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ABSTRACT 

 

Organisational performance in the public sector in South Africa remains an issue of concern, due 

to the fact that most government departments continue to perform below the expected standard. 

This presented an impetus to conduct research on organisational performance in the sector on a 

continuous basis, in order to find current solutions. In this study, the relationship between 

organisational performance and four organisational process factors; namely, organisational 

structure, change, teamwork, and leadership in a South African government department was 

examined. A conceptual framework and four hypotheses which linked these four process factors 

and organisational performance were proposed. A six-section survey questionnaire was 

administered to 272 randomly selected members of a government department who were based in 

Gauteng Province. The proposed relationships were tested using a combination of Pearson’s 

correlation coefficient and multiple regression analysis. Positive and statistically significant 

relationships were observed between organisational performance and the four process factors, 

leading to the acceptance of all hypotheses. The framework proposed in the study may be used in 

the diagnosis of performance problems in the public sector. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

n recent times, the world has been transformed into a global village which is characterised by numerous 

risks, uncertainties, and volatilities that compel organisations to seek for innovative strategies in order to 

ensure optimum performance (Flint & Van Fleet, 2005). On one hand, numerous public sector 

organisations the world over suffer because their performance is so depressed that they cannot withstand the 

pressure (Acquaah & Yasai-Adekani, 2008). On the other hand, through the generation and implementation of 

innovative strategies, many public sector organisations have managed to achieve satisfactory performance, which 

has enabled them to sustain their competitiveness and to survive during times of economic turbulence (Zane, Kane, 

& Marcus, 2004). Underperforming public organisations are therefore compelled to develop strategies that could 

enable them to transform into high performance organisations with the view to survive and deliver high quality 

goods and services to their customers and clients (Molefe, Roodt, & Schurink, 2011). 
 

It may be argued that the public sector in South Africa is struggling to overcome the challenge of 

underperformance. It has also been suggested that outstanding organisational performance signifies that a public 

sector organisation is both effective and efficient in supplying public goods and services (Putu, Mimba, Van-Heden, 

& Tillema, 2007). However, organisational performance as measured through service delivery has emerged as a 

source of frustration within the public sector in South Africa despite extensive initiatives to address it (Nilsson, 

2010). Since public organisations generate most of their income from the fiscus, they are accountable to 

stakeholders such as the taxpayer and government (Fryer, Antony, & Ogden, 2009). Consequently, immense 

pressure is placed on public organisations to positively transition their performance (Halachmi, 2011). In view of 

this, it may be useful to approach the challenge with a mind that is completely open to any possibilities. 

I 
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Against the above-discussed backdrop, this study examined the relationship between organisational 

performance and four organisational processes factors; namely, organisational structure, organisational change, 

organisational teamwork, and organisational leadership. There are a number of reasons why this combination of 

factors was selected for use in this study. Foremost, there is a need to consistently seek out ways of improving 

organisational performance in the public sector. Part of best practice in solving performance problems involves 

assessing the influence of the input resources, systems and/or the processes used to transform these resources into 

outputs (Gerhart, 2005). This implies that solving the performance problem may entail implementing substantive 

and appropriate modifications to the identified problematic inputs, systems or processes and ensuring that there 

exists an appropriate internal fit or alignment between them (Janssen, 2000). Furthermore, it was observed that there 

is a gap in the literature that addresses the combined influence of process factors on organisational performance 

within the specific context of the South African public sector, since the proposed conceptual framework is yet to be 

tested in this sector. For these reasons, the purpose of this study was to examine the interplay between organisational 

performance and four input process factors (organisational structure, organisational change, organisational 

teamwork, & organisational leadership) in a South African public sector organisation. The study proposes a 

conceptual model that can be used in the diagnosis of performance problems in public organisations. 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

Organisational Performance 

 

It is important to define organisational performance because failure to do so may result in the inability to 

measure or manage it (Artkinson & Mcrindell, 1997). Scores of researchers and management practitioners have 

defined the concept of organisational performance using different viewpoints (Tait & Nienaber, 2010). However, a 

common conceptualisation is that organisational performance comprises the actual output or results of an 

organisation as measured against its intended outputs (or goals and objectives) (Short, Ketchen, Palmer, & Hult, 

2007). A notable trend is that many public organisations in developing and emerging economies do not perform to 

the expected standard (Mankins & Steele, 2005). 

