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ABSTRACT

Community-Based Organizations (CBOs) are usefuldais for donor funded grassroots
development. However their high tendency to digiraee puts the sustainability of such
efforts at risk thus wasting valuable resourcesteiNorthy, this situation seems to be
exacerbated by external assistance. In light sf¢hallenge, this study sought to find ways of
enhancing the cohesiveness of CBOs by exploringrtthgéence of selected internal factors
on their cohesiveness. The objectives of the stuele to examine the relationship between
the size of CBOs and their cohesiveness, evallaeatssociation between membership
diversity and cohesiveness of CBOs, assess theemie of the nature of project on the
cohesiveness of CBOs, analyze how the nature afetehip affects the cohesiveness of
CBOs and review the effect of communication pateon the cohesiveness of CBOs. A
cross-sectional survey was carried out targetiogrime generating CBOs in Kibera Informal
Settlements. A total of 47 CBOs completed groupstjaenaires and had demographic data
on their members collected through individual questaires. Chi-square technique and
Spearman’s rank correlation were used to testdlationships between the selected factors
and the cohesiveness of the CBOs. The study foigmifisant relationships between four of
the factors studied and the cohesiveness of CBfis.composition of CBOs including their
size and membership diversity was found to sigaifity influence their cohesiveness.
Contrary to previous studies on cohesion of grolgrger sized CBOs were found to be more
cohesive than smaller sized ones. Gender and agedemeity were also linked with higher
levels of cohesiveness. Moreover, charismatic, usicek and decisive leadership was
associated with more cohesive CBOs. SpecificaljO€ that elected their leaders based on
their social skills rather than fund raising skilis which delegation of decision-making to
members was common and penalties were more seliemeed higher tendencies to be
cohesive. Decentralized communication networks ve¢se related to more cohesive CBOs.
Very frequent interaction by members was on themwttand was found to have a negative
effect on the cohesiveness of CBOs. Based on iidinfys, this study encourages the
formation of gender and age homogeneous CBOs. fudy slso recommends educating
CBO leaders on the benefits of delegated decisiakiimy and decisive penalties on cohesion
of CBOs. Moreover, CBO members are encouraged ¢osehtheir leaders based on their
social skills rather than perceived mastery oftdsk at hand. Decentralized communication
between CBO members is encouraged especially doptex tasks. While members of
CBOs are encouraged to meet regularly, very freguéormal interaction is discouraged. If
such frequent interaction cannot be avoided therorsstant flow of accurate and clear
information should be ensured to counteract gossgrumors. Finally, further investigation
into the relationship between the size and cohass® of CBOs is suggested. These findings
will be useful in enlightening members, leaders a®lelopment workers on how the
cohesiveness of CBOs can be enhanced, thus cdirtghia more sustainable CBOs.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1. Background to the Study

Even though many national and international agsnare committed to using Community
Based Organizations (CBOs) as vehicles for povaltgviation, it has become increasingly
difficult to establish and sustain successful CBBEa. instance, a participatory assessment
conducted by Concern (an international Non-GovemaieOrganization (NGO)), on a rural
development project in Bangladesh two years afii@se out, revealed that only 30% of the
CBOs supported were still active. The rest werkegitnalfunctioning or had dissolved and
even those that were still active had financialbpgms (Datta, 2007). Similarly, a study
conducted by the Food and Agriculture Organizafe®O) in Zimbabwe reported that in the
preceding years, there had been an increasing nurhbsled community irrigation schemes
resulting from minor technical problems that CBQ@aild have solved (Hanyani-Mlambo,
2002).

Various explanations have been advanced for thigtsdn. Uganda Collective Marketing
Network (UCOMNET) and the Kenya Collective Marketilssociation (KCMA) (2010)
blamed a rush to form CBOs for the sole purposscoéssing services, often disregarding the
need to build the capacities of their members to them effectively. Hanyani-Mlambo
(2002), Lyon (2003) and Datta (2007) alluded toepahdency mentality on the part of the
CBOs. Datta (2007) and Lyon (2003) also observeat th major contributing factor is
internal issues such as poor leadership, poor gralesigns and lack of trust within the
CBOs. Mansuri and Rao (2003) attributed the tremcpadorly executed jobs by project
implementers who they claim are often inadequéteiyed and inexperienced. On the other
hand, Hoggett and Miller (2000) asserted that tbglett of the CBOs' social aspects and
“adoption of approaches that under-emphasize tieplexity of social systems and over-

emphasize the malleability of human groups” by tigwaent workers is what ails CBOs.

CBOs are essential instruments for poverty allemiind empowerment of the poor. They
facilitate mobilization of resources for meaningftonomic projects and provide their

members with a platform for articulating their derda on the broader political and economic



systems (Korten, 1980; Opare 2007). For this reademelopment donors have adopted
policies that promote poverty alleviation activtiearried out through CBOs (Kanyinga &
Mitullah, 2007; Mansuri and Rao, 2003). In turn NBovernmental Organizations (NGOSs)
have been increasingly engaged with CBOs as erdmtg for their development work.
Improving the success rate of CBOs is thereforatwfost importance as they are at the core
of the participatory development agenda which srumental in the pursuit of millennium
development goals (MDGs) (Karl, 2000; Narayan, 3999

1.2. Evolution of Community-Based Organizations

Cooperative practices are an integral part of memyures all over the world and have
existed for centuries (Parnell, 2001). Forms ofpawation can be traced back to the early
humankind who moved in groups during hunting anthgang. Individuals had to cooperate
with others for their own security and survival.efé is evidence that forms of modern-day
CBOs date back to the mid-eighteenth century duttiegAmerican Civil War when charity
groups were formed to assist individuals that heenbdisplaced, disabled, or impoverished
by the war (Fisher, 2002).

For traditional African societies, cooperation reea around collective land ownership and
use (Gakou, 1987). African communities are belieteedave engaged in collective food
production for their subsistence in the precolor@ed (Ndege, 2009). In the subsequent
period, colonial governments allowed the formatdrinformal community organizations as
long as they did not engage in politics (Ochier@)7). Such community-based organizing

efforts were however amorphous and poorly docungente

It was in the 1960s during the post-colonial petioak the concept of community organizing
flourished in Kenya having been incorporated in tieional planning. The ‘Harambee’
motto promoted by the post-independence governmpkayed a huge role in entrenching
them (Wanyama, 2003). ‘Harambee’ meaning pullirgetber encouraged collective actions
at grass root level to improve communities' welfaagher than relying solely on the

government.



Community organizing efforts all over the world eaed a major boost in 1990s when
development actors made the decision to shift fto;mdown development approaches to
community based and community driven developmerdar®iri & Rao, 2003). At the same
time, citing poor economic management and govemanc governments of developing

countries, donors shifted their attention incregsifunding to Non-Governmental

Organizations (NGOSs). Increased donor disbursemimtsigh NGOs in turn led to the

mushrooming of CBOs as which were used as thely guaint for development work at the

grassroots (Kanyinga & Mitullah, 2007).

According to Wanyama (2006) there were 300,000 CB€rsstered at the Ministry of
Gender, Sports and Culture’s Department of Soaali€es in Kenya a decade ago. Due to
the nature of records, the number of CBOs regidtesith the Ministry of Gender and Social
Development at the time of the study could not &ieved. Although a large number of
formal CBOs are registered with the Ministry of @enand Social Development, the vast
majority of community level organizations are irctfaelf-help groups that rely on cultural
practice and peer pressure to govern their funstigtarnell, 2001). CBOs in Kenya are
involved in a wide range of activities includingome generation, asset building, commodity
marketing, and social/cultural functions and atermflominated by women. (Cappock, D. L.,
Desta, S., Wako, A., Aden, |., Gebru, G., Terezaefal., 2005).

1.3. Statement of the Problem

NGOs often work through CBOs in delivering devel@mninterventions. CBOs are then left
to manage common assets after project closure.riéans that the longevity of the CBOs is
crucial to the sustainability of the project outeesn However, while many examples of
CBOs that have continued to be successful ex&graficant number appear to collapse once
external assistance is withdrawn (Korten 1980; Bayy1999; Lyon, 2003; Datta, 2007). This
inevitably leads to wastage of resources and drsgas participation in these kinds of

associations.

According to Emmaculate Musya (personal commurocatMarch 11, 2012), residents of
Kibera informal settlements blame the high inciderd failure among externally funded

CBOs on poor guidance by development workers a&sualtrof poor understanding of group



dynamics. This assertion is corroborated by De éfe§g011) who based on a case study of
CBOs in Kibera Informal settlements, concluded thak of contextual knowledge among

development actors caused demotivation and comfliCBOs.

Hope of Action HIV&AIDs Group is an example of atpotially well performing CBO that

was on the verge of collapse as a result of thepirepriate approach of their funders. The 35
member CBO involved in modeling of clay flower pbtames their situation on two reasons.
Firstly, poor choice of a leader (because she veasepved to possess fund mobilization
skills) and secondly, poor communication by thamders who only discussed proposals with
their leaders and a few members leading to lackasfsparency and eventually fraud by
some members. Kibera Silanga Ushirika Associatid8|JA) which is largely recognized as

successful on the other hand attributes its sucteesseveral factors including trust and
transparency, visionary leadership, clear groupsiubperation as a joint enterprise in which

all members have equal shares, and a limited $i28 members.

The above mentioned views imply that some keyhaiteis emanating from CBOSs’ structures
and processes are important for their sustaingbifior CBOs to be sustainable, they must be
both productive and cohesive (Hoggett & Miller, BDOThe issue of productivity has been

extensively researched and is often the focus aftM&O capacity building programs. On

the other hand, a similar level of attention hasb®®n given to the cohesion issue (Hoggett
& Miller, 2000). In line with the views expresseldawve, available literature on cohesiveness
of groups points towards some internal factors ttemt be considered to contribute to

cohesiveness of CBOs or lack thereof. However,stingies have been conceptualized in
many different ways and refer to diverse forms miugs making it difficult to apply the

findings to practical CBO situations.

Focusing on CBOs involved in income generatingvéeds (IGAs) in Kibera informal
settlements, this study sought to answer the cquesto what extent do internal factors

influence the cohesiveness of CBOs?



1.4. Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to explore the extenthich internal factors influence the

cohesiveness of Community Based Organizations et Informal Settlements.

1.5. Objectives

The objectives of the study were;
I.  To examine the relationship between the size of €B their cohesiveness
ii.  To evaluate the association between membershipsitiye@and cohesiveness of CBOs
iii. To assess the influence of the nature of proje¢hertohesiveness of CBOs
iv.  To analyse how the nature of leadership affectdtesiveness of CBOs

v. To review the effect of communication patterns lom ¢ohesiveness of CBOs

1.6. Research Questions

The study sought to answer the following reseat@stjons;
I.  What is the relationship between the size of CB@ktheir cohesiveness?
ii. Is membership diversity associated with the coleesgs of CBOs?
iii.  Does the nature of project influence the cohesisgné CBOs?
iv.  How does the nature of leadership affect the cobasiss of CBOs?

v. What is the effect of communication patterns ondbleesiveness of CBOs?

1.7.  Significance of the Study

The results of this study have both theoretical prattical implications for the future of
funded CBOs. The study sought to contribute to dieeussion on the social issues that

should be considered by development actors duresigd and implementation of projects



among CBOs. As a result, it was expected to egeyeldpment actors with the relevant
knowledge to foster cohesion of the supported CBgasticularly in the Kenyan informal
settlements. Besides, it was anticipated that arméthi the findings of this study,
development actors would be equipped to identify ®BOs with higher potential for
sustainability for support. In return, it was hogkdt such efforts would increasingly result in

stronger, more vibrant and sustainable CBOs wortarigprove their livelihoods.

Theoretically, the study was expected to servesasiece of information to researchers in the

field of project management.

1.8. Delimitation of the Study

This study focused on Kibera Informal Settlementere unemployment is high particularly
in the slum areas and reports indicate daily steufmy survival by the majority of residents.
For this reason, CBOs are an important lifeline tfawse wishing to improve their living

conditions. This also makes Kibera a common destimdor both governmental and non-
governmental organizations with poverty alleviatgmals which channel their funds through

CBOs (either existing or newly formed).

Secondly, while CBOs may take on different agendagiing from advocacy to political to
social welfare; this study limited itself to CBQs1ined for the purposes of generating income

from collective projects.

Finally, this study limited itself to only those registered with the Ministry of Gender

and Social Development at the time of the study.

1.9. Limitations of the Study

Data collection was done through group and indi@idguestionnaires administered in a
group setting. As the knowledge of English amorgréspondents was expected to be poor,
questions were in some cases translated to Kiswalhiis possible that the loss of meaning

arising from the translation may have led to bias.



While it would have been most desirable to esthhbiiee cause-effect relationship between
both internal and external factors and the cohesise of CBOs, this was not possible given
the limited timeframe and the cost of carrying suth a study. This study was therefore
limited to investigating the associations betweesleded internal factors and the

cohesiveness of CBOs.

1.10. Assumptions of the Study

The study assumed that respondents provided reli@sponses regarding their knowledge

and opinions on the CBOs they belonged to.

1.11. Definitions of Significant Terms

a) Community-Based Organizations (CBOSs)

The term Community-Based Organizations denotes| |deael groups of individuals
emerging from the grassroots and rooted in locahranities that aim at improving their
living conditions and economic welfare combiningithefforts in order to benefit from the
economies of scale. By pooling their capital, lab@md other resources, members are able to
carry out profitable activities, which, if undertakby the individual, would involve greater
risk and effort. Unlike self-help groups, the te@BOs refers to community groups that have
been formalized through registration with releviamtlies. For the purpose of this study, only
CBOs that are registered with the Ministry of Gended Social Development were

considered.

b) Cohesiveness

Cohesiveness refers to the degree of gelling of lpeemin a group. That is, the extent to
which a group operates as a single unit as wehadikelihood that members will continue

to be part of the group in future.



1.12. Organisation of the study

Chapter one of this study introduced the subjeqbroyiding the background and describing
the specific problem to be addressed. The purpbésheostudy, research objectives and
research questions were outlined and the scopeeadtudy clarified. Significant terms used

in the study were also defined.

This section is followed by chapter two in whicHerant literature associated with the
research problem and objectives is presented. Tihpter includes firstly, an overview of
Kibera Informal Settlements where the study too#cel Secondly, the linkage between
external funding and reduced sustainability of CB®®xpounded to support the problem
statement. Thirdly, secondary data review of setkcfactors whose influence on
cohesiveness of CBOs is to be studied is presamddastly empirical studies on the subject

are presented.

In Chapter three, the methodology and procedured t data collection and analysis are
presented. The chapter begins with the researdgrdesich is followed by a description of
the target population and the sampling design. Ta¢a collection instruments and
procedures are then presented. Then the data snptgsedure and measurement scales for

variables. The chapter ends with the operationfitiens of variables.

Chapter four comprises of the presentation andpreéation of results. In the chapter, the
response rate is first discussed then study firmdiog each variable are presented and

interpreted.

Lastly, Chapter five contains a summary and digoussf the findings, conclusions and
recommendations made. Findings are summarized thscussed for each objective.
Conclusions are then presented and recommendatiaae are listed. Finally, areas for

further research are suggested.



CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. Introduction

This chapter is organized into eight sections. Tigt section is a description Kibera
Informal Settlements. This is followed by evideniieking external assistance to the
sustainability of CBOs. Third is an analysis of t@nstruct of group cohesion. Fourth, a
review of existing studies on the influence of intd factors on the cohesiveness of groups in
general. Gaps in literature on factors influencthg cohesiveness of CBOs and existing
studies linking selected internal factors to the@renance and/or sustainability of CBOs are

then examined. Finally, the theoretical and cong@drameworks are presented.

2.2. Kibera Informal Settlements

Kibera is one of the largest clusters of informettlements in Kenya. The settlements are
situated 5 km from the Nairobi central businesgridisand comprise of 14 widely recognized

villages namely: Kianda, Olympic, Soweto West, Geltera, Raila, Karanja, Kisumu Ndogo,

Makina, Kambi Muru, Mashimoni, Lindi, Laini Sabailé®iga and Soweto East (Mutisya &

Yarime, 2011). The area covered by Kibera Infor@attlements is illustrated in Appendix

D.

The population of Kibera cannot be said with cetiai Researchers have come up with
various figures ranging from 200,000 to 950,000eblasn different methodologies (Mutisya
& Yarime, 2011; Desgroppes & Taupin, 2011). Ther&owever general consensus that the
settlements spanning an area of 250 ha are coabigedensely populated (Mutisya &
Yarime, 2011; Desgroppes & Taupin, 2011; Omamt04,02.

Kibera is multi-ethnic community with most settlem® being heterogeneous, although some
few areas are inhabited by people from one ethmio(Desgroppes & Taupin, 2011). Table

2.1 below shows the estimated distribution of etlgroups in Kibera.



Table2.1
Population of Kibera Informal Settlements by Ethnic Group

Ethnic Group  Proportion

Luo 30%
Kikuyu 20%
Kamba 19%
Luhya 14%
Kalenjin 6%
Others 11%

Umande Trust, 2007.

The age distribution of Kibera residents is rather youthful with majority of the population
faling below 40 years of age and at least half of the population below 20 years. There are
more or less equa proportions of males and females within the population. (Desgroppes &
Taupin, 2011; Omambia, 2010). Appendix E shows the age- gender distribution of Kibera.

There are few government funded schools in Kibera as well as informal schools set up by
CBOs (De Feyter, 2011). About 55% of the residents of Kibera have only basic education
while 10% areilliterate. Table 2.2 shows the level of education reached by the most educated
member of the household.
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Table 2.2
Level of education reached by households in Kibera Informal Settlements

Level of Education Percentage
Primary school 55%
Secondary school 25%
College education 10%
llliterate 10%

Omambia, 2010.

The informal settlements are characterized by a general lack of basic infrastructure and social
amenities. The most significant problems include poor sanitation, poor drainage and lack of
access to clean water. (Mutisya & Yarime, 2011; Amnesty International, 2009). Most
residents of Kibera are in informal employment, with about 45% being self employed or
working for wages (Desgroppes & Taupin, 2011).

There is a wide range of economic activities pursued by residents that are self employed
including selling of vegetables, clothes, food, water, and shop merchandise. Majority of the
residents in informal employment are shopkeepers, drycleaners, watchmen and security
guards (Ondieki & Mbegera, 2009). The average income is estimated to be Kshs 3,977 per
person per month (Desgroppes & Taupin, 2011). Moreover, Kagiri's (2008) report focusing
on one of the settlements states that nearly half (47%) of those with regular monthly income
earn between Kshs 5,000 and Kshs 9,999 while 13% earned between Kshs 10,000 and Kshs
14,999. Only about 8% earned more than Ksh. 15,000.

A huge presence of self-help groups exists in Kibera, most of them unregistered. The actual
number of registered CBOs however could not be retrieved as the method of documentation
at the Ministry of Gender and Social Development does not allow for querying to retrieve
those found in specific areas or working in specific activities. The records however showed
that 1,523 CBOs are found in Langata District in which Kibera Informal Settlements are

found. Majority of these CBOs were in fact found in Kibera.
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At least 60% of the residents of Kibera Informatt®enents belong to one or more CBOs
(Kangaroo and Karaoke 1996). CBOs range from tleaseerned with access to social
services to those involved in income generatiomufmber of NGOs work with the CBOs in
projects aimed at providing social services anchenuic empowerment. (De Feyter, 2011).
However, a thin line separates the two as CBOslwedbin social services provision often
also make some income from them. For example tsodewater kiosks constructed with the
support of NGOs may be managed by CBOs which charége for their use (Zamberia,
2006). Some of the CBOs however, pursue purelyeprgneurial goals such as those
involved in the production and selling of bead warld pottery. Noteworthy, CBOs are often

engaged in more than one activity (De Feyter, 2011)

2.3. External Funding and Sustainability of Community-Based Organizations

There is a high propensity of CBOs assisted by N&Osllapse soon after withdrawal of
aid. This pattern suggests that that external fupdinpacts on the sustainability of CBOs.
The trend is not new. More than three decadestagdate Nobel Peace Prize Laureate Dr.
Wangari Maathai had cautioned that financial suppwrself-help groups often destroyed

their 'positive elements' rather than promotingrti{&/ipper, 1975).

Empirical studies suggest that external assistamadten not successful in improving the
institutional capacity of CBOs but has the potdritanterfere with their structure, processes
and level of cooperation. For example, Molinas @9%und the relationship between
cooperation in CBOs and level of external assigandoe inverted - U shaped meaning that
cooperation increases with the increase in extemsaistance until an optimum following
which it deteriorates. Casey, Glennerster, & Mig(@011) found that although external
assistance improved CBOs' economic welfare, it m@seffective in improving their norms
or collective performance. These corroborate Qug&rKremer’'s (2008) conclusion that
outside funding has very limited effects on theemsgth, internal activity and external

outreach of CBOs, but changed memberships andrid@ds of CBOs.
Changes in membership may be such as increaseeimsd or composition created by a pull

factor due to the secured external assistanceeoptbsence of new players (aid workers)

influencing decision-making within the groups. Chas in size and composition complicate
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the management of groups as larger heterogeneaugpgrare more difficult to manage
(Salifu, Francesconi, & Shashidhara, 2010). As ineet by De Feyter (2011) the presence
of new players may erode cohesion by complicatimgrnal mechanisms of the CBOs for

enforcing agreements, commitments and formal fialegoverning relationships.

External assistance can also impact negativelyhenGBOs processes such as leadership.
Naturally forming CBOs often have natural leadersoware usually the mobilizers and
visionaries. While they may be motivated and infiied, they often lack the necessary skills
to move the CBO beyond the initial phases into neffiient cooperatives envisioned by
development actors (Parnell, 2001; Salifu et @1®. Scholars have found evidence that
groups were more likely to change leadership optinglect men and better educated women
to leadership roles after securing external assst§Gugerty & Kremer, 2008; Datta, 2007).
The new leaders may lack the charisma to keepringpgogether. In some cases, they may
be motivated by the potential benefits accruingrfitbe external assistance and may not have
the willingness to continue devoting their time gmup activities without compensation

beyond the project period (Datta, 2007).

Moreover, capital injection and technology suppaffered as part of external assistance to
boost the CBOs’ activities often requires more Barron the part of their members thus
placing new demands on them. In addition, becafiieeir high value, capital inputs almost
always require sharing by CBO members. Propertycamtrol rights thus becomes a thorny
issue with the potential to fuel internal confli¢karantininis & Zago, 2001). CBOs may be
transformed into joint enterprises either to sahis problem or by design (Lyon, 2003). This
situation also complicates the CBQO'’s functioningrdmn ‘equity principles’ prevail, there is
a high likelihood of free rider problems with thetential to stir up ‘social tensions’ (Salifu
et al., 2010).

Furthermore, external assistance enables growttCBOs by facilitating growth and
expansion of existing undertakings; or supportimg éstablishment of new ones. As a result,
where basic business skills were previously adequmore sophisticated business skills will
be required. Hence, the skills of members needdw gvith the business if it is to succeed.
In some cases, where the enterprise grows beyamdcdpacity of CBO members, they
employ managers who provide the required businé&dls gParnell, 2001). This new

arrangement may present another problem as groupbars may not have the requisite
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skills to oversee and direct the managers oncaitheiorkers leave the scene. This has been
found to create problems. ‘Sometimes, member-lsad@isunderstand the the nature of
democratic control and retain functions that shdadchanded over to professional managers

resulting in confusion of roles’ (Parnell, 2001).

Access to increased inputs and subsidies alsohieapdtential to perpetuate corruption and
conflicts and thus eroding cohesion. An evaluattwmmissioned by Concern for their
project in Bangladesh found that corruption andpraadtice by both members and leaders
contributed to disbanding of CBOs following the phaout of the project (Datta, 2007).
Besides, CBOs draw populations from the same neigiioods meaning that their group
persona is not clearly detached from their priviaes. As a consequence, ‘any disagreement
about a rule or a decision is bound to spill oveo ithe sphere of private relations and to
generate personal antagonisms’ (Platteau, 20065 iflakes CBOs more susceptible to

disintegration due to personal conflicts.

2.4. The Construct of Group Cohesion

The construct of group cohesion is a subject tlsst ¢aptured the attention of numerous
scholars from diverse fields of study concernedhsinall groups (Brawley & Carron, 2000).
This interest has resulted in a wealth of researctthe subject. In management practice,
group cohesiveness has increasingly gained impz®tas it is believed to promote harmony
within teams (Shermerhorn, 2002). Previous studiese linked cohesion with better
performance, effectiveness and productivity of workups making it an area of interest for

project managers (Langfield & Shanley, 1997; CaSayapbell & Martens, 2009).

However, despite the extensive research on thesubf group cohesiveness, there is still no
consensus among scholars on how to conceptualideraasure it (Carless & De Paola,
2000; Casey-Campbell & Martens, 2009; Friedkin, 00Numerous definitions of
cohesiveness adopted by researchers over timeeiewdd to have influenced the diverse
ways in which cohesion has been conceptualizedefE@ampbell & Martens, 2009). In the
past, cohesiveness was generally operationalizedtr@stion to the group and was assessed
by asking members how much they liked one anothéow long they wanted to stay in the

group (Carless & De Paola, 2000). Scholars now eagha&t cohesion is not a unitary
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construct, although there is still no agreemenhow it should be measured (Carless & De
Paola). In a review of research on cohesion owetabt decades Casey-Campbell & Martens
(2009) concurred with Friedkin (2004) in statingttliesearchers may adopt any definition
for cohesion, providing it is clear and accompartgda logical analysis. They also agreed
with Dion (2000) in noting that emphasis shouldpug on ensuring that measurement and
treatment of cohesion data matched the theoretefatition of cohesion adopted rather than

how it was defined.

As previously stated, earlier research on cohess®nof groups treated it as a one-
dimensional construct. Over the past decades, théesv has been traded for a
multidimensional view of cohesion with researchacseasingly making distinction between
various forms of cohesion (Carless & De Paola, 2000his differentiation is important
because some studies indicate that the differemémisions of cohesion may not be correlated
and that the different constructs of cohesion Hdifferent implications for groups (Carless &
De Paola, 2000; Brawley & Carron, 2000). Most relgensimplified two-dimensional
models have been used by researchers to operammgabup cohesion (Casey-Campbell &
Martens, 2009).

Carless & De Paola (2000) outlines the two keyimtisibns to be made when defining group
cohesiveness in the two dimensional model. Fits¢ret is the distinction between the
individual and the group. The individual aspect aafhesion refers to the individual's
attraction to the group, that is, the extent tookhihe individual wants to be accepted by
group members and remains in the group. The grepect on the other hand, refers to group
integration which is the degree of closeness, anityl, and unity within the group. Second is
the distinction between task cohesion and socilesion. Task cohesion which may be
operationalized as members’ commitment to the tesklated to the members’ motivation
towards achieving the organization’s goals andaibjes. In contrast, social cohesion which
is related to interpersonal attraction is relatethe motivation to develop and maintain social
relationships within the group. Four different \amts of cohesion may therefore be
delineated as follows:

a) Individual — Task

b) Individual — Social

c) Group — Task

d) Group — Social
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This project is primarily concerned with the indiual — social construct which is related to
the inclination of the individual to remain in tiggoup and to develop and maintain social

relationships within the group.

2.5. Factors that Influence the Cohesiveness of Groups

Every group has certain features that define iesehfeatures characterize the operational
context which sets stage for the group’s perforrean€he cohesiveness of a group is more
likely a function of many of its features and ashwimany social science concepts, the
variables are fluid and difficult to grasp. While i obvious that there are many more
contributing factors beyond the scope of this stuldg following have been considered due

to their frequent mention in literature relatedte subject.

a) Group size

Scholars generally agree that varying the numbgeople in a group directly impacts on the
group’s cohesion. A study conducted by Wheelan $20fbncluded that dissatisfaction

increased as group size increased implying thag¢sioh reduced with increase in size. This
finding corroborated Mullen and Copper’s (1994)dstaonducted on a wide cross-section of
groups which concluded that cohesiveness was gr@asenaller groups. Mullen and Copper
(1994) further attributed the trend to the notidrsacial loafing which refers to the tendency
of individuals to exert less effort when working & group. Similarly, Liden, Wayne,

Jaworsky & Bennett (2004) found larger group sizelse related to increase in social loafing

and therefore decreased cohesiveness.

While social loafing obviously leads to decreasealig level and task cohesion, it has also
been found to be a key contributor to reduced iddai level and social cohesion. If an
individual perceives social loafing by another grauember, he or she may either react by
exerting more effort, if he/she perceives the dijecto be of utmost importance (Liden et
al., 2004), or by withholding effort as an act abtest (Gary, 1996). Both reactions have

negative implications for individual level and saicicohesiveness as individuals may

16



experience a reduced sense of group unity or gt 6f exerting for the sake of the group

and leave.

Larger groups have also been associated with tidetey to form cliques (Cook & Keith,

2003). While formation of cliques is actually thémigo be a sign of cohesion, destructive
cliques can lead to alienation of outsiders thasliag inter-clique cohesion. Moreover, both
task and relationship conflict have been foundddlgher in larger groups than in smaller
ones (Doherty, Harman, & Kerwin, 2011). According ltevine and Moreland (1990),

members of larger groups were less satisfied witlug membership, participated less often
in group activities, and were less likely to co@terwith one another. Misconduct was
believed to proliferate in larger groups, which watsributed to increased feelings of
anonymity and decreased self-awareness as the gmlapged. This could explain the
increased occurrence of conflict. The feeling cdraimity may also increase the perception
of dispensability resulting in reduced motivatiake(r & Bruun, 1983). Communication

patterns in larger groups were also thought toaedbe feeling of being heard thus giving
rise to the perception of dispensability (Fay, Gdsr& Carletta, 2000). Noteworthy, where
every individual's output counts, group size waanfb to have reduced effect on the

perception of dispensability (Kerr & Bruun, 1983).

