~ that 1 should be allowed 

to administer the que~rtionnaire to their staff. She re­

quested Mrs Egieya to help get funvolved. personally in the 

administration. Mrs Egieya pro~ised to do that. 

Mrs Egieya asked for the number of questionnaire l 

have to distribute. l informed her it was 150 copies. She 

took them from me and started administer~ng them in my 

present. 1 was able to collect five filled copies before 

leaving their office. 1 was asked to ·.corne back the follo­

wing day. 

1 was at the company again on 23rd December, 1992. 

After the necesS'ary formalities at the reception, 1 went 

in tb.~ see Mrs Egieya. She gave me fourty-seven question­

: naires already collected before my arrival. 
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1 went back to the organisation on 28th December, 1992 

1 was able to collect thirty nine filled questionnaires 

trom. Mrs Egieya. She also handed over twenty-six complet~d 

questionnaires tome on 29th December 1992. 1 was at 

the bank again on 30th December 1992. Mrs E~ieya ga~e 

me four filled questionnaires and pointed out that no 

hope of collecting any more copies. She also gave me two 

c<01pies o:e the company' s 1991 Annual report and accounts. 

In all, 150 questionnaire,s were administered. 121 

filled questionnaireswere collected back. 29 questionnaires 

were not returned. 

The record of administration is shown in table 4.2 
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TABLE 4.2 

XECOlm OF IJTSTRUMENT ADMINfSTRATIOI·Af COMl'ABY ~: ICON LIMI!ED 'MElt0lli}1T ~ANKE!.S) . 

Visiting lerson Contacted losit1on. 

22/12/92 Mrs G.I.Egieya 

Asekun 

.. 
'-"· ... --

IEi!J' (Opera­

tloi,s) 

Ma.t1ct 5~ 
(\+u M 'llY'\ 

P...12 ~ OLU' œs) 

. ·:purpese of Con·tact Quest. liwnber Percentage 
..... , ......... ,.a·,.,.,._. ., ... _ J,.d.m.in •... ··-~:!le.C.~,- --;·-·.- ........ ·.·, 

-1:. :œé. request iÎor 

~911~ in,ferma_tiQ:b. 

abeut the s_truct­

ure of their erga­

nisation. 
·-

2. !o infora her that 

1 wo_uld like to use 

their .. orgatiisa:~ion. 

as a case stud~: Mrs 

Egie7a was onee a 

eelleagù.~. She too~ 

me to; l'ire. La11i•e , 

AsekUIL~ Manager{Human 
r· 

ltesources) 

fo fermeriy •resent 

the letter of intro-
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1. 

\.0 
\.0 

Visitinc ~erson Contacted ~osition ~urpose of Contact 
~ctte. 

IIM&g~ît'~-

l 
Kanacer. 

Manacer. 

i-_ 

duetion (rom the __ un1-

v~rsit7. ana a cepJ ot 
-

41.uestiennair_e_ .so -ais ._,,~ 

to get hef &Jproyalo 
... -· ·• ., 

Bhe __ reQ:uestt:!i Mrs 

Egieya te hel:, ge:t 

involved. 1e_rsenall7 in 

the aàlliidstration. 
·.; \· 

Mrs Egie7a promised 
~ 

te d.o tha1~ 

!e eellect questioa­

aaire 

fe oollect Question­

na.ire 

fo eollect question­

naire 

ijuesto Jlum:ber :Percentace 
Aillin. colleet~; 

tèi. 

l.56 5 ,., 

47 

26~0 

26 11., 
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\..0 

1: 

Visiting 

. · .- - ,,. -~- - . . . ... ,..-

,0/12/92 

Jtersen Co:ntaetecl Pesition 

.-- .:-· .,. -~- -·· . . •' ,,· .- .- .• - ... ,,· .:· .- .-· _.- . ·' .- .· -· . . -,: .. 

' . . _.. ,; - '": . . .. --~-. ~ 

lire I.I.Egieya 
•· •· - --~ a,.;o 

·Manager"; 

--~ .. ":-_, 

-~- ~---. .--.. 
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4.4 CRlliCIDISIICS 01 SAMPLE 

·A total.of. 500 Q.Uestioanaires were adainisterei. 

150 coJies each to •o•Ja&J .t. and. Oaapany :!. I• 

ceapu7 · A., 114 eepiea were ce11Jleie.d ar.ul i'etunu,1, 

1, awe •anacere re,reaentins 11.4 percent. The 

supervisors are 41. This represents 35.97 percent. 

The rest are workers representing 52.63 percent. 

However, in company !, 121 questionnaires were coa­

pletei and returned. 28 are managers representing 

23.14 percent. 76 supervisera responded represent­

ing 62.81 percent. Only 17 workers responded in 

company :m. This r~preseJ:1.ts 14.05 per .cent •. The 

iJjplication of this di.stribut:j.on .is that workers had 

the highest response rate li!..n compa.AY A while the 

supervisors responded most in company :!o The distri­

bution is shown in table 4.;. 

TABLE 4.2..:.. 

DISTltI:!UTIOl OF RESPONDENTS :!Y F ">SITION TITLE 

COMPANY A COMPANY :! TOTAL 
li'J ·equency :Percent.age Fre. :Per: , ]'req 

cen-
!.espon- tage 
dents 

Managers_ 13 11:4 28 23.14 41 

Supervisors 41 35.97 76 62.81 '117 

Junior I 

Workers 60 52.63 17 14.05 77 

Total 114 100 121 100 235 
---

:PER-

CEN-
TAGE 

17045 

49.79 

32.76 

100 
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TilLE 4.4 

DISTRI1'UTION 1'Y MAR!TAL STATUS 

COMPANY A _·. _..,_"': CôMPP\N'f 

CODE FREQUENOY PERCENTAGE FREQUENCY 

Single l 41 35.96 51 

Married 2 68 59.65 Ge 

Divorced ' 1 0. ee 1 

Ho Answer 4 3.51 l 

Total 114 .100 121 

B 

:PERCEB~ 

42.15 

J6;19 

o:e, 
o.e, 

100 

Table 4.4 shows the distribution by marital 

statue. In company A, the respondents ~ho are single 

are 41 in number.· This figure represents 35.96 per 

cent. The employees wh0 are married are 6e ~n n~~~~ 

or 59.65 percent~ One of the respondents is divorced 

representing 0,88 percent. Four of the employees 

did not provide information as regards their marital 

statua. 

ln company ~. 51 respondents are single repre­

senting 42.15 percent, !l?he responde:nts Who are 

married are 68 in number. This represents 56.1.9 per 

cent. One of ·the respondents in Company 1' is also 

a divorcee representing Oo83 percent. Only one of 

the respondents in company :B failed to provide infor­

mation as regards hie marital statue~ 
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This distribution shows that the highest number 

of respondents in both companies are married. 

RANGE 

TABLE 4.5 
DISTRIIUTION !Y AGE 

.. ·- - 00:MPANY A ~ - ,,., .. 

{{., :(lODE !REQ. :PEllCENT. 

:8elow 2_5.yrs 1 15 1:s.16 .. 

25-35 yr.s 2 62 54~58 

36-45 y~s ____ 3 28 24.56 

45 c1:Abc,ve 4 8 7.02 

No Answer 1 0.88 
·---. 

Total 114 100 

. .. .. -~ COMPANY "R 

FREQ. PERCENTAGE 

8 6.61 

158 12.1, 

16 13.22 

6 4.96 

' 2.4e 

121 100 

Table 4.5 shows the d~stribution of respondents 

by age... _As shown in the table, the respondents 

whose agE, f~ll between .25-35 yearsresponde.d most ... 

in both companies. These represent 54.38 percent 

in Company A and 72.75 percent in Company!. Tllis 

range is ooded 2. This was followed by the employees 

within the age bracket 36 - 45 yeare with 24.56 per 
-

cent in Company A and 13.~2 percent in Company!. 

Employees whose ~ge fall below 25 years totalled 

15 o~ 13.16 per _Qent in Qompany _A and 6 or 6.161 
., 

percent in Company!. The number of respondents 
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whose age are 45 and above is 8 or 7.02 percent 

in company A and 6 or 4.96 percent in Company ~o 

The number of those who did not provide information 

about their age is 1 or 0.88 percent in compa.ny 

Â• The distribution shows that there are more 

employees between the ages of 25-35 years in both 

c0mpanies. 

TABLE 4.~ 
DISTRIBUTION BY YEARS ON PRESENT JOB 

1 

- l ·-.-~~ .. • 
•. ~:!:.: COMPANY A COMPANY 

'; 
B 

RANGE CODE :PREQUENCY PEROEN. FREQUEN. PERCEN-
TAGE CY TAGE 

:Below 
.. 

5 yea:t'~ 1 63 55~'26 83 66.60 

5-:-9 yrrg3 .. 2 32 2e~o7 17 14.05 
10 &Above 3 13 11041 16 1;.22 

No _Answer 6 5.26 5 4.1, 
Total 114 ~t:100 121 100 

In table 4.6, we have the distribution of 

respondents by years already spent on presebt jobo 

Respondents who have spent below 5 years constitute 

the highest in both companies. In Company A, we have 

63 or 55.26 percent while there· were e3 respondents 

representing 68.60 percent in Company~. This cate­

gory is coded l. 32 respondents in Company A have 
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spent between 5-9 years on their present job, while 

we have 17 respondents in the same category in company 

J. Respondebts who have spent 10 years aild above on 

their present job are 13 or 11.41 percent in company 

A and 16 or 13.22 percent in Company lo The res­

pondents who did not provide any information as re­

gards the number. of years already spent on their 

present job are 6 and 5 for Comlny A and C0mpany J 

respectively. This distribution shows that majority 

of the employees have spent between (1-4) years on 

their present job in both ·oompanies. 

TA1ŒE 4.7 

DISTRIJUTIOH JY YEARS.IN COMPANY 

COMPANY A COM!ANY :8 

RANGE CODE FREQ. :PEllCEN. JltEQUENOY 

TAGE 

Jelow 5yrs 1 57 50.00 73 

5-9 years 2 34 29.82 28 

10 & Above ' lÏ·· 15.79 15 

No Answer 5 4.39 5 

Total 114 100 121 

:PERODTAIE 

60053 

23.14 

12.40 

4.1; 

100 

From table 4.7, one can observe the patte~ns of 

distribution by years already spent in the company, 

by the respondentso In Company A, 50 percent of the 
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re~pondcimts _}_lave spent. below 5 years in the company. 

The percentage_ of the respondents who have spent bèlow 

5 years ~n Com~any ~ is_60.33~ There are 34 respondents 

representing 29082 per. cent-iiwho have spent between 

( 5-9) years in Company A·; whereas 28 reep·ondents or 

23.14 percent have spent the same period in company ~o 

18 respondente in Company A and 15_in Company B have 

spent 10 years and above in their company. These ref~e­

sent 15.79 percent and 12.40 pe~ cent respectively. 
,.! . 

. ,U .. 
5 respondebts each in Company A_and Company B d:i.d not 

prov!de ~swer as regards the number of years spent in 
.": -· .· : ~-

the company. 

This distribution shows that majority of the 

respondents in both companies have spent below five 

years in the companies~ C~:~~~ ':..·:~~-; {,'~-~~>~:,:. C _:-:, (:.._"-.·~ ( ~::-:-:::-;·:-_-:; 

TA:BLE 4.8 

COMPANY A COMJtANY ~ 
... 

·.i~ .. "*:. OàDJt .. .F.REQ • ., .. PERCER •........ .FREQUENOY :PERCEN-0 - R ]R• 0 ·.•· ~-;,M:._f·~ 
' . 

