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ABSTRACT

This study examined the impact of employee pawmibim in decision making on organizational perfonce
using Government Owned Enterprises in Port-Har¢cdrifer State as a case study. The populatiortuafys
comprised managers and employees of the selectadrfiPort-Harcourt River state. The sample for shedy
was given as 125. Out of the 125 questionnairesrasi@red to the participant only 100 were returmddle 25
were not returned. The study was analyzed usirtgh#és and percentage while the three hypotheses tested
with the aid of ANOVA. The result from the reseastiows that employee participation in decision mgkas
positive effect on organizational performance. sTistudy recommends the following; Organizations are
encourage to design their firm in such a way thaidll boot free flow of decision making in theirganization and
gives room for full involvement of their employee participate and create efficiency on organizatiatecision
making process. Again, Firms are advised to putermeechanisms that will encourage their employeeine

up with better innovative ways of achieving and rpoting organizational performance, and also Firmes a
commended to improve the level of workers involvatma decision making between employees and employe
finally, Every firm is advised to create a straighivard understanding and notion of the conceptaoticipative
decision making to avoid conflicts of interest amadne employees and the employer.

Key Words: Employee Participation, Decision MakinQrganizational Structure, Employee Commitment,
Centralization.

1.1 INTRODUCTION

Presently, organizations have recognized the nekBsnployee Participation in achieving organizasibn
objectives. Majority of firms that employ participee management approach have recorded dramatic
breakthrough in the area of operational cost, pgbfit margin and work productivity. Through Empks
Participation, individuals are offers the chanceycgb responsibility and partake in joint decisimaking for the
whole welfare of the firm (Management Study Gudbi§G, 2016).

In some firm most recent, the power of formulatitegision depends on the magnitude of confidenagsgai
into a certain jobs. These avails an opportunityefmployees to make recommendations and contritsti@eded
to achieve organizational objectives. Employee ivenment has contributed both impacts either paaigivor
negatively on firm achievement. Research by MSGA§2hoted that, Employee Participation has promated
level of individuals’ satisfaction on the job. Whpeaople have that feeling that there are beenwedobn decision
process of the firm the find there salve, that ardg motivate them to put in their best even wimencash reward
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is not fort coming they are not demoralized in maksure that organizational goal and objectiveesnbachieved.
Again Employee involvement has seen as an impodamtributor to organizational success. A studydumted

by Cooke (1994) employing 841 companies in MichiganUnited States of America noted that Employee
involvement has positive impact on firm’s Perforroamue to increased; output, quality, and time c¢gdn. It is
vital in improving; organizational decision makiegpability, attitude towards work, employee welidgeand
productivity in the organization (Jones, Kalmi, &#hanen, 2010).

Employee Participation has negative iobpan Organizational Performance. As the name msplit
represents increased involvement, and i.e. to maople involved in the decision making processeffirm, and
this in turn delay entire decision process becadiselot of disagreement among member bodies irin the
decision making process (MSG, 2016). More scakes time to verify the accuracy of information gethimay
lead to delay in decision making process. Howether benefits of Employee Participation outweighadbst since
organizations have different culture and humanuess; it is advisable for them to have a well ustanding of
each other in order to establish a decision makiyg and adopt the best practice required to sutoebusiness
environment.

Heller et al. (1998) explained Employee Participatas the entirety of bodies, such as; direct Yiddil)
or indirect (institutions) by which individuals aroups contribute to organizational objectives tigio self
innovative mind which gears towards a better denishaking processes. Through collective decisioRimga
employees are engaged in Management by ObjectiBOMind in organizational goal setting processs Halps
in improving organizational effectiveness in ardas threatens its survival. Related to this, Dg2id05) opined
that, top management or front line managers shenturage employee Participative Decision Makinghm
organization to promote workforce efficiency andtproductivity required to achieve business objest

A research carried out by Kuye and Sulaimon (20Eljealed that, an organization that encourages
employee’s participation in decision making do &etthan its competitors. The authors therefore erace
organizationsto promote high employee involvement in decisioaking in order to improve their work
performance and productivitAccording to Williamson (2008) also emphasized thaiployee participation in
decision making gives employees the avenue to ingpom their skills and competency to promote thal gbthe
organization. Employee involvement in decision mgkof an organization can serve as morale thatiezh to
high innovation, commitment and job satisfactiornhia organization.

