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ABSTRACT 

Quality of institutional management is arguably a major determinant of organizational 

performance.  The role of managers and the activities and tasks they perform as aided by the 

organizational structure could lead to the effective and efficient implementation of 

organizational objectives and goals.  This study was undertaken to establish the perception of 

university managers on the influence of organizational structure on the quality of institutional 

management of universities in Kenya.  The study applied a descriptive  research survey  

design which was deemed to be appropriate since the researcher was investigating 

characteristics in a population in order to obtain opinion regarding a situation or a 

phenomenon.  There was a population of 705 university managers in the public and private 

universities.  A sample of 227 managers drawn from this population participated in the study. 

The participants were selected using proportionate random sampling according to the size of 

the different strata of the managers.  The data was collected using self-report questionnaires  

on the perception of university managers on the influence of organizational structure on the 

quality of management in the public and private universities. Purposive sampling was used to 

select the universities for study on the basis of size and location. The instruments were 

validated by experts in the department of Curriculum, Instruction and Education Management 

and pilot tested. A reliability coefficient was estimated and found to be 0.90, which is above 

the required threshold value of 0.70, Cronbach alpha in social science research. The collected 

data was analysed using means and percentages.  The hypothesis was tested at 0.05 Alpha (α) 

level.  The results that was generated showed that 67.8% of managers in public universities 

and 61.2% in private universities agreed that the organizational structure in their universities 

were mechanistic. An overall percentage score showed that 64.2% of managers in the public 

universities and 65.6% in private universities had a positive perception on the influence of 

organizational structure on quality of management. There was a statistically significant 

difference at 0.5 alpha α, p=.011 on customer satisfaction. The findings of the study showed 

that the level of bureaucracy was moderate. It was concluded that the organizational 

structures in Kenyan universities were mechanistic and thus bureaucratic. Universities 

exhibited quality of management practices which contributed to improved performance. 

However, the existing bureaucratic characteristics could cause limitations in the ability of 

universities to achieve superior performance.   
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background Information 

Universities all over the world play a major role in the socio-economic development of their 

countries.  Historically, Institutions of Higher learning existed to provide education and equip 

students with knowledge and skills that prepares them for participation in public service. 

Universities are responsible for the production of highly skilled manpower, research, and 

dissemination of new knowledge (Chan, 2016).  However, the world over, Universities are 

facing challenges which have implications on quality of management of those institutions.   

 

Like all other organizations, universities are operating under increasing demands for change 

and reform. Universities main task are teaching, research and service provision (Nguyen & 

Meek, 2015). Chan (2016), observes that Universities are beginning to operate as corporate 

industry with predominant economic goals and market oriented values. This has resulted in 

the universities departing from transformational role to transactional mode of operation 

(Bylsma, 2015).  A new focus to generate revenue has slowly emerged and universities 

traditional mission of teaching and research is embracing a new mode of entrepreneurship 

role (Lambert, 2014).  This situation is unraveling in Kenya as observed by Mathooko and 

Ogutu (2014), who observe that universities in Kenya had adopted environmental response 

strategic management practices similar to those adopted by corporations.  They termed this as 

‘corporatization’ of public universities in Kenya.  

 

Nguyen and Meek (2015), note that organizational structures play an important role in the 

management of institutions of higher learning in developed and developing countries 

especially in institutions that are trying to improve their capacities and performance. They 

acknowledge that very few studies have delved into the role of organizational structures in 

ensuring quality of management that enables universities to achieve their intended goals 

effectively.  

 

In the United States of America (USA), institutions of higher learning borrowed their 

organizational structures from Britain and German Research Universities (Eckel & King, 

2013).  For much of its history, the higher education institutions in the USA were elite forms 

whereby much of their activities excluded individuals on the basis of scholarly standing, 

gender, religion and social class. They operated mainly as community of scholars.  
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According to Eckel and King (2013), from the beginning of the 20th century, universities 

have been affected by market forces which has influenced and shaped the focus of 

management of the institutions of higher education.  Increasingly Universities have come 

under pressure to offer higher quality services and diverse academic programmes owing to 

changing environmental conditions.  Like other universities elsewhere in the world, 

American universities, are facing challenges caused by dwindling government funding, 

market forces that drove need for diversity on the basis of competition rather than through 

centralized control. Such environmental forces provided the management of American 

universities with little option but to adjust their organizational structures to respond 

accordingly. The universities therefore responded by creating new units that focused on 

competitiveness, generation of external grants and adoption of new technology.  

Entrepreneurial tendencies took centre stage which brought in the need to adapt new 

corporate methods of management.  However, the specific changes to the organizational 

structures were not clear except for the acknowledgement by the universities that there was 

need to react effectively by seeking high quality and diverse programmes that would make 

the universities to compete for students, resources and prestige.  Information is scanty on 

what types of organizational structures are suitable for adoption by universities nor is there 

any prescribed format of management practices.   

 

Kenya has not been spared the challenges of environmental dynamics. There has been rapid 

growth in higher education sector especially from the early 1990’s. The demand for higher 

education in Kenya and the increased enrolment is a situation being faced by  universities in 

other parts of the world.  The Government banks on the assistance from the universities to 

establish a prosperous and internationally competitive nation. This goal is to be achieved by 

creating a sustainable pool of highly trained human resources who are equipped with skills 

required for the country to experience socio-economic development and to remain globally 

competitive in a rapidly changing environment (Ministry of Education, 2012). The quality of 

management of the institutions of higher education can contribute to the economic 

development desired by the nation.   

 

Odhiambo (2018), observes that the rapid growth has created  financial deficits for the 

universities, which has consequently created challenges in the management of universities in 

Kenya.  In a bid to bridge the funding gap, universities introduced ‘parallel programmes’ to 

help generate the required revenue to run universities activities.  In the process, sub-standard 
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and even unethical management practices emerged which further undermined the 

performance of some of the institutions. As a result of the financial pressure, universities 

have had little opportunity to re-invent themselves and to focus on innovation and creativity, 

growth and excellent performance.  Learning methods still remain largely old system, 

obsolete and outdated learning facilities that do not make the institutions modern and 

competitive.  There is a low level access to innovative technology that would boost learning 

process and research.  Owuor (2012), likewise noted that the expansion in universities, 

created a mismatch in the quality and quantities, in that as the number of students increased 

and the numbers superseded the available resources.  This tended to compromise the quality 

of service provision.  From an era of planned and controlled expansion in the 1980’s to the 

period that marked massification of higher education, the  universities have faced major 

problems related to financial constraints that could have brought about major challenges in 

the management of the universities.  

 

According to Mulinge (2017), existing research suggests that in Kenya, like in most other 

parts of the world including other African countries, the massification of university education 

has raised questions about the quality of management in higher education that drive quality of 

both the products and service.  Concern has been raised that the fast growth of the sector has 

occurred without commensurate effective strategies to ensure the maintenance of a healthy 

balance between quality and quantity.  The rapid expansion has not been accompanied with 

the provision of resources necessary for maintenance of high standards, adoption of 

appropriate management practices to ensure quality and relevance (Okioga et al., 2012).  

 

The phenomenal growth of universities in Kenya as indicated above have no doubt brought 

with it a myriad of challenges that has drawn attention to the quality of management in the 

institutions of higher learning.  Due to insufficient funding from the government, universities 

have had to come up with alternative sources of funding and this has had consequence on the 

quality standards expected of institution of higher learning.  The competitiveness of any 

university will be dependent upon its ability to attract and retain students.  This can only be 

achieved by guaranteeing quality services and products (Kaburu  & Embeywa, 2014).  

 

Kaburu and Embeywa (2014), further note that universities have become production lines 

that generates products whose quality have been questioned by stakeholders who feel that 

they don’t measure up to expectations.  This is a pointer that the organizational structures in 
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these institutions may not have responded appropriately, to enable them to respond to the new 

environmental situations that make them deliver on their set goals and objectives. The 

effective and efficient performance of higher educational institutions is a function of 

appropriate organizational structure that is responsive to situational demands. This is largely 

determined by organizational structure and management practices that will have some effects 

or influence on the performance of the organization in its operation and service delivery.   

 

A number of research studies have been conducted on role of organizational structure in the 

effective management of organizations without recommendation of specific forms. Muoki 

and Okibo (2016), while acknowledging that organizational structures was the anatomy that 

provided organizations the foundation to function, concluded that financial resources was key 

to effective strategic implementation. Mburugu et al. (2016) did research on influence of 

organizational structure on implementation of electronic project monitoring information 

systems in tertiary institutions in Kenya and in public universities.  They concluded that 

organizational structure was key in the implementation of e-government systems, without 

specifying which type of structure.  It is evident that limited research has focused on 

organization structures and quality of management in universities. Studies conducted by 

Yego (2016), acknowledged that quality of higher education is under scrutiny and customers 

were questioning their value for money.  The findings recommended that continuous quality 

improvement was necessary in the management of self sponsored programmes which seems 

to be shrouded in corrupt practices.  It however, did not point out the specific role of 

organizational structure as a strategy of achieving quality of management.  

 

Waswa et al. (2013), conducted a research study that focused on principles of Total Quality 

Management (TQM).  The study recommended that a corporate management should invest in 

strategic and adaptive management in line with dynamic nature of the university environment 

in order to achieve a world class status. Other research on organizational structures was 

conducted by Kariuki (2015) but dwelt on the alignment of the organizational structure to 

internal processes in large manufacturing firms in Kenya.  Razia (2015) conducted a 

comparative analysis of organizational structure in public and private universities.  The study 

focused on three dimensions, formalization, horizontal integration, communication and 

decision making on organizational effectiveness.  
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The forms of organizational structure and its influence on quality of management is an area 

of study that has scarcely been investigated. This study focuses on the mechanistic and 

organic framework suggested by Burns and Stalker framework developed in 1961. 

Mechanistic and organic are two forms of organizational structure on a continuum where 

each is placed on two ends.  The Burns and stalker theory suggests that other types of 

organizational structures can be found along the continuum and recommends that 

organizations can structure themselves depending on the environmental situation. 

Organizations can also have a mixture of aspects of the organizational structure (Ahmady et 

al., 2016). 

 

The quality of management is regarded in this study as a major factor and driver that can 

enable the institutions of higher learning to be competitive internationally and to respond to 

changes in the environment.  Quality of management can determine the management 

practices which can enable the universities to sustain their niche as excellent institutions of 

choice. The attainment of set goals and objectives in the university underscores the standard 

of quality of management in the universities (Mulinge et al., 2007).  The dimensions of 

quality of management in this study are quick decision making, customer care, teamwork, 

delegation of authority, open channels of communication and structural flexibility.  

 

1.2 Statement of the Problem 

Universities play a key role of creating and disseminating knowledge for the socio-economic 

and political advancement of a country.   The success or failure of these institutions depends 

on the quality of management that enables maintenance of high standards of performance for 

the attainment of institutional goals and objectives. In the environment in which universities 

operate has emerged borderless universities as a result of global and liberalized market in 

education sector. Education has become an international commodity that is easily available to 

all.  Advancement in information technology has enabled universities to offer degrees online, 

opening access to higher education on an unprecedented scale.  Such developments have 

brought  enormous challenges to the universities.  The challenges include intense 

competition, coping with rapid expansion, reduced government financial support, high 

demand for quality education and inadequate uptake of educational technologies.  The 

environmental conditions faced by the institutions of higher learning, may be tackled through 

quality of management that is capable of  providing competitive niches for the universities to 

succeed and sustain themselves for survival. In order for universities to respond appropriately 
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and compete effectively, there is need for them to adopt appropriate organizational structures.  

The existing organizational structures may no longer be suitable for the local universities 

which are now faced with the increasing encroachment of their catchments by neighbouring 

and international universities that are more dynamic and aggressive in competition for same 

clientele.  A review of current organizational structure is necessary for universities to sustain 

superior performance in an environment that is dynamic and competitive.  The extent to 

which the organizational structures in the public and private universities are structured in 

their tasks and activities to respond to the changing environment and market conditions is not 

clear and hardly any study has specifically delved into the influence the organizational 

structure has on quality management. This study therefore sought to establish from a 

management perspective the influence of organizational structures on the quality of 

management in the public and private universities in Kenya.  

  

1.3 Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to establish the forms of organizational structures and its 

influence on quality of management in public and private universities in Kenya.  

 

1.4 Objectives of the Study 

The specific objectives of the study were to: 

i. Establish the perceptions of university managers on the forms of organizational 

structures that exist in Kenyan universities. 

ii. Establish the perception of university managers on the dimensions of quality of 

institutional management in Kenyan universities. 

iii. Establish the difference in the perceptions of managers on the influence of 

organizational structures on the quality of management in Kenyan universities. 

 

1.5         Research Questions 

In order to achieve the above research objective, the research addressed itself to the following 

questions: 

i. What forms of organizational structures exist in public and private universities in 

Kenya? 

ii. What is the perception of university managers on the influence of organizational 

structure on the dimensions of quality of management the public and private 

universities in Kenya? 
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1.6  Hypothesis of the Study 

Ho1:  There is no statistically significant difference in the perceptions of managers on the 

influence of the influence of organizational structure on the dimensions of quality of 

management. 

 

1.7 Significance of the Study 

The findings of this study will add more to the body of knowledge on the types of 

organizational structures in the universities. This will enable universities to take necessary 

steps in designing organizational structure that equip them with copying strategies in times of 

challenges.  By understanding the perception of university managers the universities will be 

able to provide interventions that will improve quality of management practices.  In addition 

the perceptions will guide universities in management development initiatives.  This is to 

equip managers with capabilities to execute their mandate more effectively.   

 

This study has been undertaken at a point when universities in Kenya are operating in a 

competitive and a constantly changing environment.  The findings may be useful to the 

universities in reviewing the organizational structures for effective performance.  

 

The findings may also be valuable to policy makers in Government in guiding strategic 

planning, policy formulation and implementation  and transformation for effective 

performance.  

 

1.8 Scope of the study 

The study involved purposively selected public and private universities in Kenya. At the time 

of the study seventeen universities which were fully fledged, were targeted for participation 

and six universities were sampled to represent the existing universities.  The selected 

universities consisted of three universities in urban cities and three in rural set up.  The 

respondents who participated were university senior management staff  from  the level of 

Deputy Vice-Chancellors, Deans, Directors, Heads of teaching and non-teaching departments 

and Registrars in charge of sections and departments.  The targeted participants were those 

responsible for strategic planning, policy formulation and implementation of university rules 

and regulations.  The respondents were in charge of the university divisions, faculties, 

directorates and departments.  The forms organizational structure being investigated was the 

mechanistic and organic typologies using six dimensions.  The six dimensions were work 
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specialization, rules and regulations, decentralization of decision making, span of control, 

work specialization and chain of command.  The indicators of quality of managers under 

study included efficiency in decision making, customer satisfaction, teamwork, delegation of 

authority, open channels of communication and flexible organizational structures.  

 

The study design was descriptive research survey because the study was on prevailing 

situation investigated through the opinion and attitude of the population being studied.  

Purposive sampling was used in identifying the universities to be studied to ensure that the 

selected institutions represented the other institutions in similar environment. Stratified 

random sampling was used in selecting the respondents to ensure that managers at various 

levels were represented.  

 

1.9 Assumptions of the study 

The study was based on the assumption that the managerial roles were similar across all 

departments.  All managers were considered to be performing managerial roles of 

coordinating, directing, organizing, planning and budgeting for their respective departments.  

That the managers had human and financial resources allocated by the institutions for that 

purpose.  The study also assumed that the managers possessed similar managerial 

competencies that qualified them for appointment into those positions they were holding.  In 

addition the managerial role was executed from the established organizational structure of 

each institution. 

 

1.10 Limitations of the study 

One of the limitations of this study was the fact that there was a possibility that some 

respondents may have wanted to provide information that the researcher may want to hear.  
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1.11  Definition of Terms 

The following are operational definitions of terms in the study. 

Bureaucracy: According Mai (2016), Bureaucracy is an organization which is controlled by 

rules, regulations and hierarchical structures.  In this study bureaucracy mean a large 

organization whose organizational characteristics include work specialization, strict 

use of rules and regulations, centralized decision making, departmentalization, narrow 

span of control and observation of strict chain of command.  

Centralization of authority: Marume and Jubenkanda (2016) defines centralization of 

authority as the concentration of authority at the top level of the administrative 

system. In this study it refers to the concentration of power and authority of planning, 

directing and decision making exclusively in the hands of top management.  

Chain of command: According to Bhasin (2016) chain of command is the scalar chain, the 

order of hierarchy by which a organization wields and delegates authority and power 

from top management to the every employee at the lowest rank in an organizational 

structure. In this study it refers to the authority running down from top to bottom 

levels to be followed by managers and their subordinates in the coordination of 

activities and solving organizational issues.  

Contingency: Mai (2016), defines contingency as an organizational orientation strategy on 

how to approach environmental phenomenon by the management of an organization 

by subjecting strategy to certain environmental conditions such as technology, 

knowledge, culture, organizational strategy and organizational size.  In this study 

contingency has been used to refer to the aligning of organizational structure and 

management practices with the existing environmental conditions for organizational 

effectiveness and efficiency.  

Decision making: Lunenberg (2011), defines decision making as the process of choosing 

between a number of alternative courses of action for the purpose of achieving goals. 

In this study it means the process of arriving at a viable choice(s) among alternatives 

available by adoption that which best steers the organization performance to the 

desired outcome.  

Departmental Integration: Koufteros et al. (2005) defined departmental integration as the 

involvement of a cross-functional team in a process to plan product or process design 

and manufacturing activities simultaneously.  In this study it means the increased 

interaction and collaboration between various departments or teams that work, 
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communicate, share information and coordinate processes across functions to achieve 

set goals.  

Higher Institutions of learning: Alemu (2018) defines it is organized tertiary learning and 

training activities and institutions that include universities and post-secondary 

institutions.  In this study refers to public and private Universities.   

Hybrid Organizational Structures  Ahmady et al.(2016) defines hybrid organizational 

structure as one which dedicates one type of structure on another structure. In this 

study it refers to a mixture of more than one form of organizational structure in an 

organization.  

Information Technology: Kyle (2000) defines information technology as the application of 

technology to sole business or organizational problems on a broad scale. In this study 

it refers to application of information technology to produce, manipulate, store 

communicate and disseminate information for action.  

Managers:  Kotter (2001) defines a manager as a person to whom management task is 

assigned and who achieves desired goals through the function of planning, budgeting, 

organizing, staffing, solving problems and controlling.  In this study is refers to a who 

makes decisions, performs the management function by supervising employees and 

the use of other resources to accomplish the organizations.  

Mechanistic Organizational Structures.  Jewczyn (2010) defined mechanistic 

organizational structure as structures with specialized differentiation between jobs, 

behaviours governed by clear rules and policies, military style hierarchies and flow of 

instructions from top to down levels. In this study it refers to  rigid forms of 

bureaucratic organizational structures that work on the basis of work specialization, 

use of rules and regulations, chain of command, narrow span of control, hierarchical 

control of decision making and departmentalization.  

Organic organizational structures. Jewczyn (2010) defined organic organizational 

structures as structures with overlapping responsibilities, less specialization, greater 

generalization among position and behaviour that is governed by set of values and 

goals and shared communication.  

In this study it refers to modified mechanistic structures that are flexible, not 

hierarchical, have lateral communication, participative decision making and shared 

values.  

Organizational Structures: Ahmady et al. (2016) defines organizational structure as the 

framework of relations on jobs, systems, operating process, people and groups making 
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efforts to achieve the goals. In this study it refers to the manner in which tasks and 

activities are arranged and coordinated in the formal system of relationships that 

determines and guides on levels of authority, reporting relationships and execution of 

tasks and responsibilities.  

Quality of Management: Dean and Bowen (1994) define quality of management as a 

philosophy of management with a set of mutually reinforcing principles that support 

management practices and techniques.  In this study if refers to the set standard of 

management process that guarantees achievement of organizational goals and 

objectives to the satisfaction of the customer.  
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CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Introduction 

Over the years researchers have generated ideas on how organizational structures have 

determined the quality of management of organizations.  Organizational structures were 

regarded as critical factor in the effective management of organizations. The field of 

management is an extensively researched area with contribution from a wide range of 

perspectives.  This chapter focuses on the underlying themes which constitute the significant 

role of organizational structure in the management practice in organizations.  Organization 

structure and management theories are two closely interlinked concepts.  They are discussed 

in relation to management practice and its influence on organizational performance. The 

discussion covers organizational structures classified into the dichotomy of mechanistic and 

organic structures being the main typologies being investigated in this study.  Quality and the 

underlying concepts in relation to quality of management, its relevance, application in the 

institutions of higher education in Kenya is reviewed.  Lastly the chapter closes with the 

theoretical and conceptual framework that guided the study. 

 

2.2 Evolution and Development of Organizational Structure and Management 

Theories 

The development of management theory and practice as a science has gone through six 

phases from early 19th century.  This phase provides the insight into the foundation of 

organization structure and accompanying management principles and practices that shaped 

later developments in the management of organizations as dictated by environmental 

dynamics.  The development of the theories began with classical management period, 

followed by humanistic relations, open systems, contingency, scientific phase and theories in 

post-modern management period.  The management concepts and principles have drawn 

ideas from numerous fields of specialization which include economics sociology, philosophy, 

statistics, engineering (Daft, 2014; Mullins, 2005; Wren, 1994).  

 

Scholars have made their contributions from different perspectives in a bid to make 

organizations more effective and efficient. The influence of organizational structure on the 

quality of management and the key management practices that contributed to organizational 

performance developed during these phases will be highlighted with regard to their 

applicability in the management practice in public and private universities in Kenya. 
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Ahmady (2016) observes that the conceptualization of organizational structure is the 

manifestation of a systemic thought with regard to the overall relationship of an organization 

various components.  Organization structures facilitates organizational activities where 

management coordinates tasks through communication, decision making, power and 

authority, attention to customer needs, change management in compliance with 

organizational rules and regulations.  Mintzberg (1972) defined organizational structures as 

the framework of the relations on jobs, systems, operating process, people and groups making 

effort to achieve organizational goals. 

 

On the other hand management has also been defined differently by different scholars.  

Whereas others see management as a factor of production, others have viewed management 

from other perspectives. Overtime, different scholars have laid emphasis on different aspects 

such as importance of efficiency in task performance, importance of employees by human 

relations theoriests, significance of decision making, importance of open channels of 

communication and role of leadership (Darr, 2011).   

 

It is important to discuss the development of key organizational structure concepts from the 

beginning of 19th Century to current times in order to demonstrate how management practice 

come into play in the design of organizational structures that bring about high performance of 

the  organizations.  Some of the elements of the organizational structure and management 

practice concepts  have persisted and remained relevant up to the current times and could be 

useful to the universities depending on the findings of the study.  

 

Universities like any other organizations manage their resources and activities through the 

management function.  It is the management function that plans, controls, directs, coordinates 

and organizes its processes for achievement of the predetermined organizational goals. In the 

next section a discourse is presented on the various phases and distinct paradigm shifts on 

management concepts.  The next section covers the rationale behind the changing views and 

how they shaped concepts and the practice of management over the years beginning from the 

period of early civilization through industrial revolution to modern day.   
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2.3 Organization Theories and Practices 

The early contributions to the knowledge of organizations made significant contributions 

through management theories that have continued to form the foundation of institutional 

management.  The various phases in the development of theories and management practice 

have continued to shape and guide managers in organizations to date. Organizational 

structure and management theories was developed hand in hand and are classified into five 

major schools of thought.  The phases, time or year they were developed are shown in figure 

1.    

 

Fig.1 Major Schools of Management Thought  
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Source: Adapted from (Wren & Bedeiran, 2011) 

 

2.3.1 Classical Schools of Management Theories (1880 – 1920) 

It is important to discuss these phases in order to understand dynamism of management 

concepts as dictated by different theoretical perspectives and environmental conditions during 

the time.  Adam Smith (1723-1790) was arguably one of the earliest contributors to 

organizations theory, ir and how organizations set up their activities to achieve organizational 

goals (Wangeka, 2020). He was the first proponent of division of labour as means of 
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organizations gaining greater efficiency. Division of labour is one of the key dimension in 

organizational structure theories. Wangeka (2020), further observes that Smith laid the 

foundation for later day organizational structure theories that were expanded by Max Weber, 

Fedrick Taylor and Henry Fayol in later years.  The three pioneers belonged to the Classical 

school of management which consisted of three branches or groups namely, scientific 

management, administrative principles and bureaucratic organizations. This school of thought 

emerged in 1900 to 1920’s and consisted of a group of people who held similar ideas on how 

management practices in organization ought to be done.  Their contribution in organizational 

management theories have remained relevant in management practice to date.  The theories 

they supported were caused by industrial revolution and that came about in response to the 

growth of the large organizations that were coming up at that time (Sridhar, 2014).   

 

The classical theorists advocated for administrative and bureaucratic organizations (Coulter, 

2012; Sridhar, 2017).  During this period organizations modeled themselves on the basis of 

the principals of management as espoused by Henry Fayol.  Hussein et al. (2019), observe 

that organizations activities as recommended by Henry Fayol would be split into six groups 

namely administration, security, accounting, financial, commercial and technical each 

coordinated through management function.  This type of arrangement of administrative units 

is very common in most organizations today including universities.  The heads of the 

departments of these type of organizations have been targeted as respondents for this study.  

 

Hussein et al. (2019), observe that the principles of management were recommended by 

Fredrick Taylor.  The principles of management were meant to guide the managers as they 

executed their role of management. There were two schools of thought at this time.  One was 

that one supported by Fredrick  Taylor.   According to Taylor, authority ought to flow from 

bottom up while Henry Fayol advocated for the flow of authority to flow from the apex to the 

bottom. In modern organizations the same ideas are still subjects that are still being debated 

while being implemented at the same time in one form or another.   

 

Under classical approach, the organizational structure theories and management practices that 

emerged include the strict control of workers in the performance of their work.  Workers 

were directed by managers to follow specific set rules given in the form of work 

standardization and formalization method.  The element of effective communication was also 

introduced by Chester Bernard as important for gaining employees cooperationHussein et al., 
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(2019).  Sridhar (2017) further notes that mechanistic organizational structures were 

predominant at this time.  It is observed that management was insensitive to the 

psychological and social needs of the employees.  

 

In organizations today including the universities, the control of employees for maximum 

output can be seen in target setting for work performance, strict use of rules and regulations, 

use of work procedures and work plans. The use of annual work plans, target setting, 

adoption of ISO standards, use of performance contracts and appraisal systems, issuance and 

use of job descriptions is all aimed at utilization of employees to the maximum.  Hence in 

terms of quality of management this type of management practice tends to encourage 

frequent negotiations with employees on terms and conditions of employment.  The intention 

being that both parties will be seeking to achieve maximum gains from the other. In the 

process employees will likely not put enough effort in the work place to avoid exploitation 

but will focus more on fighting for higher wages.  It could lead to compliance to rules and 

regulations and exclusion of other situations in the organizations environment that require 

attention.  Continuous negotiations for better pay could take prominence. As a result 

management might not gain employees outmost commitment and loyalty as each party will 

be looking out for economic gain and downplaying importance of productivity in the process. 

Such a situation might leave the managers with very little time to take stock of events in the 

external environment thus divert attention from set goals and objectives.  

 

The management guide that was available to managers that informed their practice, focused 

on the economic motivation in order to make employees to work harder.  However, some 

management theorists recognized the importance of human emotions and came up with new 

proposals that took into consideration a more human and rational structuring of the job and 

tasks that could help achieve intended objectives (Sridhar, 2014).   

 

2.3.2 Scientific Management Theories 

During the Scientific management theories period, mechanistic type of structures were 

predominant and this was in the 1881-1940. The scientific approach to management ushered 

in the idea of designing jobs to replace the old method of rule-of-thumb.  Job design involves 

ideas that are common nowadays that are closely related to job description.  Rhaman (2012) 

observes that Taylorism on the other hand contributed to the management practice which was 

largely concerned with improving efficiency of workers and optimum utilization of machines 
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and other resources.  This was in a bid to bring up a sound enterprise consistent with the 

interest of entrepreneurs, the laborers and the customers.   

 

At this point in time this aspect took into consideration the aspects of customer satisfaction. 

Rhaman (2021) further notes that the contribution of Fredrick Taylor to the management 

theories came in 3 (three) phases.  First, the Principles of Management followed by 

Mechanism of Management and lastly the Philosophy of Management.  Taylor developed 

some of the fundamental principles that formed the basis of the scientific approach to 

management that have persisted to date and are in use even in universities. 

Secondly was the scientific selection and progressive teaching and development of 

employees that should show the value of matching the job to the worker.  This was the 

beginning of some form of training to develop work specialization on employee’s part. 

Taylor further emphasized the need to study workers strength and weaknesses so as to 

provide training to improve their performance.  

In addition, employees were scientifically selected and brought together to perform duties 

that are scientifically developed and designed.  In his view, the new and scientific methods of 

staff recruitment became essential.  It was expected that the employees would be equally 

compliant and cooperative to the changes suggested in order to gain better understanding and 

higher wages. The idea of teamwork was taking root although not in a very clear manner.  

The division of work marked the interdependence between management and the workers 

while cooperation between management and workers should come naturally. The hallmark of 

Taylor’s studies of manual work using scientific principles focused on work standardization 

(Robins et al., 2010). The principles underlying this theories contributed to a wide range of 

management practices during the 20th and well into the 21st century and most of them 

underlie and guide management in practice to date.   

Some of the popular management concepts and practices included task specialization, 

assembly line production practices, job analysis, work design, incentive schemes, person-job 

fit and production quotas and control (Giannantonio & Hurley-Hason, 2011).  

The works of Fredrick Taylor was complemented by the contribution made by Henry Gantt.  

Gantt worked with Taylor at Bethlehem Steel Works.  Together with Gantt, Taylor generated 

three relevant perspectives that are considered key in management practice today.   One is the 

decision making perspective at the high and middle level management.  Decision making is 

considered as one of the key roles of management today that contributes to quality in a 

significant way.  When decision making is delayed it can be costly to an organization.  Quick 
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decision making signifies a flexible organization that exploits available opportunities to their 

advantage. In today’s environment that is marked by competition, decision making is a 

critical factor for successful organizations (Giannantonio & Hurley-Hason, 2011).  

The works of Taylor and group stood out through their influential contribution represented by 

the organization perspective, decision making perspective and problem solving perspective 

(Herrmann, 2010). The biggest criticism of scientific management proponents was in the type 

of organizational structure that emerged from their ideas of institutional organization.  

Scientific management tended to promote the mechanistic forms of organizational structure 

which denotes organizations that are rigid to change processes and low on sensitivity of 

humanistic dimension.  The mechanistic approach would later be criticized by scholars who 

came up with humanistic approach to management and concentrated their studies on the 

human side of the enterprise (Petersen, 1991).  

 

Wren and Bedeiran (2011), observe that while not all the classical management ideas are 

critically relevant in modern times, they were proposed for implementation for a different 

situation, however, some of the principles are still valid today.  The importance of bottom 

line or profit cannot be ignored.  Hierarchical structures, work specialization, incentives and 

rewards are still relevant today as they were over a century ago. 

   

Most work places including the universities have organizational structures that are based on 

separate functional unit’s organized set on areas of specialization.  There are hierarchies 

consisting of top level management, middle level, technical level and support staff.  Top 

management in the universities for example is responsible for setting the strategic direction 

for the organization, providing leadership, formulating policies, mission, vision and 

organizational objectives.  The middle levels implement the institutional policies and 

strategic plans, provide administrative leadership, supervise, coordinate and control 

organizational activities while technical team provides technical support where applicable. 

Support staff provides support services for the institutions departments and divisions 

(Lunenberg, 2010).  

 

Similar situations are found in the universities where tasks are broken down and grouped into 

common units of specialization.  Employees are assigned jobs, duties and responsibilities 

through a job description, instruction manuals or standard operating procedures.  There are 

rules and regulations that govern the job performance. Work performance is enforced by 
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documented performance targets guided by organizational and departmental objectives.  In 

those universities that are ISO certified work processes are based on documented procedures.  

Incentives is still a central and critical issue in the universities, where majority of staff are 

largely motivated by rewards and incentives attached to their jobs.  This at times helps 

organizations strengthen their ability to achieve intended objectives when employees are 

satisfied with their pay (Owino et al. 2011). 

 

The biggest shortcoming and limitation of classic management ideas have been pointed 

towards its failure to appreciate the importance of human relations and creativity.  

Implemented in totality classic management ideas can make organizations to view workers as 

machines and to overlook aspects of job satisfaction.  Low employee morale can lead to low 

output which can bring an organization to low levels of performance.  

 

2.3.3  Administrative Management Approach 

The administrative management approach was part of the classical movement approach. It 

recognized public administration as a form of management practice that could enhance 

efficiency in the process of management.  Administrative management was seen as a 

management practice to be performed by managers according to the general principles of 

management. Managers worked by adhering to strict administrative principles although they 

were free to borrow basic management practices being practiced by the private sector  

(Pindur et al., 1995).  The thinking and ideas from this school of management thought have 

continued to influence management practices in modern organizations to date.  

Most of the administrative principles still in application in organizations today were those 

developed by Henry Fayol (1841-1925). Administrative theories gave importance to the 

structure of administration or organization and believed that without an organizational 

structure the institutions cannot function (Pindur et al., 1995).  This approach dealt with 

structural theory of organization and gave impetus to the importance of organizational 

structure in the performance of organizations.   

The contributions attributed to administration theories were largely based on management 

practices at work place.  Managers perform six basic functions namely: planning, organizing, 

commanding, coordinating, controlling and monitoring.  Management is defined as a process 

that involves activities such as forecasting and planning, commanding, organizing, 

coordinating and to control (Ferdous, 2016; Rahman, 2012).  In addition management 

activities could be separated into six sections namely; Production, technical, financial, 
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security, accounting and managerial. In this description, production or commercial activities 

include buying, selling and exchange of goods and services. Financial aspects increase the 

search for optimal utilization of capital while security provides protection of property and 

persons. The accounting function involves statistical analysis and lastly managerial 

encompasses planning, organization, command, control and coordination (Ivancevich et al., 

1994 ).  

Later on, the administrative theory was augmented and consolidated into five basic 

management functions by coining the acronym POSDCoRB. The acronym identified seven 

main functions of management that were seen to improve managerial effectiveness.  The five 

functions were planning, organizing, staffing, directing, coordinating, reporting and 

budgeting (Lunenberg & Irby, 2013).  In the final analysis 14 principles of management were 

identified and listed as constituting the practice of management.  

The fourteen principles of management were part of the initial theories of management to be 

shaped and documented and which have endured over time and are applied to the modern day 

management practices (Ferdous, 2016).  They might not be applied in an organizational in 

totality but they remain the main guideline for managers and define the quality of 

management in organizations. The 14 principles of management practice are summarized in 

Table 1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 1 

Fayol’s Fourteen Principles of Management 
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Division of work: Work should be divided among individuals and groups to ensure that 

    effort and attention are focused on special portions of the task 

to      improve efficiency and reduce waste, increase output 

and be simplified.  

