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ABSTRACT

The globalization of business environment recognizes responsibility accounting as an instrument that measures the performance of each operational section within an organization to achieve its stated goals and objectives. This study examined responsibility accounting and performance in some selected banks in Nigeria. Specifically, the objectives of the study were to examine the impact of responsibility accounting on performance, the effect of divisional managers’ participation in goal setting and the importance of organizational structure on performance in the banking industry. 
The study adopted a descriptive research method. Questionnaires were used as the primary source of data for this study. A random sampling method was used and questionnaires were administered in four major banks in the south-west geo-political zone of Nigeria across five States to address the objectives of the study. A total of 240 copies of questionnaire were administered and 230 copies were retrieved and used to address the objectives of the study. Also, the SPSS was used to analyse the data using Pearson Correlation and t-test.

Results from the study revealed that there is a significant impact of responsibility accounting on performance with a correlation of 0.405. Furthermore, organizational structure was also found to affect performance with a correlation of 0.405. Meanwhile, the involvement of divisional managers in goal setting had a correlation of 0.144.

 On this basis, the study proffered that responsibility accounting is a major tool for divisionalization to reduce the difficulty in managing banking industry in Nigeria for maximum performance. So also, divisional managers should be encouraged in setting goals to help increase performance within the organization.  

CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

1.1
Background to the Study

The changing complexities in business environment and the need for timely decision making calls for a decentralized system in business operations, especially if there are many products and services they are providing. The larger the size of the company or the number of branches, the larger the scope of work it has to operate with. This emphasizes the importance of a decentralized system over a centralized management system of operations in the management of businesses. 

Today, with the business environment becoming global, organizations need to respond timely and actively to various influences to remain competitive. Performance evaluation is also a major technique that must be in place to ensure organizations move towards the achievement of their objectives. This can only be made easy when each employee is assigned a particular task and he/she is accountable for such assigned task. Therefore, each employee could be evaluated in relation to his/her contribution to the achievement of the organization’s goal and objectives. 

Responsibility Accounting is an accounting system that collects, summarizes, and reports accounting data relating to the responsibilities of individual managers. Responsibility accounting is an underlying concept of accounting performance measurement systems. The basic idea is that large diversified organizations are difficult, if not impossible to manage as a single segment. Consequently, they must be decentralized or separated into manageable parts. These parts or segments are referred to as responsibility centres that include majorly: 

i) Revenue centres, 

ii) Cost centres, 

iii) Profit centres and

iv) Investment centres. 

This approach allows responsibility to be assigned to the segment managers that have the greatest amount of influence over the key elements to be managed (Martin 1994). Responsibility accounting, thus provide a way to manage an organization in a more efficient and organized manner. In addition, assigning responsibility to lower level managers allows higher level managers to pursue other activities such as long term planning and policy making. It also provides a way to motivate lower level managers and workers. Managers and workers in this system tend to be motivated by measurements that emphasize their individual performances.
According to The Chartered Institute of Management Accountants (CIMA) London, responsibility accounting is a system of management accounting under which accountability is established according to the responsibility delegated to various levels of management and management information, and reporting system instituted to give adequate feedback in terms of the delegated responsibility. The manager requires adequate information suitable enough to make the right decisions for the growth of the company within the available time frame. 

Responsibility accounting is one of the uses of management accounting for managerial control. Among the control techniques responsibility accounting has assumed considerable significance as a control device by which costs are traced to individual managers for measuring the performance of various divisions of an organization.

1.2
Statement of the Problem
Banks offer many products and services to their customers located in different parts of the country and even abroad. The products and services which include corporate services, mobilization of savings and other deposits call for proper and adequate management operations that aid the survival of the business in the environment it is located. In the last few years, the banking industry in Nigeria has faced some economic challenges that border on performance management. Confronting these challenges call for the establishment of a responsibility accounting system within the banking industry. 

Centralization focuses on decision making at the top level management with no regard for the middle or low level managers. The centralized system is a system that transmits and amplifies the effect of decision within the system it is practiced. This means that when bad decisions are made as inevitably as it may in the banking sector, the entire system will be affected. This centralized system makes the central planning prone to mistakes. This system of decision making makes managers ineffective thereby affecting the performance of the organization.

There is therefore the need to investigate how responsibility accounting could alleviate this situation to enhance performance in the Nigerian banking industry; hence, this study is aimed at solving these problems.
1.3
Research Questions

To achieve the above objectives, the following research questions are relevant: 

i. What impact does responsibility accounting have on performance in the Nigerian banking industry?

ii. What impact do managers’ involvements in setting goals have on organizational performance of banks in Nigeria? 

iii. How does organizational structure impact on organization’s performance in the industry?
1.4
Objectives of the Study
The general objective of this study is to examine the impact of responsibility accounting on performance in the Nigerian banking industry. The specific objectives of the study are to:

i. examine the impact of responsibility accounting on performance of the Nigerian banks; and

ii. investigate the impact of  managers’ involvement in setting goals on organizational performance of banks in Nigeria.

iii. determine the impact of organizational structure on performance in the Nigerian banking industry.

1.5
Research Hypotheses

The following null hypotheses were formulated for this research work
i. Responsibility accounting has no significant impact on organizational performance of Nigerian banks.
ii. Divisional managers’ participation in setting goals has no significant influence on the improvement of performance in the Nigerian banking industry.
iii. Organizational structure has no significant effect on the Nigerian banks’ performance.

1.6
Justification for the Study 

The research aimed at identifying the impact of responsibility accounting on performance within the banking sector. It will benefit management and stakeholders within the organization and will help improve the general performance within the banking industry.

It is also the belief of the researcher that the study will be of benefit to management and those in authority on the essence of allocating cost to various departmental managers and the involvement of low and middle management in setting goals and objectives for the organization.

The study will be an addition to the body of knowledge in the field of management accounting system, especially responsibility accounting as a major technique for companies’ efficiency and organizational performance. The results from the study will also help researchers in similar area of responsibility accounting in the Nigerian banking sector.
1.7
Scope of the Study

The study examined the impact of responsibility accounting as a tool for organizational performance in the Nigerian banking sector. This study focused on four major commercial banks in Nigeria namely: Guaranty Trust Bank, Access Bank, KeyStone Bank and First bank. These four banks are a good representation of the following categories of banks in Nigeria. These categories are: 

i.     The Old Generation Banks represented by First Bank.  

ii.     The New Generation Banks represented by Guaranty Trust Bank.
iii.     The Acquiring Banks represented by Access Bank.
iv.     The Reformed Banks represented by KeyStone Bank.

The study was restricted to the South-western geo-political zone of Nigeria because the headquarters of the selected banks are located in Lagos State which is within the south-western geo-political zone in Nigeria. 
1.8
Definition of Terms

Responsibility accounting: Responsibility Accounting is an accounting system that provides information to evaluate each manager on revenue and expense items over which that manager has primary control (authority to influence).

Performance: is an accomplishment of a given task measured against standards of quality, accuracy and speed.

Decentralization: this is the transfer of decision making power and an assignment of accountability and responsibility for results.

Centralization: this is concentration of management and decision making power at the top level of an organization’s hierarchy.

Evaluation: is a rigorous analysis of completed or on-going activities that determines or supports management’s accountability and efficiency.
Revenue Centre: is a division that gains revenue from product sales or services provided.
Cost Centre: is a part of an organization that does not produce direct profit and adds to the cost of running a company.
Investment Centre: is a classification used for business units within an enterprise which is treated or measured against the use of its capital.
Organization: is an entity, such as an institution or an association that has a collective goal and is linked to an external environment.  
Management: is an art that coordinates the effort of people to accomplish goals and objectives using available resources efficiently and effectively.                

CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter focuses on the conceptual framework of responsibility accounting and performance, the review of theoretical literature, empirical literature and the theoretical framework.

2.1
Conceptual Framework

Responsibility accounting is a management control system based on the principles of delegating and allocating responsibility. Responsibility accounting is a system under which managers are given decision making authority and responsibility for each activity occurring within a specific area of the company. Under this system, managers are made responsible for the activities of segments. These segments may be called departments, branches or divisions. Responsibility accounting represents a method of measuring the performance of various segments/divisions of an organization. The term ‘division’ is used in a general sense to include any logical segment, component, sub-component of an organization. Defined in this way, it includes a decision, a department, a branch office, a service centre, a product line, a channel of distribution. The operating performance is separately identifiable and measurable. Anthony (1978) defines responsibility accounting as that type of management accounting which collects and reports both planned and actual accounting information in terms of responsibility centres.

According to Horngren, Responsibility Accounting or profitability accounting or activity accounting which mean the same thing, is a system that recognizes various decisions or responsibility centres throughout the organization and traces costs (and revenue, assets and liabilities) to the individual managers who are primarily responsibility for making decisions about the costs in question. Mayo/BPP manual (1990) posits that responsibility accounting refers to the decentralization of authority, with the performance of decentralized units measured in terms of accounting results. From the agency perspective, Zimmerman (1995) defines responsibility accounting as the practice for structuring the contractual relationship between providers of economic resources. He believes that rewards are to be based on the extent of economic interest of principals such as returns on capital employed. This implies that the management process mainly involves acquiring and deploying assets to influence this process. Principals must establish a consistent set of delegated decisions (grants to authority to acquire assets), performance measures (resulting from use of assets) and rewards (incentives for the agent to acquire assets in the principal interest).

New National Government Agencies (1999) defined responsibility accounting as a system that relates the financial results of a responsibility centre which provides access to cost and revenue information and is under the supervision of a manager having a direct responsibility for its performance. It’s a system that measures the plan (by budgets) and action (by actual results) of each responsibility centre.

Dandago and Tijani (2003) defined responsibility accounting as a system of accounting which  is tailored to an organization so that cost and revenue are analyzed and reported by levels of  responsibility within an organization. He further explained that each supervisory area in the organization is charged only with the cost for which it is responsible and over which it has control. Pandey (2003) gave a simple definition of the concept as a system of accumulating and reporting both actual and budgeted costs (and revenues) by individuals responsible for them.

