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:\B R. T 

In t rder to implerrent tratcgy efli ti ely. it i crucial to onsider se\cral organmHional i ues. 

eral researchers have identiticd fundamental issues in trategy im lcmentau o, the mo t 

important being the structur , leader hip tyle resource allocation and culture. Thi study will 

fi cus mainly on structure a a crucial c mponent of effective strategy implementation. 

The objecti e of the tudy \\as t determine the role of organization tructure on strategy 

implementation among fo pro e sing companies in airobi. The tudy u ed primary data that 

was collected through elf-admioi tered que tionnaires. The tudy wa analyzed by u e of 

de criptive stati ti to ummarize and relate variables v hich wer attained from the 

admini tered questionnaire. 

The rudy established that rganizati nal tructures are influenced by multiple factors and that 

effecti e structur pr ide the stability a f.u-m needs to succe fully implement it strategic and 

maintain its current competitive advantage while simultan usly pro iding the flexibility to 

de elop competitive advantage that will be needed for it future trategi . Firms seem t prefer 

the structural status quo and its familiar working relation hips until the firm's performanc 

declines to the point wher change is absolutely necessary. 

The recommendation from the study were that during an implcmentati n effort it is imp rtant 

to have a clear organizati n tructure in place. It should be clear wh has the authority to make 
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deci ion . When p ible. managem nt hould try to en ure that th rganiz ti n tructur 

clear, relatively decentralized and relatively formalized as deci ion may be made m r quickly. 

Clear procedur ilitie m:~y ive organizational m mbe certainty during an 

implementation effort. Furthcrm rc it rna) im.rease the motivation f organizational members. 

Al a deliberate polic)' i needed on the part of Government to create a limate that is 

conduci e and favorable to the growth, development and pr fitabl~:: peration f mall. medium 

ized and large indu trie . 
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1.1 ack r und f th · tud 

lh rudy of trategtc management 1 • c n e .vnh 1C n.:latt n h1p between an orgamzauon 

and it envirorunent in order t e succe ful (Camillus. 1997· ovin. 1991; Mimzbcrg, 

Ahlstrand, & Lampel, 199 ). Due to the dynami m fboth th organizati nand the environment 

the bility to adopt becomes even m re important (De Wit M yer 2004). Ad ancements in 

techno! gy communication and innovation have made it impos ible for organization t 

maintain the tarus quo in order t be ompetiti e. Organizati ns need to ha e the a ility to 

de i e trategies which ar vital [i r therr survi al. However the e trategie will not benefit 

10 anizati n unless implemented ucce sfully (Ginsberg, 19 8· Hamel & Prahalad, 19 9· Reid 

1989). Although the importance of trategy implementation is widely ackn \i }edged trat gy 

imp I em ntation remains a proce which i p rly understood ( Uj ta & Govindarajan J 9 4: 

Hamel & Prahalad 1989: Reid 19 ·Walder ec & heather 1996). 

Strategic plan are often ace mpanied by parallel implementation plan ' bich outlin 

ibilitie timelines re ource requirements and organizational or perational change 

requir d in rder to deli r on the tr i gic plan initiatives. The term ' tratcgi plan ' often is 

u ed a an umbrella term covering all th · e a pect , as they are all critical t the succes of a 

trategic planning effort and are all very much the focus of any such work we do. Each strategic 

plan h particular aspects that are rei ted t the external environment internal processes and 

structures, financial resources and human capabilitie . 



1.1.1 r aniz tion tructur nd trat ' Implementation 

The r I tion hip b l\\ n trategy and tructure was flrst describ d by bu ines hi t nan 

Pont. tandard Oil of ew Jer ey. and Sears Roebuck and Company. He~ und 

that a ca h of th companies grew through a strategy of product di"ersification the 

implemented a divi ional rganizational structure. He defined structure as the d ign of 

organizati n through whi h the eoterpri e is administered. This design whether fonnally or 

in{; nnaUy defined has two a pects. It include , first the line of auth rity and communication 

betwe n the different admini trative offices and officers and secondly the information and data 

that flow thr ugh the e line f ommunication and authority. Such lines and data arc s ntial to 

assume the effccti e oordjnati n appraisal and planning so nece sary in carrying ut the ha ic 

goal and p licies of an organization. 

Burn and talker (1 61) view structure as a process in itself, a mea f holding together an 

organization o that it is able to determine its own destiny. rganization' that o eratc in 

dynamically changing and uncertain environments tend to need organic/ flexible tructurc and 

proc while more table environments lend themselv to m re familiar mcchani ·tic 

bureaucratic tructur . Organizational strocture in olves • decisions relating to di i i n f la k . 

auth rity and a set of coordination mechanisms" (Parthasarthy and Sethi, 1992). 

The reJati n hip between trategy and structure can be thought of in terms of utilizing tructure 

for strategy implementation because structure is a means to an end that i , to pr ide facilitic · 
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for impl menting strategy. Th ·refore. both h uld be integrat d. In the ab cncc of uch 

int gration. ut me m y b c nfusion rni dire tion and plinter d effi rt within the 

organization. There can be vari u way of de igning an organization tructure. ll w vcr, the 

maj r i uc in · lv d in de igning th stru ture to fit the strategy in olve the an w rs f 

foll wing t.hr que tions. What bould be the different unit f the organiati n? Wh t 

comp n nts hould join together and what cornpon n should be kept apart and finally, \ hat is 

the appropri tc placement and rdationship of different units? 

Re earchcrs bav argued that the fit between the strategy and tructure of a firm lead t etter 

pcrfi rmancc bccau e the tructurc provide the neces ary system and pro e c c ntiaJ for 

ucce ful str tegy implem ntation (Grinyer et al. 1980· Rumclt 1974). However r carch at 

the intcrnati nal level has yet to provide empirical evidence howing that firm that mat hed 

trategy and tructure perform bert r than those that haven t. Firms which arc able to achic c a 

fit between their trategy and structure can create a significant competitive advantage while 

firm that do n t have a fit are left vulnerable to external cbang and int rnal inefficicncic 

(Mi le and n w, 19 4). 

There arc different iews which describe the relation hip between tb cho en strategy and the 

organizati n tructure. There is the prescriptive tradition and the pr p nents of tl1 prescriptive 

traditi n maintain that tructure is dictated by trategy eg Chandler and iJliam ·on). r he 

emergent ch I in i t l.hat the relationship is two way (eg Scngc, Quinn and Mintzbcrg). here 

ar thcr pr ponents who laim 1hat stTategy folio\ s structure (An ff 1965· Bower, 1970). 

3 



u h a Burgelman (19 3) cl im that b th hronologie an o cur and that strategy and 

tru ture :ti t in a r ipr cal r lation hip. 

lfUCture arc an ntial part of trateg) impleroen ation ~it ington 2002). m U1 

t .:nn l gy nd produ tion nvironmen constantly change in even the mo t table industrie , 

impl mentati n i an ongoing pr ces rather than a one hot allocation of re ur e . trateg) 

impl m nt ti n i a ital c mponent of the trategic management proce . It i the ummati n f 

a tiviti in which e ple u e 'ari u re ourc to accomplish the objectives f the trateg_ 

(Biggi1 and Vincze 1986). A cording to Steiner et al (1989) implementati n of trategic JS 

c ncerned v ith the design and management of ystems so as to achie e the be t integration f 

pe ple tructure pr ce c and re ources in reaching organizational objective . tratcgy 

irnplem ntati n i important but difficult becau e implementation acti\ itie take a I nger time 

frame than fl rmulation, inv lve more people and greater task complexity and has a n cd for 

qucntial and imultaneou thinking n part of implementation manager (!Irebiniak and J ycc 

20 1). 

tratcgy implementation almost alway involves the introduction of change to nn organization. 

Manage may pend months even years evaluating alt mati es and sele ting a trutegy. 

Frequently thi trategy is then announced to the organization wiU1 the expcctati n that 

organization members v ill automatically see why the altemati e i the be t one and will bcgjn 

immediate implementati n. \Vhen a strategic change i poorly intr du ed manag rs may 

nctu lly spend more time implementing changes resulting from the new trategy than was pent 

m electing it. trategy implementation involve both macr -org::mizational i u (e.g., 
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tecbn logy reward sy terns. deci ion proce ses and structure, and micro-organizati nal i ues 

(e.g., organization culture andre istance to change). 

Hage 1965) instrument measuring organic and mechanistic structure will be u ed to measure th 

struc~ural value. The UlSt:mment which includes two items for each of tb fi ur va ·iablc 

(formalization, stratification complexity and centralization) is administered through a 

questionnaire admini tered to senior managers in the selected companie asking them to indicate 

to which extent the four stru tural variables best describes the stmcture in their company. 

