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Abstract
The study examined the relationship between orgéinizal climate and corporate performance in thgeNan
oil industry. The sample for the study consistedhoée hundred and eighty two (382) employees fsewen
randomly selected major oil companies in Nigerihe Btudy utilized both quantitative data (questare) and
qualitative data (interview). The spearman rankalation coefficient and Multiple Regression Modsing the
Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS)orers/ were utilized for the analysis of data. Giading
revealed a positive and significant relationshigween organizational climate and corporate perfocea
Specifically, recognition for achievement, orgatimaal support and cohesion were revealed to hgvesdive
and significant influence on corporate performar@ased on this finding, it was concluded that thevgiling
organizational climate had a significant positiffeet on corporate performance. The managerializafibns of
these findings were also discussed.
Keywords: OrganizationalClimate, Corporate performance, Organizational supgohesion.

1. Introduction

Organizational climate can affect how employeedqgoer within an organization because the way
people feel and the way they perform are stronghoaiated (Freedman, 2005). A poor organizatiolalate
characterized by lack of recognition, lack of trusick of cohesion, lack of organizational suppdatk of
accountability etc., may lead to low productivitgw profitability, decreasing market share and pgagshigh
employee turnover. Because the literature did mggsst a specific and direct historical correlatimtween
organizational climate and employee performancejetstanding the relationship between organizational
climate and employee performance would assist @gtonal leaders in increasing productivity thrbug
developing the organizational climate.

Organizational climate has also been linked takeractive relationships existing between and agnon
employees and their employers, and the working renment they all find themselves (Schneider, 1990).
Studies have also shown that organizational clinadtects the growth and success of a company when t
perception of the workers about the structure alitips of the said company is positive (Pattersbal, 2004).
Organizational climate has also been shown to fsognitly affect the morale, commitment, loyaltytistaction,
welfare and performance of workers (Potosky and &aishna, 2001). Also, it is essential to note thattking
in a wholesome and satisfying climate influences kwvels and quality of performance of workers m a
organization. This is because it has long beerr ¢hed behavior is a function of both a person’arelsteristics
and the nature of his or her environment (Potoskg &amahrishna, 2001). Also, it is essential for an
organization to put in place autonomy systems, ldpvérust among employees, develop fairness irthel
company'’s dealings, apply efficient support systemd policies that will be work -and-organizatioiefdly in
order to enhance productivity and innovativengsthe employees in the organization (Koys and Déii§o
1991). This is because important environmentalufeat in work settings are essential for the analgsid
determination of employee perceptions of their nizgtions (Patterson et al, 2004).

Ngerobo (2000) have posited that the excellentoperdnce of workers translates into the productivity
of an organization, thus enhances the organizatipatformance in the industry it finds itself. Aadimg to
Ngerobo (2000), the primary aim of organizationgoiamake profit and survive. These objectives haazle
many purposeful organizations to thrive to enhahe& performance so as to attain set targets. , Tthuschieve
excellent performance at the corporate level, tlwkwenvironment and the current conditions withime t
company which influences the attitude and behavidworkers must be one that can promote suppayé|ty,
reward and warmth that can motivate the workergo their entire energy towards the success of the
organization. Where an organization’s climate isduive, invariably performance can be easily enbdn

Several researches on how to improgarizational performance have taken place in tisé tpa
decades. The difference in performance is ofteatedlto the strategy adopted by an organization to
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achieve its objectives. It has also been arguedsthategic group membership and associated civkect
behaviours are the primary sources of durable rdiffees in organizational profitability and effeetiess
(Caves and Porter, 1977; Porter, 1979).

Over the past decade, a great deal has waten about Organizational climate and the rible
plays in successful performance of organizatiormh8ider, 1990: Koys and De Cotiis, 1991: Ngerdtif)O:
Potosky and Ramabhrishna, 2001: Patterson et @: Freedman, 2005: Biswas & Varma, 2007: MacCdkmic
2010). Despite this growth of scholarly publicasoon the influence of organizational climate ogamizational
performance, little empirical evidence exists irv&leping countries, especially Nigeria. To bridgéstgap in
literature, this study examines the relationshipween organizational climate and the performanceetécted
oil companies in Nigeria. By exploring the relatibip between organizational climate and the perdmce,
organizations can enhance their competitive adgengéad effectiveness.