Adeniji (2004) also shares the same view like other authors, he described responsibility accounting as the term used to describe a system of decentralized authority with performance of decentralized units measured in terms of accounting results: cost (and revenue, assets and liabilities where pertinent) are traced to the individual managers who are primarily responsible for making decisions about the costs in question. Farounbi (2005) explained that the basic idea behind responsibility accounting is that large diversified organizations are difficult, if not impossible to manage as a single segment; therefore, they must be decentralized or separated into manageable parts. These parts or segments are called responsibility centres.

Asaolu and Nassar (2007) defined responsibility accounting as a system of account that provides a service to directors and managers at all levels of responsibility in the organization, providing them with information for decision making and control. It is also defined as a system that enables managers to be held responsible for their performance, the performance of their subordinates and all activities within their responsible centres 

Considering the various definitions stated by different authors, one concept that has been mentioned consistently is Decentralization and Divisionalisation. 

The concept of responsibility accounting centres on decentralization and divisionalization.

The basic principles underlining responsibility accounting are that:

· Responsibility centres (decision unit) within an organization are specified.

· For each responsibility centre, the extent of responsibility is defined.

· Controllable and non-controllable activities at various levels of responsibility are specified.

· Accounting system to accumulate information by areas of responsibility is specified.

· Performance report is prepared to provide information to those who will use them.

2.1.1
Responsibility Accounting System 

According to Hansen and Mowen (2005), responsibility accounting model is defined by four essential elements which are: 1) Assigning responsibility 2) Establishing performance measures or benchmarks 3) Evaluating performance and 4) Assigning rewards. On the basis of these elements responsibility accounting system can be of three types- Functional-based, Activity-based and Strategic-based. As a control device, responsibility accounting emphasizes responsibility centres. A responsibility centre is a subunit of an organization under the control of a manager having direct responsibility for its activities.

2.1.2
General Features of Responsibility Accounting System  
The General features of Responsibility Accounting System are:
· A clearly defined organizational structure 

· Responsibility statements of the various persons filling the positions of responsibility in that organizational structure.

· A coding system by which transaction documents can be related to individual responsibilities.

· Managers must be trained to use the results of the reporting system.

· Availability of reports on timely basis.

· General intention and details of the reports which are relevant to the managers’ responsibility and authority.

2.1.3
Benefits and Objectives of Responsibility Accounting:

Responsibility accounting is a method of dividing the organizational structure into various responsibility centres to measure their performance. In other words responsibility accounting is a device to measure divisional performance as may be stated as:

· Contribution that a division as a sub-unit makes to the total organization. 

· Basis for comparing, measuring and evaluating the quality and performance of divisional managers. 

· Promote the concept of Management By Objective (MBO). In MBO, managers agree on a set of goals, and the managers’ performance is then evaluated based on his or her attained goals.

· Motivation of divisional manager to operate his division in a manner consistent with the basic goals of the organization as a whole.

2.1.4
Process of Implementing Responsibility Accounting 

This involves the following:

· An organizational plan, setting out the department and growth to be achieved.

· Establishment of managerial policy that provides for proper delegation of authorities and responsibility for cost incurrence

· Development of performance standard as a means of measuring achievement and basis for motivation scheme

· Prompt, timely, complete and accurate recording and analysis of performance. This will involve budgetary control, variance analysis and management by expectation.

· Institution of control system and provision of incentives for good performance and sanctions for poor performance.
2.1.5
Requirements of an Effective Responsibility Accounting

All kinds of business –small or large, private or public, manufacturing or non manufacturing can use responsibility accounting. The requirements of an effective responsibility accounting system are as follow:

2.1.5.1
Sound Organizational Structure with Strictly Defined Authority and Responsibility 
Responsibility accounting involves organizing is a process of designing the organizational structures, or in simpler terms, the process through which managers create a structure of task and authority Koontz and Weihrich (2002). This consists of:

i. identification and classification of required activities.

ii. grouping of activities to attain set objectives.

iii. the assignment of each grouping to a manager with the necessary authority to supervise the delegation, and

iv. the provision of horizontal and vertical coordination.

2.1.5.2
  Significance of Responsibility Accounting

The significance of responsibility accounting for management can be explained in the following way:

· Easy Identification: It enables the identification of individual managers responsible for satisfactory or unsatisfactory performance.

· Motivational Benefits: If a system of responsibility accounting is implemented, consider-able motivational benefits are assured.
· Data Availability: A mechanism for presenting performance data is provided. A framework of managerial performance appraisal system can be established on that basis, besides motivating managers to act in the best interests of the enterprise.
· Ready-hand Information: Relevant and up to the minutes information is made available which can be used to estimate future costs and/or revenues and to set up standards for departmental budgets.
· Planning and Decision Making: Responsibility accounting helps not only in control but in planning and decision making. 

· Delegation and Control: The twin objectives of management are delegating responsibility while retaining control are achieved by adoption of responsibility accounting system.

2.1.5.3
  Principles of Responsibility Accounting

The main features of responsibility accounting are that it collects and reports planned and actual accounting information about inputs and outputs. The resources used are called inputs. The resources used by an organization are essentially physical in nature such as quantity of materials consumed, hours of labour, and so on. For managerial control, these heterogeneous physical resources are expressed in monetary terms and they are called costs. Thus, inputs are expressed as cost. Similarly, outputs are measured in monetary terms as “revenues”. In other words, responsibility accounting is based on cost and revenue data.
2.1.5.4
  Responsibility Centre:

For control purposes, responsibility centres are generally categorized into:

i. Cost centre

ii. Profit centre
iii. Revenue centre 
iv. Investment centre.

i. Cost Centre or Expense Centre:

Chattered Institute of Management Accountants (CIMA) London defines as a “production or service, activity or item of equipment whose cost may be attributed to cost units.”  In a cost centre, the manager is accountable for the costs which are under his control but not for its revenue. An expense centre is a responsibility centre in which inputs, but not outputs, are measured in monetary terms. In an expense centre of responsibility, the accounting system records only the cost incurred by the centre but the revenues earned (outputs) are excluded. An expense centre measures financial performance in terms of cost incurred by it. In other words, the performance measured in an expense centre is efficiency of operation in that centre in terms of the quantity of inputs used in producing a given output. It is a structure aimed to compare actual inputs to some predetermined level that represents efficient utilization. The variance between the actual and budget standard would be indicative of the efficiency of the division. Thus, cost is the primary planning and control data in cost centres such that the lower the cost consumption of resources, the efficient the managers of the cost centre.

ii.  Profit Centre:

A centre in which both the inputs and outputs are measured in monetary terms is called a profit centre. In other words both expenditures and revenues of the centre are accounted for. Since the difference of revenues and costs is termed as profit, this centre is called profit centre. In a profit centre, there are financial measures of the outputs as well as of the input. Therefore, the effectiveness and efficiency of performance are measured in financial terms and profit analysis can be used as a basis for evaluating the performance of divisional manager. Therefore, management can determine whether the division was effective and efficient in attaining its objectives. This objective is to earn a “satisfactory profit” which is directly traceable to the division. The concept of divisional profit is referred to as ‘profit contribution’ as it is the amount of profit contribution directly made by the division. Since the performance of the managers is measured by profit. A profit centre manager is motivated to make decisions about input and output that will benefit the profit centre. The manager of the centre is encouraged to use his discretion as an opportunity to learn to assume higher responsibilities independently. This profit centre is a strategic business unit where the manager determines the profit with the help of revenue and cost centres.
iii. Revenue Centre 

A Revenue Centre is a responsibility centre in which the manager is responsible for generating revenue with relatively little cost. Revenue centre may relate to the sales department, product mix and promotional activities in the organization. This segment is responsible for generating sales revenue. The manager of the centre has control over the expenses of the marketing department but does not have control over the cost, or investment in assets. The performance of revenue centre managers is evaluated by comparing actual revenue with the budgeted revenue and actual marketing expenses with budgeted marketing expenses.

iv. Investment Centres

An investment centre is a responsibility centre where the manager controls the acquisition and utilization of assets employed. Inputs are accounted for in terms of costs, outputs are accounted for in terms of revenues and assets employed in terms of values. It is the broadest measurement, in the sense that the performance is measured not only in terms of profits but also in terms of all assets employed to generate profits.

An investment centre differs from a profit centre in that, it is evaluated on the basis of the rate of return earned on the assets invested in the segment while a profit centre is evaluated on the basis of excess revenue over expenses for the period.

Asaolu and Nassar (2007) identified the benefits of a divisionalized organization. This is as follows:

a. Better Decisions:

As the business grows in size of activities and personnel, the ability of an organization to make decisions effectively and quickly is reduced by its chain of command span of control. By splitting organization into smaller, more manageable units, the quality of decision- making and management can be improved. Top management work overload would also be reduced so that they could focus their attention on strategic areas. 

b. Copes Better with Change:

When a business operates in a stable environment – e.g stable sales market and stable cost structure, many decisions can be made centrally at the planning state. Management will normally find it unnecessary to respond speedily to unpredicted problems. When operating in a more turbulent environment, e.g. active competition; cost inflation or employee strikes, decisions cannot be predetermined at the planning stage. Local management, more familiar with the problems (and with access to data), will be better able to make correct and responsive decisions than central management. 

c. Training:

Through delegation of authority, subordinates are being groomed and trained for higher level responsibilities. 
d. Motivation 

By assigning responsibility of a division’s performance to its management, there will be an improvement in its performance. These accords with behavioural theory of Hertzberg in which responsibility is viewed as a “motivator”. The opportunity for freedom from programmed decisions and detailed central control will clearly appeal to managers in large companies. 
2.1.5.5
  Organogram and Responsibility
In a well-organized and divsionalized system of operation of an organization, there is a need for a well detailed organizational chart to show the structure and flow of authority and responsibility from the top management level to the lower management level and other operational workers. 
An organizational chart shows the flow of authority and responsibility horizontally and vertically in an organization illustrating the relations between people within an organization. Such relations might include managers to sub-workers, directors to managing directors, chief executive officer to various departments. When an organization chart grows too large it can be split into smaller charts for separate departments within the organization for proper reporting.
Below is an illustration of an organizational chart of First Bank Holdings and a branch.