Organizational structure has adverse effect onopmdnce of Government Owned Enterprises, Port
Harcourt, Rivers State. Organizational frameworkleéined as the process of in storing hierarchguthority or
decision that flows from upper management levedubordinate management level. It is designed ih suway
that job assignments are shared, grouped and cabedi among firm’s workers. It is designed in suety that
various sub-units are arranged and interrelated ®aich other (Cited in, Chiekezie, Nzewi & OrogB008). In
ideal situation, it is expected that organizatiodasign promotes free flow of information requitedimprove
organizational performance. In the case of Govemr@svned Enterprises, Organizational structureesighed is
poorly designed and is built to meet the interdsthe stakeholders. Again, Organizational structisrealso
arranged in such way that decision making is masihcentrated or vested only on top managementigosi op
management use their powers attached to theiriposito make decisions without following organinatl chart
(organogram). Poor design of organizational stmectaffects team work, information flow and worki@éncy
which can result to lower productivity. The abovelpgem has cause inefficiency in the power sector r@sults
to poor transmitting of energy or electricity, hilgivel of corruption and high tariffs of electrigibills.

The main objective of this research is to ascettanmpact of Employee Participation in decisioaking
on Organizational Performance in Government Ownetrprises, Port-Harcourt, Rivers State, Nigefzxawn
from the main objective, specific objective of thesearch is to:

.  To determine the impact of Employee Commitment enfdPmance of Government Owned Enterprises
Port Harcourt, Rivers State.

II.  To examine how Employee Motivation affect the Perfance of Selected Organization.



Ill.  To ascertain whether Organizational Structure atfez Performance of the Selected  Organization.

21 REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

2.1.1 Definition of Employee Participation and Decision Making

According to Sofijanova and Chatleska (20E3)ployee involvement is a course of involving and
empowering employees on the job in order to user thHort towards achieving higher individual and
organizational performance. Employee Participaiomlso defined as a direct participation or engaaye of
employee to help an organization fulfill its missistatement and meet its core objectives valuespblying their
own innovations, expertise, and efforts towardsiaglproblems and making decisions (Bullock & PdyslY).

Similarly, Westhuizen (2010:11) also defined EmpleyParticipation as “the entirety of forms, that is
direct (personal or by the employee) or indirebtdtigh the legislative body of the employees) bycWipersons,
groups, collectives sheltered their welfare or whrim to the decision making process”. On the othand,
Beardwell and Claydon (2007) defined Employee imgoient as the distribution of power between emplayel
employee in decision making of the firm, eitherotgh direct or indirect participation. In additioemployee
participation also refers to employee participatiordecision making at the firm (Busck et al., 2p1Bmployee
involvement represents the grouping of task-relgteactices, which aim at increasing employees’ eseofs
participation in their work place and their obligatto the wider firm (Bhatti & Nawab 2011).

The significance of this definition lies in the fabat, it visibly brings out the two forms of eropke
involvement in decision making, namely direct (mypdoyees themselves), and indirect (through tregjrslative
body). Individuals in different organizations matkecisions daily, weekly, monthly or annually eitligrectly or
indirectly depending on the desires. In most orgaons, decision making ability is centralizedconcentrated
on the top management position to use his/her ptegoromote issues that will promote organizatigoal.

