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Abstract
This study focused on the examine the impact of organizational structure on interpersonal relationship at Access Bank, Kwara State. The specific objectives were thus to: determine the effect of centralized structure on team work; determine the effect of organizational work procedures on the level of communication; examine the effect of simple structure on employee motivation; and investigate the effect of Standardized structure on the level of cooperation in Access bank, Ilorin, Kwara State.
However, this study adopted research survey design. The sample size for the study was arrived at using simple random sampling technique to arrive at a total of sixty-four (64) respondents. Five point likert scale questionnaires were designed and used to gather data from the respondents to assess the degree of their agreement while three null hypotheses were formulated for the study.

The results of the findings reveal that (i) R square = 0.865, P value = 0.000, Beta value = 0.865 and t = 13.118. the effect of this result is that Centralized structure of organization have a significant effect on teamwork in Access Bank, and significantly contributes to 86% increase in teamwork; (ii) Correlation coefficient= .754, P value= 0.000. The implication of this result is that there is a significant relationship between organization work procedure and level of communication and maintain 75% level of communication among staffs; (iii) R square = 0.757, P value = 0.000, Beta value = 0.870 and t = 13.449. The implication of this result is that simple organizational structure of Access Bank has a significant effect on teamwork and predicts 76% relationship effect on teamwork, and (iv) Correlation coefficient= .788, P value= 0.000. The implication of this result is that there is a significant relationship between standardized structure and maintain 78% level of cooperation among staffs.
The study concluded that Access bank has a centralized structure which improves employees’ productivity. Also, work specialization enables free flow of information in the organization. This is because, departmentalization helps to convey information quickly for effective and efficient work performance. Employees are motivated as simple organizational structure allows for quick decision in the organization; and standardized structure enables members to have a clear statement of work, rules and regulations, detailed provisions in the process and this boosts the level of cooperation in the organization. Based on Findings, recommendations were made that; centralized structure in organizations should be designed such that it involves both the top level management and the staffs so as to improve teamwork spirits; companies should work specialization and departmentalization as this helps to convey information quickly for effective and efficient work performance; organizational structure should be simple but disciplined with efficient oversight and supervision; and organized work procedure, centralized and simple organizational structure should be standardized and at top-notch and geared towards elevating the level of cooperation among employees which will boost interpersonal relationships and then performance.




1.1 [bookmark: 1.1_Background_to_the_Study]Background to the Study

CHAPTER ONE INTRODUCTION

72

Organizations are formed by groups of people with the purpose of achieving effects that one person cannot achieve individually, Belter result are created and directed at achieving organizational goals and objectives, Bourgeois, McAllister and Mitchell (2009). Regarding the purpose of the organization’s founding, they can be described as successful (profitable) or failure (non- profitable) ones.
Bolin and Harenstam, (2008) defines organizational structure as the permanent distribution of work roles and administrative mechanisms to enable an organization to perform coordinate and control its business activities and resource flow. Organizational structure can be thought of in terms of two core factors: centralization and formalization (Raub, 2007; Mumford, Bedell, & Hunter, 2008.; Hirst, Van Knippenberg, Chen, & Sacramento, 2011). Centralized decision making and formal rules and procedures are ways of regulating and controlling employee behavior and are also linked to the degree of discretion found in employees. Both factors of organizational structure are expected to have an impact on outputs (Morrision, 2009).
All organizational parts together with relations and mechanisms of their coordination are important for proper functioning of any organization. Organizations are influenced by many factors which come from their dynamic surrounding or from the
organization itself. Due to the static nature of organizational structure, it sometimes cannot meet requirements of efficiency and adoptability. Certain factors, such as size, environment, or technology, determined organizational structure. They argued that these factors imposed economic or other constrains on organizations that forced them to choose a certain structure over others.
Business Managers all over the world, deal with the dual pressures of short-run efficiency and long-run effectiveness which seems to increasingly occupy their minds. Globalization has made it possible such for vast numbers of highly skilled workers who invest in education and research in countries like India and China to enter high-technology sectors such as electronics, biotechnology, and information technology. Because developing countries in the future will be able to meet the demanding standards of consumers and societies in the developed world, this challenge of managing the interpersonal relationship of an organization looks bigger.
Interpersonal relationships in an organization have an advantageous impact on both organizational and individual variables. Research has demonstrated that friendships at work can improve individual employee attitudes such as job satisfaction, job commitment, engagement and perceived organizational support (Ellingwood, 2001; Song and Olshfski, 2008; Zagenczyk et al., 2010). In addition, employee’s negative work attitudes can be mitigated when peers act as confidantes to discuss bad and unpleasant work experiences (Anderson and Martin, 1995; Fine, 1986; Morrison, 2009; Song and Olshfski, 2008).
When the flow of information becomes more uniform as a result of good organizational structure, the organizational structures undergo dramatic changes. When it becomes more predictable even if information is ignored, how information is now considered and weighed, and how it is transmitted within the organization. The strategic intent and the realized strategy of the firm may be compromised if interpersonal relationship are not taken care of.

Maintaining a strong interpersonal relationship can be the key to the ultimate success of an organization and the results are advantageous. Interpersonal relationship is an important aspect in every large organization, and it is one of the vital components in human relationship. In today’s fast competitive business world, it is very difficult to hire people and retain them for a long period of time. Hence, large organizations including the Nigerian banking firms are trying to maintain the workforce and to get the best out of them in that process. A study on interpersonal relationship and organizational structure is expected to enhance the organizations’ understanding of the challenges encountered in the process of attracting, retaining, developing, motivating, communicating the workforce for improved productivity (Velmurugan, 2016).
Interpersonal relationship at work constitutes the day to today interaction between coworkers or managers and employees. These relations are a natural part of work environment and are usually pleasant and creative, but sometime, the source of tension and frustration (De Dreu, et al, 2003). Workplace relationships are unique interpersonal
relationships with important implications for the individuals in those relationships and the organizations in which the relationships exist and develop. It is known that if a strong relationship is in place employees will be more productive, more efficient, create less conflict and will be more loyal.
A good organizational structure of Access Bank as it enhances interpersonal relationships will regulate the flow of information in the bank and therefore, information processing can be viewed as an essential pre-requisite to the realization of strategic intent Velmurugan, (2016). This is possible only through structured interpersonal relationship and communication in the bank. For example, development of procedures and mechanisms for obtaining, interpreting, and communicating information; delegation of responsibility for interpreting and communicating information in decision making may come to influence how issues are framed, what events decision makers judge to be important, how interpersonal relationship is affected, and how problems are solved.
Since the organizational structure is responsible for both channeling information within the organization and for filtering information into relevant and irrelevant categories, the structure is an important determinant for what the organization happens to perceive and for how the organization acts. Organizations can be described as information systems that are composed of human, structural, and technological elements Olajide, (2015). The information system enables organizations to reduce uncertainty about their task environment and external environment, and therefore, to make better decisions if the design
of the information system’s information-processing capacity reflects the underlying need for information processing. If information-processing capability in the form of the organizational structure constitutes a specific and irreversible investment, changes to interpersonal relationship in the organizational structure are likely to be difficult and costly. The organizational structure in place will therefore impact on the firm’s ability to adapt its activities. Adaptation to environmental challenges represents perhaps the key task for managers of business organizations (Stephen, 2009). This task is made difficult by the potentially conflicting tasks of efficiently exploiting current assets and knowledge while simultaneously ensuring future competitiveness arising from the development of new assets and knowledge
Managers who set out to design an organization structure face difficult decisions. They must choose among a myriad of alternative frameworks of jobs and departments. The first decision focuses on individual jobs, the next two decisions focus on departments or groups of jobs, and the fourth decision considers the issue of delegation of authority throughout the structure (Gibson, Ivancevich, Donnelly and Konopaske, 2003). A good structure nevertheless does not by itself produce a good interpersonal relationship in an organization. Hence, a well-developed organizational structure of Access Bank will not only affect employee performance but the interpersonal relationship among employees, thereby affects the efficiency of the organization positively.

Poor organization structure aids poor interpersonal relationship in the organization irrespective of the ability of the manager (David, Renner and Young, 2006). Similarly, poor organization structure restricts individual growth, self-fulfillment and psychological health of the workforce resulting in failure, frustrations and conflict which hinders organizational growth and development (Bassey and Umoh, 2010). There is a correlation between organizational structure and interpersonal relationship in an organization (Olajide, 2015). This implies that organizational structure affects interpersonal relationship in an organization which also affects employee job satisfaction which ultimately impacts on productivity. Therefore, this study sought out to examine the impact of organizational structure on interpersonal relationship in large organization in Ilorin.
1.2 [bookmark: 1.2_Statement_of_the_Problem]Statement of the Problem
Access banks firms around the world consist of people with similar aim, objective, goals and insights, who cooperatively join hands to achieve what an individual cannot achieve in isolation. If therefore, the person that makes the place will not relate positively with one another then, the goals of the firm can hardly be achieved. There are banks where there are no cordial relationships among staff members, and subordinates and superiors; for example, strife, jealousy, hatred, bias, backbiting, witch-hunting, all of these and many more co-existing with the people of the bank, this will lead to be conflict which may not be healthy for the firm. Hence, for a healthy atmosphere in any Access banks firm and a good bank structure, the people must understand their differences; there must be the “give and take” which is the basis of a true and genuine relationship. Access banks Managers
who set out to design the bank structure for good inter personal relationship face difficult decisions, they must choose among a myriad of alternative frameworks of jobs and departments. Opinions still considerably differ with regard to the most appropriate firm structure that would enhance the bank performance and the interpersonal relationship in the bank.

The banks also have goals and objectives to achieve and this is only realizable within an existing framework of the bank structure. The structure of the bank is very crucial to the realization of its goals and objectives. Thus, it is recognized that banks are structured in various ways in line with inter personal relationship in the organizational. Thus, the choice and application of the most suitable structure that would bring about upright inter personal relationship and highest performance in an organization is a source of concern in this study. This study, therefore, aims at examining the impact of organizational structure on interpersonal relationship in large organization.
1.3 Research Questions
The following research questions were raised for the study;
i. What is the effect of centralized structure on team work in Access bank, Ilorin?
ii. What is the effect of organizational work procedures on the level of communication in Access bank, Ilorin?
iii. What is the effect of simple structure on employee motivation in Access bank, Ilorin?
iv. What is the effect of Standardized structure on the level of cooperation in Access bank, Ilorin?
1.4 Research Objectives
The main objective of the study is to examine the impact of organizational structure on interpersonal relationship at Access Bank. While the specific objectives are to:
i. determine the effect of centralized structure on team work in access bank, Ilorin.
ii. determine the effect of organizational work procedures on the level of communication in Access bank, Ilorin.
iii. examine the effect of simple structure on employee motivation in Access bank, Ilorin.
iv. investigate the effect of Standardized structure on the level of cooperation in Access bank, Ilorin.
1.5 Research Hypotheses
The following research hypotheses were developed in order to properly address the problems of the study. The hypotheses were stated in null form as follows:
Ho1: centralized structure does not have a significant effect on team work in access bank, Ilorin
Ho2: There is no significant relationship between organizational work procedures and the level of communication in Access bank, Ilorin.
Ho3: There is no significant relationship between simple structure and employee motivation in Access bank, Ilorin.
Ho4: There is no significant relationship between Standardized structure and level of cooperation in Access bank, Ilorin.
1.6 [bookmark: _TOC_250022]Significance of the Study
This study will be beneficiary to;
Managers
Tis study will be beneficiary to managers by helping the managers of different organization in reducing the threats and dictations environmental, or raising the organization's ability to respond to environmental requirements and also helps in understanding how organizational sizes, leadership styles, decision-making processes and organizational departments affect inter personal relationship
Banks
The data obtained in this study could be used by various banks for planning,
implementing and evaluating organizational structure changes they undertake.