Responses are measured using a 5 point appropriately anchored, Likert scale. 

1.1.2 The ood Processing lndustr in Ken a 

Kenya has a relatively well developed food processing industry whi h is mainJy agro-based. 

According to Kenya Economic Survey (2009) a wide sp ctrum of food processing industri 

exist today and are classified into the following ub-sectors · meat and dairy products canned 

vegetables fruits, fish, oils and fats grain milJing products, bakery products, sugar and 

confectionery, mi cellaneous fi ods beverage and tobacco. These food item are produced for 

both the domestic and foreign markets. Food processing is thus one of the key activities in 

Kenyan s gro-processing indu try. (Kenya Association of Manufacturers Newsletter, 2009). 

Total number of registered food processors was 1 070 providing 89 319 jobs and proces ing 

inputs valued at $2 613 million (Kenya ational Bur au of Statistics (K.l'ffi ) 2009). The 

macroeconomic performance of the Kenyan economy improved significantly in 2010 compar d 

with 2009. While the economy grew by 2.6% in 2009 it is estimated that the growth rate of 

gross dome tic product (GD ) nearly doubJed to reach 5.0% in 2010. The increase in grov.-th can 
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be anribut d t the go rainfall during 2010 and higher pric for Kenyan c ports on world 

mark t . The abundance of agncultural output coupled ith increa cd c mp~:tition in me key 

service h~:lp ·d th~ growth the affiliat ectors of he Kenyan c on my in luding the [I od 

proc sing indu try in 2010 (Kenya Economi~ Surve)', 2011). 

airobi i the capital city f Kenya and i al o the largest indu trial bub in Ea t and entral 

Africa. F d proce sing c mpanie in airobi range from mall family owned bu ine e to 

large businc se listed on th air bi Stock Exchange and sub idiaric of fi reign or 

multioati nal c mparues. Major multinationals ha e established peration in airobi a foreign 

companies or joint ventures with Kenyan shareholding supply the dom ti and 

neighboring markc . These bu ines ~ include Coca Cola cstle, nilever nga Group, 

Farmer Choice Proctor and Allan East African Breweries, True F adbury Kenya run ng 

others (Kenya s ciation of Manufactures ewsletter 2009). F d pr ce sing c rnpanics arc 

intensely comp titi e with re. pcct to price, service, location and pr duct quality. here rc many 

well-establi h d competitor in thi ect r with substantial financial re ources and ha e been in 

existence for a I ng time. H we er £; od proce sing companies in J airobi are c n trained by 

power sbonages and failure Wlfeliabl water supply, deteriorated infra tructure in ecurity high 

rent charge inadequate supply of r w material that are seasonal cheap imp rts, tcchn l gical 

and kill challeng . high tran p rt c s , high interest rates for short and medium term 

borrowing and exce si e g vcmment regulations to mention a few. ( Bindra . 'Doing u in 

in Kenya till T o liard'', The unda ation 1 airobi 15th October 2006). Hence the incr a d 

cot of doing busines . For the purpo e of thi study airobi excludes adjacent l wn uch a 

Limuru Machak s, Kangund and Kajiad . 
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1.2 

e licy an 

organiz ti n' 

: rk trategy and Structure (Cbmt.ll"'r. 19n_) rr' c rr;hcr 

tr tcgy field have paid clo e attention to the relatton hip bctwc n an 

dmini trati e tructure and i trateg, . The 1960's and the 1970' av a peri d of 

inte c empirical w rk. as re carchers collected data from many corporati n . to trace the 

e oluti n f the rgamzation ' tructure in response to product diversification and gc graphical 

expa i n \ rigley 1970, hann n 1971, Stopford and Wells 1972, Rum ltl 74. Thi 

empiricaJ w rk upp rted handler's the is that 'structure follows strategy' and ·h " cd for 

xampl that mpanie (! II wing a trategy of product di ersification arc generally m rc 

succc ful if they ad pta multi-divi iona] tructure rather than a functional sltuctur . 

In the world f management increasing numbers of senior managers are rccognizi ng that one f 

the cy route to improved bu inc performance is better implementation f trat gic plan . 

Ho" e er at th arne time, it i als understood that implementation f strategic plan is ne f 

th m re difftcull bu ine s challenge facing toda s managers. ithin this, manag mcnt ability, 

or c mpetence i een a an imp rtant contributor to achieving thi aim Dru kcr. 1992). All 

rganizati ns ' hethcr private or ublic face a common chalknge ' hen irnpl menting a new 

trat gic initiati e: how to ucc fully manage the changes that will ccur a the new initiati e 

i d pl yed. reat ·trategie are w rth nothing if they cann t be implcrn nted kumu and 

Roper 1 9). H can be extended to say that better to implem nt effecti ely a sec nd grade 
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trat gy than to ruin a fir t cla strategy by ineffective implementati n. L 

formulated tratc ic get tmpl mcnt d ~ntzb rg, 1994). 

than 26% of 

Th £ d pr cc ing indu try in Kenya plays an important role of availing food pr ducts to th 

Kenyan c n umers, pro iding reve uc to the government through taxe and employment t 

K nyans. h fi d industry i imp rtant as it caters for the need of the entire Kenyan 

population of ab ut fi ny million people. It" e imated that between three t four million pcopl 

dep nd n pr ce d foods for their daily consumption in urban areas. With the lib ralizati n of 

Kenya' ec nomy, the number f food proce sing companies has gone up which ha r ullcd in 

incrca ed competition, leading to reduced market share as well as profit . The food pr ccs ing 

c mpanics operating in airobi have been largely affected by factors uch as rclati e c t 

ad antagc which could be due to application of different operating trategies and different 

organizational structures. It's critical that an organization s structure be examin d to nsur that 

it facilitat s implementation. lf it does then it should be left alone. II it inhibit implementation 

then re tructuring is justified. 

veral studie ha e been carried out on strategy- structure relationship in different companies. 

a e he 1999) tudied tructure and strategy relation in the Kenyan enterprise . Mwangi 

(2003) undertook a tudy on trategy and structure relation hip in locally wned pharma eutical 

manufacturing compani and multinational pharmaceutical companic operating in cnya. 

Ciano (2006) rc earched on strategy structure relationship at Kenya Power and ighting 

Company. Muth ka (200 ) carried out a survey of trategy - structure relationship in 

multinational banks operating in Kenya. 1 O'lC of these studies have made a clear di tincti n on 

the imp rtance of tructure to strategy implementation. Generally, the topic and role f 



implement ti n i 

r reb r 'eal gr · t ~r cmph 

rl ked area in trategic management literature. Pubh ·bed 

trat gy formulation but cry little on impl~mentati n. It i 

fill the a ademic ap that e. i t "'~ carrying out a tudy in lhi li her ec 

on lhe le f rganization tru turc n trategy implem ntation in fo d proce ing c mpanic. in 

air i. The r ·carch que Lion that w roo t appropriate for the research to be carried out wa : 

\\~bat i the r 1 f organi.tati n tructure on trategy implementation among the food pr c ing 

companie in air bi. 

1. bj cti of the tud 

hi study h two objccti e . 

1. dct rmine the r lc of slructure in trategy implementation am ng the ~ d 

1 r ce ing companie in Nairobi. 

ii. identify the fact rs that influence strategy - tructure fit am ng the f d 

pr ce ing companie in airobi. 

l.4 aluc of the tud 

Tbi tudy ha both academic, policy and practical ignificance. 

T acad micians usines re earchers and s h Ia a they will b~ able t b rr \i fr m 

th finding of this r • earch to support literary citati ns as well a dcvel p theme for 

furth r re earch. Specifically the study hop to make theoretical practi al and 

mcth dol gical contributions. Given the significance of this arl:a, both academician and 

pra titioncr acknowledge there is a lack of under tan ing about trategy implcmcntati n. 
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Th y lurth r id ntify tr l ·gy implem ntation as the most important area for future 

re rch inquiry . 

. 
Ru"i ~ · p p' or u r.::-n urs can u . the finding from thi tudy t ' aid rh m 11 

implementing their rganizational strategies. The findings will also enable entrt:prcncurs 

appreciate h w strategy- tructure relation hip contributes to a firm· p rforman c in a 

changing environment. For practicing managers study is extremely imp rtant bccau e it 

ertains \\hethcr organizations need to adopt strategies for effecti ely competing in th 

indu try. 