.. TAGE TAGE 
,, 

WASQ/GCE and 

below 1 52 45.62 12 9.92 

H.SC/QIP)/NOE 
. - 2 27 23.Ge 19 15.70 

HN1>/Degree/. ,.: ': 

:Prof. ; 26 22.61 85 70025 - ~,...,-- ........ ~ ....._ ... _ 

No .. Answer 9 1.a9 5 4.13 

Total 114 100 121 100 

. 
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T.able 408 show~ the respondents dist~ibution by 

educational quali_fica1;ion. · The respondents who possess 

WASC/GCE o~ equivalent and below are 52 representing 

45.6~ percent i~ Company A and 12 representing 9.92 

pe~ qent ~n Company B~ Th~re are 27 respondents who 

either has H.s.ç •• _O.N.D. or N.C.E. Cer:tificate in 

Company A representing 23068 respon~e rate while 19 

re~poncien.ts,·;,representing 15. 70 per cent fall wi thin 

this category in Comp~y B. Those whq possess HNDt 

Uni yersi ty _Degree, and __ Professional Qualification are 

26 consti tuting 22.81 p~r cent in C_omp·any A and 85 

representing 70.25 percent in Company B. 9 respon­

~ents however did not indicate thèir educational 

qualification in Company A representing 7.89_per cent 

whereas 5 respondents representing 4.13 percent in 

Company_H also did not provide this information. 

It is clear from this distripution that majority 

of th_e _respondebts in Company A have WASC, GCE and b'~1ow 
··' 

wherea~ a higher number of respondehts in Company B 

have acquired HND, University Degree or Professional 

Certifièate. 
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4.5 TEST OF HYPOTHESES AND DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS. 
. . . . . . . . 

a) THE ANALYSIS AND CALCULATION OF CHI-SQUARE. 
f il 

Hypotheses llUlJlber 1 to 10 are tested with the use 

of Chi-square. The_contingency tabl~ used was derived 

from th:e élat~-anal~sis sheet. The following is an 

example of how the hypotheses are tested using Chi­

square. 

cALcuLATroN AN:o AfiliLisùi ·oi ·:êHi · AND x 

HYPOTHESIS: Ho 

"Age of Employee" is independ1mt of 11All things 

considered, l ·,am satisfied wi th my job". 

Age of Employee 

(Ind.Var.02) 

High 

(3,4) 
Law 

( 1,2). 

f!lio:.ta.1 

Low 

(1,2, 3) 

7 

36 

43 

Phi Co-efficient= AC - BD 

High 

l4,5/ 

31 

40 

71 

/(B+A) (C+D_) (B+C) (A+D) 

A = 31· :B = 7 è = 36 D = 40 

Total 

36 

76 

114 
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Phi Coefficient = (31)(36) - (7)(4~) 

I c1+31> (36+4o> c1+36) (31+4o'>. 

= 1116 - 280 = ~8~36~.~~ 

{(38)(76)(43)(71) 2969.35 

Phi = 0.28 

x2 = N(Phi) 2 = 114(0.28) 2 = 8.94 

-· ..... -· .. ····· ·-··- ........................ ·- ... - ..... - -

Condition for the Acceptance or Rejection of Hypothesis. 
1 ' • 

If calculated x2 is greater than. the table value, . 

we reject Ho. af = (r~l)(C-1) = (2-1)(2-1) = l 

At 5~ level of significance and l degree of 

freedom (df). The tabulated value is 3.8410 

DECISION 

Calculated value (8.94) is g~eater than table 

value (3.841), hence, we reject Ho. 

The strenght of the relationship can be shown 

using coefficient of cont:ilgency (CC). 

c.c: fx;:N - -7::::+114 = 0,27 
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b. THE ANALYSIS AND CACULATION OF Z-TEST 

Hypothesis number 11 to 30 are tested with z­

test for the difference in mean. The procedttce for 

the analysis and calculation of z-test is as follows: 

1. HYPOTHESIS: Ho 

There is no significant relationship between the 

mean of "l am always conscious of quality in my job" 

and" My head of department has qualification relating 

to my job". 

x1 (Var • ~, . 3 ) 

Quality Consciousness 

-
X 4.19 

S.d 0.82 

n 113 

TEST STSTISTIC FOR LARGE SAMPLES 

Z = x1 - X2 

+ s2 _g_ 

X2 (Var.l) 

HOD having relavant 

qualification 

3o67 

1.10 

113 

z = 4.19 - 3.67 
· · · · - ·2 · · · · · .. ·2 · 

( o. 82) ::f-:(1.10) 

= 0.52 = 4.03 

0.129 

113 113 
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Sampling Distributio~ 

The normal p~obability dis~ribution is chosen 

because with n 30, the sampling distribution of means 
....... 

may be considered as approaching the form of normal 

curie. Henoe, the Z-statistic for two independent 

samples is appropriate. 

At 5~ level of significan.ce, the z-value is 1.96. 

DECISION. 

Since z-calculated (4.03) is greater tham the 

table value (1.96),~ we reject H90 This means that 

HOD having relevant qualification can influence­

employee to be quality conscious. 

TABLE 4.9 
SUMMARY OF HYPOTHES:ES TESTED USING CHI-SQUARE FOR 

1 

CoJ.i:eAii .. i -(i:ioY·-
.. --

HYPOTHESES TESTED tfalcul Tabula n L.S. 
à.ted.x'" ted)e" .. - .. ·' . -

1. "Age of employee" is 

:i.ndep emq. en t of 11All 
;• 

things considerèd, l 

am satisfied with my 

. b" JO. • e.94 3.841 114 5 
-

Phi 

0.28 

c.c 

l 

' 

U27 
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HYPOTHESIS TESTED Calcula 
ted 

... , ·-- .. 

2. There is no re-

lat~onship bet- ,. 
~duc;q~J. i 11J..f;d-n" 
ween/\"l perform 

x2 

better when 

working .in :.:;·""·,;,. . .:.. . .,_, ,,-:: · 
groups11 o 

3. The relation­

ship between If 

years spent 

on pres~nt job" 

and "recei:y".ing 

assignments 

without adequa~E 

authority to exe­

cute them",.is 

loOO 

Tabula 
ted 

x2 

3.841 

t·,, 

not significanto ;.e; ;.641 

4. "Year(s) spent 

in the company" 

is independent 

of "l usually 

participat~ in 

decisions aff­

ecting my de­

partment. 
.. 

;.841 

n L.S. Phi c.c. 

100 N.S -0.10 0.10 

106 N.S. 0.19 0.1! 

104 N.S 0.035 o.o: 
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1 

HYPOTHESES TESTED Calcula Tabula 
ted ted 

x2 x2 n L •. s. Phi c.c. ·- . 
.. . 

1· 5. There is no 1 

•? • 

. relationship 

betweem IIAge 

of .employee" 
. 

and "My su-
" --

perior often· 
... 

assigna some 

of his tasks 
... .. . .. . .. . .. 

to me"~ 00005 3.841 10~) N.S 0.007 0.007 . 
,, 

6~ "Educational 
·•'1 

Q~alifi,cation" 
.. 

is independent 
. -· 

of "the aµtho-

ri:ty 1 have / 

equals my res- - .. ,.., 

ponsibili ties" •. 0.65 3.841 102 N.S 0~08 o.os 
·- ... 

7. The relation-
·b«we.e.n 

shipt year(s) 

spent on pre-

·sent job." and 

"All in à11, 

l am commited 

to my present 

job" ;Ï.B not Sij >-
. -·· 

nifieanto 0.81 3.841 104 B.S 0.088 0.088 
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HYPOTHESIS TESTED Calcula Tabula-
ted ted 

x2 :z:2 n L.S. Phi c.c. 
8 •. There is no 

relationship 

1>etw.€!en 11 .l:ength 

of service in 

the company" 
'" 

and . 11 having 

opportunity to 

use initiative 
.. 

on the job". 0.48 3.841 108 N.S 0.067 01;1,067 

9. The relation-

ship between 
.. 

"Age of emplo-

yee" and "My 
-

superior has 

to approve any 

detision 1 make" 

is not signifi-
... 

cant. 00082 3.841 113 N.S 0.027 0.027 
. .. .. 

10. 11Year(·s) spent 

in the company 

is independent 
.. ,. 

of appearance 
··-· 

of employees" 0.0379 3.841 105 N.S 0.019 0.019 
·-
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KEY: 

x2 = Chi-Square 

n = Number of respondents 

L.S. = Level of Significance 

Phi= Phi-Coeffiçient 

c.c. = Contingency Coefficient 

N.S. = Not significant 

S. = Significant 

COY A= COMPANY Ao 
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TABLE 4.-10 · 
.. . ;· . . . . . . 

_StOOÏARY ·oF IÏYPôTHESiS .TESTEri·-üsiièf'"CHf.-sgUui ·"jôJi''."t5oi"·~·:·· "(l:.:i~)" -

HYPOTHESES TESTED 

1. "Age of employee" is independent 

of All things consi~ered, 11:'am 

satisfied with my job. 11 

2. There i.S. no rel,ationship between 

"Edia,sational Qualification" and 
-r:.:· 

"l per~orm better when working 

in group" 
,. --

3. The relationship between "year(s) 
. . . f. -· -~ . . ... 

spen.t on present job" and-"recë1: 
.. 

ving assignment~,without adequate 
,, ... -=·~ .. . , t -- . ~-

au ~ho ri ty to execute them" is not 

signifi cant. 

4. Year(s) spent in the company" is 

independent of 11 1 usually parti~ 

cipate in decisions affecting my 

department. 

CAL .• 
x2 

0~54 

.. 

1~63 

0.075 

0.0065 

TAB. 
.y? 

3.841 

3.841 

3.841 

3.841 

n 

117 

113 

113 

116 

L.S PHI c.o. 

N.S -i.068 0~068 

• 

B.S 0.12 0.12 

N.S. 0.0257 0~0251 

N.S. -0.0075 0 .• 007~ 
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HYPOTHESES TESTD 

5. There is no relationship bet~ 

ween "Age of employee" and 

"My ~Ûperior often assigne 

some of his tasks tome. 

6 ~ . *'Èducational Qualification" is 
1· 

independent of 
1
the authority 

1 have equals my reeponsib~­

lities~ 

7. The relationship petween 

"year(s) spent onpresent job" 

ând "Ali in all, 1~ commited 

~o ·œy~ pres·ent 'job• is net sig~ 

nifi-oant: 

8~ ~here .. is no relationship 

between ~length·of service 

in th_e·_ côm~anr" and .. h_aving 

opport~ity te-use initiative 

on the ·job". 

- 84 -

CAL. 

x2 

O. l!,2 

0.026 

0~005 

O.OS5 

TAB. 
2 X 

3.841 

3.841 

3.841 

'3.841 

' 
n L.S. PHI c.c. 

118 0.032 

115 N.S ·0.015 0.015 

115 H.S 

116 N.S. 0.027 0~02.7 
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::. , ... ' . .. 

HYPOTE:ESES TJSTED 

·. 

9. The rela~:i.onsh-tp betwèen. "_Age 
.. :.• .. 

-of employee_" and. "My superio~ 
.. - - de.ühJl has.to approve .. any 1 

·; 

make .. is not significant~. : 

. 

10~ "Year(s)" spent in the company'! 

is independent 
Il -of appearance 

of employee" •. 
.. 

DY: 

x2 = Chi-square 

n = Number of re~pondents 

L.S ="'Level of significanee 

Phi= Phi-coefficient 

N.S.= Hot significant 

s·= Significant 

COY B···= Company 13~ 

: : .,, 
.. 

CAL TAB. n ·L.S. PHI c.c. 
.. 

x2 x2 

... .. ·>, 

1:39 
.. 

3~841 115 N.S -0:11 0~012 

0.34 3.841 l©ë. N.S -0.056 0.056 
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GENERAL FINDINGS OF CHI SQUARE AND ITS IMPLICATIONS FOR 4.6 
THE MANAGEMENT OF COMPANY A AND COMPANY B 

1. RESEARCH FINDING ON HYPOTHESIS 1: "Age of employee" 

is independent of "All things considered 1 am satisfied 

with my job". The calculated score is s.9; for Coy A. 

This is greater than table value (3.841). Hence, we 

reject the hypothesis. Company B's calculated value 

is 0.54 and less than table value. Henceiwe do not 

reject the hypothesis. The implication of the iindin~ 

is that for Company A, "age of employee" is one of the 

determinant of employee level of job satisfaction, while 

for company B, . age of employee is not a d~terminant of 

employee level of job satisfaction. The difference 

in decision cauld be because of Company A's structure 

which is flat while Company Bts structure is tall. 