Figure 1:
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Figure 2: 
Branch Organogram
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2.1.6
Responsibility Reporting System
According to the Business Glossary, responsibility reporting is defined as the collection, summarization, and reporting of financial information about the various decision centres (responsibility centres) throughout an organization. It can also be referred to as activity accounting or profitability accounting. Responsibility reporting is aimed at tracing costs, revenues, or profits to the individual manager who is primarily responsible for making decisions about the costs, revenues, or profits in question and taking action about them. Responsibility accounting is appropriate where top management has delegated authority to make decisions. The idea behind responsibility accounting is that each manager's performance should be judged by how well he or she manages the items under his or her control.

Kimmel, Weygandt and Kies, (2009), stated that a responsibility reporting system involves the preparation of each level of responsibility in the company’s organization chart. The responsibility reporting system begins with the lowest level of responsibility for controlling cost and moves upward to each higher level. A responsibility reporting system permits management by exception at each level of responsibility. Management by exception means that the top managers’ review of a budget report is focused entirely on differences between actual results and planned objectives. This approach enables the top management to focus on problem areas. Management by exception does not mean that top management will investigate every difference but have a guideline for identifying exceptions. And, each higher level of responsibility can obtain the detailed report for each lower level of responsibility, this type of reporting system also permits comparative evaluation. This will help the manager to easily rank the department managers’ effectiveness in controlling cost. Comparative rankings provide further incentive for managers to control cost.
Safa (2012), also defines responsibility accounting reports as reports classified into different levels of responsibility. This starts from lowest level of the hierarchy and continues to the higher levels.  At each level, directly incurred costs by the unit's manager are listed and the incurred costs by each of the subordinates to top managers of the unit are traced. Performance reports usually reflect the budgeted and actual financial results of the related responsibility centers. Management reporting is divided into two types: responsibility reporting and information reporting. Such reports aim to inform the manager and supervisor of how duties are carried out in the areas that the reporter is directly responsible and motivate them to take some actions to improve performance.

2.1.6.1
  Features of Responsibility Reports:
Responsibility reports should:

1) be consistent with the organizational chart.

2) be prepared on time.

3) be prepared at regular intervals.

 4) be easy to understand.

5) be brief and concise.

 6) provide comparative figures.

7) be analytical and applied.

8) include both real sum and quantitative amounts when presented to operations management.
Gelinas and Dull (2008), outlined that the managerial reporting officer has a responsibility similar to those of the financial reporting officer. The latter possesses expertise in the area of financial reporting to external parties, and the former performs a similar role in respect to preparing internal reports to assist management decision making. Many of the reports prepared by the managerial reporting officers are called performance reports because they compare actual performance with budgeted expectations. Often, these reports are part of the managerial reporting system known as responsibility accounting/reporting system because they are tied to the chain of responsibility or authority reflected in the firm’s organizational chart.
2.1.7
Performance Evaluation
According to the business dictionary, performance evaluation is a formal determination of an individual’s job-related actions and their outcomes within a particular position or setting. In financial trading, its objective is to assess the extent to which the individual added wealth to the firm and/or its clients, and whether his or her achievements were above or below the market or industry’s norms.

 Organizations routinely evaluate the performance of individuals, activities, and subunits. These evaluations clearly have a decision influencing purpose; they also serve to facilitate numerous economic judgments and decisions. For example, evaluations of performance frequently is used to allocate resources within the organization, decide on corrective actions, set future performance goals, develop or refine strategies, and identify training and development needs. Moreover, accurate performance evaluation is of critical importance in organizations, and both financial and nonfinancial data from the firm’s managerial accounting system serve as a key input in forming these evaluations (Foster & Young, 1997; Ittner & Larcker, 2001).

With responsibility accounting as a division of managerial accounting, studies have focused on the ex-ante choice or development of performance measures to motivate employees rather than the ex-post use of those measures by evaluators (Feltham & Xie, 1994; Hemmer, 1996). Also, it was discovered that performance measures are valuable if they [statistically] reduce the error with which an employee’s actions are estimated. Thus, performance measurement and performance evaluation may be a two-stage process (i.e. not perfectly correlated). This issue is particularly important given the trend toward organizations implementing new and expanded performance measurement systems in an attempt to overcome perceived limitations associated with traditional accounting-based performance measures. Among these trends are the use of economic-value-added methods and measures as well as the use of nonfinancial performance measures and the balanced scorecard. Such methods and measures are posited to improve managerial and firm performance evaluation as well as decision-making within the firm by providing decision-makers with a better set of financial measures as well as forward-looking nonfinancial measures (Holmstrom 1979, Ittner & Larcker, 1998).

2.1.7.1
  Financial Performance Measurement Indicators

a) EVA Applications:

Economic Value Added (EVA) refers to the profit of a business unit after deducting tax charge and cost of capital. To measure the cost of capital, the average weighted cost of two sources of supply (loans and sale of shares) is calculated. In calculating the economic value added, management attention is focused towards shareholders. By measuring profit after deducting the expected return, EVA reflects economic profitability. Moreover, it may follow-up stock prices more accurately than revenues, earnings per share, return on shareholders' investment, or other indicators of accounting. It is also supported by experimental studies.

The goal of EVA as a management tool makes the managers behave in such a way that they own the trading organization. Under EVA ownership proposal, cash rewards to employees are paid based on EVA. If this proposal is used along with the common employee rewards (authority to purchase share by employees), shares or other securities used on EVA can be transferred to the employees instead of paying cash rewards.

Internal Applications: EVA is used as a management tool for performance measurement, comprehensive criterion for productivity measurement, tool for relating ownership to the business management, and tool for comparing costs with revenues.

External Applications: it is also used as a tool for investment, standard for stock price forecasting, tool for measuring value creation, a framework for financial management, and an effective framework for organizational culture and for promoting the quality of work of employees.
b) Market Value Added (MVA):

This can be used to measure external performance and is calculated by comparing the average market value of shareholders' equity with the book value of their equity. To have a correct analysis of this performance, positive changes every year should be considered. Comparing these changes in MVA, every year is important regarding the total share and securities as these market values are influenced by interest rates and quantitative economic conditions.

· Return on Investment (ROI)

ROI is a performance measure used to evaluate the efficiency of an investment or to compare the efficiency of a number of different investments. To calculate ROI, the benefit (return) of an investment is divided by the cost of the investment; the result is expressed as a percentage or a ratio. In purely economic terms, it is one way of considering profits in relation to capital invested. ROI includes all profitability elements (revenue, cost, and investment).
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The formula for return on investment is sometimes referred to as ROI or Rate of Return, it measures the percentage return on a particular investment. ROI is used to measure profitability for a given amount of time.
· Return on Sales (ROS)

Return on Sales (ROS) is a ratio widely used to evaluate an entity's operating performance. It is also known as "operating profit margin" or "operating margin". ROS is usually expressed as a percentage of sales (revenue). Return on sales (operating margin) can be used both as a tool to analyze a single company's performance against its past performance, and to compare similar companies' performances against one another. The ratio varies widely by industry but is useful for comparing different companies in the same business. As with many ratios, it is best to compare a company's ROS over time to look for trends, and compare it to other companies in the industry. An increasing ROS indicates the company is becoming more efficient, while a decreasing ratio could signal looming financial troubles.

 Calculation (formula)
Return on sales (operating margin)= Earnings Before Interest and Tax 

  Revenue

· Earnings per Share (EPS):
EPS is a traditional and common indicator for performance measurement which can also be used for evaluating stock price. It is calculated as net income of common shareholders divided by the number of shares of common stocks. 
· Price-Earnings Ratio (P/E)
It is also an indicator for performance measurement in the investment market; it shows how much investors are ready to pay to get N1 profit per share. Experience has proven that high P/E ratio comes from young companies with rapid growth and high risk. While matured industries with slower growth have lower P/E. Investing in stocks with lower P/E not only involves lower risk but is also more rewarding. Safa (2012)
2.2  
Review of Theoretical Literature
2.2.1
Contingency Theory
The contingency theory was developed by improving previous concepts (Taylor, Fayol and Weber), which described recommendations that appeared effective under any circumstances. However, contingency theory supposes that under different circumstances different solutions may prove effective (Dobák, Antal, 2010). This can be considered one of the primary insights of the theory, because instead of propagating universally applicable organization-management principles, the theory tries to demonstrate that different circumstances require different organizational structures (Baranyi, 2001). The term ‘contingency theory’ was first mentioned in the literature by Lawrence and Lorsch in 1967, in the context of organizational structure.

Contingency theory played a leading role in the organizational practice of the 1970s. It typically examined the relationship between organizational structure and the operating conditions (in other words, the contextual totality of contingency factors), using the method of empirical comparative analysis. This analytic approach emphasizes the interaction between the organization and the environment and the importance of adaptation to the environment. 
Contingency theories dealing with organizational structure (so-called ‘structural contingency theories’) consider the environment, the organizational size and the strategy of the organization as contingency factors. These are the factors that an organizational structure must be adapted to. Of course, there are other contingency factors as well; however, only these three are significant from this perspective. Beyond structural contingency theories, there are additional theories that focus on organizational characteristics such as management, human resources and strategic decision making (Donaldson, 2001). 
The schools of structural contingency theory can be divided into three groups:

- harmonization of organizational structures and environmental conditions

(variability, complexity); the modifying effect of the applied technology on the organization; and

- the relationship between organizational size and structure.

These theories only address a single factor at a time; however, other multi-factor theories were developed that described structural changes as the joint effect of two or more factors (e.g., environment and size), creating an integrated concept (Baranyi, 2001; Dobák, 2006; Dobák, Antal, 2010).

The most significant contemporary research fields of contingency theory are the following (Donaldson, 2001):

- comparing the final effectiveness to the expected performance relative to the contingency factors; that is, to what degree was the performance realised, as forecast by a theory based on contingency factors;

- research of organizational elements affected by contingency factors; and

- inclusion of contingency theory into other disciplines.