While there is an abundance of literature concemid the link between group size and
cohesiveness of groups. Most of the studies vagumale use of the terms large and small
without defining what might be considered a large small group. Few studies have
attempted to define the small, medium or large gsobut this is limited to their specific

context. For example, Wheelan, (2009) focused opl@yee work groups and thus classified
groups with three to six members as small and tlvasle eleven or more members are
classified as large. In another instance, Bonac8iyre, Kahan, & Meeker (1976) used
temporary groups of three, six and nine studentprtwe the hypothesis that a positive
relationship exists between group size and cooperatplying that groups of three were

considered small while groups of nine were considdo be large. Fay et al. (2000) on the
other hand, compared communication differencesraums of five and ten people. These
studies certainly shed some light on the relevapicéhe group size to group cohesion.
However, the possibility to apply the categoriesduto decide on the optimal group size of
CBOs whose significance relies heavily on the nuntbat contributed to them is limited. It

was therefore thought that context specific stufliesising on CBOs would further enrich
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this theory. As part of this study the relationshigtween group size and cohesiveness was

sought with a view to infer the optimum size of ARin Kibera.

b) Membership Diversity

In the words of Varughese & Ostrom (2001), memioérgroups can differ along a diversity
of dimensions including their socio-cultural baakgnds, interests and endowments; and
each dimension may operate differently under aetyanf circumstances. While this diversity
may be beneficial by bringing in an assortment wdéwledge, skills and ideas, it may also
reduce team cohesion, complicate team interactamd,thereby, frustrate or alienate team

members (Gevers & Peeters, 2009).

Previous findings in favor of homogeneity of groupsre best summed up by Bandiera,
Barankay & Rasul (2005) who concluded that hetemegg along caste, religious or ethnic
lines is correlated with lower contributions, higlextraction levels and poorer maintenance
of common resources. On socio-economic heterogentiey found that the effect was
similar to the extent to which inequality generathstinct group identities. Similar views
were held by Sampson, Raudenbush, & Earls (199@)Ramtney & Berry (1997) in their
findings that the more effective neighborhood asdgmmns were the ones that are less
stratified. The level of income was particularlyimted out by Sampson et al. as one such
form of stratification. Sampson et al.’s views wegoported by Shanmugaratnam (1996)
who found that that sustainable management of cammesources was more difficult to
achieve in a community with highly uneven wealtktabution than in one with a relatively
even distribution of wealth. These findings impghat social loafing and free riding are likely

to be more pronounced in heterogeneous groupdsrif@amogeneous ones.

Several reasons have been advanced to supportfthdseys. Miguel & Gurgerty (2005)
suggested that social heterogeneity might makardédr to develop institutional frameworks
to effectively govern across the different strafecording to Esteban & Ray (2001)
heterogeneous groups may find it difficult to defcommon interests due to their different
wants which may affect cooperation. Vigdor (2008} 8anerjee, lyer & Somathan (2004)
offered that members of heterogeneous groups nilay fagree on operational issues such as

how to share proceeds, or some members may undeth@meeds of their fellow members.
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Furthermore, Levine & Moreland (1990) reported theatiability in age and sex also had the
potential to undermine cohesion. They went on tolar that age diversity was thought to
increase conflict in work groups because of diffiees in training and experience. On the
other hand, sex diversity was thought to emphasizeroles. This was believed to lead to
members adopting those roles either through persth@ce or the process of behavior
conformation resulting in feelings of social isaat role entrapment and powerlessness thus

eroding cohesion.

Divergent views were however held by Varughese &r@s (2001) who asserted that
heterogeneities did not determine the success ldctive action; but only affected the
'structure of constitutional and collective chol@silable to the members. They went on to
say that successful groups were those that overcstnessful heterogeneities through
appropriate institutional arrangements. SimilafBandiera et al. (2005) found that in
instances where members invested assets in the gnamject, the effect of membership
diversity depended on the shareholding arrangenigmdt is to say, where returns were
proportional to the capital invested by the indiati socio-economic heterogeneity could be

beneficial.

While there is a range of literature that eluciddte strain caused by heterogeneity on
relationships in a group setting, it refers to dbeeforms of groups in diverse settings. The
applicability of these findings to voluntary CBOsncerned with income generation can be
argued. A few scholars have observed the effebetdrogeneity may vary depending on the
nature of benefit being sought and the way in whicé group is organized. This was
believed to be more likely the case for CBOs. Muegpbased on findings, Stolle (1998, as
cited in Krishna & Shrader, 1999) appreciated tmahposition of membership may be more
valuable in some areas communities than others. ddlled for context specific research on

the attribute prior to embracing or shunning it.

c) Nature of Task

Even when groups pursue similar goals, the taskenpeed to achieve them may differ in a
variety of aspects including autonomy, requirediskstructure, demands in terms of time,
difficulty, and work schedule among others (Srig&a & Sinha, 2011). This variation has

consequences for group outcomes. For instancegeblan critical task attributes have been
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found to influence group productivity (Levine anaiMland, 1990). Existing literature on the
nature of task however, tends to focus on its aqunsece for group performance rather than
group cohesiveness. For the purpose of this stiadk structure, task difficulty and skills
variety are examined in relation to group cohesdgsnas they are most applicable to a CBO
setting.

Group tasks may be designed to be highly interddgenso that they have to be executed
jointly or with low interdependence such that theup outcome is basically the sum of
individual contributions (Aube & Rousseau, 2005jK& Soergel, 2005). According to
Wageman (1995) groups were found to perform begtinwtheir tasks and outcomes were
either purely interdependent or purely independelybrid groups were found to perform
poorly and had low member satisfaction. In contrasten et al. (2004) associated high task
interdependence with increased social loafing doe the perception that personal
contributions are likely to go unrecognized in suchses. Given that when task
interdependence is high, the performance of one beernmpacts more on fellow group
members (Liden et al.), social loafing is also moiceable when there is high task
interdependence. A relationship between task iefmddence and cohesion can therefore be

expected although this appears not to have begondrdly pursued by scholars.

With regard to task difficulty, existing literatureuggests that more complex tasks are
associated increased cohesiveness (Man & Lam, 2008% is attributed to increased
communication and interaction required to pulltbi complex task. Besides, motivation and
satisfaction have been reported to be higher whdividuals are performing complex and
challenging tasks (Srivastava & Sinha, 2011; AbbBtiyd, & Miles, 2006). As found by
Baron, Brunsman, & Vandello (1996) individuals ane®re likely to look to other group
members’ opinions for information and guidance ithare difficult the decision to be made
was. In addition, the group members (including ldaer) were found to be more likely to
conform to other members’ opinions when they lacketlear answer, and would also feel
more confident in their choice if there was grogmsensus. All of the above suggest that a

positively cooperative group environment can beessed with complex group tasks.

In an ideal task oriented group, the members decteel based on the task characteristics
such that their combined skills can cover the negliskill profile (Lusk, Sperber, & Wolff,

2004). This serves to facilitate role division thu®moting the effectiveness of the group.
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However, spontaneously formed groups do not hageativantage. In such groups, members
can be expected to adopt specific roles throughuatigelf-discovery and understanding to
see who is most suited to each of the roles (SuRfeflly, 2006). When a group’s set of skills
is inadequate for the task at hand there is nesgdk for support externally (Austin, 2003).
This has the potential to introduce new dynamiegmithat there is some loss of control and

the external relationship has to be managed.

Although the above findings shed some light onridationship between the nature of task
and cohesiveness, their corresponding studies pre@ominantly conducted in the office

environment and therefore mostly relate to employgeens. Due to the differences in the
expected benefits, the factors that motivate engaeyare different from those that motivate
entrepreneurial groups. Consequently, the extemthich these findings can be generalized
to other forms of groups remains unclear. Besidgsidies on the effect of task

interdependency on cohesion are rare; and thelgcksof consistency between Wageman

(1995) and Liden et al. (2004) as regards how padioce varies with task interdependency.

d) Nature of Leadership

The leadership of a group has been found to beeaztgonsequence to members drive and
its cohesiveness (Ho & Raman, 1991). As a mattdéaaifCarron (1982) and Parnell (2001)
identified leadership as one most important deteami of cohesion. This was not
unexpected as earlier studies had found the mesepce of a leader to be associated with
greater cohesiveness (Shelley, 1960). Still, thegyeed legitimacy of the leader has the
potential to greatly affect the leaders’ authofltycas & Lovaglia, 1998) and perceptions of
competence (Kane, Zaccaro, Tremble & Masuda, 28068)thus his or her level of influence
on the group. Legitimate leaders are often eleotedppointed however, leaders emerging
naturally due to factors like perceived contribatiparticipation rate or seniority may also be
accepted as legitimate (Shelley, 1960). While tbenrmon advice is to provide frequent
opportunities for change of leadership such aslaeglections, evidence linking frequent

change of leadership to performance or cohesivesfeg®ups could not be found.

Further, the nature of the group leader is assetiatith varying degrees of cohesiveness.
Available literature makes a distinction betweemsformational leadership and transactional

leadership. Transformational leadership is assediatith charismatic leaders. These are
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inspirational leaders that are able to motivatér tfalowers to work hard towards a shared
vision. Given that transformational leaders infleermndividual perceptions of group potency
they are believed to inspire higher levels of gmahmitment and thus cohesion (Whiteoak,
2007). In contrast, transactional leadership dir¢lee efforts of members through allocation
of tasks, provision of rewards and establishmendtnfctures to achieve the organization’s
objectives (Schermerhorn, 2002).

Despite the fact that most literature on the subjsttongly favors transformational
leadership, this study considers that it may besiptes for transactional leadership that is
focused in achieving the goals of the group to gereincreased cohesion as a result of good
task performance. This proposition is based onipusvfindings indicating the existence of a
causal relationship between performance and codmesss. These are best summed up by
Casey-Campbell (2008) who explained that a cohespiml may exist when changes in
performance and cohesion consistently build upah ether in either a positive or negative
direction. Besides, the possibility that leaderssidered as charismatic could be less
effective in pursuing the organization’s goal ahdst harmful to the CBO cannot be ignored
(Howell & Avolio, 1992). Although such charismatieaders may start out with very
cohesive groups, these are likely to disintegrateeocthe members realize that the gains
promised are not forthcoming.

The impact of leadership styles on cohesion mayp atsult from the decision making

procedures. Noteworthy, Gardner, Shields, Lighted@meier & Bostrom (1997) found

democratic behavior and avoidance of autocratiGsg@emaking to be associated with task
cohesiveness but their findings on its relationshiph social cohesiveness were less
conclusive. According to Ho & Raman (1991), coresile leadership would only yield more

satisfaction if its members were highly committedthie group and its goals. Besides, other
than being of better quality having been based margety information sources, decisions
made with the participation of members have beamdoto have higher acceptance as
participants understand them better and therefemmrme more committed to the process
(Schermerhorn, 2002). The above imply that a ppetory approach to decision making is
likely to be associated with social cohesivenesSBOs. Further investigation is therefore

required to ascertain the relationship.
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Finally, the ability to generate feelings of trustthe leadership also has the potential to
impact on a group’s outcome (Fine & Holyfield, 19%6ssan & Ahmed, 2011). Although
little attention has been given to role of trusinfiuencing the members’ behavior (Hassan &
Ahmed, 2011), it has been found that members &adylito put more effort towards a
collective objective when they trust the leader &igl or her intentions (Dirks & Ferrin,
2002). On the other hand, a lower level of truss wasociated with reduced inclination to
accept the leader's visions and values (GrojeasicReDickson & Smith, 2004). According
to Hassan & Ahmed (2011), leadership is considdrastworthy based on leadership’s
conduct, integrity, use of control, ability to commcate, and ability to express interest in

members.

e) Communication Patterns

Pavitt & Curtis (1998) indicated that constructemmunication and interaction is one of
the ways to increase the cohesiveness of a groeyw. dther studies link communication
directly to development or maintenance of cohesiom group (Frey, Gouran, & Poole,
1999). The amount of communication among membera gfoup has nevertheless been
found to have a positive effect on the level of mam@tion and trust among its members
(Jensen, Farnham, Drucker, & Kollock, 2000; Balli2®10). Moreover, the folk theorem
suggests that repeated interaction between the aliveduals might increase the likelihood
of sustained cooperation in equilibrium (Riley & Wéty, 2003). Given that cooperation and
trust have been found to be antecedents of cohesigmoups (Anshel & Kipper, 1988) it can
be assumed that an association between the amdurdoramunication and group

cohesiveness is implied.

Other than the quantity, communication in groupiisgé may also differ in quality. Effective
group communication processes are believed totledigher levels of member satisfaction
which has implications for cohesiveness (OetzeD1200ne of the ways of defining the
communication processes of a group is by its conication network. The type of
communication network adopted has been consistémilyd to impact on the performance of
groups (Katz, Lazer, Arrow, & Contractor, 2004) sRarchers generally agree that for groups
pursuing complex tasks, performance is better wdtnmunication is decentralized, while
for those pursuing simple tasks centralized compaiiin leads to better performance
(Brass, Galaskiewicz, Greve, & Tsai, 2004; Schehmer, 2002; Katz et al., 2004). Despite
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the fact that the link between communication nekwand task performance has received a
lot of attention by researchers, studies linkingnomunication networks to group cohesion
could not be found. Jensen (2003) however indicdtatimorale and motivation was higher
in groups where communication was decentralizechlse members did not feel left out.
This can be taken to suggest a positive relatignbleiween decentralized communication
patterns and the cohesiveness of groups. Howeween ghat most of the research on
communication networks was carried out with tempogaoups in laboratory conditions and
characterization of complexity varied from studystody, the application of this finding to

practical situations is challenging.

Like most group attributes, communication in groeps be either task related or relational
(Frey, Gouran, & Poole, 1999). In a group settingth task communication and relational
communication exist to varying degrees of quandéid quality (Frey et al.). While task
communication was discussed above, it is the oglaticommunication that has the higher
potential to affect a groups’ cohesiveness (Oef@01). Yet most literature has focused on
task communication and not sufficiently on relaibcommunication. Frey et al. (1999)

recommended follow up studies on relational aspefct®mmunication.

Furthermore, both task and relational communicatixisting in a group can either be formal
or informal. With regard to formal communicatiompgps that interact openly and in which
members ask questions or are free to disagree haee found to be more cohesive
(Bormann, 1990). This is because such opportunitieshare information and express
feelings about groups’ tasks and performance witiero members enhance feelings of
cooperation (Elias, Johnson, & Fortman, 1989). Mwee, when communication is open,
arguments are common. On the positive side, thage been found to contribute to a higher
level of satisfaction and sense of group cohesipthb argumentative members (Anderson,
& Martin, 1999). On the other hand, members tha maot skilled in presenting their
arguments may take on verbal aggressiveness whaghhave negative implications for the
sense of cohesiveness (lbid.). The communicatidtureuof the members of the group
therefore greatly influences the approach that dibel most effective if cohesiveness is to be
promoted. Jehn (1997) argued that groups with gpenp norms around communication
were less likely to experience explosive confli¢e also noted that even task related conflict
has the potential to transform to relational canflvith damaging effects on social bonds. For

instance, when group members cannot agree on d&etled issues they may begin to dislike
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each other and personalize the conflict (Jehn)k ifitplication of increase in conflict of non-

explosive intensity on group cohesion was howewediscussed.

Informal communication has been found to be padity useful in supporting the social
functions of a group (Kraut, Fish, Root, & Chalfer002; Oh, Chung, & Labiaca, 2004).
According to Oh, Chung, & Labiaca (2004), infornoatiexchange by members outside the
formal setting has the potential to increase thellef trust between them and provide more
time, opportunity, and motivation to strengthen dmdaden their relationships. This may
translate to closer ties between group membersrargdincreased cohesiveness. On the other
hand, informal communication often includes rumasd gossip which may create
interpersonal conflict through exchange of inactuiaformation and innuendo (Michelson
& Mouly, 2002). As previously mentioned, problentssimg from informal interaction can
easily spill over to influence the functioning dfet groups (Platteau 2006). Oh, Chung, &
Labiaca (2004) suggested that it was actually capndvductive for the functioning of a
group when all its members often congregate inflgnwutside the organization. However,

none of the studies defined the optimum level @drimal interaction.

