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ABSTRACT
The business environment changes continuously and these changes bring about high levels of
unceriainiies that the organization would have to make structural adjustment, so as to be able to
accommodate these changes since the structural variable could influence changes on the
organizational efjectiveness. This study therefore examined the impact of organizational
{cure on organizational behaviour using Dangote Nigeria PLC Lagos as a case study with
the objective of analysing the effect of the business environment on employee behaviour; to
examine the relationship between organizations’ size and employee behaviour; and to
imvestigate the extent to which technology affects employee behaviour in organizational settings.
This study used descriptive survey method while employing the use of questionnaire to obtain the
reguired data from the respondents. A total of 786 respondents were identified in the population,
while the sample size of 130 was calculated for using the Yaro Yamane formula and were
administered with the questionnaire. The Jindings of this study shows that business environment

has a positive effect on employee behaviour with a significance level of 0.03 which is less than

p c
(05 o

0.05 and R value of 0.223, also that there exist a positive relationship between organizational
behaviour and organizational size with a significance level of 0.04 which is also less than 0.05
| finally the study finds out that technology does have an effect on employee behaviour with a
significance level of 0.06 and R? valye of 0.222. The research concluded that the structure of an
organization has a deep impact on the behaviours of employees as it build loyalty at employee
and encourage employees to work harder to advance within the company. It therefore
recommends  that organization needs to establish a framework of order and system of
cu/mmendm;; employees effort when work undertaken by them is accomplished successfully.
Key word: Organisa

Ke | tional structure, organisation behaviour, business environment, organisation
size, employee behaviour
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ordination among functi .
co ;M = among r_um.nons, failure to share ideas. and slow decision-making bring managers
unnecessary complexity, stress, and conflict. "(Devaney, 2014) -

Orgaznizations are 'made up of complex relations involving people from different tribes,
background, with different morals, values. ethics. beliefs. ideas ?ul e . TSN
complex relations takes placeinaé,o 1%1- e : mf fares an N RS A8

anagement will not hav ‘completely unstructured and Incoherent manner, Organizations
managem ill not have the right amount of information nesded and may not be able to
RImPHOm 1.2 knowledgezble manner. This has serious disadvantages, which is a reason why in
history within human societies organizational structure has een developed as a means to
g such complex relations. Orgzanizational structure provides co-ordination of the processes
i SU.Ch e that a process or agent involved can function in @ more adequate manner. The
relationship shown by a given organizational structure is much more dependable than in an
entircly unstructured situation (Jonker, Letia. and Treur, 2002).

Structure is the framework through which an organization accomplishes the task and
responsibilitics needed to attain its objectives. This mav be why Donnelly and Jane (1998) stated
that “-‘v‘l(UClUfC is a means for a:hicﬂ'ng- the goal established  planning™”.
Structure in the present day organization represent complex relationship, it is the need for people

.
(0 organize their cfforts. Later on, to attain certain objectives becomes more and more

Aheli

-

imperative. Hence organization structure defines the format of a formal system of task and
reporting relationships that controls, co-ordinates and motivates employees so that they work
together to achieve Organizational goals (Buchanan and Huczynski 2004). It establishes the line
of authority for integrating and coordinsling activitics According to Galbraith, and Nathanson
(1978) organizational structure means. “The organization of work into roles such as production,
financial, marketing and so on™

Organizational behaviour has to do with the behaviours of individuals and groups within an
organization towards one another and toward the organization as a whole, and its effect on the
organization functioning and per formance. That 1s, it interprets people-organization relationships
in terms of the whole person, group, % hole organization, and whole social system. (business
dictionary.com, 2016). It is the study and application of knowledge about how cmployees,
individuals and groups act in organizalions. According to Newstrom and Davis (1993) it is the
systematic application of organizational behavior results at various levels of the organization to
bring about planned change. It is the study of what people think, feel, and do in and around
organizations.,

According to math (2010), Lack of a perfect structure and bad management can lead to employee
turnover. The design of an organizational structure should be studied thoroughly to ensure that
there are no cracks or loose ends in the structure, if it is not, the organization has the risk of
demotivating employees and having negative influence on their behavior. Stringer (2007) asserts
that an organizational structure that s promoting from within will increase the strong values and
norms, build loyalty and encourage employees to work harder to advance within the company
which gives them the motivation they nead t0 perform better as negative behavior can be a death
sentence for any organization. He went further to say that when giving employees the right to
authority they iweccrme more posiuve and thus give more attention to their work and enjoy
working for the company, they feel more wanted and recognized by the organization=amd
contribute more. However employees with a negative behavior can drag their department or the
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e ) ) N ~or and 1n turn make
organization down the drain and drain other employees’ posiive behavio make they,
negative.