Certain elements of contingency theory are also represented in this research; therefore, this research fits into the contemporary research fields, especially into the third one of the above mentioned.
Tiessen and Waterhouse (1983), stated that contingency theory provides an approach to developing a descriptive theory of Management Accounting Systems (MAS) based on the idea that the effectiveness of a Management Accounting System is contingent on an organization's structure. Also, one popular view of contingency theory is that the structure of an organization depends on the company's technology and environment, and that the effectiveness of managerial processes (including the management accounting system), is contingent to the organization's structure. This conceptual change was also indicated by numerous management related sociological studies 

According to Kieser, (1995) the interest in contingency factors started to increase when environmental issues first appeared in strategic management literature. Contingency theory was developed by improving previous concepts (Taylor, Fayol and Weber), which described recommendations that appeared effective under any circumstances. However, contingency theory supposes that under different circumstances different solutions may prove effective. 

According to Baranyi, (2001) one of the primary insights of the theory was how it tries to demonstrate that different circumstances require different organizational structures rather than propagating universally applicable organization-management principles.
The fact that Dobák, Antal (2010) used the contingency approach (with the opportunity for strategic choice) also highlights the theory’s relevance. It also identified in general the main idea of contingency view that there is no best way to solve a problem or do a specific job. The best way depends on the situation. In his research, there were four variables; organization structure, technology, organization environment, and human resources that are viewed as contingency components which are considered as predetermined components in designing accounting systems. The research tried to answer the question whether contingency components are considered in designing municipals accounting systems in Khuzestan province (Iran). The findings showed that the accounting systems of Khuzestan province municipals were mostly designed based on contingency components which in comparison with similar researches were significantly contradictory to the respondents’ viewpoint about “human resources” component. In the research, it was clearly found that the role that “organization structure” plays in designing accounting system is not more than that of “organization environment”.

Fiedler (1978), also showed the relationship between the leader’s orientation or style and group performance under differing situational conditions. The theory was described as based on determining the orientation of the leader (relationship or task), the elements of the situation (leader-member relations, task structure, and leader position power), and the leader orientation that was found to be most effective as the situation changed from low to moderate to high control. The location of information in relation to technology and environment has an important influence on organization structure. In uncertain environments with non-routine technology, information is frequently internal. Where environments are certain, or where technology is routine, information is external. 

The dimensions of structure and control include structure of authority and structure of activities, i.e., rules and procedures that determine the discretion of individuals. Authority relates to social power. In the contingency model, decentralized authority is more appropriate where uncertain environments or non-routine technology exist. Centralized authority is more appropriate when environments are certain. The figure below reflects the interpretation of these theoretical concepts.
Figure 3:
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 Source: concept of contingency theory. (Tiessen and Waterhouse 1983)
Although the contingency theory explains the relationship between the organization structure, the environment and the technology, the model did not explain the similarities in the management accounting systems across organizations, or the stability of these systems. 

The traditional perspective views management accounting system as systems that seek to enhance the economic performance arising from their use by ensuring effective and efficient use of resources. One major stream of management accounting system research within this traditional perspective, is trying to resolve the conflicting views on organizational level of analysis, suggesting that the efficiency of the aspects of management accounting system is contingent on certain characteristics of the organisation and its environments Waterhouse & Tiessen, (1978). More studies motivated by the early contingency formulations in organizational theory have adopted the contingency theory as basis for their analysis. The contingency theorists, driven by efficiency considerations, have examined the implication of a number of contingent factors, including: the environment, organisational structure and technology, (Emmanuel, Otley & Merchant, (1990), strategy and culture (Chenhall, 2006 on management accounting system designs and their effectiveness. The contingency theory has constituted a dominant paradigm in studies of management accounting system with a large stand of research providing evidence supporting its propositions (Dent, 1990; Fisher, 1995).

From the point of view of Boehm & Howard, (1997), contingency theory is often called the “it depends” theory such that identifies and measures the conditions under which things are likely to occur. This theory focuses on management variables such as research on professionalism, task complexity and decision making. It allows analyzing situations and determining what variables influence the decisions that are concerned to various responsibilities.

2.2.1.1
  Structural Contingency 

Structural contingency theory’s roots date back to the late 1960s. Early theorists criticized predominant theories at that time, like Weber’s bureaucratic approach (Weber 1947), because they neglected the organizations’ particular situations to explain ideal organizational structure Kieser (1995). Lawrence and Lorsch (1967), building on Thompson’s (1967) and Woodward’s (1965) work, found evidence for the significance of environmental certainty. Burns and Stalker (1961) put forward the statement that organic organizational structures are more successful in dynamic environments whereas mechanic structures are to be used in a stable environment. The key element of structural contingency theory is that organizational performance results from a fit between characteristics of structural organization and environmental aspects (i.e. contingency factors) Donaldson (2001). There is no "one best way" for organizational structure. While contingency theory can be applied to a number of organizational characteristics, e.g. leadership structural contingency theory focuses on the study of organizational structure Donaldson (2001). 

2.2.2
Controllability Principle

A basic premise of responsibility accounting that a manager should be held accountable for is the variables he controls. There is some ambiguity about the definition of the word "control." A casual notion of control, which we refer to as controllability, is that a manager's pay should depend on variables whose (marginal) distribution he can affect by his supply of inputs. Antle and Demski (1988), highlight the pitfalls of not distinguishing between the two notions of controllability. Conditional controllability helps explain why certain measures are included in a manager’s performance evaluation and reward system, even though the manager might not have direct control over the measures. 

Antle and Demski made a familiar and intuitive analysis of a perennial question focusing on whether the manager controls cost and revenue. If so, the manager should be evaluated as the head of a profit centre. If the manager only controls cost, a cost centre evaluation is appropriate. If the manager only controls revenue, a revenue center evaluation is appropriate, Analyzing this wisdom requires two specifications. First, being precise about what it means for the manager to "control" cost or revenue. Second, be precise about what it means to evaluate the manager correctly or in the best possible manner. Using a principal-agent model to provide a coherent framework for the evaluation exercise,  gives a setting where a non-trivial control problem is present, where evaluation of the manager can be explicitly modeled, and where managerial evaluation can be endogenously specified. In this way, a control problem is modeled as an exercise in motivating a particular behaviour by the manager, and performance evaluation as producing information relevant to the question of whether the desired behaviour was supplied. The focus is on control of inputs, not outputs. Managerial evaluation, then, becomes framed in terms of inferring this supply of input.

In turn, we specify what it means for the manager to "control" an evaluation statistic, such as cost or revenue, by asking whether his or her supply of inputs is able to affect the probability distribution of the output statistic. A result is that the principal-agent analysis, leads to a focus related to, but distinct from, this notion of controllability. In particular, the principal-agent analysis leads us to ask whether the manager can affect the probability distribution of the output statistic conditioned on whatever other information is present. The intuition for this conclusion is best developed by beginning with a stylized notion of controllability, and then refining it to match the principal-agent conclusion.

Drury and EL-shishini (2004), advocates the application of the ‘controllability principle,’ which is that the evaluation of a manager’s performance should be based only on those factors that are under a manager’s control. The application of the controllability principle to divisional performance measurement results in the need to distinguish between the economic performance of divisions and the performance of divisional managers. It was also stated that different performance measures should be used to evaluate the economic performance of the divisions and the performance of divisional managers.  A separate divisional managerial performance measure applies the controllability principle by excluding those costs that cannot be controlled or influenced by a divisional manager whereas divisional economic measures generally include the allocation of uncontrollable costs based on the principle that, if the divisions were independent companies, they would have to bear such costs. 

2.2.3
Agency Theory
Basic agency paradigm was developed in the economics literature during 1960s and 1970s in order to determine the optimal amount of the risk- sharing among different individuals (Spence and Zeckhauser, 1971; Ross, 1973; Jensen and Meckling, 1976; Harris and Raviv 1976, 1978; Holmstrom, 1979). However, gradually the domain of the agency theory was extended to the management area for determining the cooperation between various people with different goals in the organization, and attainment of the goal congruency (Eisenhardt, 1989). In 1980s, agency theory was also applied extensively in the managerial accounting realms to determine the optimal-incentive contracting among different individuals and establishing suitable accounting control mechanisms to monitor their behaviours and actions (Demski, 1980; Biaman, 1982; Namazi, 1985). In its primitive form, agency theory relates to situations in which one individual (called the agent) is engaged by another individual (called the principal) to act on his/her behalf based upon a designated fee schedule. Since both individuals are assumed to be utility maximizer, and motivated by pecuniary and non-pecuniary items, incentive problems may arise, particularly under the condition of uncertainty and informational asymmetry. That is, the objective function of the principal and the agent may be incompatible, and therefore, the agent may take actions which will jeopardize the principal's benefits. In addition, an agency operates under the condition of risk and uncertainty. In effect, the basic agency theory usually assumes that both individuals are risk averse. Under this circumstances, the amount and content of the produced accounting information and other information sources would become a significant issue in risk sharing and controlling the agent's actions (Namazi, 1985; Baiman, 1982, 1990). The preceding basic agency model, however, has also been extended to cases in which there are multiple agents (Holmstrom, 1979; Radner, 1981), private information (Penno, 1984), multiple period performance (Radner, 1981), and multi-objective models (Namazi, 1985). In addition, the effect of various cultures on the assumptions of the agency theory has also been investigated (Osterman, 2006; Kren and Tyson, 2009). Given the agency theory paradigm, and following Alchian and Demsetz (1972). In this view, contracts are considered as an appropriate means for resource allocation and revealing the scope of the firm's activities. In addition, they can be expended as a powerful frame-work for effective management accounting control mechanisms. In this context, performance measures, appropriate control variables, and exogenous and endogenous parameters affecting the control process, can be captured and specified quantitatively by adapting the "agency theory" framework.
2.3  
Review of Empirical Literature 

2.3.1 
Empirical Evidence from Developed Countries

Shih (1997) investigated how firms designed performance evaluation systems for plant managers. He proposed that managers should be evaluated primarily on cost control or profit. This suggested the following hypotheses: tendency to evaluate a plant manager primarily on profit rather than cost (1) decreases with the importance of marketing in stimulating sales, (2) increases with the importance of product quality in stimulating sales, (3) increases with the importance of customer service in stimulating sales; and (4) decreases with the extent to which the manager is evaluated on specific measures of product quality and customer service. Using a probit model, these hypotheses were tested with data collected from large Canadian manufacturing firms. The results were strongly supportive of the hypotheses. 