Researchers
It will be beneficiary to other research organizations; independent researchers who may want to know how they should better structure their systems for effective and efficient organization performance and for better inter personal relationship.
1.7 [bookmark: _TOC_250021]Scope of the study
The research work will take a careful look at Access bank in Ilorin. But for the purpose of clarity, the scope of the study will be limited to three (3) Access banks branch in Ilorin, (Access bank A, B and C) Ilorin branch which covers the period of the years.
The conceptual scope; the conceptual framework of this study is organizational structure. Organizational structure is the permanent distribution of work roles and administrative mechanisms to enable an organization to perform coordinate and control its business activities and resource flow. The study specifically examined the impact of organizational structure on interpersonal relationship in large organization in Ilorin (a case study of Access bank)
The industrial scope; the firm covered by this research is Access bank in Ilorin.

The territorial scope; the territorial scope is the geographical location or area covered by the study. In simple words, the geographical scope of the study is Ilorin metropolis. Ilorin is one of the target cities in Nigeria and it is the capital of kwara state and the city is a confluence of cultures, populated by Yoruba, Hausa, Fulani, nupe, and baruba, other Nigerians and foreign nationals.
Time scope; relevant information or incidence occurring in the place of study outside this period was considered by the study with information from textbooks, magazines, journals and research projects in related area of study.

1.8 [bookmark: _TOC_250020]Definition of Operational Terms
Organizational structure; directs the competence of work, the enthusiasm of employees and coordination among the top management and subordinates for a flow of plans and goals in the organization to sketch the future plans
Interpersonal relationship; is the social association, connection or affiliation between two or more people in an organization

[bookmark: _TOC_250019][bookmark: LITERATURE_REVIEW]CHAPTER TWO LITERATURE REVIEW
This chapter basically discusses related literature that is directly related to the research topic. Relevant concept, theories and empirical study circling organizational structure on interpersonal relationship in large organization will be discussed. This literature review will be divided into three sections which will be the conceptual framework, theoretical framework and empirical review.
2.1 [bookmark: 2.1_conceptual_frameworks]conceptual frameworks
2.1.1 [bookmark: _TOC_250018]Concept of Organizational Structure and Structure Defined
Organizational Structure is difficult to define due to its varying applications by managers and scholars across disciplines. However, a breakdown of the concept based on this context would be of help to us. Thus, a structure in one sense is the arrangement of duties for the work to be done and this is best represented by the organization chart (Jackson and Morgan, 1982; Tran and Tian, 2013). The structure is also defined as the architecture of business competence, leadership, talent, functional relationships and arrangement (Wolf, 2002; Tran and Tian, 2013). Furthermore, organizational structure can be defined as how job tasks are formally divided, grouped, and coordinated (Sablynski, 2012; Tran and Tian, 2013). Organization structure indicates an enduring configuration of tasks and activities (Tran and Tian, 2013).
In other words, organizational structure is a set of methods through which, the organization is divided into distinct tasks and then create a harmony between different duties (Tran and Tian, 2013). Organizational structure deals with the formal system of task and reporting relationships that control coordinates, and motivates employees so that they cooperate to achieve an organization’s goals (Underdown, 2012; Tran and Tian, 2013). It consists of job positions, their relationships to each other and accountabilities for the process and sub-process deliverables (Andrews, 2012; Tran and Tian, 2013).

Organizational structure directs the competence of work, the enthusiasm of employees and coordination among the top management and subordinates for a flow of plans and goals in the organization to sketch the future plans (Herath, 2007; Tran and Tian, 2013). Organizational structure is a way responsibility and power are allocated, and work procedures are carried out, among organizational members (Zheng, Yang and Mclean, 2010; Tran and Tian, 2013). The most important components of the organizational structure include formalization, centralization, and control (Zheng, Yang and Mclean, 2010; Tran and Tian, 2013).
Organization structure affects the way in which people at work are organized and coordinated. It equally affects the nature of the relationships they develop, their feelings about these aspects, the ways in which they carry out their works, the attributes required of those who work in particular types of structure and it has implications for the management of the employees’ performance. The general conclusions are that organizations must fit structure and processes if the strategy wants to produce positive results (Teixeira, et al., 2012). The relationship between structure and performance, however, is more tenuous and is mediated by many other organizational constructs (Teixeira, et al., 2012). Tolbert and Hall (2009) discussed formal organizational structures under three dimensions: centralization, formalization and complexity. These studies considered the dimensions proposed by Daft et al. (2010) and then further the discussion by grouping the proposed six dimensions into the three dimensions. Both considered centralization and formalization as dimensions under organizational structures. What Daft et al. (2010) considered as a hierarchy of authority, Tolbert and Hall (2009) covered under centralization and; what Daft et al. (2010) considered as professionalism, Tolbert and Hall (2009) covered under formalization. Again, what Daft et al. (2010) considered as specialization and personnel ratios, Tolbert and Hall (2009) covered under complexity. Tolbert and Hall (2009) proposed that when these three dimensions namely: centralization, formalization and complexity interplay, they result in two organizational structure forms, mechanistic and organic structures.
2.1.2 [bookmark: _TOC_250017]Types of organizational structures
The organization theorists consider mostly two types of structures: Physical and social structures Hrebiniak and. Snow,(2012). Physical structure refers to the relations between physical elements of organizations as buildings and geographical places in which the works are done (business). In organization theory, social structure refers to the relations between social elements as people, positions and organizational units (e.g. departments and sectors).
2.1.2.1 Different types of social structures
Simple structure: This is a set of flexible relations and due to limited separation, it has low complexity. The members of such organization can design organization chart with focusing on leaders and there is no need to formality. Considering the duties or management order is done by mutual agreement and coordination and supervision are direct and informal.
Functional structure: The organization with increased complexity is managed based on simple structure. Normally, functional structure is used as a tool to fulfill the increasing needs of separation. This is called function as in this structure, the activities are classified based on logical similarity of work functions. The functions that are created based on dependent duties and shared goals. In functional structure, re-work of activities is limited and this structure is efficient. The aim of this plan is maximizing saving of specialization scale.
Multidivisional structure: In organizational development path, if functional structure is developed, it is turned into multidivisional structure as a tool to reduce the decisions responsibility by top manager. Multidivisional structure is a set of separate functional structures reporting a central center. Each functional structure is responsible for

management of daily operation. The central staff is responsible for supervision and management of organization relation with environment and strategy.
Matrix structure: This structure is created with the aim of creating a type of structure composed of functional and multidivisional structures. The aim of matrix structure is combining the efficiency of functional structure with flexibility and sensitivity of multidivisional structure not only based on product logic, customer or geographical region, but also based on functional logic in multidivisional structure. In matrix organization, functional specialized employees work in one or some project teams. This delegation of activities to employees is done via negotiation between functional and project managers and sometimes with the presence of people of teams or potential members.
Hybrid structure: In hybrid structure, one part is dedicated to the type of structure and another part to another type of structure. The reason of formation of hybrid structures is combination of advantages of two structures by designers or the organization is changing. As in hybrid structure, by moving from one section of structure to another structure, the relations basis is changed and hybrid forms can be unclear. On the other hand, hybrid structure enables the organization in which the best and flexible structure is used.
Network structure: The networks are formed when the organizations are faced with rapid changes of technology, short life cycles of product and dispersed and specialized markets. IN a network, required assets are distributed among some network partners as there is no unified organization in a network to generate the products or services and the network is producer or supplier. In a network structure, the partners are associated via customer supplier relations and a type of free market system is created. It means that the goods are traded among network partners as in a free market, they are traded (Jo. hatch, Translated by Danayifard, 2014).
Bureaucracy: Generally, determining criterion, forming, unifying the work methods as called standardization is key concept or foundation of machine bureaucracy. If you’re visit banks, chain stores, tax offices, health office, firefighting, these institutions and offices rely on standardization of methods and work methods for coordination and good supervision. The features of machine bureaucracy are as:
i. High volume of uniform and continuous executive works
ii. Dealing with regular and formal regulations
iii. The presence of separated units with definite classified duties
iv. Centralization of power and taking decisions via commanding hierarchy
v. Having complete administrative structure by defining the boundary between staff and queue activities (Rabbinz, Translated by Parsayin and Arabi, 2012).
2.1.3 [bookmark: _TOC_250016]Basic Elements of Organizational Structure
The basic elements of organizational structure are McAllister and. Mitchell, (2009); Specialization of work: This element concerns about the division of work. It means how specific the work of each worker can be. There are two types of specialization, one is wide specialization and the other is narrow specialization. If the tasks are few and very specific, then this is the narrow specialization. If there are many tasks and the tasks are very flexible, then this is the wide specialization.
Standardization: Standardization means the degree of standardization of the work. If an organization has a high degree of standardization, it means there will be a clear statement of work, rules and regulations, detailed provisions on the work process. The higher the degree of standardization is, the less freedom a worker has to determine which work to do. Span of control: It determines the number of levels and managers an organization has and determines the number of employees a manager can efficiently and effectively manage.
Departmentalization: Departmentalization means how to combine the division of work reasonably. We can find five types of departmentalization. It is the grouping of related functions into manageable units to achieve the objectives of the enterprise in the most efficient and effective manner. Grouping related functions into manageable units to achieve the objectives of the enterprise in the most efficient and effective manner is departmentalization. A variety of means can be utilized for this purpose. The primary forms of departmentalization are by function, process, product, market, customer, geographic area, and even matrix (also called project organization). In many organizations, a combination of these forms is used.
Centralization: The power of decision making is all in the authority’s hands. The high level managers seldom listen to the grassroots level’s opinion. Occurs in an organization when a limited amount of authority is delegated, Centralization determines where the decision-making authority in the organization lies. Highly centralized decision-making leads the senior executive(s) to make judgments. In organizations that are less centralized, decision-making authority trickles down to lower levels.
Advantages of Centralization
1. Closer control of operations
2. Uniformity of policies, practices, and procedures
3. Better use of centralized, specialized experts
Decentralization: The grassroots level can highly participate in the decision making process or they can decide something by themselves. Occurs in an organization when a limited amount of authority is delegated. Decentralized organizations require more communication and employee involvement (Robbins, 2000).
Advantages of Decentralization
i. Faster decision-making without resort to higher level consultation
ii. Excellent training experience for promotion to higher level management
iii. Decisions better adapted to local conditions
2.1.4 [bookmark: _TOC_250015]Components of Organizational Structure
Organizations form the most efficient and rational social groupings in society; therefore, modern society is dependent upon organizations. Organizations exist as social tools in that they coordinate human actions. While combining personnel, resources, and