. g ; _ - ~sired type. Accordj
Organizational structure is used to obtain organizational behavior of a desired BYP cording 1,

Mullins (2005), Individuals differs and they bring their own believes .;md‘ya]ue: to jobs. Thus the
way structure is designed affects the way p-eople behave within organization.

id and continuous change. This hyg
These changes also bring aboyy
e structural adjustment, so 3
ble can influence business

Most business organisations are faced with the problem of rap
intensified the level of competition in the business environment.
high levels of uncertainties that the organization would have to mffk
to be able to accommodate the changes. The structural vana

effectiveness cither negatively or positively.

g

rtain way elicits or prevents certain behaviors, so Knowing
: wers to choose the one that produces
24 goals and objectives,
Je of structure to be used for

Also, grouping people together in a ce
how each structure shapes employee behavior helps mana:
the best result in terms of achieving
But unfortunately, there is no single way of determining what type ©

profit to be realized.

Rescarch Objectives

The main objective of this study is to examine the impacts ot k’l“;_lill\‘l"i““““‘l structure on
organizational behaviour; however, the following arc the spectfic objectives:

e To analyze the effect of the business e ironment on employee behavior,
e To examine the relationship between organization's size and employee behavior,

e To investigate the extent to which technology affects employces behavior inan organizational

settings.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Conceptual Framework
Organizations have existed for as long as people have worked together. Archacologists have

discovered massive temples dating back to 3500 B.C. that were constructed through the
organized actions of people. The fact that this impressive monuments were built suggest not only
that complex organizations existed, but that the people in them cooperated reasonably well
(Greiner, 1979).

Organizational structure has been defined by researchers in many different ways or perspectives.
Katz and Kahn (1978) believed that structure is found in an interrelated set of cvcﬁts' which
return to complete and renew a cycle of activiies. Pugh (1990) Claimcd‘ oL of eve ni‘mﬁonal
structure consists of activities such as task allocation, coordination and supe ;._bd non
geared toward organizational goals. and supcrvision that ar¢
A structure is the arrangement of the component . ‘ o
Organizational structure can therefore be rgferred II)STS g:g;?gri to enhance its functioning.
of the organization to enhance productivity and proﬁtabilitvgl ent of the component part
architecture of business competence, leadership, talents ﬁmCtioﬁz-ﬂ N essence, structure IS the
(wolf 2002). ’ relationship and management
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Stroh, Northeraft, ang Neal
i . * Cc
relationships among different gl(lgzl))lcmph

3Sized (hat oreo: .
1l organizational structure represents the

defined as social arrap ) ayed by unitg yip:
angementg Constructed by pc()plc“’:/lllhln an organization, Organizations are

10 can also change them. Buchanan -
¢ nge them, Buchanan and

Huczynski (1997) Organizatj

; Nizations gy

ucr 7). . ¢ a sys{e

B e, o pcrsomfusyslun of Cooperatjye activitics and their coordination

8). 1at is larpely . :
1938) gely a matter of personal relationship (Barnard,

Organizations are groups of
L g S of pec ;
Barley 1996). Organ; PS of people whq work interdep e
b - Préanizations are oy |, pendently toward some purpose. (Stern and

A . uildin S Or . ,
people who interact wit), cach other tg geh; B8 Or other physicy| structures, Rather they consist of

: . ; achieve ; 3
of mtf:ractxon, meaning that they expect each, t;f}ct of goals, Employees have structured patterns
way- in an organized way, e 1Cr to complete certain tasks in a coordinated
relationships and tasks tl)llatocrgs?lzlatloflal stmc‘:ture is defined as the formal system of authority
goals in organizations (Jones 201r30 Thye Sordinate Coypoyee actions and behavior v i
g A )- Thus structyre is Synonymous to a rope that employees hold

and binds all employees towards yn: ,
‘ y S unifi : . ) } : , e
and “What is What” of organization, ed direction and aids the identification of “Who is Who™

Modern Types of organizationa] structure

1. The functional organizationa] structure
A func'u.oonal 0; g?nllfat;onal structure is a structure that consists of activities such as coordination,
supervision and task allocation, According to Jones (2007) it groups people together on basis of

helping orgapization spend less on training and endorse development of norms, values, and
group cohesiveness that promote high performance which helps in building loyalty and

commitment thus contributing to organizational efficiency.

2 The divisional organization structure
The divisional structure or product structure consists of self-contained divisions. A

division is a collection of functions which produce a product. It also utilizes a plan to compete
and operate as a separate business or profit center. According to Zainbooks.com, divisional
structure in America is seen as the second most common structure for organization today
(Wikipedia.com, 2016).