2. RESEARCH FINDING ON HYPOTHESIS 2: There is no relation­

ship between "Edu,cational Qualification" and "l perform 

better when working in group". T~e calculated x2 scores 

are 1.00 for company A, and 1.63 for company B. These 

are less than table value (3.841). Hence, the hypothesis 

is not rejected for both companies. This implies that 

employee levels of education attqtnment is nota deter­

minant of whether employee will perform better wh~.n 

working in group or not. An indication is that structure 

of the company is silent over the variables manipulated. 
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3. RESEARCH FINDING ON HYPOTHESIS 3: The relationship 

between "years spent on present job" and receiving 

assignrnents without adequate authority to execute them" 

is not significant. The caluclated score for company 

Ais 3.83 and B's calculated score is 0.075. These 

are less than table value (3.841). Hence, the hypothe­

sis is not rejected for bath companies. Tpits implies 

that the nùrnber of years spent on the present job does 

not guarantee employee having assignments with adequate 

authority to execute them. Structure rnay be said not\ 

to play any role in this regard as decision rule are 

the sarile. 

4. RESEARCH FINDING ON HYPOTHESIS 4: "Years spent in the 

cornpany is independent of "l usually participate in 

decisions affecting my departrnent". The calculated 

x2 score for company A and Goy B are 0.13 and 0.0065 

respectively. Both scores are less than table:value 

which is 3.841, hence the hypothesis is not rejected 

for both companies. The implication is that length 

of service in the companies does not guarantee employées 
·, 

participation in decisions affecting their department. 

This shows that structure of the companies is silent 

over the variable rnanipulated. 

5. RESEAROH FINDING ON HYPO~mESIS 5: There is nm ~relation­

slff:ip.~between "Age of employee II and "My superior often 
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assigns sorne of his taks tome". Company A's calcula­

ted x2 score (0.005) is less than table value (3.841), 

while B's calculated score (0.12) is also less than 

the table value score (3,841). Hence, the hypothesis 

is not rejected for both companies. The strenght of 

the relationship was estimated using cont:i1lgency coe­

fficient and found to be 0.007 for Company A and 0.032 

for Company B. The result iLmplies that age of 

employee is nota pre-requisite for assignrnent of tasks 

to the employee by his superior. Structure rnay be 

aaid not to play any role in this regard as decision 

rule are the sarne for both com~anies. 

6. RESEARCH FINDING ON HYPOTHESIS 6: Educational quali­

fication is independent of "the authority 1 have equals 

my responsibilities". The calculated x2 score for 

company Ais 0.65 and Company B's calculated chi-square 

score is 0.026. These are less than table vaTiue 

3.841. Hence, we do not reject the hypothesis for 

both companies. The cont:fugency coefficient (0.08 

for Coy A and 0.026 for Ooy.B) was used to test for 

the strength of the relationship. The result implies 

that educational qualification of the ernployee is not 

a determinant of ernployee having the authority that 

commensurate his responsibilities. An indication is 

that structure of the company is silent over the 

variables manipulated. 
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7. RESEARCH FINDING ON HYPOTHESIS 7: The relationship 

between "years spent on present job" and "All in all, 

1 am commited to my present job 11 is not significant. 

The calculated chi-square scores for Company A and B 

are 0.81 and 0.005 respectively. Both scores are 

less than table value (3.841). Therefore, we do not 

reject the hypothesis for both companies. The contiA­

gency coefficient was also computed and found to be 

0.088 and 0.007 for Company A and Company B re~pec­

tively. The result implies that the nuMber of years 

spent on present job cannot be used as a yardstick to 

judge whether employee is commited to his joo or not. 

Structure may be said not to play any role in this 

regard as decision rule are the same for both companies. 

8. RESEARCH FINDING ON HYPOTHESIS 8: There is no relation­

.ship. between "length of service in the company" and 

having opportunity to use initiative on the job". The 

calculated chi-square is 0.48 for Company A and 0.085 

for company B. These are less· than table value 3.841. 

Thus, we do not reject the hypothesis for both companies. 

The strength of association is 0.067 for Company A 

and 0.027 for Company B using conti~ency coefficient 

The result implies that length of service in the com­

pany is not related to having oppDrtunity to use ini­

tiative on the job. An indication is that structure 

of the company is silent over the variables manipulated. 
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9. R$SEARCH FINDING ON HYPOTHESIS 9: The relationship 

between 11 age of employee" and "my superior has to 

approve any decision 1 make 11 is not significant. The 

calculated chi-square is 0.082 for Coy.A. This is 

less than table value (3.841). Thus, we do not rejeut 

the hypothesis. Company B's calculated chi-square 

is 1.39. Hence, we do not reject the hypothesis. 

The strength of the relationship was tested using 

contifgency coefficient and found to be 0.027 and 

0.012 for cornpanies A and B respective·ly. This implies 

that ··; trrespective of the age of employee, superior 

approval is essential for any decision mad:e by employee 

in both companies. Structure may be said not to play 

any role in this regard. 

10. RESEARCH FINDING ON HYPOTHESIS 10: 11 Year(s) spent in 

the company 11 is independent of appearance of employees 11 •. 

The calculated chi-square for Coy. Ais 0.0379 and· 

Coy.B's calculated chi-square is 0.34. These are very 

insignificant when compared with tabulted chi-square 

(3.841). The cont:itgency coefficient was also computed 

and found to be 0.019 for Coy.A and 0.056 for Coy.B. 

The implication of this is that year(s) spent in the 

company by the emp{t'!);lyee is not a guarantee that 

employees wil1 put an unusuaI appearance. Structure 

may be said not to play any role in this regard as 

decision rule· are the same. 

The summary of hypotheeia tested using Z-teet ie 

as ahown in table 4.11 and 4.12. 
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TABLE 4.11 

. . . . . 

SUMMARY OF HYPOTHESES TESTED USING Z-TEST FOR COY. A (1-20) 

-
HYPOTHESIS TESTED X S.d 

1. ~h~r~ _ i_~ no_significant rela-

tionship be"\;w~en _ the _mean of 

"l am always conscious of 
., 

quality in_ my job" and "My 
. --llead of department has quali- X1=4.19 S1=0.82 

.. 

fication relating to my job 11 o X2=3.67 S2=1.10 
--

2. The mean difference between 

"having opportunity to use 

:i.ni t~ative on the job" and 
-"My superior has to approve 

-any decision 1 make" is X1=3.50 S1=1.34 
--not significant o X2=3.49 S2=1.ll 

1 

n Cal Tabu L.S 
z z 

113 

113 4.03 1.96 s 

113 

114 0.061 1.96 N.S. CODESRIA
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HYPOTHESIS TESTED 

3. There is no significant 

relationship between the 

mean of "l put in more 

effort to increase quan­

tity of output" and~ 

"being dearly informéd , , 
of duties in wri tten ... 

4. There is no significant 

difference between the 

mean of "Job S~t~sfac­

tion of Ëmplœyees" and 

- 92 -

X S.d 

-X1=4.11 S1=0.89 

. . "J. .,, ·-· 

"My superiror o~ten assi~s Xi=.3:49 S1=1.07 

some of his tasks to .me". x2=3.2a s2=1.16 

5. The mean difference bet~ 

ween "~ppearance of em-. 
,. . . : -- - - - .. ~ 

ployeês" and "receiving 
_:::. -:r ·• 

assignmênts without 

n 

112 

112 

113 

111 

Cal ... 
z.. 

7.39 

1.41 

Tabu. 
%. 

1.96 

1.96 

L.S. 

N.S. 
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HYPOTHESIS TESTED 

adequate authority to 

execute them" is not 

significanto 

6. There is no significant 

differenc~ between the 

mean of "performing 

better when working in 
tf - -- Î- --

group" and participation 

in deèisions affecting 
- .. .. ~ 

departmento 

7o The mean difference bet­

ween "l put in more 

effort to increase quan­

tity of output" and_"My' 
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X 

il~~,,~7: ·:· 
.. ··.:· . .:: 

-

S.d 

.. -.•·-

department is understaffed X1=4.ll S1=0.89 

compared to other depart­

ment" is not significant. - ,: 

; =3.05_ ; =1.19 

n 

110 

112 

10e 

110 

112 

111 

Cal. 
z 

0.24 

1.29 

Tabu. 
z 

1.96 

1.96 

L.S 

N.S 

N.S 
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-
HYPOTHESIS TESTED X S.d n Cal Tabu. L:J,S. 

.:z. :::z. 

8. There is no s ignificant 

differ»nce between the 

mean of "every member 

of staff has a speci-

fic job schedule" and 

"feeling happy with 

the amount of super- X1=3.61 S1=1.19 114 

vision received on 

-the job'-·~ X2=3.32 S2=1.15 111 l.86 1.96 N.S. 
-· - ... 

9. There is no a ignif'icant 

relationship between 

the mean of "there are 
: 

more than five subor-
-dinates under _:one su- X1=3.32 S1=l.28 112 

perior" and "the appea-
-rance of employees" l:2=2.67 S2=l.23 110 3.86 1.96 So 

. 
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-
HYPOTHESIS TESTED X S.d n Cale Tabu. L:.1'. S 

.. , ... ~. ::z_ :z_ 
' .,~ 

10. The mean difference 

between "having 

opportunity to use 

initiative on the 

jobH and Pthe autho~ 
., 

-rity l have equals X1=3.50 S1=1.34 113 

my responsibilities" 

significant. - X2=2.91 is net S1=1.19 110 :;.4e 1.96 s. 

11. There is no signifi-

eant difference betw-

een ~he mean of"Job 
> • 

Satisfaction o.f emp-

ôyee'' and "participa- -X1=3.49 S1=1.07 113 

tion in decision affec- -
ting department 11 •. 

X2=2.77 S2=1.31 110 4.5 1.96 So 

12. There is no Si!;Îllfi- · 

cànt ctifference bet- •. 
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- 96 --HYPOTHESIS TESTED X S.d n Cal Tàbu. L.S 
z z 

ween the mean of "l am 

always conscious of 

quality in my job" and 

"All in all, 1 am -Xl=4.19 S1=0.82 113 
committed to my pre-

sent job". -X2=3.73 S2=0.99 109 3.83 1.96 s. 

13. The mean difference 

between "l put in 

more effsrt to in-

crease quantity· of . 

output" and "My _job 

allows·me -to inter- X1=4.ll S1=0.89 112 

act with co-workers" 
-is not signi:eicant. x2=3.79 S2=1.00 112 2.53 1.96 s. 
- . 
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HYPOTHESIS TESTED X S.d n Cal .. Tabu. L.S 
z z 

--

14. There is no signi-

ficant relationship 

between the mean of 
~,1 
All in all, 1 am 

committed to my 

-present job" and X1=3.73 s10.99 i 109 

"being dearly informed 
- . t Il of duties in wri ten. -

X2=3.0l s2~1.30 112 4.65 1.96 So 

15. The mea.n difference 

hetween "My-super-

ior has to approve 

any decision l make" 

and "feeling happy 
-

with the amount of :X1=3.49 s11.11 114 
.. 

supervision received 

on the job" is not 
-signi.ficanto X =3.32 S2 =1.15 111 1.13 1.96 2 N.s 
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-
HYPOTHESIS TESTED X s.d n Cal Tab. L.S 

z z 

16. There is no signi:ficant 

d:i:fference between the 

mean of "l am always 

conscio~s of quality 
-

in my job" and ••having X1=4.19 S1=0.82 113 

opportunoty to use 
-

initiative on the job". X2=3.50 82=1.34 113 4.67 lo96 s. 

17. The mean differenee bet-

ween n1 feel happy with 

the amount of supervi-

sion 1 receive on my 

job" and "the authority 
-

1 have equals my respon- X1=3.32 S1=1.15 111 

sibilities" is not 

significant. X2=2.91 S2=1.19 110 206 lo96 s. 

' . -a -
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-
l!IYPOTHESIS TESTED X ; .... S.d . :.. n Cal Tab. L.S • 

X z 
18. There is no signifi-

cant relationship ~-,;:-,.-, 

between the mean of 

"having opportunity 

to use initiative 

on the job" and "my 
-superior often assigna X1=3.50 S1=1.34 113 

some of his tasks to 

JJe" • X2=3.28 S2=lol6 111 1. 32 1.96 N.S. 