Authority:    The authority possessed by an individual should be commensurate to 

    their responsibilities. Managers must be able to give out orders 

in order     to take actions necessary to ensure its success.  

Discipline:    Employees must respect the rules that govern the organization for the 

    best interest of the organization. 

Unity of command:   An employee should receive orders from only one supervisor in order 

     to avoid confusion and conflict.  

Unity of direction:   Similar activities with the same objective should be directed by one 

    manager using one plan to ensure a coordinated effort.  

Subordination of Individual interest to the general interest:  The interest of individuals 

and     groups should not take precedence  over the interest of the  

     organization as a whole. 

Remuneration:   Workers must be paid a fair wage for their services 

Centralization:   Centralization is the most desirable arrangement within an   

    organization 

Scalar Chain:   Each position is part of a vertical chain of authority (the scalar chain). 

     Communication should move up and down this chain of 

command. 

Order:    To avoid conflicts, there should be a right place for everything and  

    everyone in the organization 

Equity:    Equality of treatment must be taken into account in dealing with  

    employees. Justice should be tempered with kindness 

Stability of tenure of personnel:  Long-term stability for workers is good for an 

organization 

Initiative:    Incentive rewards must be provided to stimulate production 

Espirit de corps:   Develop a strong sense of morale and unity, communication is the key 

    to a satisfied working group 
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Source: Henry Fayol, General and Industrial Management, Trans. Constance Storrs (New 

York: Ptima) 1949, 22 adapted from; Evolution of Management Thought, Wren & 

Bedeiran, Academy of Management and Learning and Education.  10 ( 2), (2011). 

Administrative theory, believed that management practice was predictable and could be made 

to run efficiently on the management principles s listed in Table 1.  Unlike their predecessors’ 

classical theorists, administrative theory had some concern for human factor in the 

management process.  The principles covering workers interest such as, stability of office 

tenure, equity and fair remuneration demonstrated the concern for human factor.  The 

difference between the two schools of thought was that, classical theorists were mainly 

concerned with time and task factors and improving the efficiency of workers (Edwards, 

2018).  

 

According to Edwards (2018), administrative theory is mostly top down form of management 

processes that does not boost employee participation.  Human relation factors such as 

motivation, participation in decision making and teamwork are important in boosting 

productivity but are ignored.  It is more of management oriented and does not give much 

attention to employees. This results into employees who obey directives mechanically and 

innovation is suppressed.  This has a negative impact on quality of management and 

achievement of organizational goals.  

 

Although most of the administrative principles are still practiced in modern organizations, 

they are seen to be an impediment in organizations that are facing tumultuous environments 

that require rapid responses to situational demands.  Administrative principles also tend to 

relegate human issues to a secondary level.  New management concepts such as human 

resource management are being regarded as key to organization success.  The concept views 

employees as assets to the organization and this influences the way managers treat their 

employees at work the place (Daft, 2014).  Management practices that focus on human 

related practices such as employee participation, quick decision making, teamwork might not 

receive prioritized attention in organizations that are based on administrative principles 

 

Fayol’s management ideas were based on his belief that the principles were universally 

applicable which was not likely to be the case.  Miner (1978), noted that the application of 

the principles depended on situations.  Management practice according to Fayol’s ideas is one 

that does things through people and not with people. Administrative management gives a lot 
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of power and control to the managers. It tends to uphold the superiority of management and 

ignores existence of informal groups in an organization. This characteristic is typical of a 

mechanistic approach which emphasized management control and an impersonal and formal 

way of working (Ahmady et al., 2016). Nevertheless, the principles of administrative 

management are still relevant and form guides management practice to date. 

2.3.4.  Bureaucracy 

As organizations become larger and more complex, the authoritarian-paternalistic pattern of 

running the enterprise have given way to an increased functional specialization with many 

layers of middle and lower management for coordinating organizational efforts.  The result is 

the development of a bureaucratic approach to organizational structure. Max Weber came up 

with a Bureaucratic approach that aimed at eliminating managerial inconsistencies by 

instituting a rational and logical way of doing things. His bureaucratic principles was meant 

to provide grounds for organizing group efforts (Sridhar, 2014). 

 

Max Weber, a German Sociologist was one of the most influential contributors to classical 

theories of management in the period (1864-1920).  Through his work, he brought out the 

characteristics of organizations as exemplified by the universally acclaimed concept of 

bureaucracy.  The bureaucratic ideas were aimed at defining the ideal type of organization 

that enabled the rational achievement of organizational goals (Ferdous, 2016). Bureaucracy 

was a rational-legal type of organizational arrangement whose ideas for management practice 

fitted into an effective and efficient system. Weber argued that bureaucracy was the most 

efficient way to set up an organization based on certain characteristics and features.  A 

bureaucratic organizational structure and management system was designed to accomplish 

large-scale-administrative tasks by systematically coordinating the work of many individuals. 

Weber considered the ideal organization to be a bureaucracy where activities and objectives 

were rationally thought out and division of labor was explicitly spelt out.  Competence and 

evaluation of performance of those in the organization must be based on merit (Augustine & 

Agu, 2013; Mattie, 2018). 

 

Bureaucracy was meant to provide efficiency and effectiveness to organizations through 

certain characteristics that would result in the ideal model of management and administration.  

This included setting up clear hierarchy of office, characterized by downward delegation of 

authority where each superior exercised control over their subordinates. The relationship 

between superiors and subordinates should be impersonal and the interactions between 
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employees are as formal as possible. The division of work is divided according to areas of 

specialization where employees performed specialized work in an impersonal and predictable 

manner. In a bureaucratic arrangement, offices are structured hierarchically by having every 

lower office being supervised and controlled by senior managers forming a single chain of 

command from the top to the bottom of the hierarchy. Authority is delegated downwards with 

every supervisor exercising control over their subordinates.  Other characteristics were that 

employees be selected on basis of technical qualification through a competitive exercise.  

According to Weber, written rules were necessary to provide guidelines for the best practice 

and job performance to avoid confusion and ambiguity.  The set of rules was meant to ensure 

stability and uniformity.  The employees were expected to be orderly, disciplined and their 

behavior regulated in the office using rules, regulations and policies (Sridhar, 2014).   

 

Most public organizations and large sized organizations including universities are regarded as 

bureaucratic organizations. Henry Mintzberg (1992), borrowing ideas from classical theories, 

described universities as an example of professional bureaucracy.  He argued that in such 

organizations the management structures are differentiated along three key parts, the strategic 

apex, techno structure and operating core.  The operating core constitutes trained specialists 

and professionals who have considerable control over their work.  The coordination of 

activities is done through standardization of skills and knowledge generated from within and 

outside the organization.  It employs both vertical and horizontal coordinating mechanisms 

with a small top-management.  The middle managers can be large in numbers and the techno-

structure which is generally small. The support staff is large enough to provide clerical and 

maintenance support for the professional operating core (Kumar, 2015; Lunenberg, 2012; 

Sinha et al., 2017).  Professional bureaucratic organizations where universities are 

categorized in rely majorly on the standardization of skills for coordination of their activities 

and efficiency in work performance.   

 

Other scholars consider universities as collegial institutions that embody some bureaucratic 

characteristics within their structures. As observed by Musselin (2006), most universities are 

collegial.  In such institutions, academicians exist as communities of scholars who 

collectively participate in faculty and departmental activities.  Authority is delegated to that 

level for the management of activities on a consensual mode of decision making and 

operation. Departments and faculties enjoy a greater degree of autonomy in running of 

academic programmes and research activities and in determining the contents of academic 
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work. Some universities may not be collegial in the pure sense because the various 

departments are managed by departmental heads, directors or managers who possess 

delegated authority to manage and direct groups under them.  In such institutions, teams as 

opposed to composition of ‘community of scholars’, form the departmental groups and 

manage their activities on basis of trust and consensus.  In this set up, the characteristics of 

hierarchies of office and division of work according to areas of specialization is evident 

(Almasri, 2011; Musselin, 2006; Rabah, 2015).  

 

Jensen (2010), noted that universities may consist of a mixture of organizational structure 

elements and observed that two types of organization structural arrangement are identifiable.  

These are in form of line/staff.  In the universities formal roles and responsibilities are clearly 

designated where employees are appointed on the basis of technical skills and competence 

and this is one of the major hallmark of Max Weber bureaucracy aimed at enabling best 

practice, efficiency and effectiveness in job performance.  There is a legal-rational authority 

within the hierarchies for coordination and control of academic and non-academic activities.  

For a large and complex organization like the universities, functional structures are necessary 

in order to effectively govern and direct the activities and to allocate tasks and resources 

(Mainardes & Raposo, 2011). 

 

Bureaucracy has had negative connotations and is often linked to inept systems mostly in 

government and large organizations.  Organizations with bureaucratic characteristics have 

been associated with slowness and inefficiency, rigidity, resistance to change and innovation, 

impersonality and unresponsiveness.  Such impediments to achievement of high level of 

quality of management is attributed to the many layers of authority or chain of command that 

hamper change and innovation and is permeated with red, often resulting in slow response to 

urgent issues or goal displacement (Matjie, 2018).  Critics have laid various types of criticism 

on bureaucracy as a system whose typical response to any new problem is to create new rules 

or procedures thus missing out on creative solution to problems.  Bureaucratic systems are 

seen to entrench waste of valuable time in the requirement to follow rules and procedures 

which create strict adherence and compliance that in turn creates a dysfunctional system.  

Such a system is characterized by rigidity, impersonality, displacement of objectives and 

resistance to change (Augustine & Agu, 2013).  
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Regardless of the negativity, Weber’s model of bureaucracy has also received positive 

acknowledgement as one of the most effective tool for organizational management and for  

attaining goals and objectives.  It has been claimed that contrary to negative sentiments, 

bureaucracy enables organizations to maximize the functions of their enterprise, staff and 

effectiveness in reducing wastage in time and resources but only in perceived stable 

environments.  In bureaucratic organizations, the emphasis on technical qualifications of staff 

helps in the appointment of suitable cadre of staff as opposed to a selection process on the 

basis of other irrelevant criteria (Couzer, 2009).  Other positive benefits of bureaucracy are 

the effective supervision of human resources because of the legitimate authority bestowed on 

the managers and the clarification of duties of responsibilities given to the employees. Its 

superiority has been identified on the basis of its precision and stability (Baum, 2010; 

Debhart, 2003). 

 

Proponents of superiority of bureaucracy have also suggested that dysfunctions associated 

with bureaucracy are not as significant.  It would be more instrumental to design appropriate 

organizational structures and place greater trust in the managers’ abilities and perceptions 

(Chandler 1977; Jacques 1990; Simon, 2000). It has been argued that other factors not linked 

with bureaucracy often affect the performance of an organization.  For example, availability 

of financial resources, the extent to which the organization receives environmental support, 

guidance from external stakeholders and the relative clarity of organizational goals. These are 

some of the identified factors that contribute to the quality of management of an organization 

in addition to the type of organizational structure (Chun & Rainey, 2005; Pandey & Ranney 

2006). 

All the three schools of the classical perspective, namely scientific, administrative and 

bureaucratic, are comparable and complementary in many aspects.  Their views focused on 

the nature of man and the organization they operated in and how productivity could be 

improved and quality enhanced.  The theories advocated mainly the formal organizations that 

take advantage of specialization and hierarchical authority because they increased efficiency 

and effectiveness in achieving organizational goals (Augustine & Agu, 2013).  The three 

schools of classical perspective highlighted the universal character of management principles 

(Sarker & Khan, 2013).  They made a clear distinction between operational and managerial 

activities and identified the applicability of scientific method to the management problems.   

Sridhar (2014), observes that most of the findings by classical management theorists were 

based on empirical observations and logical deduction but not on real scientific research and 
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evidence. Classical and administrative theories have also been criticized as being too formal, 

and more appropriate for stable environment and complex organizations which is not 

comparable to today’s dynamic and complex environments (Sarker & Khan, 2013.  Some 

weaknesses identified in classical theories, was the emphasis on consistency, efficiency and 

clear rules in management of organizations.  The application of such concepts is seen to be 

suitable for a predictable and stable environment.  Management of organizations risks paying 

little attention to the events that are going on in the external organizational environment that 

could affect their ability to make their organizations productive in quality products and 

services.  One of the main criticisms on classical management theories is that they placed 

undue emphasis on the formal aspects of organizational management and industrial processes 

and neglected the issues touching on individual personalities, informal groups, intra-

organizational conflicts and the decision-making processes (Wren & Bedeiran, 2011).  

Employees have come to be regarded as assets to any organization and are critical in 

organizational performance.   

In addition, the effect of prescribed principles of management on the organization was seen to 

lead to rigidity and resistance to change.  However, the theories provided the initial road map 

to the creation of efficient organizations and management of large organization that were 

developing at that time.   There is little doubt that many organizations today are heavily 

influenced by the ideas contained in the classical theories. Nevertheless, the principles 

developed at that time were highly plausible and relevant to practitioners and have later been 

developed  into guidelines for managing organizations.   

The next section will delve into another paradigm shift in management practice from the 

behavioral School of management also referred to as neo-classical approach.  Behavioral 

theories were the extension of classical approach to management (Sarker & Khan, 2013).  

The discussion will highlight the management theories that shaped management practices at 

that time, their shortcomings and how the theories contributed to quality of management of 

organizations that time and their relevance today.  

2.4 Human Relations Approach to Management 

 

While the classical group of theorists paid more attention to management of internal 

organizational structure and formal organization, a new group emerged which paid greater 

attention to the importance of human element at place of work and the role played by 

individuals in determining the success or failure of an organization.  The new group was the 

human relations management theorists who described methods that managers could use to 
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interact with their employees and make them more productive (Chaturvedi, 2017).  Human 

relations group formed the neo-classical movement which emerged in the 1920’s and 1930’s.  

The two groups of scholars closely associated with neo-classical movement were the human 

relations and behavioral schools of management (Sarker & Khan, 2013; Sridhar, 2014) 

 

They made significant contribution in the area of employee productivity.  They argued that 

employee level of productivity was influenced by certain factors which had nothing to do 

with changes in physical conditions of work (Chaturvedi, 2017).  The role that managers 

played at place of work was seen to have positive impact on employees’ productivity. Human 

relations school came up with ideas that assisted managers to set up mechanisms at place of 

work and institute human resource practices that enabled employees to get avenues to air 

their problems.  Management practices such as counseling, mentoring, coaching and staff 

assistance programmes were among the organizational strategies proposed to tap employee 

potential in work performance (Baggy, 2002).  Such management practices were said to be 

very important in making employee feel valued and subsequently get motivated which 

improved their work performance.  Management practices that implemented some of the 

strategies improved the performance of their organizations as they were able to get the best 

output from their employees.  

 

The outcome of the experiments undertaken by human relations group, gave an impetus to 

what is now known as Human Resource Management which is an important management 

philosophy on how to manage employees in organizations. Those organizations that have 

institutionalized human resource approach in their management practice have changed their 

perspective on the manner in which employees are regarded in those institutions (Daft, 2014).  

 

The contributions made by human relations movement are considered one of the most 

important foundations of the human approach to management.  It generated new ideas 

concerning work groups, management practices, management and leadership roles, 

communication, motivation, job design and group dynamics.  The theories provided 

managers with insight into human behavior and informal groups at work and the importance 

of management as a vital aspect of motivation and improved performance.  It provided ideas 

on how management can improve work performance by humanizing the work organization.  

By so doing organizations recognized the significance of human element in its management 
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practice as decisive in the realization of organizational set goals and objectives (Kawecka-

Endler & Mrugalska, 2014). 

 

Sridahr (2014), observes that the contribution made by human relations theories was a 

significant contribution towards the development of management thinking concerning their 

practice in relation to employees productivity.  They pointed out that the way managers 

handled or treated employees at place of work were critical to the performance of the 

employees. A social perspective of an employee was developed that made it imperative that 

managers in organizations develop human relationship skills for themselves as the 

supervisors while improving employee’s incentive plans and focusing on employee feelings 

and attitudes towards work performance. It helps managers develop work ethics and values 

that reinforce teamwork and cooperation for the achievement of organizational goals. It was 

clear that human elements are important at place of work and that work place consisted of a 

social system that is subject to group dynamics, leadership, motivation participation and job 

environment. 

 

Human relations approach was a complete shift of view held by classical theories that 

employees are tools and upheld the view that employees are a valuable resource to an 

organization. This opened up a new dimension for enhancement of quality of management 

practice for managers through the management of human resource (Chaturvedi, 2017; 

Ferdous, 2017).   

 

Several limitations were pointed out concerning the views held by the advocates’ of  human 

relations movement.  First, the movement was seen to focus exclusively on the human 

variable to the exclusion of other variables of production.  Kawecka-Endler and  Mrugalska 

(2014), observe that there are other factors that affect employees at place of work for example 

occupational hazards or quality of working environment conditions that might not be directly 

associated with human relations.  The human relations views were seen to be narrowing 

down exclusively to observable behavior and the individual workers.  Their views seem to 

recognize the formation of ‘one happy family’ in the organization which was not easy to 

achieve and could divert the attention of management from other important issues.  The 

movement tended to over emphasize the symbolic rewards which might not be appreciated 

and applicable at all times.  Emphasis on social grouping was not also realistic as employees 

did not come to work to seek affection and affiliation and would serve as diversionary 
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activity. Social groupings were not also part of the formal organizational structure.  Like 

scientific management group, they also focused on low level part of the organization more 

than the middle and top levels hence was seen to lack the comprehensive scope of an 

effective and efficient system (Sridhar, 2014). 

 

2.5  Behavioral Management Theories 

Behavioral science approach started in 1940’s as an extension, modification and refinement 

of human relations approach.  Most of its concepts about management practice are drawn 

from psychological, social, industrial psychology and anthropological perspectives. 

Behavioural management theories are about employee behavior at work and in the informal 

groups, employee attitudes and personality, perceptions, individual and group behavior 

(Chaturvedi, 2017).  

 

An organization is about the association of people working together to attain a common goal 

and objectives through the classification and division of labour (Hassan et al., 2014). An 

organizational structure models employee behavior that becomes a product of the 

organization in a positive or negative way. Organizational structure can motivate or 

demotivate employees with subsequent impact on overall organizational performance.  A 

review of what determines employee behavior has a direct bearing on quality of management 

of the organization and the importance it places on employee motivation through the 

organizational structural variables.  Management recognition of the importance of its 

employees indicates the quality of management practices of that institution.  

 

Some of the most important behavioural scientists contributions were those from Abraham 

Maslow, Fredrick Hertzberg, Douglas McGregor, Chris Argyris, Rensis Likert, Kurt Lewin, 

Chester Bernard, Mary Parker Follet George Homans, Keth Davis, and Warren Bennis. The 

management theories from these groups provide insight on ways to achieve managerial 

effectiveness and development of techniques on how to utilize and manage people effectively 

in organizations.  (Ferdous, 2017; Sridhar, 2014).  Most of these proponents shared common 

point of view and a few prominent ones will be picked for discussion.  

 

Quality of management in organizations can employ specific applications of behavioural 

science in such matters as motivation and organizational development.  Organizational 

development which is also an aspect of organizational behavior refers to an ongoing, 
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systematic process of implementing effective organizational change.  In the current era of 

constant environmental change the concept of organizational development can empower 

organizations to develop flexibility by growing, adapting and learning to position themselves 

strategically through the manner in which employees are managed.  The insights into 

behavioral science could inform management on a variety of principles that are worth 

considering and applying in management practices in organizations including the universities. 

 

2.5.1  Abraham Maslow Theories of Human Motivation 

Management theories developed by Abraham Maslow laid the foundation for theories on 

motivation which were adopted by managers at that time and up to the current times.  

Motivation is the act that pushes employees to get into desired action (Buchbinder & Shanks, 

2007).  Effective managers will recognize the needs of employees at various levels in the 

organization and take the appropriate action towards satisfying those needs.  They will 

instigate employee management strategies that can have positive impact on employee 

motivation which will in turn boost quality of service and increase performance and 

productivity.   

Maslow’s management theory identified certain factors that drove human needs, motivations 

and individual actions. The needs are considered very important in motivating the actions 

taken by human beings. The most basic needs were identified as the physiological needs, 

followed by safety at the second level, social needs at the third level, ego or self esteem at the 

fourth level and self actualization needs at the apex.  According to Abraham Maslow as the 

lower needs are met, the employee becomes free and is motivated to pursue the next higher 

status or recognition and excellence as well as fulfillment.  It is an advantage to the 

organization when employees move beyond the lower-levels and progresses towards self-

actualization needs, then their performance is enhanced (Buchbinder & Shanks, 2007; 

Indabawa & Uba, 2014). 

 

Effective management practices therefore should provide avenues to address the satisfaction 

of an employee’s needs and then frees them to concentrate and support organizational goals.  

Quality of management can be determined by how the managers are able to avoid any 

impediments that might cause the blocking of needs for satisfaction and that might cause 

frustration, negative attitude or dysfunctional behavior on the part of the employee 

(Lunenburg & Irby, 2013).  Management practices that support teamwork, open channels of 

communication and employees involvement in organizational processes create positive 
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impact on employee morale.  This makes it easier for managers to drive organizational goals 

and objectives.  Such a quality of management leads to improved organizational performance.  

When employee’s satisfaction is enhanced it unleashes their potential, more commitment, 

loyalty and collaboration with management.  

 

The contribution from behavioural theories towards effective management through the 

enhancement of employee motivation was identified from two dimensions.  They were 

internal and external motivational needs. The internal needs were said to emanate from within 

the employee in terms of the satisfaction they get from recognition by management of the 

accomplishments they achieve in the process of work performance (Hossain & Hossain, 

2012).  This is spurred by a management that encourages and supports their employees to 

explore and innovate, face challenges in place of work and discovery, development of 

knowledge, skills and other capabilities.  Management that practices these leads to the 

satisfaction of the innate psychological needs of their employees. It cultivates an enhanced 

sense of professional belonging, influence and leadership, fostering positive relationships at 

work, exploiting competence and autonomy in work performance (Ryan & Deci, 2000).  

 

The external motivation on the other hand is reinforced or enhanced from other sources or 

people.  It is connected to management practices that rewards, recognizes, appreciates and 

praises its employees (Buchbinder & Shanks, 2007)  Organizational-managerial approaches 

and practices that are regarded as external motivation include employee status on authority 

and responsibility, participation in decision making, access to information, teamwork, job 

enlargement, job enrichment and rotation, conducive working conditions, promotions and 

career development and advancement (Qasimov & Israyilova, 2016). External motivation can 

be influenced by the type of organizational structure the organization has. Aspects such as 

decision making, teamwork and career development are influenced by hierarchical levels that 

exist in the organization, span of control and other organizational structure characteristics.  

Employees’ perception of the quality management practices in their organization is likely to 

be shaped by how motivated they are, hence how much effort they will put in work 

performance.  

 

Maslow’s hierarchy of needs was however seen as making an assumption that human beings 

have the same motivational drives that are hierarchical in nature. Qasimov and Israyilova, 

(2016), note that motivational drivers are cyclic in nature and do not stop once they are 
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satisfied.  It is therefore not easy to determine which need at times need to be satisfied.  It is 

not possible to separate the needs based on defined boundaries.  For example, the frequent 

industrial action that employees engage in are mostly monetary related and have not been 

solved once and for all.  Majority of employees who participate in the strikes constitute those 

who are still striving for lower motivational needs like job security and those who are seen to 

have attained the level of self-actualization. Solutions to financial issues are often beyond the 

scope of most institutional management as the financial sources are external to some of the 

institutions like the universities.  Issues of identifying what motivates an employee can be a 

elusive to managers to be able to address them conclusively.  

 

Other critics of Maslow’s hierarchy of needs asserted that the theory was based more on 

personal development than a general phenomenon.  The theory does not also take into 

consideration the role of cultural diversity and the outcomes which were influenced by a 

utilitarian environment of individualistic mannerisms at that particular time and may not be 

applicable in a different setting.  Other arguments against hierarchy of needs was the lack of 

explanation for employee behavior at work which could be as a result of certain factors 

arising from employee’s inability to satisfy certain low level needs (Uysal et al., 2018).   

 

2.5.2  Douglas McGregor Theory of Human Attitudes to Work  

Quality of management could also be viewed on the basis of theoretical concepts developed 

in the 1960’s by McGregor.  He developed two sets of assumptions that managers held about 

workers which he called cosmology.  The assumptions are two diametrical views held by 

managers about nature of people at work (Lawter et al., 2015).  The two sets of theoretical 

concepts were referred to as X and Y. Theory X describes managers who hold a pessimistic 

view about human nature.  Managers who hold this theory are likely to assume that 

employees are lazy, avoid work wherever possible, are inherently irresponsible and warrant 

very close supervision and that workers have little to contribute intellectually.  This view 

determines the way managers would handle or treat the employees in the organization.  Such 

managers tend to believe that employees must be coerced, controlled by use of strict 

adherence to rules and regulations, directed and threatened with punishment to get them to 

work (Akindele et  al., 2016; Gidado, 2016).  It further views employees as people who are 

self-centred and resistant to change (Wren & Bedeiran, 2011).  Managers holding such a view 

would tend to be autocratic, controlling and distrustful because they assume that employees 

have an inherent dislike for work and would avoid it if they had a chance to (Chaturvedi, 
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2017; Wren & Bedeiran, 2011).  Such managers are not likely to promote teamwork approach 

to management.  They would use rules and regulations to control employees and will treat 

them with suspicion.  Such an approach is likely to have a negative impact on work quality 

and output.  Employees working under such conditions would not maximize their 

performance.  

 

The theory Y assumption on the other hand, is one of a positive view on employees. The 

manager’s view on subordinates is one of optimism.  Managers holding this view would 

create enjoyable working conditions for their employees who will find work enjoyable.  

Under suitable working environment employees will be motivated and will find work more 

fulfilling.  Such managers believe that human beings are responsible, can exercise self-

direction and self-control and have potential to make important intellectual contributions to 

the tasks they perform.  The use of physical and mental effort at work is natural as play and 

rest.  The assumption is that people learn under proper conditions not only to accept but also 

to seek responsibility hence imagination, ingenuity and creativity in seeking organization 

solutions is extensively present in the workforce (Chaturvedi, 2017; Wren & Bedeiran, 2017). 

Theory Y involves the process of creating opportunities, unleashing employees talent and 

potential and eliminating obstacles in order to encourage growth and provide guidance for 

employees (Akindele et al., 2016). 

 

McGregor’s theory X and Y have continued to shed light and provide guidance for 

management practice today on matters related to teamwork, creation of flexible mode of 

operations in organization structure such as delegation of authority.  Where a manager’s 

cosmology is positive and rooted in theory Y, they are likely to enact consistent managerial 

practices that would tap employees potential and creative energy that would be channeled for 

achievement of organizational goals (Lawter et al, 2015).  The ideas of theory Y envisioned a 

management practice that would exhibit attributes such as decentralization and delegation of 

authority in the organizational structure, job enlargement and the establishment of a 

participative and consultative form of management.  

 

 However these theories have been observed to be situation based in that they were carried 

out during the great American depression and may lack universal application.  Employee 

behavior is not seen as resulting from their inherent nature but could be a consequence of 
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other environmental factors such as lack of job security caused by economic uncertainties 

being faced by organizations (Akindele et al., 2016). 

 

Organizations including universities are facing a lot of challenges from external and internal 

environment.  Managers face challenges of employees who are have to work under poor 

working environment, poor remuneration and so forth.  Other challenges emanate from 

employee turnover as a result of competition, information technology and resources to aid in 

work performance (Ocholla, 2018). This poses challenges to managers on what strategic 

choice to make to manage their employees. Theory X and Y cosmology has also been 

questioned on the practicality of managers making a choice for theory Y and whether the 

choice will alter the managers behavior towards the employees (Bobic & Davis, 2003).   

 

Given the situational challenges the major limitation of the Theory X and Y, lies in the 

management of employee behavior.  It is not easy to predict human behavior because of the 

complexity inherent in the Ahuman nature.  However managers, can choose appropriate 

management strategies that will reinforce productivity in their employees (Rodgers & Kim, 

1995). 

 

2.6 Modern Organizational Theories 

Classical and neo-classical theories became limited in explaining the environmental dynamics 

that impacted on organizations and there arose a new organizational management perspective 

from the modern organizational theories.  The modern organizational theories introduced a 

distinct theory that was based on conceptual analyses of organizations It relied on empirical 

research in seeking answers for emerging management issues, was integrative in its 

perspective and viewed organizations as open systems. The theory focused on internal and 

external environment of the organizations as these were seen to influence the decisions and 

actions of managers in the achievement of organizational goals (Onday 2016).  In their view, 

managers could not ignore the internal and external environment in enhancing quality 

management practices.   

There are arguments advanced by a scholar by the name Robbins in (1990’s), that the 

environment in which organizations existed, consisted of six factors that contributed to 

organizational performance.  It was essential that managers become conscious of these 

factors which emanated from economic, political/legal, social and cultural, demographics, 

technical and global conditions, if they were to succeed in achieving organizational goals 
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(Yang et al., 2013).  Although these environmental contingencies are not discussed in detail 

in this study, reference is made to them and their role in determining the organizational 

structure of an organization.    

Haque and Rehman (2014), observe that the open system view was a modern management 

perspective about organizations and was based on situational approach to management. This 

view claims that there is no universal guide to the effective management of organizations.  

Organizations could achieve quality in their processes, services and products by establishing 

appropriate relationship between the organization and their environment while maintaining a 

contingency plan on how to operate.  According to Haque and Rehman (2014), some of the 

approaches proposed include undertaking environmental scans and making necessary 

organizational structure adjustment to achieve an alignment of internal systems that could 

balance with environmental demands.  This could enhance the quality of management by 

making the organization responsive to its environment and enhance the organizational 

performance.  

Modern management theories was based on three distinct approaches namely systems 

approach, contingency approach and strategic Management approach 

The contribution made by the three branches of approaches to  management practices are 

discussed in the following sections.  

2.6.1  Systems Theory of Management 

According to systems theory, an organization’s performance is largely determined by a 

positive mutual interdependence between the various parts of an organization system and 

how they work together.  A system in this case is the collection of interrelated parts acting 

together to achieve some goals which exist in relation to the environment.  This view led to 

the assumption that whole is more than the sum of its part (Chikere & Nwoka, 2015). Onday 

(2016), observed that systems approach to management theory marked the shift from 

attention to parts of an organization to viewing the organization as a whole system.  In 

addition open systems approach  emphasized on the interactions and relationships between 

parts of an entity in order to assist managers to understand the various entities and their 

functioning and outcomes (Mele et al., 2010) 

Mele et al. (2010), observed that complex organizations are among those that are considered 

as open systems.  Such organizations are large in size and consist of many different units. 

They constantly interact with the external environment, are affected by environmental 

changes or by their internal environment.  Inputs are processed into outputs through internal 

systems. Likewise the universities like all other institutions are affected by the national laws, 
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legislations and policies. Innovations in technology, stakeholders, demographic changes 

competition from other similar local and international institutions create need for change.   

According to Williams (2010), the systems view of organizations has certain implications for 

managers.  First, it creates awareness by managers of the various parts of their organization in 

terms of the transformation of inputs to outputs and hence the need for integration and 

adaptation to the existing situation.  To enhance performance, managers would need to 

embrace appropriate management practices that enable the different departments to act 

effectively in response to demands from the environment.  Secondly, management of the 

organization will view their organizations as part and subject to the competitive, economic, 

social, technological and legal regulatory forces in their environment.  The environment 

affects different parts or the whole organization and therefore the need for organization to be 

managed as a system. Williams (2010) further argued that, in order for managers to 

successfully manage the complexity and challenge of trying to achieve synergies between 

different parts of the organization and to align them with environmental demands, 

institutionalization of aspects such as communication and team work within the organization 

would be appropriate. Systems approach theories enable managers to strive to balance the 

internal arrangement of organization system aided by an appropriate organizational structure 

to enhance organizational performance. 

Clawson (2014), observes that one of the core tenets of the systems theory is that, the 

managers who hold a systems view of their organization, are likely to embrace a form of 

organizational structure that is organic in form which is regarded as suitable in recognizing 

the strength and weaknesses of the organizational sub-systems. He further notes that, some of 

the variables in the sub-systems that require attention include employees in the organization, 

teams, functions and activities of the various groups and individuals. This perspective helps 

managers to view individuals’ contribution to the overall goals of the organization.  It 

provides a clear picture of the relationship between the sub-systems and helps managers to 

know who is and who is not a member of the organization. The managers are able to 

conceptualize what comes in and goes out of the organization in terms of people, products 

and services.  Open systems perspective gives managers ability to assess the value added or 

reduced in the various transformation processes in the organization. Value addition can then 

be determined for the benefit of the organizational clients.  The open systems theory assumes 

occurrence and exchange of energy, matter, people and information between the organization 

and its external environment. Parts of the organization must work in a harmoniously 

integrated manner to enhance the optimum performance of the organization (Clawson, 2014).  
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In closed systems which are equated to a mechanistic organizational structure, there is little 

appreciation of the exchange between the organization and the external environment.  This is 

likely to affect the organization’s ability to adapt to changes in the various environmental 

conditions (Boulding, 1956; Katz & Khan, 1978).  The works of Ludwig Von Bertanlanffy in 

(1901-1972), recognized the need of any organization to interact with its external 

environment (Chireke & Nwoka, 2015).  He argued that organizational management systems 

consist of many internal subsystems and supra-systems that need to continually align with 

each other and the interdependencies can become so complex that a minor event in one 

subsystem could amplify into a serious unintended consequence elsewhere in the 

organization.  He further observed that organizations do not exist in a vacuum but depend on 

their external environment from which they receive inputs and transforms them and exports 

the outputs into the environment (Weirich, 2008).  Hence the effective management of an 

organization should always endeavor to have organizational structures that are flexible 

enough to support interdependencies of various units within the systems.  

Organization’s management that seeks feedback from their employees, partners and 

stakeholders for their sustainability and maintenance of good customer care practices are 

those that are conscious of the threats and opportunities in their environment (Beer, 1975).  

This argument states that organizations that operate as closed systems often have fewer 

internal variables that support self regulation.  Open systems are in a better position to deal 

with complex sets of interrelationships.  Variables such as costs and quality though, 

constituting internal processes can be viewed as externally driven.  Such variables can be 

managed through the understanding of how external environment influences the internal 

variables.  

Unlike closed systems, open systems view recognizes that the purpose of regulation and 

adjustment by the organization is to move the organization and its systems through a dynamic 

path of continuous improvement and not to remain static and rigid. Open system approach to 

management increases the flexibility of organizational structure in a bid to achieve dynamic 

equilibrium that enhances quality of management.  The organization is able to operate in 

constant interchange with its environment with many complex interactions and 

interrelationships within their boundaries (Chikere & Nwoka, 2010). The interaction with the 

environment is inevitable  and organizations that have management that adopt open systems 

view can develop organizational structures that can better their performance.  