To ovemment by assisting i officials in formulating pertinent policie legislation and 

guidelines that will better tackle the dynamics involving food ccurity, taxation and 

employment. Liberalization measures had been expected to bring ab ut fa ter growth and 

ensure fi d availability to all people at all times. This has however n t been realized a 

p 1icies ha e not been properly formulated, coordinated, synchronized and hamtOnizcd. 
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H. P R ~ : LI 

2.1 Intr ducti n 

Thi hapter ummanz the intonn tion trom tne \ tlao1c liLct turc m the rune iield f study. 

The specific area c v red here are on ept of trategy, rganization tructur , Implementing 

trategy and trat gy- lmcture- Implementation. 

2.2 oncept of trat 

During the 60, and 70 strat g came to be een as being synonym u · wilh c rp rate lfategy 

and it was onceptualiz d as a f rm 1 ci nee characterized by ration I analy i and mechanistic 

approacbe to planning. This pr h to trategy became k.n wn a the classical per pecti e and 

as typified by the writings of Chandler 1962) and Igor An off (1965 . Tn the l9 0 strategy 

began to be re-conceprualized. tratcgy was reinterpreted a a compeliti c pr ce f natural 

selection and f survival b ing regulated by the extemaJ market (Ilannan and Freeman, 1987). 

Re earch rs hav al c nc ptuali~ed trategy a focusing on the core bu inc s (Peter and 

Waterman, 19 2). the achie emcnt of mpetitiveness focu ed on pr duct-market po itioning 

(Porter, 1980) and trategic change and renewal and the match b tween the org nization and its 

environment Pettigrew, 1 5). The main g al of the e different appr ach ' wa to de el p an 

under tanding of bow finn could achic e competitivenes - this approach uld be labeled the 

competiti ene per pective. trategy wa als ecn as being incr mental, mcrgent and crafted; 

und r the influenc of indi idual s emotion , imperfections and skill ; and a c ntinued pr c 

of adaptation through learning and experience ( intzberg 1987, Quinn 1 0). Thi appr ach to 

strategy became known as the procc sua! p~;;rspcctive. In the 1990s, the empha ·i in th strategy 
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lit rature hi ted aw y from an mph i on is ues extemalt th firm (e.g. market tructure and 

the indu try nvir nment) t \ ard th organi ation·s internal proce and mpcten 

u t, inabl c mpetiti e ad antage wa seen to ari c fr m the dttvcloom •nt of 

disli 1cti l otb ni ati nal capabiliti s and competence . i.e. kill and rc ou c·~ (Pralail d, and 

Ham l, 1 0). which led to a p rsp cti eon trategy bas d on the resourcc-ba ed theory of the 

finn ( e Wcmerfelt. 1984 Grant 199lb Black and Boal, 1 94, Rumch ct al 19 1). More 

f c n Jy. tratcg ha b me charact ri ed in the literature a being yn nym us ' ith 

kn wl dge managemcnL Kn lcd0 e management i seen a the crcati n of an organi ational 

supp rt y tem that produce . har and appli s knowledge. A Sander n ( 199 : l ) noted the: 

.. key to strategic ad anlage a a a is f comp titive succes " ill be tb ability f organisations 

to manag kn wledge.' 

2. rganiza tioo tructure 

Orgauizati nal tructure in titulionalize how people interact with each thcr, h ' 

communi tion flo IV. and how power relationship are defined (Hall I 987). The structure fan 

organization reflects the valuc-ba d h 1ce made b the company (Quinn, 1988; Zammuto and 

O'Connor 1992); it refer t ho" job las are formally di ided gr up d and oordinated. 

Organizational structure i · also the " ay respon ibitity and pow r are allocated and work 

procedure· arc carried out, among rganizational members (Blau, 1970· Dewar and Wcrb I 

197 · Genua in, I 996; Gerwin and K lodny. 19 2; Ruekert et al., 1985· Walton 19 5). 

Organizati ns are ba ed more on teamwork, face-to-face interactions learning and inn ali n. 

Qualities traditi nally con idcred egalitarian uch as equality, empowerment horiz ntal 

relationships an I c nscnsus building become m r~ important (Dail. 1995; Burns and talker 
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I 61 . rg nizati nal tru lure is partl. ffe ted b) the trm . ternal en ironment (Bourgeoi 

un\.:an. 1 2~ Hr binia · and now. 19 0: La renee and Lor b. 1967 . Re earch 

sugg that mn organized t rleaJ i relia le and stable marke may not b as ffcctive in a 

cornpl x, r pidly changing n irorunen: ( rd n and 1 arayanan, 19 4· Spekrnan and tern 

l 79 . e m re certain the en ·ironment. the mor likely the firm ·s organizational tructure ma. 

have a centrali.z d hierarchy with formalized rules and proc dures (Lawrence and Lorsch, 1967). 

Organizations that operate with a high degree of en ironmental uncertainty may decentralize 

d ci i n-making Ruek rt et al., 1985 r ly le on formal rules and p lici J wor ki 19 ) 

and flatten their hierarchies (Walton 1985). Organizational structure ha multiple dimen i n , 

and amanp ur {1991) provides a rather thorough probe into the relati nship bet\i een 

organizational determinants and inn vation. Daft (1995) provide a list that inclucl 

formalizati n, pe iaJizati n standardjzation, hierarchy of authority complexity centralizati 11 

profe sion lism and personnel ratios. 

2.4 trate - tructure relation hip 

Chandler 1987) defined trategy as the determination f the ba ic long-term g als and 

objecti of an rganization and the other adaptation of course of acti n and the aJJ cation f 

re ources necessary for carrying out these goals. His research suggested that ncc a tratcgy wa 

devel ped it wa inevitable t take into onsideration the respective structure required to atTy 

out the strategy o developed. In spite of the fact that rganizatioo.s m dify their d veJopment t 

be in accordance with technological economic and demographjc changes new trategics create 

administrati e problem and economic inefficiencies. Accordingly structural changes ar needed 

to addre s these i ues. 
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Other h Iars m rged afi r handler with different vie t de cribe the r I tion hip between 

the cho · n tratcgy and the rgani7.ation tructure .. 1intzb~rg and Quinn (I 991) h ld the view 

tha trategy - tructurc relati nship can be described a interdependent. Wh re the trategy is 

emergent, lh learning and e. perimcnta ion in olved may need " m rc open and lc fonnal 

organization tructure. In their understanding. it doe not matter which one com ftrSl, tructure 

or strategy ince the two arc invariably interwoven. 

The pr cripti e approach to strategy - ·tru tur relationship that support that tructure follow 

strategy. recommended that strategy be formulated first and tb n th rcsp tivc organization 

1ructure deve] ped to upport implementation of the strategy. Chandler (1987) had amas ed 

empirical e idence from hi tud) r a number of merican firm . handler ie-. was 

upported by Williamson (1975) who c aluated through hi tudies on ccntrali:t:cd tructures of 

organization including full implicati n of diver ity that chandler had not ev luated. handler 

identified four key parameters for strategy growth and firm per£; rmance that w uld influence 

organizational tructure as being cxpan ion f volume geographical cxpan. ion, rtical 

integration, and pr duct div r ificati n. Howe er, strategic change from a pr ·cripti e appr ach 

has been challenged by Quinn (1980) as eing o er- impli tic as it as umc it is p s ible from 

the onset to choose precisely the tratcgie an organization need to intr duce. Ile a crt th t 

simple trategjc solutions may be una ailable and parti ularly where the hangc arc mplex 

and contra ersial. rganizati n structure may b unable to cope with the bviou olutions for 

reasons of culture, people invol cd and organizational political pressure . 

tructure even involves physical rc (arrangement)- often a powerful aspect of tratcgy that need 

to be carefully considered. L cati n and relocation of people within an organization can be 



tmportan ~·ilh regard t nununications. dynamics and p r 

and hier rchy. h imp of trategy - tructure i ; gi a focu , intcgrat~o: , en, blc 

2.- Impl m ntin trat 

Th.. tarting point of implem ·ntation (Ansoff 1984; Higgins 1990: Pearce and Robin n 1996; 

Ya irz and • c\ man 19 2) i the ·elc tion and tran formation of organizati n tructurc. The 

f tratcgy implcmentati n i. the coordination of goals and ta ks, resource and c ntr I. 

tru ture and y t rn interconnect in many case since both are wide and ab tract concepts. 

1any y tern -oriented authors lmk implementation witi. goal s tting practice . oal etting i a 

y tcmatic prat.:lic Cl) often ass< ciatcd witl1 strategy in many organizations. 0 al ctting is 

losely a. ciatcd with managem m hy bjcctiv (MBO) and a s ciated literature. Mintzbcrg 

l'l al 1995· J h11sm and Schol 1 99: Shriva tava 1994· Thompson and Strickland 1995; Jud~on 

l 90) g n t rncnti n a third ariabl fl r lrategy implementation in addition to tructurc nnd 

systems: the required culturai mea ures in the rganization. 

tiller (19 7 tdentilied ten factor which were important for successfully implementati n in the 

manufacturing sector and they were Backing as e sability. specificity. cultural reccpli ity, 

propitiou nc ·s, familiarity, pri rity, resource availability, tructural facilitation and flexibility. 