19. Thê mean difference 

between "My head 

of department has 

qualification rela-

ting to my job" 

11 1) feel p.appy wi th 

the amount of super-
-vision 1 receive on X1=3.67 S1=1.10 113 
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-
HYPOTHESIS TESTED X S.d n Cal Tabo L.S 

z z 
l) 

my job is not 
-significant. X2=3o32 S2=l.l5 111 2.33 lo96 s. 

20. There is no signifi-

cant relationship 

between .the mean of 
'. 

"l am always conscious 
-
of quality in my jobs" 

.. .. ' 
"every member of 

- i 1=4.19 S1=0.82 and 113 
- .. -

staff has a specific 
. ,- ,_ --· . . .. -job schedule". X2=3.61 S2,=l.19 114 4.28 1.96 s. 

-
' 
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TABLE 4.12 
. . ... . . . . 

·(1-20) SUMMARY OF HYPOTHESES TESTED USING Z-TEST FOR COY .:B. 
-~!> 

HYPOTHESIS TESTED X S.d n Cal Tab. L.S. 
z z 

1. There is no!'.'.':, significant 

relationship between 

the mean of "l am always 

conscious of quality in 
-my job" and "My head of X1=4o43 S1=0o72 120 

department has quali:f!ica-
-tion relating to my job"o X2=3.92 S2=1.21 118 3.95 lo96 s. 

2. The mean difference between 

"having opportunity to use 

initiative on the job" and 

"My superior has to approve Î13.84 S1=0.96 121 

an.y decision 1 make" is 
- i 2=3.57 lo96 not signilicant, S2=1.13 118 1.99 s. 
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-
HYPOTHESIS TESTED X S.d n Cal Tab. L.S. 

z z 

3. There is no significant 

relationship between 

the mean of "l put in 

more efforts to increase 

-quantity of output" being X1=4.13 S1=0.78 120 

dearly informed of duties 
-in written" X2=3.42 S2=1.19 118 5.46 1.96 So 

4. There is no s:ignificant 

tiiI!l;êt~neîf) . .}>etw~eii·:-the 

m.e~ __ Qf' ·"Job: Sati!sf'ac.-
-:tion o.f ~ëmplbyeës·" and .. X1=3.87 S1=0.92 119 

~J·iy:-,·s11p~rior.1'0..ft en'· assigns -.. 

some:;pf'~<ai,s ·-tasks_ to..:J!le 11 • 
X2=3.59 S2=1.07 120 2.17 lo96 So 

" 

.,,._ .. - . - . .. 
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, -
HYPOTHESIS TESTED X S.d n Cal Tab. L.S. 

z z 

5. The mean difference 

between "Appearance 

of employees" and 

"recei ving assignments -
without adequate auth- X1=2.62 S1=1.09 114 

ority to execute them" -
is not significant. 

... X2=2.62 S2=1.ll 117 0 lo96 N.S • 

--- --· 

6. There is no significant 

difference between the 

mean of performing 

-- better when working in 
-

groupn and "participa- X1=3.08 S1=1o02 118 

- . 
tion in decisions affec- -
ting department. 

X2=3.39 S2=1.14 121 -2.22 ;tl.96 s. 
.. 
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. _;:;t~/~-~""·~~t:;;>\ - 104 -

I ,~-/ ai\ t,t·t. ~)(\a~ rt'J"::'"-:-1----------------r--_----..---------------------------
\ - ,1 ;, \."':"-, /df.·j/1 HYPOTHESIS TESTED X Sod n Cal Tab. L.S. 

1

·',~~ ·\~~"'-~:::-:::j·~~- ,.~·" z z 
~ .... U O ! l C \ \• l------------------+------+------1-----1------+-------I-------+ ~-~--- 7. The mean difference 

between "l put in 

more e·ffort to in­

crease quantity of out­

put" and "My department 

is understa.ffed compared 

to other department" is 

not significant. 

a. There is no significan~e 

difference between the 

mean of "Every member of 

staff has a specific job 

schedule'! and ".feeling 

~appy with the-amount of 

supervision received on 

the job"o 

120 

119 

120 

119 

5.69 1.96 s. 

0.085 1.96 N.S. 

CODESRIA
 - L

IB
RARY



HYPOTHESIS TESTED 

9o There is no significant 

relationship between the 

mean of "there are more 

than five subordinates 

un.der one superior11 - and 

,the appearance of -

êmployees". 

10. The mean difference bet­

ween "having o·pportuni ty 

tous~ initiative on the 

job" and "the authority 

l have equals my respon­

sibili ties" is not sign­

ificant. 

- 105 -

X S.d n 

114 

121 

Cal. 

z 

4.59 

Tab. 
z 

1.96 

L.S. 

N.S. 

s 
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-
HYPOTHESIS TESTED X S.d n Cal Tab. L.S. 

z z 

11. There is no significant 

relationship between the 

mean of Job Satisfaction 

-of ~mployee 11 and "partie- X1=3o87 S1 =0.92 119 

ipation in decisiÔns .affec-
-ting department". X2=3o39 S2=1.14 121 3.59 1.96 s . 

. 

12. There is no significant 

difference between the 

mean of "l am always 
-

conscious of quality in 
-my job" and S,,-All in all, X1=4.43 S1=0o72 120 

- -
l'.!.&. am commited to my 

-
present job"o X2=4.15 S2=0.82 120 2o81 1.96 So 

.. 

13. The mean difference bet-

ween "l put in more effort 
-. 

to increase quantity of 

output" and "My job allows 

CODESRIA
 - L

IB
RARY



HYPOTHESIS TESTED 

me to interact with co­

workers" is not significant 

14. There is no significant re.;p. 

lationship between the mean 

of 11All in all, 1 am commi­

ted'to my present job" and 

"being clearly informed of 

duties in written. 

15. The mean difference between 

''My superior has to approve 

any decision li make" and 

"feeling happywith the 

amount of supervision re­

ceived on job" is not 

significant. 

---·---·---·---- -- ----------··--·-----------------------------------------

- J.U"t -

X S.d n 

S1=0o78 120 

S2=0o73 120 

120 

. 118 

118 

119 

Cal Tab. L.S. 
z z 

-1.03 -1.96 N.S 

1.96 s • 

-i·77 N·..S 
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-
HYPOTHESIS TESTED X S.d n Cal Tab. L.S. 

z z 

16. There is no significant 

difference between the 

mean of "l am always 

conscious of quality 
-

-tn my job" and "having X1=·4,43 S1=·0 .. 7-2 l~:9 

-
opportunity ini-to use 

tiative the job". X2=3 .. s4 s2;:::;.o •. 96 121 '5• 'Lfi I-• 96 s. 
on .. 

17. The mean difference betw-

een "l feel happy with 

the amount of supervision 

1 receive on m.y job" and 
-

"the authority 1 have x1=·3;ao S1=0,g~ :i:19 

èquals ·my responsibilities 
,, 

-
is not sigtlificant. X2=3,23 S2=f,gg. 118 4t49 1.96 s. 

18. There is no significant 

d;i;-i'.Ë.e~e-nae · .: between the 

mean of "having opportunity 
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' -HYPOTHESIS TESTED X S.d n Cal Tab. L.S. 
z z 

to use initiative on the 
---job" and "my superior often xl =3o_s4 · s1 =:o. 96 t2l 

assigns some of his tasks -
to m.e"_._ X2=:3.'.5~ S2=i •. 07 L20. l_, .9.2 1.96 N.S .. 

19. The met:µ1. g.ifference b~twe~n 

i•My head of. department has 

qualification relating to 
._. .- . 

my_ job" and tl 1 feel happy 
-

with the amoûn~ of super- i:l =·.·:l-.. ~,2 s1 :J. ... 2,~, '1Jjj3 
il vision 1 receive on my job 

' -is not significant. x2=3 .aa S2=0_ 085: 1~_9. Q• 88' 1.96 "I,." Nt. s .. . ..' . , "..::, . 
-

20. There is no significant 

~eistionship between the 
.. 

mean of 111 am always con-

scious of quality in my 

-jobs" and "every member of x1 =4l·4-3 s 1 =0 .• 7,2 120. . ' : - ' -staff has a specific job 

··- ·-·--- --··---
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-HYPOTHESIS TESTED X Sod n Cal Tab. L.S. 

z z 
schedule". -X2=~.g1 S2=D.9'J 120 ~.P4 1.96. s. 

NOTE: Hypothesis tested at 5 percent level of significance. 

KEY: X = Mean 

S.d = Standard Eeviation 

n = Number of respondents 

L.S = Level of significance 

N.S. = Not significant 

s = Significant. 

COY A = Company A 

COY B = Company B. CODESRIA
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4 7 GENERAL FINDINGS OF Z-TEST AND ITS IMPLICATIONS FOR THE 

MANAGEMENT OF COîiA AND COY.B. 

1. RESEARCH FINDING ON HYPOTHESIS 1: There is no signifi­

cant relationship between the mean of "l am always 

conscious of quality in my job" and "My head of depart­

rnent has qualification relating to my job". 

The z-calculated (4.03) for Coy.A was found to 

be greater than table value (1.96). Hence, we reject 

the hypothesis Company B's z-calculated value is 3.95 

which is also greater than table value 1.96. Thus, 

we reject the hypothesis. The interpretation of this 

is that when the head of department has qualification 

relating to their subordinate job, the employees may 

be quality conscious in their job. As a result, 

struc~tire may be said not to play anj role in this 

regard as decision rule are the same for both co'lripanies. 

2. RESEARCH FINDING ON HYPOTHESIS 2: The mean difference 

between "having opportunity to use initiative on the 

job" and "My superior has to approve any decision 1 

make" is not significant. 

The result of z-test showed that calculated z 

was found to be 0.06 for company A and 1.99 for company 

B. Since the table value is 1.96, it then means that 

the hyüothesis will not be rejected for compàny A 

while we reject .tt for -.Company B. The implication is 

that for company A workers may still use their initia­

tive on their job, despite the fact that any decision 
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they make is subject to the superior officer's 

approval.For Company, it implies that the need for 

superior officer to ~pprove subordinates' decisions 

will impede the subordinates from using their initia­

tive on their job. 

3. RESEARCH FINDING ON HYPOTHESIS 3: THere is no signifi­

cant relationship between the mean of "l put in more 

effort to increase quantity of output" and "being 

clearly inforrned.of duties in written 11
• 

The calculated z for Coy.Ais 7.39 and B's cal­

culated score is 5.46. These are greater than table 

value 1.96. This shows that the hypothesis is signi­

ficant for both companies. The result implies that 

when employees are clearly informed of duties in 

written they will put ip more effort to increase out­

put. Since the decision rule are the sarne, it shows 

that structure is silent over this. 

4. RESEARCH FINDING ON HYPOTHESIS 4: There is no signifi­

cant differance between the mean of Job Satisfaction 

of employees and "My superior often assigns some of 

his tasks to rne"e 

The calculated z score for cornpanies A and B are 

1.41 and 2.17 respectively. 

than tabul!ted (1.96) value. 

Company A's score is less 

Hence, the hypothesis 

is not rejected. However, for company B, the z -

calculated is greater than table value (1.96). Thus, 

we reject the .hypotoesis. This reveals that the 
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hypothesis is not significant for company A, while 

it is significant for company B. 

This implies that in company A, job satisfaction 

of emplm#ees may not likely to be as a result of 

assignment of tasks to subordinate by the superior 

officer. However, for company B, assignment of tasks 

to subordinates by the superior officer can be used 

as a measure of whether employee is satisfied with 

his or her job or not. 

5. RESEARCH F'INDING OF HYPOTHESIS 5: The mean difference 

between "AppEfarà,tice of employees" and "recei ving assign­

ments without àdequate authority to execute them" is 

not significant. 

The z-calculated for Coy.Ais 0.24 and CoyB's 

calculated z-score is o. These are less than table 

value 1.96. Hence, the hypothesis is not rejected for 

both companies. This shows that the hypothesis is not 

significant. The implication of this to both companies 

is that there may mot be any changeâ in the appearance 

of employees simply because workers are receiving 

assignments without adequate authority to execute them. 