Maturana and Varela (1975) identified another systems view of organizations.  This was a 

principle known as auto-learning, auto-organization and autopoiesis status that takes place 
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through an exchange of energy between the organization and its external; environment.  The 

proponents argued that an organization does not adapt itself to its environment, but the 

system and its environment co-evolve and co-determine themselves through structural 

coupling.  This is whereby, the existing organizational systems try to manage the complexity 

in the relationship and any existing imbalance between open and closed system is overcome 

(Mele et al., 2010). This is done through continuous reassessment, evaluation and continuous 

improvement of the organizations management processes.   

Systems theory has made contribution to the management practices by highlighting the fact 

that managers have to plan for structural adjustments of their organizations or adopt structural 

flexibility to maintain a desirable balance with environmental demands (Mele et al., 2010).  

This can be achieved through the constant formulation of new interpretations of the business 

scenario. The organization can achieve an appropriate positioning to implement necessary 

adjustment, transformation and redefinition of the organizational structure to guarantee 

flexibility of organizational structures that enhances the quality of management in the 

organizations.  A management practice that is adaptive and proactive is likely to promote a 

sustainable and long-lasting organizational performance (Mele et al., 2010).  Managers can 

no longer ignore complexities emanating from external environment as a result of 

globalization.  The systems theories and related principles can be of advantage to 

management practice as they offer an effective way of managing a holistic view of the 

organizations activities. It has been argued that organizations that are able to sustain 

themselves and perform well are those that are able to adopt a managerial mindset that takes 

holistic view of activities and their effect on organization (Mwanthi, 2018).   

Critics of open systems view have argued that theories on open system have added nothing 

new to management practice as managers have always been working in collaboration with 

their unique environments.  Further criticism points out that the theory does not suggest any 

management tools and techniques for managers to apply in dealing with environmental 

challenges.  At the same time there is no clarity on definition of interdependencies of 

organizations and environment (Chikere & Nwoka, 2010). 

2.6.2 Contingency Theory Approach to Management 

Contingency theory is an approach to organizational behavior  has its roots in general systems 

theory and the open systems perspective.  It is an approach to the study of organizational 

behavior (Yucel, 2016).  Contingency view approach to management is based on the 

situational approach to the organization management which claims that there is no universal 

guidance or that no single type of organizational structure is suitable and applicable to all 
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organizations.  The  argument is that organizational effectiveness is dependent on a fit or 

match between the type of technology, environmental situation, the size of organization and 

features of the organization structure being used in the organization’s task environment 

(Abba et al., 2018; Haque & Rehman, 2014).  

Contingency approach to management aims at matching management practices to 

environmental situations in order for an organization to respond effectively to the needs of 

various stakeholders.  This can be achieved by enhancing management practices that foster 

characteristics that enhances the quality of management depending on concurrent 

environmental situation. The environments in which organizations including universities 

operate in are never constant (Ansoff & McDonell 1990).  According to Mathooko and Ogutu 

(2014), universities have been in a permanent state of reform for the past 40 years due to the 

changing environmental situations.  The socio, economic and technological changes taking 

place all over the world have caused a lot of uncertainties and competitiveness in the 

environments in which universities operate. It follows therefore that Universities are 

compelled to seek a fit between internal organizational effectiveness and external conditions. 

Contingency theory hold that organizational structure is one of the elements  that can bring 

about organizations effectiveness  (Kavale, 2012).  

Management practices that hold the view that the environment in which they operate is stable 

are likely to embrace mechanistic type of organizational structure. Such structures are 

characterized by routine operations and centralized controls where managers assume that they 

possess sufficient skills, knowledge and information to make decisions (Abba et al., 2018).  

In contrast, management practices that view the environment as full of competition, is 

unpredictable and challenging, will embrace the use of organic type of organizational 

structure.  Organic structures are seen to be appropriate for unstable environments.  

Management practices in organic structures embrace participatory approach, have 

decentralized structures, promote employee innovativeness, have quick decision making 

processes and are more efficient in the flow of information (Abba et al., 2018).   

The element of size contingency has implication on bureaucratic type of structures. 

Organizations that are large in size tend to be bureaucratic structures and are said to have a 

many units that are differentiated horizontally with a high number of employees.  The use of 

standardized operating procedures, extensive rules and regulations becomes necessary for 

coordination of the many activities of the complex systems (Pugh & Hickson, 1976; Pugh & 

Hinnings, 1976).  This applies to large organizations like the public universities which work 

through repetitive operations and administrative systems where decisions making is guided 
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by use of rules and regulations.  Smaller organizations are more flexible, have systems that 

involve direct communication amongst members and decentralized form of decision making.  

Donaldson (2001) pointed out the existence of a close association between contingency 

theory and organizational structure.  The same argument was supported by Ban de Ven and 

Drazin (1985), on the basis of three approaches of selection, interaction and systems 

approaches. The interpretation was that, an organization that intends to survive or be effective 

in its role, must adapt to the characterization of its organizational context (Islam & Hu, 2012).  

The correlation between contingency and structure is identified between contingency and 

organization size, the elements of organizational structure and information technology.  The 

argument is that a misfit of structural elements and levels of contingency will lead to low 

organizational performance and possible failure to achieve organizational objectives and 

goals.  Contingency and structure are the two variables that ought to be in an alignment so as 

to  give rise to a positive association and productive actions (Islam & Hu, 2012)  

Other researchers such as Freeman (1973) investigated technology as a contingent factor and 

found that there was a strong relationship between various characteristics of technology and 

structure in the organization.  Another approach in the contingency theory with regard to fit, 

is the systems theory approach.  According to this approach, managers can understand the 

performance of the organization by identifying and adapting structural alternatives and 

performance criteria that boost the performance of an organization (Islam & Hu, 2012), 

 

The fundamental assumption of contingency view holds that there be a congruence between 

the organization and its environment and among the various subsystems within the 

organization.  The main managerial role is to maximize the congruence by developing a 

suitable fit between the organization and its environment and the proper internal design so 

that management can bring about superior performance for effectiveness and efficiency in the 

organization.  The contingency view suggests certain pattern of appropriate relationships for 

different organizations and what is thought to improve the understanding on how the 

variables interact (Kast & Rosenweig, 1988). 

 

Although the contingency theory enjoys a high level of acceptability, some limitations have 

been pointed out. Donaldson (2001), pointed out that there is a lack of a unifying contingency 

paradigm that links all the loose variables.  There only exist loose groupings of different 

theories which connect contingency with various aspects of organizational structure.  Another 

limitation relates to the organizational changes that are often caught up in time lags.  The 



56 

rapid change in organizational environment could pose a major challenge to managers in 

trying to balance structures and relevant elements contingent to their organizations. Structural 

changes that are meant to enable a structural fit do not happen immediately especially with 

regard to large organizations like the universities.  It is not quite clear where a structural 

change should start and when it should end. It has been noted that most organizational 

structure modifications are often triggered by performance crisis hence seen more reactionary 

than strategic moves.  

 

Figure 3  shows the four major factors of contingency model which are considered vital at 

enabling organizations to achieve an organizational fit mode of co-ordination and cooperation 

within and outside, whose elements consist of size, technology, environment and strategy. 

The achievement of the fit fosters management practices that enhance the quality of 

management in organizations.  

 

Fig. 2 Contingency Model View 
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technology extensively in its processes may find it possible to place one manager in charge of 

many workers.  This is because the use of technology enhances efficiency and accomplishes 

most of the work that would be done by many employees.  The managers would not spend a 

lot of time on supervision.  The  use of technology is likely to enhance the quality of 

management.  

 

According to views held by Haque and Rehman (2014), organizations with mechanistic 

structures are characterized by high complexity of formalization and centralization, 

performance of routine tasks and dependent on programmed behavior that causes slow 

response to the environmental demands. On the other hand organic structures are 

characterized by relatively flexible and adaptive structures and rely largely on employee’s 

expertise and knowledge rather than on authority and position. Action is much quicker in 

organic structures.  The contingency factors affect the degree of coordination, cooperation 

that contributes to certain management practices that will determine the quality of 

management of the organization.  The challenge is on how the contingency factors in the 

context of complexity will shape the manner in which management institute systems that 

enhances quality of management in a way that results in better performance that causes 

efficiency and effectiveness in the organization. 

 

The following section looks at the theories and concepts that relate to strategic management 

and how it shapes management practice that influences the quality of management in 

organizations.  

 

2.6.3 Strategic Management 

Strategic management theories stemmed from the open systems perspective, contingency 

approach and information technology approach (Raduan et al., 2009).  It refers to the process 

and approach in management practice of specifying an organizations objectives, development 

of policies and setting of plans to achieve and attain organizational objectives.  This was 

followed with allocating resources so as to implement the policies and plans (David, 2003).   

 

Strategic management provides several theoretical models that managers could adopt to 

better the quality of management of their organizations.  The models available to the 

managers are; profit maximizing and competition based theory; resource based theory and 

survival based theory; human resource based theory, agency and contingency based theories.  
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The management practices in an organization can be defined along the strategic management 

concepts.  Strategic management is a concept which has received a lot of acceptance 

worldwide as a tool to manage organizations through the formulation of a game plan to help 

the organization’s business to excel.  It is the intention of any management to provide goods 

and services beyond the customers’ expectations by creating and innovating superior goods 

and services as per clients demand and preference and thus positioning themselves 

competitively in the business environment (Clegg et al., 2011).  

 

According to Mathooko and Ogutu (2014), strategic planning in the institutions of higher 

learning, has been developed into a management practice that applies the three levels of 

strategic planning processes.  This begins with the strategic planning which starts at the 

corporate level where the selection of the industry domain from which the organization will 

operates from is made.   

 

Secondly is the business strategy level that aims at leadership in business and differentiation 

in both product and service provision in the selected market segment.  Thirdly is the 

functional level derived from business level and deals with maximization of resource 

productivity.  With the speed in globalization and increased development in information 

technology globally, market dynamics have continued to change due to changing customers’ 

needs.  Strategic management has become a rule rather than an exception (Mathooko & 

Ogutu, 2014). Owing to the environmental demands being faced by institutions of higher 

education, university managers cannot avoid the development of long and short term strategic 

plans that enhance universities performance in the effective delivery of their mandate.  The 

strategic management techniques and concepts come in as appropriate tools for the 

institutions that appreciate the effects of the environment on  their performance (Mathooko & 

Ogutu, 2014; Richard et al., 2004) 

 

Strategic planning process has gained prominence in many organizations owing to the stiff 

competition and globalization experienced by their institutions. Organizations that have 

effective strategic plans stand out and can be differentiated from those that do not.  The ease 

of accessibility to various products by customers has made organizations to put concerted 

efforts towards creating strategic positions that are advantageous to their institutions through 

scanning and evaluating external and internal environments.  This is followed by formulation 

of strategic plans to counter the environmental challenges aimed at gaining competitive 
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advantage (Mathooko & Ogutu, 2014; Samut-Bonicci, 2015).  Managers in the universities 

have to counter environmental situations that pose managerial challenges. Strategic planning 

could be one of the methods to enhance quality of management to deal with the intensive 

competition, changing government regulations and controls, commoditizing of education, 

economic inflation and a demanding society of students and stakeholders (Mathooko & 

Ogutu, 2014).   

 

Although widely and universally accepted, a failed strategic plan implementation could have 

serious consequences for an organization.  The failure in strategic implementation can be 

brought about by various reasons.  It can fail as a result of insufficient funding for its 

implementation.  This renders some of the targets unattainable hence reflect negatively on the 

quality of management for an institution.  At times the employees may not be involved in the 

process and therefore do not understand it and this may result in an ineffective execution of 

organizations plans (Kabeyi, 2019).  Heracleous (2000), observes that political interference 

can derail the process.  If strategic plans are interfered with, then management will not 

achieve intended goals.  If the organization is out of touch with the external environment, this 

jeopardizes the chances of success. With failed strategic implementation, employee morale, 

motivation, trust in management and enthusiasm is diminished. Consequently a more rigid 

structure develops out of failed strategic implementation because of employee cynicism.  

Strategic planning and implementation at times end up consuming the attention of 

organizational members and creates a compliance to documented standard of work 

performance to the exclusion of other important organizational matters. 

  

The next section is a discussion on  the concept of quality of management, its determinants 

and its relationship with organizational structures in the institutions of higher learning.  

 

2.7 Quality of Management 

2.7.1 Quality Concept 

There does not seem to be a consensus regarding a single holistic definition of the term 

quality, (Reeves & Bednar 1994).  The definition of quality has had several underlying 

themes which have prompted arguments that quality cannot be assessed merely in terms of 

features that a product enjoys over the other nor can quality be pegged on reliability. Harvey 

(1995), argues that quality is not easy to define because it is a relative concept which means 
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different things to different people and can be defined variously according to the context in 

which it is being applied.  

 

Goetsh and Davis (2010), made a good attempt to put together the themes of a number of 

definitions that have been developed in a bid to create a unifying definition by injecting the 

idea of dynamism with a view that acceptable levels of quality are not fixed but change with 

customers experience and view of the world.   

 

Quality is therefore defined by the customer and as such, will change over time often in 

unpredictable ways.  It is also associated with creating customers value and the quality of 

goods or service meets or exceeds the whole range of customers expectations some of which 

may be unspoken.  As a complex concept, quality can only be addressed by the workings of 

an organization as whole system (Goetsh & Davis, 2010).  

 

The definition of quality by Goetsch and Davis (2010), can therefore be summarized as, ‘the 

dynamic state associated with products, services, people, processes and environment that 

meets or exceeds expectations and helps produce superior value’.  The most quoted definition 

of  quality is by Juran (1951), who is regarded as father of quality and who defined it as 

‘fitness for purpose’. 

 

 Reeves and Bednar, (1994) suggested a four way taxonomy of definition of quality that 

incorporates the excellence, value, conformance to specification and meeting or/and 

exceeding customers’ requirements. 

 

Majority of definitions of quality are based on the customer-led and process or supply-led 

categories.  Garvine (1984) noted that quality is not only a strategic tool for organizations to 

compete in the current market place but also for pleasing their customers.  All in all it has 

been noted that there is a significant difference in the use and application of quality 

management and practices in organizations from the industrial sector as well as in 

organizations that provide services (Barros et al., 2014).   

 

Concern for quality products and services by stakeholder has increased over the years.  Issues 

of quality have become a major concern to different stakeholders who seek for services in the 

universities be they providers of fund, users in terms of students, employers and 
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accountability to the public. Management processes and activities play a significant role in 

ensuring that stakeholders receive value for money (Okioga et al., 2012).  The success of the 

universities to tackle such changes that are taking place in their environment by managing the 

expectations of its various stakeholders will depend on the quality of management in those 

institutions.  The determinant of quality management practices is discussed in the next 

section.  

 

2.7.2 Determinants of Quality Management 

Quality management has been defined as a philosophy of management or an approach to 

management that is made up of a set of mutually reinforcing principles, each of which is 

supported by a set of management practices and techniques (Dean & Bowen 1994).  Many 

organizations recognize quality of management as a demonstration of successful achievement 

of organizational goals (Nair, 2006).   

 

Generally, there is no one specific or universal practice or strategy that has been agreed upon 

that falls under quality of management.  The concept of quality is described from various 

disciplines which include philosophy, economics, marketing and operational management 

(Garvin, 1986). Management practices of an organization that performs and provides services 

at an acceptable price or conforming to an acceptable cost is a demonstration of high quality 

level of management. The definition of quality of management in this study is not based on 

measurable attributes but  on perception of service excellence that is intuitively understood 

by its consumers.  The customers learn and perceive services offered by an organization 

through experience and interaction with the institutions.  This interaction takes place within a 

given context or structure and culture that can be defined as the actions and procedures that 

an organization undertakes to ensure the delivery of quality service and products to the 

delight and satisfaction of its clients (Barros et al., 2014; Garvin, 1986). 

 

According to Wawak (2014), quality of management represents an integral part of the 

management of any organization including universities. It involves the suitable and 

successful fulfillment of the role of managers and their activities associated with the tasks and 

the organizational behavior that leads to the effective and efficient implementation of 

organizational objectives and goals.  Quality of management constitutes an important 

qualitative dimension of management of products and service flows.  In the universities the 

core business is dissemination of knowledge and research which is largely a service 
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profession.  It is not very easy to define specific objectives in educational institutions like 

universities just as one could do for commercial enterprises because teaching and learning are 

based on personal relationships and experience.  Wawak (2014) further argues that, success 

in such activities cannot be measured in terms of levels of sales, profits or dividends, 

however, some processes in the universities aimed at income generation may relate to 

maximization of output and profit matters but which is not the central focus of this study. The 

students who graduate from the universities will be a testimony to the quality of products 

through the provision of skills and expertise they will provide to organizations which employ 

them and leadership they will provide to society. The successful and timely completion of 

training by students who go through the universities is yet another indicator of quality of 

management in the universities. The competitiveness and attractiveness of the courses being 

offered provides another indicator of quality products and services by the universities to the 

country in terms of manpower development.  The end products gives a reflection of a 

management process that is efficient and effective which can be attributed to the quality of 

management in the institution.  

 

According to Keczer (2014), quality is a mutual service that incorporates the provider and the 

consumer of the service.  In the management of the service  provided,  quality is perceived by 

the client which then leads to customer satisfaction as a measure of the quality of 

management. An organization that is conscious of customer requirements and ensures that the 

provision of the same is constantly and reliably made  through conscious and deliberate 

management efforts and practices is one whose managers perceive quality of management as 

a critical factor for success in their organization. Ketczer (2014),  further observes  that the 

decision making point in the organization on what should be provided and how it should be 

provided must be at the client-organization interface in order to facilitate prompt decision 

making and appropriate action.  Decision making is one of the characteristics being 

investigated in this study. The organizational structure type will determine whether a 

decentralized decision making system pushes forward decision making authority from the top 

to the bottom or concentrates power at the top. It also impacts on participative decision 

making where all employees are knowledgeable about which direction the organization is 

going and will work as a team to move in one direction.    

 

The structure of an organization that gives attention to its quality of management must focus 

totally on efficiency and must demonstrate flexibility in order for resources to be mobilized 
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for supporting the essential customer satisfaction initiatives. The extent and level of 

employee empowerment and management competencies and abilities is equally essential in 

the determination of the quality of management.  Keczer (2014), further notes that most top 

and middle managers in educational institutions are most of the time involved in education-

related tasks and have less time to  focus on management issues and this poses a threat to the 

quality of management of those institutions.  Such managerial role and responsibilities like 

concern for customers, establishment of effective communication channels and delegating 

authority to ease flexibility can be relegated to a secondary role hence affecting the quality of 

management.  

 

Research undertaken by Carlson (1975), gave a distinction between a domesticated and a 

savage organizations.  Institutions of higher learning were placed in the category of 

domesticated organizations whose characteristic is that of an organization that receives 

clients in form of students direct from the Government as is the case especially with public 

universities.  In the Kenyan situation Private universities also receive a proportion of 

government sponsored students in a bid to provide more access and opportunity for education 

to all students who qualify for admission into the university.  Continuity and existence of 

such institutions is therefore guaranteed through an assured admission of students and they do 

not have to compete very hard or struggle for survival by competing with other universities 

for students although they have to compete for resources in terms of funding from the 

government.  Most private universities are comparable to savage institutions, whose existence 

is not guaranteed and face high risk of winding up business any time because their existence 

depends on ability to retain  clients through the services they provide.  Viability for such 

organizations depend on quality of management that is sensitive to the context in which the 

organization operate (Keczer, 2014).  

 

Quality of management implies the definition and adoption by managers of those features 

that promote and maintain a high standard of quality of service and products that are 

desirable to internal and external users.  Such a process involves the determination of 

managerial tasks and activities that ensures that products and service delivery are consistent, 

reliable and of value to the users.  It is both a technique and a method that represents an 

effective means of realizing intended goals and objectives of an organization (Boljevic, 

2007).    
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According to Pereia-Moliner et al. (2016), quality of management will entail management 

practices like people management, customer focus, information management, decision 

making processes, participation in decision making and teamwork, which instigates an 

affirmative effect on the operational endeavours of an organization.  When appropriate 

management practices are applied and practiced, positive effects on the organization are 

observed by external and internal stakeholders.  The practices refers to all the types of 

programmes that can produce better products, decrease costs and wastage and increase 

customer satisfaction  (Kwaja, 2014).  

 

Jorge et al. (2016), observe that organizational management practices require some form of 

organizational structure design in terms of its appropriateness in  promoting the desired 

characteristics of quality management.   

 

Organizational structure determines how tasks are allocated, who reports to whom and the 

formal coordinating mechanisms and patterns of interaction that will be followed by all 

organizational actors  (Robbins, 1991).  A number of scholars have argued that a supportive 

organizational structure is needed to enhance the effectiveness of quality of management 

implementation (Douglas & Judge, 2001; Shea & Howell, 1998).  Zhang et. al. (2014),  argue 

that the organizational structure determines the quality of management through the 

responsibilities, procedures, processes and resources that are implemented by the 

management function which determines and enforces the quality principles.  The 

management function sets out the standards that work is performed and how results will be 

realized  in order to achieve intended organizational goals and objectives set out in the 

organizational policy and strategy.  Through the use of organizational structure, management 

function defines what people do, actions and documents that will be used to carry out the 

tasks and objectives in a consistent manner.   

 

Zhang, Song and Song (2014), further observe that quality management practices have 

significant advantages when introduced and practiced in an organization, however it requires 

an appropriate organizational structure and a great deal of perseverance, patience, dedication 

and motivation which might be quite elusive especially in organization where employees 

level of motivation is not very high. It requires an organization to make heavy investment in 

training and employee assistance progammes to ensure that staff provides that type of team 
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spirit, loyalty and individual effort that promotes customer satisfaction for the services being 

provided.   

 

The role of professional and skilled workers is key to quality management practices and key 

responsibility for the managers for the effective functioning of the organization.  Should an 

organization position managers within the various levels in the organizational structure who 

are not grounded in management aspects the quality can be relegated to other insignificant 

positions and this can negatively affect the performance of an organization.   

 

Some criticism have been leveled against management practices that lay great emphasis on 

standardization of work procedures and processes which are seen to be methods that enhance 

quality of management.  Such practices tend to easily suppress innovation and introduction of 

new ideas of doing things as all effort is devoted to delighting the product and service users.   

Another challenge that has been identified in connection with putting a lot of emphasis on 

quality of service provision is that the concept is an intangible process and cannot be stocked 

in the same way one would stock some goods.  Their attributes are abstract, described as 

value, excellence, conformance to specification, exceeding customers specification which 

makes it difficult to demonstrate and can be subject to misinterpretation because quality is 

perceived differently by individual users.  The attributes are dynamic and could change over 

time.   It might be difficult to satisfy every user as they would define or experience quality 

differently.  Services are simultaneously produced and consumed, it is not easy to track its 

demands and effect accurately, as it is an occurrence rather than a process that can be 

reviewed. An individual clients demand on a customized aspect of quality could derail the 

departments established processes and performance.  Varying demands and preferences by 

customers can also create confusion and become time consuming in trying to address them 

(Reeves & Bednar, 1994). 

 

2.7.3 Organizational Structures and Quality of Management   

The term quality suggests excellence in both organization of activities and their management.  

It has been suggested that quality is equally a management philosophy and a set of guiding 

principles, tools and management approaches that represent the foundation of an organization 

that is continuously adjusting and improving its activities and processes to meet its goals and 

objectives (Besterfield, 1999; Wawak, 2014).  Quality management practices are deemed to 

instigate affirmative action on the operational endeavors of an organization in its programs, 
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processes and service in order to not only increase customer satisfaction but increase and 

maintain its productivity and competitiveness hence earn profits and achieve organizational 

growth.  

 

In subsequent periods, organizational structures have been defined variously and are said to 

have a direct link with quality of management.  They have been described as the relationships 

between components of an organizational whole that constitute the set of methods of dividing 

and assigning the tasks to determine organizational duties and how they are coordinated.  

Organizational structures are also used to create activities of work factors or tasks and to 

control the behavior of members of the organizations (Ahmady et al., 2016).  Other 

definitions describe it as a system of tasks, reporting and authority relationships within which 

the work of the organization is done and how the different parts fit together to achieve 

organizational goals (Bivir, 2003).  All organizations therefore including universities have 

one form of structure or another that classifies tasks and clusters them together towards the 

achievement of organizational goals.  

 

Organizational structures have been described organizational as the internal differentiation 

and patterning of relationships as a means by which the organization sets limits and 

boundaries for efficient performance by its members.  This involves delimiting 

responsibilities, control over resources (Tran & Tian, 2013).  The main purpose of an 

organizational structure is to order and coordinate the actions of employees to achieve 

organizational goals (Daft, 2014).  The management function of an organization therefore 

utilizes its employees with references to outlined tasks to perform the core activities of the 

organization and the success in the achievement of the organizational goals will be 

determined by the quality of management of that organization.  Rules, regulations, policies, 

work procedures and manuals, guidelines and policies are used to control employee behavior 

and reinforced the behavior in a predetermine manner.   

 

Some scholars have regarded organizational structures as the foundation stone of the 

organization success because of its role in enhancing the institutional performance. The role 

of organizational structure can be seen through the distribution of power, span of control, 

decision making, hierarchy of authority, responsibilities, grouping and coordination of 

activities, distribution and definition of roles and tasks so as to achieve the institutions 

desired goals  (Sammoudi, 2016).  The effectiveness and performance of an organization 
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depends on how often the structure is reviewed and modified to suit the organizational 

activities and functions, especially in situations where organizations are facing constant 

advancement in technology, environmental changes, competition and other changes in the 

global arena.   

 

In order to demonstrate the link between organizational structures and quality of management 

it is necessary to highlight the fundamental assumptions and tenets of modern organizational 

theory traced from earliest point in the studies on organizational structures.  The period from  

classical management theories and their implication in the successful management of 

organizations to modern day management theories. The research studies and the subsequent 

findings and theories beginning from late 1800’s up to early 1900’s will be covered to 

provide insight on the significance of organizational structure in the effective management of 

organizations.  

 

The earliest managerial practices in the 19th Century were mainly characterized by 

intimidation, ambivalence and fear of the employer.  Organizations that existed during this 

period were in the form of personal or individual businesses, construction projects and royal 

households. People did not regard themselves as working for an organization but for a 

superior person or owner of a business.  Written or recorded guidelines on how to run 

organizations were non-existent. According to Starbuck (2005), superiors who can be likened 

to contemporary managers worked in an atmosphere of distrust towards their subordinates 

and subordinates likewise worked in distrust towards their superiors, hence there was a lack 

of cooperation and team work that influenced collective effort towards achievement of 

organization goals.  Employees tried as much as possible to provide very low work effort 

while demanding for higher compensation.  There was lack of trust, transparency and 

accountability.   

 

During the period of industrial revolution a few scholars began developing ideas on effective    

management of industries and this ushered in the first written records on organization of work 

and management which basically ushered in the concept of organizational structure. The 

businesses that Fayol, Weber and Taylor knew and wrote about in 1880 – 1920’s were the 

mechanistic form that were later defined by Burns and Stalker’s organizational structure 

topology. In 1961, Burns and Stalker, distinguished between two types of organizational 
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structures as mechanistic and organic forms in a bid to establish how organizations can 

facilitate or impede performance (Kessler et al., 2017).  

 

By 'mechanistic' forms they meant those organizations that are characterized by a number of 

attributes which includes specialized differentiation of functional tasks.  This is where 

function that are similar are grouped into departments. In the universities such are the 

academic disciplines that are differentiated by subjects area. Strict division of labor is another 

attribute that underlie the departmentalization. Tasks in the department are defined further to 

each function.  Clear delegation of authority and centralization of knowledge and decision 

making are other hallmarks of mechanistic forms of organizational structure. Hierarchic 

structure of control, authority and communication is anther attribute that provides 

mechanistic structure with  relative stability. The organization is highly structured and 

members have well-defined, formal job descriptions/roles, and precise  positions. Authority 

and directives flow from the top-down through the hierarchy and communication is similarly 

vertical (Koldakar, 2007). 

  

Management at that time insisted on loyalty and conformity from members to each other, to 

managers and to the organization itself in relation to policies and methods as opposed to team 

work and participation in decision making. Most of the listed characteristics have been 

carried down and their manifestations and present in modern day organizations including 

universities.  

 

2.8 Mechanistic Forms of Organizational Structure and Quality of Management 

Organizational structure theories developed by Burns and Stalker’s in (1961) placed 

organizational forms in a continuum with the mechanistic organization structures on one 

extreme and organic forms on another end.  Burns and Stalker subscribed to modern 

management theories on organizations with fundamental assumptions that organizations were 

basically formed to implement established objectives.  They also believed that there is one 

best or appropriate structure for an organization based on its objectives and the environmental 

conditions surrounding it, the nature of products or services it provided and the technology 

being used.  They further underscored the fact that most problems in an organization results 

from structural flaws and the challenges on management practices can be solved by adjusting 

the existing structure according to the current environment demands.  The businesses that 
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Fayol, Weber and Taylor advanced were in the mechanistic form to use Burns and Stalker’s 

topology (Onday, 2016).   

 

Mechanistic organizational forms have many features in common with bureaucratic 

organizations. Both are closed, highly formalized structures and are, by definition, less suited 

for organizations facing turbulent times in the operating environment compared with the 

more informal organic structures (McNamara, 2009).  Traditional bureaucratic structures 

focused on efficiency in terms of minimization costs particularly because this was an era of 

industrial production.  It is important to note that the environment was stable during this 

period whereby the main presumption was that the managers had full knowledge of what 

should be done in the predictable future.  In such a situation the implication is that managers 

should set organizational goals and objectives and work to achieve them with little concern 

for any impediments.  The strategic plans were rational, efficient and clearly detailed for 

everyone to understand their roles in it and how to perform their tasks.  Embedded in this was 

the process of planning, directing and controlling (McNamara, 2009).  Scientific methods 

were used to organize the work place for efficiency by optimizing task performance (Daft, 

2014).  Management therefore succeeded by adhering to the written rules.  

 

Mechanistic approach to organizational management is said to work well under conditions 

where the tasks to be performed are straight forward and where the environment is stable 

enough to ensure that products and services are the appropriate ones.  Precision in task 

performance is the optimum goal and employees act in a machine like manner, are compliant 

and act in way they have been directed to do (McNamara, 2009).  In an environment such as 

the ones universities find themselves in currently of intensive competition, changes in 

policies and technology such structures may not be the most appropriate. The current 

environmental circumstances calls for greater flexibility in operations and decision making in 

order to remain competitive in the midst of competition.   

 

The mechanistic forms of organizational structure have been criticized for being more 

appropriate for stable and more predictable environments.  Today’s environments are more 

turbulent and unpredictable.  Control oriented approach of mechanistic structures, are said to 

create inflexibility and views employees as tools rather than assets to an organization.  

Organizational creativity and efforts tend to focus more on internal challenges, on operating 

systems and procedures rather that evaluating the bigger picture.  With mechanistic forms of 
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organizational structure, there is a tendency for heavy administrative-overheads as a result of 

internal procedures that consume more resources more than external customer focused 

operations. Mechanistic structures are said to be slow to change because of the loss of touch 

with external customers and stakeholders due to the focus placed more on internal processes. 

Members of the organization tend to develop unhelpful, fixed mind sets on the perceptions of 

external and internal situations.  Departmental and job boundaries that demarcate the 

different departments and sections can lead to rational–legal organization that is bogged 

down in a ‘need-to-consult’ behavioural practices that cause the tendency for preservation of 

status-quo, defensive attitude and mannerisms rather than response and adaptation to new 

situations and circumstances (McNamara, 2009). 

 

The management ideas propounded by Fayol, Tylor and Weber during the classical period in 

development of management concepts, that provided  to organizations principles that 

influenced the development of mechanistic structure form  of management assumed that there 

was ‘one best way’ of managing organizations effectively and efficiently.  The 14 principles 

of management developed by Fayol, provided the basis for development of organizational 

structures that were administrative, hierarchical, bureaucratic and oriented towards command 

and control managerial practices.  The most prominent assumption was that workers would 

optimize their output and would accept directives by management for a higher pay. Such 

were the principles meant for implementation by all organizations in order to operate 

efficiently (Daft 2014).  Managers were meant to take absolute control of employees who 

were expected to obey directives from the managers.  The managers followed the 14 

principles in order to establish and effective management system.  

 

The management principles proposed by classic management group influenced the quality of 

management practice and brought in changes in ways employees and work processes were 

being management.  The new ideas recommended the adaptation of management practices 

that would strengthen the management position in organizations.  Most of the managerial 

practices are still being practiced in organizations today even in the universities. The control 

of employees and work processes by managers is one such example.  The assignment of each 

worker to a responsibility and tasks for which they were best suited are some of the 

management practices currently being used in organizations.  Best working methods were 

developed for task performance to maximize work output.  Workers were engaged through 

scientific selection which is similar to current recruitment and selection, interviewing and 
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appointment of employees, so as to maximize output and exploit employee’s potential.  

Harmony and friendly working relationships and cooperation was encouraged an idea which 

is similar to team work initiatives in contemporary management practice (Stoner et al., 1992). 

However, the practices have been criticized for ignoring the humanistic dimension in 

management practice.  

 

Mechanistic forms of organizational structure consisted of four frequently used forms namely 

functional, geographic, product, service and customer form of organizational structure.  Each 

form is discussed briefly in the sections below.  

 

2.8.1 Functional Organizational Structure and Quality of Management 

A functional organizational structure is also called U-Form (Unitary structure).  In this 

structure, activities of the organization are grouped together by common function from the 

bottom to the top of the organization (Miles et al., 2010). The functional structure groups 

tasks and positions into departments on the basis of similar skills, expertise, work activities 

and use of resources. This structure is considered to be based on traditional functions of an 

institution (Koldakar, 2010).  A functional structure can be thought of as departmentalization 

by organizational resources because each type of functional activity e.g. accounting, Human 

Resource, engineering, and manufacturing, represent specific resources for performing the 

organization’s task.  People, facilities and other resources representing a common function 

are grouped into a single department (Daft, 2014).  The grouping of functions into department 

is meant to enable management of the institutions to achieve efficiency and effectiveness in 

work performance.  

 

Organizations that adopt a functional structure have a strong vertical design and marked 

jurisdictions for each department.   Information flows up and down the vertical hierarchy and 

the chain of command converges at the top of the organization.  In a functional structure 

employees within a department spend a large part of their time communicating primarily with 

colleagues in the same department to coordinate work and accomplish tasks or implement 

decisions that are passed down the hierarchy.  Managers and employees complement each 

other because of the relevance of their training and expertise vis-a-vis the objectives of the 

department.  It is typical, for rules and procedures to be used to govern the duties and 

responsibilities of each employee. Employees at lower hierarchical levels accept the right of 

those higher in the hierarchy to make decisions and issue orders (Daft, 2014; Koldakar, 
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2010). Employees are allocated duties according to expertise and it is expected that work 

performance will be effective and efficient.   