materials, the organization is able to evaluate its performance and adjust accordingly in order to be successful in reaching its goals Lorsch (2003)
Hrebiniak and. Snow, (2012) argued “structure refers to the relationships among the parts of an organized whole”. In regards to organization theory, social structure specifically refers to relationships among people, positions, and organizational units, such as departments and divisions, to which they belong. The basic elements of organizational structure, first outlined by sociologist Max Weber, are hierarchy of authority, division of labor, and rules and procedures.
In an extensive overview of organizational structure and its many component parts, Jaworski, (2002) discussed ways many of those parts are related to one another and therefore affect organizational structure. He maintained that organization structure defines task allocation, reporting relationships, and formal coordination mechanisms in an organization.
An organization’s structure includes the three components of complexity, formalization, and centralization. Structural complexity refers to the extent to which there is differentiation, or a division of labor, in an organization. A complex structure has a greater need for communication across many departments horizontally or between many levels vertically. The more complex an organization is, the greater the need for effective communication, coordination, and control Jaworski, (2002) The level of formalization dictates the degree to which rules and procedures guide organizational behavior. There exists a link between complexity and formalization. It has been found that, due to the skill of specialists in highly complex organizations, high complexity generally sets the tone for low formalization. A formalized structure includes many rules and procedures that dictate how organizational activities are to be carried out; therefore, formalization generally tends to reduce the amount of communication in an organization due to the discouragement of innovation Lorsch (2003)
Centralization determines where the decision-making authority in the organization lies. Highly centralized decision-making leads the senior executive(s) to make judgments. In organizations that are less centralized, decision-making authority trickles down to lower levels. Highly complex organizations are generally more decentralized while organizations lower in job specialization require a central locus of control. Decentralized organizations require more communication and employee involvement Jaworski, (2002).
Structure encompasses three other dimensions that are present in an organization. Organizations may be mechanistic, organic, or bureaucratic, depending on their levels of complexity, centralization, and formalization. A mechanistic organization harbors a highly complex, formalized, and centralized environment where tasks are greatly specialized, workers receive little discretion through the presence of strict procedures, and decisions are made at the highest level of the organization.
Organic environments, the opposite of mechanistic organizations, involve low complexity where jobs are generalized, informal settings give employees discretion in completing their tasks, and decentralized structures give employees power to make decisions. A bureaucracy, however, incorporates high levels of complexity and formalization while retaining decentralization. The bureaucratic organization is governed very closely by a set of rules and procedures, but employees at different levels are granted the ability to make decisions according to those rules.
2.1.5 [bookmark: _TOC_250014]Organizational Structure and Strategy
Organizational structure exists as an important foundation for organizational effectiveness. Due to the complex nature of organizational effectiveness and the many ways it can be characterized, Jaworski, (2002) defined organizational effectiveness as “the degree to which an organization attains its short- (ends) and long-term (means) goals, the selection of which reflects strategic constituencies, the self-interest of the evaluator, and the life stage of the organization.
Over time, many scholars have claimed that goals and strategies are the biggest determinants of organizational structure. Strategy, defined largely as the long-term goals of an organization coupled with the actions that will produce those goals, has since been classified as only one of many elements that determine structure. Several studies have attempted to reveal a conclusive relationship between strategy and structure. In the end, no definite conclusions can be made as to how one affects the other. What was introduced, however, was the fact that the industrial environment of the organization influences strategy and therefore, structure.
Lorsch (2003) did not claim the existence of a good or bad structure, but one that is appropriate to strategy, markets, internal policy, customers, culture, and people. He maintained that the purpose of examining organizational structure is to develop ways that structure may be better suited to strategy. He proposed ways to think about the organization so that changes may be made to structure in order to enhance strategy. By thinking about what the organization does, the ways the customer is exposed to the organization, the activities necessary to achieving organizational goals, and how communication flows between these activities, one may determine which organizational design is best suited to the organization. After making the necessary changes in organizational structure, constant evaluation will reveal whether or not that particular structure fits with the organizational strategy.
2.1.6 [bookmark: _TOC_250013]Signs of Poor Organizational Structure
The organizational structure of a business is the framework that facilitates communications and efficient work processes. When business problems emerge, signs often exist within the design or components of the organizational structure. In some cases, these signs can be early indicators of significant problems that need to be addressed McAllister and. Mitchell, (2011).

Low Productivity
Productivity is a key metric for almost every business. Low productivity levels can indicate a problem in an organization’s structure. Through inefficient resource allocation, poor vertical communication and employee empowerment constraints, employees may not have the proper environment to complete their work assignments in an efficient manner.
Unequal Workload
Poor organizational structure can cause an unequal distribution of work between departments or divisions. When some areas of a company are routinely understaffed and work overtime to meet workload requirements, while other areas struggle to find sufficient work to keep every employee busy, the organizational structure has not been optimized for business requirements.
Lines of Communication
Unclear Employees routinely bypassing the standard chain of command in a company could be a sign of poor organizational design. Employees with complaints or suggestions should typically provide feedback to their manager or occasionally to their manager’s boss. In an optimal business, employees should feel their voices are heard through the standard management path. In an organization with a poor structure, employees may feel the need to go directly to a department head, vice president or even the president to express concerns or recommendations.
Lack of Teamwork
Bad organizational structure does little to foster the concept of teamwork. Departments may be unwilling or unable to cooperate with each other, and workers within departments may not feel a sense of camaraderie [04]. Workers may focus on their individual tasks and not offer assistance to others unless directed to do so by a supervisor.

Slow Decision Making
Slow decisions can hamper sales opportunities and innovations. If an organizational structure is not optimized to direct decision making authority to the appropriate person, or must travel through multiple layers of management before a result is rendered, the organizational structure may need to be changed[03]. A leaner or departmental decision- making process may be needed to foster an innovative spirit in the company.
Lack of Innovation
Companies with bad organizational structure are often slow to innovate. A pipeline for new ideas may not exist, and even if it does, poor communication may mean that the idea never reaches the right source for development and implementation. Consequently, workers who come up with new ideas may keep them to themselves or take them to a new employer.
2.1.7 [bookmark: _TOC_250012]Nature of Interpersonal Relationship
Interpersonal relationship is the social association, connection or affiliation between two or more people in an organization. Developing interpersonal relationship is a serious business that yields dividends to those committed to it. Maxwell (2004) observed that a thing brings two persons together to make them remain in the context of relationship.
Such things may be common interest like desire, aspiration or a goal. More so, workplace interpersonal relationship is the type of relationship that exists between employee to employee, superior to subordinates, employed and employee in any organization. This kind of relationship can be formal or informal. However, relationship is born, fed, nurtured and it grows. It is born at the level of acquaintance relationship; it is fed at associate relationship and is nurtured at friendship. It is very important to emphasize that relationship is the ladder to your gain or pain and therefore, it must be consciously handled. It does not come by chance, but it is a social work to be done because interpersonal relationship is a social link between two or more people (Obakpolo, 2015).
Workplace interpersonal relationship is a very important issue that influences the level of employee productivity in any organization. Members or employees should effectively interact with their superiors, subordinates, and co-workers within the organizations. How they relate with the customers, suppliers and general public outside the operational base of the organization determines their level of viability and productivity. Previous studies on interpersonal relationship revealed that the enterprise is the operation of employee behavior based. The greater the density of relationships within the organization, the greater is the impact on organizational efficiency and productivity. (Lee and Dawes, 2005; Tsui, 2000). The importance of workplace interpersonal relationship in influencing organizational productivity in Nigerian organizations especially deposits money banks cannot be overemphasized. Research has demonstrated that friendships at work can improve individual employee attitudes to work, job commitment and ultimately impact on the level of productivity (Ellingwood, 2001; Morrison, 2009; & Zagenezyk et al 2010). When employees positively interrelate in an organization, it fosters love and team work, increases level of cooperation, employee morale and motivation, job satisfaction and engagement and overall level of productivity.
Remarkably, there are divergent opinions and conceptualizations as to what constitute the dimensions of workplace interpersonal relationship. In a study conducted by Obakpolo (2015) on improving interpersonal relationship in workplaces in Delta State, the researcher opined that the following constitute the dimensions of workplace interpersonal relationship: employee personality, employee trust level, team building effort and employee compatibility. Furthermore, Isaac and Roger (2016) in their study entitled: The role of individual interpersonal relationships on work performance in the south African retail sector adopted the following as dimensions of interpersonal relationships: communication, equal treatment of employee, team work, training and employee respect for one another.

In addiction James and Nickson (2013) conducted a study on influence of employee relations on organizational performance of private universities in Kenya and used the following as dimensions or factors influencing interpersonal relationship: climate of openness, team building efforts and the initiation of social activities among employees. More so, Ulrich (2010) in his study on interpersonal relationships at work, organization, working and health in Sweden public health organizations used social support, organizational justice and relational justice as dimensions of interpersonal relationships.
2.1.8 [bookmark: _TOC_250011]Need for Interpersonal Relationship in an organization
Organization consist of a group of people with similar aims, objectives, goals and insights who cooperatively joined hands together to achieve what individuals cannot achieve in isolation under an effective coordinating mechanism. However, in any organization that is goal-oriented, workers cooperative efforts coupled with their level of interpersonal relationship tend to influence the entire work-group performance. The need for interpersonal relationship at workplace therefore cannot be overemphasized. Valued interpersonal relationship can influence organizational outcomes by increasing institutional participation, establish supportive and innovative climates, increasing organizational productivity and indirectly reducing the intent to turnover (Berman et al., 2002; Crabtree, 2004; Ellingwood, 2004; Song and Olshfski, 2008).
a) Individual spends around eight to nine hours in his organization and it is practically not possible for him to work all alone: Human beings are not machines who can work at a stretch. We need people to talk to and share your feelings. Imagine yourself working in an organization with no friends around. We are social animals and we need friends around. An individual working in isolation is more prone to stress and anxiety. They hardly enjoy their work and attend office just for the sake of it. Individuals working alone find their job monotonous. It is essential to have trustworthy fellow workers around with whom one can share all his secrets without the fear of them setting leaked. We must have friends at the workplace who can give us honest feedback.
b) A single brain can’t take all decisions alone: We need people to discuss various issues, evaluate pros and cons and reach to solutions benefiting not only the employees but also the organization on the whole. Employees can brainstorm together and reach to better ideas and strategies. Strategies must be discussed on an open platform where every individual has the liberty to express his/her views. Employees must be called for meetings at least once in a week to promote open communication. Interaction on a regular basis is important for healthy relationship.
c) Interpersonal relationship has a direct effect on the organization structure: Misunderstandings and confusions lead to negativity at the workplace. Conflicts leads nowhere and in turn spoil the work environment.
d) We need people around who can appreciate our hard work and motivate us from time to time: It is essential to have some trustworthy co-workers at the workplace who not only appreciate us when we do some good work but also tell us our mistakes. A pat on the back goes a long way in extracting the best out of individuals. One needs to have people at the workplace who are more like mentors than mere colleagues.
e) It always pays to have individuals around who really care for us: We need colleagues to fall back on at the times of crisis. If you do not talk to anyone at the workplace, no one would come to your help when you actually need them.
f) An individual needs to get along with fellow workers to complete assignments within the stipulated time frame: An individual working all alone is overburdened and never finishes tasks within deadlines. Support of fellow workers is important. You just can’t do everything on your own. Roles and responsibilities must be delegated as per specialization, educational qualification and interests of employees. An individual needs help of his fellow workers to complete assignments on time and for better results.