( lexander 19 5; We I 1993; and AI- handi 1998) identified the problems in implementing 

tralegJes t includl!, longer timu tban cxp ted unanticipated problem ineffc ti e 

coordination, di tracti n. inadequate preparation external factors. leadership pr blems key 

p oplc leaving the organil.ation, Jack of clarity in objccti e , poor communication, on11icting 

priorities, ineffccti e. managcm nt, inter-functional conflicts unclear strategic lack of 
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tak hold r commitment. failure to understand progre , Ia k of employee ommitment and 

2.6 tr t<!o} - tructure- lmplement::ttion 

Drazin and Howard 19 4 e a proper tratc'•y-structurc alignn cnt as a nece · ary precursor to 

the ucc ful implementation of new busine trategies. hey point out that change· in th\; 

c mpetitiv envir nm nt require adJU tments t the rganizati nal structure. If a flrm lag in 

making thi reahgnment i may exhibit p r performance nd b at a eriou comp titi c 

di ad antage. upta (1987) examine the relation. hip between BUs strategi , pee of the 

c rp rate- B · relationship, and implementation and find that structur that are mor 

decentralized pr ducc higher le cl of SB fTectivene rcgardle ·s of the lrategic ntc ·t. 

haap _QQ6 also sugge that adju ting organizati nal structure according to perfect strategy 

can en ure sue e ful trategy implementation. It is thus ob i u that trategy implcmentati n is 

a key challenge fi r t day org nizations. There are man (s fi hard and mi. cd) fact rs that 

in u nee the u ce f strategy implementation ranging fr m the people wh c mmunicatc 01 

implement the trategy to the y 1 m or rnechani m in place r co-ordination and control. 

I low can we better understand the e issu and their imp rtance for succc ful strategy 

implementation? 

'oblc (1999) make distinction c.·t.,: een structural and interper nal proce ic\ s n tratt;gy 

implem ntation. uc structural per pcctive focu es n fi rmal rganizational tru ture au I 

contr I mechani m while the int~rper onaf proce i ab ut und r tanding i sues like trategic 

con en us auton m u strategic bchavio diffu i n p ·r pectives, leader hip and 

implementation styles, and communication and other interacti n pr cesse . n overriding 

16 



pr mise from the literature on trategy- trucrure alignment i that cenain moderating fact r may 

a fee t an optimal tratcgy tructurc alignment and that rgamzatt n :vith a certain tratcgy­

lruct' r onfigunni n may h vc a higher or lo\ er perf~ rmance than other organizati ns with 

simil r trat gy-. tru tun.: c nfigur· ti n (Dess. Lumpkin and Covin. 1997; Dess Rash ed, 

c aughlin and Priem, 1995; lcngnick-Hall 1992). rganizational tructure i different in each 

bu ·ine . lson et aJ. (2005) mention that organizational tructurc ( uch as fonnalization, 

cenlr li zalion, sp cialization, and integration) is a critical component of trategy implementati n. 
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II II D 

.1 Intr duction 

This chapter et out vari u tag and phases that were fi llowed in c mpl ting the tudy. It 

in oJved bluepnnt for the collection, mea urement and analysis of data. Thi ection was an 

erall chcme, plan r slructure conceived t aid the res ar h r in an \: ering the raised re earch 

que tion. In this tage m t de.: i i n arc about how the re earch ' a e ecuted and h " 

re onden were approached. as well a when. where and how th research was c mpleted. 

Therefore in thi ection the rc carch identified the procedur and technique that wer used in 

the collection, pr cessing and analy i f data. pecifically th followmg su sccti n re 

included· rc earch design p pulation data c llcction instruments, data c llccti n meth d and 

mally data an lysi . 

3.2 e ar h De ign 

research de ign i a program that guides the inve tigator in the proce: of c 11 cting analyzing 

and interpreting ob ervations athrnias 2005 . It allow inference concerning 

causal reJati n and define the d main of generalizability. Thi • rudy us d a urv y de ign. The 

·urvey collect d dat and information aimed at identifying wh t manager c n ider d as the r lc 

f organizatJ n structure on strategy implementall n among fo d proee ing c mpani m 

air bi. 
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P pulati n of the tudy 

Th population ft r this tudy wa · all compantes in the fo d pr lC ing sector I catcd in . airobi. 

ccording t K ·nya o iation of lanufa turers C\V leu ·r Dec mber _Q 11, there are 64 fo d 

ing c mp tcs pcrating in · · airobi a presented m App ndix 3 Since thi is not o large 

then a c n us urvey \ a u ed . 

.4 Data olle tion method 

Primary data was u ed in this survey. The primary data wa c Uected through a que tionnaire 

with structured que tions and a few unstructured que tion . The que ti nnaire contained 

questions relating to the organizati n tructure and organizati n trategy and focu d n h nges 

which have occurred over the last l 0 yeru period of time. 1 he questionnaire contained three 

main pans. Section gathered infonnati n on the demographic data of the re p ndcnt: cction 

B gathered inti rmati n on structure- strategy relationship while ection C gathered information 

relating to factor that influence strategy tructure fiL 

The re pondent c n 1 ted of the hicf ~xecutive Officer ) or any one enior manager 

conversant with aJJ the detai ls of the organizati n. The rea. n for picking ne per on per 

organization was because of the large p pulati n of companie in olved. 

The que tionnaires -. re self-admini tered after hand deli ery t b picked later. 
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ata an 

Data ainl, ql an ita i Data aoalysi was condu ted using de cripti e st tisric. 

which included me· ures of central tendency mea ure of variability and measure· f fre 1uency 

among others. ccording to Mugcnda and Mugenda (200 d cripti e tali tic enable 

meaningful de ription of a di tnbution of cores or me ur ·ments u ing a fc-. indices or 

talistic mea ures of c ntral tendency. ~easures of variability, such as standard dcvi tion, 

informed the analy t about the di tribution. Frequency distribution bowed a record of the 

number of time a c re or record appeared. The Statistic Package for ocial cienti t ( PS ) 

pr gram was u ed to analyze the data and the output p11 entcd in form of tables for c sier 

interpretati n and deduction. The rudy als used regr sion analy is to test the relation. hiJ 

betvveen seven el ments of strategic fit and strategy implementation. The model t ok the 

following form: 

Where: Y = d pendent Variable ( trategy Implementation) 

Bo the con tant 

X 1_ X1 independent variabl s y tcm , Style. Staff. bared values Skills 

Strategy, Structure) 

e =err r term 
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H R "R: D R 

4.1 Intr duction 

1 n1 ch pter pre em analy t and lmdmg · o the stu . as ct t 11 tO. 1 carch methodol gy. 

Tb data was g tbcred ex lusively fr m th qu tionnair a the rc arch in trument. The 

qu ti nnair w de igned in line with the objectives of the tudy. 

4.1.1 

tot l f questi nnair were ent to e cry organizati n in the tudy populati n. ut of thi , 

36 were fllled reprc enting a 56% re p nse rate. Thi v a considered sati fa tory. The 

que ti nnain: targeted r a scni r manager who wa. c n e ant with all the pcrations f 

the rganization. 1 re p nden were cnior manage . ·r he mam reason i nvokcd for not 

particip ting by CE s in th tudy were: an internal policy n t to partic ipate in surveys. time 

c n traint t o man_ s Jicitati ns to an ' er urvcy and privacy concerns. 

Tabl R ponse Rat 

Frequency Percentage 
Responded 36 56% 
Not Rcsp<>_nded 28 44% 
Total 64 100% 

4.1.2 R p ndent Pr fiJ 

From th 6 compau.ies that formed th study group 47°/u were local ' bile 53% bad 

characteri tic fboth as represented in table 2 below. 
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The urvey found ut that all companic arc Limited Liability companies as pre ented in tab! 3 

bclo\ . 

Fre Cumulative Pcrccnta c 

-&_..;.:_,(__-+-----= 6 --f---...;...:,...:...._~--------' o:....:o~~..=.....jo 
0 0% 
0 % 

36 

he survey tou nd ut that 97% of companie. have been in o eration in Kenya fl r m r than 10 

ye rs ,. hile only 3% have p rated fi r le than 10 year Thi illu trates that the maj rity of 

companies are well c tabli hcd. 

f p ra tion 

Frequency Percentage Cumulative Percenta c 
-

Less than 1 year 0 0% O~o -r-L- 5 Years 0 0% 0% 
~OYears 1 3% 3% 
_Qver 1 0 Years 35 97% 100% 1 

Total 36 100% 
Sour e: Re ear ch data 
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I 

The tabli h the annual al turnover. The re ults are hown in table 5 belo\ . 