Employee participation in decision making has beeknowledged as a managerial tool for regain
organizational performance by striving for the glgagoals of employees and employers. This is azathby
allowing workers contribution in developing the i@ statement, establishing policies and procexiyray
determination, promotion, and determining perks.plyee participation in decision making has became
important topic in human resource management (HRIM(L is regarded as one of the driving tools of leyge
voice, which many management scholars have obséoveel a growing management concept (UK Essays)2013

Vrba and Brevis, (2002) also defined Decision mgkas the process of selecting the best method of
solving a problem. Marchington (1980) argue thabpte no longer accept decisions without been pathe
processes to enable than to influence the finatané. Hirshman (1970), (cited in Mitchell, 1996)irap that
when employees do not play a role in decision nggkimey often feel inhibited and having feelingdeaving the
organization. Perhaps it is for this reason thadeno management shows a greater need to increase th
organization's effectiveness through the partioigatmechanism. It is now recognized that the pigiton of
various people in decisions can have a positiveaghpoth on the quality of the decision and onabsgurance that
people feel towards the decision.

Decision making entails the mapping of likely payalf decisions, identifying the significance ofrhan
being factors, and selecting the best method adratd take” (Florence, 2011). Moorhead and Grif{i2004) also
argues that it is a method of choosing betweenratwves. Related to this, Greenberg (2011) arpaé bhoth
personal and group decision making is very hard iatricate to achieve, though the upshot depend§rors,
where the stakes are substantial and the impaatlisknown (Greenberg, 2011).



2.1.2 Employee Participation I ndicators

Employee Participation is apprehensive with mutdektision making in the organization between
employee and employer. It shows how businesseadaance their performance by engaging employeeeistte
and dedication (Cotton, 1993). Employee particgratindicators include the following; employee mation,
organizational structure and employee commitment

a. Employee motivation

By definition, motivation is as an internal or extal driving moral that produces individual readiseo
execute an action to an extreme (Nnabuife, 200830Aling to the researcher, the driving force cofmas an
individual who motivates him/her to begin an actiontil the task is completed or achieved. On theohand,
Motivation has to do with why individuals behave ttnanner they do. It is an important organizatigraktess
because employees carry out a lot of tasks whithriminfluences organizational productivity.

Armstrong (2009) motivation is concerned with theesgth, behaviors and factors that sway people to
behave in certain ways. In the author argumentays that motivation encompasses the goal individealto
achieve and the way individual choose their gaalthé organization. Motivating people is aboutiggtthem to
move in the direction you want them to go in orteachieve a desired result. Employees are metivahen the
kwon that a path of action is likely to lead to #omplishment of a goal and a valued reward.

Motivation, regardless of explanation is an essérdriver used by employees. In fact, according to
Mitchell (1982, p.81) motivation is so essentiadttit is often recognized as a “psychological psscéhat causes
the arousal, direction, and persistence of delteractions that are goal directed”.

b. Employee Commitment

Employee Commitment is defined as a state of pdggyoor sense of duty that characterizes employee
relationship on carrying out work task (Manning &r@s, 2009). It refers to an oath or guarantes thinds
employee with others on accomplishing work taskmplyee commitment is very important because of it
requirement in increasing the standard task of rorgdional performances. It showed the extent tackwh
employee’s visualized with organizational missitetesment and encourage it efficiently.

C. Organizational Structure

Organizational structure is described as a systeh shows hierarchical power that flows from upper
management level to subordinate management levid.d structure by which tasks or coursework drared,
allocated and harmonized among firm’s associate.ditterently, it is a way in which different sulnits are
arranged and interrelate with each other (Chiekédzewi & Orogbu, 2008). Organizational structulsoarefers
to the official and managerial arrangement betweersonnel and groups as regards to the dividintasks,
responsibilities and power within the firm (Galltheil987; Greenberg, 2011).

Organizations exist to achieve its setting goalese goals are classified into tasks or functiguired for
the task and it is usually grouped into departmevitsst departments in some firms are grouped im&axketing,
sales, human resource, manufacturing, advertisimpng others. Within each department, even motsdi®ns
are found between the jobs people perform. Depatsnare linked to form the organizational structurbe
organization’s structure gives it the form to flllifis function in the environment (Nelson & Quick)11).