2.1.9 [bookmark: _TOC_250010]How to manage conflicts in interpersonal relationship in an organization
Conflicts play an important role in spoiling relationship among employees at the workplace and must be controlled at the initial stages to expect the best out of individuals.
a. For individuals, organization should always come first and all other personal interests must take a backseat. Fighting with fellow workers on petty issues is childish. Be professional. Do not take things to heart at the workplace as no one is working for himself or herself. You might not like someone else’s style of working but remember ultimately the organization must benefit out of it.
b. An individual ought to respect his colleagues: Treat your fellow workers as members of your extended family. Ignoring minor issues helps in avoiding conflicts in interpersonal relationship. Try to understand your colleague’s point of view as well.
c. Avoid lobbying at the workplace: An individual should keep his personal and professional life separate. Do not favour anyone just because you like the individual concerned or you know him personally. At work, every employee irrespective of his family background and relation with the management needs to be treated as one. Ignoring or bad mouthing someone just because you do not like him is simply not acceptable. Such things give rise to unnecessary stress and eventually employees fight and spoil relationships amongst themselves. You need people around who can give you suggestions and help you when required. You can’t work alone.
d. Remember there is a difference between being aggressive and rude: A sense of competition is essential among employees but make sure you adopt healthy means to prove yourself. Jealousy, backbiting, criticism, leg pulling give rise to disagreements among individuals and spoil their relationships.
e. Think before you speak. Do not hurt anyone. There are several other ways to express your displeasure at work. Do not overreact at workplace. Stay calm and composed.
f. Avoid being arrogant: Be polite to everyone. Greet people and do enquire about their wellbeing. A simple smile goes a long way in managing conflicts and strengthening interpersonal relationships at workplace.
g. Evaluate issues carefully: Do not jump to conclusions. It is always better to sort out differences amicably rather than fighting and spoiling relationships. Voice your concerns in an open platform and try to reach to a conclusion mutually acceptable to all. Do not always see your own personal interests.
2.1.10 Improving Interpersonal Relation in an organization Managerial Role
Past studies suggest that management interventions may be instrumental in promoting friendships at work. Appropriately socializing newcomers (Allen, 2006), promoting a climate of openness and fun at work (Gousseau, 1995), initiating social activities both inside and outside of the workplace (Berman et al., 2002) and providing ongoing team building efforts are all strategies that encourage valued relationships at work. Beyond these workplace variables, though, trait differences might be leveraged during selection to impact employee work relationships; for example, manages could assess these traits when hiring to improve the chance of building a cohesive workforce based on positive interpersonal relationships. Selection on the basis of these attributes requires  minimal effort given the general availability of low-cost pre-employment test designed to screen on the basis of dispositions.
Another viable strategy for engendering valued interpersonal relationships at work is to involve employees in the recruitment and selection process through increased use of employee referrals. Referrals are simple and low cost recruitment source that generally operate through highly homogenous, close knit, social networks (Henly, 1999; Marsden and Gorman, 2001). As an internal labour force becomes comprised of friends or relatives of current employees, off-the-job friendships become on-the-job friendships that should foster valued interpersonal work relationships. Thus, the adoption of both selection and recruitment strategies may help employees develop greater interpersonal relationships at work.
Sensitivity Training
Interpersonal friction is common among people in organization. Such frictions stem from different sources. Often, individuals seek contrasting goals, and so come into direct conflict with one another. Similarly, employees may possess such different personalities or attitudes that a degree of mutual irritation is almost guaranteed. Perhaps, the single most common cause of interpersonal friction within organization, involves the absence of accurate perception. Frequently, individuals lack insight into their own feelings and into those of the persons around them, and-most importantly – do not comprehend their own impact on others. As a result they anger, irritate, or annoy those persons unintentionally, and often unnecessarily. Sensitivity training is one technique where attempt is made to resolve interpersonal friction.
Other managerial roles in ensuring an improved interpersonal relationship at workplace are as follows:
1. Interact with your team members on a regular basis: Make sure you speak to everyone, else individuals might feel ignored. Call your team for meetings at least twice in a week. Enquire about their well-being. Ensure if everything is going well with them. This way employee feels happy and shares a healthy relationship with superiors. Interaction is essential as it helps break ice among people.
2. Avoid Comparisons among your team members: Do not shout on any of your employees in public. Call the individual concerned to your cabin and make him realize his/her mistakes without being rude. Speak to your team members directly rather than passing on messages through someone as information might not reach in its desired form creating misunderstandings and eventually spoiling relationships.
3. Remember a Manager’s role is not just to sit in closed cabins for the whole day: Sit with your team members and help them plan their day. Help them in their day to day work.
4. Managers must be accessible to their team members: Problems start when employees find it difficult to get in touch with their bosses. Do keep in touch with them through SMSES if not meet them regularly. Lend a sympathetic ear to their problems. Your team members must be able to fall back on you in times of crises.
5. Intervene immediately in case of conflicts among your subordinates: Your team members might fight over pretty issues but it is your responsibility to guide them and reduce the chances of a major conflict. Do not ignore even the minor issues. One problem left unattended can become a major concern later.
6. Sit with individuals, counsel them and motivate them to discuss issues and reach to something which would benefit not only the employees but also the organization on the whole.
7. Ask your team members to have their launch together: You can also join them once in a while, Boss’s presence does make a difference. Take them out for picnics and small get together. Such informal meetings not only bring employees closer to each other but also to their superiors. Motivate them to celebrate important festivals at workplace. Delegate responsibilities and ask them to take charge individually. This way they start believing in you and the organization and eventually share a healthy relationship with all.
8. Employees performing well must be appreciated and suitably rewarded for them to deliver results every time. Do not be harsh to others who did not perform well this time. Being rude to them will not solve any of your problem; rather individuals would go against you.
9. Never be partial to anyone: Employees performing well should be appreciated in front of others. Those who are not performing up to expectations must be asked to pull up their socks next time irrespective of the relation they share with you or with the senior management. One of your team members can be your best friend but when it comes to results and targets, he should not be spared because work should never be mixed with personal relations.
Employees Roles
Individuals need to get along well with their fellow workers for a positive ambience at workplace and also for healthy interpersonal relationship. It is essential for individuals to trust each other at the workplace for better relations. It is almost impossible for employees to work alone. Everyone needs people around to discuss things and reach to better solutions.
Employee’s role in ensuring an improved interpersonal relationship in workplace includes:

a) It is important for employees to stay positive at workplace. Do not always find faults in your fellow workers. Remember no one on this earth is perfect. No matter how bad the other individual is, one needs to maintain the decorum of the workplace. The best way is to ignore the one you do not like rather than indulging in conflicts and spoiling relationship. Conflicts turn friends into foes.
b) Be a little more adjusting. Things can’t always be the way you like. Listen to others and understand their point of view as well. Don’t see your personal interests always.
c) Never under estimate your fellow workers. You never know when someone comes up with a brilliant idea. Treat everyone with respect. Ignoring people leads to frustration and eventually spoils relationships at workplace. Listen to all, giving importance to few and side-lining others create problems among employees and such things demotivate employees to give their best. They start treating office and work as a burden.
d) It is unethical to spread rumours around in the workplace. Backbiting, leg pulling, criticism are the biggest reasons of displeasure among employees. Learn to be straightforward and if you feel your colleague is doing something wrong, tell him to his face rather than discussing with others. Making fun of others is unprofessional.
e) An individual should be trustworthy. If any of your colleagues has confided something in you, do not backstab him. Do not walk up to your boss and reveal all his secrets. Learn to keep things to yourself.
f) Avoid being arrogant. Don’t show unnecessary attitude to people around. You might be heading a particular department but that does not mean you have the authority to be rude to people around. You are getting paid for your services and no one will tolerate your dominant and bossy nature. Leave your ego behind the moment you step inside your office.
g) Think before you speak. Make sure you do not hurt people. Never insult anyone intentionally.
h) Great your colleague’s even if he/she is not from your team. It hardly matters because a smile can actually make a difference.
2.1.11 Relationship between organizational structure and interpersonal relationship
In the world all over, interpersonal relationship is an important component of organization structure. Because the global world has become widespread, most organizations need to meet their needs with a lower resource moral through interpersonal relationship. Interpersonal relationship is a many sided phenomenon that conveys different meaning to different people. Interpersonal relationship is simply referred to as the reduction of uncertainty or an exchange of meaning. For organizations and human as a social being, interpersonal relationship has a vital importance and is considered as an inseparable piece of life and also it has an important role on organizational structure and all activities aimed at achieving organizational objectives (Ada and Alver, 2008).
Furthermore, interpersonal relationship is the human activity that links people together and create interactions and structure in an organuzation. (Dunan & Moriaty, 1998). It is the glue that binds people together in an organization. According to Ince and Gul (2011), interpersonal relationship is the exchange of ideas, emotions and opinions through words, letters, and symbol among two or more people. On the other hand, employee interpersonal relationship is the dissemination of information which is related to the daily performance of an employer’s job and also important if the worker is expected to be an effective member of staff. Rogers and Rogers (1976) argue that “the behavior of individuals in organizations is best understood from a interpersonal relationship point of view. Interpersonal relationship plays a pivotal role in all types of relationships whether it is personal or professional. A healthy employee relationship creates a good structure in an organization and ensures a positive environment at work and also helps the employees to achieve their targets at a much faster rate. (Jame & Nickson, 2013). Employers who have open lines of communication with managers are more likely to build effective work relationships with those managers, increase their relational identification, enhance their performance and contribute to the structure of the organization and organizational productivity (Tsai, Chuang & Hsieh, 2009). Notably, there is strong evidence that different aspects of effective management of interpersonal relationship such as high frequency, openness and accuracy, performance and feedback, and adequacy of information about organizational policies, structure and procedures are positively related to employee’s performance and organizational structure (Asamu, 2014). Orpen (2000) argued that interpersonal relationship has a vital role in the failure or accomplishment of any organization structure; it is used for the purpose of resolving the contradictions in work organization in order that such organization may progress. People must come together, think together, learn together and advance together.
Effective interpersonal relationship is needed for management to develop a good organizational  structure  and  sustain  a  competitive  advantage  for  organizational improvement and productivity (Rowe, 2001). Effective interpersonal relationship succeeds when employees support the leader and the organization structures in place if there is a belief that employees’ efforts will be rewarded. However, from the foregoing discussion, it appears that a relationship exists between interpersonal relationship and organizational structure. The researchers also agree with the views of previous scholars and therefore conclude that organizational structure influence interpersonal relationship in the Nigerian organizations especially the banking sector.
2.1.12 Moderating influence of Organizational Culture on Interpersonal Relationship
The real importance that managers do is to create and manage organizational structure. “If you do not manage the structure, it manages you, and you may not even be aware of the extent to which this is happening” (Ellen; Shaun; Todd; & Leslie, 2011), Organizational structure is one of the most important construct in management research. One of the most important reasons that explain the interest in organizational structure is the assumption that certain organizational structure lead to an increase in good interpersonal relationship (Llies & Gavrea, 2003). Mashal and Saima (2014) also opined that organizational structure is an important variable that influences interpersonal relationship in an organization. Organizational structure is the combination of values, beliefs and norms which may impact the way employees behave, think and feel in the organization (Schein, 2011).
There are four basic functions of organizational structure: providing sense of identity to members, enhancing the commitment, strengthening organizational values, and shaping behavior through a control mechanism (Nelson & Quick, 2011). However, the organization level of interpersonal relationship is the function of the basic returns to the installation of strong structure in the organization’s system which enables it to perform its routines undoubtedly. Kopelman et al (1990) has argued that a relationship exists between organizational structure and organization interpersonal relationship. Also, Kotter, (2012) posits that organizational structure has the ability to increase interpersonal relationship and awareness about problem solving and organization productivity. A compliance of organization’s management principles and its organizational structure is needed in order for organizational survival. In a study conducted by (Eaton and Kilby 2015), it was found that 72% of the respondents opined that structure is extremely important for organizational interpersonal relationship. They further posit that the level of structure obtained in an organization is moderated or mitigated by the allowed level of workplace interpersonal relationship. However, Bulach, Lunenburg & Potter (2012) suggests that the impact of organizational structure on interpersonal relationship in the organization based on three (3) important ideas. Firstly, having knowledge of the organization structure permits employees to understand the history and functioning of the organization. This knowledge provides information about projected future behaviors. Secondly, organizational structure raises devotion to the organization’s philosophy and values. This commitment creates interpersonal relationship and shared feelings of achieving common goals. This entail that organizations can achieve greater success only when employees share values and interpersonal relationship. Thirdly, organizational structure, serves as a control or moderating mechanism to direct behaviors towards expected behaviors. Remarkably, an organization’s structure defines the nature of an organization, operational conduct and employee interpersonal relationship behavior. An organizational structure that permits employee interpersonal relationship will afford the employees the opportunity to communicate either formal or informal with the organization. A company’s organization structure can moderate the relationship between workplace interpersonal relationship and its level of productivity. An organization’s structure that promotes e interpersonal relationship, will experience low staff turnover, happy and motivated staff, who will work devotedly and efficiently to attain improved productivity at the workplace.
2.2 [bookmark: _TOC_250009]Theoretical review
2.2.1 [bookmark: _TOC_250008]Agency Theory
Agency theory explains how best the relationship between agents and principals can be utilized with a view to attaining corporate goals. In this kind of relationship principals and agents have clearly defined responsibilities where shareholders expect the agents to act and make decisions in the principal’s interest. On the contrary, the agent may not necessarily make decisions in the best interests of the principals (Padilia, 2002) the agent may succumb to self-interest, opportunistic behavior and falling short of balancing between the aspirations of the principal and the agent’s pursuits.
In such a principal agent relationship, there is always the potential for conflicts within a firm due to economic incentives faced by the agents who are often different from those faced by the According to ((ISDA, April 2002) all companies are exposed to agency problems, and to some extent develop action plans to deal with them. Although steeped in certain setbacks, agency theory was introduced basically as a separation of ownership and control (Bhimani, 2008).
The agents are controlled by principal-made rules, with the aim of maximizing shareholders value hence, a more individualistic view is applied in this theory (Clarke, 2007). Indeed, agency theory can be employed to explore the relationship between the ownership and management structure. However, where there is a separation, the agency model can be applied to align the goals of the management with that of the owners. A basic conclusion of agency theory is that the value of a firm cannot be maximized as managers normally hold the executive power which allows them to expropriate value for their own interest (Tumbull, 2007). Irrespective of this claim, agency theory provides a broad analytical framework to examine how successful organizational structure can curb opportunistic managerial behavior, securing a fair return on investment for the suppliers of finance.
2.2.2 [bookmark: _TOC_250007]Stewardship Theory
Stewardship theory assumes that managers are not opportunistic agents, but good stewards of corporations who diligently work towards owners’ interests by securing high level of corporate profits and shareholders’ returns (Donaldson, 2002) hence, stewardship theory differs from agency theory with respect to the motive of managers. According to (Gay, 2002) stewardship theory is also derived from the economic model of human behavior, classified by McGregor as Theory Y, which assumes that people are inherently motivated to work and perform a good job. Therefore, stewardship theory purports there is no conflict between managers and owners, and the optimum organizational structure allows coordination of the companies to perform most effectively towards the betterment of the owners’ interest.
2.3 [bookmark: _TOC_250006]Empirical Review
Manta & Harges, (2013) examined whether the relationship between organizational structure and organizational outcomes is contingent on contextual organizational characteristics by using data from 450 South African health treatment centers. They investigated two categories of contexts, organizational structure and environmental characteristics. Manta and Harges, (2013) state that the primary expectation has been that organizational structure will positively influence organizational functioning even though they did not investigate functional variables but rather some variables that may influence behavior like employee attitudes, adaptability, motivation and aspirations.
Manta and Harges, (2013) did not find organizational structure to be significantly related to performance. Love, Priem, and Lumpkin, (2002) explored the relationship between organizational structure and firm performance by introducing centralization of authority as a context variable. They found support for their hypothesis that the effect of organizational structure on performance is moderated by structural centralization based on data from 95 Nigerian manufacturing firms. Love et al. (ibid.) found very weak and insignificant correlations between all five performance measures and structure. The degree of centralization did not explain significant variances in performance beyond that organizational structure by the control variables (ibid.). When testing the multi contingency model, found that only 6% of the companies had no situational and contingency organizational structure. These firms suffered return on assets loss.
A study by Morrison, (2009) of 79 African companies, Morrison makes no sharp distinction between structural and functional variables. The calculation of profitability is different from the one used here. Morrison, (2009) found only extremely small or negative correlation coefficients between the structural and functional variables and profitability. None of the correlations between profitability and the other seven organizational variables are statistically significant. The data suggest that these variables may not, taken individually, contribute much to profitability.
2.4 [bookmark: _TOC_250005]Identification of Knowledge Gaps in the Literature
There have been different studies done with regard to “impact of organizational structure on interpersonal relationship” but there is none with regard to impact of organizational structure on interpersonal relationship in large organization in Ilorin “a study of Access bank. Using different approaches and methodologies ranging from descriptive, explanatory survey and regression techniques resulted to various findings and conclusions. To the best knowledge of the researcher, this study filled the gap through answering the research questions in the early chapter.