-
(Millions OOO's) _fr~quen P r cnta_M ---·- umulative Percentage 

Less than I 00 1 3% 3% ·-
100-200 2 6% 9% 
200-300 0 0% 9% 

-

300-400 1 _3% 12% 
400-500 4 11% 23% 
500-600 8 22% 45% 
700-800 9 25% 70% 

1 800 and above 11 30% 100% 

1 Total 36 100% 
Sour ce: Re arch data 

The study sought to e tablish the size of the compani s using the number f crnpl yccs. The 

re Its are shown in table 6. Ylo t c mpanie futther indicated that t tal number con isted of 

b th day and night hift empl yce . 

able 6 umber of mplo e 
I 

I Cumu1ati c Perccntao_~ Frequency Percentl!&e 

1 Below 50 2 6% 6% -
51-100 4 ll% 17% 

101 - 150 12 33% 50% -
151- 200 1 J 31% 81% ·-
Over 200 7 19% 100% 
Total 36 100% 

ource: Re earch data 
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The rud. l o ugh to iden ify the that the food pr ing companies belong to and 

ther din table . 

abl ub- tor 
. - - -

Fn:g,uencl _ ~rc~nta~e Cumuiativ~ Percentage 

l Meat l Poultry I Fisheries 2 6% 6% 

1 Diary (\4ilk) 1 3% 9% 

1 
Cooking Oils & Edible Fats_ 0 0% 9% 

Grain MiJling 5 14% 23% 

I Baking 3 8% 31% 

Su_gar & _Confccti nary 7 19% 50% 
Alcoholic I ~on 1 holic Beverages 7 19% 69% 
Fruits & Vegetable 0 0% 69% 
Miscellaneous Fo d (Portfolio of evcraJ 

1 products) II 31% 100% 
I Total 36 100% 

ur c: ear h data 

4.2 trate ' - tru ture- Implement. ti n 

n organizati n' LrU rural framework can be viewed as an imp rt nt clement relative to it 

O\'eraU strategy. It repre ents the means t}u ugh which organizati nat r ources are employed t 

meet organizational objectives and the ace mpli hment of the rganization' purpose. 
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1 he ud. rt c bli h the numb r f ca that trategi tans bad pcratcd in ariou 

r • niz ions. 11% h d pl ns o le~ · than 2 yc.:ar , 3% 3-- year , 6% more than 5 year . In order 

ft r org nization t .ffccti c. they need to d ·vclop trategic plans ' hich offer 

dir di n and guide in i n. The findings are indicated in table elo-. . 

abl 

Perccnta e 

4 11% 

0 % 
-

2 6% 

0 0% 

6 100% 

The tudy further sought l c ta li h the gr wth pattern of ea h rganization. The finding ar 

indicat d in table 9 belo\ . 

able ro' tb Pattem 

I Frcquencv Percentage Cumulative Percentage 

Volume 9 25<\'o 25% 

Geography 8 22% 47% 

Integration 2 6% 53% 

Product 17 47% 100% 

Total 36 100% 
Source: ar h d. ta 
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rt to e ta li h th d minant type of struc ure on idered to b in plac at each 

mpan •. Findin are indic t dint bl 10 below. 

-f-!:·tCC' 

25 69% 

4 12% 

1 % 

3 % 92% 

3 % 100% 

36 100% 

Likert scale of I 3 was used to interpret the results of the tudy. fhc core ·' ot importa ,.t 

and .. c imp rtanf were repre entcd b. mean scor , qu i al nt l I t 2.5 on the continu u 

Likert cale ( 1 ~ e important ~ 2.5 . The core of' lod r t l • important ere equival nt 

to 2.6 t .5 on the Likert scale 2.6 ~ lod erately important ~ . -).The c r of "Important' 

and · Ui hly imp rtant" r pre ented maj r contribution to the role of implementation. This w· 

t-quivaltmt to .6 to 5.0 on the Likert cal 3.6 ~ lmportan _ 5.0 . 

Table 11 Imp rta n e of hange 
-

1i Mean Std. Deviation 
To improve shareholder value 36 4.47 0.654 
To tmprove profi tability 36 4.46 0.736 
To maximize productivity 36 4.44 0.843 
To reduce operational costs 36 4.42 0.806 -
To effic iently reach the market segment 26 4.25 0.996 
To improve communication 36 4.25 0.967 
To impro c product quality 36 4.06 1.040 
To improve service delivery 36 3.92 1..180 
To improve evaLuati<:>_n of employee perfi nnancc 36 2.72 1.560 

LAverage 4Jl 
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· h r mkn~ r vcaled that the. considt!red: lmpro ing shareholder value lmpro ing 

pr fitabili t) t . imize productivity. Reduce operational co ts Effi iently reaching the market 

nt, lmpr vc c1. mmunication, Impro ing product quality and lmpro ing service deli ery a 

imp rt nl in u organizati n tructure. Tills is ho\\ln by mean cores of 4.47 . 6, 4.44, 4.42, 

.2 • 4.25, .0 and 3.92 re pectively on the continuous Likert cale. However. the r p ndcnt 

r led that th y considered impr ving evaluation of employee performanc a moderately 

1mp rtam as hown by a mean core of2.72. 

Tbe tudy ought t identify whether proc ss of matching tru ture to tratcgy in each 

organizati n i J ar and i ibJc. The fmdings are indicated in table 12 where all rg nizati ns 

indi atcd they match d trategy t structure. 

Tabl 12 latching 

Doo't 
Kno\ 

36 

36 
ubordinates in order to 

36 

36 
36 

36 

27 

· tal 

6 

36 

36 

36 
36 
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tud) ugbt to idcnti y hether building bl c f an rganization tructure 111 each 

izati n e clear and i iblc. The findings are indicated in table 13 where all organizati n 

1 fentilicd the ·c building block . 

·r abl I Build ina Bloc · fan rganiLation tructure 

Don't 
Yes No Know 

Chain of command 36 
D partmcntalization 

I-- -
36 

~i tributi n of Authority (C ntralizati n& 
cct:ntra liz~t i on) 36 

_ 1 ,anizatlon Chart I Height 36 
pan nf Control 36 
ur~c: R ear h data 

Pte study U0 ht to identify the elements of organizing in an rganization. The findings are 

indi\;at ·d in ta lc 14. 

T::1blc J -1 rgnnh:ing 

td. 

Deviati n 

facilities a !mini tration, clarifies authority and defines job and 36 4.69 0.624 
role 

36 4.39 0.803 
36 4.33 0.862 
36 4.19 0.889 

.89 1.348 
2.97 1.320 

1.27 
3.84 

28 

T tal -
36 
36 

36 
36 
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The tudy h ws th· t the respondent ranked Facilttate admini trati n claritic uthority and 

dcfin j b and role : Fa ilitates coordination, Fa ihtates di i ion f work and task 

. p i· lizat1 n and Del rminc individual responsibility and fie en uf job \.CUrit a m st 

imp rtun ·ti iti in rganizing as key to organization tructur and d ign. 1 hi 1 hO\\n by 

r p nden however ranked: nsure optimum utilization of human n.: urces and 

echnology m dcrately imp rtant \ ith a mean core of2.97 whereas timulatc creativity and 

pe for new changes \a ranked a I important' itb a mean s or f 2.42. 

The study · ught t identify the clement of structure 111 an rganizati n. he finding arc 

ind1cated in table 1 -

The tud how that the rc p ndcnt r nk ·d all the elemen of structure in the rganizati n as 

imp rtant. the elements " ere ranked in their order of importance as hown: Deci i n making and 

consensus building (4.97); Fl w of infl rmation and communication (4.92) Rep ning tru turc 

and chain f c mmand (4.7 ), ~ aluating performance efficiency and effecti cness 4. 7) 

etting and ach.ie ing g al· r objectiv (4. J 7) and 1 lotivation and morale of pcrs nncl 3.72 . 
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he tudy ught t identify th f; t that influ n e org nization tru ture in n org nization. 

indi dint ble 16 

•if iatioo 

4.89 0.398 

36 4. 9 0.319 

36 4. I 0.980 

36 4.30 0.710 

1.13 L 

1.230 

Envir nment and cultur 0.811 -----
Technology- o dn e efficiency and c t effectiveness 1.383 

1.779 

1.327 

Industry standards 

I Compliance and Jeg~uirem n I era e ------------~~ 

n the factors that influence rganizati n structure; there p ndents ranked the li II wing factors 

as imp rtant: trategy and philosophy ( 4. 9) Degree of formalization and ccntr lization 4. 9), 

rganization ize and age ( 4. l ), nlr I and coordinati n mechanism (4. mp tition 

(4.0 ) Differentiati n ( .97) an n ironment and culture 3.83). Howe er 

ranked Techno! gy, Industry standru·d , mpliance and legal requirement a 1 im rtant 

factors a shown by mean c r of2.5 , 2.42 and 2.31 respecti ely. 
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fhe tudy ught identif~ imp nan of elemen of ontrol to tratcgy implem ntation in an 

rganizution. h finding are indicated in table 17 b low wh n; all rganiz ti n c uld rdate to 

th • c clcm n 

l I J 

Th rudy sought I identify whether imp rtant question are consid red before strategy 

implementation commcn . The finding are indicated in table I bel w. 