2.1.3 Employee Participation and Organizational Performance

As mentioned earlier, Employee Participation ispactal form of entrustment in which the subordinate
gain greater control, freedom of choice with respedridging the communication gap between the agament
bodies and employee. It refers to the degree ofl@mep participation in organizational strategianming
activities (Noah, 2008). Beardwell and Claydon (208lso pointed that, Employee Participation atsmives the
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sharing of power between management bodies andersnk decision making processes, either througdctor
indirect participation. Participation in decisioraking encourages the involvement of manpower deadls of an
organization to analyze problems from differentspective, develop new strategies, and implementsicas in
the workplace (Busck et al. 2010). It gives empésyehe chance to use their human capital or ictek capital,
to improve quality of decision making in the orgaation.

Organizational Performance is described as outanmgut as a result of setting a goals and objeobf
an organization by upholding mission statementugsdijng principle to achieving the stated goalsci{grd et al.
2009). It consists of three specific areas of agaoizational outcomes: (a) financial performanaef({s, return
on assets, return on investment); (b) product nigr&gormance (sales, market share); and (c) shilehreturn
(total shareholder return, economic value added).

2.2 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

This study is anchored on Value Chain theory pagtd by Michael Porter in 1985. The value chain
theory links organizational activities and work fpemance. Decision making process is part of aativithat
organization performs, which represents a courseatibn to deal with a specific problem and to ioya
organizational performance in the following areashsas; problem solving ability, innovativeness aodial
responsiveness in business environment. This thiewtlyer explains how organization can improve gyabf
decision making and create superior value to prenttganizational Performance. Therefore, the ssgcoes
failure of every organization depends on the qualitdecisions made by such organization. Therefibe better
the quality of decisions made, the greater theroegdional performance vis-a-vis. Value chain tlye@present
essential tool used by any organization to proriteteompetitiveness and create superior value.

23 EMPIRICAL REVIEW

Numerous researchers have researched on the mslapobetween Employee Participation in decision
making and Organizational Performance. This hastede both positive and negative point of view ie th
literature. Some of these researches conducted different part of the world including Nigeria areviewed
below:

[rawanto (2015), examined employee pigdiion in decision-making: evidence from a staeied
enterprise in Indonesia. The researcher employedrigéive statistics which data source was thropghmary
with the aid of questionnaire. The study was subpténto multi regression analysis using SPSS so#wThe
result from the research showed that there is #diy®significant relationship between participation decision
making and motivation in state owned enterprisedonesia.

Similarly, Ojokuku and Sajuyigbe, (2014), studidee tEffect of Employee Participation in Decision
Making on Performance of Selected Small and Medigale Enterprises in Lagos, Nigeria. This study enask
of primary data which was obtained with the helpswifictured questionnaire. Total number of one hesh@nd
fifty six (156) questionnaire were administeredtib@ selected small and medium scale enterprisdsagos
Nigeria, 127 went to the employees and the remgi@® went to the owners of the businesses. They staed
Product-moment Correlation and Simple Regressioth@snode of analysis. The study revealed that eyegl
participation in decision making have highly inflee on the impact of organizational performancéhefSMEs.

Isichei and Godwin, (2015) conducted on a researciDecision making and the hospitality industry in
Nigeria, a study of selected hotels in the fedeaglital territory in Abuja. The study adopted dgsore method
and data were sourced through primary means wéthép of questionnaire. It used Multiple Regressiethod
of analysis to generate result. The findings frwe tesult showed that employee participation insi@e making
had great impact on the performance of hotels geha.



Abdulrahman (2016) examindtimployee Participation in Decision-making (PDM) didn Performance.
The study employed Descriptive Survey Design; atsl data were collected through validated piloted
guestionnaire which were administered through eaifhree Hundred and Forty One (341) manufactufimmg,.
The result of the study revealed that there issatipe significant relationship that exist employmaticipation in
decision making and firm performance.

