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ABSTRACT 
Strategic imanagement ischolars ihave iargued ithat ifirms iin ithe isame iindustry iand icompanies 

ithat ipractice istrategic imanagement ihave ivarying iperformance ioutcome. iThere iare iclaims 

ithat iappropriate ichoice iof istrategy iinfluences isuperior ifirm iperformance. iFor imany iyears’ 

ifreight iforwarding icompanies ihave ibeen ifacing ichallenges imainly idue ito iheavy 

icompetition, ipoor iinfrastructure iand islow ireforms iin ithe icustoms iregulations iwith isome iof 

ithese icompanies ihaving iperformed iwell i iand iothers iexhibiting ilow iperformance. iThis 

icould ibe iattributed ito isome icompanies i ihaving ia ibetter iunderstanding iof ithe ivarious icritical 

ideterminants iof iperformance iwhile iother icompanies icould ibe ilacking iknowledge ithat 

icompetition iis ithe ibasis iof isuccess ior ifailure iof itheir ibusinesses. iThe ipurpose iof ithis istudy 

iwas ito iestablish ithe ieffect iof iorganizational ifactors iand iexternal ienvironment ion ithe 

irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand iperformance iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies 

iin iKenya. iThis iresearch iwas ibased ion ithe iindustrial iorganizational ieconomic itheory, 

iresource-based itheory iand icontingency itheory. iA ireview iof iextant iconceptual iand 

iempirical iliterature iwas icarried iout iand ithe ihypothesis iwas iderived ifrom ithe iobjectives. 

iPositivism iresearch iand idescriptive icross-sectional isurvey iwere iused iin ithis istudy. 

iStratified irandom isampling iwas iapplied. iThe istudy isample icomprised iof i120 ifreight 

iforwarding ifirms. iPrimary idata iwas icollected iusing isemi-structured iquestionnaires. iData 

iwas ianalyzed iusing idescriptive istatistics iof imean iscores, iinferential istatistics iand 

iregression ianalysis. iThe iresults iof ithis istudy ishowed ithat ithere iis ia isignificant iinfluence iof 

istrategy itypology ion iorganizational iperformance i(β=.303, it=2.233, ip<0.05). iAlso, ithe 

istudy ifound ithat iorganizational ifactors ihave ino isignificant iintervening iinfluence ion ithe 

irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand iorganizational iperformance i(β=.095, it=.698, 

ip=.487>0.05). iFurther, ithe iresults iprovided ievidence ito isupport ithat iexternal ienvironment 

imoderates ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand iorganizational iperformance i(β= 

i-.256, it= i-2.064, ip=.042<0.05). iFinally, ithe ijoint ieffect iof istrategy itypology, iorganizational 

ifactors iand iexternal ienvironmental ion iperformance iwas ifound ito ibe igreater ithan iindividual 

iinfluence iof ipredictor ivariables i(β= i.573, it= i3.907, ip=.000<0.05). iThis istudy isupported ithe 

iarguments iof iindustrial iorganization ieconomic itheory, iresource ibase itheory iand 

icontingency itheory iin ithe icontext iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. iThe 

iperformance iof ithe ifreight iforwarding icompany iwas iheld iwith iutmost iimportance. i iHence, 

ithe iresults iof ithis istudy iwould ibe iof ivalue ito ipolicy imakers iin itheir istrategy iadaptation iand 

idecision imaking. iMore iso, iresults icould isteer ithe iorganization ito isuperior iperformance 

ithrough iadapting ito istrategies ilike idefenders, iprospectors ior ianalyzers ito icompete iin ithe 

iever ichanging ienvironment. iFreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya iare ivital icontributors 

itowards ithe ieconomic idevelopment iof ithe icountry. iHence, ithe ifindings iof ithis istudy ishould 

ienable ithe imanagement iin idecision imaking ithat ienhances iperformance, ithus isupporting ithe 

inational ieconomic idevelopment. iThe istudy iapplied ia idescriptive icross isectional isurvey 

ibecause ithe iinformation igathered irepresented iwhat ihappened ionce, iwhich ihardly iprovided 

ifor ithe icontributory ieffects ion ithe iexperiential irelationships. iTherefore, iresearchers icould 

iconsider iusing iother iapproaches ilike ilongitudinal istudies ithat iwould ihighlight iavenues ithat 

icould ibe iexplored ito ienhance iperformance iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies. iThe istudy ican 

ibe ireplicated iin iother isectors iand iother icountries ito ienhance ithe icontribution iof ithe 

irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand iorganizational iperformance. i 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background of the Study 