3.1 Research Design
[bookmark: _TOC_250004]
CHAPTER THREE METHODOLOGY

Research design as defined by cooper et al, (2003) is the plan and structure of investigation is so conceived as to obtain answer to research questions. This study adopted a descriptive research design, which according to Cooper and Schindler (2003) involves surveying people and recording their responses for analysis. Within the descriptive research design, this study incorporated both quantitative and qualitative research approaches to better understanding of the relationship between variables in the research problem.
3.2 Target Population
A research population is generally a large collection of individuals or objects that is the main focus of a scientific query. Also, population for the purpose of sampling is defined as the aggregate from which sampling is chosen or drawn. For the purpose of this research work, the study will be limited to 3 different Banks in Ilorin, Kwara State. The Banks includes GTB, First Bank and Union Bank.
Mugenda and Mugenda (2003) refer to population as the entire group of individuals, events or objects having common observable characteristics. The targeted populations for this study are the staffers in the banking sectors which comprises of three (3) branches of Access Bank, Ilron, Kwara State with a total population of 64 staffers in the selected banks.

The population of each selected banks is shown below:

	Banks
	Number
	Location

	Access Bank Plc A.
	21
	Tanke Junction

	Access Bank Plc B.
	25
	Tanke Junction

	Access Bank Plc C.
	18
	Unity, Off, Yidi Road

	Total
	64
	



3.3 Sample and Sampling Techniques
Sample can be defined as the specimen of the population. Therefore, sample size of this study is represented by the number of the people that were involved in this research work from whom the information use for this study were collected. The selection of sample from the entire population was done randomly. The sampling was designed to give each class the population of probability of being adequately represented in the sample. As a result of the lowest number of the population, the study decided to adopt the population as the sample size whereby each population of the selected banks were chosen as follows;
i. Access Bank Plc, Tanke Junction = 21

ii. Access Bank Plc, Tanke = 25

iii. Access Bank Plc, Unity Road = 18

The population was adopted as the sample size due to a smaller population in each selected banks. The sample size of the population is 64 of which questionnaire will be administer

based on the sample size. The questionnaires were personally served by the researcher as at the time of carrying out the research. Therefore, 64 copies of questionnaires will be issued to the entire staffs.
3.4 [bookmark: _TOC_250003]Research Instrument
The major instrument used in this research work was basically questionnaire. The use of questionnaire was employed by the researcher due to the fact that accurate and authentic information could be obtained from it. The questionnaire contains Section ‘A’ to ‘B’. Section ‘A’ asked questions on the respondent's personal data and section ‘B’ asked questions on the subject matter.
3.5 Reliability and Validity of the Instrument
Reliability and validity are the two most important quality control objects in research. The following are explanation of validity and reliability in research.
Reliability is an instrument which is used to describe the overall consistency of a measure. A measure is said to have a high reliability if it produces similar results under consistent conditions, ((Neil, 2009). The issue of reliability was ensured through that appropriate random sampling and a purposive sampling technique is another indication of reliability in this study. Also the study was included supervisor's comments and advice on the impact of organizational structure on interpersonal relationships in Access Bank, Ilorin, Kwara State.

Validity refers to the degree to which study accurately reflect or assesses the specific concepts the researcher is attempting to measure (Find l, 1993). The types of validity include internal validity which clearly indicates the principles of causes and effects in research. External validity clearly focuses on the effects of research that can be generalized. In this study, internal validity was invariably applied to test the relationship between organizational structure and interpersonal relationships in Access Bank, Ilorin, Kwara State. Validity was enhanced through the pilot study that was purposely undertaken to pre- test the research tools and methods before the study to be undertaken. Certainly, this study validity as interview and questionnaires were clearly checked, these techniques were constructed based on the objectives of the study. In confirming the validity of the instrument, face and content validities were ensured.
The instrument was applied to professionals in the area of Organizational Psychology for proper scrutiny and evaluation. Furthermore, since this research is not a statistical study and the aim is to sample widely, external validity was achieved by analytical generalization of comparing research evidence with the existing literature.
3.6 Methods of Data Collection

3.6.1 Primary Data
Primary data refers to data that are original and not yet published which are always called a fresh data that one collects directly from the field. Primary data were collected using the following methods and tools;
Questionnaires; A questionnaire is a research instrument consisting of a series of questions and other prompts for the purpose of gathering information from respondents (Foddy, 1994). Questionnaire was used because it manages to collect information from a large number of people in a short period of time and in a relatively cost effective way. This tool gives room and freedom of expression to the respondents that are expecting to get information and to study more on the Impact of Organizational Structure on Interpersonal Relationships in Access Bank, Ilorin, Kwara State. The questionnaire was used to collect data from employees currently working in the Banks, to get the Impact of Organizational Structure on Interpersonal Relationships in Access Bank, Ilorin, Kwara State. A questionnaire was developed based on research objectives as indicated appendix 1.
3.6.2 Secondary Data
Secondary data on the other hand refers to data that has been collected that can be published or unpublished but have already exist. It will be clearly collected through the following method:
Documentary review; is the analysis of different documents to get information related to important themes from various materials in libraries and online sources (Scott, 2006). From this method the researcher was reviewed different documents related to workplace bullying on employees’ work engagement, mental health, creativity and innovativeness.
3.7 Methods of Data Analysis
The data (both primary and secondary) were processed manually. The processing stage was involved editing, descriptive analysis was employed to determine the Impact of Organizational Structure on Interpersonal Relationships in Access Bank, Ilorin, Kwara State. Regression and Correlation analysis were used to ascertain the workplace bullying and engagement in Banks. The use of analytical tool with the aid of computer employed SPSS Version 16 (Statistical Package for Social Science) was used for this purpose. Data analyzed was presented informs of descriptive tables. The study utilized Likert Scale running from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The study further used Likert Scale responses to compute weighted average responses for each statement and decision rule was given for respondents’ agreement or disagreement.

CHAPTER FOUR
DATA PRESENTATION ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION
4.0 [bookmark: _TOC_250002]Preamble
This chapter presents the results from the data analyses of questionnaires administered to respondents and analysis of the data collected was done using SPSS to reduce human error that could have occurred when computing manually. It also deals with the statistical testing of the hypothesis formulated for the study. It is pertinent to note that only sixty (60) questionnaires out of the sixty-four (64) administered were carefully filled, returned and valid. The results were processed in three sections; A, B and C. The Section A focus on the demographic characteristics of the respondents, Section B deals with issues related to the concept of the study while Section C shows the analysis of the respondents’ opinion on the variable selected for the study.
4.1 Demographic characteristics
This section shows the demographic data which includes the respondents’ age, gender, marital status, educational qualification, and year of service.

	Table 4.1.1.	Age distribution of Respondents

	
	
Frequency
	
Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	21-30yrs
	28
	46.7
	46.7
	46.7

	
	31-40yrs
	22
	36.6
	36.6
	83.3

	
	41-50yrs
	6
	10.0
	10.0
	93.3

	
	51 above
	4
	6.7
	6.7
	100.0

	
	Total
	60
	100.0
	100.0
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025.