TabJc 1 Imp rtant u ti n for con id ration before trat g Jmplcm ntati n 

ironment? 

ourc : Rc arch d ta 
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·y he tudy ught to identify the c mp nent of trategy implcmentatl n. Th finding are 

indi ted in table 19 below. 

a 1 1 omp n nt of trat Impl mentation 
~- -

-~ . lean 
-
d . 

Deviation 1 
Strate 

.. 
36 4.~ 0.232 u ~rt1ve m1Uattves 

\11 tion of n: ourcc and comm.t ment 36 4.92 0.280 

Executors and leadership 36 4.92 0.280 
--
Deci 1 makin and consensus 36 4.89 0.319 
poJiCJ • pr 'dures and guidelines 36 4.81 0.525 
1-.---~- --
:-.urtunng relation~- Employ~cs and su-atcgic partners 36 4.78 0.485 
Infonnation. communication systems and control mechanism 36 4.58 0.692 
Adoption of best eracticcs and continuous improvements 36 4.53 0.878 
Rewards and incenti Vt!S 36 4.36 0.833 
Organizational and restructuring and modification to fit chosen strategy 36 4.00 1.069 -Envir nment and culture 36 3.39 1.076 

I 
Shared vatu • and nom1s 36 3.36 1.150 

--1 Market 01ientation 36 2.5 1.230 

! i\~'cra e 4.3 [ 
--

ourc : Re ear h data 

The study sb ws that the rc pond nt ranked the following component f tr tegy 

implementation pr ces as imp rtant: trategy upp rtive initiative (4.94), All cation f 

rt:sources and c m.mitment 4.92), • ecutor · and leadership (4.92) Deci i n making and 

consensu (4. 9 , p licie pr cdur and guideline (4.81), urturing relation - ... mpl ye sand 

strategic partners (4.7 ), Inft rmation, ommunication ystem and control mechani m ( .5 , 

Adoption of be t practice and c ntinu u improvements ( 4. 53) Reward and incentive 4. 6 , 

Organizational restructuring and m dification t fit chosen strategy ( 4.00). II " t; er, the 

respondents ranked En iroruncnt and culture· and bared values and noons a m dcratcly 

important a shown by the mean sc re f 3.39 and 3.36 respectively on the contiJmou Likert 

scale. Market orientation w ra1J<ed s lc imp rtant with a mean score of2.53. 
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und ut in th · lit raturc revie ·. trategy impl mentati n i a ch llenging and c mplcx 

p t [I r manage in m t organizations today. The study sort to id ntify the c tent l which 

om perc i d ch, II ngcs nffect rganizations. The findings ar indi atcd in table 20 b lo-.: . 

bJ 2 

up port 

lling and executing 

36 
36 
6 

36 

The following were ranked high as barrier t effective strat gy implementation; I ack f upper 

managemen shareholder sup rt (4.92 . nflict with executi e p wer (4.92). P r/ ague 

strategy communication ( .8 ) P or and inadequate in6 rmation (4.81) Unclear c mmunicati n 

(·L78). ack f guideline for initiating controlling and e ecuting implementation pr ce 

(4.78) Inability to manage change effectively (4.52), Lack of owner hip of implcmcntati n 

proces 4.44 Lack f understanding f role of organization structure (4.31 K y pc pic 

leaving the organi ati n ( .06) La k f reward and incentive (3.72). Hov ever the rc pond nt 

ranked En ir nmentaJ uncertainty a lc important as hown by mean cores 2.56 n the 

continuou Likert calt;, 

3 
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trat 

fcKin cy · omp ny developed the 7 model in the late 1970s. Th · 7- model 

r• I or m nag rial an [y ·is and action that provide a stru ture with which t ( n 1d r a 

mp ny s wh lc that the rganization' problems may be diagno cd and a. trat g may be 

de d p d · n implemented. T be effective organization mu t ha e a high degree of fit r 

internal lignment am ng II the even s. Each must b con i tent with and reinforc the 

other . All arc interrel ted. so a hange in one has a ripple effect on all the th rs. 

The tudy ught t e tabli h \ hether organizations can identify element of fit. he finding ar 

presented in able 21 b I w. 

Table 21 t.ruclur •it 

Tb study how the re pondcnts ranked all the elements as imp rtaot in the fi ll wing order; 

trucrure The divi ion f t hown ou the rganization chart) 4.86); tralegy (The 

coherent set of action elected a a c u e of a lion) (4.83 · Style (How management beha es) 

( .78 · y terns (Tb proce and now that how how an organization gets things d n ) (4.61)· 

hared vatu (values shared by all in the rganization) (4.44)· Skills (Capabilitic posse ed y 

the organ ization) 4.25) and ta (th pc pic in the organization) (4.00). 
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Rc r ion . nat ·. i 

The tudy · ppllcd the folio ing regression model to test the relationship between seven elements 

o trah:gic fit nd tratcgy implcm ntation. 

Where: Y - dependent Variable Strategy Implementation) 

Po . the con tant 

x 1• "/.7 = independent variablt: ystems Style taff. hared values kill , 

trategy, Structure) 

c = error term 

ummar 

Model R R quare Adju ted R 
S uare II 0.541 ..l.------0.633 

taff, Shared Value , kills Strategy tructurc 

R2 i called the coefficient f determination; it tells us how the dependent variable ( trategy 

implementation aried with the independent ariables (Sy terns, Style. t ff, harcd values, 

kill , trategy and Structur ). The value of the adjusted R2 i 0.541 which implie that the 

independent variables expluincd 54. L% of the strategy implementation (dep nd nt ariable). 
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' ' \ b) -
Model Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F I Sig. 

-

1 Regression 13.266 7 1.895 6.8!6 I .OOQ(l!)_ 
Residual 7.706 28 0.275 
Total 20.972 35 -----

~ Predictors: ( on tant) y tern , tyle, Staff, Shared value kills, trategy, tructurc 

b Dependent Variable: trategy Implementation 

The rudy u ed ·ovA to establish the significance of the regre sion mod I from -. hich an 

F- ignificance alue of p<O.OO l was established. This shows that tht: rcgre sion m del ha a less 

than 0.001 likelih d (probability) of giving a wrong prediction. Hence the regre sion m del has 

a 99.9% confidence level. 
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fi i nt a 

the organiza ion) 

trategy - (The cohen:nt d of 0.225 .219 .130 
actions selected as a c ur e faction) 

~~----~--------+-----------~--
1 tru ture - (The division f ta ks s -0.313 .239 -. 172 -1. II .201 

1 hown on the rganization chart ____ ~-. ____ __J_ ________ ...L,_ __________ -L... _____ ~....,______.~ 

a Dependent Variable: tratcgy 

The following regr si n cquati n was tabli bed: 

The rudy shows that there i there i p itive relation hip between tratcgy implementation and 

y terns, Shared values kill · and trategy. fhis implies that an increase in any of the variable 

will lead to a unit increa c in trategy implementation. The stu<ty further show that thcr i 

posi tive relationship between • tmtegy implcmentati n and sy terns a shown by a P value. 

(P=O.OOO <0.005) 
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ll P R 

R D 

-.l ntr u ti n 

Thi ch pLcr giv ummary of the findings conclu ions & rccomm ndation . he c nclusions 

are drawn from th~ bjecU e f the rudy. 

5.2 umm r of findinu 

The objectives of the tudy were to det rrnine the role of organizati n tructurl! n trategy 

implementati n a ell a id ntify the factors that influence trategy - tructur fit among the 

food proc ing mpanic m air bi. 

Finding fr m the tudy in icate that rganizational structure i cry imp rtant in n bling the 

distribution of ta ks and authority as thi di tribution i vital in 0 cilitating pr ces es uch as 

delegation and collaborati n acr the entire organization. rganizati n tructur allows for the 

exi tence of a chain of command which facilitates administration, clarifie auth rity and define ' 

job and rot facilities c ordin ti nand facilities division of task and w rk pc ializ ti n. 