A divisional structure groups employees around geographic areas, clients, or outputs
(products/services). Divisional structures are sometimes called strategic business units (SBUs),
because they are normally more autonomous than functional structures and may operate as
subsidiaries rather than departments of the entexp.rise.. Erpployees who are responsible for certain
market services or types of products are placeq in divisional structure in orc?cr. to increase [11611:
flexibility. Examples of divisions include reglonal/gepgraphxcal (a p.S Division and an FU
division), consumer/clients type (a division for companies and one for households), and product

type (a division for trucks, another for SUVS, and another for cars).
3. he matrix organization structure ‘ |
'TI"‘hc,L matrix strLTclurc oroups employees by both function and product. This structure can
: l D . . . ~ .
combine the best of both separate structures. A matrix organization frequently uses teams of
emPlO}’L S tLo accomplish work in order to take advantage of the strengths, as well as make up
ce ac ,
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onal and decentralized forms, An example would be a company thy
Iaing the matrix structure, this compary
”l"“‘l“"' a" gales department, "produc
roduct L' gales department, "producy

for the weaknesses, of funeti

produces (Wo products, "product A" and "product b

would organize functions within the company as [olows:

4" customer service department, "produet a” accounting, L S !

b customer service department, "product b" accounting department (Wll’;l])‘idlif.c()l.n, z()!(,)

e WoealdFunctional Matvix: A project manager with only limited authority 15 “'it;l;’{ll’;(l ()
oversee the cross- functional aspecets ol the project, The (unctional managers maintain contro|

over their resources and project areas, ’

Balanced Functional Matvix: A project manager i agsipned to oversee the pmjf;cl. Power is

sharad equally between the project manager and the l'uncli(mnl'm'mm;;crr;. It h’r‘lr‘:;g'; the best

aspects of functional and projectized organizations, [However, l!n.'k; is l.lnc Irl().‘)'f.’(ll“l’;l_lll system
to maintain as the sharing of power is a delicate proposition (Wlklpc(.lla.‘com, Z‘() 10) '

e Strong Project Matrix: A project manager is primarily rc.SpOHSIbIC for the project,

Functional managers provide technical cxpertise  and  assign resources as needed

(Wikipedia.com, 2016)

4. Team-Based (Lateral) Structure o o
Qome writers call this a lateral structure because; with few organizational levels it is very
luster structure because

flat and relies on extensive lateral communication. Others refer to itasac ure |
o its team-based organization as a

it is composed of a cluster of teams. Harley-Davidson refers t :
circle structure because the organization has several circles of activity with free-floating teams
operating within each domain (Galbraith, 1994).

No matter what the team based structure is ca
that distinguish it from other organizational forms. First, it uses self-directed work teams rather
han individuals as the basic building blocks of the organization. Second, teams are typically

organized around work processes, such as making a specific product or serving a specific client
hat design new products and are

croup. For instance Harley-Davidson has platform teams t
responsible for the life cycle of their particular line. Each platform team includes a design

ineer: manufacturing lead, purchasing lead and marketing lead (Brunelli, 1999).

NZINeCr,

ot

lled or how it is drawn, it has a few features

4]

Network structure
. network structure also known as modular structure is an alliance of several

gll

~

organizations for the purpose of creating a product or serving a client (Baldwin and Clark, 1997).
This collzborative structure usually consists of several satellite organizations bee hived around a
hub or core firm. The core firm coordinates the network process and provides one or two other
core competencies, such as marketing or product development.
6. Virtual