Nuzhath (2014) studied Employee participation atsdimpact on their Performance. The researched
employed Descriptive Survey Design; the data wergced through questionnaire which was administéoed
employees (team leaders) of the BPOs of differempmanies and service sectors. The findings in rdiffeBPOs
revealed that an excellent performance of the ozgénn and employer-employee relation dependsIfyigh
employee participation in decision making. Basedlat, the study conducted stated clearly thatetiegreater
significant link between employee participation decision making and their performance towards the
organization.

Dede (2019) examined Employee Participation in Sleni Making and Organizational Productivity: Case
Study of Cross River State Board of Internal Reeerialabar. The Qualitative Data Collected Approaecis
employed by the researcher of this study whicheasuse of primary data with the help of questioradihe result
showed that employees participate in the decisiakimg of the organization becomes easy and creatgsod
working environment, increase workers commitmend aatisfaction on decisions taken and also increase
employee’s moral since they feel recognized ant gfaeeam players in the organization and directseguences
of all these increase productivity within the origation.

Given methodological limitations of studies coneucty Rehman et al. (2012); a gap in the use of
analytical tool, research objective, timing of @®d and geographic coverage has been identifieailady,
Rehman et al. (2012) used this tool regressidmigae to test for the hypothesis and analyses ttegeefore this
study used this tool SPSS with the aid of MultiRlegression to test the hypothesis and analyzedag@nerate
result. The selected organization is Government €inEnterprises, Port Harcourt Rivers State, Nigeria

3.1 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Descriptive research survey was adopted using ignestre. The population of this study comprises of
staff and managers of Government Owned EnterpriBks. total population was given as 125 staffs @& th
company representatives.

3.2 SAMPLE SIZE AND SAMPLE TECHNIQUES

A simple random sampling technique was used torgém¢he sample population required for the purpose
of this research work. A simple random samplinge$ined as a manner or situation where every eleineie
population is selected and given opportunity tordygresented in the survey Nworhu (2001). Sample wias
calculated using Yaro Yarmane’s Formula statedveelo

n=N/1+N(EY

Where n= Total sample size
N=Total population size.

E= error term

The following department were represented in thevesy Human Resource Department, Legal Service
Department, Finance and Account Department Admatisih Department, Production Department, Plant
Operations Department, Public Relation Departmdegical Department and Education Department.



3.3 RESEARCH INSTRUMENT

Semi-structured questionnaire was employed in sigly to gather information from the company’s
representatives. The questionnaire was administevethe participant using five-point likert- scale the
following; strongly agree (5), agree (4), neutrd), (disagree (2), and strongly disagree (1) inigecB of
appendix 1. Again, Bio-data or personal profileshaf participants were sought out using questioariaisection
A of appendix 1.

34 METHOD OF DATA COLLECTION

Both primary and secondary data were used in thidys Primary data was sourced through questioanair
The guestionnaire was administered to the managetsubordinates of the Government Owned Entegri3et
of 125 questionnaires administered, only 100 weterned in good faith while, 25 were not returngdcondary
sources include; textbook, journal, thesis, antiget materials.

3.5 VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY

Validity of the questionnaire was achieved througk of the design of instrument. An expert in frakl
was consulted to look at the questionnaire fromféoe value. Again feedback from participants o&oament
Owned Enterprises helped to improve quality ofghestionnaire. Cronbach's Alpha estimate was uséskt for
the reliability of test result. When reliabilityselt ranges between 0.6 and above such resuliablee The result
of reliability test was given the value of 0.9. $hesult satisfied the above condition of reliapitest result and
therefore indicates that the test result is vatid eeliable.

Table 1: Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's [Cronbach's No. of ltems
Ipha Alpha Based o
Standardized
Items
n.900 .959 4

Source: (SPSS Version 20).
3.6 METHOD OF DATA ANALYSIS

This research work made use of tables, percen@my@ANOVA statistical technique as method of data
analysis at the significant level of 95% that iS58 error limit. Simple percentage method of datalysis was
used to analyze the respondent’s data; while thmothesis was tested using analysis of variance (MA)O
statistical technique.