An indication is that structure of the companies is 

silent over the variables manipulated. 

6. RESEARCH FINDING ON HYPOTHESIS 6: There is no signifi­

cant difference between the mean of "performing better 

when working in group" and "participatiou in decisions 

affecting department. 
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The result of the z-test showed that z_calculated 

(1.29) for company Ais less than z- ,c.c.altnlllatè.d 

(1.96). However, for company B, z-calculated · 

(-2.22) falls into the rejection region of the 

critical value. Thus, we do not reject the hypothesis 

for Company A while it is rejected for company B. 

This shows that the hypothesis is not significant for 

company A while it is significant for company B. 

The implication is that for company A employee 

participation in decisions affecting department may 

not likely rnake such ernplmyee to perform better when 

working in group. However, ernployees in cornpany B 

will perform better when working in group if allowed 

to participate in decisions affecting their department. 

7. RESEARCH FINDING ON HY1°0THESIS 7: The mean difference 

between "l put in more effort to increase quantity 

of output" and "My department is understaffed compared 

to other department 11 is not significant. 

The calculated z-value for company Ais 7.57 and 

company B calculated z-score ·is 5.69. These are 

greater than table value (1.96). Hence, the hypothesis 

is rejected for both companies. This shows that the 

hypothesis is significant. This implies that the 

quantity of output of· emp\oyees may vary in both 

companies if one department is understaffed compared 
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to other department. Therefore, management should ensure 

evenly distribution of i:rnrkers to all the departments 

in respective of the type of structure in use. 

8. RESEARCH FINDING ON HYPOTHESIS 8: There is no signi-

ficant difference between the mean of "every member 

of staff has a specific job schedule" and "feeling 

haPEY. with the amount of supervision received on the 
. .,..~ ~ ... 

. :' ,r, 

job." 

The ~~talcula~ed_~or companies A and B are 1.86 

and 0.085 respectively. These are less than table 

value 1.96. Hence,·we do not reject the hypothesis 

for both companies. This shows that the hypothesis 

is not significant. This implies that having a speci­

f:k job schedule cannot be used as a measure of whether 

employees. is happy wi th supervis_ion. received. on_ the 

job or not. Structure may be said not to play any 

role in this regard as decision rule are the same for 

both companies. 

9. RESEARCH FINDING ON HYPOTHESIS 9: There is no signifi­

cant relationship between the i;nean of "there are more 

than five subordinates under one sup~rior" and "the 

appearance of employees". 
, . .. 

The calculated z-score for companies A and B are 

3.86 and 1.3 respectively. Company A's value is greater 

than tabulated value (1.96). Hence, we reject the 
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hypothesis. However, for company B, the z-value is 

less than table value (1.96). Thus, we do not reject 

the hypothesis. This shows that the hypothesis is 

significant for company A and insigmificant for company 

B. 

The implication is that for company A, employees 

rnay display an unusual appearance on their job when the 

span of control is too broad. However, in company B, 

unusual appearance of ernployee may not be as a result 

of broad span of control. Therefore, Management in 

company Amay need to change the structure of their 

organisation. This may make their empliliyees to stop 
·, 

displaying an unusual appearance on their job. 

10. RESEARCH FINDING ON HYPOTHESIS 10: The mean difference 

between having opportunity to use initiative on the 

job 11 and 11 the authority 1 have equals my responsibili­

ties" is not significant. 

The z-galculated for companies A and B are 3.48 

and 4.59 respectively. These are greater than the 

table value (1.96). Bence, the hypothesis is rejected 

for both companies. The interpretation of this is 

that :: im{fuoth companies, having authori ty that equals 

responsibilities will result in employees using their 

initiative on their job. Structure may be said not to 

play any role in'this regard as decision rule are the 

same for both companies. 
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11. RESEARCH FINDING ON HYPOTHESIS 11: There is no signi­

ficant difference between the mean of 11 Job Satisfac­

tion of employee" and participation in decisions 

affecting department. 

The calculated z-value for companies A and B 

are 4.5 and 3.59 respectively. These values are 

greater than table value (1.96). Bence, we reject 

the hypothesis in both companies. An interpretation 

of this is that empllyee may be more satisfied witq 

his job when allowed to participate in decisions 

affecting his departmen~T This implies that manage­

ment in both companies diflerent structure not with­

standing. 

Shouid allow employees to participate in decisions 

affecting their departrnent. 

12. RESEARCH FINDING ON HYPOTHESIS 12: There is no signi­

ficant difference between the mean of "l am always 

conscious of quality in my job" and "All in all, 1 
f( 

am commited to rn;y present job. 

The result of the z-test showed that calculated 

z-test showed that calculated z WijS ~ound to be 3.83 

in cornpany A and 2.81 in cornpany B. These are greater 

than the table value (1.96). Therefore, we reject 

the hypothesis for both cornpanies. This shows that 

the hypothesis is significant. An interpretation of 

this is that employee who is cornrnited to his job will 
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be quality conscious. This irnplies that_~~nagernent 

of both cornpanies, different structure notwithstanding 

shoulti provide things that will rnake workers to be 

more commited to their job. 

13. RESEARCH FINDING ON HYPOTHESIS l.Q: The mean difference 

between~ 1 put in more effort to increase quantity of 

output" and "My job allows me to interact with co­

workers" is not significant. 

The calculated score for compan;y A and company B 

are 2.53 and -1.03 respectively. Coy. A score is 

greater than tabulated value (1.96). Hence, the 

hypothesis is rejected. For Coy B, the score falls 

outside the critical region, thus, we do not reject 

the hypothesis. This shows that the hypothesis is 

significant fior company A and insigni~icant for 

cornpany B. The interpretation of this for company 

Ais that when job allows employees to interact, it 

is likely that the quantity of their output will 

increase. For company B, putting in more effort 

to increase quantity of output may not be as a result 

of· job allowing employees to interact. The difference 

in decision could be because cornpany ~ has a wider 

span of control while Company B has a narrow span of 

control. 

14. RESEARCH FINDING ON HYPOTHESIS 14: There is no signi­

ficant relationship bet:,ween the mean of "All in all, 

CODESRIA
 - L

IB
RARY



- 119 -

1 am cornrnited to rny presernt job" and "being clearly 
- . ' . 

inforrned of duties in written". 

The z-calculated for companies A and B are 4.65 

and 4.53 respectively. These are greater than table 

value 1.96. Hence, the hypothesis is rejected for 

both companies. This shows that the hypothesis is 

significant. The interpretation is that when employ-
. .. .. ' . 

ee is clearly informed of duties in written, he will 

be commitêd to his job, different ssb~ucture of -Hi~ 

organisatiœns notwithstanding. This implies that 

management in b?th c?~panies should ensu~e tha~. ernpl?­

yees are clearly informed of their duties in written •. 

15. RESEARCH FINDING,ONE HYPOTHESIS l?: The mean differ­

ence between "My superior has to approve any decision 
. ' . . 

1 make" and "feeling happy with the amount of super­

vision received on the job" is not significant. 

The calculated z for companies A and B are 

1.13 and -1.77 respectively. The two values fall 

outside the critical region. Hence, we do notre­

ject the hypothesis for both companies. This shows 

that the hypothesis is not significant. This implies 

that superior approval of subordinate decisions 

cannot be used as a measure of whether e~ployee is 

happy with the supervision received on the job or 
. . . -

not. An indication is that structure of the two 
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companies is silent over the variables manipulated. 

16. RESEARCH FINDING ON HYPOTHESIS 16: There is no 

significant difference between the mean of "l am 

always conscious of quality in my job" and "having 
. . 

opportuni~y to use ~nitiative_ on the job1 

The result of z-test showed that calculated z 

was found to be 4.67 and 5.41 for company A and 

company B respectively. These values are greater 

than the table value (1.96). Hence, we reject the 
hypothe~;\.s. This show that the hypothesis is signi-
,.·:..;..·•.J- .. ' ·: ..._._...: •. t'": 

ficant for both companies. This implies that when a 

worker has opportu?~ty to use initiative, such worker 

will be quality conscious in his job. Management 

of both companies despite different structure should 

encourage their employees to use their initiative on 
.. . 

the job. 

17. RESEARCH FI~DING ON HYPOTHESIS 17: The mean difference 

between "l feel happy with the amount of supervision 
. . " . . 

1 receive on my job 11 and "the authority 1 have equals 

my responsibilities 11 is not significant. 

The calculated z for companies A and B are 2.6 

and 4.49 respectively. These values are greater than 

the table value (1.96). Hence, the hypothesis is 

rejected for both companies. This shows that the 

hypothesis is significant. The interpretation is 
.. .. . 

that when employee is given adequate authort~y., he 
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will be happy with supervision received on his job. 

Structure may be said not to play any role in this 

regard as decision rule is the sarnee 

18. RESEARCH FINDING ON HYPOTHESIS 18: There is no ~ig-

nif~cant relationship between the mean of' "haa:ing 

opportunity to use initiative on the job" and "my 

superior often assigns some of his taks tome". 

The z calculated value are 1.32 for company A 

and 1.92 for company B. These are less then the 

table value (1.96). Thus, the hypothesis is not 

rejected for bath companies. This shows that the 

hypothesis is not significant. This implies that 

delegation may not necessarily result in employee 

using his initiative on the job. An indication is 

that structure of the companies is silent over the 

variables manipulated. 

19. RESEARCH FINDING ON HYPOTHESIS 19: The mean difference 

bJ:üi~ "My head of departrne_nt has qualifies.tien relating to 

my job 11 and 11 1 feel happy with the amount of super-
. ' . . . 

Il 
vision 1 reeeive on my job is not significant. 

The z calculated was found to be 2.33 and 0.88 

for cornpanies A and B respectively. Company A value 

is greater than tabulated value (1.96). Hence, the 

hypothesis is rejected. However, for company B, the 

z-value is less than the tabulated value. 
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Thus, the hypothesis is not rejected for company B. 

That is to say, the hypothes.:bs is signfficant for 

Company A and not significant for Company A, when 

the head of department has qualification relating 

to the subordinates' job, the workers will be happy 

with supervision received on their job. However, in 

company B, whether the head of departmŒnt has quali­

fication relating to the subordinates' job or not, 

the employees will still be happy with the supervision 

received on their job. The difference in decision 

could be because of the structure of company A which 

is broad. As broad span leads to frustrated subordi­

nates and the harrassed manager, this finding shows 

that the situation may be more tense if the head of 

department does not have qualification that relate 

to the subordinate job in a flat organisation. 

20. RESEARCH FINDING ON HYPOTHESIS 20: There is no 

significant relationship between the mean of 11 1 am 

always conscious of quality in my jobs" and 11 every 

member of staff has a specific job schedule 11
• 

The calculated z score for companies A and B 

are 4.28 and 5.64 respectively. These values are 

greater than the tabulated value (1.96). Bence, 

we reject the hypothesis for both companies. This 
' . 

shows that the hypothesis is significant,. The inter­

prètJ~.tion of this is that when every;:,member of staff 
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has a specific job schedule, they will be quality 

conscious in their job. Thus, management in both 

companies, different structure notwithstanding, 

should provide the staff wi th a specific job :-;~~·~··.r~: 

schedule. 

The global distribution of variables by mean 

and standard deviation is shown in table 4.13. 
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TABLE 4.13 . 

GLOBAL DISTRIBUTION OF VARIABLES BY MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION --
l=I= VARIABLES COY A 

X 
COY B 

01 My head of department has qualifi-

cation relating to my job. 3.67 3.92 

02 my superior has to approve any 

decision 1 make. 3.49 3.57 -

03 1 am clearly informed of my duties 

in writteno 3.01 3.42 

04 My superior often assigns some of 

his tasks tome. 3.28 3.59 
. -

05 i_always receive ~ssignm~nts with-

out adequate authori ty to execute 
-

them. 2.63 2.62 

06 1 usually participate in decisions 
-

-
affecting my departments. 2.77 3.39 

S.d. 
COY A COY B. 

1.10 1.21 

1.11 1.13 

l. 30 1.19 

1.16 '1.07 

1.29 1.11 

1.31 1.14 

, 
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-
X S.do 

t~ VARIABLES COY A. COY B COY A. COY B. 