Virtual organization is defined as being closely coupled upstream with its suppliers and
downstream with its customers such that where one begins and the other ends means little to
those who manage the business processes within the entire organization. A special form of
boundary less organization is virtual. This means while the core of the organization can be small
but still the company can operate globally is a market leader in its niche. According to Anderson
(2007), because of the unlimited shelf space of the Web, the cost of reaching niche goods is
falling dramatically. Althguglll_nonc Sc“_i” huge numbers, there are so many niche products that
collectively they make a significant profit, and that is what made highly innovative Amazon.com
so successful (Anderson, 2007). attve Amazon.
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The Design of Ovganizational Strueture )
1t is important to bear in mind that there are many variables that influence the most appropriatc
ormanization structure and system o management, including situational factors and the
co]lliﬂgﬂh‘)' approach.  Changing patterns of work organization, the demand for greater
nexibility and the multi-skilling challenge and managerial processes such as delegation and
cmpowerment also have a major interrelationship with structurce and influence decisions and
structural design. Lundy and Cowling (1990) said that orpanizations arc collections of people
prought together for a purpose to achicve this purpose successfully; pcople need to be organized
within the best possible structure. Decisions on structure arc primary strategic decisions.
The Basic Considerations in the Design of Organization Structure arc as follows
(Nwachukwu, 2012);
@) Divisional Work: Within the formal structure of an organization work to be divided among
i« members and different jobs related to cach other. The division of work and the grouping
together of people should, whatever possible, be organized by reference to some common
<haracteristics which forms a logical link between the activities involved. The most commonly
used basis for grouping activities is according to specialization, the use of the same set of
-esources, or the shared expertise of members of staff.
(b) Clarification of objectives: A clear definition of objectives is necessary in order to provide
2 hasis for the division of work and grouping of duties into subunits. The objective for these sub-
units must be related to the objectives of the organization as a whole in order that in appropriate
problem of structure can established. Clearly stated and agreed objectives will provide a
Famework for the design of structure, and a suitable pattern of organization to achieve those
objectives.
(¢c) Task and Element Functions: In order to produce some goods, or provide some services,
there are four essential functions that the organization must perform (Nwachukwu, 2012).
e The good or service must be developed
« Something of value must be created. In the case of the business organization this might be the
production or manufacture of a product; in the case of the public sector or organization the
provision of a service.
« The product or services must be marked. They must be distributed or made available to those
who are to use them.
¢ Finance is needed in order to make available the resources used in the development; creation
and distribution of the products or services provided.
(d) Centralization and Decentralization: A critical decision point that arises from division of
work and grouping of activities is the extent of centralization or decentralization. Most
organizations necessary involve a degree of decentralization arising from such features as an
increase in size, the organization, or the need to extend activities or services to remove areas.
(¢) Principles of Organization: The classical writer placed emphasis on the definition of
structure in terms of division of work, chain of command, span of control and reporting
relationship. Attention was focused on the requirements of the formed organization and the
search for a common set of principles applicable to all circumstances. Urwick (1952) originally
specified eight principles of organization but revised these to ten in his letter writing,.
(f) Span of Control: The span of control arise in line authority and refers to the number of
subordinate who report directly to a given manager or supervisor. 1t does not refer to the total of
subordinate operating staff, that is, those staff who report first to another person. Hence the term
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span of responsibility or ‘span of supervision’ is sometimes considered to be more appropriate

(Nwachukwu, 2012).
Organizational Behavior fnctic
Organizational behavior is concerned with’ the study of the S}“F“i}”* ’ﬂgﬂslmng and
performance of organization and behavior of groups and individuals within them.” Fugh (1971).
= os, the interface

Organizational behavior is the study of human behavior in organizationa{ settings, rfa
and the organization itself. Moorhead & Griffin,

, feel and do in and around

between human behavior and the organization, ,
(1995). Organizational bchavior is the study of what people think T .

scholars systematically study indh 1dgal. team. dnd

) (orgamzauonal behavior,

organizations. Organizational behavior
structural characteristics that influence b
2003). Organizational behavior has bee
2010). The study of Individuals in organiz
1. Work groups (micro level),
2. How organizations behave (macro level) 2 ancil
Organizational behavior theorists involved in studying not only at mdl"'d_““l or groups as
isolated entities, but also as part of an interactive social system in which the actions of one part
impact the functioning of another. Organizational behavior also enhance organizational
effectiveness at all levels within the organization through good unde N ALSEIGE
influencing events on the individual, group and organizational levels (Civil service ‘ln(.h‘ll.com‘
2016). One of the most important principle in organizational behavior 1s that
thcory and practice docs in separation but s

ithin organizations.
Wagner and Hollenbeck,

ehavior w
two levels (

n divided into
ations (micro levels)

rstanding, predicting and

the arca of
organizational behavior not function
from its own rescarch but also the

multidisciplinary, drawing on the insights arising not
research and insights of other disciplines.

oy

and Organizational Structure

pattern of relationships among positions in the

Organizational Behaviour
tion. Organization structure makes possible the

Organizational structure is the

organization and among members of the organizall
agement and creates & framework of order and command
directed and

application of the process of man
through which the activities of the o
controlled. Structure defines task and resp

rganization can be planned, organized,
onsibilities, work roles and relationships and channcls

ational structure goes a long way in affecting the
behavior of employees in the organization. According to Hahn (2007) the best structurc of an
depends on its external environment. Every organizations goal is growth and
To do that, it is important that all employees are on board and that their behavior
s success. Employee behavior, however can be affected by external
Business owners need to watch out for changes in employecs that

of communication.
The factors determining an organiz

organization
making money.
contribute to the company’
factors outside the business.
could signal trouble.