2. Literature Review

Litwin and Stringer (1968, in Al-shammari, 1992)fided organizational climate as “a set of meadarab
properties of the work environment and assumedflognce their motivation and behaviour.” Al-Shantima
(1992) defined organizational climate as the “Hsjievalues, philosophies and traditions that ejxist
organizations”. On their part, Moran and Volkweit®92) expanded upon this definition by assertingt th
organizational climate is a relatively enduring retderistic of an organization which distinguislitefsom other
organizations: and (a) embodies members collegiareeptions about their organization with respecsuch
dimensions as autonomy, trust, cohesiveness, syppoognition, innovation, and fairness; (b) isguced by
member interaction; (c) serves as a basis forpréging the situation; (d) reflects the prevaleotms values and
attitudes of the organization’s culture; and (dsas a source of influence for shaping behaviGlosely allied
to the above, Baridam and Nwibere, (2008) definedawizational climate as what distinguishes one
organization from another, that influences the biha of people within it, and are relatively enthg over
time.

Common to all the definitions is the fact that angational climate encompasses the organizational
atmosphere and how employees feel, what employales/e, and what employees perceive to be reaimitie
organizational boundaries. Thus, organizationathate has foundationally been identified as the lpsipgical
environment of an organization that affects theaaization in manifold ways (Diekhoff, Thompson dbenney,
2006). Earlier research evidence of Likert (1967)McMurray, Scott, and Pace, (2004) indicates gjoeci
examples of some of those properties and suggetatl organizational climate is a psychological,
multidimensional, complex phenomenon that has &cebn organizational learning, corporate perfarogg
absenteeism and labour turnover rate, as well gdogees’ tenure. Similarly, the study of McMurr&gott, and
Pace (2004) revealed that organizational climateoerages employee commitment to an organizatian, it
performance, and their own responsibilities. Orgatdnal climate is purported to be an emergenpenty
because it originates in the cognition and peroeptiof individuals, and is amplified through intfans and
exchanges with other unit members to manifest higlaer-level collective phenomenon (Kozlowski & iKie
2000).

Using a structural questionnaire representing @itikesponse type, Litwin and Stringer arrivedhat t
conclusion that different management approacheds|¢a different climates and that the prevailingnete
influences motivation, satisfaction and organizagioperformance. On their part, Koys and De Cdfiig91)
offered eight typical dimensions organizationalmate: Support: The perception of the degree to hwhic
superiors tolerate members’ behaviour, includintfingness to let members learn from their mistakésout
fear of reprisal; Recognition: The perception thmbers’ contribution to the organization are aeledged;
Cohesion: The perception of togetherness or shavitign the organization setting, including the limigness of
members to provide material risk; Innovation: Thergeption that change and creativity are encouraged
including risk-taking into new areas where the membas little or no prior experience; Autonomy: The
perception of self-determination with respect tarkvprocedures, goals and priorities; Fairness: féreeption
that organizational policies are non-arbitrary apricious; Trust: The perception of freedom to camivate
openly with members at higher organizational lexaddeut sensitive or personal issue, with the exiect that
the integrity of such communication will not be haited; and Resource: The perception of time demavitiis
respect to task completion and performance stasdémdhis study, some of the components of orgdiunal
climate identified by Koys and De Cotiis (1991) dntivin and Stringer were adopted.
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2.1. Corporate Perfor mance Defined

The definition of organizational performance remsaim contentious issue among researchers as there ar
different opinions and definitions of organizatibnaerformance (Barney, 1997). To this end, defining
conceptualizing, and measuring performance havebeen an easy task. The central issue concerns the
appropriateness of various approaches to the contipation and measurement of organizationafgranance
(Venkatraman & Ramanuiam, 1986). For example, Besotd Javier (2002), argues that organizational
performance is equivalent to the famous 3Es (ecgneafficiency, and effectiveness) of a certain pamg or
activity. Daft (2000), defined organizational perfance as the organization’s ability to attaingidsils by using
resources in an efficient and effective mannert@®similar to Daft (2000), Richardo and Wade (200&fined
organizational performance as the ability of thgamization to achieve its goals and objectives.eBam the
above, the definition of performance has includaxthbefficiency-related measures, which relate te th
input/output relationship, and effectiveness relateeasures, which deal with issues like businessittr and
employee satisfaction.