07 My departments is understaffed 
-. 

compared to other departments 3.05 3.38 1.19 1.21 

08 Every member of staff has a specific 

job schedule. 3.61 3.81 1.19 0.97 

09 There are more than five subordinates 

under one superior. 3.32 2.82 1.28 1.25 

10 The authority 1 have equals my res-
-

ponsibilities. 2.91 3.23 1.19 1.09 

11 1 have opportunity to use my initia-

tive on my job. 3 .. 50 3.84 1. 34 0.96 

12 1 put in more effort to increase 

quantity of output-·. 4.11 4.13 0.89 o. 78 

13. 1 am always conscious of quality 

l in my jobo 4.19 4.43 0.82 0.12 1 

-
14 At times, 1 display an ummual 

appearance in my job. 2.67 2.62 1.23 1.09 
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15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

-

- 126 -
-
X 

VARIABLES coY~-A. COY B. 

My job allows me to interact with 

co-workers 3.79 4.23 

1 feel happy with the amount of 

supervision 1 receive on my job._ 3. 32 3.80 

1 _perform be.tter when working in 

group. 2.99 3.08 

All in all, 1 am· commited to my 

present job. 3.73 4.15 

All things considered, 1 am satis-

fied with my job. 3.49 3.87 

KEY: X = Mean 

S.d. = Standard Deviation 

Coy A.= Spintex Mills (Nigeria) Ltd. (Sùnflag Group). 

Coy B.= ICON LIJvIITED (MERCHANT.BÀNIŒRS). 

S.do ' 
' 

COYiJ.. COY B. 

1.00 o. 73 

1.1.5 0.85 

lo20 1.02 

0.99 0.82 

1.07 
., 

0.92 
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4.a FINDINGS ON OPEN ENDED QUESTIONS 

Part three of the instrument used con~ained open 

ended questions where the respondents were asked to 

list problems they see in the organisation, and profer 

solutions to the problems. 

It is noted that some r~spondebts deliberately 

ignored the section. Howeyer, those who responded identi­

fied problems which were classified under nine sub"."" 

headings; We?k .Structure, Inadequate Service conditions, 
. .. :, .. ,: . . 

Management Problem, Workers Negligence, Poor Interpersonal 

Relationship, Economi~ _Problem, The Nigerian Factors, 

Communication Gap, and Shortage of Resources. 

The frequency and percentage of response to the open 

endecl question is tabulated in table 4. l't · 
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TABLE 4.14 

EXTRACTS. ·o, ·oPEN .Ê:fIDED "ciriEsT"iô!is:-FREQUENêi ·w j;ERCDTÂGË °iESFÔNS!:°'(n'·~··2,5f . 
. . 

CLASSIFICATION OF COMPANY A COMFANY 1l GLASSICIATION COMPANY A-· 
"" ·,. : " 

PROBLEMS FREQ. " FREQ 
"··· 

OF $0LU'rIGNS · 
... 

FREQ. ,,, 
Weak Stru,cture 59 l'l.5 ;4 12.6 -Organised Stru.c~ 48 17~5 

Inadequate Service Adequate Serviee 
Condi,.tio.n 128 3.8.0 58 · 21.4 ,/ .. (~.:~(!~tiOB7::-~· .... ~ 100 36.4 

Management Problem 54 16.0 54 19.9 Efficient and 
.. 

Effective Manage-

ment 61 22~2 
... 

" 

Workers Negligence 15 5.4 24 8~9 Total Commitment 
.. ' .. 
of Wo:rkers 7 2.5 

Poor Interpersonal Good :;J:nt.,~~;p-~1:sone l 

Relationship .. 11 ,., 8 2.9 ·Relat:i.onship 11 4.0 

Economie :Proble:m. 4 1.2 14 5.2 Ecanomic Solution 2 o.~ 7 

', COMFANY :!. 
· .. 

FUQ. " 21 10:e 

53 21.2 
, 

44 22~6 

15 7.7 

ii 5.6 
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.. 

CLASSIFICATIOB OF\ COMPÀNY A COMPANY B CLASIFICATION COMPANY A COMl'ANY :B 
.. .. 

FRO:!LEMS ~·JJlEQ. " ~ '.-JfUQ, ~ , OF SOLUTIONS FREQ. " FREQ • '/, 
The Nigerian Factor . - -. il 

.. 
-f9:·· Equal Treatment 5.6 

,. 

6 19'·-·- 1.0 .... 15 5.4 ,.o 
PHO .. 

"· \ 
Communication Gap 20 5.9 21 7.7 Effective Coomu-

... 
:nication 11 4.0 14 7.2 ... 

Shortage of B.esour·:. 

-ces 24 7.1 39 14.4 Provision of ade 
-

-quate resources 20 7~3 24 12.5 
-··· 

Total 337 100 271 100 275 100 195 100 
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Table 4~4 shows the frequency and percentage of 

all responses to the open ended questions. It is clear 

·that inadequate service condition is the most robust 

in both cornpanies. The· percentage in respect of inade­

quate service condition is 38.0 and 21.4 in companies 

A and B respectively. This is followed by the Weak 

Structure with 17.5 percent in Company A. However, in 

cornpany B, inadequate service condition was followed by 

management problem with 19.9 percent, and shortage of 

resources with 14.4 percent. Weak structure came fourth 

in Company B with 12.6 percent. Other problems rnen­

tioned in order of tmportance in Company A are manage­

ment problern (16.0 percent), shortage of resources 

(7.1 percent), communication gap (5.9 percent), the 

Nigerian factor (5.6 percent), workers negligence 

(5.4 percent), poor interpersonal relationship (3.3 

per cent) and economic problem (1.2 percent). In 

Company B~ however, other_problems mentioned are workers 

negligence (8.9 percent), the Nigerian factor (7.0 

percent), economic problem (5.2 percent) and poor 

interpersona.l relationship (2.9 percent). 

On the solution suggested in respect of how the 

perceived problems may be solved, provis.ibn 9f adequate 

service condition has the h·-·ighest frequency ( 36.4 per .. 
•.···· 

cent in Company A and 27.2 percent in Company&) in 

boih companies. This followed in Company A~by efficient 

and effective management (22.2 percent) organised 
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structure (17.5 percent), provision of adequate re-

sources 

cent). 

(7.3 per_?~?~~, ~~~ ~qual_~~eatrnen~ (5.~_pe~ 

Both effective communication and good inter-
. --··4-···-··· ... -· .-.. ·--~ . - ...•.. --· .. .i __ ·--·· • -· .. ~- -' ._.,. - . - -

personal relationship has 4.0 percent each in cornpany 

A. Economie solution has the lowest frequency of 2 . ; . 

representing 0.7 percent in company A. In company B, 
. . . . . . - . .. -· .... ;. . . --~ . .. .. . - .. ~· . . .. 

adequate service conditions was followed by efficient 
...... · - .. . .. ·- .. . . ,,·. . •, '" "" .. ·- . .. . 

an~ effect~ve ~ana~emen~ (~2.6_per ?ent), provi~ion o~ 

adéquate resou~ces (12~ 3 p~r cent?_, organised ~tructure 

(l?. 8. per ~~nt), ~?:t.a! .??~m~ ~!11ent. of workers (7. 7 per 

cent), effective communication (7.2 percent) good ·-· -- ...... _ .... - .. - ·-·-···. . ... ··- ·- -·-· ..... ·····-- ...... ·' - ···- ... -···-·· . . - " ... -·- .. 

i nterp~~son~l !'~~at~?~shiJ'. .. (5_~ ~- p_e_r ___ c_~~t ) __ , _ econo~i? 

solution (3.6 percent) and equal treatment to all with 

3. 0 per cent·. 

4.9 DISCUSS~ON OF PROBLEMS AND SOLUTIONS EXTRACTED FROM THE. 

OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS. 

q.. Weak Structure 

R~_~I>~?d~I:l~s __ in con_ip_~ny A c9.1!1J2~~~~ed that there 

is no clear cut.structur~l arrangement in their 

o~g;1:3-n_is~~-~on. Also, _Illen.tions were made <:>f two man! 

subordinates under èach superior ôfficer. They corn-
. . . . - . -... ., ,. - . . -· - ~- ... . . . --.·- .. . ·- . 

\ 

The.y eqt.1ally complained of no o.el'ined hierarchical 
. . . . ~ . - . - ..... -· . - . ·· .. "' '",\; ~:· _,· -~" -· .. . . 

growth in_ status.;__ f~~;y ~ia~~ed_ Ël.!513.~nst location 

of administrative office in the middle of the factor.y. 
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The span of control is said to be wide while manage-
.. ' - - -

ment wère accused of not providing organisational 

chart for the workers to see. 

There were related problems identified by the 

respondents in co~pa~;y B_,_ .... ~hey cc::>mp~3:ined that 

guidelines were not followed. They reacted against 
• • '• • ,_ • •. • - • • + M • •• • • • • • • 

Overlapping of func­

tions and :oe sponsibili ~~~--~- were compl!.ained of. They 

also react~d against inadequate authority to match 

the assigned .:1:~_sporisil)~1:i ~1.~.8..• ....... . 

The workers in both companies however suggested 

several solutions. In company A, they wanted the . ' - - - .. - ... - . . . . ... - - . . . . . . .. . .. -· .... - . - - . ·-- ~ - - - . 

administrative office in the.front of the factory. 

T~ey ~8:lled f?r ~ro~e~.d~!;nition of respon~ibilities 

and the authority to match. They w~nted f~w_ s~bor-

dinates under each superior. 
. .. .. - ..• - . - -· -- . . . - - - . ·- . . -- .... - . 

The_y ~8:~~e~ tor clear 

eut str,u~tural ~rrangement~. and the. p_r?y~siot1 __ ?:f_ organ­

isational chart. Respondents in cornpany B wanted 

the gu~d~l~?.es to be followed. They called for ade­

quate seniority hierarchy and an organised filling 

system 

Inadeguate Service Condi ti'?n_ ...... . 

Respondents , ·.în both companies reacted against 
. . ··- ... - ... -· ,_, " ........ ·- - -·. . '" ~ .. . .. -· ' 

iU.adeq~a~e- _r._em~11E?~a~~?_ri_, .. llo?~. _llf~~~~!~, del~y. in 

promotion 8:?~ J~?.or W?J:'~~~? .. ?..?.n~i ~ion. It shows 

that differences in structure did not help preventing 
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this motivational problems. There is said to be no 

j() ?. ~~?ll:ri ~y_ ':'-:0?-. hig1: __ E3_Illp_loye es __ tur1?'?~er . in __ bot?, 

~?~P8:?i~-~. a?9u~~-·- ... ~?~~e:r:-s in __ ~?t?: .. ?.<?mpa~ies also .. _ .. 

c_?IllP~~~n~~. o! __ ~::".9:?8.I?~~~~~i_o?. _ p:t??~e~·-'- lack. ?f cateen,'. 

l?w ~alél.r·~-' a?C_'?IIl~-~d::it~otl __ p:r<:>~-~~ms_ ~n<;l a lot of other 

motivational problems were identified. 
- . . ........ - .. 

Among the suggested solutions include: rapid 

~~?Ill°.tion, good ~-1:l~~~~~~e. to staff,. al?pr~~iation for 

~on~st wo~kers,pr()vision .?! __ -~~aff bus, __ review of salary 

str,u~t\lJ:.'e, proy_i.si<?n of. _ac_~o~rnod_fiti?n. and ca:r loan, 

Job securityiimproved training and recreational faci-
..... - '"" . -- .. ,·, . - - - - - .. ' .. .. .. .. ... . . . . . . - . 

li ties shoul~ ~1.~? --~~ P~?~:ide~-· Respondents in com-

pany, ~:_specift;c_<:3:~~y asked for ~onger br:.a~~ime and 
. \, -- .... ·- - -· 
lS 

better. n1e~ica_l __ ?ar~-· . _W1:18:~ i\P~?ul~ar_ ~?. ~~e. -~espondents 

in CO!,llpany B are early closing and repairing of all 

cooling system • 
. ... . ~- ................................. . 