 

Organisational performance is a multi-dimensional construct that may be influenced by various factors 

(Wery & Waco, 2004). A number of scholars (Ericksen & Dyer, 2005; Katou & Budhwar, 2007; Watson, Maxwell, 
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organisational members (Nahm, Vonderembse, & Koufteros, 2003). Zheng, Yang, and McLean (2010) define 

organisational structure as an indication of an enduring configuration of tasks and activities. It includes the nature of 

formalisation, layers of hierarchy, level of horizontal integration, centralisation of authority (locus of decision-

making), and patterns of communication (Liao, 2007). From these conceptualisations, it can be presumed that no 

organisation exists without a structure and that organisational structures can be manipulated to achieve 

organisational goals. 

 

Organisational structures may be classified as either mechanistic (inorganic), or organic (Hao, Kasper, & 

Muehlbacher, 2012). In addition, organisational structures may also be sub-divided into five sub-dimensions which 

are the nature of formalisation, number of layers in hierarchy, level of horizontal integration, locus of decision 

making, and level of communication (Nahm et al., 2003). As suggested by Claver-Cortés, Pertusa-Ortega, and 

Molina-Azorín (2011) organisational structures are partially influenced by a constellation of considerations such as 

internal factors (e.g., purpose of the organisation and technological approach), external environment (e.g., socio-

economic and political factors), and individual choice factors (e.g., costs of becoming a member). On the other end, 

organisational structure may impact on a number of critical organisational factors such as inter alia organisational 

effectiveness (Schminke, Ambrose, & Cropanzano, 2000), employee satisfaction and motivation (Gullov, 2006), 

innovation (Liao, 2007), financial performance (Koufteros, Nahm, Cheng, & Lai, 2007) competitive strategy 

(Acquaah & Yasai-Ardekani, 2008), effective communication 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Individual
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Team
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Organization
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Supportive synergy and departmental members’ cohesion yields enhanced employee satisfaction and productivity 

(Buitenbach & Witte, 2005). Organisational teamwork leads to the creation of a learning environment characterised 

by creativity (Acuna et al., 2009). Having friendly and helpful colleagues also contributes to enhanced 

organisational efficiency and performance (Kinicki & Kreitner, 2003). A study conducted by Viswesvaran, 

Deshpande, and Joseph (1998) reports that there is a positive correlation between organisational flexibility 

teamwork. Customers and business partners may also find it easier to communicate with a team than with 

individuals (Salas, Sims, & Burke, 2005
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Figure 1: Conceptual Framework 

 

Organisational Structure and Organisational Performance 

 

Most of the literature seems to suggest that there exists a profound relationship between organisational 

structure and organisational performance. For instance, Schminke et al. (2000) argue that a decentralised 

organisational structure is conducive to the improvement of organisational effectiveness and performance. 

Decentralised structures also encourage more effective communication in addition to increasing employee 

satisfaction and motivation (Zheng et al. 2010). This could be attributed to the fact that in less centralised 

environments, the free flow of lateral and vertical communication is encouraged (Shafritz, Ott, & Jang, 2005). 

Decentralised organisational structures also have a positive impact on other areas that include decision-making, 

responsiveness to market conditions and encouraging the adoption of innovation and higher levels of creativity 

(Sorensen & Stanton, 2012). Conversely, high centralisation stifles interactions among organisational members 

(Gold, Malhotra, & Segars, 2001), reduces, the opportunity for individual growth and advancement (Zheng et al., 

2010), and inhibits innovative solutions to problems (Koufteros et al., 2007). Tsai (2002) encourages managers to 

ensure that they design lean, decentralised organisational structures in order to stimulate performance in their 

various organisations. Based on these empirical findings, one would expect a positive and significant association 

between organisational structure and organisational performance. Therefore, the following hypothesis is formulated: 
 