2.6. Gaps in Literature

In spite of extensive research on the concept besweness of groups, different forms of
groups have been used as subjects of the resd@&ese range from sports teams, to students,
to work groups in organizations. Given the numemitsria for group differentiation such as
size, intimacy, intensity and duration of interanti complexity of the organizational
structure and strength of the psychological bormdsray group members (Gross & Martin,
1952), the findings may not apply to all groups bnly to those with characteristics similar

to the groups studied.

In light of this shortcoming, it was noted that fepecific studies exist on factors affecting
the cohesiveness of CBOs. As a matter of fact, maotd be retrieved during this literature
review. However, some studies on factors affectimg sustainability and performance of
CBOs were encountered. Given that cohesiveness amt@cedent of sustainability, and that

a cyclical relationship exists between cohesiversags performance, four studies linking
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internal factors of CBOs to their performance andlgstainability were reviewed. These are

discussed below.

Lyon (2003) analyzed the factors that allow CBO$¢osustained by looking at a range of
CBOs with the intention to deduce implications fNIGOs and governmental bodies
attempting to support their activities. This was€dahrough a survey carried out in off road
communities in central and Brong Ahafo regions entcal Ghana. The survey was carried
out in villages using semi-structured interviewsl grarticipatory research methods covering
100 CBO members. CBOs interviewed were involvedranious activities including joint
food trading, community crop storage, micro-creditprovement of market infrastructure
and transport. The study observed that for CBQsdxk there must be strong incentives and
individuals must be convinced that they would b&nedividually. Secondly, there should be
reduced risk of cheating which can be achieved hgueng transparency and through
monitoring each other. This may include watchingrkwbeing carried out or transactions
taking place, establishing accounting proceduresd member education. The study also
concluded that management of CBOs becomes more lewmyphen they act as joint
enterprises rather than membership associatioreimgf services to their members. The
former arrangement was not found to be taking pkaept in donor funded projects that
required CBO ownership of resources. The qualityeaidership and their willingness to
sacrifice time and effort for the CBO’s survival svanother factor. Leaders had to be trusted
to represent the CBO and to act as intermediagesden members especially in the event of
disputes for CBOs to be sustainable. Models ofdestdp drawn from traditional institutions
were found to be more effective as leaders coukl the behavior and dispute settling
strategies understood and known by all memberglyLée ability to punish was found to be
important in enforcement of rules especially ingggCBOs. The role of chiefs, peer pressure

and shaming of people were found to be vital.

Datta (2007) also identified some lessons on suebdity by evaluating CBOs from
Concern’s rural development projects in Bangladé@sparticipatory assessment of the CBOs
that had been supported in the projects was coeduato years following the closure of the
program. Members of both the CBOs that were stifiva and those that had disintegrated
were interviewed. Only 32% of the CBOs were stillize. Additionally, those that were still
functioning faced a funding crisis. The study atited the failure of CBOs mainly to lack of

trust and poor leadership with members citing qatfain and malpractice by both leaders and
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members. In addition, poor management of finanetalounts had led to loss of funds and
created mistrust. There were also perceptionswairigsm due to lack of transparency. Most
CBOs exhibited high dependency on external funding the extent that some members had
defected to join other projects after discontimatiof Concern’s support — and on the
presence of Concern staff to moderate their asuitGroup think was evident with members
reluctant to oppose their leaders’ views and sorBOE are reported to have collapsed
following defection of their leaders. Women werpaged to have been marginalized by men
who took over running of the CBOs despite beingefieim number, and went ahead to make
decisions in the absence of the women who werendfted up by various reproductive
responsibilities. Positive attributes associatedhwsuccessful CBOs included strong,
trustworthy and competent leadership; transpargotmation sharing and decision making;
ownership of CBO activities and willingness to tdlk# control of their savings fund which

meant that they had bank accounts, written poliamesmaintained written accounts.

With regard to the effect of internal factors or ferformance of CBOs, Place et al., (2002)
examined the factors behind the success and fafungral CBOs in the highlands of Kenya.
As part of the research, the team considered pedoce of collective action; structural,
procedural and otherwise among other objectivese Tethodology consisted of two
exercises. In the first exercise, 40 CBOs that wekmlved in calliandra tree nursery
production as part of their activities were assgsdehe assessment was done through
monitoring of seedling production and distributiover time as well as by administering a
guestionnaire on CBO characteristics. In additidBl household level interviews were
carried out. The interviews were supplemented lgade-studies. Stratified sampling was
used to identify study sites as it was believed tha focus collective action differed from
site to site based on agricultural potential, dmat &reas with higher agricultural potential
focused more on income generation while those ptonagricultural failures focused on
coping strategies. Areas that had been coveredebglapment actions in the past were
avoided as it was thought that these may haveeantiad the performance of the local CBOs.
87 group level interviews and 442 household inea& were conducted. Group level
information was collected on all CBO activities owbe previous five years. CBOs were
asked to rate whether the completed activities waoeessful or unsuccessful. An empirical
test carried out on the CBO'’s structure and peréoroe found some evidence that the size of
CBO matters. Performance was found to be higheshiddle sized CBOs as opposed to the

smallest or largest ones. The study did not fing @ndence that performance was linked to
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diversity or age of CBO. There were also no cleattgons identified for all other
characteristics considered in the study. The stiidynot assess the CBOs processes such as
leadership qualities, decision making processeswtribution of members but recommended

investigations into these aspects by future studies

Finally, the work of Matthews-Njoku, Angba, & Nwaksi (2009) who evaluated the factors
influencing the performance of CBOs in agricultulavelopment in Imo State, Nigeria was
reviewed. The data used for the study was colleaitiuthe aid of structured questionnaires
administered to 72 randomly selected responderiseirstudy area. Data analysis was done
using frequencies, percentages and ordinary lepstre multiple regressions. In this study,
income, experience, type of agricultural activiyality of leadership and membership size
were found to influence the performance of the CBRIsher the CBOs were found to have
higher levels of involvement in agricultural deyahoent activities and therefore had higher
productivity. Experience was related to age of @O, the higher the age of the CBO the
better it performed. Better performance was alssepoled in CBOs that were involved in
enterprises that were less risky or had a comlonaif enterprises. The quality of leadership
was thought to play a key role in the level of CBi@golvement in agricultural development
activities and therefore their performance. Morep@BOs with more members were found
to be more productive. Based on these findings,sthdy recommended that agricultural
policy makers should take into consideration thentdied socio-economic characteristics of

CBOs that influence their performance.

2.7. Theoretical Framework

The theoretical framework of this study is basedtlom premise that external assistance
impacts on the cohesiveness of CBOs by altering #teuctures and processes and thus

exacerbating existing weaknesses.

The false paradigm model which blames "faulty amappropriate advice provided by well-
meaning but often uninformed, biased, and ethneoiceimternational expert advisers from
developed-country assistance agencies and muttiretidonor organizations" (Smith &
Todaro, 1995) informs the underpinnings of thisdgtuAccording to this theory, complex

solutions offered by experts are often times ngiraypriate for developing countries. This
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shortcoming is attributed to poor understandingnatitutional factors such as the role of
traditional social structures (tribe, caste, clasg] so on.), the highly unequal ownership of
land and other property rights, the disproportieraintrol by local elites over domestic and
international financial assets, and the very unkgoeess to credit (Smith & Tadaro). While
this radically Marxist thinking may not apply tol alevelopment efforts, a compelling
similarity to the case of social workers with liet contextual knowledge working with
CBOs cannot be denied. Aid workers often adopt@augres which, despite making business
sense may impact negatively on the social aspetieo€BOs (De Feyter, 2011).

The structural-functional theory is applied to shitnat external interactions in the form of
external assistance impact on the internal envisorirof the CBOs. Structural functionalism
assumes that society is a system of interdeperghetd that is in equilibrium or balance.

Over time, society has evolved from a simple to plex system with highly specialized

parts. The parts of a society fulfill different wiseor functions of a social system. A basic
consensus on values or a value system holds sdciggéther (Britha, 2005). Interference
with this balance results in disorganization of ispc and adjustments to return to
equilibrium are necessary to resume stability. Tisuthe process of social change. While
functionalists acknowledge that change is sometinmexessary to correct social

dysfunctions, they caution that it must occur sipad that people and institutions have time

adapt to the changes.

This study is based on the above premise and llwddghe way in which external assistance
is administered affects the internal balance of €BDevelopment partners should therefore
be careful not to offset the ‘equilibrium’ of ageid CBOs by the way in which they deliver
aid. Existing mechanisms of co-existence must bdistl carefully and understood prior to
intervention. While capital injection may be ne@gsto boost income generation
investments, external assistance to CBOs shoulddre concerned with improving internal
conditions (O'Keilly, 1973) and more so the soaspect (Hoggett & Miller, 2000).
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2.8.

Conceptual Framework

This study will be guided by the conceptual framewaresented in figure 1.

Independent Variables

Size of CBO

Membership Diversity

Nature of Project

A\ 4

Dependent Variable

Nature of Leadership

\ 4

Communication Patterns

\ 4

Y

Moderating Variables

___--___-_____--___--____--___-»

A\ 4

Cohesiveness of CBOs

Member satisfaction
* Rate of absenteeism
» Frequency of conflict

+ Rate of defection

Socio-economic
Environmental
Available Resources

Figure 1. Conceptual Framework

This study is based on the premise that the cobesss of a CBO is the net result of various
factors both structural and process related. Béc¢he factors plays a role in providing the
conditions necessary for the CBOs to gel. For thegpgse of this study, three structural

factors namely size of CBO, membership diversitgl awature of project were picked to

demonstrate this relationship as illustrated in ¢baceptual framework above. In addition,

two process factors namely the nature of leadersimg communication patterns were
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selected. These factors constituted the independarables. The internal factors were
believed to continuously interact with extraneousl anediating factors, such as socio-
economic, environmental, resource availabilityrtiuence the level of cohesion of a CBO.
The extraneous and mediating factors were regamdedhe moderating variables. The
cohesiveness of CBOs was treated as the dependeiatble. A cohesive CBO was
considered to be one that achieves high levelsavhbership satisfaction, and maintains low

levels of absenteeism, conflict and defections.

2.9.  Summary of Literature Review

Researchers have found that external assistancelirhéed effect in improving the
institutional capacity of CBOs but has the potdntiaaffect their structure, process and level
of cooperation. This suggests that one way in weiilernal assistance could undermine the
sustainability of CBOs is by changing their struetuand process and hence their
cohesiveness. The false paradigm model and thettal-functionalism theory are used to
support this argument. The key to enhancing cobesiss of CBOs would therefore lie in
promoting suitable structures and processes. Toigdwequire an understanding of the type
of changes that would affect cohesion of the CBOweler, very few studies inform on this
association. Existing literature related to thduehce of internal factors on the cohesiveness
of groups in general sheds some light on the subjte problem is that these refer to
diverse forms of groups in diverse settings. Fetance, in some of the studies on group size
(Wheelan, 2009; Fay et al., 2000; Bonacich et1#76), the methodologies do not enable

application of findings to practical situations.r@ext specific studies have been advised.
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CHAPTER THREE

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1. Introduction

This chapter has six sections. First, the resededign is explained. This is followed by a
description of the target population and then #raging design. Next is a description of the
data collection instruments and procedures aftactwthe data analysis process is outlined.
Lastly, the variables of the study are defined.

3.2. Research Design

The cross-sectional survey research design was Uibéxl design was preferred due to time
and resource limitations which necessitated th&d dallection takes place only once. The
aim of the study was to establish the patternsetdtionships between selected internal
factors and the cohesiveness of the CBOs.

3.3. Target Population

The study targeted CBOs involved in IGAs in Kibérformal Settlements. According to the
records at the Ministry of Gender and Social Depelent (2012) there are 1,523 CBOs in
Langata District in which Kibera Informal Settlem&mre found. A random sample of 100
CBOs from the 1,523 registered for Langata Distmcticated that 87% of the CBOs in
Langata District were located in Kibera, and thd®c2were involved in IGAs. These
proportions were used to estimate the number of €B®olved in IGAs in Kibera as
follows.

N =1,523* 21% *87% = 278 CB(

Where N is the estimated number of CBOs involvelf5iAs in Kibera

The study therefore employed 278 CBOs involvechooime generating activities in Kibera
Informal Settlements.
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3.4. Sampling Design

A non-probability sampling technique known as psipe sampling was utilized. While the
initial plan was to use two-stage cluster sampbiaged on selected IGAs and administrative
units of Kibera, this idea was discarded becausaahge of IGAs was so wide that limiting
the study to a few would have reduced the sampketsi an unrealistic level. Moreover, the
records provided by the Ministry of Gender and 8b&evelopment were inadequate to

inform on the proportions of distribution of theA& by administrative units.

An estimated 278 CBOs were involved in IGAs in Kielf a 10% margin error was

permitted then, using the formula;

n = N
1 + N(sf

Where: %= sample variance
n = sample size
N = total number of CBOs involved in IGA

Then;

n = 278 = 75
1+278 (0.1

Members from 75 CBOs were therefore targeted asah®ple for the study.

33



3.5. Data Collection Instruments

Questionnaires (Appendix A) were used to collecougr level information. The

guestionnaires consisted of both closed and opeledeiguestions. Questions asked were
aimed at establishing the characteristics of th©&Based on the identified factors as well as
the extent of the CBOs cohesiveness based on thea®f member satisfaction, rate of

absenteeism, rate of defection and frequency dlicbn

In addition, members of participating CBOs were uesied to complete individual
guestionnaires (Appendix B). The individual questaires collected personal data that was

used to inform on their membership diversity.

3.6. Data Collection Procedure

Respondents completed questionnaires with the dfeti@ined research assistants. Members
that did not hold any posts in the CBOs were reigaketo complete the group questionnaires
on behalf of their CBOs. These members were pickedomly by the research assistants.
The research assistants read out the questioree teespondents and recorded the answers
according to the instructions provided. In mostesaghe members asked to complete the
group questionnaire sought the support of otheumrmembers to identify the correct

response. This was allowed and even encouragdtelgsearch assistants.

3.6.1 Instrument Validity

Pilot testing of questionnaires was done with tw®G3 in Kibera Informal Settlements to
minimize misinterpretation. The questionnairesravrevised based on the feedback
received to ensure that the intended informatios waptured and that the options provided
were suitable for the target population.
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3.6.2 Instrument Reliability

Pilot tested questionnaires were subjected to ttentéaich alpha reliability test using the
Statistical Package for Data Analysis (SPSS). Treetation coefficient was found to be 0.7.

Based on this value, the questionnaire was coreiderbe reliable.

3.7. Data Analysis

The SPSS software was used to analyze the datdysésancluded descriptive statistics
comprising of modes and percentages. Cross tabntatomparing the CBOs responses to
questions on the independent variables with tlegponses to questions related to cohesion
were then generated. From the output, the Speasmank correlation was used to determine
the existence of a linear relationship whereasctliesquare technique was used to establish
associations between the dependent and indepewaeaibles. Frequency distributions were
used to compare the proportion of CBOs that gaeh easponse that had been classified as
cohesive with that classified as non-cohesive. Datalysis was carried out at 95%
confidence interval. Significant findings relating each variable are presented and
interpreted in the subsequent sections. Data asalyso included use of simple modes and
percentages.
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CHAPTER 4

DATA ANALYSIS PRESENTATION AND INTERPRETATION

4.1. Introduction

This chapter discusses data collected from 47 CBQsibera Informal Settlements. The
purpose of the study was to explore the extent kichwvinternal factors influence the
cohesiveness of CBOs. The research objectivesdaciu

I.  To examine the relationship between the size of €B@M their cohesiveness
ii.  To evaluate the association between membershipsitiy@and cohesiveness of CBOs
iii.  To assess the influence of the nature of projethertohesiveness of CBOs
iv.  To analyse how the nature of leadership affectsttmesiveness of CBOs
v. To review the effect of communication patterns lo& ¢ohesiveness of CBOs

The chapter is organized in two sections. Firstsdmaple is described, and then the analyzed

data is presented and interpreted against the emdigmt and dependent variables.