Arya, Glover and Radhakrishnan (1998) illustrated some subtleties related to responsibility accounting by studying two settings in which there were interactions among multiple control problems. In the first setting, two agents were involved first in team production (e.g., coming up with ideas) and then in related individual production (e.g., implementing the ideas). They provided conditions under which the agents were not held responsible for the team performance measure, despite each agent conditionally controlling it. In the second setting, they provided conditions under which an agent was held responsible for a variable he did not conditionally control. 

In the study (Indjejikian and Nanda 1999) a two-period sequentially optimal agency model was used to study the impact of the ratchet effect on the firm’s choice of responsibility assignment and incentives for motivating managers. Results revealed that the ratchet effect can be mitigated by using more aggregate performance measures and greater consolidation of responsibility. Moreover, consolidation responsibility for two activities for a single manager seems to be more efficient than a responsibility accounting structure.

Lin and Yu (2002) reviewed responsibility cost control system in an iron and steel industry in China. The Company which adopted a series of management accounting techniques or procedures in its cost control system such as target costing, responsibility accounting, standard costing, flexible budgeting, internal transfer pricing, behaviour motivation, performance evaluation, variance analysis. The author identified that the company’s system integrated responsibility accounting and cost control substantially reduce production costs and raise profitability by:

 (i) setting cost and profit targets (responsibility standards) that take into account market pressures; 

(ii) assigning target costs to various levels of responsibility centre; 

(iii) evaluating performance based on fulfillment of the responsibility cost targets; and 

(iv) implementing a reward scheme with an incentive mechanisms. 

After a successful experiment conducted through field observation, it was revealed that the responsibility cost control system is an effective tool for cost control under the changing Chinese business environment. In conclusion, the author from experience achieved that management accounting can play a positive role in improving business management and profitability in China or other developing countries. Discoveries on the study elaborated effective diffusion of management accounting practices under different social and economic system in China.

The findings of the study (Sakar and Yeshmin, 2005) were-“33% organizations followed four responsibility centres where 30% followed three responsibility centres. The most common accounting tool used to evaluate performance is budget. Managers in revenue centers are also evaluated by using contribution income statement.” 

The findings of the study (Ali and Fowzia, 2009) where all elements of responsibility accounting model are important for overall satisfaction of responsibility accounting system and the satisfaction of responsibility accounting system of listed banks in Bangladesh is sustained in satisfactory level. 

Findings reveal that most of the Non-Banking Financial Institutions (NBFIs) are using traditional criterion in responsibility accounting system. Only regarding assignment of responsibility and practice of responsibility center they prefer modern approach. In other factors such as benchmark for performance measurement, performance measurement technique and reward system they mainly follow traditional techniques. Factor analysis shows that responsibility center is the most effective factor followed by performance measurement technique, reward system, benchmark for performance measurement and assignment of responsibility regarding the Non-Banking Financial Institutions (Fowzia , 2009). 

In an unpublished study (Fowzia, 2010) in a total of sixty-eight listed manufacturing organizations fewer than five categories were surveyed on convenience basis. A structured survey questionnaire was used for the purpose of collecting primary data. Data was analyzed using the descriptive statistical tools such as percentage and mean. Findings revealed that no manufacturing organization followed a unique type of responsibility accounting system among functional-based, activity-based and strategic-based responsibility accounting systems. And the overall satisfaction levels of different types of manufacturing organization were found to be in-between neutral and satisfied level. 

In another unpublished study (Fowzia, 2010), a total of ninety-three listed organizations were surveyed on convenience basis. Among those, forty-three manufacturing and fifty service organizations were considered. A structured survey questionnaire was used and was analyzed using descriptive statistical tools such as percentage. Findings from the descriptive statistics revealed that the manufacturing and service organizations mainly followed the traditional criterion in responsibility accounting system, they also prefered modern criterion but its percentage was insignificant.

Fowzia (2011) reviewed the use of responsibility accounting and measured the satisfaction level of Service Organizations in Bangladesh. The study examined the type of responsibility accounting system being practiced in different types of service organizations in Bangladesh and also focused on the satisfaction level of responsibility accounting system. In achieving the purpose, service organizations were surveyed and findings revealed that no service organization followed a unique type of responsibility accounting system among functional-based, activity-based and strategic-based responsibility accounting systems. The satisfaction levels regarding four elements of responsibility accounting system among five types of service organization are same except responsibility centre. Logit model was used to examine the influence of variables and the result indicated that satisfaction of overall responsibility accounting system is influenced by satisfaction of assignment of responsibility, performance measurement techniques and reward system.

Yang and Modell (2012), reviewed responsibility accounting from the socio-economic perspective in a Chinese State-Owned Enterprise because many subscribed to the economics-based approach. In doing so, a mobilization on an analytical framework was made to seek some approaches between diverse schools of thought. Insights from classical versions of economic sociology emphasizing the social impact of economic behaviours were combined with more recent advances concentrating on the performance, or strongly constitute roles of accounting and the theories in which it is embedded.  In other research literatures reviewed by the author, the use of responsibility accounting to frame economic behaviour became entangled with a broader range of socially embedded contingencies and how they interplay between such contingencies and emerging systems of responsibility accounting. 

 Karasioğlu and Göktürk (2013) viewed responsibility accounting in hospital businesses in Turkey as a means to reduce the waste of resources of health to minimum level, most importantly; a sub-system must take the necessary precautions in hospitals. Improving the quality of services provided in hospitals, ensuring cost control, increasing competition, promotion of private initiatives are important elements which help these businesses to increase their effectiveness. This could be achieved through decentralization of responsibility and accountability. Because human health is a matter of priority in health services, the businesses which offer these services should think of the economic priorities. The most important problems outlined in Turkish hospitals require professional management and cost control as responsibility accounting system is a system that will produce a solution to the problem proposed.

Hanini (2013) examined the extent of implementing responsibility accounting in the Jordanian banks. Results were analyzed from questionnaires gathered from employees of the Jordanian banks of different administrative levels such as general managers, departments’ managers, the branches’ managers and ordinary employees. The study concluded that the Jordanian banks are committed to the application of the potential responsibility accounting regarding the division of the organizational structure into centres of responsibilities. Also, the authorization of mangers of various responsibility centres with clear powers and the distribution of costs and the revenues to responsibility centres according to the centre’s ability, to link the estimated budgets with the responsibility centre, using the budgets for control and the performance evaluation through comparing the actual performance with the planned one for each responsibility centre. And the study recommended the necessity for the Jordanian banks to involve all the employees who work in the centres of responsibility in setting goals and preparing the estimated budgets of their centres according to every one’s specialization and potentials.

2.3.2 Empirical Evidence from Africa

Ocansey and Enahoro (2012) highlighted the issue of stewardship and scarcity of resources which brought about the need to attach responsibility to activities. Systems which were designed and expected to accumulate costs for the purpose of ascertaining product and period costs in order to plan profit have failed to identify responsibility to managers who should control those costs. The study sought and reviewed literatures on the controllability principle in responsibility accounting concept as a determinant of profit planning. Arising from the research, controllability principle established and reported the causes and effects of relationships between activities of specific managers and the performance of their activities. According to the writer, it was also observed that in addition to assigning costs to specific responsibility centres, two extreme levels of the application of the controllability principle exist. These are the low level and high level controllability accounting application systems. Nonetheless, there are some organizations that fall within the continuum of these application systems.
2.3.3 Empirical Evidence from Nigeria

Ajibolade (2013), aimed at providing information to help address the lingering problem of poor performance of the manufacturing sector in Nigeria, he investigated the relationships between the Management Accounting Systems (MAS) design, company’s context and company performance. Adopting the contingency theory framework, the study proposed three contingency variables; perceived environmental uncertainty, technology and decentralization as major influences on the relationship between management accounting system designs and company performance. The propositions were tested using empirical data collected through a questionnaire survey of chief accounting officers/ management accountants of randomly selected Nigerian manufacturing companies. The results provided support for the expectation that level of control in management accounting system design has a positive relationship with performance and that contingency variables constitute significant moderating influences on the relationship in the companies sampled. It is suggested that adopting management accounting system designs that are tailored to the specific context of businesses will help improve performance of the Nigerian manufacturing companies. 

2.4
Theoretical Framework
2.4.1
Contingency Theory Framework
The contingency theory demonstrates that different circumstances require different organizational structure. The theory examines the relationship between operational conditions and organizational structure. It takes into consideration the prevailing environment in the business environment (the external and internal environment of the business organization) such that different environment require different organizational structure. Also, it states that different circumstances in an organization may require different solutions to solve its problems. 
2.4.2
Controllability Principle Framework
The controllability principle anchor on responsibility accounting that a manager should be held accountable for the variables he controls. The principle supports that the larger his scope of control the larger his reward. The principle also segregates the duties of the manager into manageable units for effective control of resources. It also states that different performance measures should be used to evaluate the economic performance of the divisions of divisional managers. 
2.4.3
Agency Theory Framework
The theory is applicable to managerial accounting in which an individual called the agent is engaged by another individual called the principal with a designated mode of activities in the operational control of an assigned duty. The agent is made responsible to the principal in the reporting and accountability of the assigned duty with a designated fee. The agent is evaluated based on his performances and incentives are awarded based on his performance. Agency theory focuses on the principal-agent relationship and reward system

There are many more reviewed theories relating to responsibility accounting by different researchers and various studies, for the purpose of this research study the researcher has anchored the study to the contingency theory because it relates to the organizational structure of an organization, agency theory because relates to the principal agent relationship and reward system and the controllability principle because it relates to evaluation of managers performance and its reward system. 

CHAPTER THREE
METHODOLOGY

This chapter focuses on the research methodology for this study. This includes the research design, population of the study, sample size and techniques, sources of data, research instruments and method of data analysis.

3.1
Research Design

Research design is a plan and guide that helps to enhance proper collection of data which will be used to answer the research questions. Descriptive approach was used for this research work. Data collected were used in describing and interpreting prevailing practices, beliefs and attitudes in order to assess the effect of responsibility accounting and performance in the banking sector.