H1: There is a positive and significant relationship between organisational structure and organisational 

performance in a government department 
 

Organisational Change and Organisational Performance 
 

Literature is available that explains the possible effects of organisational change on organisational 

performance. For instance, Judge and Elenkov (2005) found that the organisation’s capacity for change influences 

the environmental performance in that the higher that capacity, the more the organisation is able to perform in its 

operational environment. Properly implemented organisational change also facilitates process improvement, which 

in turn has a stimulus effect on organisational performance (Lee & Ahn, 2008). Nordin (2011) also found that an 

organisation’s preparedness for change is explained by factors such as emotional intelligence, organisational 

commitment, and transactional leadership behaviour. This suggests that an organisation’s ability to change can only 

be enhanced when the identified factors are optimised (Liu & Perrewe, 2005). Furthermore, Tsamenyi, Onumah, and 

Tetteh-Kumah (2010) observed that organisational change in various levels of the organisation positively influenced 

the post-privatisation performance of specific companies in Ghana. Palcic and Reeves (2010) also found that 

organisational change had positively impacted positively on the post privatisation performance of Ireland’s national 

telecommunications operator, Telecom E´ireann. As such, planned organisational change is a fundamental process 

that should be expedited in order to enhance overall performance of the organisation (Diefenbach, 2005). The 

foregoing discussion presents meaningful a-priori reasons to affirm the existence of a positive and significant 

relationship between organisational change and organisational performance. Hence, the following hypothesis is 

proposed: 

Organisational 

structure 

Organisational 

performance 

Customer satisfaction 
Financial performance 
Internal processes 
Learning and growth 
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H2: There is a positive and significant relationship between organisational change and organisational 

performance in a government department 

 

Organisational Teamwork and Organisational Performance 

 

It has been observed that the outcome may be far better when employees work in a team rather than 

individually as every individual can contribute in his/her best possible way (Derby & Larsen, 2006). Teamwork is 

also essential in organisations for better output and a better bonding among employees since tasks are accomplished 

at a faster pace when it is done by a team rather than by individuals (Salas, Sims, & Burke, 2005). Additionally, a 

healthy competition usually exists among team members in addition to the improvement of relations among 

employees as well as the platform for team members to gain from each other (Morgan, 2010). Supportive synergy 

and organisational members’ team cohesion yields enhanced job satisfaction, which is an essential element for 

accelerated employee and organisational performance (Buitenbach & Witte, 2005). For this reason, organisational 

teamwork is an essential element for organisational success and must be encouraged if organisational goals are to be 

accomplished (Salas et al., 2005). Empirical results from a study conducted by Acuna et al. (2009) also reveal that 

working in a team is closely associated with the possibility to learn new things as well as job enlargement elements 

which have been found to be associated with increased organisational performance. In this context, it is logical to 

suppose that teamwork and organisational performance are positively and significantly associated. This leads to the 

following hypothesis: 

 

H3: There is a positive and significant relationship between organisational teamwork and organisational 

performance in a government department 

 

Organisational Leadership and Organisational Performance 

 

Research has established that there is a positive relationship between leadership and performance (Elenkov, 

2002). Leadership, which involves both visionary and charismatic elements, is associated with higher performance, 

both for individuals, groups, and organisations across cultures and contexts (Sashkin & Sashkin, 2003). Leadership 

behaviours cascade down through various organisational levels and have the effect of raising the degree of 

performance at every level. When employees are subjected to supportive leadership, their consciousness about the 

importance and value of goals is likely to be enhanced together with the ways that the employees can use to attain 

these organisational goals (Dasborough, Ashkanasy, Tee, & Tse, 2009). This implies the leaders and followers will 

identify with the organisation’s goals and work with a common purpose toward their attainment (Hancott, 2005). 