4.2. Response rate

The sample was drawn from CBOs that were involvedlGAs in Kibera Informal
Settlements at the time of the survey. Only CBQOth wroof of registration with the Ministry
of Gender and Social Development were targetedrdReptatives of 47 CBOs completed the
group questionnaire. These were 63% of the targetetple size of 75 CBOs.

4.3. Cohesiveness of CBOs

The CBOs’ responses to the questions linked to sisbress were categorized as either
cohesive or non-cohesive. Table 4.1 shows a sumwifatye CBOs responses to the four

guestions that were related to indicators of camesi
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Table 4.1
Distribution of CBO Responses to Questions baseti@indicators of Cohesiveness

Level of Rate of Frequency of  Rate of
Satisfaction Absenteeism  Disputes Defection
1/ Option a 14 23 19 13
29.8% 48.9% 41.3% 28.3%
2 / Option b 32 20 20 27
68.1% 42.6% 43.5% 58.7%
3/ Option ¢ 1 3 6 5
2.1% 6.4% 13.0% 10.9%
4 |/ Option d 0 0 1 1
0% 0% 2.2% 2.2%
5/ Option e 0 1 0 0
0% 2.1% 0% 0%
Total 47 47 46 46
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Table 4.1 shows that at almost all the 47 CBOs paaticipated picked only first three

options out of the five provided for each questietated to cohesiveness. The five options
provided for each question were based on ordiraéscso that option a corresponded to high
cohesiveness and option e to low cohesivenessefterdescription of cohesiveness or non-

cohesiveness in the analysis was based on rejativit

The interviewed CBOs were classified as either sneeor non-cohesive based on their
responses to the questions relating to the indisaib cohesion. Different combinations of

responses were used to classify the CBOs as aitiesive or non-cohesive. Classification
was done on the basis of values of one to five winere allocated to the options a to e as
shown in Table 4.1. For instance in one case CB@tsdelected options a and /or b, which
means that they had a value €2 for all the four questions that informed on CBO

cohesiveness, were considered to be cohesive asieetie remaining CBOs were classified
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as non-cohesive. The combinations that showed tbet mignificant correlation and/or

association were used.

4.4, Size of CBOs

This study intended to establish the nature otimeiahip between the size of CBOs in Kibera
Informal Settlements and their level of cohesivendse data collected showed that CBO
sizes ranged from 9 to 100 members. The modal dB®Oveas 12 members while the mean
was 32 members. Of the CBOs that participated, B&@lbless or equal to 28 members while

45% had more than 28 members.

Spearman’s rank correlation was computed to establihether there was a relationship

between the size of CBOs and their cohesivenessrddults are presented in Table 4.2.

Table 4.2

Correlation between Size of CBO and Cohesiveness

Value Approx. Sig. (2-sided)

Spearman Correlatiol 0.310 0.036
No. of Valid Cases 46

Table 4.2 shows that a two tailed significance gatfi 0.036 was obtained. This value is
lower than 0.05 which is the critical value at 9%%nfidence interval. It was therefore
established that there was a significant lineati@hship between the size of CBOs and their

cohesiveness.

Moreover, a Spearman’s rank correlation coefficieh0.31 was obtained as seen in Table
4.2. This value is positive meaning that the linedationship between the size of the CBOs
and cohesiveness was positive. That is an incrieaee size of CBO was correlated with

increase in cohesiveness. The value is also gritrr0.3 but less than 0.7 which means that

the relationship was moderate. The relationshipveen cohesiveness and the size of the

41



CBO was therefore found to be moderate and pokitiirear, with Spearman’s R = 0.310
and p-value = 0.036.

Furthermore, the frequency distribution of the ©52&€BO on the basis of cohesiveness was
generated. CBOs were classified as small (0 to @ioers), medium (26 to 34 members) or
large (more than 35 members). Larger CBOs wereddarbe more cohesive than smaller

ones as shown in Table 4.3.

Table 4.3

Frequency Distribution of the Size of CBO on thsidaf Cohesiveness

Size of the group

Small Medium Large Total
Non-Cohesive 9 3 2 14
64.3% 21.4% 14.3% 100.0%
Cohesive 11 7 14 32
34.4% 21.9% 43.8% 100.0%
Total 20 10 16 46
43.5% 21.7% 34.8% 100.0%

Table 4.3 shows that 64% of the CBOs classified@ascohesive were small in size while
14% were large. On the other hand, 34% of the C8i&ssified as cohesive were small while

44% were large. Smaller CBOs were therefore foortktless cohesive than larger CBOs.
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4.5. Membership Diversity

The study also evaluated the association betweenbeeship diversity and cohesiveness of
CBOs. Membership diversity was based on gendercatidun level, socio-economic status
and the ethnic group of the members. Significandifigs were only obtained when
membership diversity was related to gender and &gelings on diversity in terms of
education level and socio-economic status werestatistically significant. With regard to
ethnicity, the data collected did not allow for quamisons on this account because the vast
majority of CBOs were heterogeneous in this aspdw. findings relating to age and gender

diversity are presented and interpreted in thiS@ec

a) Gender Diversity

Participating CBOs were classified into homogeneounes which were those whose
members belonged to only one gender, and heterogenenes which were those whose
members belonged to both genders. 16 CBOs were d¢mmeous whereas 31 were
heterogeneous. The chi-square test was performetetermine whether cohesiveness of

CBOs was independent of gender diversity. The figsliare presented in Table 4.4.

Table 4.4

Association between Gender Diversity and Cohessgene

Value Df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 6.810 1 0.009
No. of Valid Cases 47

The test yielded a chi-square value of 6.81 andialye of 0.009 at one degree of freedom as
shown in Table 4.4. The p-value was lower thanctiitecal value of 0.05 at 95% confidence
interval. These results indicate that there wasgaificant association between gender

diversity and cohesiveness of the CBOs.

Besides, Spearman’s rank correlation was used terrdme the existence of a relationship

between gender diversity and cohesiveness of CBRisresults are presented in Table 4.5.
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Table 4.5

Correlation between Gender Diversity and Cohesigsne

Value Approx. Sig. (2-sided)
Spearman Correlatior 0.381 0.008
No. of Valid Cases 47

A two tailed significance value of 0.008 was obéairas seen in Table 4.5. This value is
lower than 0.05 which is the critical value at 98#nfidence interval. Thus, a significant
linear relationship was found to exist between gendiversity and cohesiveness of the
CBOs.

The Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient wa80.3s seen in Table 4.5. This value is
positive meaning that the linear relationship betmvegender diversity and the cohesiveness
was positive. That is change in diversity was madiciith a similar change in cohesiveness.
The value is also greater than 0.3 but less th&@nnf@eaning that the relationship was

moderate. The relationship between gender diveasitycohesiveness was therefore found to
be moderate and positively linear, with Spearm&+.381 and p-value = 0.008.

Lastly, a frequency distribution of gender diversitn the basis of cohesiveness was

generated. The results are presented in Table 4.6.
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Table 4.6

Frequency Distribution of Gender Diversity on ttesis of Cohesiveness

Gender Diversity

Heterogeneous Homogeneous Total
Non-Cohesive 22 5 27
81.5% 18.5% 100.0%
Cohesive 9 11 20
45.0% 55.0% 100.0%
Total 31 16 47
66.0% 34.0% 100.0%

Table 4.6 shows that 82% of the CBOs that weresiflad as non-cohesive were gender
heterogeneous compared to 19% that were genderdesraous. In contrast, 55% of CBOs
classified as cohesive were gender homogeneou® wWbio were gender heterogeneous.
Gender homogeneous CBOs were therefore found todye cohesive than heterogeneous

ones.

b) Age Diversity

CBOs were classified as homogeneous or heterogenbased on age diversity. Age

homogeneous CBOs were those whose members fetheinsame age group while age

heterogeneous CBOs were those whose members fabhii@ than one age group. There were

11 age homogeneous CBOs and 36 age heterogene@s CB

The chi-square test was performed to establishivenetohesiveness of CBOs was associated

with age diversity. The results of the chi-squast aire presented in Table 4.7.
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Table 4.7
Association between Age Diversity and Cohesiveness

Value Df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 10.582 1 0.001
No. of Valid Cases 47

The test showed a chi-square value of 10.582 gndadue of 0.001 at one degree of freedom
as seen in Table 4.7. The p-value was lower thartitical value of 0.05 at 95% confidence
interval. It was therefore concluded that there wmasignificant association between age

diversity and the cohesiveness of CBOs.

Spearman’s rank correlation was also used to deterrwhether there was correlation

between age diversity and cohesiveness of CBOsré&dudts are presented in Table 4.8.

Table 4.8
Correlation between Age Diversity and Cohesiveness

Value Approx. Sig. (2-sided)

Spearman Correlatiot -0.474 0.001
No. of Valid Cases 47

Table 4.8 shows that a two tailed significance gadfi 0.001 was obtained. This value is
lower than 0.05 which is the critical value at 95#nfidence interval. A significant linear

relationship was therefore found to exist betwegmdiversity and cohesiveness of CBOs.

Moreover, a Spearman’s rank correlation coeffic@m0.474 was obtained as seen in Table
4.8. This value is negative implying that the linealationship between age diversity and
cohesiveness was negative. That is an increasectierdgeneity was correlated with a
reduction in cohesiveness. The value is also grélage 0.3 but less than 0.7 which means
that the relationship was moderate. The relatignbeitween age diversity and cohesiveness
of CBOs was therefore found to be moderate andtivegjalinear, with Spearman’s R = -
0.474 and p-value = 0.001.
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A frequency distribution of age diversity on thesisaof cohesiveness was also generated.
The results are presented in Table 4.9.

Table 4.9

Frequency Distribution of Age Diversity on the Isasi Cohesiveness

Age diversity

Homogeneous Heterogeneous Total
Non-cohesive 6 34 40
15.0% 85.0% 100%
Cohesive 5 2 7
71.4% 28.6% 100%
Total 11 36 47
23.4% 76.6% 100%

Table 4.9 shows that only 15% of the CBOs classifes non-cohesive were age
homogeneous while 85% were age heterogeneous. is&eW#1% of the CBOs classified as
cohesive were age homogeneous compared to 29%vératage heterogeneous. CBOSs in
which members belonged to the same age group \werefore found to be more cohesive

than those CBOs whose members were of mixed ages.

4.6. Nature of leadership

The nature of leadership was characterized by akwedicators including the leadership
style, decision making process, conflict resolutmechanisms, level of trust, and leader
selection process. Significant findings were ol#dirwith regard to the decision making
process, conflict resolution mechanisms and theeleselection process. Below is a summary

of the findings.
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a) Decision-making based on Hersey-Blanchard situianal leadership model.

Of the CBOs that participated in the survey, 70%dpminantly used participatory decision-
making while 19% had delegation as the predomistyles of decision-making. ‘Selling’
and ‘telling’ decision-making styles were practidedseven percent and four percent of the
CBOs respectively. Spearman's rank correlation fiogerit was computed to find out
whether a relationship existed between the decisiaking process and cohesiveness of
CBOs. The results are presented in Table 4.10.

Table 4.10

Correlation between the Decision-Making Process @otiesiveness

Value Approx. Sig. (2-sided)

Spearman Correlatiot 0.296 0.043
No. of Valid Cases 47

A two tailed significance value of 0.043 was obéairas shown in table 4.10. The value is
lower than 0.05 which is the critical value at 98®&#fidence interval. This means that there
was a significant linear relationship between tleeision-making process adopted and the

cohesiveness of the CBOs.

The Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient wa®6.as seen in Table 4.10. This value is
positive meaning that the linear relationship bemveéhe decision-making process and the
cohesiveness of CBOs was positive. The value isefothan 0.3 implying that the
relationship was weak. The relationship between texision-making process and
cohesiveness was therefore found to be weak anitiveds linear, with Spearman’s R =
0.296 and p-value = 0.043.

A frequency distribution table of the decision-nmakiprocess on the basis of cohesiveness

was also generated. The results are presentedla Fd 1.
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Table 4.11

Frequency Distribution of the Decision Making Presen the basis of Cohesiveness

Decision-making Process

Participating  Selling  Telling DelegatingTotal

Non-Cohesive 22 2 0 3 27
66.7% 66.7% 0.0% 33.3% 57.4%

Cohesive 1 1 2 5 20
33.3% 33.3% 100.0% 66.7% 42.6%

Total 33 3 2 9 47

100.0% 100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0%

Table 4.11 shows that 67% of the CBOs in whichpireelominant decision-making style was
‘delegating’ were classified as cohesive while 33%ére classified as non-cohesive.
‘Participating’ and ‘selling’ decision-making stgleexhibited similar levels of cohesiveness
with 67% of the CBOs that often used these decisiaking styles being classified as non-
cohesive and 33% as cohesive. Only two CBOs itglictnat they mostly employed ‘telling’

decision-making style. These were considered ir@efit, to make any deductions regarding
these decision-making styles. CBOs that frequerdiyployed delegation as their

predominant decision making style were therefomébto be the most cohesive followed by

those that frequently employed participatory olisgldecision making styles.

b) Conflict Resolution Mechanisms

A total of 45 CBOs responded to the question orflmbmesolution. Of these, 44% reported
that paying a fine was the worst penalty ever giwetheir members while 40% of the CBOs
indicated that the worst penalty was expulsionvéthepercent indicated the worst penalty to
have been reporting members to authorities. To bod whether there was correlation
between the worst penalty ever given to membergtadohesiveness of CBOs, Spearman's

rank correlation coefficient was used. The resaiéspresented in Table 4.12.
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Table 4.12
Correlation between the Worst Penalty and Cohesisen

Value Approx. Sig. (2-sided)

Spearman Correlatiot 0.295 0.049

No. of Valid Cases 45

A two tailed significance value of 0.049 was obg¢airas presented in Table 16. This value is
lower than 0.05 which is the critical value at 9%%nfidence interval. It was therefore
established that a significant linear relationsisted between the worst penalty ever given

and the cohesiveness of the CBOs.

Moreover, a Spearman’s rank correlation coefficen®.295 was obtained as seen in Table
4.12. This value is positive meaning that the lime#ationship between the worst penalty and
the cohesiveness of CBOs was positive. Moreovery#tue is less than 0.3 implying a weak
relationship. The relationship between the worstatty and cohesiveness was therefore

found to be weak and positively linear with Speartsdr = 0.295 and p-value = 0.049.