Table 4.1.1 shows the distribution of the respondents by age. It was shown that (28) respondents representing 46.7% were between 21-30 years of age, (22) respondents representing 36.7% were between ages 31-40, (6) respondents which represent 10.0% were between the age of 41-50 and (4) respondents representing 6.7% were between the ages of 51-above. This shows that majority of the employees are between the age of 21-40 and can still work effectively.

	Table 4.1.2	Gender distribution of Respondents

	
	
Frequency
	
Percent
	
Valid Percent
	Cumulative
Percent

	Valid
	Male
	40
	66.7
	67.7
	67.7

	
	Female
	22
	33.3
	32.3
	100.0

	
	Total
	60
	100.0
	100.0
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025.
Table 4.1.2 shows that (40) respondents representing 66.7% were male, while (20) respondents representing 33.3% were female which indicates that majority of the employees are male. This also shows that responses were not totally influenced by a particular sex, rather there was a mix of opinion and idea from both sex. This implies that male are active than the female. Therefore, it can be inferred that majority of the respondents were male.
	Table 4.1.3	Marital Status of Respondents

	
	
Frequency
	
Percent
	
Valid Percent
	Cumulative
Percent

	Valid
	Single
	40
	66.7
	66.7
	66.7

	
	Married
	18
	30.0
	30.0
	96.7

	
	Separated
	2
	3.3
	3.3
	100.0

	
	Total
	60
	100.0
	100.0
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025.
Table 4.1.3 above shows that (40) respondents representing 66.7% were single, (18) respondents representing 30.0% were married, while (2) respondents representing 3.3% were separated. This analysis indicated that majority of the respondents whose opinion formed the basis of this study were single. Thus, it can be drawn that majority of the respondents were single.

	Table 4.1.4	Educational qualifications of Respondents

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	WASSCE/GCE/
O’ Level
	2
	3.3
	3.3
	3.3

	
	OND/NCE
	22
	36.7
	36.7
	40.0

	
	B.Sc./BA/HND
	28
	46.7
	46.7
	86.7

	
	M.Sc./MBA
	8
	13.3
	13.3
	100.0

	
	Total
	60
	100.0
	100.0
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025.
As indicated in Table 4.1.4 above, the educational qualification distribution of the respondents reveals that (2) respondents representing 3.3% were SSCE holders, (22) respondents representing 36.7% were OND/NCE holders, (28) respondents representing
46.7% were HND/B.Sc./BA holders, (8) respondents representing 13.3% were of M.Sc./MBA holders. This proves that the respondents are educated and have good qualification.
	Table 4.1.5	Respondents’ Year of Service

	
	
Frequency
	
Percent
	
Valid Percent
	Cumulative
Percent

	Valid
	1-5yrs
	40
	66.7
	66.7
	66.7

	
	6-10yrs
	18
	30.0
	30.0
	96.7

	
	11-15yrs
	2
	3.3
	3.3
	100.0

	
	Total
	60
	100.0
	100.0
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025.
From Table 4.1.5 above, it was deduced that (32) respondents representing 53.3% have worked between the 1-5years, (20) respondents representing 33.3% have worked for 6- 10years, while (8) respondents representing 13.3% have 11-15years working experience.
4.2 Issues related to the concept of the study
	Table 4.2.1	My bank is a centralized structure where decision is at the top level management

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly Agree
	14
	23.3
	23.3
	23.3

	
	Agree
	30
	50.0
	50.0
	63.3

	
	Undecided
	8
	13.3
	13.3
	86.6

	
	Disagree
	4
	6.7
	6.7
	93.3

	
	Strongly Disagree
	4
	6.7
	6.7
	100.0

	
	Total
	60
	100.0
	100.0
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025.
From Table 4.2.1 above, 14 of the respondents representing 23.3% strongly agreed to the question at the upper part of the table, 30 of the respondents representing 50% agreed, 8 of the respondents representing 13.3% were undecided, 4 representing 6.7% disagreed to the statement while 4 of the respondents representing 6.7% strongly disagreed. This means that decision making at access bank is at a top level of management positing a centralized organizational structure.
	Table 4.2.2 The decision made by top management in my bank improves employees’ productivity

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly Agree
	16
	26.7
	26.7
	26.7

	
	Agree
	30
	50.0
	50.0
	76.7

	
	Undecided
	8
	13.3
	13.3
	90.0

	
	Disagree
	4
	6.7
	6.7
	96.7

	
	Strongly Disagree
	2
	3.3
	3.3
	100.0

	
	Total
	60
	100.0
	100.0
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025.
Table 4.2.2 above shows that 16 of the respondents representing 26.7% strongly agreed that the decision made by top management in the bank improves employees’ productivity, 30 of the respondents representing 50% agreed, 8 of the respondents representing 13.3% were undecided, 4 of the respondents representing 6.7% disagreed while 2 of the respondents representing 3.3% strongly disagreed. This implies that workers are satisfied with the decision making process/structure and it has helped improved productivity.

	Table 4.2.3 Dissemination of information at the appropriate time by the top management in you bank improves teamwork spirits

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly Agree
	30
	50.0
	50.0
	50.0

	
	Agree
	8
	13.3
	13.3
	63.3

	
	Undecided
	6
	10.0
	10.0
	73.3

	
	Disagree
	12
	20.0
	20.0
	93.3

	
	Strongly Disagree
	4
	6.7
	6.7
	100.0

	
	Total
	60
	100.0
	100.0
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025.
Table 4.2.3 revealed that 30 (50%) of the respondents strongly agreed that Access Bank’s dissemination of information at the appropriate time by the top management improves teamwork spirits, 8 (13.3%) of the respondents agreed to the question, 6 (10%) of the respondents were undecided, 12 (20%) of the respondents disagreed to the statement while 4 (6.7%) of the respondents strongly disagreed. This implies that timely information dissemination improves teamwork spirits.

	Table 4.2.4 Since your bank practices centralized structure, the decision by the top management increases teamwork spirits

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly Agree
	4
	6.7
	6.7
	6.7

	
	Agree
	40
	66.7
	66.7
	73.4

	
	Undecided
	4
	6.7
	6.7
	80.1

	
	Disagree
	8
	13.3
	13.3
	93.3

	
	Strongly Disagree
	4
	6.7
	6.7
	100.0

	
	Total
	60
	100.0
	100.0
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025.

Table 4.2.4 indicated that 4 (6.7%) of the respondents strongly agreed, 40 (66.7%) of the respondents agreed to the question, 4 (6.7%) of the respondents were undecided, 8 (13.3%) of the respondents disagreed to the statement while the remaining 4 (6.7%) of the respondents strongly disagreed to the statement above. This implies that since access bank practices centralized structure, the decision by the top management increases teamwork spirits.

	Table 4.2.5 Centralization in your bank helps lower costs and decreased regulatory costs

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly Agree
	34
	56.7
	56.7
	6.7

	
	Agree
	14
	23.3
	23.3
	80.0

	
	Undecided
	2
	3.3
	3.3
	83.3

	
	Disagree
	6
	10.0
	10.0
	93.3

	
	Strongly Disagree
	4
	6.7
	6.7
	100.0

	
	Total
	60
	100.0
	100.0
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025.
From Table 4.2.5 above, 34 (56.7%) of the respondents strongly agreed that centralization in access bank helps lower costs and decreased regulatory costs, 14 (23.3%) of the respondents agreed to the question, 2 (3.3%) of the respondents were undecided, 6 (10.0%) of the respondents disagreed to the statement while the remaining 4 (6.7%) of the respondents strongly disagreed. This means that customers are easily aware of criminal act by fraudsters through mobile phone transactions, hence, proves their safety. There is decreased regulatory costs in access bank due to centralization.


	Table 4.2.6 Work specialization enables free flow of information in your bank

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly Agree
	16
	26.7
	26.7
	26.7

	
	Agree
	32
	53.3
	53.3
	80.0

	
	Undecided
	4
	6.7
	6.7
	86.7

	
	Disagree
	4
	6.7
	6.7
	93.3

	
	Strongly Disagree
	4
	6.7
	6.7
	100.0

	
	Total
	60
	100.0
	100.0
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025.
Table 4.2.6 revealed that, 16 (26.7%) of the respondents strongly agreed that work specialization enables free flow of information in their bank, 32 (53.3%) of the respondents agreed to the question, 4 (6.7%) of the respondents were undecided, 4 (6.7%) of the respondents disagreed to the statement while the remaining 4 (6.7%) of the respondents strongly disagreed. This implies that there is free flow of information in access bank as a result of work specialization of staffs.

	Table 4.2.7 Departmentalization helps to convey information quickly for effective and efficient work performance

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly Agree
	4
	6.7
	6.7
	6.7

	
	Agree
	42
	70.0
	70.0
	76.7

	
	Disagree
	6
	10.0
	10.0
	86.7

	
	Strongly Disagree
	8
	13.3
	13.3
	100.0

	
	Total
	60
	100.0
	100.0
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025.
From Table 4.2.7 above, 4 (6.7%) of the respondents strongly agreed that departmentalization helps to convey information quickly for effective and efficient work performance, 42 (70.0%) of the respondents agreed to the question, 6 (10.0%) of the respondents disagreed to the statement while the remaining 8 (13.3%) of the respondents strongly disagreed that promotional strategy influences the rate of purchase of product positively. This implies that there is quick conveying of information for effective and efficient work performance when there is departmentalization.

	Table 4.2.8 Organization work structure allows for easy access of information to quickly solve problems and reduce downtime in your bank

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly Agree
	42
	70.0
	70.0
	70.0

	
	Agree
	6
	10.0
	10.0
	80.0

	
	Disagree
	12
	20.0
	20.0
	100.0

	
	Total
	60
	100.0
	100.0
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025.
From Table 4.2.8 above, 42 (70.0%) of the respondents strongly agreed that organization work structure allows for easy access of information to quickly solve problems and reduce downtime in their bank, 6 (10.0%) of the respondents agreed to the question, 12 (20.0%) of the respondents disagreed which implies that there is downtime reduction and problems are solved quickly in access bank due to easy access to information as a result of their organizational work structure.

	Table 4.2.9 You are able to reduce risk and improve security through organization work procedures in your bank

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly Agree
	32
	53.3
	53.3
	53.3

	
	Agree
	10
	16.7
	16.7
	70.0

	
	Undecided
	10
	16.7
	16.7
	86.7

	
	Disagree
	6
	10.0
	10.0
	96.7

	
	Strongly Disagree
	2
	3.3
	3.3
	100.0

	
	Total
	60
	100.0
	100.0
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025.
Table 4.2.9 revealed that, 32 (10.0%) of the respondents strongly agreed to the statement, 10 (16.7%) of the respondents agreed to the statement, 10 (16.7%) of the respondents were undecided, 6 (10.0%) of the respondents disagreed to the statement while the remaining 2 (3.3%) of the respondents strongly disagreed. Staffs are able to reduce risk and improve security through organization work procedures in access bank.

	Table 4.2.10 Effective communication through organizational work procedure helps your bank to achieve improved quality of work

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly Agree
	10
	16.7
	16.7
	16.7

	
	Agree
	38
	63.3
	63.3
	80.0

	
	Disagree
	12
	20.0
	20.0
	100.0

	
	Total
	60
	100.0
	100.0
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025.
Table 4.2.10 revealed that 10 (16.7%) of the respondents strongly agreed that effective communication through organizational work procedure helps access bank to achieve improved quality of work, 38 (63.3%) of the respondents agreed to the question while 12 (20.0%) of the respondents disagreed. This implies that there is improvement in access bank’s employees’ quality of work as a result of effective communication through organizational work procedure.