Findings further sh w that rganizati nal tructurl! i particularly imp rtant in f: ilitating 

achievement of alues goaJs target and o ~ectiv set by management. trucrur c n h e an 

ciTe t n company-wide mea urc of performance such as impr ing har h lder alue. 

impr ving profitability, rna imiling pr ductivity reducing operational co t , ITici ncy in 

pen trating market segment a well impr vements in product quality and ser icc deli r . 

tructure is equally important in evaluating employee performance as it i uch perfonnance that 

detcnnines an organization s uccc in term f effici ncy and ef.fectivene 
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rganizati nal imp rtant for decision making and cons n u building. It is in the 

c nt t f r niz· tiona! culture that members of an organization participate in the decision 

making pro c s whi h in tum determines the degree of formahzation, ccntraliza ion or 

decentraliz3ti n. It further determines which trategy upportive initiativ to be ad1 pted how to 

allocate and commit re ourc a wclJ as e ecution or le der hip tylc( ) to adapt. 

Organizational tructure i cqu lly important in enabling c mpanie to tter manage change in 

the market place including consum r needs, go ernment regulation and ne ~ technology. 

Chang in th external en ironment can produce dynamic adjustment in the firm· internal 

patterns of c mmunication, infi rrnation flow and connectednc which v ill definitely affect 

outcome or the value and quality created and offered to customers or clients. Findings also 

acknowledge the importance of the even elements of fit to strategy implementation the m st 

important being trueture tratcgy and Style. 

Finally the findings acknowledged th exi tence of barriers or challenge to the implementati n 

process which should not be ign re . nde tanding and trying to av id these challenge help 

to facilitate and implement . ucce ful proce s. Some of the key challcng identified include. 

lack of upper management r bar h lder upp rl, conflict with executive p wcr p r or ague 

communicati n. guidelines r infi rmation and poor r ource all cati n mong thcrs. 

Organizational tructure i therefore critical in determining strategy design a11d implementation 

of chosen strategies. 
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i n 

Th tud) oncluded that hen tru ture · elements are prop rly aligned with one another. the 

tru lure facilitate efTe Li c implemcnt'llion or the tirm · s strategi . The tudy further observed 

rhat developing an organizati n tru ture that effecti ely supp rt the firm's strategy is 

difficult, pecially becau c f th uncertainty in the rapidly changing and dynamic competitive 

nvir nment. Thereft re, managers n cd to improve on their under tanding f the nature of 

organization structures. th de ign principles and the key role they play in impr ing 

organizational performance. nh ncing sustainability pro pects and atisfying the human 

dim n ion. This under tanding will Urther facilitate the dev lopment f new structural form 

that arc more resonant with the time , d igned to re pond t c nditi n. of rapid change and 

un ~rtainty and finally break away fr m pa 1 approaches that are n longer relevant and in some 

ca e d maging to organization and individuals. 

-.4 Limitation of the tud 

All re carcb rudies have e cr I limitali n and this study i no exception. iven such an 

ambitious endeavor the research findings have inherent limitati n . Thi study utTered from 

IO\l number f responses. ot all mpanics responded to the que tionnaire sent ut. fn addition 

this ·ttady was limited by the fact that it c ntained only quantitative research in the form of a 

urvcy. uture studies would benefit r m first per£ nning qualitati e r earch n tructure to 

provide urther insight into each rganiz tional tructur before fonnulating the que tionnaire. 
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Rcc mmendation with policy implication 

The nstraints r barriers identified in the study partly xplain the rea on behind the not-so-

g performance recorded by fo d proce sing compames in , airo i during the peri d of the 

n.'t ~. l he loliO\\ing acti n · are therefore suggested to be taken by managers, st k holders and 

the Government to improve the p rformances of food processing c mpanie . 

During an implementation effort it i important to have a clear organization tructure in place. It 

should be clear" ho has the auth rit t make decision . When po ible management hould try 

to ensure that the organization structure is clear relati ely decentralized and relatively 

formalized as decisions may be made more quickly. Clear procedure rules and r p 

may give rganizational membc c rtainty during an implementation eff rt. Furthermore, it may 

increase the motivation of organi.Lati nal members. Also a deliberate p !icy is needed on the 

part of Government to create a climate that i conducive and favorable the gr wth, 

development and profitable operation of mall medium sized and la1 ge indu trie . The 

go ernment needs to rcc gnize that the organizational forms of small. medium ized and large 

enterprises is changing and rganizations are now seeking consist nt gr wth in profitability. 

Therefore re ource all cati n by g vemment must be made on the basis of xpected rcLUm n 

investment a well as in impr cmcnt in infrastructure such as constant upply f electricity 

water and tran portation y tcm a thi will reduce initial and perating c sts to these 

companies. 
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:.6 R ommendation for furth r re arch 

Thi ·rudy was successful in its go 1 e. tabli hing the role of organizati n tru turc on strategy 

unplement ti n. The significance f thi rudy lie with its ability to prompt further r e reb into 

the rol and relationship bet'\ ccn tructure and implementation. Organizational tructure exi. t 

as a channel through which c mmunicat10n relation hips develop and individuals become 

onnccted throughout the organization. By further examining the way that organizational factors 

mflueo e st1ucture of an organization, the dev lopment of theory surrounding tructure and 

1mpl mentation becomes more fa reality. 

The tudy only considered the food pr c sing companies in airobi and did not consider those 

outsJdc airobi. The study did not al con ider the several c mpanics that directly imp rt 

finished fo d products tha t require no further processing. This would be a potential area of tudy 

to interest re carchers. 
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-\pp ndi I : tt r t th p nd nt 

Dear Re pendent 

II 
I m a po tgraduate student undertaking a Ma ter of Busine dmini tration MB degree at th 

chool of bu iness, ni er it · of airobi 1 am current! carrying out are earch on th "Role of 

Organization tructure on tratero Implementation in food proce sing companie in airobi '. 

Thi is a requir ment to complete m 1 cour e project at th ·niver ity of curobi 

Your organization ha been selected to form part of this tud Thi letter i to kmdl• reque t ou 

to as i t me collect the data by filling out the accompanying qu tionnaire, which 1 would collect 

from ou. 

The information provided will be u ed exclu ively for acader: .ic purpo es. .. ) upervi or and 1 

a. ure you that the information ou gi e will be treated with trict and utmo t confidence 

·either your nam nor that of your organization will be mentioned in thi re earch II 
I ,, I 

arch project will be made available to you upon reque t. I will appr ciate . our \ cop of this re 

oopt!ration in tlu academic e erci 

Thanking you in advance. 

'our Faithfull , 

fB · tud nl 

D61 I 361/2006 Dr. Jackson Maalu 

0. chool of Bu ines ecturer, 01 , chool,ofBu ine · 
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AppendL 2: u ti nnaire 

Proce ina ompani in air bi 

Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnair . Pie e en ure that you compl te all 

question by ticking aU that apply. ompl tion of this qucstionna1r is voluntary and all 

r ponses wi 11 r main confidential. 

1. _ arne of th Organization I Company 

2. How can y u de cribe the owner hip your rganization? 

Local I I 
F reign 

Btb 

3. How can y u describe the typ 
imitcd Liability ompany 

Partner hip 

C opcrati e 

organization? ..------., 

~.How many years has the rganizati n operated in Kenya? 

cs · than 1 year c=:J 1 5 years r==J 6 - 10 year c=J ver 1 0 year D 
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5. What is the sal rurnover per annum (Kenya billings - Milli ns)? 

I e s thap I Om I_. __ j 400 SOOm 

100 - 2 Om 500 - 60 m 

200- 300m 600 - 70 m 

300-40 m 800m and above 

6. H w many employee does your rganization have? 

Below soD 51- lOO c=J 101 150c=J 151 - 200 c=:J 0 er200 CJ 

7. In which ub-sector of the fo d pr ce ing companies doc your organization b I ng t ? 

Meat I Poultry I Fisheries 

Diary (Milk) 

Cooking Oils & Edible Fats 

Grain Milling 

Baking 

Sugar & Confecti nary 

Alcoholic I Non Ale holic Beverages 

Fruits & Vegetabl s 

~sceUaneous Food (Portfolio of cveral 
products) 
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. Doe your organization hav trategi plans? Yes [=:J . o D 
If yes. ho\ · long are the pl n ? 