3.2
Study Population

The target population of listed commercial Banks in Nigeria is 21 with several branches located across the states of the federation. They are Access Bank, City Bank, Diamond Bank, Guaranty Trust Bank, Heritage Banking Company, Keystone Bank, Main Street Bank, Skye Bank, Stanbic Bank, Standard Chartered Bank of Nigeria, Sterling Bank, Union Bank of Nigeria, United Bank for Africa, Unity Bank, Wema Bank and Zenith Bank (source-see appendix). For the purpose of this research, focus was on four banks chosen according to these categories; Old generation banks, New generation banks, Acquiring banks and Reformed banks. These are First Bank, Guaranty Trust Bank, Access Bank, Keystone bank.

 3.3
Sample Size and Sampling Technique

A stratified sampling method was adopted for this study to examine the impact of responsibility accounting and performance in the Nigerian banking industry. Due to the constraints in time and resources, banks in the southwest geopolitical zone in Nigeria were selected because their headquarters are located in the south-west. A sample size of 20% was chosen for this research work. Four out of a total of 21 licensed and listed banks in Nigeria were chosen. They are:

· First Bank Nigeria PLC

· Guaranty Trust Bank 

· Keystone Bank

· Access Bank PLC

The research was conducted across five States in the South-western geo-political zone of Nigeria. They are: Osun State, Oyo State, Ekiti State, Ondo State and Lagos State. The research focused on 15 respondents selected at random from each bank in each State. 
3.4
Sources of Data

For the purpose of this research, primary data were used. Data were obtained through the administration of questionnaire to managers of various responsibility centres and workers of various responsibility units within the various departments in the banks such as the customer care, tellering, cash management, marketing, funds transfer, internal control, operations, legal, e-channels and the sales executives. 
3.5
Research Instrument

Questionnaire was the main research instrument used for this study.  A questionnaire can be seen as a set of questions designed to obtain data, the result of which are used to answer the research questions and for the testing of hypotheses. It was divided into four sections which assessed the opinion of respondents on the impact of responsibility accounting on performance in the Nigerian banking industry. The first section provides the personal data of respondents. The second section examined the effect of organizational structure on performance. The third section assessed the involvement of managers in goal setting. The fourth section measured the impact of responsibility accounting on performance. Due to the technicality of the research, questions were be constructed in open-ended and close ended form, which required the respondents to choose from five options: Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree, Strongly Disagree and Indifferent.

3.6
Validation of Research Instruments and Testing

The research instrument was validated by peer group review and cross examined by project supervisor.
3.7
Measurement of Variables
The variables to be measured in this study are the responsibility accounting and performance in the selected banks. The dependent variable is performance while the independent variables are ‘responsibility accounting’, ‘goal setting’ and ‘organizational structure’.

3.8
Method of Data Analysis and Technique

Data gathered through the use of a research instrument (questionnaire) were analyzed using the descriptive statistical method and the hypotheses will be tested using t-test and correlation at 5% level of significance.

CHAPTER FOUR



DATA PRESENTATION, ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION
4.1
Descriptive Summary
This chapter presents the analysis of data gathered through the administration of questionnaire. This chapter presents the data collated from the four banks of  their various branches in the south-western  part of Nigeria, namely; Keystone Bank Plc, Guaranty Trust Bank Plc, First Bank Plc and Access Bank Plc. A total of 240 copies of questionnaires were distributed evenly to the four banks across 5 State capitals (Oyo State, Osun State, Ekiti State, Ondo State and Lagos State) in southwest Nigeria. (i.e.) approximately 95% were returned by respondents as shown in the table below. The above average response rate of 95% was considered adequate for our analysis. Data were analysed using t-test and correlation at 5% level of significance.

Table 4.1: Distribution of returned questionnaire by respondents 

	S/N
	Selected banks
	Number Administered
	No. of Returned Questionnaire
	% of Returned Questionnaire

	1
	First Bank 
	60
	54
	90

	2
	Keystone Bank
	60
	60
	100

	3
	Access Bank
	60
	60
	100

	4
	Guaranty Trust Bank  
	60
	54
	90

	
	TOTAL
	240
	230
	95


Source: Field Survey 2014
Table 4.1 above shows that out of the total of 240 copies of administered questionnaire to the four selected banks, 230 copies of questionnaire were retrieved and used to address the objectives of the study.

4.2
Socio-Demographic Characteristics of Respondents.
The questionnaire was structured and designed to comprise of four major sections; the first section was the demographic information about respondents comprising of the personal bio data of each respondent. The second section was aimed at identifying the impact of responsibility accounting on performance in Nigerian banks. The third section was structured to achieve the involvement of divisional managers’ in the participation to set goals needed to improve performance within the banking industry. The fourth section was structured to identify the effect of organizational structure on the Nigerian banks’ performance.
Table 4.2 below shows the summary of the demographic characteristics of respondents.

	Code
	Variables
	Number
	Percentage

	Sex
	Female

Male
	113

117
	49.1

50.9

	Status
	Married

Single
	121

109
	52.6

47.4

	Age Range


	Below 25

25 – 34

Above 35
	23

172

35
	10

74.8

15.2

	Management Level
	Executive Management Level

Top Management Level

Middle Management Level

Low Management Level
	11

7

81

131
	4.8

3.0

35.2

57.0

	Qualification
	HND/BSc

M.Sc/MBA/MA

Ph.D
	186

42

2
	80.9

18.3

0.9

	Professional Qualification
	NONE

ACIB/FCIB

ACA/FCA

AMNIM/MNIM

OTHERS
	184

2

14

9

21
	80

0.9

6.1

3.9

9.1


Source: Field Survey 2014

Table 4.2.2 above shows that 49.1% of the respondents are female while 50.9% are male. From the general survey, it was discovered that the banking industry as tried to make a balance in gender equality.  Single respondents constitute a total of 47.4% and married respondents constitute a total of 52.6%. 10% of the respondents are below 25years, 74.8% of the respondents are between 25 and 34 years, and 15.2% of the respondents are above 35years. There is a high rate of respondents within the active year range between 25 and 35, this reflect that the banking industry constitute of more employees within their youthful age that would create innovative ideas geared towards driving and achieving the goals of the industry with zeal. In the management cadre of respondents; low level managers have a total of 57%, middle management constitutes 35.2%, top managers are 3% and the executive managers constitute of 4.8%. This show that few workers at the top management level take the crucial decision on the operations of the banking activities, the middle management level have a higher percentage such that they interpret managerial information to the low level managers for execution. 80.9% of the respondents have HND/B.Sc academic qualification revealing that they have the necessary skill, knowledge and strength required for the job. Respondent with M.Sc/MBA/MA represents 18.3% and Ph, D with 0.9%. 80% of the respondents are without professional qualification while 20% have professional qualification, this shows that respondents with professional skills and higher degrees dominate the executive, top and part of the management level having a high level of experience in the industry.

4.3
Impact of Responsibility Accounting on Performance of Banks in Nigeria.
4.3.1
Test of Hypothesis I
H0: Responsibility accounting has no significant impact on organizational performance of Nigerian banks.

H1: Responsibility accounting has a significant impact on organizational performance of Nigerian banks.
Table 4.3.1 Descriptive summary of selected items of Hypothesis 1; Responsibility Accounting
	SN
	ITEMS
	SA (%)
	A (%)
	N (%)
	D (%)
	SD (%)

	1
	Responsibility accounting system is an adequate tool for managerial efficiency
	101

(43.9%)
	98

(42.6%)
	19

(8.3%)
	8

(3.5%)
	4

(1.7%)

	2
	The reports from responsibility centres are collated to assess performance of centres.
	62

(27%)
	125

(54.3%)
	30

(13%)
	8

(3.5%)
	5

(2.2%)

	3
	There is an impact of responsibility accounting on performance in the banking sector.
	85

(37%)
	111

(48.3%)
	20

(8.7%)
	10

(4.3%)
	4

(1.7%)


Source: Field Survey 2014

The results in the table 4.3.1 above reveals that 86.5% of respondents strongly agreed or agreed that responsibility accounting system is an adequate tool for managerial efficiency within the banking industry, 8.3% of respondents are neutral about this decision and 5.2% of the respondents disagreed and strongly disagreed. Also, 81.3% of the respondents attested that the reports from responsibility centres are collated to assess performance of each centre to determine the centre that is performing beyond or below expectation within the industry, 13% are neutral whereas, 5.7% of the respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed. 85.3% of the respondents strongly agreed or agreed that there is an impact of responsibility accounting on performance in the banking industry, 8.7% of the respondents are neutral while 6% of the respondents strongly disagreed or disagreed.
	Table (4.3.2)Paired Samples Statistics

	
	
	Mean
	N
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	Pair 1
	Responsibility Reporting
	2.00
	230
	.859
	.057

	
	Responsibility  performance
	1.86
	230
	.877
	.058

	Source: Field Survey 2014

Table (4.3.3)Paired Samples Correlations

	
	
	N
	Correlation
	Sig.

	Pair 1
	Responsibility Reporting & Responsibility performance
	230
	.405
	.000


Source: Field Survey 2014

	Table (4.3.4)Paired Samples Test

	
	
	Paired Differences
	T
	df
	Sig.

(2-tailed)

	
	
	Mean
	Std.

Deviation
	Std.

Error Mean
	95%Confidence Interval of the Diff.
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper
	
	
	

	Pair 1
	Responsibility Reporting & Responsibility Performance 
	.139
	.947
	.062
	.016
	.262
	2.227
	229
	.027


 Source: Field Survey 2014

Decision Rule: Reject H0 if P-value < α otherwise accept H0
 P-value = 0.027 and α = 0.05 

Conclusion Reject H0 and conclude that responsibility accounting has an impact on performance in Nigerian banks. Also the correlation indicates an evident significance between responsibility accounting and performance of 0.405.
4.4
Impact of Divisional Managers Participation in Setting Goals on organizational Performance in the Nigerian Banks.
4.4.1
Test of Hypothesis II
H0: Divisional managers’ participation in setting goals has no significant influence on the improvement of performance in the Nigerian banking industry.