	Table 4.2.11 Employees in your bank are motivated with the way works are allocated

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Agree
	48
	63.3
	63.3
	63.3

	
	Undecided
	18
	30.0
	30.0
	93.3

	
	Disagree
	4
	6.7
	6.7
	100.0

	
	Total
	60
	100.0
	100.0
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025.
Table 4.2.11 indicated that, 48 (63.3%) of the respondents agreed that employees are motivated with the way works are allocated, 18 (30.0%) of the respondents were undecided while the remaining 4 (6.7%) of the respondents disagreed to the statement. This implies that in case of motivation, employees in access bank are motivated with the way works are allocated.

	Table 4.2.12 There is a tight control and supervision of work in your bank

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly Agree
	10
	16.7
	16.7
	16.7

	
	Agree
	30
	50.0
	50.0
	66.7

	
	Disagree
	14
	23.3
	23.3
	90.0

	
	Strongly Disagree
	6
	10.0
	10.0
	100.0

	
	Total
	60
	100.0
	100.0
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025.
From the Table 4.2.12 above, 10 (16.7%) of the respondents strongly agreed, 30 (50.0%) of the respondents agreed to the statement at the top of the table, 14 (23.3%) of the respondents disagreed to the statement while the remaining 6 (10.0%) of the respondents strongly disagreed. This implies that there is a tight control and supervision of work in access bank.
	Table 4.2.13 Employees are motivated as simple organizational structure allows for quick decision in your bank

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly Agree
	14
	23.3
	23.3
	23.3

	
	Agree
	34
	56.7
	56.7
	80.0

	
	Undecided
	4
	6.7
	6.7
	86.7

	
	Disagree
	6
	10.0
	10.0
	96.7

	
	Strongly Disagree
	2
	3.3
	3.3
	100.0

	
	Total
	60
	100.0
	100.0
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025.

From the Table 4.2.13 above, 14 (23.3%) of the respondents strongly agreed to the statement, 34 (56.7%) of the respondents agreed to the statement, 4 (6.7%) of the respondents were undecided, 6 (10.0%) of the respondents disagreed to the statement while 2 (3.3%) of the respondents strongly disagreed. This means majority of the respondents agreed that simple organizational structure which allows for quick decision in access bank motivates employees.

	Table 4.2.14 Employees are motivated as no hesitation is allowed to question orders that come from the top

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly Agree
	44
	73.3
	73.3
	73.3

	
	Agree
	14
	23.3
	23.3
	96.7

	
	Disagree
	2
	3.3
	3.3
	100.0

	
	Total
	60
	100.0
	100.0
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025.
Table 4.2.14 indicated that 44 (73.3%) of the respondents strongly agreed that the Employees are motivated as no hesitation is allowed to question orders that come from the top, 14 (23.3%) of the respondents agreed to the question while 2 (3.3%) of the respondents disagreed.

	Table 4.2.15 Employees are motivated as simple organizational structure allows for quick decision in your bank

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly Agree
	6
	10.0
	10.0
	10.0

	
	Agree
	24
	40.0
	40.0
	50.0

	
	Undecided
	16
	26.7
	26.7
	76.7

	
	Disagree
	8
	13.3
	13.3
	90.0

	
	Strongly Disagree
	6
	10.0
	10.0
	100.0

	
	Total
	60
	100.0
	100.0
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025.
Table 4.2.15 indicated that, 6 (10.0%) of the respondents strongly agreed that the types of simple organizational structure in access bank influences employee’s motivation, 24 (40.0%) of the respondents agreed to the statement, 16 (26.7%) of the respondents were undecided, 8 (13.3%) of the respondents disagreed to the statement while the remaining 6 (10.0%) of the respondents strongly disagreed. Therefore, employees are motivated when organizational structure is simple and allows for quick decision.

	Table 4.2.16 Your bank practices standardized structure of organization

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly Agree
	37
	61.7
	61.7
	61.7

	
	Agree
	19
	31.6
	31.6
	93.3

	
	Disagree
	4
	6.7
	6.7
	100.0

	
	Total
	60
	100.0
	100.0
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025.
Table 4.2.16 indicated that 37 (73.3%) of the respondents strongly agreed that the access bank practices standardized structure of organization, 19 (23.3%) of the respondents agreed to the question while 4 (3.3%) of the respondents disagreed. It can therefore be inferred from responses that access bank practice a standardized organizational structure.

	Table 4.2.17	Level of cooperation in your bank is improved through standardized structure of organization

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly Agree
	14
	23.3
	23.3
	23.3

	
	Agree
	30
	50.0
	50.0
	63.3

	
	Undecided
	8
	13.3
	13.3
	86.6

	
	Disagree
	4
	6.7
	6.7
	93.3

	
	Strongly Disagree
	4
	6.7
	6.7
	100.0

	
	Total
	60
	100.0
	100.0
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025.
From Table 4.2.17 above, 14 of the respondents representing 23.3% strongly agreed to the question at the upper part of the table, 30 of the respondents representing 50% agreed, 8 of the respondents representing 13.3% were undecided, 4 representing 6.7% disagreed to the statement while 4 of the respondents representing 6.7% strongly disagreed. This means that Level of cooperation in access bank has improved through standardized structure of organization.

	Table 4.2.18 Standardized structure enables members to have a clear statement of work, rules and regulations, detailed provisions in the process.

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly Agree
	30
	50.0
	50.0
	50.0

	
	Agree
	8
	13.3
	13.3
	63.3

	
	Undecided
	6
	10.0
	10.0
	73.3

	
	Disagree
	12
	20.0
	20.0
	93.3

	
	Strongly Disagree
	4
	6.7
	6.7
	100.0

	
	Total
	60
	100.0
	100.0
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025.
Table 4.2.18 revealed that 30 (50%) of the respondents strongly agreed that Access Bank’s Standardized structure enables members to have a clear statement of work, rules and regulations, detailed provisions in the process., 8 (13.3%) of the respondents agreed to the question, 6 (10%) of the respondents were undecided, 12 (20%) of the respondents disagreed to the statement while 4 (6.7%) of the respondents strongly disagreed.

	Table 4.2.19 Members in your bank have less freedom due to higher degree of standardization

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly Agree
	15
	25.0
	25.0
	25.0

	
	Agree
	3
	5.0
	5.0
	30.0

	
	Undecided
	22
	36.7
	36.7
	66.7

	
	Disagree
	16
	26.6
	26.6
	93.3

	
	Strongly Disagree
	4
	6.7
	6.7
	100.0

	
	Total
	60
	100.0
	100.0
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025.

Table 4.2.19 revealed that, 15 (25.7%) of the respondents strongly agreed that members in the bank have less freedom due to higher degree of standardization, 3 (5.0%) of the respondents agreed to the question, 22 (36.7%) of the respondents were undecided, 16 (26.6%) of the respondents disagreed to the statement while the remaining 4 (6.7%) of the respondents strongly disagreed. This implies that freedom of members even at a well standardized organizational structure.

	Table 4.2.20 Standardization leads to high level of cooperation in your bank

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly Agree
	10
	16.7
	16.7
	16.7

	
	Agree
	38
	63.3
	63.3
	80.0

	
	Disagree
	12
	20.0
	20.0
	100.0

	
	Total
	60
	100.0
	100.0
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025.
Table 4.2.20 revealed that 10 (16.7%) of the respondents strongly agreed that Standardization leads to high level of cooperation in your bank, 38 (63.3%) of the respondents agreed to the question while 12 (20.0%) of the respondents disagreed. This implies that there is a high level of cooperation and commitment when there is a standardized organizational structure.
4.3 Test of Hypothesis Hypothesis One
H01: Centralized structure does not have a significant effect on teamwork in access bank.
Table 4.3.1a	Model Summary
	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R
Square
	Std. Error of
the Estimate

	1
	.865a
	.748
	.744
	.52299


a. Predictors: (Constant), Centralized structure
Source: SPSS Output, 2021.
Table 4.3.1a above presented the significant effect of centralized structure on teamwork. From the table above, the coefficient of R-square (R2) is 0.748 which shows that the independent variable has a significant influence on the dependent variable. That is, centralized structure accounted for 75% variation on the employees’ teamwork of Access Bank, while the remaining 25% were exogenous variables that are not explained by the model. This indicates that the model is fit as the r-squared value is not far to 1.
Table 4.3.1b	ANOVAa
	Model
	Sum of
Squares
	df
	Mean
Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	47.069
	1
	47.069
	172.090
	.000b

	
	Residual
	15.864
	58
	.274
	
	

	
	Total
	62.933
	59
	
	
	


a. Dependent Variable: teamwork
b. Predictors: (Constant), Centralized structure
Source: SPSS Output, 2025.
The F-statistic as shown from the anova table above is significant since the anova significance of .000 is less than the alpha level of .05, thus the overall model is significant. The analysis in the table 4.3.1b above showed regression sum of square value (47.069) which is higher than the residual sum of square value of (15.864). This implies that the model accounted for most variations in the dependent variables. Furthermore, the calculated value of (172.090) indicating a significant relationship.
In addition, the significant value of P (0.000) is smaller the (0.05) which means that the independent variable (Centralized structure) to a large extent accounted for the variation in the dependent variable (Teamwork). The null hypothesis is therefore rejected and the alternative hypothesis is accepted. This means that centralized structure of Access Bank has significantly improved teamwork of employees.
Table 4.3.1c	Coefficientsa
	

Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	

t
	

Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	1.075
	.126
	

.865
	8.547
	.000

	
	Centralized
structure
	.633
	.048
	
	13.118
	.000


a. Dependent Variable: teamwork
Source: SPSS Output, 2025.
The general coefficient model is fit, since the coefficient constant value is .000 is less than (.05). The coefficient of centralized structure, (.633) indicated a significant effect on employees’ teamwork. In addition, the p-values and t-statistic values of (.000) and 13.118 further suggests that the relationship between centralized structure and teamwork is significant since alpha level of .05 is greater than the p-values. Since the t calculated value of centralized structure is greater than t tabulated at 5% level of significance and the p value which is 0.000 is less than 0.05 (the critical value), the null hypothesis is rejected and the alternative hypothesis is accepted. Therefore, Centralized structure of organization have a significant effect on teamwork in Access Bank, Kwara State.


Hypothesis Two:
H02: There is no significant relationship between Organization work procedure and Level of Communication.
Table 4.3.2	Correlations
	
	Organization
work procedure
	Level of
Communicati on

	Spearman's rho
	Organization work
procedure
	Correlation
Coefficient
	1.000
	.754**

	
	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.
	.000

	
	
	N
	60
	60

	
	Level of
Communication
	Correlation
Coefficient
	.754**
	1.000

	
	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000
	.

	
	
	N
	60
	60


**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
Source: SPSS Output, 2025.
The result of hypothesis test in Table 4.3.2 above shows that there is a strong positive correlation (0.754) between Organization work procedure and Level of Communication. Since the correlation significance of 0.000 is less than the alpha level of 0.05, the null hypothesis will be rejected and alternative hypothesis will be accepted. This implies that there is a significant relationship between organization work procedure and level of communication in Access Bank, Kwara State.


Hypothesis Three
H03: Simple structure does not have a significant effect on teamwork in access bank.
Table 4.3.3a	Model Summary

	
Model
	
R
	
R Square
	Adjusted R
Square
	Std. Error of
the Estimate

	1
	.870a
	.757
	.753
	.56308


a. Predictors: (Constant), Simple Structure
Source: SPSS Output, 2025.
Table 4.3.3a above presented the significant effect of simple structure on employees’ motivation. From the table above, the coefficient of R-square (R2) is 0.757 which shows that the independent variable has a significant influence on the dependent variable. That is, centralized structure accounted for 76% variation on the employees’ teamwork of Access Bank, while the remaining 24% were exogenous variables that are not explained by the model. This indicates that the model is fit as the r-squared value is not far to 1.
Table 4.3.3b	ANOVAa
	
Model
	Sum of Squares
	
df
	Mean Square
	
F
	
Sig.