Orgzmizational researchers have rarely considered ambient temperaturc a relevant
contextual factor in influencing organizational behaviors and outcomes, with a few exce tions
Van de Vliert and van_Yperen ( 1996), for instance, applied the neg;tive aFfaeE rog ol tc;
studying the relationship between national variations in ambient temperature and rolpp verload
or employees’ lack of personal resources needed to fulfill commitments bl'c s :
(Peterson, 1995). They discovered that in regions of w n CDLGAlions; 9/
ded to report more role overload compared to ureaions of :Ic;rllzi:' ::zg:z:j:’

requirements
employees ten
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Theoretical Framework
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“organizational structure” as well a5 on “organizational behavior
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Neo classical C Jrganization Theory, Reinforcement Theory and Behavior Modification Th

a reaction to the tough, authoritzr
of classical theory. It addresse
serious: objections to classical theory arc that i gidity, thns
squclching creativity, individual growth, and motivation, Neoclassical theory displayed -
concern for human needs,
One of the first experiments that cha

as conducted by Mavo
and Pocthlisberger in the late 1920 at the Western Electric plant in Haw
1933

thome, Nlinois (Mavo.
3). While manipulating conditions in the work environment (e.g., intensity of lighting), ;'{3:.
found that any change had a positive impact on productivity. The act of Paying

employees in a friendly and nonthreatening way was sufficient b
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Weinforcement Theory T

einforcement theory sugpests that individuals can choose
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ponses o

-~

3
as been associated
I what has come o

r things being equal,
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‘csponses that are
T {1 he slie med, but resp z
dimuli that are followed by satislaction will be strengthe 4
I.C‘\-l“\n‘\‘cs to stimu ‘ . X l \ : l
( l{Ciinl““‘\‘\‘n‘\‘n‘ ‘h\‘(“\' iH ‘h\\ l"(“\(\:;“‘ (‘l Hh“l"”,! |)U|H|Vl(” ),y g l/()' )““i“h“l(.“l(' i(' ”l'('(l ’()
N ' ‘ sl o 5 J NI RS} oL
o the behavior, In reinforcement theory a combination of rewards '/'\'" I){ havior that elicits 4
( { N g . ; Ji ' g e ” 7 ’ 3
reinforee desired  behavior or extinguish unwanted |u,l|.|v1(>|: 'I'Y erales on his or het
* ) s | H [ Operatecs ‘ ~
consequence s called  operant hehavior, beeause  the mtlllvl'(‘lllvl " | beieen e Obemm
: \ : v relationship be y Cr
: Leinforeeme ory coneentrates on the relatior Qpel
cnvironment, 1\unhm‘umm theory s and 18 somelimes referred 1o as operant conditioning,
behavior and the associated consequences, and 18 some | ‘ havior. This is what Skinner started
’ < o ) ‘ N . i MH (9] '- (>4 4 ’ = = 4 v
Ihe Theory starts o look into punishment and reward for behavi sie iy
~ : ake sure people stay on the right track and
0 o into, saying that punishment was needed to make sure people The main aspect of the
2 . Saymg ‘ ; ; . . ¢ ¢ main aspect of the
produce work which is of an adequate quality (beotb.com, 2“'UI)‘ ' : ‘(I il e aaat
N . R 4 ‘- . R . . . » ul (.: v 1 4‘; - I‘;l .
reinforcement theory is that when behavior is reinforeed, then it will be repet ( {.fiot ol o
y T fae will e i ; Y S anc change
but if the behavior s not reinforeed, then that behavior will continue lhc}s‘amc' anl n )(f';,l'm’l y
SR L 0 ST it ot W sss something is done (Skinner
therefore if a behavior is currently bad, it will stay that way, unless something (Skinner,
1004-] OOO)

Behavior Modification Theory ) .

Behavior modification is the use of empirically demonstrated bchaylpr change tcc'hmqucz
10 1ncrease or decrease the frequency of behaviors, such as altering an ind.1v1dua1’s l?ehavxors and
reactions to stimuli through positive and negative reinforcement of adaptive behavior and/gr the
reduction  of  behavior  through its  extinction, punishment and/or  satiation
(referenceforbusiness.com, 2016). Luthans and Kreitner orchestrated the way of altering people’s
behavior in business. Behavior modification first started out in treating mental patients etc. but
was soon discovered to be practical in many other areas.