Many researchers sometimes confuse the term peafarenwith productivity. However, Ricardo and
Wade (2001) explained that there was a differeretevden performance and productivity. Productivitgsva
ratio depicting the volume of work completed inigegn amount of time. Performance was a broadecaidr
that could include productivity as well as qualibgnsistency and other factors and emphasisedrthasult
oriented evaluation, productivity measures weréchjfy considered. Ricardo and Wade (2001) furtweyued
that performance measures could include resultit@ik behavior (criterion-based) and relative (ndivey
measures, education and training, concepts anaimsnts, including management development and tehigpe
training, which were the necessary building skilid attitudes of performance management. Hencm fhe
above literature review, the term “performance”tde broader based which include effectivend$isjency,
economy, quality, consistency behavior and normeatieasures (Ricardo and Wade, 2001).

Besides its problem of definition, organizationarfprmance has also suffered from a conceptual
problem. To emphasise this point, Hefferman anadri@000) argues that as a concept in modern mareage
organizational performance suffered from problefhsomceptual clarity in a number of areas. The fivas the
area of definition while the second was that of soseament. Organizational performance has been
conceptualized using financial and nonfinancial soe@s from both objective and perceptual sourcbgdive
measures include secondary source financial measuh as return on assets, return on investmmaahtprfit
growth. These measures are nonbiased and areupantiicuseful for single-industry studies becau$ehe
uniformity in measurement across all organizationthe sample (Venkatraman & Ramunujam, 1986).

2.2. Relationship between Organizational Climate and Cor por ate Perfor mance

Thus, organizational climate has foundationallyrbekentified as the psychological environment of an
organization that affects the organization in madifways (Diekhoff, Thompson and Denney, 2006).li&ar
research evidence of Likert (1967) in McMurray, icand Pace, (2004) indicates specific examplesofe of
those properties and suggested that organizatioliabte is a psychological, multidimensional, coexpl
phenomenon that has an effect on organizationahileg corporate performance, absenteeism and fabou
turnover rate, as well as employees’ tenure. Silgjlahe study of McMurray, Scott, and Pace (20@\)ealed
that organizational climate encourages employeentitmment to an organization, its performance, arirtbwn
responsibilities. Organizational climate is purpdrtto be an emergent property because it originateke
cognition and perceptions of individuals, and isphfied through interactions and exchanges witheothnit
members to manifest as a higher-level collectivenaimenon (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000).
Over the years there have been several studieherfactors that determine organizational perforreanc
According to Hansen and Wernerfelt (1989) in thsihess policy literature, there were two majoratie of
research on the determinants of organizationalopmdnce: the first was based on economic tradition,
emphasizing the importance of external market facto determining organizational performance whfe
second line of research was built on the behavamdlsociological paradigm and saw organizatioaetiof's and
their ‘fit" with the environment as the major detenant of success. The economic model of orgamimati
performance provided a range of major determinahtsrganizational profit which included: (i) Chatadstics
of the industry in which the organization competgi, The organization’s position relative to iteropetitors,
and (iii) The quality of the firm's resources. Aretother hand, the organizational model of firmfgranance
focused on organizational factors such as humawuress policies, organizational culture, and orgatonal
climate and leadership styles. Another study bye@h{2004) found that there were five major factors
determining organizational performance, namely:deggship styles and environment, Organizationalucelt
Job design, Model of motive, and Human resourcieigsl

The economic factors and organizational factors eheehs supported by many researches including
Hansen and Wernerfelt (1989) who found in theirdgtthat economic factors represented only 18.5% of
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variance in business returns, while organizatioiagtors contributed 38 % of organizational perfonce
variance. This research focused more on organiztiéactors that determine organization’'s perforocgan
Organizational factors were found to determine grenfince to a greater extent than economic facholisated
by Trovik and McGivern (1997).