The Formula is stated below:

Within treatment sum of square (SSW)
Y Yo (X = X)?

Between treatment sum square (SSB)
r(X; — X)*

SST = SSB +SSW

Table 2: Analysisof Variance (ANOVA)



Sour ce Sum Degree of | Mean squareof error F-statistics
of variation | of squares Freedom
Due to SSRZY’R* |K-1 MSR=SSR/K F=MSR/MSE
regression
Due to error | SSE=SST | N-K MSE=SSE/ N-K-1
SSR=
TY41-R)
Total N-1 Decision: If
Varia SST= Fcal>Ftab, reject §
tion TY? and accept K

Sour ce: Adapted from Nworuh (2001). Basic Research Metthagly for Researchers Trainees and

Trainers in Management Sciencet(&dition), Imo State, Nigeria: Ambix Printers Big.

3.6.1 Decision Rule

It helps to decide whether the observeg) @nd the expected Jefrequencies used in study were so
compatible to warrant a conclusion that the Nuldthesis (i) was accepted or not. If the computed value was
greater than the critical value at the selecte@lle¥ significance, then rejectoHwhich implies that observed
frequencies differed significantly from expecte@duencies. Again, if the computed value was leas tihe
critical value at the selected level of significanthen accept ¢ which implies that observed frequencies do not
differed significantly from expected frequencies.

Decision is stated mathematically ag:Fap, reject H (null hypothesis) otherwise accepy hlternate
hypothesis).

41 PRESENTATION OF RESULT AND INTERPRETATION
4.1.1: Presentation of Result

This study therefore presents the following data.

Section A:

Sex Frequency Percentage
Male 65 65%
Female 35 35%

Total 100 100%

Source: (Field Survey 2016)

Figure 1: Personal Data



The figure 1 above shows that 65% of respondeetsaite, while the remaining 35% are female.

Age Frequency Percentage
18-25 17 17%

26 — 45 45 45%

46 — 55 33 33%

56 & Above 5 5%

Total 100 100%

Source: (Field Survey 2016).
Figure 2: Age Respondent
The figure 2 above shows that 17% of the redpots are within the ages of 18-25; while 45% eithare

within the age of 26-45, 33% is within the aife16-55 and the remaining 5% are within the afjg6oand
above.

Marital status Frequency Per centage
Married 45 45%
Single 55 55%
Total 100 100%

Source: (Field Survey 2016).

Figure 3: Marital Statues

The figure 3 above shows that 45% of respondeetsarried; while the remaining 55% are single.

Academic qualification Frequency Percentage
SSCE /GCE/O’'LEVEL 20 20%
HND/First Degree 65 65%
Masters Degree & Above 15 15%
Others 0 0%



Total 100 100%

Source: (Field Survey 2016).
Figure 4: Educational Qualification of Respondent

The figure 4 above shows that 20% of the respondemtSSCE/GCE/O’LEVEL holder; while 65% of the
respondent are HND/FIRST Degree holder and remgihb% of the respondent are Masters Degree andeabov
holder.

Working Experience Frequency Per centage
1-2 10 10%
2-5 38 38%

5 — Above 52 52%
Total 100 100%

Source: (Field Survey 2016).
Figure 5: Working Experience

The figure 5 above shows that 10% of the resposdeave worked in the company for 1-2years; 38% have
worked for 2-5years; while the remaining 52% hagerbin the company for Syears and above.

Position Frequency Per centages
Management Staff 15 15%
Senior Staff 35 35%
Junior Staff 50 50%
Total 100 100%

Source: (Field Survey 2016).

Figure 6: Distributed According to Organizational Structure

The figure 6 above shows that 15% of the resposdar management staff; while 35% of the resposdarmet
senior staff; while the remaining 50% of the respents are junior staff.