Strategic management is an organisational practice that concentrates on long term plans 

intended to direct daily operations towards the realization of desired future goals or 

position. Several researchers observed that strategic management uses contingency 

approach that posit that successful organizations are those that are adaptive to their 

environments in a bid to gain superior performance (Walker, Boyne, Meier, O’Toole Jr., 

& Richard, 2010; Donaldson, 2001). Strategic management studies identified the strategic 

orientation of companies in various industries by creating their typology (DeSarbo, 

Benedetto, Song & Sinha, 2005; Boyne & Walker, 2004; Porter, 1985). Tracey and Blood 

(2012) observed that to enhance effectiveness an organization can adopt internal factors 

that will influence responses to the external factors. The organizational internal factors 

which comprise of shared values, skills and systems enable companies to adapt the correct 

strategy and direct the conduct of their business to achieve superior performance (Johnson, 

Scholes & Whittington, 2008). 

 

Pearce and Robinson (2007) argued that firms need to consider their external 

environmental factors if they are to thrive beyond the rising market demands and changing 

industry practices. Tan and Liu (2014) observed that the external environment is dynamic 

and consists of forces that were beyond the control of the firm level management. Thus, 

the external environment can create both opportunities and threats for firms.  
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The Contingency Theory states that an organization develops structures and conduct to align 

its internal factors to fit with the external environment (Husted, 2000). The theories that 

inform these relationships are the Industrial Organization Economic Theory (Mason, 1939; 

Bains,1968; Grimm, 2008; Barthwal, 2010), the Resource based theory (Penrose, 1959; 

Wernerfelt, 1984; Barney, 1997) and the Contigency Theory (Donaldson, 2001). The main 

anchoring theory of this study was Industrial Organization Economic Theory (IOET). The 

concept of strategy typology was based on IOET. 

 

 

The Industrial Organization Economic Theory (IOET) was originated by Mason (1939) 

and later expanded by Bains (1968). Both of them hypothesized a possible relationship 

between the level of concentration in an industry and the prevailing barriers to entry and 

subsequent profits.  IOET postulates that the strategic actions by firms and their interaction 

determine the structure of markets that entails how a market is functioning (Grimm, 2008). 

IOET stresses that firms should adapt to influences in their industry to excel in 

performance. IOET puts more emphasis on the ways in which prevailing industry structure 

influences  an organization (Barthwal, 2010). The essence of this archetype is that industry 

structure controls the conduct  of firms, and the overall behaviour then governs the joint 

performance outcomes registered by firms in a given market (Edwards, Allen & Shaik, 

2006). Industry structure provides the context in which competition occurs. Conduct which 

is the firms’ choice represents firms’ strategy, while performance is the goals of the firm 

(Raible, 2013). This study chose strategy based on the typology of Miles and Snow (2003) 

which observes that business level strategies are arranged in the strategic configurations as 

prospectors, defenders, analyzers and reactors.  
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Organizational factors are underpinned by the resource based theory (RBT) (Barney, 

2002). The key supposition of RBT is that sustainable competitive advantage is developed 

basically from capabilities that are both intangible and tangible. Thus, the bundle of 

resources within the control of a firm are primary predictors of higher performance (Peteraf 

& Barney, 2003). The RBT views resources as a key source of competitive advantage as 

other firms may not easily gain access to such resources. 

 

The RBT stresses on creating dynamic capabilities and firm specific capabilities (Teece, 

2018). These two can be used to harness external and internal firm specific competencies 

for the purposes of outperforming competition in an environment characterised by rapid 

changes (Herrman, 2005). Barney (1991) observed that in order to provide a basis for 

competitiveness, resources have to be valuable, rare, too expensive to imitate and arranged 

in a way that can help capture their full value (VRIO) in a firm. Thus, organizational factors 

should be distinctively unique to enable the company’s competitiveness and superior 

performance (Wang & Ahmed, 2007).  

 

The external environmental factors are supported by Contingency theory. The contingency 

theory originated with the contributions of (Woodward, 1965). Lawrence and Lorsch 

(1967) thereafter contributed to the theory. They observed that firms that are successful in 

different sectors with diverse technologies possessed organizational structures that were 

distinct. The contingency theory views organizations as adapting to their changing 

environments thus, evolving from one fit to another gradually (Sims, Fineman & Gabriel, 

2005). The main proposition is that organizations are environment dependent and 

environment serving. The contingency theory portrays firm performance as the combined 

result of forces of environment and the strategic actions of an organization.  
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Thus, the organizations that develop best fit between their strategy and their external 

environment are likely to have superior results (Husted, 2000). Strategic fit occurs when 

organizational performance is aligned with the key organizational and environmental 

contingencies. Therefore, the organization should align itself to the external environment 

to achieve improved organizational performance (Donaldson, 2001). 