Furthermore, the frequency distribution of the wa®nalty on the basis of cohesiveness was

generated. The results are presented in Table 4.13.
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Table 4.13

Frequency Distribution of the Worst Penalty theibad Cohesiveness

Worst Penalty

Fined Reported to Reported Shamed Expelled Total

Authorities  to Police from
CBO
Non-Cohesive 9 1 0 0 3 13
45.0% 20.0% 0.0% 0.0% 16.7% 28.9%
Cohesive 11 4 1 1 15 32
55.0% 80.0% 100.0% 100.0% 83.3% 71.1%
Total 20 5 1 1 18 45

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%  100.0% 100.0%

As shown in Table 4.13, higher proportions of CHB@svhich the worst penalty ever given
was being reported to authorities or expulsion fitien CBO were found to be cohesive. Of
the CBOs in which the worst penalty was expulsiamfthe CBO, 83% were classified as
cohesive while 17% were classified as non-coheSumilarly, 80% of CBOs in which the
worst penalty was to be reported to authoritiesewstassified as cohesive and 20% as non-
cohesive. A lower proportion of CBOs in which therat penalty was to be fined were
classified as cohesive at 55% while a relativelghkr proportion was classified as non-
cohesive at 45%.

Only one CBO indicated the worst penalty to haverbeeporting to the police. One other
CBO reported the worst penalty to have been shawofitige member. These responses were
considered too few to make any deductions regarttiagwo forms of punishment. CBOs

with a history of more severe penalties were tlweeefound to be more cohesiveness.
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c) Reason for choosing the leader

Responses from 41 CBOs were analyzed in this re@2frdhe 41 CBOs, 71% had chosen
their leaders because they believed that they load ¢gdeas for them. The rest had other
reasons for choosing their leaders. Spearmanls carrelation was used to determine
whether the reason for choosing the leader waeleded with the cohesiveness of CBOs.

The findings are presented in Table 4.14.

Table 4.14

Correlation between the Reason for Choosing thee&uleader and Cohesiveness

Value Approx. Sig. (2-sided)

Spearman Correlatior  -0.330 0.035
No. of Valid Cases 41

A two tailed significance value of 0.035 was ob¢airas per Table 4.14. This value is lower

than 0.05 which is the critical value at 95% coefide interval. Therefore, it was deduced

that there was a significant linear relationshipieen the reason for choosing the leader and
the cohesiveness of the CBOs.

In addition, the Spearman’s rank correlation coedfit was -0.330 as seen in Table 4.14.
This value is negative meaning that the linearti@iahip between the decision-making
process and the cohesiveness of CBOs was negatieevalue is also higher than 0.3 but
lower than 0.7 indicating a moderate relationsfipe relationship between the reason for
choosing the leader and cohesiveness of CBOs wasftine found to be moderate and
negatively linear with Spearman’s R = -0.330 andhjue = 0.035.

The frequency distribution of the reason for chogsihe on the basis of cohesiveness is
presented in Table 4.15.

52



Table 4.15

Frequency Distribution of the Reason for Choosingrrént Leader on the basis of

Cohesiveness
Why the leader was chosen
Founder Vocal Good Can negotiate Other Total
ideas funding
Non-cohesive 0 0 2 2 1 5
0.0% 0.0% 6.9% 33.3% 33.3% 12.2%
Cohesive 1 2 27 4 2 36
100.0% 100.0% 93.1% 66.7% 66.7% 87.8%
Total 1 2 29 6 3 41

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%  100.0%

Table 4.15 shows that 93% of the CBOs in whichléaeler was chosen because he or she
was perceived to have good ideas for the CBO wiargsified as cohesive while only 7%
were classified as non-cohesive. On the other haower proportion of 67% of the CBOs
that chose leaders because they were perceiveé @ble to negotiate for funding were
classified as cohesive and 33% as non-cohesivey @@ CBO indicated choosing their
leader because he or she was the founder. Twosothdicated choosing their leaders
because they were vocal. All the mentioned aboweetlCBOs were classified as cohesive.
This implies CBOs that chose their leaders basetti@ffact that they could negotiate funding
for the group were less cohesive in comparisomdgd that chose their leaders on the basis
that they were the founders, vocal or had goodsidea

d) Influence of External Assistance on Leadership

Of the 45 CBOs that answered the question on chaifgkeadership due to external
assistance, 18% had changed their leader followgngipt of external assistance while 78%
had maintained the same leadership. Spearmarksaamelation was used to determine
whether correlation existed between change of lshge following external assistance and

cohesiveness of CBOs. The findings are presentédhbie 4.16.
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Table 4.16

Correlation between Change of Leadership followkixgernal Assistance and Cohesiveness

Value Approx. Sig. (2-sided)

Spearman Correlatior  -0.335 0.025
No. of Valid Cases 45

A two tailed significance value of 0.025 was obtairas seen in Table 4.16. This value is
lower than 0.05 which is the critical value at 95%nfidence interval. Hence it was
established that there was a significant lineaati@hship existed between change of

leadership following external assistance and cokesiss of CBOs.

Besides, a Spearman’s rank correlation coeffictedr).335 was obtained as seen in Table

4.16. This value is negative meaning that the limekationship between change of leadership
following external assistance and the cohesivene€BOs was negative. The value is also

greater than 0.3 but less than 0.7 implying meaas the relationship was moderate. The

relationship between change of leadership followaxternal assistance and cohesiveness
was therefore found to be moderate and positivegal, with the Spearman’s R = 0.335 and

p-value = 0.025.

Further, a frequency distribution of leadership rade following external assistance on the
basis of cohesiveness was generated. The findnegsrasented in Table 4.17.
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Table 4.17

Frequency Distribution of Leadership change follogviExternal Assistance on the basis of

Cohesiveness
Change of leadership following
external assistance
No Yes Not sure Total
Non- Cohesive 2 2 1 5
5.7% 25.0% 50.0% 11.1%
Cohesive 33 6 1 40
94.3% 75.0% 50.0% 88.9%
Total 35 8 2 45

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Table 4.17 shows that out of the CBOs that did ci@nge leadership following external
assistance 94% were classified as cohesive comparéo classified as non-cohesive. In
contrast, 75% of the CBOs that changed leadersblipwiing external assistance were
classified as cohesive while 25% were classified@scohesive. CBOs in which the leader
was changed following receipt of external assistamere therefore found to be less cohesive

than CBOs in which there was no leadership chaoli@ifing external assistance.

4.7. Communication Patterns

The study sought to establish the association k@wtweommunication patterns and

cohesiveness of CBOs. There were significant figslion three indicators of communication

patterns. That is the communication network, thewmh of interaction and the frequency of

interaction. These are discussed in this sectitve. findings are presented and interpreted
below.
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a) Type of Communication Network

All 47 CBOs responded to the question on the communication network. Of these, 57% had a
decentralized communication network during complex tasks while 43% had a centralized

system of communication even during complex tasks. Spearman’s rank correlation was used
to determine whether there was a relationship between the type of communication network

and cohesiveness. The findings are presented in Table 4.18.

Table 4.18
Correlation between Pattern of Information Flow during Complex Tasks and cohesiveness

Value Approx. Sig. (2-sided)
Spearman Correlatiol -0.327 0.025
No. of Valid Cases 47

A two tailed significance value of 0.025 was obtained with a Spearman’s rank correlation
coefficient of -0.327 as presented in Table 4.18. The significance value was lower than 0.05
which is the critical value at 95% confidence interval. This indicates that there was a
significant linear relationship between the communication network and cohesiveness of the
CBOs.

The Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient (-0.327) was negative meaning that the linear

relationship between the communication pattern and cohesiveness of the CBOs was negative.
The value was also greater than 0.3 but less than 0.7 meaning that the relationship was
moderate. The relationship between the communication network and cohesiveness was
therefore found to be moderate and negatively linear, with the Spearman’s R = -0.327 and p-
value = 0.025.

The frequency distribution of the communication pattern on the basis of cohesiveness is

presented in Table 4.19.
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Table 4.19

Frequency Distribution of Information Flow during o@plex Task on the basis of

Cohesiveness
Information Flow if Complex Task
Decentralized Centralized Other Total
Non- Cohesive 12 12 3 27
44.4% 70.6% 100.0% 57.4%
Cohesive 15 5 0 20
55.6% 29.4% 0.0% 42.6%
Total 27 17 3 47
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Table 4.19 shows that 56% of the CBOs that had rdedzed communication networks
were classified as cohesive while 44% were classifis non-cohesive. Likewise, 71% of the
CBOs that had a centralized communication patteerewclassified as non-cohesive
compared to 29% that were classified as cohesiBO<Lin which communication during
complex tasks was decentralized were thereforedfdonbe more cohesive than CBOs in

which communication was centralized even during glemtasks.

b) Informal Discussion of CBO Issues

Of the 46 CBOs that responded to the relevant que66% discussed their issues informally
outside the group setting, the remaining 35% did ke chi-square test was performed to

determine whether cohesiveness of CBOs was indepénd discussion of CBOs issues

outside the group setting. The findings are presemt Table 4.20.
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Table 4.20
Association between Discussion of CBO Issues Irdityrand Cohesiveness

Value Df  Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 4.436 1 0.035

No. of Valid Cases 46

The test yielded a chi-square value of 4.436 aperalue of 0.035 at one degree of freedom
as seen in Table 4.20. The p-value was lower tlmen critical value of 0.05 at 95%
confidence interval. It was therefore established & significant association existed between

discussion of CBO issues outside the group se#imbthe cohesiveness of CBOs.

Furthermore, Spearman’s rank correlation coefficias computed to establish whether
discussion of CBO issues outside the group settiag correlated with their cohesiveness.

The findings are presented in Table 4.21.

Table 4.21
Correlation between Discussion of CBO Issues Inédiyrand Cohesiveness

Value Approx. Sig. (2-sided)

Spearman Correlatior  -0.311 0.036
No. of Valid Cases 46

Table 4.21 shows that a two tailed significanceugadf 0.036 was obtained. This value is
lower than 0.05 which is the critical value at 966ffidence interval. This finding indicates
a significant linear relationship between the comioation network and cohesiveness of the

CBOs.

A Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient of -0.3W&s obtained. The value is negative
meaning that the linear relationship between theroanication pattern and the cohesiveness
of CBOs was negative. The value is also greatar hd but less than 0.7 which indicates
that the relationship was moderate. Thereforetiogiship between discussion of CBO issues
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outside the group setting and cohesiveness wagl ftmibe moderate and negatively linear,
with the Spearman’s R =-0.311 and p-value = 0.36.

A frequency distribution of whether members disedssssues informally outside group

setting on the basis of cohesiveness was also@edeTable 4.22 shows the findings.

Table 4.22

Frequency Distribution of Discussion of CBO Isslidermally on the basis of Cohesiveness

Members Discuss CBO issut
Outside Group Setting

No Yes Total
Non-Cohesive 6 8 14
20.0% 50.0% 30.4%
Cohesive 24 8 32
80.0% 50.0% 69.6%
Total 30 16 46
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Table 4.22 shows that 80% of the CBOs that diddmxtuss group issues informally outside
the group setting were classified as cohesive vaseP®% were classified as non-cohesive.
Correspondingly, 50% of the CBOs that discussed iksues informally were classified as
cohesive and the other 50% as non-cohesive. MentfeZ8Os that discussed their issues
informally outside the group setting were thereffmend to be less cohesive than those that
did not.

c¢) Frequency of interaction

All 47 CBOs responded to the question regardingfitaguency of interaction. There was a
relatively even distribution of the frequency oftaraction. The modal frequency was
monthly with 13 CBOs, followed by daily and weeklyith 11 CBOs and 10 CBOs

respectively. The chi-square test was performedei®rmine whether cohesiveness of the

CBOs was independent of the frequency of interacfldne results are shown in Table 4.23.
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Table 4.23

Association between Frequency of Interaction and Cohesiveness

Value Df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 14.58 7 0.042
No. of Valid Cases 47

A chi-square value of 0.42 and a p-value of 14.58 at 7 degree of freedom were obtained as
shown in Table 4.23. The p-value was lower than the critical value of 0.05 at 95% confidence
interval. This indicated that there was a significant association between the frequency of

interaction and the cohesiveness of CBOs.

The frequency distribution of the frequency of interaction on the basis of cohesiveness is
presented as Table 4.24.
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Table 4.24

Frequency Distribution of the frequency of interaston the basis Cohesiveness

Frequency of Interaction with other Members asBeal Level

Several Daily Twice a Weekly Bi- Monthly Annually Never  Total

times week weekly
Daily
Non- 4 10 3 6 2 13 0 2 40

CohesiVe gh.006 90.9% 100.0%60.0% 100.0%100.0%  0.0%  100.0% 85.1%

Cohesive 1 1 0 4 0 0 1 0 7

20.0% 9.1% 0.0% 40.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 14.9%

Total 5 11 3 10 2 13 1 2 a7

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Table 4.24 shows that 20% of the CBOs that intedchseveral times a day were classified as
cohesive and 80% as non-cohesive, 9% of the CB&isiriteracted daily were classified as
cohesive and 91% as non-cohesive, and 40% of th@sCtat interacted weekly were
classified as cohesive and 60% as non-cohesivahAICBOSs that interacted twice a week,
bi-weekly or monthly were classified as non-cohesivhe only CBO that interacted annually
was however classified as cohesive and CBOs thegrni@teracted on a personal level
classified as non-cohesive. CBOs that interacteguiently were therefore found to be more
cohesive than CBOs that interacted less frequeHibyever, the likelihood to be cohesive

decreased when CBO members interacted too frequ&BlOs that interacted weekly were
the most cohesive.
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CHAPTER FIVE

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In this chapter, the findings of the study are d$sed, conclusions are presented and

recommendations made. Finally, areas for furthegaech are suggested.

5.1. Summary of Findings

The purpose of the study was to explore the extenthich internal factors influence the
cohesiveness of CBOs found in Kibera Informal $etdnts. Five internal factors were
considered namely; the size of CBO, membershiprsiitye nature of project, nature of
leadership and communication patterns. All thedicthat were considered in this study
were found to be significantly correlated to th&éesiveness of CBOs, with the exception of

the nature of project. The findings are summarizeldw.

5.1.1 The relationship between the size of CBOs attideir cohesiveness

The size of CBOs was found to be significantly etated with their cohesiveness. Larger
CBOs (with more than 35 members) were found to beeraohesive than smaller ones (with
less than 25 members). For CBOs classified as nbesive 64% were large while 14% were
small. In contrast, 34% of CBOs classified as cifeewere small while 43% were large. The
relationship was moderately linear with a Spearmaahk correlation coefficient of 0.310

and a two tailed significance value of 0.036.

5.1.2 The association between membership diversiand cohesiveness of CBOs

Findings on the association between membershiprsiiyeand cohesiveness were only
significant as far as diversity was in terms of dgmand age. Of the CBOs that were
classified as non-cohesive 82% were gender heteeogess while only 19% were gender
homogeneous. On the other hand, 55% of CBOs dkdsds cohesive were gender
homogeneous compared to the 45% that were gendenobeneous. The relationship was

found to be moderately linear using Spearman’s camkelation with Spearman’s R of 0.381
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and two tailed significance value of 0.008. In &ddi, the chi-square test indicated a
significant relationship between gender diversitd aohesiveness with a chi-square value of
6.810 and a p-value of 0.009. Therefore, gendeerdity was found to be significantly
associated with cohesiveness of CBOs with genderogeneous CBOs exhibiting more

cohesiveness than gender heterogeneous ones.

Similarly, age heterogeneity was associated wis leohesive CBOs. Out of the CBOs

classified as non-cohesive 15% were age homogenegaist 85% that were age

heterogeneous. On the other hand, 71% of the CH&ssified as cohesive were age

homogeneous compared to 29% that were age hetemgen The Spearman’s rank

correlation indicated a moderately linear relattopdetween age diversity and cohesiveness
of CBOs with Spearman’s R of -0.474 and a p-valé®.001. The chi-square test also

showed the presence of a significant associatitwdsn age diversity and cohesiveness of
CBOs with a chi-square value of 10.582 and a pevafu0.001.