Man,fiement _Pr:'oblem ... 

There were complaints by the·respondents in 

Company A. that the management always ignore subor-
- . . 

dinates ideas. They accused the management of being 
.. - .. - - . ,. . . . 

autocratie and extravagant. Management were further 

accused of frustrating the efforts of the subordinates • 
.. ·-·· -·· -- -·.. . ... . -· -·· .. 

The management does not deiegate to subordinates 
- ••• -- ••• - • " ••• ·-~ ••• - •. - ••••·• -· ..... - •. , •.•• J • - ' 

according to some respondents. 
' - - - . - ~- .. ·- ... 

The respon_~~?~~ in Company B accused their.,. 

management of having different laws for different 
~ . . .... -- - . .. -· .. -·· -· -· .. 

category of workers~ They were said not to realise 
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tliat problems generate opportunities. They accused 
-.... • ...... ,. . -· ... ... .. ... . -·· .... .. ·- ..... 

n.11:"-U.13.?:ment o~ "f.~J:.'~ figll~i?ls" app:r:.'e>~c13:_ to cri sis., They 

complained of slow decision taking and accused them 
.... -·· ..... - . ' . . ... - -·· . ' - .. . .... ". ' .. .. -· .. .. .. ... ·-· . •.. . . 

of not providing adequate orientation for new ·employT 

ees. 

The respondents in company A suggested that 

mc:3.na~~ment should 9.-iw~ys ac~ -~!1 the ... ~~b?rd~m,.tE:)s_ ide as, 

and not frustrating the_ efforts of their subordinates • 
.. ~- - . . . ... -·· .. .. -· " .. : ........ " . .. . ..... - "'-· ..... - .. -· . -- - .. 

re~ponsibilitie~. They called for better and respon-
... '" ••• •• H • ,- , , •' ,, O H ~- " H • 

sible management and want the authority to be given to 

blacks. 

ees should be treated alike •... D_ecision making should 1 

. - - .. ._ - -···-· - ,;:. _ 

be fast, and there should be better approach to issues. 

by ma1.1agement • 
•.. --- - . --- -- ·-· -- - .... 

J • Workers N~g~ip.;13.nc~- ·-· .... 

Therè were compl!'3.-~~~ _b;y __ the .:S~~pc:>_ndents in c0~p~py 

A that workers lack sense of commitrnent. 
.. , ..... ;., : .... "' .. : ., . ~' 

The· l . _y .. CO!Jlp ll1D 

They also 
- .. ' . of late comin~-- apd ___ l?Jt9-r,i _ _ng --by co-wor~~r_s. 

accused so~~ ?~ _ t_hei:t; colleagues of self ?enteit'e_d, 

stealing, insubordination and indiscipline. They sug-
. ·\,;":. ··: ' " .... ";. ···-· ... ,_ ·,., ,', .. . .. ,,. ' . . ' 

ge sted that work~~~ -~~?~~~ be commi téd to tl:eir ·job, 

avoid indiscipline, always p'unctual·at work, and show 
'' ·- .... . .......... ' ........ ,... . . . . .. 

concern for constituted authority. 
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Respmndents in cornpany B accus.ed fellow workers of 

indifferent attitude, towards others' feeling. They were 

also accused of self agradisernent and lack of dedica­

tion to âuty. There.were complaints of poor attitude 

to repay loans by some workers. They called for better 
.... ., .. - - . .. ' .. -· .. " ,, .. " --

disciplined behaviour from workers. 

e. Poor Int;erper~?~al . Re~ationship 

Respondents in company A complained of no cordial 

relationship among workers. They reacted against lack 
. . - . - .. .. . . . . ... . ·-··- ..... 

of mutual understandiIJg lack of trust by managers, 
- . . - . . . .. . .. . .. ' .. -- ~ - . . . ... -·· - . 

personality clashes and independent operation as against 
' . ~ . . - . 

team spirit. They however, suggested that management 
- . - ~-. . ..... -· . . - . .. . - . 

f=>ll?~ld_ -~ncour_~~~ _rtl~~llal r~~~~~ons1.1~p aman~_ s~aff.. The 

managers are enjoined to trust their subordinates and be 

ready to delegate to them. They also ca1Ied for team 
' V<'" ,, •• ,_, • 

effort and dialogue between management and workers. 

They want all these to be built into the structure of 
- . -~. . . . -. . . . 

the organisation. 

Respondents in Com~any B reacted against absence 

of t9.~-~c:>rkJ_st1~p_icion and poor :P)Ublic relations. 

They accused co-worke~s of ~oliticking and poor:LLnter­

personal relationship. They suggested that workers 
. - . ... . 

should avoid poli ticking and be ready ~o. mix .freely ...... - -. ... .... ~ . - ... ·r -..... - . 

wi th other colleagmil~~ __ ~~ey cal1~<l- ori_ management to 

encourage what can improve interpersonal relationship 
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by building i~~ in the present structure of the orgaii­

sation. 

f. Economie Problem 

T~e respondents in Company A reacted to macro­

economic hardship as having effect on their organisation. 

The foreign exchange deregulation which has caused 

devaluation of Naira has increased the importation 

bill of the organisation. The company is faced with 

stiff _c()mi:et_~ti_oil 8:D?- inl:l.cleq.uc1-~-~ ~_ustomer_s •. The un­

stable government regulation was also said to have 

effect on the organisation. Solutions suggested include 
.... - -- ., ··- . . . . 

i ncre~sed va~u~ . ?! Naira, _ :pt1I11:p~I1~ of mor_~. fu:nds _ it:1to 

the system to give their customers the nécessary purcha-

sing power, management were also advised to adopt good 
-- .. -- ·- - . - ... -- .. 

marketing strategy. 
- . .. ' 

.. ___ . _The resp?.1?~~:n.ts in co~:pany B also reacted to the 

inconsistent government monetary policy, high interest 
. ·- ... .. . . - - . . . . ... -·· .. . . 

rate, high interbank_rate and the_ liq~idi~y problem in 

the sys~~!D:_• __ ?~e!. .~u~~est~--~!113.~ __ ma,:n.agement should adopt 

better strategy and not depending on only interest 

income for survival •.. ~?:~r .. ~1:1.l~~d for dialogue between 

managemet'lt _ at'ld the _government_ on e?onomic issues, ~lways 

plan ahead, and request Central Bank to be lenient, 

Sorne respondents in Company A complained of nepo­

tism, favouri tism and tribalism. They also complainedD. 
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that har~working and dedicated employees are not 

promoted. Other problems complained of is stealing 
·- . .. . - -,_. - .... -· --·· ~.. - -- .· - . ·- . - . .. . . ~ .. . . . .. ., - ' 

or._ !h_~ _?O~J2~?~ P~?J?~~~:>7_ ?Y_ ~?me staff. They suggested 

~h~~-- ~e~otism~ favouritism and tribalism should be 

stopped. They called for meritocracy above mediocrity. 

The respondents in company B also reacted against 
. . ... ' ... 

Fav?uri ti~rn, Ethnic~t;y ~ .?..~?~~rva_ti~m and. Nepo~ism. 

The~_c?mplained of discrimination,conservatism and red 
... 

tapism. They called for equal treatment to all and 

encouragement of meritocracy. 

h. Communication Gap •. 

The respond_eilts in _C?mp?-ny_ A C(?mplained of lack of 

effective unionism and non accept~nce of junior workers 

suggestion. They also reacted against not being briefed 

on decisions affecting them. They suggested that 

managë'inept<should ... ,â.lways act on workers suggestion and 
. . - . 

gi ve room for effective union .. to ernerge. They also 
' • • H • ' • ' •• 

want management to provide communication facilities 
- -· .. . . 

and close communication gap that exist. 
. . . ... .. 

Respondents in Company B cornplained that information 

wq.s not flowing down the .line as expected. They 

reacte~ agains~ di~hotomy that exi~~- between the manage-

ment and staff. They also complained of no feedback 
- - ··- ... --- . - . - . 

on appraisal and no information about policy statements. 
•• •-• •• • - • " H, • •• • • 0 • • 

They called for effective commuQication and adequate 
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flow of information. They also called for consulta­

tion with work~~s regu,.~é:3,-~~:Y '.3-nd constant briefing on 

issues affecting the organisation. 

i. Shortage of Resources 

'! The respondents in Company A complained of insuffi­

cient manpower, inadequate infrastructure and mndiscri-

minate staff rationalisation. They suggested that 

more staff should be employed and modern facilities 

s_h.ould -~~so _be ___ provided. They pointed out that staff 

reduction is not an answer to increased profit. 

Respondents in company B also complained of under­

staffing, inexperienced staff, lack of equiprnent and 

working tools and limited cornputers. The respondents 

however, listed a number of suggestions such as recruit­

ment of more staff, training of staff and reactivation 
"' . . . 

of c~mputers. They also advi_fled the management not_ to 

overload the junior workers and to place less emphasis 

on cheap labour. 
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4.io THE REVISED MODEL 

A conceptual model of my study was presented in 

chapter 2. The revised model will now be presented on the 

basis of empirical findings on the study. This is shown 

in figure 4.1. 

Drganisational Structure Employee Performance 

L~~-rmalisation 
1 1 

Qualit;y of Work 1 

HOD having relevant 

J qualification 
1 

Quality of output\ 

1 
Participation in decisionsl 

- ... 
T 

WP,lllk 
;Je_. with the 

Functional Specificity group 

l Span of Control 
1 

[Appearance l 
Authorit;y equals 

responsibility 

Figure 4:1: The revised model of organisational structure 

and emplo;yee performance. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

CONCLm:.~IONS, IMPLICA'l1ION FOR MANAGEf1iENT, LIMITA1rIONS AND 

SUGGESTION FOR FUITtrHER STUDIES 

5.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter presents the conclusion on the study. 

The implications for management are dmscussed. Limitations 

to the study are mentioned.Suggestion for further studies 

are also made. 

5.2 CONCLUSION 

The following constitutes the findings of this study. 

There was a finding that when the head of department has 

qualification relating to their subordinate'...s job, the 

employees will be conscious of quality in their_ job,even 

when they operate in an organisation with different struc­

tures. Ic was found that employee working in an .organisa­

tion with flat structure will not stop using his initiative 

on the job even where any decision he makes is subject to 

superior officer's approval. Found also was that this 

will not be the case for employee in an organisation with 

tall~structure. The study has also confirmed that when 
-~ .·::." 

employees are clearly informed of their duties in written 

they will put in more effort to inccease output, differences 

in structure notwithstanding. 

The study revealed that ernployee working in an organi­

sation wi th., tall structure will perform better when working 

in group if allowed to participate in decisions affecting 
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their department. Uml.:.erstaf.fing was found to have effect 

on the quantity of output of employees in an organisa­

tion with either tall or flat structure. Also found was 

the positive relationship between participation in deci­

sions and job satisfaction of employee, different struc­

ture notwithstanding. Employees in any forrn of structural 

set up will use their initiative on the job when given :~ 

the authortty that equals the assigned responsibilities. 

Having opportunity to interact with co-workèr~ in 
Wt~ 

an organisationAflat structure was found to result in 

increase in output. The study revealed that when ernployees 

are clearly informed of duties in written, they will be 

commited to their job,even when they work in an organisa­

tion wi.th different structure. The study also found 

that ernployees will be quali ty conscious when ,··-the· struè.,.;--_ 

ture of the organisation gives opportunity for the use of 

initiative on the job. However, assignment bf tasks to 

subordinate was found to be negatively related to the use 

of initiative by the employees, in both companies. The 

study further revealed that when every member of stalff.f 

has a specific job schedule, they will be conscious of 

quality in their job, different structure of organisations 

notwithstanding. It was also found that age of employee 

is positively related to the level of his job satisfaction 

in an organisation with flat structure. Years spent in 

the company by the ernployee was found not to guarantee 

employees participation, in decisions affecting the 

department in bath companies. The study also revealed that 
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no rnatter what the age of ernployee, superior officer's 

approval is essential for any decision ma:4e by employee 

in bath companies. 

In the extract of open-ended questions, the problems 

identified were grouped into ~nine. These are Weak 

structure, Inadequate Service Condition, Management problem, 

Workers Negligence, Poor interpersonal relationship, 

economic·problems, the Nigerian factor, communication gap 

and shortage of resources. 