 

The advantages for management practice of functional organization structure are that the 

grouping of employees by common task permits economies of scale and efficient use of 

resources.  The employees have the expertise and skills to handle almost any issue related to 

information technology for the organization.  Large, functionally based departments enhance 

the development of in-depth skills because people work on a variety of related problems and 

are associated with other experts within their own department.  Because the chain of 

command converges at the top, the functional structure also offers a way to centralize 

decision making and provide unified direction from top managers (Daft, 2014).   

 

A primary disadvantage that could pose a challenge to the enhancement of quality of 

management is the weakening of departmental integration between departments.  In 

organizations that are large and complex there is likelihood of the sub-groups in each division 

concentrating on objectives and goals of their sub-unit and excluding other units in the 

organization. This often leads to creation of communication barriers and employees tend to 

get too absorbed in their departments to the exclusion of goals of entire organization.  

Competition between departments can also erode unity of efforts towards the achievement of 

a common organizational goal. Organization synergy can be elusive in a situation where the 

separation of tasks into distinct departments weakens the spirit of teamwork.  Communication 

and coordination across functions is often poor, causing slow response to environmental 

changes.  Innovation and change require contribution of expertise several departments to 

work as a team.  In addition decision making might be slow because obtaining consensus on 

issues affecting more than one department could be held up at the corporate level as 

consultation is done (Daft, 2014). This might jeopardize the achievement of a superior quality 

of management.  

 

2.8.2 Divisional Organizational Structure and Quality of Management 

The divisional structure occurs when departments are grouped together based on similar 

organizational outputs.  With a divisional structure also called M-form (Multi-divisional) or 

decentralized form, separate divisions are organized with responsibility for individual 

products, services, product groups, major projects or programs, divisions, businesses or profit 

centers (Miles et al., 2010).  The divisional structure is sometimes called a product structure, 



73 

program structure, or self-contained unit structure.  Each of these terms mean essentially the 

same thing. Diverse departments are brought together to produce a single organizational 

output, whether it is a product, a program or service to a single customer.  

 

Most large organizations have separate divisions under the management of a manager and the 

division performs different tasks, use different technologies or serve different customers.  

When a large organization develops products for different market segments, the divisional 

structures work best because each division is an autonomous business unit. In a divisional 

structure, divisions are created as self-contained units, with separate functional departments 

for each division. Functional departments are duplicated across product lines. The primary 

difference between divisional and functional structures which is also regarded as an 

advantage of divisional structure, is that in a divisional structure, the chain of command for 

each function converges lower in the hierarchy thus enhancing decision making. In a 

divisional structure for example, differences of opinion among functional units like research 

and development (R&D), Marketing, Manufacturing or Finance would be resolved at the 

divisional level, rather being escalated to the head of the organization.  This enhances speed 

of decision making.  Thus the divisional structure encourages decentralization which could 

create a smooth flow of communication and closer interaction between managers and 

employees.  Decision making is pushed down at least one level in the hierarchy making it 

possible for employees to participate in decision making and freeing the executive officers 

and other top managers to concentrate more on strategic planning (Daft, 2014).   

 

Some limitations have been pointed out regarding divisional structures as structures that tend 

to cause a dispersion of technical competencies and expertise. This fosters unhealthy rivalry 

between the different units and could cause lack of cooperation between the managers of 

different units.  Unity of effort and cooperation between competing managers can be elusive 

and the bigger organizational picture could be lost in the midst of likely rivalry and 

competition.  The organization could also incur increased cost on the hiring of specialists and 

managers for each division. A general duplication of resources and efforts is another 

challenge with divisional organizational structure.  There is also a tendency for managers and 

their teams to lay more emphasis on divisional goals and objectives rather than the overall 

organizational goals which might affect the overall performance of the organization and 

hence compromise the quality of management for the organization (Daft, 2014).   
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2.8.3 Geographical Organizational Structure and Quality of Management 

Geographic or customer-based organizational structure is an alternative for assigning 

divisional responsibility to group, company activities by geographic region or customer 

group.  In a geographic based structure, all functions in a specific country or region report to 

the same division manager.  This type of organizational structure focuses company activities 

on local market conditions and clientele.  Competitive advantage may come from the 

production or sale of a product or service that is adapted to a given county or region (Daft 

2014).  

 

By dividing employees and resources along divisional lines, the managers are able to operate 

in a flexible and responsive manner towards change because each unit is small and tuned to 

its environment.  By having employees working on a single product line, the concern for 

customers’ needs is highly maintained.  Coordination across functional departments is better 

because employees are grouped together in a single location and committed to one product 

line.  Great coordination exists within divisions, however coordination across divisions is 

often poor and a challenge to the managers because of likelihood of rivalry and competition 

occurring between the divisions (Daft, 2014).  Sharing of resources is a limitation that can 

cause the some divisions to  underperform especially where some divisions are reluctant to 

cooperate with others.    

 

Geographical organizational structures are known to have a major disadvantage in 

duplication of resources and the high cost of running separate divisions.  For example instead 

of a single research department where all research is done using a single facility, each 

division may require its own research facility.  This causes the organization to become more 

complex and this causes the  loss of efficiency in terms of  economies of scale.  In addition, 

the small size departments within each division may result in a lack of technical 

specialization, expertise and training (Daft, 2014).  This poses challenges to the achievement 

of quality of management as service delivery will be compromised.  Employees will likely be 

demotivated and lack of teamwork could occur.   

 

Some of the universities in Kenya have geographical organizational structure types.  

Examples are those that run courses in medicine and those that have set up constituent 

colleges, satellite campuses and schools in various parts of the country. For universities that 

have schools of medicine, the regulating agencies require them to set up the campuses close 
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to major hospitals for purposes of training their students.  As a result financial and human 

resources have to be provided to enable them to run efficiently.   

 

2.8.4 Product, Service and Customer Structure and Quality of Management 

Product, service and customer based organizational structures are set up under one umbrella 

for the production of different products and services particular clients.  Examples of this are  

organizations that produce office equipment, house hold goods, software and even electronics 

under one umbrella but serve different customers.  Such organizations are considered 

complex because the different units often grown too large to be accommodated in one 

department (Kodalkar, 2007).  The various units are structured based on departments 

according to products type or services.  In most organizations the units exist as independent 

profit earning centers.  They operate independently but contribute towards corporate income. 

With this type of arrangement teamwork is enhanced, decision making is faster, authority is 

already delegated to those semi-autonomous units and channels of communication are not as 

cumbersome.  Caution has however been raised against possibility of empire building 

tendencies that can occur.  Functional services for the different units can lead to duplication 

and employment of high number of employees at a high cost.  This creates challenge to the 

achievement of high quality of management because of the complexities it creates in the 

organizational structure.  

 

2.9 Organic Forms of Organizational Structure and Quality of Management 

Organic forms of organizational structure were identified through the works of Burns and 

Stalker (1961), who asserted that organic structures were not hierarchical in the same way as 

the mechanistic structures.  In organic structures, the emphasis is on lateral communication, 

reliance on individual discretion in decision making  and participative decision making.  

These characteristics were seen to be appropriate for organizational environment that was 

characterized by frequent changes especially in technology, service markets and clientele 

(Knight, 1977).  

 

In organic structures pockets of authority exist and are not confined to top level management 

exclusively. Authority is sufficiently delegated to other levels of the organization. 

Employees’ commitment differ with regard to the extent of their level of commitment and 

willingness to be utilized as a resource for the betterment of the organization.  This is 

attributed to the management system in an organic structures which is based on shared beliefs 
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and values and continuous learning (Kessler et al., 2017). The organic structure is seen to be 

a much more fluid and adaptive set of arrangements that is more appropriate for changing 

environmental conditions which necessitates the emergence of innovative responses to cope 

with environmental demands (Onday, 2016).  Organic forms of organizational structure were 

considered to be a modification of the mechanistic form.  Examples of organic structures are 

matrix, project team and virtual networks. 

 

2.9.1 Matrix Organizational Structure and Quality of Management 

The introduction of matrix organizational structure forms in organizations, was in a bid to 

improve quality of management by enabling managers to operate flexibly in an environment 

that is considered uncertain and competitive.  Matrix structure is an organizational structural 

design that combines aspects of both functional and divisional structures simultaneously, in 

the same organization.  It evolved as a way to improve horizontal coordination and 

information sharing between managers and employees (Sy & Cote 2004).  It is considered a 

prominent hybrid form in that it superimposes a horizontal set of divisional reporting 

relationships on functional hierarchically arranged organizational structure. 

 

One unique feature of matrix structures is the dual lines of authority where sharing of power 

and authority are an underlying principle. Delegation of authority, decision making and 

communication in organizations have  an influence on the quality of management (Sy & Cote 

2004).    The functional hierarchy of authority runs vertically and the divisional hierarchy of 

authority runs horizontally.  The vertical structure consists of departments that provide 

services like finance, human resource, supply chain, marketing to the functional departments. 

The horizontal structure provides coordination of the project across the functional 

departments.  The matrix structure supports a flatter chain of command for both functional 

(vertical) and divisional (Horizontal) relationships where channels of communication are 

more open and closer to the action points.  As a result of this dual authority structure, the 

managers of various units report to the general manager while employees report to two 

managers simultaneously (Daft, 2014).  

 

The dual lines of authority make the matrix structure unique as it violates the unity-of-

command concept but gives equal emphasis and importance to both functional and divisional 

lines of authority. The success of the matrix structure depends on the managerial and 

leadership competencies and abilities of the managers in the various functional units. The 
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two-boss employees, who report to two supervisors simultaneously, ought to possess the 

ability to resolve and raise above conflicting demand from the matrix bosses.  Excellent 

human relations skills, open channels of communication and teamwork are essential 

strategies for managers.  This will become useful in conflict resolutions emanating from 

power struggles that are common in a matrix structure (Daft, 2014). 

  

The matrix organizational structure is regarded as highly effective in a complex, rapidly 

changing environment in which the organization needs to be flexible, innovative and 

adaptable to changing environmental conditions. Its advantages are numerous.  Different 

authors have pointed out to the fact that matrix structure increases the communication and 

information processing ability of the organization.  This makes it easier for managers to alter 

the operations of the organization in response to volatility of the environment (Ford & Alan 

1992; Sy & D’Annunzio 2005).  In a matrix structure, the generation of formal and informal 

lateral communication channels which are not common in the bureaucratic structure increases 

effectiveness of internal communication and coordination (Duliniec, 2009; Ford & Randolph, 

1992).  Sharing of ideas by employees through the presence of independent project teams 

enhances the focus on one common and specific goal.  Communication is improved between 

different units, communication channels are shorter and this leads to success in projects being 

successfully undertaken. Improved information processing fosters the exchange of best 

practices and ideas among the staff and departments (Kisielnicki, 2014; Ford & Randolph, 

1992). 

 

One other positive effect on quality of management that is associated with the matrix 

structure is the quality of organizational performance output.  The participation and 

contribution of technically qualified experts in the various units results in utilization of 

technical excellence which translates to the provision of excellent products and services.  The 

use and exchange of functional expertise is associated with improved communication, more 

flexibility in response to complex and changing environment. This is as a result of prompt 

and rapid decision making that boosts flexibility and innovation in the organization (Marquis, 

1969).  Managers will utilize the expertise and professionalism available to them and are able 

to achieve intended levels of quality products and services.   

 

Criticism has been leveled on dual lines of authority aspect in matrix structures.  There is a 

possibility that it can create a negative and confusing impact on employees because the 
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multiple reporting system to two or more managers often results in the pulling of staff in 

different directions.  This can be very stressful and demotivating to employees.  Conflict and 

confusion has been identified as one of the key challenges to managers and employees in a 

matrix structure because of the need to work with senior officers to reach joint decisions and 

to move in one direction.  The supervision and appraisal of employees also pose a challenge 

especially when it is done by several managers.  This also results  in excessive work for the 

managers (Gos, 2015).  Critics of matrix system have pointed out to some of the 

disadvantages of matrix structure as including increased head count, more complexity, high 

training cost, power struggles and a risk of excessive obsession with group decision making 

also known as severe groupitis (Davis & Lawrence, 1977).  A lot of time could be spent on 

meetings and discussions in trying to build consensus amongst groups or teams holding 

different views on organizational matters.  Implementing a matrix system requires 

incremental and continuous training of employees working in the different functional units 

which can be a heavy cost to the organization and which can equally be costly if not 

undertaken.  Implementing a matrix system also requires investment in the support system 

that aid in controlling, monitoring and coordination people, projects and other systems within 

the matrix (Kisielnicki, 2014).  Nevertheless, in the world of today that is marked by 

emerging issues, it is imperative that managers take into consideration flexibility offered by 

the matrix structure in a bid to address the quality of management for their organizations.  

The universities seem to have some matrix form of organizational structure.  This is 

exemplified by departments that provide support services finance and human resources.  

Managers heading teaching departments report to their respective deans of faculty but will 

consult the  managers in charge of finance and human resource for such matters.  This 

indicates some hybrid form of structure might exist in the universities.  

 

2.9.2 Team Approach Organizational Structure and Quality of Management 

The use of team based approach as a form of organizational structure marked one of the 

remarkable transformations in adjustment by organizations from hierarchal, vertical oriented 

organizational structures to more adaptable and flexible management structures. Team types 

in organizations arise out of the mission, vision and strategic plans of the organizations and 

formal organizational structure.  Each type of team structure has a corresponding 

environment to which it is best suited (Granier, 2002).  It may be cross-functional, functional 

or self-directed.    Some team based approach forms are for example task forces, work teams, 

management teams, project teams, production teams, service and advisory teams (Sundstrom 
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et al., 2000).  A team can be defined as a small number of people, with a set of performance 

goals, who have a commitment to a common purpose and an approach for which they hold 

themselves mutually accountable (Katzenback & Smith, 1993).   

 

The role of management teams is to hold the responsibility of directing and coordinating 

different units in the organization.  Production teams represent the core employees who 

undertake the production of tangible product either working under direct supervision are 

semi-autonomous or are self- directed.  Service teams engage with clients to ensure that their 

needs are satisfied.  Project teams are temporary entities created to execute specialized time 

bound task and disband thereafter.  Another unique typology of teams in the organizational 

structure is the crew.  A crew involves individuals who are of high expertise, extensively 

trained, well developed and utilize and adhere to strict performance guidelines in execution of 

their duties. The crew members are highly trained on explicit performance standards that 

substitute the need for a group development process (Kozlowski & Bell 2001).  Creation and 

use of teams in the universities is not unheard off.  Technical committees are often set up to 

undertake certain projects especially on the onset.  Some examples are technical committees 

set up to spearhead expansion of information technology or teams that are involved in rapid 

results initiative activities.  Once the teams accomplish their tasks they are disbanded and the 

activities are streamlined into the organizations activities. 

 

The uses of teams appear to offer many benefits of managing an organization and can 

positively influence the quality of management in those organizations that use this approach.  

Teams are characterized by tasks, goals, roles, process emphasis and performance standards 

that have positive impact on work performance. In teams approach to management practice, 

the tasks are structures by explicit work flows. A common goal is set for each team that 

guides individual’s specific contributions based on their expertise and competence.  The 

individual roles are specified and differentiated on the basis of specialized knowledge and 

skills to enhance the achievement of intended outcomes.  Emphasis on work process is 

focused on task-based roles, task interaction and performance coordination.  Performance 

driven activities that are utilized by teams enhance capability to adapt to shifting goals and 

contingencies and capacity for continuous improvement in an organization.  This contributes 

to quality of management (Kozlowski, 1999). 
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Harvey et al., (1998) observe that use of teams in organizations can assist management to 

maximize innovation by team members because employees have increased autonomy, 

increased participation and ownership regarding decisions made.   Team based organizational 

structure gives managers a means to create and gain from synergies developed as a result of 

involvement of a higher number of employees in task performance. The use of teams improve 

the quality of management because of the autonomy the teams enjoy in setting their 

strategies, objectives and how to attain their goals.  The use of horizontal linkages and 

interdependencies across teams and team members is considered valuable in any organization 

(Mohrman et al., 2005).   Team members get additional sense of responsibility through group 

effort besides working towards one common goal (Rothberg, 1981).  The success of  the team 

necessitates effective communication.  Communication is much easier in teamwork setting 

that is cohesive rather than numerous individual employees who work independently.  Team 

work tends to bring together diverse expertise, knowledge and skills that contributes to 

superior achievement.  The use of teams is considered a fundamental organizational change 

and development process that is critical in an environment that is characterized by continuous 

change and competition.  

 

On the other hand, simple teams that are not well structured are internally oriented, static, 

work on isolated fragmented tasks and lack in explicit work flow systems.  They tend to 

operate on common goals that make no specific demands on individual workers contribution 

because they are unspecific and undifferentiated. This does not add any value to the quality of 

management of an organization. It does not guarantee job satisfaction for employees because 

managers are not able to create the synergies that are essential for task completion and goal 

achievement (Harvery et al., 1998).  

Some drawbacks have been pointed out with regard to the use of teams.  There is an 

observation that the use of teamwork tends to use a substantial amount of time in 

communication in order to obtain a common understanding among team members.  This 

often diverts concentration on core mandate of the team to secondary issues of addressing 

individuals concerns.  Some team members’ especially senior managers can face challenges 

in giving up their autonomy to group efforts. At times, some of the members develop lack of 

confidence and trust in the opinions and decisions of individuals from other disciplines. 

Conflict on roles and contributions between members may clash triggering a need for 

territorial protection which can negatively affect the function and performance of the team 

(Rothberg, 1981). The managers’ risk spending most of their time fighting fires than 
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concentrating the organizational goals and this is likely to have a negative effect on the 

quality of management of the organization.  

 

2.9.3 Virtual networks and Quality of Management 

Virtual network approach is among the most recent approaches to organizational structural 

forms of management. With increased globalization  influencing business transactions and 

advancement in technology, a new form of working which involves cross-cultural and 

transnational teams working in collaboration dispersed across different places in different 

times and space have gained momentum and acceptance.  Virtual networks have increased in 

use as a means of improving, efficiency in communication and decision making in the 

management of organizational processes.  Virtual teams utilize technology mediation to 

exchange information, data and to communicate in their task performance.  It is used in 

modelling of business processes for enactment in various parts of the globe.  Team members 

interact via advanced communication networks in a manner that transcends physical 

boundaries of space and time (Kozlowski & Bell, 2002).   

 

Some scholars  hold the opinion that ‘virtuality’ of a team should be based on the extent and 

level in which they exhibit use of ‘virtual tools’ to coordinate and execute teams processes 

rather than face to face or level of dispersion. Collocated, face-to-face teams can also exhibit 

high levels of virtual interaction which is not pegged on dispersion, space and time (Kirkman 

& Mathieu, 2005).  

 

The use of virtual teams has been associated with a number of benefits and advantages to the 

quality of management as they have been found to facilitate and increased participation and 

even quick decision making processes. Employees or teams transact business through the 

nature of communication technology used that allows members to contribute based on their 

own time schedules (Schen, & Yoo, 2014).  Other advantages of use of virtual teams to the 

organization include the increased use of employee’s time, round the clock due to availability 

of workforce.  Use of virtual teams offers an opportunity to the organization to leverage on 

knowledge and expertise available around the world, hence places the organization in a 

competitive position (Clear & McDonnel, 2011).  Employees can exercise flexibility and 

effective time control together with higher sense of responsibility, motivation and 

empowerment of team members.  This in turn impacts general flexibility in the organization 
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work performance, (Hertel et al., 2005).  Managers are not distracted by mundane issues that 

normally arise from physical interaction with employees like punctuality.  

 

Some other positive impact to quality of management is that virtual teams can achieve set 

objectives and targets collectively that collocated teams cannot do. This has been made 

possible because teams that constitute functional expertise including professionals can be 

assembled and work together even if they were geographically dispersed.  In some instances, 

it has become possible to engage in productivity 24/7 or round the clock, in different time 

zones.  The use of virtual teams has contributed to reduction of cost of travels, relocation and 

overheads and sharing knowledge across geographic boundaries and organizational units and 

sites (Dulebohn  & Hoch, 2017).    

 

One form of virtual networks involves outsourcing, which means hiring out certain activities 

like  credit processing and training.  Organizations outsource information technology 

processes and maintenance, etc. The outsourced jobs are given to  consultancy firms referred 

to as ‘personal outsourcing’ or to freelancers known as ‘solopreneurs’ . This arrangement 

enables organizations to offer contracts to independent individuals to perform services for 

their companies and could be based anywhere around the world.  Most  activities that are 

outsourced are those that are tedious, expensive and time consuming. The parent organization 

dedicates more of its time to focus on higher-value work such as innovation and 

environmental scanning (McGregor, 2009).  The Virtual network structure means that the 

firm subcontracts most of its major functions to separate companies and coordinates their 

activities from a small headquarters organization. Some organizations outsource payroll 

processes and other administrative tasks (Dahl, 2011).  This enhances flexibility in the 

operations of the organizations and reduces complexity and unnecessary non-core 

commitments that take up the organizations valuable time.  Such kind of organizational 

structuring enhances work flexibility, improves efficiency and effectiveness in decision 

making.   

 

There are disadvantages associated with the use of virtual teams.  There are weakness in 

terms of   management control and guidance.  Due to the intensive use of technology and the 

geographical dispersion, managers have little chance to work face-to-face with their 

employees reducing human relations aspects. There is a heavy reliance on electronic linkages 

to hold things together which weakens the cohesion and integration that is necessary for 
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effective team work.  Team members might end up acting on their own self-interests to the 

disadvantage of the organization.  A cohesive corporate culture will not be easy to develop 

and consensus can be difficult to achieve due to disparities in culture, systems and processes. 

Difference in time zones can be a challenge in scheduling of meetings for enhanced 

communication which could assist in clearing possible misinterpretations and conflicts 

(Morley et al., 2015).   

 

2.10 Organizational Structures in Universities and Quality of Management 

Like any other organization, universities are formal institutions that consist of coordinated  

efforts by groups of individuals set up to realize specific goals (Fincher, 1991).  Universities 

are however very distinct organizations compared to other business organizations and 

government agencies.  The nature of their activities and the coordination of their goals and 

objectives is the creation and dissemination of knowledge through teaching and research and 

responding to the needs of communities they serve internally and externally (Clark, 1983). 

Universities have been described as complex organizations that constitute a large industrial 

sector that is quite unique in the way it operates compared to other organizations (Mainardes 

et al., 2010).  Universities arose from common traditions and share common features all over 

the world.  They however, have undergone tremendous changes over the past few decades as 

a result of changes in technology that has brought about a globalization process.  The 

globalization process has subsequently opened up the institutions of higher learning and 

removed their insulation from the surrounding environment.  The traditionally established 

ways of organizing and working in the universities have been put under scrutiny by the world 

outside their boundaries.  Their relevance and survival like other organizations have been 

pegged on the rate at which they respond to the accelerated demands from the environment. 

The previously stable environment they operated in has been affected by ever changing 

environmental conditions.  Globalization, inter university competition, advancement in 

information technology and introduction of knowledge based economy have had some effects 

on the organizational structures of the universities (Hernaus et al., 2013).    

 

Musselin (2006), observes that universities have transformed themselves from one 

organizational structure model to another especially beginning from 1980’s.  Before this 

period, most universities in the United States of America (USA) and Europe were operating 

on traditional collegial models of organizational structure.  This structure consisted of 

academic communities that shared similar norms and values and whose decision making 
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process was largely by consensus in a form of a self-governing organizational structure 

guided by trust between all members of the university.  Whatever changes in organizational 

structure have been attributed to changes in the environment in which the universities operate 

in.  This situation points to the fact that universities have over the years been able to adapt 

their organizational structures and some have responded and adjusted to changes in their 

environments (Fumasoli & Stenskar, 2013). 

 

Martin (2016), noted that majority of universities in the United Kingdom (UK), Europe, 

North America, and Austral-Asia exhibited bureaucratic characteristics of patronization. 

Collegial model of organizational structure was a traditional model of organization where 

change was deliberate and slow. Responsibilities were common between faculty and 

administration members. There were privileges such as academic freedom, freedom to 

appoint faculty members, autonomy in decision making, peer review for hiring and 

promotion, academic tenure and freedom in research initiatives.  Collegial model is said to 

still operate to varying degrees in major universities in Canada, U.S.A, and Europe (Rabah, 

2015).  Management practices emphasized the achievement of performance targets regardless 

of the general tendency for preference for flatter organizational structure.  The flatter 

organizational structures are decentralized, flexible and have lean systems and processes.     

 

Universities have also been described as bureaucracies that are decentralized (Musselin, 

2015).  This view was held by Mintzberg (1979).  Mintzberg came up with the description for 

the universities as professional bureaucracies.  He  noted that most universities arose from 

tradition of vertically oriented organizational structures that were loosely connected or 

coupled and operated in ‘silos’ based on schools, colleges, business operations, and student 

support services which focused mainly on  promotion of own internal goals and objectives 

much more than adherence to broader institutional purposes (Fielden, 2008).   

 

Cohen, March and Olsen (1972), described universities as ‘organized anarchies’, ‘garbage 

can models’ and others as ‘loosely coupled systems’ (Musselin 2015; Weick, 1976).  The 

loose coupling form of structures argued for by Weick (1976), refers to the organizational 

structures that enhanced low levels of cooperation and coordination in the teaching and 

research activities in the institutions of higher learning. In this description it was noted that 

organizational structures did not enhance a strong collaboration between various actors in the 

universities especially in teaching and research disciplines.  The finding further noted that 
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teamwork between various faculties was rare, and where it existed it was very low and poor 

and limited to small groups.  Cooperation existed mainly with similar groups with other 

universities within the country and internationally (Musselin, 2015). Most of the 

characteristics described above have persisted in most institutions of higher learning even 

with the widely acknowledged changes in their operating environments.  

 

Universities are often described as bureaucracies and complex organizations (Mainardes et 

al., 2011; Sahlin & Eriksson-Zetterquist, 2002).  In some instances they are referred as such 

because they are public agencies and thus operate under the laws of their respective countries.  

In the process of their growth and expansion, they have become bureaucratized and most 

have adopted bureaucratic related characteristics.  The bureaucratic characteristics have been 

necessary for the purpose of coordinating the massive processes that occur in the day to day 

management of the institutions.  Mainardes et al. (2011), observes that in the 1980’s,  the 

faculties in the universities were described as complex institutions with fragmented 

professional teams that use a vast range of abilities to deal with routine problems. The 

complexity in the university contributed to management styles and practices that were slow in 

decision making as a result of extensive use of committee systems. Decision making is one of 

the variables being investigated in this study as a characteristic of quality of management.   

From a similar perspective through research by Lookwood (1985), universities were regarded 

as complex organizations that had limited capacity to measure their results.  This was 

contributed by the various autonomous groups of professionals forming the core of the 

organizations with a diffused structure of authority and internal fragmentation.   

 

Hardy and Fachin (1990), described the organizational structures of universities as based on 

four main functional units of managerial processes.  These were academic management, 

educational service management, business management and public relations. Most of the 

functional units can still be found in the universities today and define to a large extent the 

organizational structure in the universities.   

 

The  management practices in the academic world largely follows Max Weber’s bureaucratic 

model which was adapted and modified by Mintzberg and described as professional 

bureaucracy (Musselin, 2006). These features are depicted by the existence of units such as 

libraries, student accommodation services, finance and accounts departments among others in 

most universities in Kenya.  The collegiate like model can be seen in the management 
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structures such as university senate, university management and faculty boards in the 

majority of the universities especially the public ones. The third model is the political model 

where power is wielded by interest groups through budget making processes and appointment 

of teaching staff.  The organized anarchy refers to coordination and control in whereby 

autonomous decision making takes place in the faculties or departments.  Such decisions are 

those that are linked to partnerships and collaboration with other organizations, allocation of 

teaching responsibilities and decisions on research activities.  The cybernetic model proposed 

by Birnbaum (1988) is based on all the four models when merged together in an organization. 

It has been argued that most universities possess all the four models with one tending to 

prevail over others (Hardy & Fachin, 1990).   

 

Other views suggest that, private universities tend to display more of the academic type of 

structure while the public universities exhibit collegiate or political models (Mainardes et al., 

2011).  In recently founded universities and in those that focus exclusively on research and 

teaching, organized anarchy is said to be predominant. Newer organizational structures have 

crept into the management of universities especially from the 1980’s (Mainardes et al., 2011; 

Rabah, 2015).  The traditional organizational structures are being impacted by new concepts 

brought about by liberalization of higher education that shifted provision of higher education 

from elite system to massification of higher education. Changes in government funding 

policies and the development of information technology have contributed to the need for 

change in the management practices.  This will have implications on the organizational 

structure.  The new concepts on managerial practices being proposed are business 

management models that focus on productivity, revenue gains, employment flexibility and 

outsourcing. Increasingly, the universities are being influenced to adopt market business 

models which are in their organizational structures worldwide including those in Kenya 

(Mainardes et al., 2011).   

 

With the proliferation of business management models and entrepreneurship, the traditional 

organizational structures of collegial models are being eroded in the universities. The change 

from collegial to business management models may not have been the preferable choice of 

the universities but has largely been caused by reduced government funding, liberalization of 

higher education and development in information technology.  These have made universities 

to strategize on ways and means of raising funds thus introducing a financial objective in 

their operations (Rabah, 2015).  This new perspective has brought about the need to adopt 
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corporate management practice models.   The institutions of higher education are becoming 

more and more of corporate entities than a collegial community of academics.  Hierarchical 

structures have emerged where faculty members occupy a subordinate roles and the 

university management takes more control over faculty members as they work to do 

investment and generate more funds for running the institutions thus putting financial 

competitiveness a matter of priority (Rabah, 2015).  Universities are driven to become more 

competitive, efficient, effective, flexible and sensitive to needs of stakeholders and their 

survival amongst competing institutions is taking centre stage.  This might push the core 

mandate of universities to the periphery as the institutions struggle to survive.  Performance 

management has taken center stage and the contemporary universities have become more 

concerned with financial results than with academic processes.  Corporate managerialism 

comes with structural consequences for universities which have to be managed as business 

entities while still engaged in core functions of academics.  

 

In terms of organization structure, a new managerial approach is imperative for all 

universities.  New entities that have to be accommodated include interaction with markets 

and support of commercial ventures and introduction of entrepreneurial spirit into academic 

activities and designing strategic paths that will deliver set targets and objectives   

(Mainardes, 2011).  This study is seeking to establish the existing organizational structures 

and how they influence the quality of management in the context of competition and change.  

 

2.11 Theoretical Framework 

This study was based on the mechanistic and organic theories on organizational structure 

developed by Burns and Stalker (1961). Burns and Stalker analyzed the effects of the external 

environment on the pattern of management and economic performance of British and Scottish 

Companies and came up with the theory that mechanistic organization structure were more 

suitable for organizations which operate in  stable environments while organic structure are 

more suitable for the environment which are more dynamic and require change and 

adaptation of appropriate structures for operation  (Kessler et al., 2017). Rigid organizational 

structures are no longer relevant or sufficient for organizations today. The world today is one 

of competition and advanced information technological changes. Organizations that intend to 

perform and survive ought to have organizational structures that support their strategy in 

accordance to the environmental demands and those that are responsive to environmental 
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changes.  This means that flexible organizational structures are most appropriate for 

achieving competitive advantage.   

 

Burns and Stalker (1961), established that firms could be classified into one of the two main 

types but some organizations could be placed in between the two types with a mixture of the 

characteristics of the two main types.  A number of organizational structures that have been 

identified could be placed along the continuum in between the two extremes of mechanistic 

and organic.  Some of the structures are for example, functional, divisional, matrix, virtual 

networks, teams, tasks forces and project management (Daft, 2014).  

 

Mechanistic structure is bureaucratic type that is more rigid and the tasks in such an 

organization are broken down into specialized, functionally differentiated duties and 

individuals who perform them are well trained experts. Other basic elements that have been 

associated with mechanistic structure include differentiation of functional tasks which are 

broken down into various areas of specialization.  In this structure, levels of hierarchy are 

managed by supervisors who bestow legal authority through delegation of authority to lower 

levels for purposes of control and communication. The mode of interaction is basically 

vertical between supervisors and subordinates with narrow spans of control.  Work behavior 

is governed by rules and regulations observation of the chain of command.  The structures are 

hierarchical for control and communication.  Responsibilities are clearly demarcated with 

knowledge and authority located exclusively at the top of the hierarchy and interactions 

between members of the organization is based on vertical reporting relationship through clear 

chain of command. Workers behavior is governed by rules and regulations (Onday, 2016).  

 

Universities are regarded as complex institutions associated with hierarchical type of 

structures and characteristics that are associated with bureaucratic tendencies.  Some scholars 

have suggested a mix of elements that do not portray a pure mechanistic structure.  

Descriptions have been given that describes universities as displaying a high degree of 

ambiguity with regards to division of labour, delegation of authority and  communication 

channels.  Complexities in universities are as a result of the many different fields of 

specialization which are housed in faculties.  The various units operate to achieve objectives 

of individual units aligned to overall corporate goals.  
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The organic organizational structure is a much more fluid set of arrangements considered to 

be more appropriate form for changing environmental conditions which necessitates 

emergent and innovative responses where individuals contribute to the common tasks of the 

organization and continual readjustment and red-definition through interaction with others 

(Onday, 2016).  Uniquely associated with organic structure is employee commitment which 

is said to be different between the two structures.  Organic structures foster shared beliefs and 

values that replaces the formal control that is inherent in the mechanistic type of structure. In 

organic structures employees are said to yield themselves much more as a resource to be used 

more than in the mechanic structures. Organic structures are not hierarchical in the same way 

as mechanistic systems and within the organic structures are pockets of authority based on the 

capability and expertise of employee rather than seniority (Kessler et al., 2017).  Examples of 

organic structure include the adhocratic structure described by Mintzberg.  

 

Organizational structural characteristics have also been identified by various scholars.  The  

prevalent dimensions that characterizes the typology of organizational structure are those 

categorized by   Pugh et  al. (1968) and can be  found in most organizations.  The prevalence 

of particular dimensions as exhibited by the organizations define the type of management 

practices hence the organizational structure type.  The elements that were operationalized in 

this study to investigate and describe the types of organizational structure in the public and 

private universities included work specialization, use of rules and regulations, delegation of 

authority, decision making, span of control, departmentalization and chain of command.  The 

extent to which this elements existed in the forms of organizational structure indicated 

whether the organization was mechanistic of organic.  The relationship of the different 

variables is as shown in figure 3. 
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2.12 Conceptual Frame work 

 Independent Variables     Moderator Variables Dependent Variables 

        

           

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 3 Conceptual Framework Model of the Influence of Organizational Structure on 

 Quality of Management 

 

Figure 4 shows a conceptual framework of the relationships of the variables in this study. The 

organizational structure are two types the mechanistic and organic type. The organizational 

structures have attributes that define the type of organizational structure.  The attributes have 

an influence on the quality of management practice in the universities that foster successful 

fulfillment of management practices and provide superior performance of an organization in 

delivering quality service and products.  The dependent variables are indicated as efficiency 

in decision making, customer satisfaction, effectiveness in communication, teamwork, levels 

of delegation of authority, use of rules and regulations and flexibility in responding to 

environmental demands. 