Furthermore, Huang (2006) advocates that leadership has a positive correlation with organisational performance. As 

such, without proper leadership, organisations are bound to fail (Brown & Treviño, 2006). It may be envisaged then 

that a positive association between organisational leadership and organisational performance will be observed if the 

two factors are subjected to further empirical tests. Therefore, the following hypothesis is put forward: 

 

H4: There is a positive and significant relationship between organisational leadership and organisational 

performance in a government department 

 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

This project was part of a larger study that was conducted in a South African government department. 

Management at the government department granted permission to conduct the research on the premise that 

department would benefit from the research findings. Survey questionnaires were administered in July 2012 with the 

aid of two trained research assistants who were employees of the department. Respondents were informed that they 

were participating in a voluntary study on organisational performance and were permitted to complete the 

questionnaires during working hours. Respondents completed a survey that included measures of demographics, 

organisational structure, organisational change, organisational teamwork, organisational teamwork, and 

organisational performance. Completed questionnaires were collected by the research assistants. During the 

collection of data, various ethical considerations that include the participants’ right to anonymity, confidentiality, 

privacy or non-participation, informed consent and protection from discomfort, harm, and victimisation were 

adhered to. Given the ample support for the study from management and employees at the government department, 
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the overall response rate in the study was 68%. This response rate was acceptable because it satisfies Fincham’s 

(2008) recommendation that response rates approximating 60% for most studies should be the goal of researchers in 

surveys. 

 

Respondents 

 

Respondents were composed of 272 management and employees of a South African government 

department. In the sample, 55% (n = 150) of the respondents were male and 45% (n = 122) were female. A majority 

of the respondents (58%; n = 185) were aged below 35 years. Employee tenure for the largest group of respondents 

(74%; n = 200) was less than five years. With regard to the type of employment, 82% (n = 223) of the respondents 

were permanently employed within the department. Approximately 43% (n = 117) of the respondents were holders 

of a first degree whereas 15% (n = 40) of the respondents were holders of postgraduate qualifications. In terms of 

positions held, 1.5% (n = 4) of the respondents were executive managers, 7% (n = 18) were senior managers, 9% (n 

= 24) were middle managers, 18% (n = 48) were line managers, 27% (n = 74) were specialist staff, 26% (n = 70) 

were clerical or administrative staff and 13% (n = 34) occupied other ancillary positions such as internships, security 

and general work. 

 

In selecting the respondents, the simple random sampling technique was employed, which ensured that all 

entities within a population had equal chances of being recruited as respondents (Yates, Moore, & Starnes, 2010). 

The size of the sample was determined using Green’s (1991) rule of thumb which prescribes that no less than 50 

participants are suitable for a correlation or regression with the number increasing with larger numbers of 

independent variables (IVs). In other words, for the current study which had four independent variables, the 

minimum acceptable sample size was 200 respondents. Additionally, the studies from which the questionnaire items 

were adapted were also used as general yardsticks in determining the sample size for this study. 

 

Measurement Scales 

 

The questionnaire that was used in this study was divided into six sections. Section A of the questionnaire 

elicited demographic information about the respondents. Section B used questions adapted from the Organisational 

Diagnosis Questionnaire (Preziosi, 1980) to elicit information on organisational structure. Section C used questions 

adapted from a study conducted by Korir, Mukolwe, Maru, and Korir (2011) to elicit respondents view’s on 

organisational change. Section D elicited information on the existence of teamwork and Section E elicited 

information on respondents’ views on leadership. Questions in Sections D and E were adapted from the from the 

Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire long-form (MSQ) designed by Spector (1985). Section F elicited information 

on organisational performance. Questions used in this section were adapted from studies by Jenkins, Gupta, Mitra, 

and Shaw (1998), Ittner, Larcker, and Meyer (2003), and Lau and Sholihin (2005). Likert scales anchored by 1 = 

strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree were used from Section B to Section F. 

 

Validity and R
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Reliabilities and Operational Definitions 

 

The study sought to test the relationship between organisational performance and four process factors; 

namely, organisational structure, organisational change, organisational teamwork, organisational leadership. The 

reliabilities as well as the operational definitions for the factors examined in this study are reported in Table 1. 