Several earlier studies have used many variablesnéasure organizational performance. These
variables include profitability, gross profit, retuon asset (ROA), return on investment (ROI), meton equity
(ROE), return on sale (ROS), revenue growth, masketre, stock price, sales growth,export growtjuidiity
and operational efficiency (Thomas & Ramaswamy, 619Gimenez, 2000). Although the importance of
organizational performance is widely recognizedkréhhas been considerable debate about both isdues
terminology and conceptual bases for performancasmmement (Ford & Schellenberg, 1982). No single
measure of performance may fully explicate all aspef the term (Snow & Hrebiniak, 1980). There a0
inconsistent measurement of organizational perfoo@aalthough most researchers (Kotter & Heské1,12
Denison & Mishra, 1995) measured organizationalfguerance by using quantitative data like return on
investments, return on sales and so forth.

Financial measures enable researchers to congteunct analyses and benchmarking analyses (Drew,
1997). Perceptual sources include employee evahsbf organizational effectiveness or financialtre and
their overall level of satisfaction. These subjestassessments of performance frequently have bseth in
organizational theory to evaluate organizationdéativeness and overall employee satisfaction. Gitkee
increasing pressure of organizations to satisfytipial stakeholder groups, there is a need for nbomaplex
measures of organizational effectiveness in whigkrlg simplistic single variable models are inadagu
expressions of the real world, multi-goal existeaterganizations (Kirchhoff, 1977).

Most practitioners seemed to use the term perfoceam describe a range of measurements including
input efficiency, output efficiency and in some esgransactional efficiency (Stannack, 1996). Adowy to
Doyle (1994), there was no single measure or bestsore of organizational performance. Organizadibopts
different objectives and measurements for orgaioizat performance. Hamel and Prahalad (1989) angleDo
(1994), however, argued that profitability was thest common measurement used for organizational
performance in business organizations. This viesujgported by Amah and Baridam (2012) who strefisaid
profitability is one of the best indicator to idéptwhether an organization met its objectives ot.rOther
researchers such as Galbraith and Schendel (188Bpded the use of return on assets (ROA), reiaraquity
(ROE), and profit margin as the most common measof@erformance. Return on Assets (ROA) is derived
dividing net income of the fiscal year with totalsats. Return on Equity (ROE) means the amoung¢tofinome
returned as a percentage of shareholders equityedsures a corporation’s profitability by revegliow much
profit a company generates with the money sharehsldave invested.

According to Griffin (2003), organizational perfoamce is described as the extent to which the
organization is able to meet the needs of its $ialkiers and its own needs for survival. Hence,qoerénce
should not be wholly equated with certain profitrgia, high market share, or having the best pragjuadthough
they may be the result from fully achieving the aggion of performance. To Griffin (2003), orgaatonal
performance is influenced by multitude factors thet combined in unique ways to both enhance atdale
performance.This argument by Griffin (2003) is walipported by Venkatraman and Ramanujam (1986) who
postulated that there are two major issues asgacisith the operationalization of organizationatfpemance.
First, what constitutes the construct? That is, ko&s one define the performance of the organizati®econd,
what are the data sources that should be usedeinmimasurement of this construct? Should archival (o
secondary) measures be used or can respondentirt@ry) data be as reliable? Venkatraman and Rajanu
(1986) consider three aspects of performance, artiwrg are financial performance, business perfocaaand
organizational effectiveness and the later have Babsequently known as organizational performance.