 

The organizational size, strategy, culture, levels of funding, government policies and 

management competencies have a moderating effect on the independent variable The 
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moderator variables identified have been incorporated and explained in the study in order to 

minimize their effects. The size of organization can contribute to the complexity as a result of 

the number of various numerous components within the organization.  Organizational 

complexity can lead to complicated reporting relationships, vague communication and 

uncoordinated activities that could result in a bureaucratic system.  Managers will require 

putting a lot of effort to balance internal operations with external environment and 

organizational structure comes into play depending on whether they are adaptive or rigid.  

 

Structure is said to follow strategy and therefore institutional strategy will affect the manner 

in which management organizes its activities to achieve the intended goals.  Some aspects of 

organizational culture like the beliefs and norms are not very observable, but could have a 

great influence on how an institution carries out its activities. Financial support from 

government and other agencies can also have influence on the ability of the institutions to 

achieve their goals.  Lack of financial resources could limit the achievement of organizational 

goals.  Managers’ competencies in terms of knowledge, ability and skills are crucial in 

supporting and accomplishing the organizational activities.  Government policies, regulations 

and laws have an impact in the manner in which the organization functions.  The influence of 

moderator variables are taken into consideration and explained in the literature and in 

analysis of research findings.   
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CHAPTER THREE 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

3.1  Introduction 

This section presents the description of the procedures followed in conducting the research. It 

gives a summary of the whole research process which includes: the research design, the 

location of the study, the population study, its characteristics, sampling procedures, sampling 

procedure, instrumentation, validity and reliability, data collecting procedures, data analysis 

and ethical considerations.  

 

3.2  Research Design 

This study used a descriptive survey research design. A descriptive research design 

investigates characteristics of a population and an existing phenomenon.  It studies a 

prevailing situation, problem or attitude of a population to obtain opinion or attitude 

regarding a situation or phenomenon (Kumar, 2005).  The descriptive survey method assumes 

that what is observed at one particular time can be observed in the future given the same 

circumstances.  The observations made in the survey describes possible behavior, attitudes, 

values and characteristics observed in the subjects under the study in their natural 

environment without influencing them in any way (Mugenda & Mugenda, 1999).  It is also 

suitable for conducting comparisons between different groups and how they respond or act in 

certain situations or respond to certain phenomenon. Data collected from respondents about 

their experiences and opinions concerning a particular topic under study are analyzed and 

described using percentages, means, medians and descriptive analysis (Kothari 2004). The 

design begins by establishing the existing forms of organizational structures in this case 

public and private universities.  The observations made in the survey will describe behavior, 

attitudes, values and characteristics observed in the subjects under study (Mugenda & 

Mugenda, 1999).  The study captured insights into the prevailing situations through the 

opinion expressed by the managers in the universities.  

 

3.3  Location of the Study 

The study was carried out in six universities in Kenya. The Universities consisted of three (3) 

public and three (3) private universities.  Two out of the six universities were situation in a 

rural setting while the other four were situated in the urban area. The size and length of 

existence was considered as criteria for choosing the institutions studied.  Going by their 
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sizes and tine of existence the old universities may have changes their organizational 

structures to suit certain environmental conditions, they have operated in overtime.  

 

3.4  Target Population  

The population for the study was drawn from all university managers in the universities that 

were fully fledged and chartered.  The study was conducted 2010 and at the time of the study, 

Kenya had 7 public universities.  Most of the universities had constituent colleges and 

satellite campuses and a few others were awaiting charter, (Simala, 2014).  There were three 

private universities which were the pioneer private institutions of higher learning. Four other 

private universities held the interim letters of authority to operate and were awaiting full 

charters (Waweru, 2013).  At the time of undertaking the research therefore, only 17 

universities were available for sampling for the study.   There were a total of 705 managers in 

all the 17 public and private universities, consisting of Deputy Vice-Chancellors, Deans of 

Faculties, Directors, Principals of Colleges and Heads of non-teaching departments.  The 

accessible population was all the managers in the 17 public and private universities. The 

study population was 263 managers in the six (6) selected public and private universities, 

three  from each category.  The distribution of managers in position from which the totals 

were drawn from is shown in Table 2. 
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Table 2: Target Population 

 Categories DVC’s Deans Directors Principal

s 

HOD’s Totals 

Daystar University 2 5 2 - 15 24 

Catholic Univ. E. A.  2 6 4 - 35 47 

Scotts Theological 

College 

- - - 1 3 4 

United States International 

University 

4 3 3 - 17 27 

Africa Nazarene 

University 

1 1 - - 12 14 

Kenya Methodist 

University 

2 3 2 - 16 23 

St. Pauls University 1 2 - - 3 6 

University of East Africa  

Baraton  

1 4 - - 17 22 

Kabarak University 1 3 - - 16 20 

Pan Africa Christian Univ. 2 12 4 - 9 27 

University of Nairobi 3 10 18 6 108 145 

Moi University 3 10 18 6 36 73 

Kenyatta University 3      6 12 - 55      76 

Egerton University 3 8 8 3 57 79 

JKUAT 3 5 4 - 43 55 

Maseno University 3 8 4 2 23 40 

Masinde Muliro 

University  

Technology  

2 2 5 - 14 23 

TOTALS 36 88 92 18 479 705 

Source:  University Websites 

 

3.5  Sampling Procedures and Sample Size 

Sampling is the process of selecting a sub-set of the population to be studied in order to draw 

conclusions.  A sample consists of a small part of a larger population which will represent the 
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characteristics of the population in a study (Etikan & Bala, 2017). Purposive sampling 

procedure was employed in selecting the universities to participate in the study. Purposive 

sampling was a deliberate choice because there was need to ensure that the selected 

institutions represented the others in similar environment (Elder, 2009).  In this procedure 

certain characteristics in a population  were the main focus of the study.  Specific members of 

a population were meant to participate in the study.  The researcher’s judgment in using 

purposive sampling, was also meant to ensure the selection of sample units that would 

provide relevant information to meet the purpose and objectives of the study.  By use of 

purposive sampling, universities that were large in size were represented to ensure 

universities that universities with complex systems were included.  The location of 

universities in urban setting and rural setting was considered in choice of the university to be 

studied because not all universities are found in urban setting.  There was also a consideration 

of whether the university was new or old.  This was to gauge the form of structure in use 

given the issues facing the universities in operating environment. Public and private 

universities are deemed to have different organizational structures because of the legal 

provisions in the governance of public universities. The study considered that newer 

universities may have adopted different forms of organizational structure, because most were 

privately owned or managed by religious organizations.  

 

Proportionate random sampling was used to select those who participated in the study from 

the various categories of the managers.  This sampling procedure assisted in reducing 

sampling error as it ensured that all relevant positions of the population were included in the 

sample (Elder, 2009).  The desirable sample was established through formula obtained from 

the Table of random numbers provided by Kathuri and Pals (1993). The Table provides a 

guideline on the most appropriate sample size for a given population. Based on this Table, the 

desirable sample for a population of 715 managers was 248.  The study involved the 

managers who were categorized into Deputy Vice-Chancellors and Principals who were 

considered as strategic leaders and policy formulators.  The Deans of Faculties, Directors of 

Schools and non-teaching units and the heads of teaching and non-teaching departments who 

were essentially the policy implementers and operational managers. The proportionate 

allocation according to the size of the samples from the different strata was worked out using 

formula recommended by Kathuri & Pals (1993). The formula made it possible to obtain a 

precise estimate for each stratum.  
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The determination of representative sample size for the managers was done using Kathuri and 

Pals (1993) formula which recommended a minimum of 248 respondents for a population 

700. The proportionate stratified random sampling that was used to get the representative 

sample size from each stratum was arrived at as follows;  

ni = Ni/N*n 

ni = Number of members in the sample from stratum i 

Ni  = Number of members in the population from stratum i 

N = Number of members in the entire population 

n = Sample size 

i = category of managers 

 

The researcher created the strata from the group of managers in the university where n was 

allocated to each strata. The n obtained represented the proportionate sample size for each 

strata.  Table 3 provides the stratified sampling procedure that was applied in obtaining the 

representative samples for each category of the respondents.  

Table 1: Proportionate Random Sampling of Managers in Public and Private 

Universities 

Categories Public 

Universities 

Private Universities Proportional 

allocation 

DVC’s 9 5 8.9 

Deans 26 12 26.2 

Directors 48 6 36.4 

Principals 12 3 7.6 

HOD’s 199 67 170.4 

Totals 294 93 249.5 

 

Thus the minimum representative sample size for a population of 705 managers 249.5 which 

was rounded off to the next full number 250 because the number represented human being.  

According to Kothari (2004), proportional allocation is considered most efficient and an 

optimal design that takes care of a larger sample from the strata and minimizes any variances 

when comparing different strata.    
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3.6  Instrumentation 

The researcher developed one survey research too. The targeted respondents were university 

managers at various levels in the universities performing managerial duties.  One 

questionnaire was  therefore sufficient  to address the constructs that were applicable to the 

managers. The questionnaire was divided into three parts which carried statements for 

managers to respond to. The questions were enough to provide information to address the 

study objectives.  The first part was used to obtain bio-data.  The bio-data was aimed at 

obtaining factual information about the respondents.  In order to determine the number of 

responses from the different categories of managers, the respondents, a section was provided 

for indicating their titles. This would assist to ensure a representative sample was obtained for 

each strata during the sampling.   Information on the level of education was captured in this 

section for reference. Section III of the eighteen close ended questions.  This part addressed 

the first objective which was to find out the perception of the university managers on the 

forms of organizational structures that existed in public and private universities. Part III 

addressed the second objective of the research survey, which was to establish the perception 

of the university managers on influence of organizational structure on the quality of 

management in the universities. There were twenty five close ended questions in this section.  

At the end of every section, by use of open ended question, an opportunity was provided for 

the managers to provide any further opinion in connection with the two objectives.  All the 

items in the close ended questions were likert type, with a scale of one (1) to five (5). The 

score of 5 indicates strong agreement (SA) and the score of one (1) indicating strong 

disagreement (SD). The total number of statement was forty three.   

 

3.6.1  Validity of the Research Instrument 

The validity of the research tool involves the establishment of whether it would capture the 

intended variables and was able to measure what it intended to measure (Taherdoost, 2016; 

Wiersman & Jurs, 2009).  The face validity of the instrument was achieved by involving 

experts in the field of institutional management in the Department and of Curriculum 

Instruction and Educational Management at Egerton University. The focus of these experts 

was to ensure that the face, content and construct validity were consistent and relevant to 

existing theory and knowledge being investigated by the study.  The questions were based on 

the related concepts of the topic and an in-depth study on the relevant literature review was 

undertaken.  This helped to ensure that all the relevant concepts and variables in the study 

were captured.  The questionnaire items in the research instrument were set up in a manner 
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that the questions were clear and easy to understand and to respond to.  The items in the 

questionnaire were presentable readable, relevant, reasonable, unambiguous and clear to 

understand.  The research instrument was short and easy to respond to and to complete.  

Further the instruments was piloted in two universities that did not participate in the study. 

 

3.6.2  Reliability of the Instrument 

Reliability is concerned with replicability of both procedures and findings. Internal 

consistency refers to the extent that data collection, analysis and interpretation are consistent 

given the same conditions. Reliability is concerned with securing consistent results with the 

same instrument (Kothari, 2004).  Data arising from pilot study was used to compute a 

Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient  A Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient of α = 0.90 

was obtained which is considered reliable and above minimum accepted threshold of 0.70 for 

social science research (Taber, 2016).  

 

3.7  Data Collection Procedures 

Prior to data collection, the researcher sought permission from the National Council for 

Science and Technology. The researcher also did letters of introduction and notification to the 

departments responsible for research matters in the Institutions where data was to be 

collected from. The questionnaires were administered by the researcher with the help of four 

research assistants. The research team had to explain the purpose of the research to the 

respondents and gave the guideline on how the questionnaire was to be filled. The filled 

questionnaires were collected immediately however in some cases the researchers had to go 

back for them after a period as requested by the respondents. 

 

3.8 Ethical Considerations 

Ethics in research concerns the appropriateness of the researcher’s behaviour in relation to 

the rights of those who become the subject of their work or are affected by it (Akaranga & 

Makau, 2016; Mugenda and Mugenda, 2003). The researcher assured the participants of 

confidentiality and anonymity through a covering letter accompanying the questionnaires. 

There was no usage of the participants’ names on the questionnaires, instead special coding 

was used on the questionnaire for ease of making a follow up. All the information obtained 

from the respondents was done on a voluntary basis as identities of respondents were not 

required (Mugenda, 2003).  There were no vulnerable groups involved in the whole exercise. 
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Therefore the researcher did not have to seek any forms of consent from the respondents 

(Akaranga & Makau, 2016).   

 

The respondent was clearly explained the purpose of the research in the introductory letter. 

Failure to do so might have resulted in the participants revealing information they would 

otherwise not have revealed had they known the status of the confidant as a researcher 

(Mugenda and Mugenda, 2003). During the data analysis stage, the researcher maintained 

objectivity to ensure that there was no misinterpretation of the data that had been collected. 

Lack of objectivity at this stage was likely to distort the conclusions and any course of action 

that may arises from the study (Akaranga & Makau, 2016). 

 

3.9  Data Analysis 

The data was analysed using descriptive statistics. The test of confidence was tested at 0.05 

Alpha () level. Data was analyzed using means, standard deviations, frequencies and 

percentages.    Parametric analysis was used using paired sample t-test and non-parametric 

test of chi-square. The data obtained for respondents were measured using likert scale. The 

data was analyzed using a computer programme, the Statistical Package for Social Sciences 

(SPSS) version 17.  
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Table 4:  

Summary of Data Analysis 

Research Question Independent variable Dependent 

Variable 

Statistical tests 

 

Wha What  forms of 

organizational 

structure exist in 

public and private 

universities in 

Kenya? 

Forms of Organizational 

Structure; 

i. Mechanistic  Structures 

(Bureaucracy) 

ii.Organic Structures –

Flexible Decentralized 

Structures 

-Work  Specialization  

-Rules and Regulations 

-Decentralization of 

decision making 

-Span of Control  

-Departmentalization 

-Chain of command 

Percentages 

Index scores 

 

 

 

 

What is the 

perception of 

university managers 

on the dimensions 

of quality of 

management in the 

private and public 

universities in 

Kenya? 

 

Forms of Organizational 

Structure; 

ii. Mechanistic  Structures 

(Bureaucracy) 

ii.Organic Structures –

Flexible Decentralized 

Structures 

-decision making 

-Customer relationship 

management 

-Team work 

-Delegation of authority 

-Channels of 

communication 

-Flexibility of 

organizational 

structures. 

 

Frequencies 

and  

Percentage 

 

Ho1:There is no 

statistically 

significant 

difference in the 

perceptions of 

managers on  the  

dimensions of 

quality of 

management in 

Kenyan 

Universities. 

University Type 

-Public Universities 

-Private Universities 

Dimensions of Quality 

of Management 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Chi-square Test 

of 

Independence 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

4.1 Introduction 

This chapter presents the findings of the study on the influence of organizational structures on 

the quality of management in public and private universities in Kenya.  The study was guided 

by three objectives.  First, it sought to establish the existing forms of organizational structures 

in public and private universities in Kenya and secondly, to determine the perceptions of 

managers on the influence of organizational structures on the quality of management of their 

universities and lastly to establish whether there was a difference in perceptions of managers 

on the influence of organizational structures on quality of institutional management when 

categorized according to the type of university. 

 

The chapter is divided into four sub-sections.  The first section presents the questionnaire 

return rate and the characteristics of the respondents. This is followed by the descriptive 

results on the perception of university managers on the forms of organizational structure per 

university type. Structural index score is also presented with t-test results on whether there is 

a significance difference in the forms of organizational structure in the universities.  The next 

section presents descriptive results on perceptions of university managers on the influence of 

organizational structures on quality of management and lastly, are the t-test results  on 

whether there were any differences in the perception of the university managers on the 

influence of organizational structures on quality of management in the public and private 

universities in Kenya.  

 

4.2 Questionnaire Response Rate 

The target population of this study were the university top and middle level managers drawn 

from teaching and non-teaching departments of three selected public and three private 

universities.  The academic managers included the Deputy Vice-Chancellors (DVC’s), 

Principals of Colleges, Deans of Faculties, Directors and Registrars of academic departments.  

The non-teaching managers were the Directors, Registrars and Heads of Sections of non-

teaching departments.  Table 2 presents the response rates of public universities from the sub-

groups that formed the strata from which the data was collected.  
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Table 5 

Response Rate by Managers in Public and Private Universities 

Categories Administered 

questionnaires 

Returned 

Questionnaires 

Return rates (%) 

 Public Private Public Private Public Private Overall 

Deans 26 18 20 15 76.9 83.3 85.3 

DVC’s/Principa

ls/Directors 

95 14 11 8 11.5 57.1 19.9 

HOD’s 199 67 109 64 54.7 95.52 62.6 

 

The total sample size of managers from the universities was 250 as shown in Table 3.  The 

actual participants were 137 giving an overall response rate of 62.6%. This was a good 

response rate that was representative as it exceeded the 30% threshold required for survey 

data according to Mugenda and Mugenda (2003).  Furthermore Baruch (1999), observed that 

where questionnaires are issued to senior officers of an organization, for example  Chief 

Executive Officers, Managing Directors and Human Resource Directors, it is characterized 

by a lower response compared to response from a population.  In such situations, a response 

rate of 30% is justifiable.  

 

The Deans gave the highest percentage response rate of 85.3%.  The role of Deans in the day 

to day running of teaching departments made it easier to reach them and this made it possible 

to obtain feedback from the questionnaires they were given. DVC’s, Principals and Directors 

were grouped together because their roles overlapped.  Their role is that of strategic 

management and leadership, implementation of government policies and administration. The 

respondents from these categories gave a total response of 19.9%.  Most universities had not 

more than three DVC positions in their organizational structures.  The Principals and some of 

the Directors were in charge of schools and were also involved in teaching and it was not 

easy to get them to fill the questionnaires.  A number of Directors were in charge of non-

teaching units.  The universities established such units to drive certain strategic non-teaching 

agendas like the Gender Institutes, Integrity Promotion, Development and Planning etc.  

There was a response rate of 62.6% from heads of teaching and non-teaching Departments.  
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4.3 Characteristics of the Respondents 

The study focused on the perceptions of university managers on the influence of 

organizational structures on quality of management in public and private universities.  It was 

imperative therefore to gather information on perceptions of managers.  The managers 

constituted the Deputy Vice-Chancellors and Principals of University colleges who were 

considered as the university leadership and top managements.  The other categories were the 

Directors of Teaching and non-teaching departments, Heads of teaching and non-teaching 

departments and Registrars.  The registrars included university staff in the administration 

ranging from the heads of the units and sections. The Registrars, Deputy Registrars, Assistant 

Registrars and Senior Assistant Registrars constitute senior positions in the administration 

which qualify to head departments, units and sections.   

 

Table 6 provides the characteristics of the various categories of the respondents and their 

qualifications.  

Table 6  

Characteristics of the Respondents (N = 227) 

  Public Universities  Private Universities  

 Characteristic Frequency % Frequency % 

Position in 

the Institution 

DVCs 2 1.5 3 3.3 

Principals 1 0.7 3 3.3 

Directors 5 3.6 5 5.6 

Deans 20 14.6 18 20.0 

Heads of 

Department 

 

88 

 

64.2 

 

45 

 

50.0 

Registrar 21 15.3 16 17.8 

Academic 

Qualification 

PhD 70 51.1 26 28.9 

Masters 55 40.1 43 47.8 

Bachelors 7 5.1 18 20.0 

Higher National 

Diploma 2 

 

1.5 

 

3 

 

3.3 

Diploma 3 2.2 - - 

Totals Private 137 60.4 90 39.6 
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The data in Table 6 shows that the majority of the respondents were from public universities 

and constituted 60.4% of the total respondents.  The high proportion of the respondents from 

public universities was attributed to the size of the institutions.  The public universities had 

more faculties that ran various courses in many fields of specialization.  The private 

universities component was 39.6%.  Most private universities are smaller in size and did not 

have as many faculties or schools like the public universities.  They are privately owned 

institutions and most of them were mainly religious based and offered social science courses.  

This made the private universities small in size with fewer faculties compared with public 

universities, (Mwebi & Simatawa, 2013; Simala, 2014; Waweru 2013).  

 

The highest number of respondents in both public and private universities were the Heads of 

Departments who constituted 64.2% and 50.0% respectively. This is attributed to the 

numerous departments in the institutions. The departments that were targeted in the study 

were the teaching and non-teaching departments. Besides the academic departments the non-

teaching departments were for example Finance, Human Resources, Halls and Catering, 

Security and Estates departments which mainly provided support services for the teaching 

departments. The response rate from senior offices which included level of Deputy Vice-

Chancellors, Principals of colleges and Directors was 12.2% higher in the private than public 

universities which were 5.8%. As mentioned earlier, it was much easier to access senior 

officers in private than in the public universities.  However the functional units where the 

policies are implemented, tasks and activities executed registered an impressive response of 

77.0% in private universities and 56.8% in the public universities.  These are the officers at 

the level of Deans, Heads of Departments and Registrars from where the main source of 

information that was required for the study was obtained. 

 

The results also show that a larger proportion of managers in public universities had higher 

qualifications than in private universities as shown by 70% who had PhD’s and 55% who had 

Masters Qualifications. The private universities on the other hand had only 28.9% with PhD 

qualification and 47.8% with Masters. This could be attributed to the competitive terms 

involved in hiring employees with high qualification.  Private universities might find this too 

costly considering the fact that they generate their own income.  Public universities have 

more departments than private universities and therefore highly qualified individuals can 

easily ascend to positions of management.  Competence and high level of training can 

contribute to quality of management as a result of knowledge and expertise that can be tapped 
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by the institutions in the running of the organization.  The large pool of more qualified 

managers in public compared with those in private universities, management development 

processes should enhance the managers capacities, skills and knowledge in institutional 

management that should make them perform better in their roles hence improve quality of 

management in those institutions.  

 

4.4  Forms of Organizational Structures    

The first objective of the study was to establish the existing forms of organizational structures 

in public and private universities in Kenya. The perceptions of the managers were sought on 

six dimensions that characterize organizational structures. These dimensions provided the 

basis of determining the different forms of organizational structures that exist in 

organizations, for purposes of measuring and comparing them (Ghorbani et al., 2011).  The 

dimensions investigated in the study  consisted of work specialization, rules and regulations, 

decentralization of decision making, span of  control, departmentalization and chain of 

command.  

 

The six dimensions of organizational structure were analyzed using descriptive statistics in 

order to determine in percentage and mean scores, the overall perception of managers from 

both public and private universities.  Statements in the questionnaire described a particular 

dimension from which the University Managers were requested to indicate their opinion on 

what best described their perceptions about the organizational structure. The indicators of 

each dimension were measured on a five-point likert scale ranging from 1 to 5 (where, 1= 

strongly disagree - SD, 2 = disagree - D, 3 = not sure - NS, 4 = agree - A and 5 = strongly 

agree - SA).  The mean scores were computed with the highest means score of 5 and lowest 

of 1.  

4.4.1 Work Specialization 

Work specialization is a concept of management control where complex tasks are broken 

down into smaller tasks and allocated to departments and even to smaller units (Morton & 

Hu, 2004).  The tasks are further sub-divided into functional areas like production and 

customer care departments or geographical locations. Employees with special knowledge and 

technical skills are deployed to perform tasks in their specialized units and departments.  This 

arrangement forms the coordination and hierarchical base of an organization (Lunerberg, 

2012).  Table 7 presents the results on the perception of managers in public and private 

universities on work specialization.   
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Table 7 

Work Specialization in Public and Private Universities in Kenya 

Items University 

Type 

Responses (Percentages) 

SD       D          NS       A          SA 

Tasks and responsibilities are clearly defined Public   0 .7 2.2 2.2 67.2 27.7 

 Private     - 3.3 1.1 62.2 33.3 

Tasks are well designed to achieve 

organizational goals 

Public  

- 

 

6.6 

 

8.8 

 

63.3 

 

21.2 

 Private 1.1 6.7 4.4 61.1 26.7 

Staff are assigned to temporary project teams Public 6.6 40.1 21.2 27.7 4.4 

 Private 7.8 42.2 10.0 37.8 2.2 

Staff are performing only one task in which 

they are specialized in 

Public  

14.6 

 

43.8 

 

8.8 

 

26.3 

 

6.6 

 Private 13.3 40.0 6.7 27.8 12.2 

 Averages Public 5.4 23.1 10.2 46.1 14.9 

 Private 5.5 23.0 5.5 42.2 18.6 

 

There was a high concurrence in both public and private universities with over 60% of the 

managers indicating that there was work specialization in both public and private universities.  

This implied that both the public and private universities organized their functions into 

specific areas of specialization by product or service.  Work specialization on the part of staff 

was therefore imperative considering the uniqueness of the Departments. For examples, 

library staff ought to be specialized in Librarianship and so those in departments like 

accounts, human resource.  Work specialization in teaching departments because of their 

unique disciplines.  The universities organized their teaching departments into faculties based 

on specific areas of academic disciplines for example engineering, law, agriculture etc.  

 

The achievement of departmental objectives was therefore coordinated within specific units.   

This was consistent with research finding made by Gichuhi (2017), who observed that roles 

in institutions of higher learning were well defined to enable employees achieve the 

organizational goals. Work specialization, which involves the clarification of tasks and 
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responsibilities, is also referred to as division of labour.  It is one of the key principles of 

bureaucracy and a characteristic of mechanistic organizations (Lunenberg, 2012).  This 

implied that employees in the universities worked in units where their skills and knowledge 

were utilized and were able to discharge their duties efficiently and effectively because they 

possessed the requisite skills and competencies.  With skilled and knowledgeable employees 

grouped together, management task is made much easier and a boost to productivity and 

provision of quality products and services. Quality of outcome is improved.   

 

Majority of the managers (over 80%) in public and private universities also agreed that tasks 

were well designed to achieve organizational goals.   In such a situation, similar professional 

activities were separated and put together in a logical and consistent manner to form 

departments.  This enabled the universities to carry out their planned tasks and activities 

through the use of specialized skills that were grouped together to perform tasks that staff 

were specialized in.  With the integration of activities, the managerial competencies and 

decision making authority between the units and the hierarchies were most likely effective 

because the heads of the departments possessed specialized skills that provided effective 

leadership.  Mechanistic structures according to (Lunenberg, 2012), exhibit high level of 

division of work in organizational structures and both public and private universities were in 

this category. It can be concluded that both institutions had capacities to deliver on quality 

services from qualified staff.  

 

Lon~ ar (2005), observes that although task specialization ensures control and efficiency in 

work performance, it has been noted that it can inhibit the innovativeness and growth of 

employees.  This is because it encourages employees to engage in repetitive routine tasks that 

require low intellectual effort. Task specialization is likely to discourage cross-boundary 

learning and collaborations that generate breakthrough in ideas.  In addition, when staff get 

too used to a system, they develop a tendency to resist change and the introduction of new 

ideas in work operations.  In a majority of cases, staff would concentrate in their cocoons of 

their particular areas of specialization and sub-units.  Staff would be more concerned with 

their own departmental objectives and targets, to the exclusion of other areas of the 

organization. This was likely to make them engage in territorial defense at the expense of 

teamwork and alignment to the overall organizational strategy. These are the challenges 

which may characterize the public and private universities operations given that 

specialization dominates the organizational structure in both categories of institutions.  Drive 
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for change due to environmental demands can therefore be a difficult task for managers to 

achieve and the institutions are likely to loose opportunities as they remain stuck in 

traditional systems of doing things.  

 

The results further showed that 40% of the managers in private universities agreed that staff 

were assigned to temporary teams compared with 32.1% in public universities.  This showed 

that in both private and public universities the utilization of employees in project teams was 

very low (less than 50%). Project teams are said to be more task-oriented and autonomous 

units made up of employees with certain specializations.  Where they exist, the teams are 

formed on temporary basis to undertake specific tasks and employees from different working 

areas of the organization would be appointed to such teams to serve in different positions and 

capacities.  Project teams allow staff to work in projects or undertake tasks outside their 

parent departments while holding their original statuses Kiado (2015). The results show that 

use of team approach in management was not commonly used and therefore both institutions 

seem to be working through established hierarchies.  Action on organizational processes 

could be slow as there were no teams or task forces to assist in accomplishing urgent matters.  

The universities could also be losing on maximum utilization of the skills and expertise in 

their institutions and probably such skills were being utilized elsewhere outside the 

institutions and not contributing to the goals and objectives of the universities.  

 

Mainardes et al. (2011) noted that it was a common feature to find universities with a number 

of  professional units that were autonomous undertaking independent activities in line with 

their respective disciplines in a highly departmentalized form.  The units are mainly faculties 

and their departments.  As a result of the high level of departmentalization, the arrangement 

can have a tendency to, not only cause some inflexibility but the universities risked getting 

into a situation of not utilizing some general professions across the functional structures.  

This is indicative of a weakness in quality of institutional management.  

 

In addition, Kiado (2015), argues that the use of project teams does not necessarily alter the 

original organizational structure of an institution. It allows work processes to be carried 

outside of the established structures to deal with emerging institutional challenges. The study 

showed that the possibility of using project teams as an option by universities was very 

minimal. This implies that they had rigid systems that were resistant to change thus were 

largely bureaucratic in form. Walonick (2008) noted that project teams were used in highly 
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dynamic and technological environments.  The university management was therefore not 

utilizing teams to address some of the challenges it was facing.  

 

Table 5, further shows that 58.4% of managers in public and 53% in private universities 

indicated that staff were not performing only one task which they were specialized in.  This 

finding showed that regardless of the fact that the structural feature was based on division of 

labour, some employees performed other duties outside their expertise.  There was a 

probability that some employees multi-tasked by performing additional tasks outside their 

area of specialization than they were supposed to.  It is common in the Universities that some 

heads of departments and sections may not have any training on managerial skills but are 

appointed to head departments.  Gogo (2015), noted that heads of departments were not 

originally employed to do managerial duties.   This could be the case especially with teaching 

departments where senior staff are appointed to head their departments although they may not 

have any formal training in management of human resource or in management generally.  

With increased competition, advancement in technology and other environmental factors, 

universities require skilled and competent managers who are fully qualified to manage the 

institutions.  Gaps in management competency compromises and affects the achievement of 

organizational goals and weakens the quality of management of the universities. Given that 

there were a mismatch between skills and roles played by some university managers, it can be 

inferred that this was indicative of poor quality of management in universities. 

 

Findings by Mwebi and Simatwa, (2013), indicated that some employees in public and 

private universities did not hold their positions by merit and may have been engaged without 

taking into consideration their specialization.  Scotts (1992), equally observed that some 

employees at the universities held positions they were not necessarily professionally 

equipped to occupy.  Kiplangat et al. (2017) observed that some university leaders for 

example, did not possess knowledge on people management, yet they handled people issues 

most of the time.  They suggested that such would be better managers if they had done 

courses in human psychology for example. Lack of requisite skills, knowledge and abilities 

can easily result in incompetence, which could have negative impact in decision-making, 

leadership and achievement of institutional goals. It would also water down the advantages of 

work specialization and hence impact negatively on quality of service delivery in terms of 

effectiveness and efficiency. 
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4.4.2 Rules and Regulations  

The use of rules and regulations also referred to as formalization, was another dimension that 

was investigated by this study. Use of rules and regulations is one of the bureaucratic 

principles aimed at establishing organizational efficiency, stability and rationality (Sridhar, 

2014).  The results on this are as presented in Table 8 

Table 8 

Use of Rules and Regulations 

Items 
University  

Type 

Responses (Percentages) 

SD         D       NS         A        SA 

Tasks and responsibilities are clearly defined Public 0.7 2.2 2.2 67.2 27.7 

 
Private - 3.3 1.1 62.2 33.3 

Staff work behavior is strictly regulated Public 4.4 17.5 19.5 49.6 8.8 

 
Private - 16.7 3.3 57.8 22.2 

Every work procedure is performed through 

strict rules 

 

Public 

 

1.5 

 

16.1 

 

10.2 

 

59.9 

 

12.4 

 
Private - 17.8 6.7 51.1 24.4 

Averages Public 2.2 25.0 10.6 58.9 16.3 

 Private - 12.6 3.7 57.0 26.6 

 

The results on Table 8 show a concurrence by managers in both public and private 

universities that tasks and responsibilities were clearly defined. In public universities 75% 

agreed that tasks and responsibilities were clearly defined while in private universities 83.6% 

were of similar opinion. This was an indication that the universities were highly formalized 

through the use of explicit rules in form of job descriptions, policies and procedure manuals. 

The written rules are in the form of task specification through job descriptions, procedure 

manuals, policy guidelines and office memos (Daft, 2014).  Rules and regulations are meant 

to guide and prescribe to the employees on reporting relationships, task performance and to 

provide descriptions of how tasks ought to be done and by whom (Liao, 2011).  In this case, 

work performance followed highly standardized procedures.   

 

The results therefore show that universities in both categories embodied bureaucratic 

characteristics of formalization where employee behavior was limited to observance and 

compliance to work rules, regulations, policies and procedures.  As a result of this state of 
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formalization, managers in the universities could be more observant of written rules and 

regulations making their performance more of routine work and can be an end in itself.  

Routine work involves working on mundane tasks that might lead to the organization being 

dysfunctional.  This waters down the quality of management that should be more strategic 

and results oriented. 

 

This finding is consistent with observations made by Gichuhi (2017), that the use of clear 

rules and regulations assisted employees to keep track of their tasks and responsibilities and 

to ensure that efficiency and effectiveness is maintained in work performance.  However, the 

use of rules and regulations could create strict controls that is likely to stifle creativity and 

autonomy at work and learning in organizations (Maduenyi, et.al. 2015).  Some degree of 

flexibility is recommended in order to enable employees to unleash their potential in 

innovativeness. Lack of creativity and innovation on the part of employees is a likely 

challenge that universities may face as a result of having bureaucratic management structures.  

As such it can be concluded that the quality of management in the universities is likely to be 

hampered by the inflexibility borne by bureaucratic arrangements.  

 

Another aspect that was investigated in this dimension was the control of employee work 

behavior. The results indicated that there was much higher control in private universities as 

indicated by 80% of the managers who agreed compared to 58.4% in public universities.  

Private universities operate as business enterprises. The context in which employees operate 

in private universities could be contributing to a much stricter supervision of staff.  Private 

universities are profit making institutions and therefore they try to ensure that costly mistakes 

were avoided and set targets were achieved.  They have reasons to control costs by 

maximizing every opportunity to provide income in order to ensure their sustainability.  Their 

sources of income depend on how competitive they are and how attractive their services and 

products are.  Private universities cannot allow their employees to operate on trial and error 

because of the need to maximize opportunities and minimize costs. Management therefore 

control employee behavior to ensure their targets are met.   Waswa et al. (2013) observed that 

the universities have to closely maintain and monitor their competitiveness in order to make 

profit.  Mainardes et al. (2011), noted that private universities had more defined performance 

standards than public universities because the achievement of profitability was critical for 

their survival. Private universities therefore embraced and implemented documented 

performance measurements and standards by ensuring clarity of tasks and responsibilities that 
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guide employee behaviour.  In public universities this is a the situation was a bit more 

relaxed.  Management practice was not utilizing its human capital fully and there was a 

likelihood that performance standards and the achievement of objectives was compromised.  