The respondents however proffered some solutions which 

i nclude, the call for the· .. dvèduction in the nutYtber of 

subordinates attached to each superior in an organisation 

with wi~e span, proper definition of responsibiliti2s, cte..o.r 

eut structural arrangement and location of the administra­

tive office in the front of the factory. Other solutions 

suggested are efficient and effective management, sense 

of total commitment by workers, cordial interpersonal rela­

tionship, stable government regulations, equal treatrnent 

to all, effective communication, and adequate resources. 

Of particular importance was the finding that the need for 

adequate service condition for employees eut across all 

structural arrangements. 

5. 3 Ill'IrLICATION :B'OR '.l1HE MANAGEMENT OF COMPANY A AND 

COM1''ANY B! 

The findings in this research study have implications 

for manag~rnent in both cornpanies. Management in both corn-

··, 
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panies should pro~id~ their~ètaff with a specific job 

schedule. This will make ti1e employees to be conscious 

of guality in their job. The management can also assist 

the employees to be commited to their job by getting theN'\· 

informed of th~"'ir dtïl;ies in writfn.:9. IJ.'hat is to r~a;y, 

each employee should be ade9uatel;y in.f-orrned of what is 

expected of him. Quality consciousness can also be built . ,. 

into the ernployees by providing them, the opportunity to 

use initiative on their job, ManaGement in an organisa~ion 

with a flat structur~can increase the level of output of 

their employees by creating an environment that allows 

the emplo;yees to interact. Job satisfacti.on of ernplo;yee,, 

is r;uarantee<f if the s;ystern gives them the opportunity to 

participate in decisions affecting their department. 

Management in either flat or tall organisation should 

therefore provide their staff the opportuntt;y to partici­

pate in decisiom affecting their departments. Management 

in both cornpanies sllould provide the ernplo;yees with adequate 

authority that match the assigned responsibility. This, 

it was found, will give them the opportunity to use their 

initiative 9n their job. Unusual appearance b,y ernployees 

in an organisation with wide span of control, can be reduced 

if the· span of· sup~rvision is also reduced. Management 

in both companies should ensure evenly distribution of 

workers to all the departments. It was found that if 

this is done, the level of output of ernployees will 

increase. Ernployees will work hard to increase q"Liantit;y 
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of output if management in both cornpanies clearly informed 

the employees of their duties in written. The management 

should ensu~e that the structure of their organisation 

gives room for this. 

5.4 LI~ITATIOJ\1S 

The following are limitations encountered in the 

course of carrying out the stud;y. 

i. The researcher was given a time frame within which 

this research work must be carried out. This forms 

a major limitation to this study. 

ii- Findings in this study is limited by framing of some 

items used. Giving another oprortunity, there will 

be an improvement. 

iii. The sample size of 114 employees .cannot be said to 

be a true representation of Spintex Mills (Nigeria) 

Limited. In the same vain, the sample size of 121 

.may also.-:.not be a good representative of the views 

of the enti(re staff of IGON Limi ted (M~rchant BankS"rs). 

Conse9uentl;y, 1 am not in a position to say emphati­

cally that the findings in this research study are 

conclusive. 

iv. Only two companies were used for this study. If more 

organisations with different structural arrangement 

were used, it is likely we have sorne variations in 
,, 

findings. 
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5•·5 SUGG.ES'rIONS FOR FUR1rH.ER STUDIES 

This stud;y can be carried out with a larger sample 

size. It is suggested that the structure of the organisa­

tions to be used should be pronerly controlled to ensure 

generalisation of the findings. 
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.. 
y" .-- . ~P."', 
~ ' . --··-1 ' t <.::_ ~.. -- _, ., ·-Lr. J .• U. Uni 

Ag. ttead, .L,ept. of Business lidmin. 

... ~ 

' .: .. : 
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--~-----1,Y+--,---i-~-~ p--~~~~~~ï;*â•1!$ft;$P>4,;;w~,.­

The Manager 

DEPARTMENT OF- BUSINESS-ADMINISTRATION 
UNIVERSITY ::.oFt.~GOS -- ~ ~-~~ -

YABA, -NIGERIA ________ .,.--------- -

Uate~ 

TELEPHONE: 3130 SS 

TELEGR>,MS: UNIVERSITY LAGOS 

21/12/9? 
• • • • • • • 0 ~ • • • • • • • 

•• • J:C<lN. '1,:p.JJ.TJ!:1). CWJ{Ç~T. ll~EJlS) 
!· 

. _Broad Street, /? ·-~~·~······················· : 

Î/f · - LAGOS • . . _ .. ~ ... -•..••................• 
·--r.·r·.~·,.:~::~:,'- ~ ... • • • ~ • • • • • •··.• ·.-~·:,~{t.:1~-~ .. ·~. • '·:.··_._:-· 

. Dé~ :··i1~/1v1adam, 

·Topic: 

~~ ' ,,_·.: ·. .~-. ·((/.'~·:,..: . 

~~-i~~i-;;t,·:,~~;P':~~~~1sationa1_ st~ct1\it~,;:,:\·.·>'i'., 
•••••• -.."._-~:·:-~ ..... •(• ·-~--~~· ..... -._-•.••• •-f· ......... ·l·i•_• ~-

[ 
on k'mn; ovee -.- l>erf'ormance. . ! 

•• e. s-. ,... ,/:,.e ••• e. l'e e. e •• e e. e. e •• .••.• e e. D Cf• •• 

.. 
• • • e e •• e e e e. e •• 0. e •. • e •••• e ••• e •.• ··~ e e. G •.•• 

····:':ijf1î~r1i~:;tîâî,~f ~tit~;;~; t!f ~,:1110~§Jtf tt~t4t~~~lJt:rr · ·. 
__ Thm.lk you very ·much f'or your, anticj.pated co~operation. 

·: '., . .,,.: · .:_t·, __ ~--, '\ .. -,· -~ · > ~;:;:,./!.\'.· -· - t·- • ... \ .. i~ ·:;~·-.:- .: :~:~, r·... . ~t· , • • :·.' : .. ~ - \- • .<· -

t_ 

·······-~o--•--···· ,_--~--·-. -·-,--.,-.· .... .. ·- ... , .. ·' ·1."' _ ... 

- -~ ' .. 
"•""::·".'-,•,.· ': ,,·,· ..... ·,.<=r ~··~:<--: ·;. '·. J. 

'-~ . 

•' \'' /_ ·,, 

CODESRIA
 - L

IB
RARY



UNIVERSITY ·oF LAGOS ' . :.i· 
l. 

.. ;.. 

Good day. My name is OYEDEJI, G.Ao I am a post gradua·te 
student of the Department of Busin,ess Admin,~~t;r-~tion, University 
of Lag<>.l'>.~ . I am conducting a study in partial f'u1filment for the 
award of Mas·t-er 1 ·s DegYee ·in Manag~ment ..... 'l'.h_~ __ study requires me 
to ask you some questions about some aspects o:f your job'~ .. 

· .. ,. 
Kind1y help me by completing this questionnaire. Any ·ï 

information given will be treated as confidentia'Î, and used only 
for my study. You need not gi ve me your ·'hame. i?iease · ans.~~~ a11 
questions. 

THANK YOU FOR HELPING ME. 

·.PART I 

INFORMATION ABOUT YOU 

1. Sex: · Male -------· ..... Female ---------~-~------

2o Marital Status: Single--------- Married --~---- Divorced 
: ·:: ·.: 

), 25~35 years ( ·) 3~ Age: Below 25 years ( 

J6-45 yea,,r~.i · ( ) , r··Al;love 45 years ). ) .. ·-·-- ·· ......... , 

4. Present leve1 irl Company: Junior Worker ---·------­

Supervi s ôr,è'.: ,:_~ :__ - - - - ~: ~ ~~- Manager --- _ _; __ - - .:.- - --- - - -

5. Edu9.éitionai Quat:bt'~-~-~ ~~o~::-~·~.,.J-,~ -~~:::-:·--:--:-.:;::.-~ :·:.·_._ ~----·- ... 
• . • j' 

6. Year(s) a1ready spent on the present job __________ _.:;;_ ___ _ 
. . 

~ . -·· ..... 

7. Number of year(s) spent in the company ------------------
. .... . .. ~· -· .. -· .•.. 

. ! • .' PART. II . 

Please. indicat.~. ?.-r marking an "X" whether you 11 Strongly Agree n, 

-'nJtgree", ... ;- ·"Undecide:~.!~., ...... ''Disagree 11 , 11 Strongly Dizagree 11 with 
.. :• . ' ' .... - ··-· ---

the :follbwing statements. 

1. My head of àepartment has qua1ification relating to my job • 
. .1 .1.. 

~- ....... .. 

strong1y 
Agree. 

Agree 
·. - .. •,,·; 

Undecided Disagree 

2 o My superior has to àpprove ·an:y ·decision I make. 

0 . 
.' :, ~ : '. 

strongly 
Agree 

Agree 

e 

Undecided Disagree 

strongly 
Disagree 

• 
strongly 
Disagree 
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' .. ,,, ' . .- ... -............. . 

1.3. I am always consçiou.a,. of qua li ty !~:'.: my job 
: .. ~ ~) :··( ·· · .:=:;f:.\.rif .. 

strç>ngly. _;·, 
Agri'e 

Agree 

Str-0ngly ...... Agr.ee 
Agree :Ci' 

'bndecided 
. i ; ..... ~. 

U:hdecided 

,. 

·oisagree 

•, 
Disagree 

.. '.'.: ... 
';\. 

My job·-~i.iows nie to interact wi th e6-w6rkers 
- .................. ---· ... . .. '.iJ·': jl): 

DiJ~gree 
0 • 

Undecided 

. ~) :j; 

.st:,:-ongly 
Dïsagr~e 

Strongly 
Disa.gree 

: .. _.,;• ··: -- -

-Strongl.y 

' ; ,1 : .' ~. 

StF-ongly ... 
Agre~' '.' 

··'i ; ; ~ ~. ·~ 
ni.~~~ree ______ .. __ 

16. I t~~l happy w!th the amount of sup~rtision I receivë dh 
my J_ çb. ,:.-,_ 

Stroµgly 
Agre.ë 

.A.gree Ôrid~riided 
:..,.t \ 

~trongly 
n:Lsagreè 

t•. • 

17. I perto~m bëtter. wheri working in grbup. 

strongiy 
Agree , . 

Un_dëcided 

'•L'• .. :•, 

bisagree 

.. 

strongl.y 
Disagree 

18. All. in al.l, I am commited to my present job. 

19. 

A. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

• 
_stro:tigiy 
A$ree 

Ail thirtgs 

strongiy 
Agree 

0 0 .. ~ 

Agre·e Undecided Dfsagree 

cohsidered4 I am satisf'ied with my 

' '·• .... 
0 • 
Agi-ee Undecided bisagree 

PART III 

• 
strongl.y 
Disagree 

job. 

strongl.y 
Disagree 

Please list five problems you see _in this organisation 

------~-----------------~------------------------~----------
---------------------------------------·~---------~---------
------------------------------------~~~---------------------
-------~------------------------------------------------~---
----~-------·---~---------------------------------~----~~---
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s ' 
1 

~+--1--+--------l_,2. ~ 3, .2- .2.. -1 

----'--j-----------+~'---+-.l. _3_ _'),__ .?- i 

~- _3 __ ,$ _:).. ~ ---~ 
;)_ .2. 3 2.. .2. -~ 

2.33 i 3 i ,------------- --- - - - ----- ·---- ------, 

------l-~ - 4- __3 __ 3 _ $. _J 
-- ~ _3_ 3 1 J __ j .-

~!~------.---------..~ 3 2, ~ !~ ~ 
2. 3i 3 6 c2. i. --------- --- ---- --- -- -------- ~-i 

---- ------ :l. i± _i __ ::)., _3 __ 1 

.2.332.'6 l 

--t--'----t--~-•-----+---+--l·-=r__ __j 
1 i · 

-----------·----1----1---1 --1-----1-----, 
. /{ 

,· 
----l---------l~---
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