The first use of the term behavior modification appears to have been by Edward
Thorndike in 1911. His article Provisional Laws of Acquired Behavior or Learning makes
frequent use of the term "modifying behavior". Through early research in the 1940s and the
1950s the term was used by Joseph Wolpe's research group. The experimental tradition in
clinical psychology used it to refer to psychotherapeutic techniques derived from empirical
research. It has since come to refer mainly to techniques for increasing adaptive behavior
through reinforcement and decreasing maladaptive behavior through extinction or punishment
(with emphasis on the former). Two related terms are behavior therapy and applied behavior
analysis. Emphasizing the empirical roots of behavior modification, some authors consider it to
be broader in scope and to subsume the other two categories of behavior change methods. Since
techniques derived from behavioral psychology tend to be the most effective in altering behavior,
most practitioners consider behavior modification along with behavior therapy and applie
behavior analysis to be founded in behaviorism. While behavior modification €NCOMpAsses
applicd behavior analysis and typically uses interventions based on the same behavioral
principles, many behavior modifiers who are not applied behavior analysts tend to use packages
of interventions and do not conduct functional assessments before intervening,

In recent years, the concept of punishment has had many critics, though these criticisms
tend not to apply to negative punishment (time-outs) and usually apply to the addition of some
aversive event. The use of positive punishment by board-certified behavior analysts is restricted
to extreme circumstances when all other forms of treatment have failed and when the behavior to
be modified is a danger to the person or to others. In clinical settings positive punishment 1is
usually restricted to using a spray bottle filled with water as an aversive event. When misused,
more aversive punishment can lead to affective (emotional) disorders, as well as to the receiver

(=%
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>SECIre 2nd both personal attributes and employee behavior and
p o Y302l zonbulss znd empliovee reactions Aty Was co ‘ted from
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‘ . YIHINg 07 =23 j00s m 36 organizations. The orgamzations were
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d 71 IndiviCuals for various purposes. Approximately 75 percent of the data
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7 > |5 4 g ot et 2 A rve 1001 o8 4 S - .,
agents, and researchers admin sicted 2 questionnaire to groups of 3 to 25 employees. The
rescarch concluded that there 1 2 wignificant relationship found between organizational structure
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Ming-Chang Huang (2008, “The mmpact of external environment and self-serving
motiviation on physician’s organizational behaviors™. The study was aimed at determining the
impacts ol external environment physician’s organizational behaviors, There were 211
physiciuns that served as doctors i bospatals which still kept contract with Bureau ol National

Health Insurance in 2005 who responded o questionnatres. The empirical result shows that
external environment does not have sigmficant impacts on job satisfaction, but does have
significant negative effect on organizational behaviors, The stuc'ly submits that the more
favorable the external environment is, the better the employees behavior ' .

Baron (1994) carried out a lhorough revicw of studies that cxpmmcd the mﬂu‘cnccs ol
physical work environment such as illumination, temperature, anq noise on work performance
g : work context such as illumination and temperature

ugh changing arousal level and positive or ncgative
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his framework,
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part \?t thought P““f‘\{% ~onceptual metaphor framework that focuses on how the physical
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s of qucstionnaire were

structured questionpa A of 130 copi¢
structured questionnaire in a close ended format and @ (otal of 1: p

administere )
c mistered, this is based on sample size caleulated

N N_
[N ()
Where  n = sample size
N = total population=780
e 13 = level of specification 8% (.08
/N0
TF7SG008y 786

T 0.0304 =130
1m§ t}lc sample size is 130 respondents, This means @ Lot
administered o members of the population under study.

al of 130 copics of questionnaire were
; .

Method of Data Analysis ] 5 & g S
For the purpose of data analysis of this research study both descriptive an 'mfcre'nlt@ st;txst;}c):
were applied. While percentage and frequencies will be used for the de'SC.YIPth and 31512 : o(rl . &
n'equcncics of various unique features of rcspondcntS, dcscriptive StatIStICS. was applic ar} : or
testing the hypotheses correlation and regression analysis Was employed using SPSS 17 edition..
The importance of each answer will be critically analysed to make it more meaningful.

Hypothesis One
H.:: Business environment does not have any effect
Table 1: Model Summary

Mode R R Square | Adjusted R | Std. Error of
1 Square the Estimate

1 457° 223 .027 701
a. Predictors: (Constant), ORGANIZATION OPERATES
IN A GOOD ENVIRONMENT