SECTION B: GENERAL QUESTIONS
QUESTION 1. Employee Motivation

SIN | EMPLOYEE MOTIVATION No. of Respondent Percentage (%)
1 I like my place of work. 100 100%

2 High pay encourages me to remain in the workeplac 100 100%

3 Management has good relationship with employee. 9 9 99%
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4 Good working conditions motivate me to bring ow 100 100%
effectiveness to work.
5 Job security motives me to stay on the job withou 100 100%
quitting.
Source: (Field Survey, 2016).
Question 2.  Employee Commitment
S/N | EMPLOYEE COMMITMENT Number of Per centage
Respondents (%)
1. Employee commitment affects the 98 98%
performance of the organization positively
2. Employee commitment enhances the 95 95%
performance of the organization.
3. Employee commitment is important to 100 100%
ensure favorable organizational
performance.
4. Employee commitment sustains positive | 100 100%
organizational performance overtime.
5. If employees are not committed it affects th@9 99%
performance of the organization negatively.
Source: (Field Survey 2016).
Question 3: Organizational Structure
S/N | ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE Number of | Percentage
respondent
(%)
1. Organizational structure has a posifii0 100%
effect on its performance.
2. Organization’s performance depends |d00 100%
organizational structure.
3. Assess your organization effectivene89 99%
with respect to performance.
4. Organizational structure has a negafi®8 98%
effect on its performance.
5. Poor organizational structure caus8g 94%
decline in organizational performance.
Source: (Field Survey 2016)
Question 4: Organizational Performance
S/IN | ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE Number of | Percentage
Respondents
COMPETITIVENESS (%)
1. My organization competes with people. 100 100%
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2. My organization out perform more than |its00 100%
competitors.

3. My organization has a strong record | 400 100%
profitability better than rivals.

4, My firm looks like a company with strongl00 100%
prospect for future growth.

5. My organization offers high quality servic{ 100 100%
than its competitors.

6. Organizational competitiveness lies on tH®0 100%
skills, competency and knowledge that
employees possess.

7. Organizational competitiveness leads | 190 100%
superior work performance.

8. Organizational Competitiveness results | 190 100%
high productivity.

Source: (Field Survey, 2016).

42 TEST OF HYPOTHESES

The research hypothesis of Question 1, 2, 3 & 4ahleere tested using Analysis of Variance (ANOVA)
techniques to compare Ftab and Fcal values.

4.2.1 Test of Hypothesis 1

Ho: There is no significant relationship between emgéomotivation and competitiveness of Governmenh€uv
Enterprises.

HA: There is a significant relationship between empdoymtivation and competitiveness of Government Qivne
Enterprises.

Leve of significance: The appropriate level of significance chosen fig gudy is 0.05.

Table 3: Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) Table

Model Sum of Squares | df Mean Square |[F Sig.
Regression |52.656 3 17.552 7.011 |.000
Residual 240.334 96 2.503

Total 292.990 99

Source: SPSS version 20

a. Dependent Variab:organizational performan

b. Predictors: (Constant), employee motivation, leyge commitment,
organizational structure.

F cal= 0.95 (3, 96) = 2.60
Tap=Togrs= -+ 1.9867
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Decison Rule: 1

From table 4 below, & (2.733) is greater thanaf ((+_1.9867), study reject the null hypothesis andept
the alternative hypothesis and conclude that, tleeeesignificant relationship between employeeivatibn and
competitiveness of the organization.

Table 4: Result of Multiple Regression Test of the I ndividual Explanatory Variables

Coefficients®
Model Unstandardize(Standardized Sig.
Coefficients
|ICoefficients

Std. Beta

Error
(Constant)-4.373 2.009 b 090 0.000
Em 0376 0.138 [0.254 b 733 0.007
Ec 0.047 0.142 [-0.031 0 329 0.743
Os 0,503 0.143 [-0.326 3 520 0.001

Source: (SPSS Version 20).

a. Dependent Variable: Competitiveness (Organizat
Performance)

b. Independent variable: employee motbrgtiemployee commitment and organizational strectur
(Employee Participation).