They suggested that researchers in addition togusiancial indicators should also use operational
indicators when measuring organizational perforreaiitie operational indicators may include such mnessas
new product introduction, product quality, manutaictg value-added and marketing effectiveness. &hes
operational measures could reflect the competjpiesition of the firm in its industry space and nti¢gad to
financial performance. Hence, using a multiple éadibr approach to operationalize firm’s performanaaild
be superior to using only a single indicator. Cosely, researchers have argued that no one me&sure
inherently superior to another and the definitibatta researcher adopts should be based on thplidisgy
framework adopted for the study (Cameron & Whette983). According to Hofer (1983), different field$
study will and should use different measures ofanizational performance because of the differemtebeir
research questions. In fact, the conceptualizabbbusiness performance in strategic managemeegtres
usually revolved around the use of financial inthes. Thus, indicators based on financial meassve$ as
sales growth, profitability, and earnings per sha®@e been used by researchers. In addition, mbeestd
measures such as variants of stock market retaves been used in previous studies. However, naobtieese
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measures is without flaws (Barney, 1997). The séamajor issue associated with operationalizing ress
performance is the source of data used to devélepconstruct. Data on the performance of a firm ban
obtained either from published sources (secondatg)ar directly from the firm (primary data). Wéilinancial
data from secondary sources may be more accessilile case of the large, publicly held companyhsu
information is extremely difficult to obtain in tlease of the small firms.

Objective data on the performance of small firmes @sually not available because most small firres ar
privately held and the owners are neither requingthw to publish financial results nor usually limig to reveal
such information voluntarily to outsiders (Dess &ldtson, 1984). Besides, financial statements d@llsiinms
may be inaccurate because they are usually uneauditirthermore, owner/managers of small firmsrarined
to provide subjective evaluations of their firm’'srformance (Sapiena, Smith & Gannon, 1988). Hetlwe,
general consensus among researchers is that seg@mlaces of performance data represent the wtmaice
since measures developed using secondary dat@ssdikely to be influenced by the personal biasfethe
respondent. However, Dess and Robinson (1984) dr¢het when objective measures of performance are
unavailable, as is usually the case with smallirsses, subjective measures can represent a rbkspraxy.

In a similar vein, Chandler and Hanks (1993) asserthat assessing performance relative to
competitors is a relevant concept when gaugingsfirperformance. Firms are more likely to be awair¢he
activities of their competitors (Brush & Vanderwetf92) and when these measures are anchoreddctiubly
defined performance criteria; their validity is amced (Chandler & Hanks, 1993). Similarly, Brushd an
Vanderwerf (1992) found owner-reported measurgseoformance to have considerable reliability. Alsimce
managers in smaller companies may be sensitive aking public specific numerical data regarding rthei
performance, they may be more willing to revealdoler indicators of their performance, such as their
performance in relation to that of their compestan the industry. Liao and Rice (2010) measured
organizational performance by two variables (Bind 8eechler, Helfat et al., 2007): sales growtth expected
sales growth.

Many researchers have used managers’ subjecticepgerns to measure beneficial outcomes for firms.
Others have preferred objective data, such asrremrassets. Scholars have widely establishedtlieat is a
high correlation and concurrent validity betweefjecbve and subjective data on performance, whiplies
that both are valid when calculating a firm’'s pemiance (e.g., Dess & Robinson, 1984; Venkatraman &
Ramanujan, 1986). As seen in the literature onrorgéional performance, performance is all abotiexding
the objectives that organizations/firms set fornteelves. The objectives of an organization / firould be
financial, that is to say, profit-making or nondincial such as spreading awareness among a cestaimunity.
Organizational performance could be categorizedeumgo categories: financial and non financial. rRrthe
foregoing, the following hypotheses were derived.

Ho: There is no significant relationship between gggtion and profitability.
Ho,: There is no significant relationship between gggtion and market share
Hoa: There is no significant relationship between surppnd profitability
Ho, There is no significant relationship between suppod market share
Hos There is no significant relationship between casreand profitability
Hos There is no significant relationship betweeheasion and market share

3. Research M ethodology
This correlational study was conducted as a cressemal survey. The study units for data genenati@re
managerial employees in the oil companies and tiseorfevel of analysis was adopted. A sample sizd38
managerial employees was determined using the Yanoen's formula (Baridam, 2001) from seven randomly
selected oil companies in Nigeria. After cleaniBg2 copies of the instrument were used for theyaisal In
selecting the respondents the simple random sagpithnique was adopted. Fhe dimensions of
Organizational Climate adopted for this study agiedal on the earlier study of Koys and De Cotii®@{3%nd
includes: recognition, support and cohesiReacognition- A five-item recognition scale was developed based
the Organizational Climat&upport- A five-item support scale was develop&mhesion- A five-item cohesion
scale was developed.