Less than 2 years D t -year LJ More than- year D 0 n't knowc:=J 

9. Hov would you de cribe the growth pattern of your organization? Please tick where 

appropriate 

B.r Volume;; 

B Ge grapby 

B) lnl gration (Vertical / Horizontal) 

By Product / Business di ersifi ali n 

10. H w would you describe tbe type f strucrur in your rganization? (Plea e tick where 

appropriate) 

Functi nal organization structure 

Ge graphi organization structure 

M rket I U er organization structure 

Product I Form organization structure 

~~ trix I Jfybrid rganization structur - Mtx f stmcture 
~caturing_ <.Iuallines of authority and strategic priority 
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11 . What do you nsid r as the imponance of change in an organization structure? Plea e 

use the following calc: (1) ot imp nant at all, (2) Less important, (3) od ralely 

important. ( 4 Important, (5) Highly imp rtant) 

1 4 

1 o reduce operational costs 

To efficiently reach th market segment 

Tomaximiz productivity 
1-- t---

To improve product quality 

To impr ve hareb lder value 

To improve profitab ility 

-
To improve rvicc delivery 

To Improve ommunication (Authority and 
1--

Reporting) 
To improve evaluation f employee performance 

r--

..____ 
Others (Please specify) 

12. Please indicate whether the Ii llowing general guide for matching organization tructure 

to strategy i similar to that in your organization? 

y No Don't 
_Know 

ld ntifying the acrivitic required t achieve organizational 
objectives 
Grouping up of these activities into workable units 
(~artmental ization). 
A igning duties and responsibilities to subordinates in order to 
achieve the tas_!<s assigned. 
Delegating authority ne essary and useful for the 
accomplishment of tasks assigned. 
F tabli bing superior - subordinate relationship 

Providing a system of co-ordination for integrating the activirie 
of mdividuals and departments. 
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13. Please indicate whether the G 11 wing basic building blocks of an organization tru tun: 

are pres nt in your Organization? 

Departmentalization - Fun tiona] di i ions relevant to 
specific tasks such as Sal & arketing Production 
Accounting, Human Resource, Engineering etc 
Di tribntion of uthority ( entralization & 
decentralization) - If decision making authority is 
concentrated among a few high le el people or shared and 
eli tributed am n departments. 
Organization hart I Height - Define how many 
departments di isions and layers there are between the 
highest le el and the I west I el of an organization. 

umber of employee a manager 
supervise 

es 

14. How would you rank th importance of the following activities in organizing as key l 

organization tructure and de ign? ( Please u e the following ale: 1) N t imp rtanl at all, 

(2) L important (3) M d rately important (4) Important, (5 Highly imp rtant 

n of human resources & 

pccialization 
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15. How would you rank the importance of the following element f tructurc in your 

organization? Please use the following scale: 1) ot important at all, (- Lc 

important, (3) oderately important (4) Important, (5 Highly important 

Decision Making & Consensus building 

Flow of Information & Communication 

Reporting Structure & Chain of command 

Cu tomer Focus & Flexibility ill Serving 
Customers 
E aluating Performance Efficiency & 
Effectiveness 

' Moti at ion & M rale of personnel 

· Setting & Achieving G als or Objectives 

16. How would you rank th following factors that influence organization stm ture? ( Plua t: 

use the following scale: (l) ot important at all, (2) Less important ( ) M der tely 

imp rtanl (4 Important 5) Highly important) 

Technology- o drive efficiency & c st 
effectiveness 

Compliance and Legal Requirements 

Control 

Degree 
Centralizati n 

1 

5 

2 4 5 



17. Please indi ate whether y u con ider the following elements of ontrol m ucnti 1 to 

strategy implementation? 

·-Ye No JJon ' t 
Know 

Policy, Procedur & Guidelines 

Identifying differen es bctwe n actual & expected results 

Suggesting which corrective action t take when actual & 
expected are different 

18. Please indicate whether you consider the following questions as important before trat gy 

implementati n c mmences in an organization. 

Yes No Don't 
Knw 

Doe the strategy fit with what's g ing on in the 
environment? 
Are the elements f trategy internally consistent? 

Does the strategy exploit key res urces? 

\Viii the en isioncd differentiators be su tainable? 

Are there en ugh r ources to pursue the trategy? 

Is the strategy implementable? 
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19. How would you rank imp rtance of the following components of the trategy 

implementation pr ces ? ( Please use the foJJowing scale: ( 1 or important at all, (2) Less 

important (3) Moderately imp rtant, (4) Important (5) Highly important) 

2 

Allocation of Resource & Commitment 

Strategy Supportive lnitiati es 

Adoption of Best Practices & Continuous 
Improvements 
Policies Procedures & Guideline 

Information Communication Sy terns & Control 
Ylechanisms 
Rewards and Incenti es 

Organizational Restru turing & Modification to fit 
chosen strategy 
Deci ion Making & Consensus 

Environment & Culture 

Market Orientation 

Executors & Le dership 

Shared Value &Norm 

Nurturing Relation - Employee and Strategic 
partners 
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20. How would you rank the following barriers to effective strategy irnpl mentation? ( Plea c 

use the following scale: (1) ot imp rtant at all (2) Less impo11ant (3) Moderately 

iro, ort" L (4 Tmportant, (5) Highly important) 

1 2 3 4 5 

Lack of understanding of role of organization 
structure 
Lack of upper management I bareholder support 

Poor & Inadequate Information 

Unclear communication 

Poor I Vague strategy formulation 

Inability to manage change effectively 

Conflict with ex cutive p wer 

Lack of ownership [implementation process 

Lack of guidel ine· for initiating, controlling & 
executing implementation process 
Environmental U nccrtainty 

Lack of Rewards & incenti es 

Key peopie leaving the organization 

Organization Cultur 

R ource Allocati n 
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21. What is the level of importance f the following seven elements of trategic fit t 

successful trategy implemeut~ti ll't? r P a u:-e DP. f,llowing scale: (1) t imp rtant at all, 

(2 Less important 3) Moderately important (4) Important (5) Highly important 

1 2 3 4 

and flows that show how an 

bared by all in the 

22. What do you think need to be done to the exi ting relationship betwc n trategy and 

stru ture in y ur organization for successful strategy implementation? 

Fill d By: 

De ignati n: 

H OR YO R 0- P RATIO 
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pp ndi t f ood Proce ino ompanie in airobi 

1. Allied Industries Limited 

lp. l! • w~ Fu d::, Li.Jui t:J 

3. quamist Limited 

-l. Belfast ·uers Limited 

B t Food enya Limited 

6. Bio Food Products Limited 

1. &R Fo d Imlu tries Limited 

adbury Kenya imited 

9. andy Kenya imited 

10. apital Fi h Kenya Limited 

II. arlton Pr duct Limited 

12. oca-Col East Africa Limited 

13. onfec (ndu trie (E.A Limited 

14. rn Pr du ts Kenya Limited 

15. rown ds Limited 

16. 0 epa Industries Limited 

17. • t African African ea Food Limited 

t Afri an Brewerie Limited 

19. ld ville arm Limit d 

20. nn alley Bakery Limited 

. I . xcel hcmicals Limited 

22. armers boice imited 

higoken imited 

2 . alaiya od Indu try Limited 
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2-. Gil oil Company Limited 

27. Global Beverage Limited 

28. House of anji Limited 

29. Jambo Biscui Limit d 

30. Jambo Mineral Water imited 

31. Jetlak Fo ds Limited 

32. Kahan ora Limited 

33 . KenAfric Industries Limited 

34. Kenya Miller Limite 

35. Kenya ational Mil l Limit d 

36. Kenya Nut ompany Limited 

37. Kenya rchards Limi ted 

38. Kenya wect imi ted 

39. Kevian Ken a Limited 

40. Kuguru Fo d imited 

41. Ma Cuisine Limited 

42. Mel in Te Kenya imited 

43. Mic Fo d Indu trie imitcd 

44. Mini Bakeries Limited 

5. airobi Flour Mill imitcd 

46. c tlc Foods Kenya imited 

47. ew cnya o-operati e Crcamerie Ltd 

4 . P J Products Limited 



49. Pate Indu tries Limited 

-o. Pembe Flour Mills Limited 

-I . Premier Flour tills Limited 

-2. Prcmit!r Fvou llld~ w: Ln •• ted 

-3. Proctor & Allan (E.A) Limited 

Rafiki Millers Limited 

55. Raz o Fo d Products Limited 

56. Spin Knit Diary Limited 

57. upcr Bakery Limited 

58. Top Fo d Limited 

9. Trufoods Limited 

60. nga Or up Limited 

61. Uni lever (K) Limited 

62. Uzuri food imited 

63. Vegpro Kenya Limited 

Wrigley Company (E.A) Limited 

urce: n a ociation of 1anufacrurer (2011) 
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