Public universities were likely not to be gaining on return on investment with regard to its 

employees.  Employees were not likely to operate from the same page and the laxity could 

have negative implications on matters such as accountability and responsibility.  

 

The results showed a slightly higher score of 83% for private universities compared to 75.2% 

in the public universities.  According to Johari and Yahya (2018), the use of work place rules 

and regulations is aimed at enhancing employee performance management. Policies and 

procedures allow employees to understand their roles and responsibilities.  Management are 

equally able to guide operations without constant management interventions. Managers in 

both public and private universities could therefore ensure consistency in the day to day 

operations of the organizations.  However, the rigid adherence to rules and regulations can 

inhibit employees from developing a positive attitude and a higher performance behaviour at 

work (Organ et. al., 2006). With strict compliance to rules and regulations, employees are 

likely to focus more on compliance to set rules with little effort being put towards innovation.  

Conformity to rules and regulations becomes an end in itself.  This creates a big challenge to 

quality of management in that little creativity is introduced at place of work.  Introduction of 

any change can be difficult as a result of fixed mind sets and therefore there is a lot of rigidity 

in way of doing things.  Management may find it difficult to respond to new challenges.     

 

The total average response on formalization of work procedures  showed that the use of rules 

and regulations in work performance was supported by over 70% of the managers in both 

public and private universities. The results was an indication  that the universities were 

characterized by one of the  key scientific management principle underlying mechanistic 

structures of work formalization.  The formalization of work procedures meant that tasks 

were performed in a consistent manner in order to achieve efficiency.  Organization’s rules, 

policies and guidelines enable managers to guide day to day work operations in a 

standardized manner and employee behavior was controlled by rules and guidelines (Organ et 

al., 2006; Sridhar, 2014).  The performance of tasks in both public and private universities 

was conducted in rational and standardized manner hence the achievement of organizational 

goals was attained.  Although the use of rules enabled the universities to establish consistency 

in work performance due to compliance of laid down procedures, high level of formalization 
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is also associated with delays in communication, quick problem resolution and feedback.  

Kiplangat et. al. (2017)  established that decision making in the universities was slow due to 

administrative policies that required wide consultation before a decision was made.  In their 

findings they noted that some simple matters were often referred to University Management 

Boards for approval.  This was seen as red-tape.  Resolution of simple matters was delayed 

because of the need to comply with  rules, thus  losing sight of important issues in the 

process. More focus was placed on compliance to rules and regulation at the expense of other 

matters that required quick and/or prompt action. This resulted in universities missing out on 

valuable opportunities and thus compromising their competitiveness in the process. 

Management was therefore bound to be slow in responding to demanding situations.  This 

could render them indecisive and slow in taking appropriate actions at the right time.  This 

implies that the organizational structure characteristics of formalization that permeates 

universities negatively affects quality of management in these institutions. The red tape, 

slows down decision making and therefore the institutions can miss out on opportunities that 

flexibility portend in dynamic environments. 

 

Sridhar (2014), observed that management practices that enforced observation of strict rules 

may suppress creativity and innovation by employees.    Furthermore, too much of rules and 

regulations in an organization has been associated with excessive bureaucracy or ‘red tape’ 

(Pandey & Kinglsey, 2000).  A situation which was likely to cause inefficiency, higher 

managerial alienation and hinder  innovation and change. This was likely to lead to low 

employee morale and inertia in both public and private universities.   

 

4.4.3 Decentralization of Decision making 

Decentralization of decision making is another one of the organizational structure dimensions 

where decision making authority is cascaded to lower levels of the organization.  The results 

were as presented on Table 9. 
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Table 9 

Decentralization of Decision making 

 

Items 

University Type Response (Percentages) 

  SD       D       NS          A         SA    

As a manager, I have all the 

authority to make the necessary 

decisions in the department 

Public  

2.9 

 

24.1 

 

5.8 

 

51.8 

 

15.3 

 Private 1.1 31.1 4.4 46.7 16.7 

Decision making is done after 

consultation at all levels 

Public  

5.1 

 

24.8 

 

18.2 

 

39.4 

 

12.4 

 Private 6.7 27.8 4.4 45.6 15.6 

Managers are not allowed to use 

discretion in making decisions 

Public  

10.9 

 

35.0 

 

14.6 

 

32.8 

 

6.6 

 Private 13.3 45.6 4.4 24.4 12.2 

Averages Public 22.9 27.9 12.8 41.3 11.4 

 Private 7.0 34.8 4.4 38.9 14.8 

 

Over 60% of the managers in both public and private universities indicated that they had the 

legitimate authority to make the necessary decisions in their departments. This implied that 

decision-making was decentralized to other hierarchical level of authority in the 

organizational structure. Koldalkar (2007), observed that in organizations where decision 

making was decentralized, the power to make decisions on matters concerning organizational 

objectives, was vested at the appropriate levels. Harvey (2007), further indicated that decision 

making in an organization ranges from strategic, managerial and operational levels.  When 

decision making is pushed to lower levels it implies that decisions making is interactive 

through involvement of employees. Employees at the shop floor are consulted on issues that 

affect their work and have opportunities to make their contribution.  The results therefore 

show that managers were able to make decisions on matters that related to the day to day 

operations of the units they were managing. It also noted that decision making was an integral 

part of managerial activities at every level of the organization.  This implied a degree of 

flexibility in the organizational structure in terms of decision making process.  Decision-

making was not fully centralized and controlled in totality from the top level. If there was 
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need for change therefore, the process would not be as rigid because of the involvement of 

employees in the decision making process was likely to be made. This was an advantage to 

managers of the universities as their burden was eased as a result of the empowerment they 

had. 

 

The results showed that, in both public and private universities, the power to make decisions 

was vested at the departmental levels which provided some form of autonomy for the 

managers.  Due to the decentralization of decision making, the managers made direct impact 

on results and outcomes of the performance in the universities.  At the same time, with this 

flexibility, the managers were in a position to define problems, develop novel solutions and 

implement them efficiently.  This was likely to impact the performance of the universities 

positively through the managerial skills and competencies which contributed to strategic 

plans of the institutions.  A managerial competency enhances the achievement of 

organizational objectives because of the possibility of making appropriate choices.  Managers 

in such a system are able to delegate authority to staff in the lower ranks, which was likely to 

make some positive impact on job satisfaction of the employees as they feel they are valued 

and have work autonomy (Kodalkar, 2007).  Furthermore, the decentralized command and 

control style enhances a culture of team work and ease of communication which improves 

organizational performance (Wanza et al., 2017). 

 

Decision making has been noted to form the basis of competitive advantage and value 

creation for organizations because it  impacts on results and outcomes. It  plays a significant 

role in the achievement of business success because it shapes leadership and engineers’ 

strategic planning process (Akdere, 2011). The decentralization of decision making to 

managerial and operational levels in the universities offered the universities opportunities to 

gain competitive advantage through the alignment of internal operations with the demands of 

the external environment of the institutions.  

 

Consultation is an aspect in decision making process that was investigated by this study.  The 

results showed that 61.2% of the managers in private universities indicated that they made 

consultations at all levels, while 51.8% in public universities were of similar opinion. From 

the results, managers in private universities engaged in consultation before decision making 

more than those in public universities.  Consultation enhances unity of effort in that all 

participants are brought on board before action is executed.  This enhances teamwork in work 
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processes.  Over consulting can however lead to delays in decision making and loss of 

opportunities if not handled carefully. Ahmady et al. (2016), observes that in a system where 

consultation is practiced, information is distributed sufficiently along various levels of 

management in the process of making business choices and work performance.  Consultation 

can involve employees and managers at senior levels or individuals with key competences.  

When decisions are made after consultation with employees, the process is referred to as 

participative decision making.  In the process, employees get an opportunity to negotiate, 

influence and obtain a buy-in, in organizational affairs in the final decisions.  This contributes 

to workplace democratization, job satisfaction, reduces industrial conflict and boosts 

employees work morale.  It helps to build trust and fosters empowerment and teamwork.  As 

observed by Jiera (2015), decisions that are owned and accepted by all employees’ influence 

work performance positively. This is a marked  departure from bureaucratic characteristics of 

centralization of decision making and management control, which gives the supervisors 

absolute managerial control in decision making.  Organizational structures in the public 

universities tend to exhibit centralized decision making characteristics more than private 

universities.   

 

Discretion is one of the decision making processes that often occurs outside established rules 

and procedures (Helman, 2006). It was one of the aspects investigated by the study. 

Managers in private universities who agreed that they were allowed to use discretion in 

decision making were 58.9%.  Those of similar opinion in public universities were 45.9%. 

This implies that, more managers in private universities used discretion in decision making.  

Managers in private universities had the empowerment to take risks and make certain 

decisions when faced with unique circumstances.  This enhanced their sense of responsibility 

and accountability and they were able to solve matters without referring them to higher 

authorities.  Helmann (2006), noted that the use of discretion in decision making is a process 

that is not dictated by use of rules and regulations. The use of discretion comes in when 

existing policies  and rules are either inadequate or inappropriate to guide an action or do not 

offer a clear indication of how to proceed. In an administrative set up, managers can make 

decisions on their own, but are guided by rules bound in standard operating procedures. The 

necessity to use discretion in decision making is often under conditions of uncertainty, risk or 

some sort of urgency (Benavides et al., 2017).   The use of discretion by private university 

managers, implied that the managers  draw on their individual judgment, critical thinking and 

personal experience to make a decision in a situation of uncertainly or in case of emergency 
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situations that requires quick intervention. The high use of discretion in private universities 

could be attributed to its business orientation that was sensitized to the need for prompt action 

so as not to lose an opportunity of benefit and financial gain.  Private universities operate in 

an environment of competition for few students with other institutions. They therefore cannot 

afford to lose gainful opportunities.  Most activities in private universities are geared towards 

profit maximization and a delay or loss of opportunity is likely to impact on financial gain or 

loss.  Public universities on the other are funded from the exchequer and therefore the need 

for use of discretion for financial gain may not be as critical.   

 

In addition, managers in private universities were more of managers cum entrepreneurs 

which forces them to use discretion in decision making in order to take advantage of gainful 

opportunities that could be lost in trying to consult.  Decentralized decision making could be 

a key to superior performance to the universities.  It is an integral part of organizations 

operations that impacts on results and outcomes. The quality of management is reflected by 

the impact on the universities performance of the choices made on their strategic activities 

that enable the institutions to maintain competitive advantage positive maintenance of 

customer relationships that leads to institutional growth and success (Waswa et al., 2013). 

The organizational structures in private universities enhanced efficient decision making by 

the managers to the advantage of their institutions.  In such situations, time was not wasted in 

seeking for solutions to issues that managers feel they could take responsibility and solve.  In 

the public universities the managers were likely to refer matters to higher authorities and 

could lose opportunities or disappoint their customers in the process. In this aspect, it may be 

concluded that private institutions score better than public universities due to their 

bureaucratic structure of managerial control. 

 

4.4.4 Span of Control 

Span of control was another dimension investigated in this study.  It refers to the way 

relationships are structured between managers or supervisors and subordinates in an 

organization and influences not only the management style but hierarchical design of an 

organization (Bhote & Meier, 2003).  Various theorists differ on the exact limit of span of 

control but it has generally been set at 12 (Marume & Jubenkanda, 2016).  The results are 

presented in Table 10. 
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Table 10 

Span of Control 

 

Items 

University 

Type 

                     Response (Percentages) 

    SD          D             NS        A       SA     

I am answerable to only one supervisor Public 2.9 29.2 10.9 46.0 10.9 

 Private 3.3 25.6 4.4 44.4 22.2 

I am supervising very few people Public 8.0 38.7 10.2 34.3 8.8 

 Private 4.4 24.4 4.4 52.2 14.4 

I am answerable to the person I report to 

only 

Public  

3.6 

 

37.2 

 

10.9 

 

38.0 

 

10.2 

 Private 4.4. 34.4 2.2 46.7 12.2 

Averages Public 4.8 35.0 10.6 39.4 9.9 

 Private 4.0 28.1 3.6 47.7 16.2 

 

The results showed that 66.6% of the managers in private universities agreed that they were 

answerable to only one supervisor. This meant that employees reported to only one 

supervisor and therefore the spans of control were narrow.  Hence organizational structures 

were tall and hierarchical. In the public universities 56.9% of the respondents were of a 

similar opinion.  From the results there was an indication that in both cases, the 

organizational structures were tall and hierarchical because majority of the employees 

reported to one supervisor. 

 

Bandiera et al. (2014) observed that organizations with narrow span of control exhibited 

certain characteristics for example centralized decision-making.  In such organizations 

management control between supervisor and subordinate exhibited more intensive and 

controlled formal relationship.  Bandiera et al. (2014) further noted that with narrow spans, 

there was a trade-off between teamwork and individualized interaction at place of work 

where teamwork was minimal.  This meant that employees in private universities were likely 

to being subjected to stricter controls compared to those in public universities.  There was 

likely to be less teamwork and suppressed chances for creativity and innovation hence the 

quality of management suffers in private universities compared to public universities. Meier 

and Bhote (2003) further noted that spans of control were not uniform within most 

organizations. Some units could have wider spans and others narrow.  They also concurred 
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that with narrow spans of control there was close supervision and low autonomy for 

employees to demonstrate their potential in creativity and innovativeness.   

 

Span of control is narrow in situations where the work being performed is difficult, non-

routine and intellectual and of heterogeneous character. This observation has a bearing on the 

universities which consist of numerous disciplines that are organized into departments.  The 

effects of massification of in education intensified the heterogeneous character of the 

universities. A variety of new disciplines were introduced to cater for increased diverse type 

of students enrolled that were both government sponsored, private students and mature 

students who enrolled in pursuit of  lifelong learning.  The increase in student population led 

to introduction of more units, departments that required management and this could have 

increased the complexity of existing organizational structures (Odundo et al., 2015).   

 

The numerous professional units of different specializations in the universities may have 

caused the spans of control to be narrow as most units are based on specific areas of 

specialization and employees can only work in those areas relevant to their specialization and 

profession. In those departments where this occurs, the narrow spans cause employees not to 

enjoy much autonomy in work performance due to close supervision and control and hence 

their level of motivation was likely to be low.  These could affect their efficiency and ability 

to innovate in their work performance. As noted by Marume and Jubenkanda (2016), the 

shorter the span the greater is the supervisor-subordinate contact and the more effective the 

control, supervision and direction.  

 

In order to ascertain the situation regarding the span of control, the managers were asked to 

indicate if they supervised a small or large number of people.  The results showed a marked 

difference between public and private universities in terms of the number of staff they were 

supervising.   In private universities, 66.6% of the managers supervised few people.  The 

narrow spans in private universities could be attributed to their size which is smaller because 

they were less complex. They had fewer  faculties and departments compared to public 

universities. Onsongo (2007), observes that most private universities arose from Christian 

religious background and majority ran a few courses in social sciences and humanities. They 

were more business oriented and relied on income from their students to run their activities.  

Administrative costs therefore had to be controlled by maintaining few employees with few 

positions, thus the low number of  employees being supervised by one manager.     
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In the public universities 43.1% indicated that they supervised few people. This was a lower 

proportion compared to the private universities.  It was likely that public universities had 

wider spans of control because more managers supervised large number of employees.  The 

departments in public universities were likely to have more staff than those in private 

universities.  Massification of higher education could have contributed to expansion in the 

departments in public universities.  The hierarchical structures may not have changed much 

but the expansion in activities and increase in personnel may have occurred causing wide 

spans of control.  Most public universities have been in existence for a much longer period 

and could have developed more routine and mechanical work processes in some departments 

that do not require close supervision.  They may also have embraced information technology 

that enabled the managers to supervise large number of employees at work (Odundo et al., 

2015).  The wide span of control in public universities could create a challenge to 

management on effective management and controls of employees and their work 

performance.  Challenges could emanate from establishment of effective communication and 

supervision of which if not effectively done could create incompetence, conflicts and lack of 

teamwork amongst departmental members. This could have negative impact on 

organizational performance and thus quality management as compared to private institutions.   

The study sought to establish whether the span of control was purely hierarchical or could 

have some matrix forms or cross-functional forms in them.  The managers were asked to 

indicate if they reported to one supervisor only or were also answerable to other supervisors. 

The results indicated that 58.9% of managers in private universities were answerable to only 

one supervisor.  This showed majority of them reported to only one supervisor and did not 

have other responsibilities outside their core mandate. In public universities 48.2% confirmed 

that they reported to only one supervisor. The results implied that majority of the managers in 

public universities were answerable to other supervisors besides their immediate supervisor.  

This implied that they could be holding other responsibilities in other committees, task forces 

or worked in projects and were answerable to the team leaders in those projects and their 

supervisors in their parent department. Kiado (2015) observed that organizations with cross-

functional structures have staff who were occasionally seconded to work with project teams 

and would be answerable to the supervisors in their original departments and at the same time 

to supervisors in charge of the project teams, they were deployed to. It was possible that 

public universities had cross-functional structures within their main structures.  Structures in 

public universities might not be purely hierarchal structures but could have some cross-

functional integration of various team members brought together for a purpose.  With the 
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existence of cross-functional teams the public universities are able to create teams to develop 

new innovation of products and services.  This had a positive impact on performance of 

management of public universities as they are able to accomplish urgent tasks outside the 

traditional hierarchical structure. 

 

4.4.5 Departmentalization 

Departmentalization refers to the manner in which tasks and activities are grouped together 

into tasks and jobs where groups of technically competent and specialized individuals are 

given responsibility to perform and manage. This was one of the dimensions of 

organizational structure that was investigated in this study. Departmentalization involves the 

process of segregating and integrating tasks into departments based on business functions, 

processes, product or service, by customer or even geographically in line with organizational 

goals (Skirpak et al., 2016).  The results on this were as presented in Table 11.  

 

Table 11 

Departmentalization 

Item University 

Type 

                     Response (Percentages) 

  SD          D        NS          A                SA      

Staff are performing only one task 

in which they are specialized in 

Public  

14.6 

 

43.8 

 

8.8 

 

26.3 

 

6.6 

 
Private 13.3 40.0 6.7 27.8 12.2 

Departments are well integrated to 

achieve organizational objectives 

Public  

2.2 

 

15.3 

 

10.9 

 

54.7 

 

16.8 

 
Private 1.1 15.6 4.4 52.2 26.7 

Tasks are well designed to achieve 

organizational goals 

Public  

- 

 

6.6 

 

8.8 

 

63.5 

 

21.2 

 
Private 1.1 6.7 4.4 61.1 26.7 

Averages Public 8.4 21.9 9.5 48.1 14.8 

 Private 7.6 20.7 5.1 47.0 21.8 

 

From the results on Table 11, it emerged that 40.0% of the managers in private universities 

agreed  that staff performed only one task in which they were specialized while 32.9% in 

public universities were of similar opinion.  This implied that in both public and private 
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universities majority of staff performed other duties they were not trained in or performed 

additional duties besides their core competencies.  In both cases, majority of the managers 

confirmed that employees were performing duties they were not specialized in.   Work 

specialization involves the breaking down of jobs into small components and assigning the 

different components to individuals who are technically qualified and possess the knowledge 

and skills to perform those jobs. Work specialization is therefore the basis of determining 

how departments are set up (Bresser & Dunbar, 1986).  When employees are specialized in 

their work, this has positive impact on quality of work output.  Managers work is made easier 

because the employees know their roles and are competent in the jobs they are to perform.  

The institution does not have to incur expenses on training.  Skilled employees are an asset to 

their organization.  The results therefore imply that work output might not be of high quality 

in this case and this is a major weakness towards achievement of quality in work 

performance.  Some tasks are not performed or are poorly done.  

 

Another implication of the results on the aspect of work specialization is that although 

employees are experts in their specific areas of training and expertise especially the teaching 

staff, some performed roles that they were not trained in.   This was most likely with the 

heads of teaching departments who were appointed to do managerial duties which probably 

they did not have formal training for such responsibilities.  It was also likely that  deployment 

was done without regard or consideration to the relevance of employees’ field of 

specialization and qualification. However, this could be affecting  non-teaching cadres more 

than those in the teaching professions.  The teaching professions are not likely to be affected 

due to the nature of their disciplines.  Those heading departments may not possess the 

requisite skills and knowledge in leadership and management. 

 

The disconnect in competence and task performance on the non-teaching cadres could have a 

negative impact on work performance.  Human resource is regarded as an institution’s capital 

and most important asset (Daft, 2014). The effectiveness and efficiency in work processes 

could be jeopardized as a result of employees who are not competent in their duties and 

responsibilities because employees do not possess the requisite skills and knowledge to 

execute their mandates.  With minimal or low level of specialization, such employees may 

suffer from lack of self-confidence due to lack of appropriate knowledge and skills.  This is 

likely to affect the overall performance of the universities.  Training such employees could 

require huge amounts of resources.  Managers are likely to use a lot of effort and time in 
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supervising employees to ensure that work performance is up to standard and this could 

distract them from focusing on set goals and objectives. The findings indicates a departure 

from one of the main Weberian principles on the division of tasks and appointment by merit 

of highly qualified people to perform their tasks for efficiency and achievement of 

organizational objectives (Matte, 2017). Highly trained staff are crucial in achievement of 

organizational goals through their competencies and effectiveness in work performance (Tran 

& Tian, 2013).   The universities optimum performance was not likely to be achieved owing 

to the low competence among a group of its employees. Most of managerial time was likely 

to be taken up by performance issues arising from disjointed fit between professionalism and 

set objectives.   

 

The study further investigated the level of departmental integration.  Departmental integration 

is a critical aspect in departmentalization process. It enables an organization to mobilize and 

acquire complementary resources from its environment to improve inter departmental 

processes to achieve superior performance (Teixeira et al., 2012).   The results indicated that 

over 70% of the managers in both public and private universities concurred that departments 

were well integrated to achieve organizational goals. This implies that the grouping of 

activities by common function, geographically, by product, process or as strategic business 

units that formed the departments provided a seamless flow of processes and positive 

interactions and coordination of activities.   It followed that departmental jurisdictions and 

mandates were well identified and impacted positively on management function.   

 

Awa (2016) observes that an organization with a properly structured departmentalization 

function makes it possible for managers to keep track of who is doing what and who is 

accountable to whom. This enhances efficiency and effectiveness in work performance.  The 

results therefore show that the universities are able to perform well because the various 

departmental units are aligned with the organizational strategy and are able to respond well to 

internal and external environment.  The integration enabled the coordination of work within 

the functional areas, process and provision of services is easily directed and controlled for the 

achievement of organizational objectives.  

 

The grouping together of similar tasks forms the basis and form of departmentalization. It 

provides employees with opportunities to increase their skills in their areas of specialization.  

There was a concurrence by over 80% of the managers in both public and private universities 
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that the tasks were well designed to achieve organizational goals. This implied that the 

managers were able to set standards of performance and objectives to be achieved by the 

different units.   Mintzberg (1979), classified universities as professional bureaucracies where 

professionals formed the operational core with standardization of skills and knowledge.  In 

this type of structure, the professionals consist of professors and lecturers in their various 

fields of specialization and provide non-routine services to their clients. The technical 

structure that provides support is small but with a large support staff which provides clerical, 

maintenance support, information technology, libraries and archives for the professional 

operating core.  The middle management consist of administrators with clearly defined tasks 

which are performed according to professional standards.  Minzberg’s description was that 

they operated like machines, (Lunenburg, 2010; Mintzberg, 1992; Sinha et al., 2017).  The 

organizational structures in the public and private universities influenced work performance 

in a positive manner because every employee understood their roles and responsibilities.  

This made the management task easier and the achievement of organizational objectives 

through the clearly designed tasks aimed at achieving their strategic objectives possible.   

 

4.4.6 Chain of Command 

The last dimension investigated by the study was chain of command.  It refers to the protocol 

used for communication within the organization, (Elsaid et al.,  2013).  It is a principle of 

management that provides a clear guideline on who reports to whom in the organizational 

structure.  It is closely linked with other concepts such as responsibility, authority, 

accountability, unity of command and delegation of authority. The results were as presented 

in Table 12. 
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Table 12 

Chain of command 

 

Item 

University 

Type 

                  Response (Percentages) 

SD        D       NS          A          SA   

very work procedure is performed through 

strict rules 

Public  

1.5 

 

16.1 

 

10.2 

 

59.9 

 

12.4 

 Private - 17.8 6.7 51.1 24.4 

I am answerable to the person I report to 

only 

Public  

3.6 

 

37.2 

 

10.9 

 

38.0 

 

10.2 

 Private 4.4 34.4 2.2 46.7 12.2 

Authority is clearly defined at each level Public 2.2 11.7 9.5 55.5 21.1 

 Private 2.2 16.7 2.2 50.0 28.9 

Averages Public 2.4 21.6 10.2 51.1 14.5 

 Private 3.3 22.9 3.7 49.2 21.8 

 

Results on Table 11 show that 71% of managers in private universities concurred that strict 

rules and regulations were used in the governing of work procedures while 65.6% in the 

public universities were of similar opinion.  This showed a marginal difference between the 

public and private universities. Chain of command implies strict compliance to order of 

hierarchy. The use of rules in work procedures and how directives are given along the 

hierarchical structure defines the work instruction to be followed by employees from one 

level of authority to another.  The directives and work instructions clarifies where every 

employee should receive orders from and through the vested authority at each levels.  This 

creates an environment of orderliness as the established chain of command also influences 

appropriate behavior of compliance, obedience, accountability and responsibility (Kodalkar, 

2007).     

 

The application of Taylor’s principles of management in the work place in the 20th century 

was in a bid to enhance managerial control so that maximum productivity can be achieved 

from the workers without creating confusion, ineffectiveness and irresponsibility (Onday, 

2016).  The principle of chain of command in the universities therefore, enhanced the 

clarification of roles and tasks within the organizational structure.  Managers were able to 
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monitor performance of employees at the lower ranks by use of policies and regulations.  

Duties and  responsibilities  carried out effectively.  The implication is that as authority 

flowed from the top, accountability flows up the ladder.  This implied that mode of work 

performance was likely to be  highly regulated, and the power to control dissemination of 

information  and issuing of instructions was vested in positions of authority within the 

organizational structure.  It has been noted that strict chain of command can also hamper 

faster decision making process because the source of authority  was one and could delay.   

 

According to Okash and Abdelghaly  (2013) a strict chain of command reduces confusion 

and conflicts unlike in a situation where there are dual or multiple commands issued to an 

employee.  Dual or multiple sources of command are common in cross-functional or matrix 

structures.  This  could easily cause confusion to an employee as to which instructions to 

follow.  An employee could easily evade taking instructions by playing-off one supervisor 

against another to the detriment of the achievement of the organizational goals. Such a 

situation has the potential to  create tension between heads of sections.  

 

Kodalkar (2007) observes that strict adherence to chain of command in an environment that 

required flexibility and re-adjustment in work performance can cause the loss of opportunities 

to undertake important changes.   Excessive reference to rules could easily obliterate the need 

for flexibility and change in some situations because chain of command principle favours 

retention of status quo.  Such situations could affect universities in making changes that could 

improve work performance. This is a management weakness, which is reflected in structure 

of both private and public universities as indicated by the response obtained from the 

universities.  It is a weakness in that the strict observance of rules and regulations embodies 

rigidity and slowness to change.  The management of the universities are rendered ineffective 

in driving the necessary changes that could place their institutions in a competitive position.  

 

The study also investigated whether employees received orders from only one supervisor or 

from multiple supervisors.  According to Qaisi (2015), the principle of chain of command in 

Max Weber’s bureaucracy states that each subordinate receives assigned duties, work 

instructions from only one supervisor, and is subsequently answerable and accountable to that 

supervisor.  From the results, it emerged that 58.9% of the managers in private universities 

agreed that they were answerable to only one supervisor.  In the public universities 48.2% 

indicated that employees were answerable to only one supervisor. The findings from public 
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universities showed that employees reported to more than one supervisor.  The chain of 

command was not as strict as that in private universities.  In complex organizations like the 

public universities, it is common for employees to have dual supervision.  For instance, a 

head of teaching department could report to the Dean of Faculty on day to day operations of 

the department.  They could also report to Directors or Chairmen of project teams, 

committees or task forces.   They are therefore subject to receiving commands and 

instructions from supervisors in those areas.   In such situations there is a risk of overlooking 

certain orders or failing to acknowledge, comply or recognize the fact that the sources of 

authority outside the straight line of command requires serious attention (Marume & 

Jubenkanda, 2016).    Such a situation poses a risk that some useful instructions could be 

ignored if employees recognize only one source of instructions and this could compromise 

the achievement of organizational goals.  This could jeopardize effectiveness and efficiency 

in management process.   

 

The existence of dual reporting relationship in the public universities implied that there 

existed temporary forms of organizational structures like cross-functional structures; project 

teams to co-ordinate certain activities in addition to the existing original structures. The 

results showed that use of a dual reporting system was more common in public universities 

than in private universities.   The advantage associated with the use of cross-functional or 

matrix structures according to Koldadar (2007), is that it provided a better coordination and 

control of work performance, optimal utilization of resources, and faster response to 

organizational changes, enhancement of employee motivation and delegation of authority.  

These are the advantages that public universities could be having over private universities in 

effectiveness of management system due to cross-functional structure.  

 

The study also investigated the aspect of clarification of authority, which is regarded as a key 

element in facilitation of chain of command (Robbins, 2017).  The results showed a high 

concurrence of 75% by managers in both public and private universities that authority was 

clearly defined at each level.  This implied that the forms of structures in the universities 

fostered formal employee relationships that were clearly spelt out, and proper avenues of 

communication and a locus of authority specified.  The organizational structure influence on 

employee relationships was very formal.  The interactions among employees were quite 

formal probably to the extent that it may have ignored informal relationships outside the 

official realms that are considered crucial to the overall performance of an organization. As 
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noted by Indabwa and Ubwa (2014), the research findings from Maslow’s studies on human 

relationship underscored the positive influence of informal relationships on employee work 

performance.  Maslow’s studies criticized bureaucratic tendencies that emphasized formal 

relationships through the use of strict rules and chain of command.  This is because, strict 

adherence to the chain of command has the potential of causing employees to withdraw from 

active participation at place of work. The work environment under such working 

relationships does not arouse motivation for creativity because the interaction was too strict 

and formal to the extent that that it may result in a suppressed performance.  Where the 

managers are not strong on mentoring and coaching skills to enhance interaction with their 

juniors, a learning environment may not be possible. Where supervision is very strict, it leads 

to imposition of undesirable decisions on the subordinates (Qaisi, 2015).  The universities 

therefore risked operating in an environment where there was little interaction between the 

managers and their juniors except through work instructions and through directives. The risk 

of having employees who feel alienated, is likely to result in low work productivity hence 

ineffective management.  

 

4.4.7 Overall Structural Index 

The study also sought to find out the overall index score of the organizational structure.  This 

was done by  summing up the means of the six dimensions that were considered to be  

fundamental to the analysis of the organizational structure. The six dimensions were; work 

specialization (S1a), rules and regulations (S1b), decentralization of decision making (S1c), 

span of control (S1d), departmentalization (S1e), chain of command (S1e) and S1 (Structural 

Index Score). The overall structural index scores are presented in Table 13  by university 

type.  
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Table 13 

Index Scores from Public and Private Universities 

Public Universities 

Organizational Structure 

Dimensions 

SD D NS A SA X SD 

S1a -work specialization 5.48 23.18 10.25 46.13 14.98 3.62 0.66 

S2b-rules and regulations 2.20 11.93 10.63 58.90 16.30 3.75 0.65 

S3c-decentralization 6.30 27.97 12.87 41.33 11.43 3.31 0.75 

S4d-span of control 4.83 35.03 10.67 39.43 9.97 3.15 0.83 

S5e-departmentalization 5.60 21.90 9.50 48.17 14.87 3.45 0.69 

S6f-Chain of command 2.43 21.67 10.20 51.13 14.57 3.53 0.72 

S1 4.47 23.61 10.69 47.52 13.69 2.86 0.41 

 Private Universities 

Organizational Structure  

Dimensions 

SD D NS A SA X SD 

 

S1a-work specialization 5.55 23.05 5.55 47.23 18.60 3.65 0.65 

S2b-rules and regulation - 12.60 3.70 57.03 26.63 3.97 0.64 

S3c-decentralizzation 7.03 34.83 4.40 38.90 14.83 3.35 0.73 

S4d-span of control 4.03 20.94 3.67 47.77 16.27 3.44 0.82 

S5e-departmentalization 5.17 20.77 5.17 47.03 21.87 3.60 0.78 

S6f-chain of command 2.20 22.97 3.70 49.27 21.83 3.66 0.74 

S1 4.00 22.53 4.37 47.87 20.01 2.90 0.43 

 

The index scores on Table 13 indicate that organizational structure index for private 

universities (Mean = 2.90; SD=0.43) was slightly higher than that of public universities 

(Mean = 2.86;SD = 0.41).  The results suggest that characteristics and features of 

bureaucratic structure were more pronounced in private universities than in public 

universities.  Both public and the private universities are struggling with bureaucratic 

encumbrances.  Despite the fact that bureaucratic characteristics are more pronounced in both 

universities, it appears that there has been an attempt to embrace some features of organic 

type of structures.  For instance decentralization of decision making is 73% in the private 

universities and 62.7% in the public universities.  Decentralization is a trend in most 

corporate organizations because it frees the senior managers to focus on strategic issues and 



130 

innovation.  With delegation of authority to lower level of management, the managers at that 

level are more involved in seeking for solutions to emerging problems.  This makes the part 

of decision making which boosts their morale.  However, if the decisions are not 

implemented carefully and accurately, it could cause operational problems. Decentralization 

of decision making also tends to flatten the organizational hierarchy. This speeds up decision 

making and action on issues because information moves faster through the organization.  

 

The results also shows that the bureaucratic characteristics of both public and private 

universities were not very high given that the rating was based on a 5 point likert scale.  The 

overall mean score ratings of the dimensions ranged from  3.15 to  3.97 with a moderate 

standard deviation ranging from .641 to .833.  This implies that bureaucratic characteristics in 

the universities were not very high.  The universities may have embraced a mixture of 

organizational structure characteristics that may have been brought about by environmental 

conditions prevailing at the moment.   

 

The structural index score showed that the characteristic with highest index score was (S2b), 

the use of rules and regulations, 83.66% for private universities and 75.20% for public 

universities.  As the private universities grew in size, the functions and activities became 

complex and the need for more control may have led to the use of more rules and regulations 

and standard operating procedures to coordinate the increased activities and number of 

employees.  Alizadeh and Frizhendi, (2013) noted that in the use of rules and regulations and 

allocation of specific tasks,  a bureaucratic structure was found to be more effective in an 

organization.  It aided in the coordination and control of a large number of people in the 

system working with complex transactions.  Rules and regulations makes it possible for large 

groups of people to work in a compatible and consistent manner. High use of rules and 

regulations can also cause a high level of impersonality in work performance which is caused 

by over compliance to rules governing work procedures. It makes management to work in a 

predictable and automatic manner and prevents them from scanning their environment to 

evaluate whether the organization was performing or not.  