The dependent variable is Corporate Performance.mdasures of Corporate Performance adopted for
this study are based on the earlier study of Gukaaiaa et el (2005) and includes profitability andrket share.
Profitability- A five-item profitability scale was developed bdson the survey of organization questionnaire.
Market share- A five-item market share scale was developeddasethe survey of organization questionnaire.

A five-point Likert type scale was used (rangingnf 5-strongly agree to 1- strongly disagree).

For test of reliability of the scale, the follawg Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were obtained:dgsition
(0.70), Support (0.70), Cohesion (0.80), Profiiapi(0.70), and Market share (0.80). In accordamgth
Nunnaly (1978) model, which recommends a bench mé&i®.70, the reliability levels of the study scale
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acceptable. Spearman’s rank correlation stadistiml was used to test the hypothesis. The tresypresented
was obtained.

4. Research Results
Data per se cannot convey any significant meanimgss they are subjected to statistical test. Heooe
hypothesis will be subjected to statistical teghgishe data so collected.

Table1: Nonparametric CorrelationsMatrix of the Relationship between Organizational Climate and

Cor porate Perfor mance:
Spearman’s rho REG SUP COH PRT MKS
REG Correlation Coefficient 1.000
Sig. (2-tailed) .
N 40
SUP Correlation Coefficient .700** 1.000
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .
N 40 40
COH Correlation Coefficient .681** .605** 1.000
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .
N 40 40 40
PRT Correlation Coefficient 712** 744 .764** 1.000
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .
N 40 40 40 40
MKS Correlation Coefficient .703** .789** .751** .653** 1.000
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .
N 40 40 40 40 40

Source: SPSS Output, 2012

Table 2: Spearman rank correlation and Zr-test on therelationship between recognition and pr ofitability

Variables N Iy Df Zr-cal Z-crit Result
REG 40 712 38 11.376 1.960 Significant
Vs.

PRT

PRT=Profitability REG=Recognition Source: Surveyt&)@2012

Table 3: Spearman rank correlation and Zr-test on therelationship between support and profitability

Variables N Iy Df Zr-cal Z-crit Result
SUP 40 744 38 11.411 1.960 Significant
Vs.
PRT

PRT=Profitability SUP=Support Source: Survey Da@i2

Table 4: Spearman rank correlation and Zr-test on therelationship between cohesion and profitability

Variables N Iy Df Zr-cal Z-crit Result
COH 40 764 38 11.523 1.960 Significant
Vs.
PRT

PRT=Profitability COH=Cohesion Source: Survey D22]2

Table 5: Spearman rank correlation and Zr-test on the relationship between recognition and market
share

Variables N Iy Df Zr-cal Z-crit Result
REG 40 .703 38 11.302 1.960 Significant
Vs.
MKS

MKS=Market Share REG=Recognition Source: Surveyap2012
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Table 6: Spearman rank correlation and Zr-test on therelationship between support and market share

Variables N Iy Df Zr-cal Z-crit Result
SUP 40 .789 38 11.612 1.960 Significan
Vs.
MKS

MKS=Market Share SUP=Support Source: Survey D&th22

Table 7: Spearman rank correlation and Zr-test on therelationship between cohesion and market share

Variables N Iy Df Zr-cal Z-crit Result
COH 40 751 38 11.601 1.960 S
Vs.
MKS

S=Significance MKS=Market Share COH=Cohesion Sauscevey Data, 2012

As can be seen from the tables above, the reséiltdata analysis indicates that all the dimensiofs o
organizational climate (recognition, support, anthesion) had a strong positive influence on thesmess of
corporate performance (profitability and marketrsipa