	1
	Regression
	57.344
	1
	57.344
	180.866
	.000b

	
	Residual
	18.389
	58
	.317
	
	

	
	Total
	75.733
	59
	
	
	


a. Dependent Variable: Employees' Motivation
b. Predictors: (Constant), Simple Structure
Source: SPSS Output, 2025.

The F-statistic as shown from the anova table above is significant since the anova significance of .000 is less than the alpha level of .05, thus the overall model is significant. The analysis in the table 4.3.3b above showed regression sum of square value (57.344) which is higher than the residual sum of square value of (18.389). This implies that the model accounted for most variations in the dependent variables. Furthermore, the calculated value of (180.866) indicating a significant relationship. In addition, the significant value of P (0.000) is smaller the (0.05) which means that the independent variable (Simple structure) to a large extent accounted for the variation in the dependent variable (Employees’ Motivation). The null hypothesis is therefore rejected and the alternative hypothesis is accepted. This means that simple organizational structure of Access Bank has significantly improved motivation of their staffs.
Table 4.3.3c	Coefficientsa
	

Model
	Unstandardized
Coefficients
	Standardized
Coefficients
	

t
	

Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	.629
	.173
	
.870
	3.645
	.001

	
	Simple
Structure
	.986
	.073
	
	13.449
	.000


a. Dependent Variable: Employees' Motivation
Source: SPSS Output, 2025.
The general coefficient model is fit, since the coefficient constant value is .001 is less than (.05). The coefficient of simple structure, (.986) indicated a significant effect on employees’ motivation. In addition, the p-values and t-statistic values of (.000) and 13.449 further suggests that the relationship between simple organization structure and employees’ motivation is significant since the t calculated value of simple structure is greater than t

tabulated at 5% level of significance and the p value which is 0.000 is less than 0.05 (the critical value), the null hypothesis is rejected and the alternative hypothesis is accepted. Therefore, Simple organizational structure of Access Bank has a significant effect on employees’ motivation in Access Bank, Kwara State.
Hypothesis Four
H04: There is no significant relationship between standardized Structure and Level of Cooperation
Table 4.3.4	Correlations
	
	Standardized Structure
	Level of cooperation

	Standardized Structure
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	.788

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	.000

	
	N
	60
	60

	Level of cooperation
	Pearson Correlation
	.788
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000
	

	
	N
	60
	60


. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
Source: SPSS Output, 2025.
The result of hypothesis test in Table 4.3.4 above shows that there is a strong positive correlation (0.788) between Organization work procedure and Level of Communication. Since the correlation significance of 0.000 is less than the alpha level of 0.05, the null hypothesis will be rejected and alternative hypothesis will be accepted. This implies that there is a significant relationship between Standardized organizational structure and level of communication in Access Bank, Kwara State.

4.4 Discussion of Findings
For the first Hypothesis, Table 4.3.1a above presented the significant effect of centralized structure on teamwork. From the table above, the coefficient of R-square (R2) is 0.748 which shows that the independent variable has a significant influence on the dependent variable. That is, centralized structure accounted for 75% variation on the employees’ teamwork of Access Bank. The F-statistic as shown from the anova table above is significant since the anova significance of .000 is less than the alpha level of .05, thus the overall model is significant. In addition, the significant value of P (0.000) is smaller the (0.05) which means that the independent variable (Centralized structure) to a large extent accounted for the variation in the dependent variable (Teamwork). The null hypothesis is therefore rejected and the alternative hypothesis is accepted. This means that centralized structure of Access Bank has significantly improved teamwork of employees. In addition, the p-values and t-statistic values of (.000) and 13.118 further suggests that the relationship between centralized structure and teamwork is significant since alpha level of .05 is greater than the p-values. Since the t calculated value of centralized structure is greater than t tabulated at 5% level of significance and the p value which is 0.000 is less than 0.05 (the critical value), the null hypothesis is rejected and the alternative hypothesis is accepted. Therefore, Centralized structure of organization have a significant effect on teamwork in Access Bank, Kwara State.
The result of hypothesis test 2 in Table 4.3.2 above shows that there is a strong positive correlation (0.754) between Organization work procedure and Level of Communication.
Since the correlation significance of 0.000 is less than the alpha level of 0.05, the null hypothesis will be rejected and alternative hypothesis will be accepted. This implies that there is a significant relationship between organization work procedure and level of communication in Access Bank, Kwara State.
For the third Hypothesis, Table 4.3.3a above presented the significant effect of simple structure on employees’ motivation. From the table above, the coefficient of R-square (R2) is 0.757 which shows that the independent variable has a significant influence on the dependent variable. That is, centralized structure accounted for 76% variation on the employees’ teamwork of Access Bank. The F-statistic as shown from the anova table above is significant since the anova significance of .000 is less than the alpha level of .05, thus the overall model is significant. In addition, the significant value of P (0.000) is smaller the (0.05) which means that the independent variable (Simple structure) to a large extent accounted for the variation in the dependent variable (Employees’ Motivation). The general coefficient model is fit, since the coefficient constant value is .001 is less than (.05). The coefficient of simple structure, (.986) indicated a significant effect on employees’ motivation. In addition, the p-values and t-statistic values of (.000) and 13.449 further suggests that the relationship between simple organization structure and employees’ motivation is significant since the t calculated value of simple structure is greater than t tabulated at 5% level of significance and the p value which is 0.000 is less than 0.05 (the critical value), the null hypothesis is rejected and the alternative hypothesis is accepted.
Therefore, Simple organizational structure of Access Bank has a significant effect on employees’ motivation in Access Bank, Kwara State.
The result of hypothesis test 4 in Table 4.3.4 above shows that there is a strong positive correlation (0.788) between Organization work procedure and Level of Communication. Since the correlation significance of 0.000 is less than the alpha level of 0.05, the null hypothesis will be rejected and alternative hypothesis will be accepted. This implies that there is a significant relationship between Standardized organizational structure and level of communication in Access Bank, Kwara State.

CHAPTER FIVE
SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION
5.0 [bookmark: _TOC_250001]Preamble
This chapter is divided into four sections; summary of findings, conclusions, and recommendations for the study.
5.1 Summary
This main objective of this study is to assess the impact of organizational structure on interpersonal relationships in large organizations (a case study of Access Bank, Ilorin, Kwara State). In this study, a survey research design was adopted; the population used for this study comprises staffs of the 3 access bank branches in Ilorin, Kwara State. For the study questionnaire was the instrument for data collection. The specific objectives of this study thus was to determine the effect of centralized structure on teamwork; examine the effect of organizational work procedure on the level of communication; investigate the effect of simple structure on employees’ motivation; and determine the effect of standardized structure on the level of cooperation in access bank. All null hypothesis was rejected and alternatively accepted.
Centralized structure of organization has a significant effect on teamwork in Access Bank, Kwara State.
There is a significant relationship between organization work procedure and level of communication in Access Bank, Kwara State.
Simple organizational structure of Access Bank has a significant effect on employees’ motivation in Access Bank, Kwara State.
there is a significant relationship between Standardized organizational structure and level of communication in Access Bank, Kwara State.
5.2 Conclusions
Access bank has a centralized structure where decision is at the top level management. This decision made by top management in an organization improves employees’ productivity. Therefore, centralization in organizational structure helps lower costs and decreased regulatory costs as well as increases teamwork spirits among employees.
Also, work specialization enables free flow of information in the organization. This is because, departmentalization helps to convey information quickly for effective and efficient work performance. As a result, organization work structure allows for easy access of information to quickly solve problems and reduce downtime, reduce risk and improve security as well as help to achieve improved quality of work.
Employees are motivated as simple organizational structure allows for quick decision in the organization and no hesitation is allowed to question orders that come from the top. Therefore, staffs are motivated with the way works are allocated especially when there is a tight control and supervision of work in the organization.
Standardized structure enables members to have a clear statement of work, rules and regulations, detailed provisions in the process and this boosts the level of cooperation in the organization.
Recommendations
i. Centralized structure in organizations should be designed such that it involves both the top level management and the staffs so as to improve teamwork spirits
ii. Companies should work specialization and departmentalization as this helps to convey information quickly for effective and efficient work performance
iii. Organizational structure should be simple but disciplined with efficient oversight and supervision and yet not a license to overburden or demotivate employees.
iv. Organized work procedure, centralized and simple organizational structure should be standardized and at top-notch and geared towards elevating the level of cooperation among employees which will boost interpersonal relationships and then performance.
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Department of Marketing, Faculty of Management Sciences,
University of Ilorin, Ilorin.

I am a student of the above-named institution. I am currently conducting a research work on the subject matter “Impact of Organizational Structure on Interpersonal Relationship at Access Bank Plc, Ilorin, Kwara State”
Please be assured that the information giving by you will be treated with utmost anonymity and confidentiality, as it will be used solely for academic purpose.
Thanks for your co-operation. Yours faithfully,
ONYEKURU, Michael Somtochukwu 15/66MG159
SECTION A
DEMOGRAPHIC DATA
1. Gender:	Male	Female
2. Age:	0-16	[image: ]	17-30 [image: ]	31-40 [image: ]	41 and Above
3. Marital Status:	Single [image: ] Married [image: ]	Divorced [image: ]	Separated
4. Educational Qualification: SSCE [image: ]	OND/NCE [image: ]	HND [image: ] B.Sc [image: ] M.Sc [image: ]	Ph.D [image: ]		Others, Please
specify	
5. Department: 	
6. Year of Service:	

SECTION B
Please give honest response to ea1qch statement
Key: Strongly Agree = SA; Agree = A; Undecided = U; Disagree = D; Strongly Disagree = SD.
Please kindly tick (√) as appropriate

	S/N
	Centralized Structure and Team Work
	SA
	A
	U
	SD
	D

	1
	Your bank is a centralized structure where decision is at
the top level management
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	The decision made by top management in your bank
improves employees’ productivity
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	Dissemination of information at the appropriate time by the top management in you bank improves teamwork
spirits
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	Since your bank practices centralized structure, the
decision by the top management increases teamwork spirits
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	Centralization in your bank helps lower costs and
decreased regulatory costs
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Organization Work and Level of Communication
	SA
	A
	U
	SD
	D

	1
	Work specialization enables free flow of information in
your bank
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	Departmentalization helps to convey information quickly
for effective and efficient work performance
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	Organization work structure allows for easy access of information to quickly solve problems and reduce
downtime in your bank
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	You are able to reduce risk and improve security through organization work procedures in your bank
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	Effective communication through organizational work procedure helps your bank to achieve improved quality of
work
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Simple Organizational Structure and Employee
Motivation
	SA
	A
	U
	SD
	D

	1
	Employees in your bank are motivated with the way
works are allocated
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	There is a tight control and supervision of work in your
bank
	
	
	
	
	



	3
	Employees are motivated as simple organizational
structure allows for quick decision in your bank
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	Employees are motivated as no hesitation is allowed to
question orders that come from the top
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	The types of simple organizational structure in your bank
influences employee’s motivation
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Standardized Structure and Level of Cooperation
	SA
	A
	U
	SD
	D

	1
	Your bank practices standardized structure of
organization
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	Level of cooperation in your bank is improved through
standardized structure of organization
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	Standardized structure enables members to have a clear
statement of work, rules and regulations, detailed provisions in the process.
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	Members in your bank have less freedom due to higher
degree of standardization
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	Standardization leads to high level of cooperation in your
[bookmark: _GoBack]Bank
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