 
Table 1: Internal Consistency Estimates and Operational Definitions of Factors 

Factor Cronbach Alpha Operational Description 

Organisational structure 0.803 

This factor is concerned with the hierarchy of the organisation and 

how the components of this hierarchy work together to achieve the 

objectives of the organisation 

Organisational change 0.771 

This factor is concerned with processes in which the working 

methods or aims or aims of an organisation are altered, for 

example in order to develop and deal with new situations 

Team processes 0.782 

This factor is concerned with the prevalence of joint actions by a 

group of people, in which each individual subordinates his or her 

individual interests to those of the group. 

Leadership 0.822 

This factor is concerned with the extent to which authorities are 

able to inspire and motivate their subordinates towards the 

attainment of a common goal 

Organisational performance 0.794 
This factor is concerned with the extent to which the organisation 

is able to meet its goals 

 

As reflected in Table 1, reliabilities for all five factors were acceptable since they ranged between 0.771 

and 0.822, which is beyond the recommended minimum of 0.7 (Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 

2010). 

 

CORRELATION ANALYSIS 

 

Person Correlation Coefficient was used to measure the degree of association between organisational 

performance and the four organisational process factors. The results of this analysis are encapsulated in Table 2. 

 
Table 2: Correlation Analysis 

Factors Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 

1.Organisational Structure 4.535 0.811 1     

2.Organisational Change 4.523 0.737 .574** 1    

3. Organisational Teamwork 4.657 0.713 .657** .552** 1   

4. Organisational Leadership 4.274 0.958 .639** .375** .596** 1  

5. Organisational Performance 4.441 0.729 678** .518** .570** .519** 1 

Note: N = 272:  ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

Table 2 reveals that the mean scores for the five factors ranged between 4.274 and 4.657. These results 

demonstrate an average scoring between the ‘agree’ and ‘strongly agree’ positions in the Likert scale. Organisational 

teamwork scored the highest mean ( x  = 4.657), which suggests that respondents were more satisfied with the levels 

of teamwork than the other factors. The correlation matrix also shows that there were positive relationships between 

the four factors and organisational performance (0.519 ≤ r ≤ 0.678). 

 

REGRESSION ANALYSIS 

 

In this study, regression analysis was employed to identify the variables that predicted or provided the best 

explanation for the portion of the total variance in the scores of the dependent variables (Malhotra, 2010). Since the 

Pearson correlations revealed positive associations, regression analysis using the ‘enter’ method was conducted with 

a view to establish whether or not causality exists between the dependent variable (organisational performance) and 

the independent variable (structure, change, teamwork, & leadership). The results are reported in Table 3. 
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Table 3: Regression Analysis 

Independent Variables 

Dependent Variable: Organisational Performance 

Beta T Sig 
Collinearity Statistics 

Tolerance VIF 

Organisational Structure 0.433 6.510 0.000 0.619 2.367 

Organisational Change  0.153 2.784 0.006 0.612 1.634 

Organisational Teamwork 0.141 2.256 0.025 0.572 2.121 

Organisational Leadership 0.139 1.706 0.009 0.533 1.875 
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accepted in this study. In line with these findings, Griffin, Patterson, and West (2001) stress that effective 

organisational teamwork contributes to improved performance of the organisation through enhanced employee 

satisfaction. Furthermore, organisational teamwork leads to greater cohesion between organisational members, 

which according to Turman (2003), acts as a catalyst in developing a sense of belonging. Organisational team-

working also has a positive impact on all four dimensions of performance namely, attitudinal, behavioural, 

operational, and financial (Delarue, Van Hootegem, Procter, & Burridhe, 2008). When organisational teamwork is 

combined with structural change, performance can be further enhanced, as shown in a study conducted by Manzoor, 

Ullah, Hussain, and Ahmad (2011). It can therefore be suggested that organisational teamwork is an indispensible 

tool in cultivating high levels of organisational performance in any public organisation. 