4.1 Summary of Statistical Hypotheses Testing

Based on our data analysis and SPSS (version We03ummarize our findings from the hypothesestest
the correlation matrix as follows:

Table 10: Correlation Matrix of the Summary of Hypotheses H . H s Tested

Variables Profitability Market Share
Recognition 712%* .703**
H,:(Reject) H.4(Reject)
Support 744%* .789**
H,. (Reject) Hos(Reject)
Cohesion 764 751%*
Hy3 (Reject) Hos (Reject)
Source: SPSS Output, version 17.0
N =40

**= Correlation significant at 0.05 level (2-tailpd

5. Discussion of Findings, Conclusion and Recommendations

One of the important questions in business has bdgnsome organizations succeeded while othersdail
Organization performance has been the most impagsme for every organization (both profit makargd non-
profit making ones). It has been very importantrf@nagers to know which factors influence an ozgtion’s
performance in order for them to take appropritgpsto initiate them. Based on the above, thdysexamined
the relationship between organizational climate @gborate performance.

5.1. Relationship between Recognition and Profitability

The first hypothesis sought to examine the relatiim between recognition of employee’s achievenaat
organizational profitability. Hence it was hypotlzesl that there is no significant relationship betw
recognition and profitability. Data analysis howevevealed a strong positive relationship betwemognition
and organizational profitability (rho = 0.712). Tfieding supports the earlier finding of MathisamaEinarsen,
(2004). Based on this finding it was concluded thatognition of employees’ achievements enhances
organizational profitability. Recognition involvethe identification of the contributions of orgartioaal
members in relation to the work they perform iroapany. Most experienced workers appreciate retiogras
it gives them a sense of belonging and encourdgas to work harder. Some employees are well expestk
and have attained much higher level on the job,they are never motivated by pay and fringe besdfitit by
the recognition of their efforts (Mathisen and Esen, 2004). This is because they have the bamtidfattitude
to render the best service in accordance with thaltlv of experience, skills, and knowledge theyehattained
in their previous organizations (Koys and De Cotii891). Thus, when a worker’s effort is recognibedor she
feels motivated as motivation leads to improvedipmivity which ultimately leads to corporate ptability.

5.2.Relationship between Support and Profitability

The second hypothesis sought to examine the refdtip between organizational support and corporate
profitability. Hence it was hypothesized that theseno significant relationship between organizagiosupport
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and corporate profitability. Data analysis howererealed a strong positive relationship betweemmiggtional
support and corporate profitability (rho = 0.748he finding supports the earlier finding of (Litwamd Stinger,
1968). Based on this finding it was concluded thadviding organizational support to employees echan
corporate profitability. Organizational supportte degree of mutual help and co-operative supggadyed by
organizational members in an organization (Baridand Nwibere, 2008). Organizational support is the
perceived helpfulness of managers and co-workées,emphasis (or lack of emphasis) on mutual support
(Litwin and Stinger, 1968). Organizational supgerthe perception of the degree to which superiemivers of
the organization tolerate members’ behavior, inclgdwillingness to let members learn from their taies
without fear of reprisal (Koys and De Cotiis, 199ILhus, with absolute support from each and evesynbrer of
the organization, every task confronting the orgation will be tackled mutually and with unity ofifpose for
the realization of set corporate objectives.

5.3. Relationship between Cohesion and Profitability

The third hypothesis sought to examine the relatignbetween cohesion and corporate profitabiktgnce it
was hypothesized that there is no significant i@kship between cohesion and corporate profitgbillata
analysis however revealed a strong positive redatipp between cohesion and profitability (rho =6@) The
finding supports the earlier finding of Litwin arfstinger, (1968). Cohesion implies working in unépd
applying group efforts to achieve corporate go#leyé and De Cotiis, 1991). Cohesion is concerneth wi
positive co-operation among organizational membens, it focuses on collective action which is basadhe
shared meaning and understanding that individuatga@ups have with one another (Litwin and Stind€68).
The extent of collective action exhibited in anamiation can motivate an employee to join thatnization
because he or she will be pleased to add theiribation to the growth and survival of the said amgation.
Cooperation comes with team work and mutual aigeBsally, cooperation enhances the productive oate
every organization as tasks can be completed festéne enhancement of the profit level of theamigation.