Source: Researcher’s SPSS analysis (2016)
Table 1 shows that 22.3% variation in employee behavior is explained by business environment,

the remaining 77.7% variation is explained by other variables different from business
environment which are not included in the model summary. The R square of 0.223 shows the
weakness of the model for making predictions because it is far from 1. In the social sciences, low
R squares in regression equation are not uncommon especially for a cross sectional analysis. He
emphasized that a seemingly low R square does not necessarily mean that an OLS (Ordinary
east Square) regression equation 1s useless. It is possible that the r square is a good estimate of
a ceteris paribus relationship between the dependent and independent variable (Thomson, 2011)

on employees’ behavior

—_— Coefficients”
- Unstandardized Standardized i Si
Model Coefficients Coefficients =
B Std. Error Beta
(
T 4.695 519 0.043 1000

136



JOURNAL OF MANAGEMENT

LA_P—&—' Volume 7 No, 1

DECEMBER, 2016

ORGANIZATION
OPERATES IN A
GOOD
ENVIRONMENT
a. l\\lwndom Variable: THE SOCIHETY AND ORGANIZATIONAT & -
Rescarcher's SPSS analysis (2010) INAL STRUCTURE

-()(’“ .I')(, 4/‘!/ "(r

0073

Source:

s how business environment contributed to the prediction of emple ; '
i “mployees’ behavior

Table 2 show
7 and p-value of 0.003 lesser than 0.05% which is the critical value. This impl;

The beta is 0.43
dness environment is ace ale Vi 0 . o .

business environmen’ i accumulated to 45.7 % of employee behavior and since the p-vals
 p-value

Lis 0,003 is lesser than 0.05, this reveals that the null hypothesis is rejected and we c
ore conclude that business environment has a positive effect on cmploylclébe-;’;-‘/ir”—4 r
alue for business cnvironment which is -0.068 also reveals ?;,:;;,‘
ave effects on employce behavior because changes in t,»f ,J,
about changes in employee behavior. o

that Z!
whicl
therel
Cocfficients V
environment does h
environment will bring

Hypothesis Two
43.2 Ho2:  Thereis no significant relationship between employees’ behavior and

organizational size.

Table 3 Correlations
ORGANIZATION EMPLOYEES
OPERATES IN BEHAVIOR AND
GOOD ORGANIZATIONAL
ENVIRONMENT SIZE
ORGANIZATION Pearson ) -
OPERATES IN Correlation -
GOOD Sig. (2-tailed) .004
ENVIRONMENT N 98 98
EMPLOYEES Pearson 218" 1
BEHAVIOR AND Correlation ‘
ORGANIZATIONAL  Sig. (2-tailed) .004
SIZE N 98 08
“* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Source: Rescarcher’s SPSS analysis (2016)

The result presented in {able 3 shows the estimate 0
which shows the relationship between employees’
contained in table, the correlation significance is .004 which is less the
there is a significant relationship between (he two variables. The correlation figure of .21
shows that there is a positive relationship between employee behavior and organizational size.
The implication of the result of model 2 is that the null hypothesis stated above is rejected.

There is no significant relationship between employees’ behavior and organizational size is not

accepted,

f correlation analysis for hypothesis two (2)
behavior and organizational size. As
m the .05 indicating that
S
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R Square Adjusted R | Std, Hrror off

Square the Lstimalte
222 018 513

WStant), ORGANIZATION OPERATES

VIRONMENT

archer’s SPSS analysis (2010)

a. Predictor
-LOTS! (Congt
IN A GOOD EN '

source: Rege

aincd by business environment,

1 able 4 Sl]\\\\.s that 29 ¢
bles different from busincss

the remainine 7+ &t ’\n ‘\"m;ilulion_ in cm]l)lnyclc l)clmvkl)r is cxp'l
envin .S festoovaration is explained by other varia
\\'easli;llt};gt\:;}11\:}1]‘\1‘ are not inc.ludcd in llhc model };ummary. The R squarc "f'{)"?%%, .?h(.)‘i{s]t}?c
R squares in rc: 1}}‘1‘?“‘1 tor making predictions becausc it is far from 1. In the so'ua’ lstjlc’r}%?: (})f”-
emphasized ul;l.&bil‘o’n cquation are not uncommon especially 'for a cross scctlon(f)chénc(i O/»(lJ D) 2
Least Square) I‘_“‘T:t?mmgly low R square does not necessarily mean that an Jrainary

“I'e) regression equation is useless. It is possible that the r square 1s d good estimate of

ac TS - ’ : .
Cetens paribus relationship between the dependent and independent variable (Thomson, 2011).