From the findings, the relationships between hegmeity arising from the level of education
and socio-economic grouping and cohesiveness warsignificant, while the existence of a
relationship between cohesiveness and heterogeaeitg ethnicity could not be established

since majority of the CBOs were heterogeneousigaspect.

5.1.3 How the nature of leadership affects the cobeness of CBOs

A moderate linear relationship was found betweendhoice of leader and cohesiveness of
the CBOs with a Spearman’s rank correlation coieificof 0.330 and a p-value of 0.035.
CBOs that chose their leader based on the percefitet he or she was better placed to
negotiate for funding were found to be less colestympared to those that had other reasons
for choosing their leaders. Of the CBOs whose leades chosen because he or she was
perceived to have good ideas for the CBO 93% wiassified as cohesive while only 7%
were classified as non-cohesive. In comparisooweet proportion of 67% of the CBOs that
chose leaders because they were perceived to bdécabégotiate for funding were classified
as cohesive and 33% were classified as non-coh&3ig one CBO indicated choosing their
leader because he or she was the founder of the. T®0 other CBOs indicated that they
chose their leaders because they were vocal. Allatiove three CBOs were classified as

cohesive.
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Change of leadership following receipt of extermalistance was also correlated with
cohesiveness of CBOs. The relationship was modgréiteear with a Spearman’s rank
correlation coefficient of -0.335 and a p-valueOdd25. Out of the CBOs that had changed
leadership following external assistance 94% wdassified as cohesive compared to 6%
that were classified as non-cohesive. Likewise, t%he CBOs that changed leadership
following external assistance were classified dsestve while 25% were classified as non-
cohesive. These results indicate that CBOs whi@ngéd their leader following receipt of
external assistance were found to be less cohdbhme CBOs which did not undergo

leadership change following external assistance.

In addition, the relationship between decision mgland cohesiveness was found to be weak
but significantly linear with a Spearman’s rankretation coefficient of 0.296 and a p-value
of 0.043. CBOs whose predominant decision-makinyde stvas through delegation were
found to be more cohesive in comparison to CBOsselyedominant decision-making style
was 'participatory' or 'selling’. Of the CBOs whgsedominant decision-making style was
'delegating’ 67% were classified as cohesive wB#@& were classified as non-cohesive.
'Participatory’ and 'selling' decision-making ssykxhibited a similar level of cohesiveness
with 67% of the CBOs that often used these decisiaking styles being classified as non-

cohesive and 33% as cohesive.

Lastly, the relationship between severity of pumisht and cohesiveness was found to be
weak but significantly linear with a Spearman’sk-aorrelation coefficient of 0.295 and a p-
value of 0.049. CBOs whose punishment was lenigett that the worst penalty given was to
pay a fine were found to be less cohesive comparedBOs which had employed more
severe forms of punishment.. Specifically, 83% led €BOs which had used expulsion of
members as the worst penalty were classified agsied against 17% classified as non-
cohesive. Similarly, 80% of CBOs which had repont@eimbers to authorities were classified
as cohesive and 20% as non-cohesive. In contrastver proportion (50%) of CBOs in
which paying fines was the worst penalty were di&ssas cohesive while a relatively higher

proportion (45%) were classified as non-cohesive.
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5.1.4 The effect of communication patterns on theobesiveness of CBOs

Communication patterns were also found to conteksignificantly to cohesiveness. Of the
CBOs that had decentralized communication netwb6@ were classified as cohesive while
44% were classified as non-cohesive. On the otlerdh71% of the CBOs that had
centralized communication networks were classiféed non-cohesive compared to 29%
classified as cohesive. CBOs in which communicatioring complex tasks was centralized
were therefore found to be less cohesive than thwsehich information flow during

complex tasks was decentralized. The relationsltasip moderately linear with a Spearman’s

rank order coefficient of -0.327 and a p-value ©25.

Informal discussion of CBO issues was found to $soeiated with reduction in cohesiveness
with a chi-square value of 4.436 and p-value of36.@t 1 degree of freedom. Moreover,
there was a significant linear relationship betwedonrmal discussion of CBO issues and
cohesiveness with a Spearman’s rank correlatiofficieat of -0.311 and p-value of 0.036.
The frequency distribution showed that 80% of tH&#OS that did not discuss group issues
informally outside the group setting were classifées cohesive whereas 20% were classified
as non-cohesive. In contrast, 50% of the CBOs fiemjuently held informal discussions
about their issues were classified as cohesive eaisathe other 50% were classified as non-

cohesive.

Finally, frequent interaction at an informal leves also found to be associated with reduced
cohesiveness with a chi-square value of 14.58 apevalue of 0.042. Of the CBOs that
interacted several times a day, 20% were classifgecohesive and 80% as non-cohesive, 9%
of the CBOs that interacted daily were classifiedcahesive against 91% classified as non-
cohesive, and 40% of the CBOs that interacted wee&le classified as cohesive while 60%
classified as non-cohesive. All the CBOs that axtéxd twice a week, bi-weekly or monthly
were classified as non-cohesive. The only CBO th#&tracted annually was however
classified as cohesive and CBOs that never intedagh a personal level classified as non-

cohesive.
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5.2. Discussion of Findings

The purpose of this study was to explore the extenthich internal factors influence the
cohesiveness of CBOs. The study was able to linktnod the selected internal factors
namely the size of CBO, membership diversity, rataf leadership and communication
patterns to the cohesiveness of community-basednaations and identify nature of the
relationships. The findings are discussed in taiisn in light of existing works against the

objectives of the study.

5.2.1 The relationship between the size of CBOs attideir cohesiveness

The study found that larger sized CBOs with moentB5 members were more cohesive than
smaller sized CBOs with less than 25 members. Taigradicts previous findings on the
relationship between group size and cohesivenesghay scholars such as Wheelan (2009),
Mullen and Copper (1994) and Liden et al. (200@n the other hand, a study conducted
with CBOs by Kariuki, Wangila, Kristjanson, MakaukiNdubi (2002) found performance
to be highest in medium sized CBOs as comparelettargest or smallest CBOs. Mathews-
Njoku et al. (2009) also found larger sized CBO$¢omore productive than smaller ones.
These findings can be extended to imply similatgas of relationship between the size of
CBOs and cohesiveness given that performance ik botprecursor and product of
cohesiveness (Langfield & Shanley, 1997; Casey-Qath& Martens, 2009). This would
mean that a different more complex pattern of i@tship exists between the size of CBO
and their cohesiveness compared to that found mplsi groups. This warrants further

investigation.

Noteworthy, previous scholars of the subject usexy mall artificial groups to investigate

the relationship between size and cohesiveness,ottret similar relationships. In most

studies, groups of more than six members were deresl to be large. This means that the
terms small and large were used relative to otheums in the study. In most cases, the
groups were created for the purpose of the studgning that other important aspects that
come into play in a CBO setting such as resourckilination capacity, transaction costs and
time aspects were also not taken into consideralios therefore possible that the influence

of these elements is such that slightly larger CB@gorm better that smaller ones. For
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instance, slightly larger CBOs may perform bettiices they are able to mobilize more
resources, which may lead to increased cohesivasfetse CBO. As mentioned above, the
relationship between performance and cohesivenassbkeen found to be cyclic (Casey
Campbell & Martens, 2009).

The Food and Agriculture Organization of the Unitdtions (2001) for instance,
recommends small sized farmer groups (a form of LBRIch it defines as comprising of 8
to 15 members. This emphasizes the issue of ritjyatien it comes to defining the size of a
group or CBO. The resource book goes on to merttiah while such small groups are
excellent for skills acquisition and small entesprimanagement, they often do not have the
resources to pursue broader objectives necesgitalie formation of networks and
associations which benefit small farmer groupsrzyaasing knowhow, economies of scale
and bargaining power. This implies that a largee snay actually be beneficial for some
CBOs and that in the absence of networks and aggwts larger sized CBOs may be able
provide these benefits thus making them work béitien smaller ones. It is worth noting that
this study did not investigate the existence obeisgions and networks among the CBOs that
participated in the study. However, it was noteat some of the larger CBOs were made up

of several units mostly split by geographical |omatg.

Larger CBOs may also gel over a period of time mgkhem as cohesive as smaller ones.
According to Keith & Cook (2003) found that larggroups have the tendency to form
cliques which may be a precursor for cohesion. Basethis assertion, the findings of this
study and the aforementioned arguments, it is thedrthat the relationship between
cohesiveness and size of CBOs is actually invediesthaped so that CBOs with the highest
number of members in this study actually fall tos#gathe optimal CBO size. This hypothesis

should be investigated further by other scholars.

5.2.2 The association between membership diversiand cohesiveness of CBOs

A significant association was found between homedgrand cohesiveness of CBOs as far
as it related to gender and age differences. Theeee no significant findings on

cohesiveness on the basis of ethnicity, educaéeels and income levels. Single sex groups

were found to be more cohesive than mixed sex o8esilarly CBOs whose members
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belonged to the same age group were found to be pahresive than those with mixed age

groups.

These findings are in line with the assertions e¥ih and Moreland (1990) who noted that
age diversity increased conflict because of difieess in experience and training. This
situation is believed to have a higher likelihoddeing amplified in African societies where

the young are not expected to question the opindreder people. Such a condition may
lead to feelings of disenfranchisement especialene the younger people feel that their
ideas are not taken into account. With regard tndge diversity, Levin and Moreland

considered that heterogeneity could emphasize sles and lead to role entrapment and
powerlessness which have the effect of erodingsioheFor example men may naturally be
expected to or expect to assume on leadership evlEs when they do not have the relevant
skills; whereas the opinions of women may be owdkdal or go unexpressed in mixed sex
groups than in single sex groups. This explandtdound to be applicable to the CBOs that

participated in this study.

The relationships between cohesiveness and diyémsierms of education and income levels
were found to be insignificant. It is supposed th@s was because the differences in
education and income levels failed to generatendisidentities as suggested by Bandiera et
al. (2005). This may also be attributed to the lewé stratification as far as the education and
income levels were concerned which were much lawenpared to those of age and gender.
The low stratification of education and incomediBsvmay have prompted the CBOs to
behave more or less as if they were homogeneotisese aspects. The existence of low
stratification of education and income levels withihe participating CBOs could be

attributed to the fact that education and inconvelkeare interconnected and also influence

settlement patterns.

These findings may also be seen to oppose Ostramn V@mughese (2001) view that
heterogeneities only impacted on the success tdative action if the groups did not have in
place suitable institutional arrangements. Alsopdty be that most of CBOs that participated
in the study had not mastered their situations webtiugh to make diversity work in their
favor as far as differences in income and educdterls were concerned; but had done

better as far as gender and age diversity was coede Further investigation would be
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warranted to establish if this was the case witvieav to detecting the existence or lack

thereof of suitable institutional arrangements.

5.2.3 How the nature of leadership affects the cobiweness of CBOs

The process of choosing the leader, the predomutegision-making style and the ability to
reprimand errant members were found to be coretladecohesiveness of the CBOs. The
findings on these indicators of leadership andrtheationship to cohesiveness of CBOs are

discussed below.

On the choice of leadership, this study found ai@ant correlation between the reason for
choosing the leader and the cohesiveness of CBB®sGhat chose their leaders based on
the perception that they were well placed to meéifunding for the organization were found
to be less cohesive compared to the other reasmisas because they were the founders,
vocal or had good ideas for the group’s developmiemis finding may be linked to previous
arguments on legitimacy of leadership. According Sbelley (1960), factors such as
perceived contribution, participation rate and egty also contributed to perception of
legitimacy of the leader besides being elected ppomted. These qualities impacted the
leaders influence on his or her subjects by det@ngihis authority and perceptions of
competence (Lucas & Lovaglia, 1998; Kane et al.2200he above qualities are comparable
to the three reasons (founder, vocal and good )diwas were correlated with the more
cohesive CBOs. While fund mobilization skills mag ¢onsidered a form of contribution, the
leader has to fulfil this expectation to be consedelegitimate which may not have been the
case. It is also possible that once funding wasiieed, other factors requiring leadership
competencies beyond fund mobilization skills camte play and thus the legitimacy of the
leader waned. Another argument could be that beargactional leaders, leaders chosen on
the basis of perceived ability to mobilize fundskiad in other important social skills that
contributed to gelling of the CBO. This supportseypous studies (Whiteoak, 2007,
Schermerhorn, 2002) which concluded in favor ofngfarmational leadership where

cohesion of groups was concerned.

On the same subject, CBOs that had changed leapldodlowing external assistance were
found to be less cohesive than those that hadlhi.along with the previous finding can be

taken to mean that groups driven by the need taisegxternal assistance are less likely to
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be cohesive. This explanation is in agreement Bitigerty & Kremer’s (2008) and Datta’s
(2007) assertions that CBOs were more likely tongealeadership opting to elect men and
better educated women to leadership roles aftarrisgcexternal assistance. This trend was
thought to impact negatively on cohesiveness of €B®the new leaders may be motivated
by what they stand to gain from the external aascs rather than the continuity of the CBO.
Noteworthy, this study did not find any evidenceking the frequency of change of

leadership to cohesiveness.

The decision making style employed by the CBO’slégahip was also found to influence its
cohesiveness. CBOs in which members were allowedmeike decisions and take
responsibility for the decisions even in the le&labsence (delegating) were found to be
more cohesive than CBOs whose decision-making wedominantly made democratically
(participatory) or those in which the leader maeéeisions and then explained to members
why the decisions were taken (selling). The effeciess of delegation can be attributed to a
higher level of ownership in such CBOs. Surprigm¢participatory' and 'selling' decision-
making styles were found to yield a similar levékcohesion. This may be explained by the
words of Ho and Raman (1991) that consultative destdp would only yield more
satisfaction if its members were highly committedhe group and its goals. The delegating
decision-making style can be seen as involvinggadri level of participation requiring more

commitment on the part of the members.

Moreover, the ability to implement effective pumsént against those breaking the by-laws
was associated with more cohesive CBOs. CBOs wpesalties were lenient such that the
worst punishment ever given was to pay a fine vievad to be less cohesive compared to
those which employed more severe forms of punishn®&sverity of punishment was taken
to indicate the leader’s ability to exercise cohtmwhich is thought to contribute to the
feelings of trust or lack thereof (Hassan & Ahm2a11) or proliferation of free riding by
some members (Karantininis & Zago, 2001). Worsk, sts pointed out by Datta (2007)
corruption and conflicts may arise as the CBOswmth increases thus eroding cohesion.
The ability to punish wayward members thus becoim&sumental in maintaining members’

trust in the CBO since inability to punish woulddssociated with higher risk.
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5.2.4 The effect of communication patterns on theobesiveness of CBOs

The pattern of communication including the commatian network and level of informal

interaction were found to influence on the cohesdas of CBOs. A moderate relationship
was found between the type of communication netvan#t cohesiveness of CBOs. CBOs
whose communication was centralized during compasks were found to be less cohesive
than those in which communication during complesksawas decentralized. While Brass et
al. (2004), Schermerhorn (2002) and Katz et al0420inked decentralized communication
to better task performance, the study did not cacress any literature linking the type of
communication network to cohesion. The findingstlus study however confirm that the

effect of the communication network on the cohesdgs of CBOs is similar to its effect on
performance. That is, a decentralized communicatetwork promotes cohesiveness within
the CBO. The positive effect of a decentralized gumication network on cohesion may be

attributed to higher morale and motivation as memde not feel left out (Jensen, 2003).