H1: Divisional managers’ participation in setting goals has a significant influence on the improvement of performance in the Nigerian banking industry.

 Table (4.4.1) Descriptive Summary of selected items of hypothesis 2; Goal setting
	SN
	ITEMS
	SA (%)
	A (%)
	N (%)
	D (%)
	SD (%)

	1
	Decisions implemented and goals set in each center are made by managers
	70

(30.4%)
	89

(38.7%)
	40

(17.4%)
	22

(9.6%)
	9

(3.9%)

	2
	Employees are involved in setting goals for the upcoming year in the organization
	46

(20%)
	86

(37.4%)
	52

(22.6%)
	34

(14.8%)
	12

(5.2%)

	3
	My immediate boss gives me reasons for setting the target I have.
	61

(26.5%)
	111

(48.3%)
	29

(12.6%)
	24

(10.4%)
	5

(2.2%)


Source: Field Survey 2014

The result in the table 4.4.1 above shows that 69.1% of the respondents strongly agreed or agreed that decisions implemented and goals set in each centre are made by managers while 17.4% are neutral and 13.5% disagree or strongly disagreed. Respondents of about 57.4% also strongly agreed and agreed that employees are involved in setting goals for the upcoming year in the organization to aid their performance in the competitive market of the industry, 22.6% respondents are neutral and 20% strongly disagreed or disagreed. Also, 74.7% of the respondents strongly agreed and agreed that their immediate boss gives reasons for setting their target which they strive to achieve the maximum output of profits for the banking industry. 12.6% respondents are neutral and 12.6% respondents strongly disagreed and disagreed.
	Table (4.4.2)Paired Samples Statistics

	
	
	Mean
	N
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	Pair 1
	Decision implemented.
	2.18
	230
	1.089
	.072

	
	Standard performance.
	1.83
	230
	.832
	.055


Source: Field Survey 2014

	Table (4.4.3)Paired Samples Correlations

	
	
	N
	Correlation
	Sig.

	Pair 1
	Decision implemented & Standard performance
	230
	.144
	.029


Source: Field Survey 2014
	Table (4.4.4)Paired Samples Test

	
	
	Paired Differences
	T
	df
	Sig.

(2-tailed)

	
	
	Mean
	Std.

Deviation
	Std.

Error Mean
	95%  Confidence Interval of the Diff
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper
	
	
	

	Pair 1
	Decision Implemented and standard performance  
	.348
	1.271
	.084
	.183
	.513
	4.149
	229
	.000


Source: Field Survey 2014 
Decision Rule: Reject H0 if P-value < α otherwise accept H0
 P-value = 0.000 and α = 0.05 

Conclusion: Reject H0 and conclude that divisional managers’ participation in setting goals improves performances. Also the correlation revealed that there exist an evident significance between managers’ involvement in goal setting and performance though the correlation is low. 
4.5
Impact of Organizational Structure on Performance in the Nigerian Banking Industry.

4.5.1
Test of Hypothesis III
H0: Organizational structure has no significant effect on Nigerian banks’ performance.

H1: Organizational structure has a significant effect on Nigerian banks’ performance.
Table (4.5.1) Descriptive summary of selected items in hypothesis 3; Organizational Structure
	SN
	ITEMS
	SA (%)
	A (%)
	N (%)
	D (%)
	SD (%)

	1
	There is a structure dividing administrative sections into units according to the nature of activities
	127

(55.2%)
	91

(39.6%)
	8

(3.5%)
	3

(1.3%)
	1

(0.4%)

	2
	There is a clear description of activity in each responsibility center in the bank.
	135

(58.7%)
	87

(37.8%)
	6

(2.6%)
	2

(0.9%)
	0

(0%)

	3
	There is a specialized manager for each responsibility centre of the bank.
	99

(43%)
	91

(39.6%)
	21

(9.1%)
	10

(4.3%)
	9

(3.9%)

	4
	The division of each unit and centre enhances the performance
	108

(47%)
	95

(41.3%)
	24

(10.4%)
	3

(1.3%)
	0

(0%)


Source: Field Survey 2014

The table 4.5.1 above shows that 94.8% of the respondents in the banking industry in the southwest agreed or strongly agreed that there is structure dividing administrative sections into units according to the nature of its activities showing the level of authority of each individual in the industry. 8% of the respondents are neutral and 1.7% disagreed or strongly disagreed. Also, 96.5% of the respondents strongly agreed or agreed that there is clear description of activities in each responsibility centre in the bank such that workers are duly aware of their job description. 2.6% of the respondents are neutral and 0.9% of the respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed. Furthermore, 82.6% of the total respondents strongly agreed and agreed that there is a specialized manager for each responsibility centre of the bank such that each manager is responsible for each responsibility centre in the banking industry. 9.1% of the respondents were neutral about this and 8.2% strongly disagreed or disagreed. Lastly, 88.3% of the respondents agreed or strongly agreed that the division of each unit and centre in the banking industry enhances the general performance in the industry. 10.4% were neutral and 1.3% of the respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed.
	Table (4.5.2)Paired Samples Statistics

	
	
	Mean
	N
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	Pair 1
	Administrative Section
	1.52
	230
	.672
	.044

	
	Divisional performance
	1.66
	230
	.716
	.047


 Source: Field Survey 2014
	Table (4.5.3)Paired Samples Correlations

	
	
	N
	Correlation
	Sig.

	Pair 1
	Administrative section and divisional performance
	230
	.405
	.000


Source: Field Survey 2014

	Table (4.5.4)Paired Samples Test

	
	
	Paired Differences
	t
	df
	Sig.

(2-tailed)

	
	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. 

Error Mean
	95% Confidence Interval of the Diff.
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper
	
	
	

	Pair 1
	Administrative section & divisional performance
	-.139
	.758
	.050
	-.238
	-.041
	-2.784
	229
	.006


Source: Field Survey 2014

Decision Rule: Reject H0 if P-value < α otherwise accept H0
 P-value = 0.006 and α = 0.05 
Conclusion: Reject H0 and conclude that Organizational structure has an effect on Nigerian banks’ performance. Also the correlation indicates that there is an evident significance between Organizational structure and performance of 0.405.

4.6
Discussion of Findings 
In hypothesis I, there exists a positive correlation of 0.405 showing that responsibility accounting has a positive correlation with performance in the Nigerian banking industry. It is also significant and has a p-value of 0.027 accepting the hypothesis that responsibility accounting has a significant impact on organizational performance in the Nigerian banking industry. 
In hypothesis II, the results showed a correlation of 0.144 showing that divisional managers’ participation is positively correlated with performance in the Nigerian banking industry. It also has a p-value of 0.000, therefore, accepting the hypothesis that divisional managers’ participation goals setting has a significant influence in the improvement of performance in the Nigerian banking sector.
In hypothesis III, the results indicated that there is a correlation of 0.405, showing that organizational structure is positively correlated with performance in the Nigerian banks. It also has a p-value of 0.006, thereby accepting the hypothesis that organizational structure has a significant effect on Nigerian banks’ performance. 
CHAPTER FIVE
SUMMARY CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
5.1
Summary

This research was conducted to assess the impact of responsibility accounting and performance in the Nigerian banking industry. It also assessed the involvement of mangers in goal setting in relation to performance and the impact of organizational structure on performance. This research focused on four banks chosen at random with their headquarters located in the South-western part of Nigeria across five States which are: Lagos State, Oyo State, Osun State, Ekiti State and Ondo State. The banks selected were: First Bank Nigeria Plc, Guaranty Trust Bank, Keystone Bank, Access Bank Plc. The study adopted a descriptive survey design with the use of a structured questionnaire administered to gather data for bankers to assess the impact of responsibility accounting and performance in the Nigerian banking industry.
From the study, it was discovered that the organisational structure in the banking sector is divided into administrative sections according to the nature of its activities and also there is a specialized manager for each responsibility centre who is responsible for the activities of his centre to maximize performance. This structure also aids the flow of authority from the boss to subordinates in each centre. 
The involvement of divisional managers in setting goals is minimal such that the major goals and objective is made by the board and implemented by the divisional managers. The rate and level of their involvement in setting goals for the banking operation is minimal.

The study also found out that there is a relationship between responsibility accounting and performance. Also, results proved that responsibility accounting is an adequate tool for managerial efficiency.
5.2
Conclusion

From the result of the analysis, it was concluded that responsibility accounting has an impact on performance in Nigerian banks. Furthermore, divisional managers’ participation in setting goals improves performances. So also, organizational structure has an effect on Nigerian banks’ performance. Also, correlation analysis indicated that there is an evident relationship between responsibility accounting on performance, divisional managers’ participation in goal setting on performance and organizational structure on performance.
5.3
Recommendations
Based on the findings of the study, responsibility accounting system encourages segregation of duties and divisionalization, for big companies such as banks; therefore, management should provide adequate resources such as skilled personnel and other service delivery resources in different sections of various departments to boost the service delivery system and performance and efficiency in the operations of the banking system.

It was discovered that, there is a significant correlation between divisional managers involvement in setting goals and performance, though it was minimal. Therefore, there should be improvement in the divisional managers’ involvement in setting goals because they serve as an intermediary between the marketers, customers and the executive managers of the bank. This would aid a grass root penetration in customer relations; identifying the loops of other banks’ customers and satisfying them and creating an avenue to satisfy the bank’s need to enhance performance.
Also, the reward system within the banking industry should be revisited so as to encourage and motivate workers to achieve the organizational goals and objectives. 
Lastly, from the interviews conducted, proper orientation should be given to customers on the availability and use banks’ products such as; e-transact, availability of credit accessibility to customers at a flexible interest rate, automated teller machine (ATM) usage and transfers and point of sale (POS)terminals advantages: this will increase their effectiveness and improve their performance. 
5.4
Suggestion for Further Studies

This study provides a descriptive and correlative analysis on the qualitative areas of responsibility accounting and performance in the banking industry in South West Nigeria. The researcher suggests further research on the quantitative areas of responsibility accounting and performance in the Nigerian banking industry and other industries in Nigeria using regression analysis.
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APPENDIX 

DEPARTMENT OF ACCOUNTING

BOWEN UNIVERSITY IWO OSUN STATE

RESEARCH QUESTIONNAIRE
Dear respondent,

I am currently carrying out a study titled ‘responsibility accounting and performance in the Nigerian Banking Sector’. It is being undertaken in partial fulfilment of the requirements of the award of a Master of Science (M. Sc.) degree in Accounting at Bowen University. Your bank has been chosen as one of the selected banks in Southwest Nigeria. 