5.4. Relationship between Recognition and M arket share

The fourth hypothesis sought to examine the reiatigp between recognition for achievement and
organizational market share. Hence it was hypatkdsithat there is no significant relationship beme
recognition for achievement and organizational reaghare. Data analysis however revealed a strosigie
relationship between recognition for employeesaainent and organizational market share (rho= .708s
finding corroborates the earlier finding of Litwand Stinger, (1968). Recognition is the perceptitat an
organization accords its workers by the acknowletgy@ of their contributions (Koys and De Cotiis,91%.
Under normal circumstances, members of an orgaoizdb have the feeling of being motivated as detéor
them to seek for employment opportunities in orgatidns (Litwin and Stinger, 1968). The recognitgven to
a worker goes a long way to motivate him or hegebto the extra mile in the discharge of prodwctivork that
will enable the organization achieve set targets.

5.5. Relationship between Support and Market share

The fifth hypothesis sought to examine the relatiop between organizational support and corporaigken
share. Hence it was hypothesized that there isigrdfisant relationship between organizational suppand

corporate market share. Data analysis however lesvem strong positive relationship between orgaitral

support and corporate market share (rho= 0.7839%. fiiding provides support for the earlier findio§ Smith,

(1994). Organizational support is concerned witkvfan organization provides the necessary meanshiigh

corporate task can be accomplished effectively ¢Rowl Graffin, 2002). Organizational support ataplies the
means by which assistance and encouragement ae givorganizational members to succeed in théhdige

of their work (Smith, 1994). Thus, providing thecessary organizational support helps organizatimastheir
employees to render mutual aid to one anotherénptiocess of task accomplishment which may proriwe
image of the organization and enhance market shame effective and efficient manner.

5.6. Relationship between Cohesion and M arket share

The sixth hypothesis sought to examine the relahign between cohesion and market share. Hence st wa
hypothesized that there is no significant relatpdetween cohesion and market share. Data asdigsiever
revealed a strong positive relationship betweeresiam and market share (rho= 0.751). This findingyvides
support for the earlier finding of Koys and De @)t{1991). Cohesion is concerned with the meanoofing
efforts together in unity. Most employees feel Sad to contribute their tasks in corporations whthere are
co-operation and collective efforts (Koys and D«ii€01991). Cooperation comes with team work andual

aid. These factors enhances the productive ragvedy organization as tasks can be completed fémtehe
realization of efficient market share or any sefets of the organization. Thus, cohesion helpsntake
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members of a particular organization channel the@rgy to one cause and execute it minimally witheasting
resources (Koys and De Cotiis, 1991).

5.7 Recommendations

Based on the findings and conclusion above, tHevihg recommendations were made: firstly, oil camies

should provide very conducive work environment ik recognize the work efforts of organizatiomaémbers

in order to make them contribute positively to #itainment of the corporate objectives of the oizgtions.

Secondly, oil companies should develop policied thél promote collective work efforts that will rke

organizational members support one another in thehdrge of their duties. Collective efforts wiliable the

organization to complete their task as and when @hiedly, oil companies should offer performanomitingent

reward system to encourage organizational memherns pheir best for the achievement of set targeewards

are means of motivating organizational membershtiuld be used to make employees to bring out best

performance at the work place. It is expected tthatreward system will improve productivity, andluence the

effective and efficient utilization of corporatespairces to achieve corporate objectives. Fourtilygompanies

should reward committed employees to promote lgydlhe workers in the oil companies should exHibjalty

and effective response to, and identification witd organization based on a sense of duty and msipldy..

The commitment of workers is needed to enable tyarozation attain its corporate objectives. Fifthl

promotion of Trust in the work environment: oilnapanies should develop co-operation among theik wor

force so as to make them develop trust and unithénwork place for the achievement of set objestivi rust

can be achieved when confidential matters affedtiegprogress of the organization are managedetdémefit

of the organization.
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