 

The structural index score for the attributes on span of control (S4d) in private universities 

was 64.04% compared with 49.40% in public universities.  Public universities had wider 

spans of control while private universities had narrow spans of control.  This could be 

attributed to the fact that public universities are large and complex institutions that have 
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developed standard operating procedures and embraced information technology which made 

it possible for large number of employees to work with minimum supervision.  This is a 

situation that could easily lead to laxity in enforcement of performance standards and 

achievement of performance targets.  Management could easily find unity of effort elusive as 

managers get overwhelmed in trying to guide, mentor, coach and guide employees towards 

the desired goals.       

 

In addition, Bhote and Meier (2003) noted that the use of highly trained specialists was likely 

to generate wider spans of controls. The core activities of teaching and research in public 

universities are undertaken by professionals in their various areas of specialization.  The 

teams of professionals deal with routine problems.   Routine work can be executed with 

minimum supervision (Baldridge & Deal, 1980).  Bojkovic (2006) further observed that the 

size and complexity of an enterprise affects the span of control in that span increases with the 

size and number of employees.  

 

Scholars aligned to the classical theories were the main proponents of mechanistic 

organizational structures argued that bureaucratic structures were the ideal forms that made 

an organization to function rationally and efficiently and would increase productivity and 

achieve organizational objectives (Marume et al., 2014).  Bureaucracies are associated with 

most public organizations and administration systems and seem to apply to both public and 

private institutions as is the case in this study the private universities in Kenya.  It has been 

observed that both public and private organizations rely on bureaucratic dimensions of 

organizational structure  to function.  However, it is often thought that bureaucratic 

tendencies are more enhanced in the public sector organizations (Krut, 2012).   

 

Observations on the trends in the growth of higher education institutions indicate that there 

has been a tremendous growth in numbers and size of the private universities.  Onsongo 

(2007) noted that the private universities had expanded from small religious institutions that 

just offered religious and social based courses to large organizations that offered more 

programmes including natural science courses.  The expansion not only affected the increase 

in number of functions in private universities but also made them to grow into complex 

institutions that have eventually embraced those characteristics associated with bureaucratic 

outfits.   
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In the next section an investigation is undertaken on the perception of university managers on 

the dimensions of quality management.  The responses provided by the managers on the 

statements items will provide an indication of the influence of organizational structure on the 

quality of management.  

 

4.5 Perceptions of University Managers on the Dimensions of Quality of 

Management in Kenyan Universities   

This section covers the second objective of this study which is the analysis of university 

managers’ perception on the dimensions of quality of management. Six dimensions of quality 

of management were examined namely; decision making, customer care, teamwork, 

delegation of authority, channels of communication and structural flexibility.    

Quality of management refers to that dynamic state of an organization that refers to the way in 

which the managers or leadership of an organization pursues excellence through the 

operations of its functions.  Quality management is said to constitute a management 

philosophy that has  guiding principles for its management practices.  The management 

practices guides the way activities are organized and controlled to enable the organization to 

provide superior value through its products, services, people, processes and environment to 

meet or exceed the expectations of its customers (Goetsch & Davis, 2010; Knowles, 2011; 

(Manaf, 2012).  

 

The attributes associated with quality of management were investigated using statements that 

described the aspects associated with the attributes by obtaining opinions from the university 

managers on the prevailing conditions. The six quality indicators were analyzed using 

descriptive statistics in order to determine the percentages of the overall perception of 

managers in the public and private universities.  The indicators of each dimension were 

measured on a five-point likert scale ranging from 1 to 5 (Where 1 = strongly disagree - SD, 2 

= disagree - D, 3 = not sure –NS, 4= agree – A and 5 = strongly agree - SA). 

 

The perceptions were categorized as positive, neutral and negative.  A perception was 

considered positive when a manager agreed with the majority of the items that were used to 

measure his/her view on a dimension of quality management.  Perception was deemed 

negative when the participant disagreed with the majority of the items, and was categorized as 

neutral when he/she neither agreed nor disagreed with majority of the items.  
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4.5.1 Perception on Influence of organizational Structure on Decision Making  

Decision making was one of the managerial practices characteristic that was investigated as it 

was seen to influence the quality of management in the universities. Decision making is a 

management process that takes place at various levels in an organization that ranges from 

strategic, managerial and operational decision making.  The process of decision making is 

about selecting choices or making a compromise from among alternatives in order to achieve 

organizational objectives (Jasmin, 2007; March, 2011).  Table 14 provides results on the 

perceptions of the university managers concerning how their structure facilitates decision 

making within the different levels in the organizational structure in their universities.  

Table 14:    

Percentage Scores on Decision Making 

Item Response (Percentages)  

      

 University 

Type  

SD D NS A    SA 

Organizational structure enables the 

institution to respond quickly to 

changes in the environmental 

conditions 

 

Public 

 

 

 

2.9 

 

 

27.0 

 

 

16.8 

 

 

44.5 

 

 

8.8 

 Private 17.8 22.2 5.6 42.2 12.2 

Organizational structure allows 

participative decision making 

Public  

2.9 

 

29.2 

 

13.9 

 

40.1 

 

13.9 

 Private 15.6 18.9 6.7 45.6 13.3 

There is sufficient autonomy to  make 

decisions in  area of responsibility 

Public  

1.5 

 

16.1 

 

13.1 

 

56.2 

 

13.1 

 Private 5.6 16.7 5.6 48.9 23.3 

  Averages Public 2.4 24.1 14.6 46.9 8.6 

 Private 13.0 19.2 4.3 45.5 16.2 

 

The results in table 14 indicate that more managers in private universities 61.7% agreed that 

the organizational structures enhanced decision making compared to 55.5% in the public 

universities.  The results shows a big difference in the managers perception between the two 

institutions. This implies that decision making in private universities was more faster than in 
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public universities. It is most likely that decision making was faster in private universities and 

therefore taking action on matters was likely to be faster in private universities than in public 

universities.  

 

Decision making has been acknowledged as critical in organizational performance and 

subsequent outcomes (Akdere, 2011). It has been widely acknowledged that an institutional 

management that is quick in decision making contributes highly to effective performance in 

organizations. For an organization to achieve a high performance, efficiency and 

effectiveness, the systematic realignment between the environment and the organizations 

objective can be achieved through the decision making process (Kande et al., 2017).  Adere 

(2011) argues that organizations that have embraced flatter and flexible organizational 

structures as opposed to those that are hierarchical, often are well equipped to respond 

quickly to environmental demands.  He argues further that  flat organizational structures 

enable the decisions to reach the point of action faster and also encourages involvement of 

the employees in the process of  managing change. Members of the organization gain 

ownership of decisions made and pull together in one direction.  

 

From the results, the positive perceptions by managers on decision making  is above average.  

This could imply that critical decisions trickle down to the intended points for auctioning at 

the right pace. However, the pace ought to be higher than the results is giving because it has 

been acknowledged that the environment in which the universities is operating is full of 

competition.  The impediment on quick decision making process is likely to be caused by the 

existence of multiple hierarchical layers that slow down information processing and prompt 

action on crucial matters as necessitated by the demands in the changing environment.  Such 

a process could delay timely and appropriate actions, that are likely to lead to loss of 

opportunity. Like any other organization, the survival, growth and prosperity of the 

universities depends on how they responded to changes in their environment and their ability 

to take appropriate action on opportunities that would be  beneficial  to them  (Puseljic et al.,  

2015).  The results imply that the universities may not be as quick in responding and adapting 

to the fast changing environment and might be losing critical opportunities that would enable 

them to achieve the set organizational goals.   

 

Participative decision making is one of the important activities in decision making process 

that is associated with effective action and business success (Akdere, 2011). The study 
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investigated the existence of participative decision making practices in the universities to 

gauge the quality of management in terms of employee involvement and achievement of 

strategic choices made in enhancing universities performance.  The results on table 13 

indicated that 58.9% of the managers in private universities agreed that they practiced 

participative decision making. Results from public universities indicated that 54% of the 

managers were in agreement. The results implied that the practice was done in moderation. 

According to Rishipal (2014), when employees are given the leeway to participate in decision 

making the organization benefits from new ideas and innovations generated by motivated 

employees because they feel valued by being involved in the institutions processes. Both 

public and private universities are faced with environmental challenges that require concerted 

efforts of all stakeholders to improve performance by effectively competing and achieving set 

goals and objectives.  Public, just like the private universities, are equally facing competition 

from other institutions of learning (Kande et al., 2017; Mathooko & Ogutu, 2014).  Therefore 

in order to enhance their overall performance there is need to strengthen participative 

decision making in their management practices.  This can help them exploit advantages 

associated with participative decision making which outweigh the disadvantages.   

 

The discretion  bestowed upon university managers to make operational decisions was 

another element that was  investigated by the study.  The results from private universities 

indicated that 72% of the managers observed that they had sufficient autonomy to make 

decisions while 69.3% in the public universities concurred with the statement.  The results 

showed that although the percentage of those who agreed was high, managers in private 

universities seemed to enjoy more autonomy than their counterparts in the public universities.  

Effectiveness in decision making depends on the degree of autonomy built into a particular 

job (Eugwu et al., 2018).   Autonomy involves the ability of a manager to recognize a 

problem, select a course of action  on their own volition and determine how to tackle it.  This 

is based on their perspectives and experience.  This leads to better performance in an 

organization because the ability to take such an action demonstrates strong leadership on the 

part of the manager. It leads to a higher level of commitment to the organization and a 

willingness to take responsibility for the outcome of their decision (Prilandita et al., 2017).   

 

Private universities are more in the knowledge economy business and possessing a higher 

level of entrepreneurial character, where the managers are likely to be more empowered with 

a higher level of autonomy   to make decisions especially when dealing with issues that have 
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financial implications for the universities. Such issues are those related to admission of 

students and utilization of funds. Used in the right way, autonomy leads to desirable 

outcomes (Brock, 2003).  Autonomy for managers in public university is equally high.  They 

have the freedom to make decisions on operational matters in their departments such as 

allocation of teaching courses and utilization of resources allocated to the department. This is 

likely to boost their motivation and with this kind of freedom the achievement of goals is 

possible.  

 

The results showed that managers in both public and private universities were sufficiently 

empowered to make decisions at their level of operations. Power to make decisions was 

therefore diffused to   the appropriate levels in the organizational structure and this was likely 

to impact the motivation of the managers positively leading to effective performance.  

Mintzberg (1993) described a manager with autonomy as those who can give authority to 

those they supervise.  They  makes decisions and handle affairs at their level of operations 

without having to refer to higher authority or a committee somewhere or even operators at 

lower level. This provides speed in decision making that saves time and achieves set targets 

and organizational goals and objectives.  The results therefore suggests that authority in the 

universities is decentralized to the operational levels and managers are therefore able to deal 

with situations that arise at their level without necessarily seeking further authority.  This is 

likely to enhance the effective performance of the universities. 

 

A perception score was calculated in order to determine the proportion of managers attitudes 

with positive, neutral or negative opinion regarding the indicators that described the quality 

of management in their institutions.  Table 15 provides the results regarding decision making. 
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Table 15:    

 University Managers Perception on the Influence of Organizational Structure on  

Decision Making 

Perception Percentages 

Public (n = 137)  Private (n=90) Overall (n = 227 

Positive 61.3 60.0 60.8 

Neutral 13.1 5.6 10.1 

Negative 25.5 34.4 29.1 

 

The results on Table 14 indicate that 60.% of managers in private universities had a positive 

perception that the organizational structure influenced their universities to respond quickly to 

changes in market conditions.  In the public universities those with those with similar 

perception were 61.3%. The percentage score from the universities was not very different an 

indication that the managers had the autonomy to make decisions. Decision making by the 

managers therefore assisted universities to undertake important actions at the appropriate 

time.  The percentage score of 60% was however, not sufficient enough and there was need to 

review decision making process to make it more effective and quicker.  

 

4.5.2 Perception of University Managers on the on Customer Satisfaction 

The second dimension of quality of management investigated in this study on the dimension 

on quality of management was on customer satisfaction.  Customer satisfaction is defined as 

the management activity that contributes to the acquisition, retention and partnership with 

customers.  In this scenario the management practices contribute to the creation of superior 

value addition of products and services for the organization and customer leading to customer 

satisfaction (Kuria & Juma, 2017).  An effective customer focused organization is based on a 

corporate strategy and a management philosophy where customer welfare and delight takes 

top priority. This can place an organization in a leading position among its competitors (Bose, 

2010; Vandermerwe 2004). Table 16 provides results on the number of managers’ who 

agreed that managers were involved in activities that contributed to customer satisfaction in 

public and private universities.  
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Table 16  

Percentage Scores on Customer Satisfaction 

Customer satisfaction is the attestation of how well the organizations’ products and services 

fulfill the expectations of the users.  The results are as shown in Table 16  

Item University 

Type 

Response (Percentages) 

SD D NS   A SA 

Feedback on staff work 

performance is made regularly 

Public 6.6 29.9 10.9 38.7 13.9 

Private 14.4 21.1 7.8 44.4 12.2 

Customer satisfaction is 

enhanced by organizational 

structure 

Public 4.4 22.6 15.3 47.4 10.2 

Private 10.0 17.8 7.8 52.2 12.2 

Responses to customer needs is 

possible within the 

organizational structure 

Public   0.7 9.5 16.1 56.9 16.8 

Private 8.9 17.8 7.8 50.0 12.2 

Averages Public 3.9 20.6 14.1 47.6 13.6 

 Private 11.1 18.9 7.8 48.8 12.2 

 

The response from managers in the public universities was 61.2% and in the private 

universities it was 61%.  Both public and private universities acknowledge that the 

management practices in their institutions are geared towards enhancing customer 

satisfaction.  The average from the universities is not good enough considering the 

importance of retaining customers in the current environment of competition.  

 

The results on feedback on performance by employees indicated an average response of 

56.6%  in private universities. The response from public universities was 52.6%.  This item 

investigated how the universities were treating its own employees as internal customers. The 

results show that the universities were average in this regard and not good enough.   A 

customer focused organization requires its employees to collaborate with management in 

order to achieve outcomes that are required by its customers. Customer focus initiatives 

require organizational structures that can support innovation and continuous improvement 

through its employees in order to consistently perform better.  This could lead to an 

improvement in the organizations position and image amidst competition from other 

organizations (Subramanian, 2018; Ya et al., 2014). The active role played by employees in 
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service provision will have an impact on how customers perceive the quality of service.  

Employee customer interaction provides an opportunity for the customers to know if the 

organization cares. The nature of interaction will make the customer to come back for more 

services or go to the competitor.  Dealing with internal customer in the name of employees 

fosters the organizations initiatives towards enhancement of customer satisfaction for its 

external clients.  

 

Organizations that are concerned with customer retention and satisfaction also understand 

that customer satisfaction is key in remaining competitive (Anastasiou & Nathanailides, 

2015).     Customer centric teams and units are some of the organizational structure initiatives 

that assists organizations to ensure customers’ demands and concerns are addressed and 

translated into the product and service design in order maintain an attractive and competitive 

position.  The  results show that it was likely that the universities did not have strong 

customer focus strategies. The management practices did not put much effort in providing 

excellent services or products that would make their customers place their institutions as 

preferred choices for obtaining services.    

 

Another aspect linked to enhancement of customer satisfaction investigated in this study was 

the flexibility and orientation of the organizational structure in responding to customer needs.   

The results from the private universities showed that 64.4% agreed that the organizational 

structures enhanced response to customers’ needs while 57.6% in public universities were of 

similar opinion.  More managers in the private universities agreed that the organizational 

structure was more oriented towards addressing customer needs more than in the public 

universities. This implied that the organizational structures in private universities were more 

customer centric than those in the public universities.  

 

Atuo and Kalu, (2016); Governder and Rampoop, (2010); Kande et al. (2017); Mathooko and 

Ogutu, (2014); Subramanian (2018) observe that in a competitive environment in which the 

universities operate, there is need for organizational structures that are flexible to support 

customer focus initiatives from time to time in order to strengthen their competitiveness and 

enhance performance. Customer centric structures enhance response to customer needs 

through the arrangements of jobs and tasks that focus on customer satisfaction as observed by 

Azizzadeh, Bharani and Sfestani (2014). Customer focused tasks and activities institute the 

use of strategies such as use of information technology, establishment of public relations 
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units and customer satisfaction surveys that reduce complexities within the structure and 

could improve the quality of management with regard to enhancement of customer 

satisfaction (Ya et al., 2014).   

 

Customer centric organizations are those that have strategic business units that serve the 

needs of customers effectively.  Such units operate through management practices and 

processes that are geared towards customers satisfaction like speed in decision making, 

solving customers problems, carrying out of marketing activities, public relations and 

communication. Such management operations enables the organization to give priority to 

provision of quick solution to issues affecting organization customers (Galbraith, 2005). 

Oketch, (2004) observed that since private universities are profit making institution they tend 

to be more customer centric.  The public  universities are equally faced with stiff competition 

from local and international competitors and it would be important for them to pay more 

attention to their organizational structures as they also need to remain relevant and 

institutions of choice locally and internationally.  

 

Response to customer needs is a pointer towards an organization whose organizational 

structures provides management initiatives to satisfy and retain customers by working 

efficiently and effectively (Ya et al., 2014).  This aspect was investigated and the results 

showed that 73.7% of managers agreed that the organizational structures in public 

universities enabled the institutions to respond to customer needs.  Similar sentiments were 

held by 65.5% of managers in private universities.  This was an indication that the 

organizational structures in both public and private universities were customer centric.  It 

implied that the activities and functions in the universities were cognizant of the importance 

of catering for the satisfaction and needs of their clients. It further implied that there was an 

effective integration and coordination of organizational processes and activities that were 

geared towards value addition in service provision to attract and satisfy their customers 

(Gebauer & Kowalkowski, 2014). The universities were cognizant of the fact that there was 

stiff competition amongst the institutions of higher learning and therefore the services they 

provided were aimed at  giving them competitive edge over their competitors.  The 

management practices were those that were likely to be effective in satisfying customer 

needs.  
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A perception score on customer satisfaction was calculated to determine the managers’ 

perception on customer satisfaction. The results are provided in Table 17. 

Table 17 

University Managers Perceptions on Customer Satisfaction  

Perception Percentages 

Public (n = 137)  Private (n=90) Overall (n = 227 

Positive 61.3 70.0 64.8 

Neutral 16.8 4.4 11.9 

Negative 21.9 25.6 23.3 

 

The percentage score indicated that 70% of the managers in the private universities  had a 

higher positive  perception concerning customer satisfaction than the managers in the public 

universities at 61.3%.  This is a marked difference between the public and private 

universities.  This could be attributed to the fact that private universities relied totally on their 

effort to generate revenue to sustain their institutions. They do not receive any financial 

subsidies from the Government but generate their revenues from the clients they get.  The 

private universities have no option but to priorities the needs of their customers seriously and 

enhancing quality of their services and products to be able to compete and retain them.  This 

is an activity that might not be critical to public universities who receive part of their revenue 

from the government.  

 

4.5.4 Perception on Influence of organizational Structure on Teamwork. 

Teamwork was one of the quality of management dimension that was used to describe the  

quality of management   and was investigated in this study.  Team work has been defined as 

the manner in which individuals undertake tasks together through interactive and 

interdependent behavioral process to achieve a common goal (McEwan et al., 2017).  Table 

18 provides results of the managers’ opinion on the influence of organizational structures on 

team work in public and private universities. 
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Table 18 

Percentage Scores on University Managers Perception on Teamwork  

Item University 

Type 

Response (Percentages) 

 SD D NS A SA 

The organizational structure 

enhances shared values and 

ethics in the organization 

Public  

0.7 

 

20.4 

 

10.2 

 

59.1 

 

9.5 

Private 4.4 10.0 3.3 68.9 13.3 

All staff members participate in 

formulation of departmental 

strategic plans 

Public  

1.5 

 

13.1 

 

8.0 

 

56.2 

 

21.2 

Private 7.8 15.6 2.2 55.6 18.9 

Departments are coordinated 

well to support teamwork 

among staff 

Public  

0.7 

 

8.8 

 

12.4 

 

60.6 

 

17.5 

Private 4.4 10.0 2.2 55.6 18.9 

Staff from different departments 

at times work together for 

specific period of time 

Public  

0.7 

 

13.9 

 

9.5 

 

55.5 

 

20.4 

Private 8.9 5.6 5.6 56.7 13.3 

Averages Public 0.9 14.0 10.0 57.8 17.1 

 Private 6.3 10.3 3.3 59.2 16.1 

 

The results on table 18 show that in private universities, 75.3% of the managers on all the 

stated items agreed that there was teamwork in their universities compared to 74.9% in the 

public universities. This a very strong indication of teamwork amongst employees in the 

public and private universities.  University departments are created on the basis of specialized 

disciplines.  Majority of employees are professional in particular fields and therefore they 

work very closely as teams in support of common departmental objectives.  

 

In private universities 82.2% of the managers agreed that the organizational structures 

enhanced shared values and ethics in the organization compared to 68.6% of the respondents 

in the public universities.   Although the results were positive in both cases there was a wide 

margin in the difference between private and public universities.  The results show that 

organizational structures in private universities promoted sharing of values and ethics more 

than in public universities. Shared values and ethics is the glue that binds employees and 

provides the cohesion that strengthens teamwork in an organization.  Where work 
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performance is based on shared values such as trust, and accountability there is enhanced 

commitment by employees to group goals and interpersonal relationships rather than 

individualized efforts (Mangi et al., 2015; Mustafa et al., 2017).  Merriam (2012) observed 

that teamwork involves the subordination of personal prominence and self-interest for the 

good of the whole group. Such are the ethics and values that strengthen teamwork in an 

organization.  Effective teamwork improves organizational output and quality of work.  The 

high level of shared values and ethics in the private universities implies that the achievement 

of organizational goals was more effective as the employees appreciated team work.  This is 

likely to lead to lead to improved quality of work life for the employees and a development of 

a higher sense of belonging, interaction and synergy that enhanced work performance.  It 

points out to the need for public universities to strengthen those strategies that enhance shared 

values and ethics to improve and reinforce the use of team work in their work performance. 

  

The results also showed that over 70% of the managers in both public and private universities 

agreed that university employees participated in formulation of departmental strategic plans.  

One of the many strategies of enhancing teamwork in an organization is by involving 

employees in various institutional activities such as formulation of strategic plans which 

provide opportunities for employees to work as teams.  Mwanthi (2018), observed that in the 

process of strategic planning, information is shared among the staff, responsibilities are 

assigned and coordination of activities is established.  The process of strategic planning in the 

departments pulls together employees to work as teams which enhances teamwork as they 

focus not only on departmental objectives but also on the wider organizational goals. The 

universities therefore benefit from the opportunities provided by activities such as strategic 

planning which improved work performance and made it possible for management to achieve 

organizational goals.  

 

The study further investigated whether the organizational structures enhanced teamwork 

through departmental integration.  The results show that 83.4% of the managers in the private 

universities agreed that the integration of the universities’ departments for coordination of 

activities enhanced teamwork compared to 78.1% in the public universities. This was an 

indication that the departments were well integrated and this fostered and enhanced teamwork 

processes.  Departmental integration incorporates greater coordination and collaboration of 

organizational processes across the department (Lee & Whang, 2001). As a result, mutual 

responsiveness and collaboration between distinct activities is boosted due to the flexibility 
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offered by the organizational structures. In the process, it brings about a better performance 

because of the mutual collaboration between the departments.  The good performance is as a 

result of common culture, common standards and information sharing that promotes 

coordinated efforts and collaboration (Spens, 2006).  The results show that the division of 

tasks and responsibilities in the universities had a positive influence on teamwork as the 

departmental coordination and integration facilitated the accomplishment of tasks inspired by 

a spirit of mutual cooperation in pursuit of common goals (Lee & Whang 2001; Marks et al., 

2001). The coordination within and amongst departments influenced the right environment to 

perform tasks that could lead to the transformation of team resources into outcomes.  The 

universities had the opportunity to enhance the use of teamwork, create synergies to achieve 

the organizational goals, plans and objectives.  Through the sharing of information, a 

favourable working system and environment was created where employees are engaged in 

unlimited learning opportunities through cooperation and exchange of ideas and work 

experience with colleagues.   

 

The study investigated the use of teams by the universities as an approach to enhancing 

teamwork.  The results showed that 75.9% of the managers in public universities agreed that 

staff from different departments were brought to work together as a team for specific period 

of time once in a while. In the private universities 70% were of similar opinion.  This showed 

that in both public and private universities there was high utilization of project teams and task 

forces to help achieve and accomplish some important institutional tasks and projects.  

Utilization of teams is an approach that helps organizations to harness skills, strengths and 

energy of team members who have different technical skills and competencies and channel 

the different professional skills are brought together to help accomplish certain tasks.  This 

approach generates increased results and positive work outcome, in an organization, 

(Prabhakar 2008).  The universities therefore identified and utilized the reservoir of their 

employees’ skills and expertise to accomplish certain tasks and conclude identified projects 

successfully.  This was likely to enhance the team spirit in the universities and give a positive 

impact on organizational performance.  The recognition and utilization of special talents and 

professionalism also contributed to improvement of employees satisfaction and motivation.  

This enhanced the quality of management in the institutions of higher learning as they were 

able to achieve certain objectives. The positive interaction and collaboration among 

employees in organizations provide the opportunity to enhance teamwork and achievement of 

common goals for the benefit of the organization (Sanyal & Hisam, 2018). 
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The perception of university managers was investigated with regard to teamwork and the 

results are shown in Table 19.   

Table 19 

University Managers Perceptions on Teamwork 

Perception Percentages 

Public (n = 137)  Private (n=90) Overall (n = 227 

Positive 76.6 77.8 77.1 

Neutral 16.1 18.9 17.2 

Negative 7.3 3.3 5.7 

 

The results show that over 70% of the managers in both public and private universities had a 

positive perception concerning the use of teamwork.  The high perception on teamwork by 

university managers could be explained by the nature of universities.  Universities consist of 

sections, departments and units that are highly specialized.  They high level of 

professionalism and technical specialization tend to enforce teamwork amongst groups with 

similar specialization. Such groups will tend to work together closely hence strengthening the 

feeling of belonging. 

 

4.5.5 Perception of University Managers on Delegation of authority. 

Delegation of authority was another dimension of quality of management investigated in this 

study.  It refers to the way in which an organization allows decision making authority to flow 

to lower levels of management. Managers can transfer their authority and responsibility to 

lower levels of organizational structure by delegating to other employees, the power to make 

decisions without abdicating responsibility. The primary objective of delegation of authority 

is to foster a more efficient use of resources, enable quick decision making and action and to 

facilitate the emergence of a more agile and responsive organization that enhances overall 

performance of the organization.  It also connotes a decentralized organizational structure 

(Daft, 2014).  Table 20 provides the response rates of managers in public and private 

universities on delegation of authority. 
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Table 20:  

Percentage Scores on Delegation of Authority 

Items  Response (Percentages) 

 SD D NS A SA 

The organizational structure allows 

participative decision making 

Public 2.9 29.2 13.6 40.1 13.9 

Private 15.6 18.9 6.7 45.6 13.3 

There is sufficient autonomy for 

managers to exercise authority in 

their areas of responsibility 

Public 1.5 16.1 13.1 56.2 13.1 

Private 5.6 16.7 5.6 48.9 23.3 

Managers have sufficient authority to 

make decisions 

Public 1.5 16.1 16.1 52.6 13.9 

Private 3.3 22.2 8.9 50.0 15.6 

Averages Public 1.9 20.4 8.9 49.6 13.6 

 Private 8.1 19.2 7.0 48.1 17.4 

 

The results in table 20 show that slightly more managers in the private universities 65.5% 

agreed that the organizational structures influenced delegation of authority in their 

universities compared to 63.2% in the public universities.  The difference is very marginal 

and could imply that structures in the universities enhance management practices that foster 

delegation of authority.  

 

Participative decision making is a component of ownership of decision making process by 

employees not in leadership position in an organization through delegated authority.  

Employees are involved in the decisions making process that involves resource allocation to 

achieve results efficiently and effectively (Eugwu et al., 2018).  The managers who agreed 

that the organizational structures allowed for participative decision making in private 

universities were  58.9%  while 54% in public universities were of similar opinion. The 

results showed that there was a moderate level of practice which might not be as high as 

should be.   Proponents of participative decision making have argued that most employees 

inherently desire a greater role in decision making as a drive towards self-actualization.  A 

greater role in decision making is likely to promote job satisfaction, performance feedback, 

organizational learning, effective leadership and management and ultimately increase in 

overall organizational performance (Chiva et al., 2007). There was more need for university 

managers to enhance this practice more as it has been associated with business success 
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(Eugwu et al., 2018). Managers who employ this strategy are likely to benefit more including 

reduced work pressure on their part that frees them to concentrate on other important strategic 

issues.  

 

Decision making that is concentrated at top level of management can easily bog down speed 

in work performance because managers will be too involved in consultation and seeking for 

solutions to problems at the expense of concentrating on strategic issues. Participative 

decision making has been noted to assist managers to avoid unnecessary delays hence counter 

red tape associated with bureaucratic structures.  It has been recognized as a capacity building 

tool in that subordinates through art of shared responsibility and teamwork acquire skills in 

decision making and improves their management skills (Marume et al., 2016).  The results 

further suggest that the university procedures and guideline that support participative decision 

making of authority process may not have been very clear. This is likely to be contributed by 

lack of effective coordination, gaps in hierarchy, incompetence on the part of management 

leadership and weak communication channels that did not foster a strong participative 

decision making process (Marume & Jubenkanda, 2016).   This disadvantaged the quality of 

management in the universities.  

 

The study sought to investigate whether the organizational structure favored control and 

centralization in decision making by seeking the managers views on autonomy at work place.  

The results showed that 73.2% of managers in private universities agreed that they had 

sufficient autonomy.  In the public universities 69.3% were of similar opinion. Managers in 

private universities had more autonomy compared to those in public universities. The degree 

of autonomy accorded in work performance is a highly valued aspect that offers opportunities 

for managers and  employees to exercise self-determination.  Where autonomy is high, it 

implies less control, less direct supervision and relaxed adherence to procedures (Groen et al., 

2018).  Autonomy has a positive impact on the performance of tasks and activities and 

contributes to  self-actualization.  The results showed a high level of autonomy enjoyed by 

university managers which implies that they were  able to exercise discretion in the 

performance of their jobs with regard to policy implementation, job designing, decision 

making, resource utilization, planning work schedules and assigning of duties to 

subordinates. This is likely because heads of departments are allocated clear responsibilities 

and allocated resources to run the day to day operations in the universities.  This is likely to 

help the universities to strengthen their quality of management by building more flexibility 
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that is necessary in today’s environment of high competition and need for change to succeed 

in business environment.   

 

The results showed that 66.5% of the managers in public universities and 65.6% in the 

private universities had sufficient authority to make decisions. There was no much difference 

between public and private universities with regard to empowerment given to the managers to 

execute action in the departments through decision making. According to Bornay-Barrachina 

and  Lopez-Cabrales (2019), hierarchical forms of organizational structures are less efficient 

in decision making processes because of the layers of hierarchies that hinder quick flow of 

information.  If managers have to wait for directives from higher level to take action, this 

might delay and can result in loss of opportunity.  However, managers in this study have 

sufficient authority to make decisions showing that the organizational structures in the 

universities do not pose a major challenge to the managers when it comes to decision making.  

These authors further observe that one of the major challenges managers have to face in their 

responsibilities is to make decisions when faced with the uncertainty and competition from 

other organizations. Managers are often faced with situations where the decisions they make 

implies taking accountability and responsibility for their outcomes can be costly to their 

institutions.  The organizational structures enable the university managers to run their 

departments effectively hence contribute effectively to the performance of the organizations.  

A perception score on delegation of authority was calculated and the results are provided in 

Table 21.  

 

Table 21 

University Managers Perceptions on  Delegation of Authority 

Perception Percentages 

Public (n = 137)  Private (n=90) Overall (n = 227 

Positive 64.7 61.1 63.3 

Neutral 10.3 6.7 8.8 

Negative 25.0 32.2 27.9 

 

The results in Table 21 shows a moderate perception from the managers in both the public 

and private universities at just over 60%, with regard to delegation of authority.  This is an 

indication that the level of transfer authority and responsibility to managers at various levels 
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in the organization is not as strong as should be.  The moderate perception implies that 

centralization of decision making is still on a high level.  The percentage of the managers 

with negative perception were considerably high at 25% in public universities and 32.2% in 

private universities.  

 

4.5.6 Perception of University Managers on Channels of Communication. 

This study further investigated the managers’ perceptions on the dimension of channels of 

communication. Communication is an essential management action that is used to convey 

pertinent matters in the organization to its members.  Communication can be face-to-face, 

written, verbal or non-verbal.  Open channels of communication contribute a great deal in 

developing a common understanding, rallying organizational members and coordinating 

organizational activities that contribute to achievement of organizational goals (Muhamedi & 

Ariffin, 2017).  Table 23 provides the results on the perceptions of the managers concerning 

open channels of communication.   

Table  22 

Percentage Scores on Channels of communication 

 

Items 

 Response (Percentages) 

University 

Type 

SD D NS A SA 

Feedback on staff work 

performance is made regularly 

Public  

6.6 

 

29.9 

 

10.9 

 

38.7 

 

13.9 

 Private 14.4 21.1 7.8 44.4 12.2 

There is easy flow of information 

between all levels of the  

organization structure 

Public  

 

7.3 

 

 

22.6 

 

 

10.9 

 

 

48.2 

 

 

10.9 

 Private 8.4 24.4 4.4 47.8 18.9 

All staff members participate in 

formulation of departmental 

strategic plan 

Public  

1.5 

 

13.1 

 

8.0 

 

56.2 

 

21.2 

 Private 7.8 15.6 2.2 55.6 18.9 

Averages Public  5.1 21.8 9.9 47.7 15.3 

 Private 10.2 22.4 7.3 49.2 16.6 
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The results in Table 22 show that a higher percentage 65.8% of managers in private 

universities agreed that the universities had open channels of information compared to 63% 

in the public universities.  The percentage score is good but not good enough especially is 

situation where information is key for the performance of the organization. Exchange of 

information that guides and informs actions and activities in the universities is important for 

employees in their work performance. The universities ought to improve on this aspect for 

enhanced performance.  

 

According to the results, 56.6% of the managers in private universities agreed that  

management provided feedback to staff on their work performance while 52.6% in public 

universities were of similar opinion.  This is an average performance that indicates that 

evaluation and feedback was not being taken seriously.  Communication is incomplete 

without feedback on how well instructions were being received and carried (Yahya et al., 

2018).  Breakdown in communication is pointer towards an ineffective management because 

the success or failure of human endeavour depends on how effective communication is. 