Attached to this letter is a questionnaire aimed at collecting some vital data needed for the work. All responses provided will be treated with utmost confidentiality and information provided will be used solely for the purpose of this research work.
Yours faithfully

OLADAPO, John T.
Bowen University,

Iwo, Osun State. 

Nigeria.
Section A: Personal Data and Demographics

Please tick as appropriate:

1. Gender (sex) : Male (  )
Female (  )

2. Marital status : Single (  ) 
Married (  )


3. Age Range : below 25(  )
25 – 34(  )
35 – 44 (  )
45 and above (  )

4. Are you a member of a professional body? Yes (  )   No (  )

5. If YES, for how long have you been there? ………………………………..

6. Qualification(s): HND/B.Sc (  )    M. Sc./MBA/M.A (  ) 
Ph.D (  )     ACIB/FCIB (  )

ACA/FCA (  )     AMNIM/MNIM (  )    Others (please specify):………………..

7. Management level : Executive Management (  ) Top Management Level (  ) 

Middle Management Level (  )  Low Management Level (  )

8. Years of experience with the bank : 1 – 5years (  )  6 – 10years (  )  11years and above (  )

9. Department/ Division (optional): ………………………..

SECTION B: 
Please tick any from the following options: 1= Strongly Agree, 2= Agree, 3= Neutral, 
4= Disagree, 5= Strongly Disagree 
	S/N
	ORGANIZTIONAL STRUCTURE 
	SA
	A
	N
	D
	SD

	1.   
	There is a structure dividing administrative sections into units according the nature of activities.
	
	
	
	
	

	2. 
	There is coordination of and clarity of responsibility centers and units of the bank.
	
	
	
	
	

	3. 
	There is a clear description of activity in each responsibility center in the bank.
	
	
	
	
	

	4. 
	There is clarity in dividing the work in the administrative units in the bank.
	
	
	
	
	

	5. 
	There is a specialized manager for each responsibility centers of the bank.
	
	
	
	
	

	6. 
	Each unit in the organization has a separate objective to be achieved
	
	
	
	
	

	7. 
	The manager of the center is granted appropriate authority to do his work.
	
	
	
	
	

	8. 
	There is a description and identification of the responsibilities and the authority of every employee in the bank.
	
	
	
	
	

	9. 
	The division of each unit and center enhances the performance
	
	
	
	
	

	
	SECTION C: GOAL SETTING
	
	
	
	
	

	1. 
	Decisions implemented and goals set in each center are made by managers 
	
	
	
	
	

	2. 
	Employees are involved in setting goals for the upcoming year in the organization
	
	
	
	
	

	3. 
	I have deadlines for achieving/accomplishing my goals on this job
	
	
	
	
	

	4. 
	My immediate boss gives me reasons for setting the target I have.
	
	
	
	
	

	5. 
	My boss makes me participate in the setting of my goals 
	
	
	
	
	

	6. 
	The organization provides sufficient resources (time, money, equipment) to make goals set achievable
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	A clear and realistic objective is identified for every center of responsibility in the banks to comply with the performance standards.
	
	
	
	
	

	
	SECTION D: RESPONSIBILITY ACCOUNTING
	
	
	
	
	

	1. 
	Responsibility accounting system is an adequate tool for managerial efficiency 
	
	
	
	
	

	2. 
	My boss is supportive in encouraging me to reach my goals.
	
	
	
	
	

	3. 
	Credits and recognition are given when I attain my goals
	
	
	
	
	

	4. 
	Sometimes I compete with my co-workers to see who can do the job best in reaching our goals.
	
	
	
	
	

	5. 
	I get regular feedback indicating how I am performing in relation to my goals.
	
	
	
	
	

	6. 
	The pressure to achieve goals here fosters honesty as opposed to cheating and dishonesty
	
	
	
	
	

	7. 
	If your manager makes mistakes that affect your ability to attain your goals, does he or she admit.
	
	
	
	
	

	8. 
	Your immediate boss takes responsibility for your failure
	
	
	
	
	

	9. 
	The reports from responsibility centers are collated to assess performance of each center.
	
	
	
	
	

	10. 
	The manager and the employees of the responsibility center participate in designing the form of performance report schedule.  
	
	
	
	
	

	11. 
	The report measures the performance of each unit separately.
	
	
	
	
	

	12. 
	The information from reports is linked with employees who are responsible for them.
	
	
	
	
	

	13. 
	The administration grants financial incentives to the employees who achieve the planned objectives.
	
	
	
	
	

	14. 
	Does the incentive contribute in increasing the employees’ work efficiency?
	
	
	
	
	

	15. 
	Is there a satisfaction on the incentive system on your performance?
	
	
	
	
	

	16. 
	The employees are rewarded and motivated regarding objective basis and efficiency.
	
	
	
	
	

	17. 
	There is an impact of responsibility accounting on performance in the banking sector.
	
	
	
	
	


Open Questions on Performance 
1. The goals outlined for my job are challenging YES (  ) NO (  )

a. Are challenges of unachievable goals, inadequate resources affecting your productivity? YES / NO

b. What are the possible solutions to enhance your productivity …………..…………… ………………………………………………………………………………………… ……………………………………………………….……………………………………….…………………………………………………………..………………………
2a. Should there be more sections/divisions/departments within the organization to improve the productivity? YES (  ) NO (  ) 

a. Kindly state the sections/divisions/departments such as Customer Services, Marketing, Teller, and others that should be created ……………………………… …………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
3. Has there been an increase in the awareness of POS machine use by customers? 
YES (  ) NO (  ) 

a. At what rate? Less than 5% increase (  ), 5 - 10% increase, 10 -15% increase (  ), 
15 - 20% (  ), Others (kindly specify) …………………………………………… ……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
4a.  Have network issues of the bank affected the productivity level of operations over time? YES / NO 

b. To what extent?................................................................................................................ .... .......……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..
5. What advantage do other banks have over your bank that is affecting the general productivity of your bank?....................................................................................... ..........................................................................................................................................
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..……………
Appendix
Hypothesis 1.

	Table (4.3.2)Paired Samples Statistics

	
	
	Mean
	N
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	Pair 1
	Responsibility reporting  

	2.00
	230
	.859
	.057

	
	Responsibility  and performance 
	1.86
	230
	.877
	.058

	Source: Field Survey 2014

Table (4.3.3)Paired Samples Correlations

	
	
	N
	Correlation
	Sig.

	Pair 1
	Responsibility Reporting & Responsibility and performance
	230
	.405
	.000


Source: Field Survey 2014

	Table (4.3.4)Paired Samples Test

	
	
	Paired Differences
	t
	df
	Sig.

(2-tailed)

	
	
	Mean
	Std.

Deviation
	Std.

Error Mean
	95%Confidence Interval of the Diff.
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper
	
	
	

	Pair 1
	Responsibility Reporting – Responsibility and performance
	.139
	.947
	.062
	.016
	.262
	2.227
	229
	.027


 Source: Field Survey 2014

 Hypothesis 2
	Table (4.4.2)Paired Samples Statistics

	
	
	Mean
	N
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	Pair 1
	Decision making and implementation
	2.18
	230
	1.089
	.072

	
	Standard performance.
	1.83
	230
	.832
	.055


Source: Field Survey 2014

	Table (4.4.3)Paired Samples Correlations

	
	
	N
	Correlation
	Sig.

	Pair 1
	Decision making and implementation. & Standard performance
	230
	.144
	.029


Source: Field Survey 2014

	Table (4.4.4)Paired Samples Test

	
	
	Paired Differences
	t
	Df
	Sig.

(2-tailed)

	
	
	Mean
	Std.

Deviation
	Std.

Error Mean
	95%  Confidence Interval of the Diff
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper
	
	
	

	Pair 1
	Decision making and implementation. & Standard performance
	.348
	1.271
	.084
	.183
	.513
	4.149
	229
	.000


Source: Field Survey 2014 
Hypothesis 3

	Table (4.5.2)Paired Samples Statistics

	
	
	Mean
	N
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	Pair 1
	Administrative sections
	1.52
	230
	.672
	.044

	
	Divisional performance
	1.66
	230
	.716
	.047


 Source: Field Survey 2014

	Table (4.5.3)Paired Samples Correlations

	
	
	N
	Correlation
	Sig.

	Pair 1
	Administrative sections and Divisional performance
	230
	.405
	.000


Source: Field Survey 2014

	Table (4.5.4)Paired Samples Test

	
	
	Paired Differences
	t
	df
	Sig.

(2-tailed)

	
	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. 

Error Mean
	95% Confidence Interval of the Diff.
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper
	
	
	

	Pair 1
	Administrative sections 
 And  Divisional performance
	-.139
	.758
	.050
	-.238
	-.041
	-2.784
	229
	.006


Source: Field Survey 2014

List of Financial Institutions - Commercial Banks

	1
	Access Bank Plc 


	2
	Citibank Nigeria Limited 


	3
	Diamond Bank Plc 


	4
	Ecobank Nigeria Plc 


	5
	Enterprise Bank  


	6
	Fidelity Bank Plc 


	7
	First Bank of Nigeria Plc 


	8
	First City Monument Bank Plc 


	9
	Guaranty Trust Bank Plc 


	10
	Heritage Banking Company Ltd. 


	11
	Key Stone Bank 


	12
	MainStreet Bank 


	13
	Skye Bank Plc 


	14
	Stanbic IBTC Bank Ltd. 


	15
	Standard Chartered Bank Nigeria Ltd. 


	16
	Sterling Bank Plc 


	17
	Union Bank of Nigeria Plc 


	18
	United Bank For Africa Plc 


	19
	Unity Bank Plc 


	20
	Wema Bank Plc 


	21
	Zenith Bank Plc 


Source: http://www.cenbank.org/Supervision/Inst-DM.asp
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