4.2.2: Test of Hypothesis Two

Ho: There is no significant relationship between erpgé commitment and competitiveness of Government
Owned Enterprises.

Ha: There is a significant relationship between empboy@mmitment and competitiveness of Government
Owned Enterprises.

Leve of significance: The appropriate level of significance chosen fig gtudy is 0.05.

Decision Rule: 2
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From table 4 above,:J(-.329) is less than, (+1.9867), study accept the null hypothesis ajetteéhe
alternate hypothesis and conclude that, there isigmificant relationship between employee committrend
competitiveness of the organization.

4.2.3: Test of Hypothesis Three

Ho: There is no significant relationship between oig@tional structure and competitiveness of Govemtme
Owned Enterprises.

Ha: There is a significant relationship between orgatinal structure and competitiveness of Government
Owned Enterprises.

Leve of significance: The appropriate level of significance chosen fig gtudy is 0.05.

Decision Rule 3:

From table 3.1 aboved(-3.520) is greater thanak (-1.9867), study reject the null hypothesis ancteat
the alternate hypothesis and conclude that, ttsegesignificant relationship between organizatiastaicture and
competitiveness of the organization.

43 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Table 4 above of hypothesis one shows that(Z.733) >Tp (+_1.9867),, therefore study reject the null
hypothesis (k) and accept the alternative hypothesis)(ldnd conclude that there is significant relatiopsh
between employee motivation and competitivenes&ofernment Owned Enterprises.

Table 4 above of hypothesis two shows thaf, (:329) is less thank (+1.9867), study accept the null
hypothesis and reject the alternate hypothesis camtlude that, there is no significant relationshigtween
employee commitment and competitiveness of therizgéon.

Table 4 above of hypothesis three shows thai(-B.520) is greater thanf (-1.9867), study reject the
null hypothesis and accept the alternate hypothesisconclude that, there is a significant relaiop between
organizational structure and competitiveness obtiganization.

51 CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION
5.1.1 Conclusion

This study ascertained the effect of Employee €lpdtion in decision making on Organizational
Performance of Government Owned Enterprises, Partddirt Rivers State. The result of hypothesis sirmved
that Tey (2.733) > T (+_1.9867), therefore study reject the null hypsihgH) and accept the alternative
hypothesis (H) and conclude that there is significant relatiopstbetween employee motivation and
competitiveness of Government Owned EnterprisesirAdghe result of hypothesis two showed that,(7:329) is
less than Ty, (+1.9867), study accept the null hypothesis anpectehe alternate hypothesis and conclude that,
there is no significant relationship between emp®gommitment and competitiveness of the orgaozaResult
of hypothesis three showed thaty T (3.520) is greater thanf (-1.9867), study reject the null hypothesis and
accept the alternate hypothesis and conclude thate is a significant relationship between orgatmnal
structure and competitiveness of the organiza@sed on findings of hypothesis 1 and 3 above ystodclude
that, Employee Participation in decision making pasitive effect on Organizational Performance of/&nment
Owned Enterprises.

5.1.2 Recommendations
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The result of this research is appropriate to esnplany kind of firm (both private and public) espally
those for having great challenges on employee qgiation in decision making. Based on the conolusi
recommendations are made as follows;

I.  Organizations are encourage to design their firnsunoh a way that it will boot free flow of decision
making in their organization and gives room forl flulolvement of their employee to participate and
create efficiency on organizational decision malpnacess.

[I. Firms are advised to put more mechanisms thatemitlourage their employees to come up with better
innovative ways of achieving and promoting orgatial performance.

lll.  Firms are commended to improve the level of workerslvement in decision making between employees
and employer.

IV. Every firm is advised to create a straightforwarndierstanding and notion of the concept of parttonea
decision making to avoid conflicts of interest amadne employees and the employer.
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