Feedback forms the basic ground of developing an understanding between two parties by 

providing opportunities as a channel of communication. Through feedback mechanism, 

written documents or conversation takes place through the exchange of information between 

people at a similar point or at various levels in the organizational setting (Muhamedi & 

Ariffin, 2017). Channels of communication in an organization that are not open or are only 

one way are likely to be an impediment in exchange of  critical information hence can cause a 

disruption in orderly flow of activities.  Feedback is a communication tool used by 

management to track, guide and communicate to employees to make them know how they 

and other people perceived their performance. It is a communication strategy that is used in 

organizations using such methods as evaluation and appraisal of organizational activities to 

convey the level of performance of employees’ versus expected standards and set targets 

(Kennedy & McGarthy, 2015).    

 

When an organization provides feedback to its employees, it opens the channels of 

communication and conveys the organizations expectations. In addition it provides a mirror 

to employees on how they are performing. In the process feedback on achievement of 

organizational goals reinforces the desired behavior because the employees are able to 

comprehend what is expected of them and will act accordingly (Robbins & Judge, 2003). The 

open communication results in improved performance that  contributes to enhanced 
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coordination mechanism that links decision centers in the organization and expected action 

that creates a synchronized pattern of activities which results in the achievement of goals and 

objectives of the organization (Ahmady et al., 2016). 

 

From the results it appears that the management in the universities did not have a strong 

strategy or policy on provision of feedback mechanisms with regard to work performance.  

Instructions were either delivered from one point to another without follow up on results.  

Employees were not receiving information on areas of weakness that required improvement 

which painted a situation of weak employee supervision.  Weak feedback mechanism or lack 

of it was likely to create a sense of dislocation by employees from responsibility and 

accountability that results in a weak focus on organizational goals because management was 

not keen on results.  

 

The study further investigated whether there were an easy and smooth flow of information at 

all levels of the organization.  The results indicated that 66.7% of the managers in private 

universities agreed that information flowed easily within the organizational structure and 

59% in public universities were of similar opinion.  The results showed that the flow of 

information in private universities was more enhanced than in public universities. Mahto and 

Davis (2012) observe that an organizational structure can support or impede the flow of 

information in an institution depending on the number of hierarchies and the span of control. 

The flow of information from different levels trough the hierarchy and the way it moves has 

an impact on the receiver and on subsequent action that is taken by the receiver.  A smooth 

flow of information will make a lower level employee more aware of the organizations 

strategic plans and this helps the managers to build a strong consensus for improved 

performance. The private universities were likely to have more open channels of 

communication than public universities and this helped to reduce the informal sources of 

information.  Informal channels of communication like grapevines do not convey factual and 

official information.  Information from such sources are often misleading and do not provide 

official position of the institution on important matters.  With open channels of 

communication, unity of purpose is easily achieved.   

 

Another open communication strategy that was investigated was employee participation in 

strategic plans in the universities.  Over 70% of the managers in both public and private 

universities agreed that the universities involved the employees in formulation of strategic 
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plans.  Inclusion of employees in strategic planning is a participative technique that 

encourages the open flow of information regarding organizational goals and objectives.  The 

employees contribution to the achievement of strategic plans of university enhances quality 

of management.  Employees are well informed about institutional targets and goals.  This 

enhanced overall organizational performance because the members of the institution are well 

informed about the organizations strategic plans.    

 

Table  23 

University Managers Perceptions on  Channels of Communication  

Perception Percentages 

Public (n = 137)  Private (n=90) Overall (n = 227 

Positive 73.5 73.9 73.7 

Neutral 11.0 3.4 8.0 

Negative 15.4 22.7 18.3 

 

The results on the perception of managers on whether communication channels were open 

indicated an over 70% positive perception from the managers in both public and private 

universities. This showed that the organizational structure in both public and private 

universities enhanced free flow of information.   

 

4.5.7 Perception of University Managers on Structural Flexibility 

The last dimension of quality of management that was investigated was structural flexibility. 

The structural flexibility of an organizational structure, is regarded as the outcome of the 

interaction between the type of management practices that determines the organizational 

responsiveness and the structure adaptive ability towards its environmental dynamics 

(Volberda et al., 2012).  

 

 Strategic positioning of an organization is enhanced by the organizations structures ability 

and managerial flexibility in promoting dynamic capabilities that modify organizations 

routines in order to respond to its external environment (Sull, 2009). Table 25 provides the 

results on the managers’ opinion on flexibility of the university organizational structures.  

 

 



153 

Table 24:  

Percentage Scores on Universities Managers Perception on Structural Flexibility 

Item  Response (Percentages) 

University 

Type 

SD D NS A SA 

Departments are well integrated to 

respond to changes in the external 

environment 

Public  

3.6 

 

17.5 

 

13.9 

 

54.7 

 

10.2 

 Private 10.0 22.2 5.6 45.6 16.7 

There is continuous improvement on 

the organizational structure in line 

with situational conditions 

Public  

 

0.7 

 

 

21.9 

 

 

17.5 

 

 

48.2 

 

 

11.7 

 Private 8.9 22.2 7.8 50.0 11.1 

Temporary structures are often set 

up for specific projects for specific 

period of time 

Public  

5.1 

 

13.1 

 

11.7 

 

59.1 

 

10.9 

 Private 6.7 8.9 6.7 64.4 13.3 

Evaluation of organizations 

competitive position is done 

frequently 

Public  

2.2 

 

15.3 

 

16.8 

 

49.6 

 

16.1 

 Private 11.1 31.1 8.9 42.2 6.7 

 Averages Public 2.9 16.9 14.9 52.9 12.2 

 Private 9.1 21.1 7.2 50.5 11.9 

 

From the results in table 23 the percentage of managers in both public at 65% and those in 

private universities at 62.4% agreed that the universities had flexible structure.  The 

percentage score is not very high and could imply that organizational structures in both public 

and private universities are not as flexible as they ought to be.  

  

Departmental integration is an aspect that contributes to structural flexibility that was 

investigated in this study.  The results indicated that 64.9% of the managers in public 

universities agreed that the departmental integration enhanced the organizations ability to 

respond to the external environment.  In the private universities, 62.2% were in agreement.  
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The results show that the universities had enhanced departmental integration. This was likely 

to contribute organizations flexibility.  Where departmental integration exists it enhances 

interdependency and strengthens cooperation which contributes to strong unity should there 

be need for change.  Integration eliminates the traditional silo function that contributes to 

organizational rigidity which is conducive for flexibility (Topolsek & Orthaber, 2011).  

Departmental integration was likely to foster change efforts initiated by management in the 

universities because of the ability to build an enhanced collaboration, cooperation and 

teamwork.   

 

Flexibility can also be demonstrated by continuous improvement on the organizational 

structure to achieve organizational alignment with the situational context.  On this, the results 

showed that 61.1% of managers in private universities agreed that in the attempt to be 

flexible the universities often adjusted structural aspect. The same sentiments were supported 

by 59.9% of the managers in public universities.  The results showed that the private 

universities were more responsive to the changes in their external environment than the 

public universities. Considering that private universities are business entities, the managers in 

private universities would appear to take greater initiatives to counter the effects of 

accelerated globalization and liberalization of education.   With heightened competition and 

need to survive, there is need to adapt the organizational structures to meet environmental 

challenges by being creative to maintain advantages and improvement in competitiveness 

(Rosinka-Bukowska  2013).  With flexibility in the structures the universities are likely to 

improve decision making and create a proactive management system that anticipates 

challenges so as to improve their performance. 

 

Another indicator of structural flexibility is the use of project teams.  The study investigated 

this aspect to find out whether the management of the universities practices this to reflect the 

changing conditions.  The results showed that 77.7% of managers in private universities 

agreed that their institutions often utilized temporary team structures   to accomplish tasks 

while 70% in public universities concurred.  Temporary structures are flexible structure like, 

project teams, functional teams, working groups and task forces.  Such structures are set up to 

accomplish a particular task and are disbanded once the task objective has been achieved.  In 

such structures responsibilities are distributed in a way that facilitates adaptation of the 

organizational structure and processes in a more flexible way (Kachanakova, 2013).  From 

the results, there is evidence that the universities employ certain options like team projects to 
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respond to certain circumstances and situations.   The use of project teams may have assisted 

the universities to make changes from its functional orientation to market orientation as 

dictated by increase in competition amongst institutions of higher learning.  

 

Another aspect investigated by the study, was whether the universities evaluated their 

competitive positions regularly.  The results showed that 65.7% of managers in public 

universities indicated that evaluation of the university’s competitive position was done 

frequently while 48.9% in the private universities were of similar opinion. From the results it 

is evident that public universities undertook an evaluation of its activities than more private 

universities. Evaluation of an organization’s competitiveness involves the systematic judging 

of its performance with regard to its goals, mission, strategy, programs and general 

organization (Ristic & Balaban, 2006).  The evaluation is useful not only for decision making 

but in instituting strategic changes that would enhance its competitiveness.  Phararkhina et al. 

(2016), observe that strategic management is one of the management practices that provides 

strategic evaluation for universities competitiveness.  

 

Owino et al. (2011), noted that most universities in Kenya had achieved the International 

Standardization for Organizations (ISO) in a bid to continuously evaluate and assess  their 

performance in seeking to be globally competitive.  Public universities seem to have adopted 

evaluation strategies more than the private universities.   This is likely to accord public 

universities an opportunity to ensure that they achieve a strategic competitive posit ion by 

ensuring their operations were in line with their intended objectives.  There was need for the 

private universities to put more effort in implementing necessary adjustment to develop more 

flexible organizational structures.   

 

Table 25 

University Managers Perceptions on Structural Flexibility 

Perception Percentages 

Public (n = 137)  Private (n=90) Overall (n = 227 

Positive 67.9 61.1 65.2 

Neutral 24.1 25.6 24.7 

Negative 8.0 13.3 10.7 
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The response from the managers on structural flexibility was average.  Managers in public 

universities at 67.9% had a higher positive perception compared with 61.1% in the private 

universities. This indicated that organizational structures in public universities were more 

flexible than those in private universities.  This implied that changes in operational strategies 

were more frequent in public universities than private and therefore implementation of 

change was likely to be more successful in the public universities than in private universities.  

 

4.6 The Difference in Perception of University Managers on the Influence of 

 Organization Structures on  Dimensions of Quality Management  

Objective 3 (three) of the study was to determine difference in perception of university 

managers on the dimensions of quality management.  

 

The difference in perception by university type was determined using the chi-square test of 

independence. This test is among those recommended for comparing categorical data across 2 

or more groups by Hall and Richardson (2016). The procedure involved cross tabulating type 

of university with university managers perceptions on influence of organization structures on 

decision making. 

 

4.6.1 Difference in Perception of University Managers on the Influence of 

Organizational Structure on Decision Making. 

Table 26 

Cross Tabulation of Institution Type and University Managers Perceptions on Influence 

of Organizational Structures on Decision Making 

University 

Type 

Counts/Percentages University managers perceptions on influence of 

organizational structures on decision making 

  Positive Neutral Negative 

Public Count 84 18 35 

Expected Count 83.3 13.9 39.8 

% within Institution type 61.3% 13.1% 25.5% 

Private Count 54 5 31 

Expected Count 54.7 9.1 26.2 

% within Institution type 60.0% 5.6% 34.4% 
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Table 26 indicates that the perceptions (61.3% positive, 13.1% neutral, 25.5% negative) of 

managers in public universities were comparable to those (60.0% positive, 9.1% neutral, 

26.2% negative) of their counterparts in private universities. The results also indicate that the 

observed  (84 positive, 18 neutral, 35 negative) and the expected (83.3 positive, 13.9 neutral, 

39.8 negative) perception counts of public university managers were comparable across the 

categories. The results further indicate that the observed (54 positive, 5 neutral, 31 negative) 

and the expected (54.7 positive, 9.1 neutral, 26.2 negative) perception counts of private 

university managers were comparable.  A chi-square test was done to check whether the 

perceptions were significantly difference.  The results  are shown in Table 27. 

 

Table 27 

The Chi-square output On Perceptions of Managers in Kenyan Universities on the 

Influence of Organizational Structures on Decision Making 

Scale  Value Df p-value 

Pearson Chi-Square 4.577 2 .101 

N of Valid Cases 227   

 

These results (χ2(2, N = 277) = 4.577, ρ =.101) reveal that the observed p-value (p =.101) 

was greater than the critical p-value (p = .05). This means that there was no statistically 

significant  difference between the perceptions of the university managers on the influence of 

organizational structures on decision making. Based on these findings, the null hypothesis, 

which state that there is no statistically significant difference in the perception of university 

managers on the influence of organizational structure on decision making is therefore 

retained. In both public and private universities the organizational structures allowed 

participative decision making.  Managers were also granted sufficient autonomy to make 

decisions in their areas of responsibility.   
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4.6.2   Difference in Perception on the Influence of Organization Structures on 

Customer Satisfaction Between Managers in Public and Private Universities 

Table 28 

Cross Tabulation of Institution Type and University Managers Perceptions on Influence 

of Organizational Structures on Customer Satisfaction 

University Type Counts/Percentages Perception on the influence of organization 

structures on Customer satisfaction 

between managers in public and private 

universities 

Positive Neutral Negative 

Public Count 84 23 30 

Expected Count 88.7 16.3 32.0 

% within Institution type 61.3% 16.8% 21.9% 

Private Count 63 4 23 

Expected Count 58.3 10.7 21.0 

% within Institution type 70.0% 4.4% 25.6% 

Table 28  indicates that the perception of the managers in public universities was (61.3% 

positive, 16.8% neutral, 21.9% negative) were not comparable to those in the private 

universities at (70.0% positive, 4.4% neutral, 25.6% negative).  Managers in private 

universities had a higher perception than their counterparts in public universities. The results 

indicated that the observed (84 positive, 23 neutral, 30 negative) and the expected (88.7 

positive, 16.3 neutral, 32.0 negative) perception counts of public university managers were 

not comparable across the categories. The results further indicate that the observed in the 

private universities was (63 positive, 4 neutral, 23 negative).  The managers who did not 

express any opinion and on the  neutral  was quite low at 4%  in the private universities 

compared to that of 16.3 in the public universities. 

 

A chi-square test of independence was carried out and the results are the results are shown in  

Table 29. 
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Table 29 

The Chi-Square Output on Perceptions of Managers in Public and Private Universities 

Influence of Organization Structures on Customer Satisfaction 

Scale Value df p-value 

Pearson Chi-Square 7.902 2 .019 

N of Valid Cases 227   

 

These results (χ2(2, N = 277) = 7.902, ρ =.019) , the observed p-value (p =.019) was not 

greater than the critical p-value (p = .05). This means that the difference between the 

perceptions on influence of organization structures on customer satisfaction of managers in 

public universities and that of their counterparts in private universities was statistically 

significant.   Based on these findings, the null hypothesis, which state that there is a 

statistically significant difference in the perception of university managers on the influence of 

organizational structure on customer satisfaction is therefore rejected. In both public and 

private universities the perception of the managers on influence of organizational structures 

was not the same.  The results on Table 29 on the observed count in private universities on 

the managers who had a neutral perception at 4 was quite low compared to that in the public 

universities which was 16.3.  This  implies that the managers in the private universities had a 

very strong perception of customer satisfaction compared to those in public universities.  
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4.6.3 Perception on the Influence of Organization Structures on Teamwork  by 

Managers in Public and Private Universities 

Table 30 

Cross Tabulation of Institution Type and University Managers Perceptions on Influence 

of Organizational Structures on Teamwork. 

University  

Type 

Count/Percentage Perception on the influence of 

organization structures on team 

work  

Positive Neutral Negative 

Public Count 105 22 10 

Expected Count 105.6 23.5 7.8 

% within Institution type 76.6% 16.1% 7.3% 

Private Count 70 17 3 

Expected Count 69.4 15.5 5.2 

% within Institution type 77.8% 18.9% 3.3% 

 

Table 30  indicates that the perceptions (76.6% positive, 16.1% neutral, 7.3% negative) of 

managers in public universities were comparable to those (77.8% positive, 18.9% neutral, 

3.3% negative) of their counterparts in private universities. The results also indicate that the 

observed (105 positive, 22 neutral, 10 negative) and the expected (105.6 positive, 23.5 

neutral, 7.8 negative) perception counts of public university managers were comparable 

across the categories. The results further indicate that the observed  (70 positive, 17 neutral, 3 

negative) and the expected (69.4 positive, 15.5 neutral, 5.2 negative) perception counts of 

private university managers were comparable..  A chi square test of independence was done 

to find out if there was any statistically significant difference in the perception of university 

managers. The results are  shown in Table 31. 

 

Table  31 

The Chi-square Output Comparing Perceptions of Managers in Public and Private 

Universities Influence of Organization Structures on Teamwork 

Scale Value Df p-value 

Pearson Chi-Square 1.754 2 .416 

N of Valid Cases 227   
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These results (χ2(2, N = 277) = 1.754, ρ =.416) , the observed p-value (p =.416) was greater 

than the critical p-value (p = .05). This means that the difference between the perceptions on 

influence of organization structures on teamwork of managers in public universities and that 

of their counterparts in private universities was not statistically significant. Based on these 

findings, the null hypothesis, which state that there is no statistically significant difference in 

the perception of university managers on the influence of organizational structure on 

teamwork is therefore retained. In both public and private universities the organizational 

structures enhances shared values and ethics and staff  in the departments work together as a 

team to achieve organizational goals. A chi square test of independence was done to further 

investigate the relationship in the perception between the managers in public and private 

universities and the results are shown in Table 32.  

 

4.6.4   Perception on the Influence of Organization Structures on Delegation of 

Authority   by Managers in Public and Private Universities 

Table 32 

Cross Tabulation of Institution Type and University Managers Perceptions on Influence 

of Organizational Structures on Delegation of Authority. 

University type Count/Percentages Managers’ perception on the influence of 

organization structures on Delegation of 

Authority  

Positive Neutral Negative 

Public Count 88 14 34 

 Expected Count 86.1 12.0 37.9 

 % within Institution type 64.7% 10.3% 25.0% 

Private Count 55a 6a 29a 

 Expected Count 56.9 8.0 25.1 

 % within Institution type 61.1% 6.7% 32.2% 

 

Table 32  indicates that the perceptions (64.7% positive, 10.3% neutral, 25.0% negative) of 

managers in public universities were comparable to those (61.1% positive, 6.7% neutral, 

32.2% negative) of their counterparts in private universities. The results also indicate that the 

observed  (88 positive, 14 neutral, 34 negative) and the expected (86.1 positive, 12.0 neutral, 
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37.9 negative) perception counts of public university managers were comparable across the 

categories. The results further indicate that the observed (55 positive, 6 neutral, 29 negative) 

and the expected (56.9 positive, 8.0 neutral, 25.1 negative) perception counts of private 

university managers were comparable. However, the neutral count in the private universities 

at 6 compared with 12.0 in public universities was observed to be low. More managers in the 

private universities were more cognizant of the delegation of authority management practice 

compared to those in pubic universities.  A chi square test of Independence was done to 

further investigate if there was any statistically significant difference in the perception of the 

university managers.  The results are shown in Table 33. 

Table 33 

The Chi-Square Output Comparing Perceptions of Managers in Public and Private 

Universities Influence of Organization Structures on Delegation of Authority 

Scale Value Df p-value 

Pearson Chi-Square 1.929 2 .381 

N of Valid Cases 226   

 

These results (χ2(2, N = 277) = 1.929, p =.381) , the observed p-value (p =.381) was greater 

than the critical p-value (p = .05). This means that the difference between the perceptions on 

influence of organization structures on delegation of authority by managers in public 

universities and that of their counterparts in private universities was not statistically different.  

In both public and private universities, the managers perception on the influence of 

organizational structures on delegation of authority was the same. Decision making and staff 

participation was not only enhanced  but staff enjoyed autonomy in decision making. 

Authority was not centralized at the top levels.  A chi square test of independence was done 

to find out whether the perception was statistically different. The results are shown in table 

34.  
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4.6.5   Perception on the Influence of Organization Structures on Channels of 

 Communication Between  Managers in Public and Private Universities 

Table 34 

Cross Tabulation of Institution Type and University Managers Perceptions on Influence 

of Organizational Structures on Channels of Communication. 

University 

Type 

Counts/Percentages Managers’ perception on the influence of 

organization structures on Channels of 

Communication 

Positive Neutral Negative 

Public Count 100 15 21a 

 Expected Count 100.2 10.9 24.9 

 % within Institution type 73.5% 11.0% 15.4% 

Private Count 65 3 20 

 Expected Count 64.8 7.1 16.1 

 % within Institution type 73.9% 3.4% 22.7% 

 

Table 34  indicates that the perceptions (73.5% positive, 11.0% neutral, 15.4% negative) of 

managers in public universities were comparable to those (73.9% positive, 3.4% neutral, 

22.7% negative) of their counterparts in private universities. The results also indicate that the 

observed  (100 positive, 15 neutral, 21 negative) and the expected (100.2 positive, 10.9 

neutral, 24.9 negative) perception counts of public university managers were comparable 

across the categories. The results further indicate that the observed  (65 positive, 3 neutral, 20 

negative) and the expected (64.8 positive, 7.1 neutral, 16.1 negative) perception counts of 

private university managers were comparable. A chi square test of Independence was 

undertaken to find out whether the perceptions were statistically significant and the results 

are shown in Table 35. 
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Table 35 

The Chi-square output comparing perceptions of Managers in Public and private 

universities influence of organization structures on Channels of Communication 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value Df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 5.411a 2 .067 

N of Valid Cases 224   

 

These results (χ2(2, N = 277) = 5.411, ρ =.067) , the observed p-value (p =.067) was greater 

than the critical p-value (p = .05). This means that the difference between the perceptions on 

influence of organization structures on channels of communication by managers in public 

universities and that of their counterparts in private universities was not statistically 

significant.  The responses to statements that were used to investigate the channels of 

communication shows that the channels of communication were open to allow ease of flow of 

information to all levels of the organization.  Flow of communication in both public and 

private universities was open and that staff participated in activities in the universities such as 

the preparation of strategic plans.  

 

4.4.6.  Perception on the Influence of Organization Structures on Flexibility of 

Structures Between Managers in Public and Private Universities 

Table 36 

University type Count/Percentage Managers’ perception on the 

influence of organization 

structures on flexibility of 

structures 

Positive Neutral Negative 

Public Count 93 33 11 

 Expected Count 89.3 33.8 13.9 

 % within Institution type 67.9% 24.1% 8.0% 

Private Count 55 23 12 

 Expected Count 58.7 22.2 9.1 

 % within Institution type 61.1% 25.6% 13.3% 
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Table 36  indicates that the perceptions (67.9% positive, 24.1% neutral, 8.0% negative) of 

managers in public universities were comparable to those (61.1% positive, 25.6% neutral, 

13.3% negative) of their counterparts in private universities. The results also indicate that the 

observed  (93positive, 33 neutral, 11 negative) and the expected (89.3 positive, 33.8 neutral, 

13.9 negative) perception counts of public university managers were comparable across the 

categories. The results further indicate that the observed  (55 positive, 23 neutral, 12 

negative) and the expected (58.7 positive, 22.2 neutral, 9.1 negative) perception counts of 

private university managers were comparable. A chi square test of Independence was done to 

establish whether the perception was statistically significant and the results are shown on 

Table 37. 

 

Table 37 

The Chi-square output Comparing Perceptions of Managers in Public and Private 

Universities Influence of Organization Structures on Flexibility of Organizational 

Structures 

Scale Value Df p-value 

Pearson Chi-Square 1.938 2 .380 

N of Valid Cases 227   

 

These results (χ2(2, N = 277) = 1.938, ρ =.380) , the observed p-value (p =.380) was greater 

than the critical p-value (p = .05). This means that the difference between the perceptions on 

influence of organization structures on flexibility of organizational structures by managers in 

public universities and that of their counterparts in private universities was not statistically 

significant. 5 showed that the managers in the neutral position were high in both public and 

private universities.  This could imply that the concept of flexibility is not a common practice 

in public and private universities. It might not be a managerial approach that is common in 

the institutions of higher learning.  
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CHAPTER FIVE 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1 Introduction 

This chapter presents the summary of findings according to the objectives of the study, 

conclusion and recommendation of the study.  The conclusions and suggestions for further 

research were based on the objectives of the study based on the data collected on the 

perceptions of the university managers on the forms of organizational structure and its 

influence on the management practices that determined the quality of management in the 

public and private institutions in Kenya.  

 

5.2  Summary and findings of the Study 

The first objective of the study was to establish the perception of managers in public and 

private universities on forms of organizational structure that existed in those institutions. The 

results from the overall index score showed that 67.8% of the managers in private universities 

agreed that bureaucratic attributes existed in the private universities.  This was slightly higher 

than public universities where 61.2% of the managers agreed that the organizational 

structures in those institutions exhibited bureaucratic characteristics.  

 

The second objective was to establish the perceptions of the managers on the influence of 

organizational structure on the dimensions of quality of management in the Kenyan 

universities. The  overall percentage scores showed that 64.2% of managers in public 

universities and 65.6% in the private universities agreed that the organizational structures 

influenced the quality of management.  

 

There was no statistically significant difference in the perception of university managers on 

the dimension on quality of management on quick decision making, teamwork, delegation of 

authority, channels of communication and flexible organizational structure.   

 

There was a statistically significant difference in the perception of university managers  on 

the influence of organizational structure on  customer satisfaction. 

 

5.3 Conclusions  

The conclusion of this study is that the forms of organizational structure in the Kenyan 

universities are mechanistic.  The mechanistic characteristics however were moderate. The 
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use of rules and regulations, narrow spans of control are the bureaucratic characteristic that 

were  highly manifested in the universities.  Employees in the universities are therefore 

limited to strict observance of rules and regulations and strict supervision which stifles 

creativity.  Solutions to environmental challenges and those related to management processes 

might not be addressed because employees don’t get opportunities to do so as they will 

concentrate more on compliance to laid down procedures.  Conformity to rules and 

regulations becomes an end to itself and rigidity in solving problems is entrenched.  

 

The organizational structure enhanced quality of management practices in the universities.  

The universities therefore had potential of achieving superior performance by regularly 

reviewing their organizational structures to make them more flexible and adaptable to 

changing environmental situations.  

 

Customer satisfaction initiatives was more enhanced in the private universities than in public 

universities.  It was therefore likely that quality of services and products was compromised.  

Feedback from customers is critical to any organization that desires to be a preferred choice 

of many.  

 

5.4 Recommendations 

Based on the findings of this study the researcher has two recommendations for university 

managers. 

i. The results of the research showed that organizational structures were mechanistic in 

both public and private universities. In order to achieve superior performance given 

the challenging and dynamic environments in which universities are operating, 

university managers should support more initiatives towards flatter and flexible 

structures.   

ii. Managers in public universities should intensify the customer relationship strategies 

in order to improve quality of service to their clients.  

iii. Universities should enhance focus on management practices in order for them to gain 

more competitive advantage because competition is likely to get more intensive.  

iv. University managers should be equipped with managerial skills and competencies to 

for universities to initiate the transformation that will enable them transform into more 

flexible organizational structures.   
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v. It was noted in the output results that a number of respondents took a neutral position. 

This implied that the respondents were not familiar with managerial concepts relating 

to quality of management practices.  It is necessary for universities to consider 

equipping the managers with the necessary skills and  competencies to execute their 

mandate.   

 

5.5  Suggestions for further research;  

Further research should be carried out to establish the levels of managerial competencies in 

the universities.  The results of this research showed that in some cases a significant number 

of managers were neutral in their observation.  This could mean that managerial concepts 

used in the study were not familiar implying that there was need to investigated managerial 

competencies.  The role of managers in developing appropriate structures will depend on the 

capabilities of the managers.  Enhancement of management competencies would equip those 

in leadership positions with necessary skills to assist universities maneuver through 

challenges in their operating environment.   
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APPENDIX 1; 

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR UNIVERSITY MANAGERS  

 

Your University is one of the institutions that has been chosen for the study on ‘Perception of 

University Managers on the Effects of Organizational Structure on the Quality of 

Management in Public and Private Universities in Kenya’.  Based on your knowledge and 

work experience, please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the given 

statements on the spaces provided.  Your participation in responding to the questions will be 

crucial in assisting the researcher to achieve the study objectives.   

 

Please respond to each question as honestly as possible.  The information gathered through 

the questionnaire will be used for academic purpose only and will be treated with strict 

confidentiality.  

 

SECTION I – BIO- DATA 

Please complete the following section which asks for information concerning your personal 

details and the work you do.  Please put a tick or an X mark in the brackets provided.  Kindly 

answer all the questions 

1 Please indicate your Institution 

i.  Public University    [     ] 

ii.  Private University              [     ] 

2. Please indicate by ticking your position in the University    

A.  Deputy Vice-Chancellor         [    ] 

B.  Principal                   [    ] 

C.  Director                                   [    ]  

D.  Dean of Faculty                       [    ] 

E.  Head of  Department  (Teaching)       [    ] 

 (Non-Teaching) [….]      

3. What is your highest level of education?  Specify by writing your area of 

specialization in  the table below 

 

Level  of achievement Qualification  Area of specialization; e.g. management, 

accounting etc. 
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PhD    

Masters Degree   

Bachelors Degree   

Higher National Diploma   

Post Graduate Diploma   

Diploma   

Certificates   

 

Please specify other professional training that you may have 

Seminars;  

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………. 

Work-shops; 

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………..  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SECTION  II 
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A. FORMS  OF ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE IN THE UNIVERSITY; 

 

The following statements describe the forms of  organizational structure that  exists in  the 

university in which you are working in.  In  your opinion, indicate the extent to which the 

statement best given best describes the characteristics of the organizational structures in your 

institution.  Please use the scale as shown below. 

 

   5          4                         3            2              1 

Strongly Agree    Agree   Neither agree nor Disagree    Disagree      Strongly disagree  

        (SA)                (A)                      (N)                  (D)  (SD)    

 

1 Tasks and responsibilities are clearly defined    

2 Every work procedure is performed through strict rules  

     

3 Staff work behavior is strictly regulated      

4 Decision making is made after consultation at all levels      

5 There is sufficient authority to carry out responsibilities of  

 my office      

6 I am answerable to only one supervisor   

     

7 I am supervising very few people  

 

8 Staff  are performing only one task in which they are  

 specialized in 

 

9 I am answerable to more than one supervisor   

     

10   Managers are not allowed to use discretion in decision   

        making 

11 Departments are well integrated to achieve organizational 

objectives      

12 Tasks are well designed to achieve organizational goals 

5 4 3 2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 

5 4

+ 

3 2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 
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13 As a manager I have all the authority to make necessary 

decisions in the department 

14    Authority is clearly defined at each level       

  

15 I am answerable to the person I  report to only      

 

16 Complaints from customers is acted upon quickly      

  

 

17 Staff are assigned to temporary project teams    

18 There is an easy flow of information between each level of  

 Organizational structure      

       

Please  comment freely on how your  organizational structure can be modified to improve the 

speed and efficiency of decision making 

…….…………………………………………………………………………………………….

.…………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………….. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SECTION III     

2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 

5 4 3 

5 4 3 2 1 

5 
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PERCEPTION OF UNIVERSITY MANAGERS ON THE INFLUENCE OF 

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES ON QUALITY OF MANAGEMENT IN THE 

UNIVERSITY 

The following statements describe the influence of the organizational structure on quality of 

management in your university.  Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree 

with the statements by ticking in the appropriate box.  Kindly answer all questions.  Use the 

scale as shown below:   

 

5     4  3         2   1 

Strongly   Agree   Agree      Neither agree nor disagree   Disagree  Strongly  

Disagree 

     (SA)         (A)        (N)         (D)   (SD) 

 

1       The organizational structure in my university    

enhances my work performance 

 

2 The organizational structure supports the achievement 

 of organizational objectives 

3 Staff are free to exercise innovation in task   

 performance 

 

4 The organizational structure enables the institution  

 to respond quickly to changes in environmental  

 conditions 

5 There is easy flow of information between all levels 

 of the organizational structure 

6 The organizational structure allows  

 participative decision making 

 

7       Feedback on staff work performance is made regularly.  

 

8 Tasks and individual responsibilities in the  

organizational structure are very clear 

  

5 4 3

3 

2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

5 4 3 2

4 

5 

4 3 2 1 5 

5 4 3

3 

2 1 

5 4 3

3 

2 1 

1 
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9       The organizational structure enhances job satisfaction   

    for staff  in the organization 

10     The organizational structure enhances shared values    

  and ethics in the organization        

 

11.   Customer satisfaction is enhanced by the organizational  

 structure.      

12    Response to customer needs is possible within the   

           organizational structure. 

13 There are key standards set for task performance for   

  university managers.        

14 All  staff members  participate in  

 formulation of departmental strategic plans 

 

15 Work process is well coordinated for achievement of   

 organizational goals 

 

16 Departments are well integrated to respond to  

         changes in the external environment     

 

17 Resources are sufficiently allocated to all departments 

 

18 Departments are coordinated well to support teamwork 

 among staff 

 

19 There is sufficient autonomy for managers to exercise       

  authority in their area of responsibility

       

 

20 There is continuous improvement on the organizational  

 structure  in line with situational conditions  

       

21 Managers have sufficient authority to make   

 decisions. 

5 

1 

5 

4 

3 

2 1 

5 

4 

3 

2 1 

5 

4 

3 

2 1 

5 

4 

3 

2 1 

5 

4 

3 

2 1 

2 1 

5 3 2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 

4 

4 

4 5 

3 

3 2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 

3 5 4 2 

5 4 3 2 1 
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22 Work plans for the departments are aligned to  

           Organizational goals 

       

23  Temporary structures are often set up for specific   

         projects for specific periods of time   

      

24  Staff from different departments at times work     

         together for specific period of time 

 

25        Evaluation of the organization s competitive position  

            is done frequently 

       

 

Please indicate how else you think the organizational structure in the university you work in 

influences the quality of management in your institution 

………………………………………… 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………..  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2 5 4 3 1 

5 4 3 2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 

1 5 4 3 2 
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Appendix II : Research  Authorization

 

  

Appendix III  Research Permit 
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Table 38  

Sample Size Based on Desired Accuracy 

 Variance of the population P=50 

 Confidence Level = 95% 

Margin Error 

Population Size 5 3 1 

50 44 48 50 

75 63 70 74 

100 79 91 99 

150 108 132 148 

200 132 168 196 

250 151 203 244 

300 168 234 291 

400 196 291 384 

500 217 340 475 

600 234 384 565 

700 248 423 652 

800 260 457 738 

1000 278 516 906 

1500 306 624 1297 

2000 322 696 1655 

3000 341 787 2286 

5000 357 879 3288 

10000 370 964 4899 

25000 378 1023 6939 

50000 381 1045 8057 

100000 383 1056 8762 

250000 384 1063 9249 

500000 384 1065 9423 

1000000 384 1066 9513 

Source: Research Methods for Managers, Sage Publications. Gill, J., Johnson, P. & Clark, 

M. (2010) 
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