:f?ob;;: ‘ Coefficients” : :
) Unstandardized Standardized T Sig.
Coefficients Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 3.724 455 8.186 .000
1 ORGANIZATION

gg%%ATES A 154 .105 425 1.465 .006

ENVIRONMENT

a. Dependent Variable: TECHNOLOGY AND ORGANIZATIONAL BEHAVIOR

Source: Researcher’s SPSS analysis (2016)

Table 5 shows how technology contributed to the prediction of Employee Behavior. The beta is
0.425 and p-value of 0.006 lesser than 0.05% which is the critical value. This implies that
Technology is accumulated to 42.5 % of employee behavior and since the p-value which is 0.006
is lesser than 0.05, this reveals that the null hypothesis is rejected and we can therefore conclude
that Technology has a positive impact on employee behavior. The Coefficients value for

technology which is 0.154 also reveals that Technology has a positive impact on employee

behavior because a unit improvement in technology will bring about a 0.154 change in employee

behavior.

iscussion of Findings ” , .
D HypotthiS 1 (Hoy) tested the effect of business environment on employees behavior.
¢ calculated significance of 0.003 is much lesser than a P value of 0.05

the analysis, th : o )
From is a good business environment, employees will be better motivated. This

. ing that if therc : . S NI :
1mp1ylrt;= the claims that the environment of the business and changes in the society at large
suppo behaviour. Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected and hence, the

: Joyees’ i3 1 o ffan
affects emp Y vironment has a positive effect on employee behavior. In the model the

assertion that business €D
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SlgmhLJM at .004 significant level and the null | a | : ive l(,l:lll.(m‘,hlp and the result was
For hypothesis three, The RV\ i | ly][)()lllcs:ls was therefore rejected.

P . . ) vhich is the correlation coefficient s o
positive relationship of 42.5% betw 1 1ic correlation cocfficient shows a significant
shows that 22.2% variation i veen technology and employees behavior, The RZ of 0.222
st \’él'ilqblc‘ (1: lclm in the dependent variable (employees’ behavior) is caused ,/ th
[ < " . il I Y tne
“btained was 0.006 wi CCl mology)..Flom the analysis of the hypothesis the level of significance

roduction‘ »u aat s uch as well is less than 0.05. Hence, factors such as quality methods of
%“COI‘diﬂo ’to I%h ed equipment and proper tools improves employee behavior in general
. B 2 | > 2§ -

;1c:t mlco;nnon ecs)llgsqnll(z(f)‘l 1), in the social sciences low R squares in regression equation arc
e : : - T

O s ot pecia y‘l or a cross sectional analysis. He emphasized that a seemingly low R
sq necessarily mean that an OLS (Ordinary Least Square) regression equation is

useless. It 1s possib.le that the r square is a good estimate of a ceteris paribus relationship between
the dependent and independent variable.

Conclusion

vailable space, conduciveness and interaction

The environment of business in term of the a
effect on employees’ behaviour in term of their

between superior and subordinate have a positive
commitment, efficiency, effectiveness and productivity.

The size of an organization has obvious implication on employe
employees in cach unit of an organization determines how coor

employees are better able to relate and interact with each other.
Technology is required to enhance effective organizational behavior. The use of proper tools,

updated equipment and quality methods of production will reduce stress level'of employees,
improve their behavior and increase their agility which increases production quality. This is l}n‘e
with the work of Mumford and Weird 1979, who states that other than directly influencing JoO
performance, technology has the power to ng condition;

alter the nature of employees workl .
including work environment and interpersonal relationship and have considerable impact on job
satisfaction, a predictor of work behavior.

es’ behavior. The number of
dinated the unit will be and

d Jusion ion should monitor their external
; and conc uld monitor thelr & &5

s s of an organization depends on 1t SO that organization can
ire that employees exhibit a posiive desired

Recommendations ¢ made, the Organizat

Based on the {inding '
environment as the approp.natcnef; Ak does
i e o quCk])(’j ?lbevj)?la:lizulion as a whole. - -
o towards e WOfk(;l ; i Jn]cd 1’%)1’ (he senior Managers oply to make dCClSlonl,‘[.l‘lct ;[1 cl‘flllt:
If organizati 08 struct'urc . es) b solving remains at the top which 1}1:1kc the cmp.l‘o%lu.sla; .lli ly
for solution aa i pr()blbm: orting structurc is unfair. Therefore, uuumlg,cla',s 1{01‘1; 11 . L N
get the work don¢ i:edtéh;:]t 31‘;12‘;&] making and in formulating work regulation and stancares
employees 10 participd
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m}d also ensure that (i\\l\;\l'llllelll:f and individuals that need to co-ordinate their efforts have lines
of communication that are butlt into the structure -

Companies should provide more undated caulnne,

]1-1\-Cl,~1-¢-ucr :‘- ‘1\1111‘15 : 1de nlmu updated equipment and computer software so that employee cap

k‘ 'Cl NN production and mangers can also spend legs time harping over details when the:
now that employees have the proper tools 24
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