 

A strong positive correlation (r = .519; p < 0, 01) was observed between organisational leadership and 

organisational performance.  In the regression analysis, organisational leadership was also statistically significant (β 

= 0.139; t = 1.706; p < 0.009). This result suggests that organisational performance increases or decreases according 

to the leadership processes within the organisation. Hypothesis H4 was supported and is therefore accepted in this 

study. The fact that leadership has a significant impact on organisational performance is difficult to dispute. It has 

been observed that leadership directly influences individual employee performance (Walumbwa, Mayer, Wang, 

Workman, & Christensen, 2011). This is important, since overall organisational performance is a summation of the 

performance of individuals within an organisation. Berson and Avolio (2004) found positive associations between 

leadership and the attainment of organisational goals. O'Reilly, Caldwell, Chatmanc, Lapiz, and Self (2010) linked 

organisational leadership to the effectiveness of overall strategy implementation. Organisational leadership is also an 

antecedent to organisational learning and innovation (Garcia-Morales et al., 2012). It thus becomes clear that 

organisational leadership and organisational performance cannot be disentangled from each other as there is an 

intense relationship between them. 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

 

The purpose of the study was to examine the relationship between organisational performance and four 

organisational process factors namely, organisational structure, organisational change, team processes, and 

leadership. Correlation and regression analyses conducted revealed that there were positive and predictive 

relationships between all four process factors and organisational performance, leading to the acceptance of all 

hypotheses that were suggested for the study. The positive and predictive relationship implies that the level of 

organisational performance in government departments either increases or decreases in line with, or is dependent 

upon the levels as well as the effectiveness of organisational structure, organisational change, team processes, and 

leadership. This study further extends the findings of previous studies conducted by Janssen (2000), Langley and 

Tsoukas (2010), and Gruchman (2009), which in varied contexts recognise the existence of a positive and significant 

relationships between similar organisational process factors and organisational performance. 

 

The findings of this study are not without managerial implications for managers in the public sector. The 

study suggests that the four process factors examined are among key drivers of organisational performance in a 

public sector organisation. As such, the study provides a framework for diagnosis of performance problems in the 

public sector. As suggested by the widely acclaimed Mackinsey’s 7 S framework (Michalski, 2011), the solution to 

performance problems in organisations is to find the most important drivers of performance, followed by making 

strategic improvements on them on a continuous basis. In the context of this study, improvement of organisational 

performance therefore hinges, in part, on the alignment of organisational structure and leadership to the goals of the 

public sector organisation. Well-planned and effectively implemented organisational change processes are also 

bound to improve performance. In the same vein, optimisation of teamwork processes is likely to yield a pertinent 

payback in terms of performance. Therefore, the conceptual framework suggested in this study may be adopted in 

efforts to improve organisational performance in the public sector. 

 

LIMITATIONS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

 

The findings should be interpreted in line with the limitations associated with the study. One limitation 

pertains to the demographics of respondents. The restricted sample size (N = 272) as well as the fact that 

respondents were based in one geo-spatial context attracts a limitation in terms of generalisation of the findings to 
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the entire universe of work environments. A second limitation could be that the findings of the study were 

susceptible to common method bias, since a self-administered questionnaire was used to collect data from the 

respondents in the same period of time. However, to limit common method variance, the researchers systematically 

examined the construction of items in order to ensure that ambiguous, vague and unfamiliar terms were not 

included, and that the questionnaire as a whole and the individual items were formulated as concisely as possible 

(Chang, Van-Wittleloostuijn, & Eden, 2010). Third, the general limitations associated with the quantitative 

approaches used in this study are acknowledged. Fourth, there are limitations associated with the questionnaire used 

in this study, since it was adapted from several questionnaires which were intended for purposes that differ from that 

of this study. 

 

Similar to other research studies, this study has implications for further research. Similar studies using an 

amplified sample size or in other different geographic locations could be conducted in the future. Additionally, 

future research endeavours could examine the same topic using private sector organisations, which could facilitate 

comparisons of findings. The findings of the study may also be refined by using more robust statistical tools such as 

structural equation modelling. Additionally, since organisational structure and organisational leadership can be 

broken down into smaller sub-elements, future studies could also be conducted on the relationship between these 

sub-elements and organisational performance. 
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