Moreover a higher amount of informal interactionswaund to hinder cohesion. CBOs that
interacted more frequently at a personal level vieoad to be less cohesive than CBOs that
interacted less frequently in informal settingsisTdppears to contradict the folk theorem and
the findings of various other scholars (Oh, Chungabianca, 2004; Parvitt & Curtis, 1998).
However, it could be that the benefit of a higharoant of interaction was diluted by the
content of communication during these meetingzolild be that these informal meetings
were characterized by negative communication sgcfoasip and rumours which have the
potential to create conflict within the CBO (Mickeh & Mouly, 2002). Notably, members of
CBOs that discussed group issues outside the ggetimg were found to be less cohesive
that those that did not.

It should however not be lost in the shuffle th&A3 that interacted weekly were found to
be the most cohesive. This suggests that a de§ie@®omal communication and interaction
is healthy although this should not be too frequdthitis suggestion is comparable to Oh
Chung and Labianca’s (2004) assertion that whiferinal communication is useful in

supporting the social functions of a group, habiw@ngregation of members outside the

organization is in fact detrimental for its sodiahnd.
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5.3. Conclusions

The main conclusion of the study was that intefaetiors such as size, membership diversity,

nature of leadership and communication patterdgente the cohesiveness of CBOs.

The results show that the composition of the CB@duding their size and membership
diversity is an important determinant of cohesivemneéHomogeneous CBOs have a higher
potential to be cohesive than heterogeneous omesisparticularly so when homogeneity is

in terms of gender and age.

On the other hand, the relationship between the &iZZBOs and their cohesiveness is more
complicated than it appears. The presence of atiy@ortant benefits that would arise from a
larger or smaller CBO size such as economies désbargaining power and transaction
costs or lack thereof may be important in deterngnithe extent to which size affects

cohesiveness. This calls for further investigation.

Group processes such as leadership and commumnicaio have significant potential to
influence the cohesiveness of a CBO. For instanoee socially adept leaders have greater
potential to enhance cohesiveness, compared te tthas have superior task related skills
such as fund mobilization. Moreover, CBOs thabgtize fund mobilization above other
functions are likely to be less cohesive. The decisnaking style of the leader is also an
important contributor to cohesiveness. Where deatmcdecision-making is sought, this can
be enhanced by taking it a step further to delegaffhat is by empowering the members to
make the decision rather than just seeking thetiggaation. CBOs may also enhance their
cohesiveness by ensuring that appropriate penaltees place for wrong doers and that they
are implemented. Letting offenders go unpunishedeiroff lightly is likely to erode the

cohesiveness of CBOs.

Finally, decentralized communication remains th&t f@m of communication network when
dealing with complex tasks. Leadership that attenptcontrol all communication is likely to
stifle cohesion. Similarly, too frequent interactiof CBO members outside the group setting

has the potential to erode cohesion.
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5.4.

Recommendations

. The formation of gender and age homogeneous CBOgl&tbe encouraged. This

may involve defining these characteristics from dlgset in the CBOs constitution.
This does not mean that CBOs with heterogeneoushaesinip should be dismissed
as non-cohesive. However, such CBOs would needireztdmore effort towards
discovering and putting in in place mechanisms #uliress threats to their cohesion

brought about by their heterogeneity.

. Care should be exercised by CBOs when choosinglteders if they are to enhance

or sustain the cohesiveness of their CBOs. Chatisieaders should be favored over
task oriented leaders. The tendency to choose redmause they represent better
funding prospects has a high likelihood to be dedrital to the CBO’s cohesion and

should be avoided.

. Aid workers should not overlook the importance ddrgonalities in providing

leadership to CBOs. Aid workers funding CBOs shaldid creating the perception
that they prefer to work with individuals with cairt skills but ensure the
involvement of the entire group and focus on dguelg the skills of the personalities

already in leadership positions.

. CBO leaders should completely involve members girtidecision-making so that

they are empowered to make decisions on issuestiaffethe CBO even in their
absence. Training of CBO leaders should not onoerage participatory decision-

making but also delegation of leadership roles ¢oniers.

. In line with the above, decentralized communicastould be encouraged not only

for the purposes of performance but also to pronumtkeesiveness by enhancing

feelings of inclusion.

. In cases where CBO members interact frequentlsideithe group setting, it is very

important to ensure there is constant flow of aaturand clear information to
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5.5.

counteract gossip and rumors which may bring abmrflicts and erode their

cohesiveness.

With regard to member misconduct, CBOs should reftan from employing
appropriate punishment to involved members forfde of eroding cohesion since

this is more likely to impact positively rather thaegatively on their cohesiveness.

Areas for further research

The relationship between the size of CBO and cebasiss should be investigated
further. There may not be a one size fits all sotubut the optimum size may likely
vary from CBO to CBO based on other attributes sagtihe type of business and
capital requirements.

Due to time and cost limitations this study wasitét to investigating associations
between selected internal factors and the cohessgenf CBOs. However, it would

have been more desirable to establish the existehcause-effect relationships as
well as consider the external and moderating factBurther research taking these

aspects into account is recommended.
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APPENDICES

Appendix I: Letter of Transmittal

Sapenzie Ojiambo,
P.O. Box 65703 — 00607,

Nairobi, Kenya.

Dear Participant,

You are invited to participate in a research stbding conducted by a student of Project
Planning and management at the University of Nairbhe purpose of the research is to
determine the extent to which structural and predastors influence the cohesiveness of

Community-Based Organizations such as yours.

If your organization agrees to participate in thejgct, you will be required to answer
guestions relating its composition and functioniAd. members of your organization will
also be required to complete a questionnaire (sigded to collect their demographic data.
Please complete the questionnaire to the best air yoowledge. It should take
approximately five minutes to complete an individgaestionnaire and about 20 minutes to

complete the group questionnaire.

Approximately, 75 CBOs within Kibera Informal Setthients are expected to participate.
Your responses will be kept confidential and witit ibe used for any other purposes other
than to inform the research. Data from the researnthbe reported only as a collective
combined total. If you have any questions abowt pinoject, feel free to contact the
researcher Sapenzie Ojiambo on 020 2972000.

Thank you for your assistance in this importantezvar,

Sincerely,

Sapenzie Ojiambo
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Appendix II: Group Questionnaire

Factors Influencing the Cohesiveness of Community-dsed Organizations — The Case of
Community Groups in Kibera Informal Settlements.

The purpose of this questionnaire is to gather datdne characteristics of Community Based
Organizations (CBOs) involved in income generatintyvities to inform a Masters Degree
research on Factors Influencing the Cohesivene€8ais. The research explores the
association between certain internal factors of €B@d their cohesiveness. This
guestionnaire is designed to collect informatiortt@nCBOs’ structure and processes as well
as their cohesiveness. All information provided Wwé kept confidential and will only be

used for the purpose of this research.

Instructions. For each of the following question please cirtie option that comes closest to
your answer or insert your answer in the space pled. Where choices are provided, you
may pick more than one option. If you have additi@omments to make on any specific
guestion, please indicate these beside the ans$mease you have additional general

remarks, please include them at the end of thetiqguesire.

General Information

Name of CBO:

Number of group members: No. Male No. Female

Number of years in

operation:

Gender of Chairperson

Criteria for joining the group;

Income Generating

Activities:
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Nature of Project

1. Which of the following statements best descrilliesway your group operates?
a) Joint investment and management of proceeds
b) Joint investment but no joint management of peats
¢) Individual investment and individual managemafniproceeds

d) Other, Please SPECITY ........oiiuiii i e e e

2. Which of the following best describes shareholdmgour group?
a) Members receive benefits based on level of invexst in the group’s activities
b) All members have equal shares and receive dégunfits from group activities

C) Other, please SPEeCITY .......cooiirii e

3. Has your group employed a manager to run your @aitivities?
a) Yes
b) No

4. If yes, why was a manager employed?
a) Group members did not have the time to mandgkeatequired activities
b) Group members did not have the expertise rediireun the activities as required
c) It was recommended by the organization fundiygroup
C) Other, please SPECIY ... ..o e e

d) Not sure
Nature of Leadership

5. How often does your CBO hold elections?
a) Twice a year
b) Annually
c) Every two years
d) Never
e) Other, please SpPecCify........cccocviiii it
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6. Did you choose a new member for the leadershipipdke last elections?
a) Yes
b) No
c) Not sure

d) The group does not hold elections

7. In your opinion, why was your current leader cho®rthe post?
a) He/she was the founder of the group
b) He/she is vocal
c) He/she has good ideas for the group
d) He/she is well placed to negotiate funding & group
e) He /she has most investment in the group

f) Other, Please SPecCify ..ot e,

8. If your CBO has received external funding, waseahgechange of leadership when
funding was received?
a)Yes
b) No

¢ ) Not sure

9. Different leaders have been known to exhibit déferleadership styles. Which of the
following managerial styles best describes youddea
a) Focuses individual needs and building relatigosh
b) Focuses on enhancing the team spirit
c) Focuses on running tasks and operations eftlgien
d) Focuses on using minimum effort to get the waoke

e) Focuses on balancing work output and memberalenor
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10.

11.

12.

13.

Which of the following statements best describasgien making is most commonly
done in your group?

a) Participating - All decisions are made demacadly

b) Selling - Leaders make decision and explain ¢éonimers why that decision was
taken

c) Telling - Leaders make decision and gives imstons to group members

d) Delegating - Leaders allow the group membersa&e decisions and take
responsibility for the decisions even in their atzse

e) Other (Please SPecCify) .......ccoiiiiii i

How do you promote transparency in your group?

a) Regular members (not just leaders) monitor vioeikg carried out
b) Regular members (not just leaders) watch traimsesctaking place
c) Clear accounting procedures

d) Accounts are made public

e) None of the above

e) Other (Please Specify) .......covviiiiiiii e,

Has your group ever experienced cases of malpeagt corruption?
a) Yes
b) No

c) Not sure

If yes, how was the case dealt with?

a) Nothing was done

b) Through negotiation

c) Group leadership was changed

e) Group rules were changed

f) Those involved were punished

g) Those involved were expelled from the group

h) Other (Please Specify) .........ccoiiiiii e,
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14.1f you and another member of your group were ingdlin a dispute. Would you trust

your leader to act as an intermediary?

a) Yes

b) Yes, but only if there are other people present
c) No

d) Not Sure

15.What is the most common punishment given to a wag\geoup member?

a) They are asked to pay a fine

d) They are sanctioned by the leaders

b) Peer pressure by other group members
¢) Shaming by other group members

d) Expulsion from the group

e) Nothing is done

h) Other (Please Specify) .........ccoiiiiiiiii e,

16.What is the worst punishment that has ever beeangiv a wayward group member?

17.

a) They were asked to pay a fine

b) They were taken to the chief /local authorities

c) They were reported to the police

d) They were shamed

e) They were expelled from the group

f) Other (Please SPeCify) .......c.ooiviiiiiiiiii e

Do you think the forms of punishments given to gromembers are effective?
a) Yes

b) No

¢) No opinion
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18.Does your group own a bank account?

a) Yes
b) No

c) Not sure

19.Do you think your group’s accounts are well kept?

a) Yes

b) No

c) No written accounts

d) | have never seen the accounting documents

e) Not sure

Communication Patterns

20. Which of the following describes how informatioowis in your group when you are

21.

faced with a complex task?

a) Members communicate directly with one anothdhag work on the tasks
b) Members work separately on tasks allocateddémthnd inform the leader of
developments who then passes the information ter atiembers

C) Other (Please SPECITY) ... cuuiriie et e e e,

In the event that a member is not present whertgida is made, which is the most
common way in which they get to know about the siea?

a) Through their friends

b) Through any of the other group members

c) The leader informs them personally

d) They get to know at the next meeting

d) Other (Please SPECITY)......ce it e e
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22.How often does the group hold formal meetings?
b) Daily
c) Twice a week
d) Weekly
e) Bi-weekly
f) Monthly
d) Annually

e) Never

23.Do you always understand information provided oarygroup’s plans and/or
performance?
a) Yes
b) No

c) Not sure

24.How frequently would you say you interact with atigeoup members at personal
level?
a) Several times a day
b) Daily
c) Twice a week
d) Weekly
e) Bi-weekly
f) Monthly
d) Annually

e) Never

25.Do you discuss group issues with members when yeet wutside the group?
a) Yes
b) No

c) Not sure
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26.1f yes, can you trust information about the grouogt tis received informally?
a) Yes
b) No
c) Not sure

Cohesiveness

27.How satisfied are you with the performance of yG&O?
a) Extremely satisfied
b) Satisfied
c) Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
d) Dissatisfied

e) Extremely dissatisfied

28.0n average, how many members do not show up fotimgseor group activities on
any given day?
a) 0 — 2 members
b) 3 — 5 members
c) 6 — 8 members
d) 9 — 11 members

e) 12 or more members

29.How many times did disputes and complaints occyour group over the last one
year?

a) 0 — 2 times

b) 3 — 5 times
c) 6 — 8times
d) 9 — 11 times

e) 12 or more times
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30.How many members have left the group over thellgsar?
a) None
b) 1 — 3 members
c) 4 - 6 members
d) 7 — 9 members

e) 10 or more members

S — = \V[ J———

Thank you for your cooperation.

96



Appendix IlI: Individual Questionnaire

Factors Influencing the Cohesiveness of Community-dsed Organizations — The Case of
Community Groups in Kibera Informal Settlements

The purpose of this questionnaire is to gather datthe characteristics of Community Based
Organizations (CBOs) involved in income generatintyvities to inform a Masters Degree
research on Factors Influencing the Cohesivene€8ais. The research explores the
association between certain internal factors of €B@d their cohesiveness. This
guestionnaire is designed to collect informatiorttenCBOs’ membership diversity. All
information provided will be kept confidential andl only be used for the purpose of this
research.

Instructions. Please circle the appropriate answer to the falilog questions.

1. Which gender do you belong to?
a) Female
b) Male

2. Which of the following age groups do you belong to?
a) 18-24 years
b) 25-34 years
c) 35-44 years
d) 45-54 years
e) 55-64 years

f) 65 years and above

3. What is the highest level of education you have meted?
a) No formal schooling
b) Did not complete primary school
c) KCPE
d) KCSE
e) Tertiary
f) Other, Please specify
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4. On average, in which range does your total morittdgme fall?

a) Less than Ksh 4,999

b) Ksh 5,000 — 9,999

c¢) Ksh 10,000 — 14,999

d) Ksh 15,000 — 19,999

e) Ksh 20,000 — 24,999

f) Ksh 25,000 — 29,999

g) Ksh 30,000 and above

5. Which ethnic community do you belong to?
a) Kamba
b) Kikuyu
c) Luhya
d) Luo
e) Kisii
f) Kalenjin

Other, please specCify...........cccoviiiiiii e,

S — =

Thank you for your participation.
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Appendix IV: A map of villages that constitute Kibera Informal Settlements

Villages in Kibera Informal Settlements ”@'*
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Note Source: Mutisya and Yarime, 2011
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Appendix V: Age Distribution of Kibera Informal Set tlements by Population (%)

a0
35
30
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20
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45

mM  WF

0-5y/o 617 yfo 18-25v/o 26-50vy/o + 51 yfo

Note Adapted from IFRA-Keyobs Field Survey, 2009.
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