 

The freight forwarding companies in Kenya have been facing major challenges caused by 

lack of competences, poor understanding of strategy types and the dynamic environment 

surrounding their operations which arises mainly due to heavy competition and slow 

regulatory reforms (Kenya International Freight and Warehousing Association, 2016). This 

therefore leads to difficulties in sustaining their performance. Despite their low 

performance they are key in facilitating the movement of imports and exports cargo which 

contributes to the national income. Also, they have an impact on the economy of Kenya by 

influencing the achievement of vision 2030 (KRA, 2016; World Bank, 2015). 

 

Ojala and Dilay (2015) argued that the performance of freight fowarding companies vary 

with some of them reporting good performance while, others exhibiting low performance. 

These disparities have been attributed to the strategies that they adapt where those with 

poor performance attributed to having limited knowledge of the variety of the strategies 

applicable across the companies. Also, some of the companies experiences challenges with 

diverse factors within the organization as well as environmental influence (Baum & Wally, 

2003). This is because previous studies in strategic management indicate that strategy 

typology has some influence on the performance realized by the organizations (Walker et 

al. 2010).  
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Further observation showed that organizational performance could be a function of other 

aspects ranging from organizational factors to those occasioned by the external 

environment (Johnson et al. 2008). Arising from the the conceptual arguments therefore, 

this study sought to establish the influence of organizational factors and the external 

environment on the relationship between strategy typology and organizational performance 

in the context of freight forwarding companies in Kenya.  

 

1.1.1 Strategy Typology 

The concept of strategy is ancient and has different meanings and definitions from various 

authors. Despite the several definitions, the debate on strategy is inconclusive  due to the 

different views of the scholars. Drucker (1954) underscored the importance of strategy in 

helping an organization realize its desired future position in an environment that is 

predictable. Ansoff (1965) observed that strategy acts as a guideline directing the process 

of making decisions using information available on an organization’s product market path 

in the environment outside its operations. Porter (1980) highlighted that the generic 

strategies comprised of focus strategies, cost strategies and differentiation strategies to 

avert the result of low performance. On the contrary, Miles and Snow (1978) developed 

different form of strategy types as a way of connecting an organization to its environment. 

Johnson, Scholes and Whittington (2008) defined strategy as the alignment of objectives 

and risk tolerance strategic alternatives through organizing resources and competences 

towards satisfying stakeholders expectations. 
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Several dissimilarities have been observed by previous studies such as the 

conceptualization of intended and realised strategy (Mintzberg, 2003), the transient 

characteristics of strategy (Miles, Snow, Meyer & Coleman, 1978) and the relationship 

between strategy and internal organization factors (Zahra, 1987). Chaffee (1984) identified 

and described three models of strategy as linear, interpretive and adaptive. In linear 

strategy, managers plan how to deal with competitors to achieve the goals of the firm. 

Interpretive strategy articulates the values of an organization which is dependent on 

internal and external relationships. Hofer (1973) argued that the adaptive model is focused 

on continuously carrying out assessment so as to align opportunities and risks presented by 

external environment and the organisations capabilities and resources for exploiting these 

opportunities. Accordingly, an organization using adaptive strategic management scans the 

internal and external environments for threats and opportunities to create strategies that 

adapt to an ever-changing environment (Anwar, Said & Saf, 2016). 

 

Numerous studies have been undertaken by scholars who have paid attention to the 

interaction between strategy and performance. As a result, the development and application 

of various strategy typologies have emerged in strategic management (Anwar et al., 2016). 

Such strategy typologies include, Miles and Snow’s (1978) strategic categories of reactors, 

prospectors, defenders and analyzers; Porter’s (1980) generic strategies of cost leadership, 

differentiation and focus; Miller’s (1990) high performance strategies; Rao (2015) 

observed that strategies that organization adapt are arranged in four distinct levels, namely; 

corporate, business, functional and product level. Macmillan and Tampoe (2000) discussed 

business strategies of  product development, market penetration, diversification and  

market development among others. 
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The leading strategy typologies are Miles and Snow’s (1978) strategic categories and 

Porter (1980) generic strategies. Their contribution offered practical bases for recognizing 

strategy types and for measuring their impact on various evaluation of performance 

(Luoma, 2015). Parnell et al., (2015) quoting Segev (1989) emphasized that Porter's (1980) 

typology however, underscored the large companies that have high market share and was 

instrumental for an existing industry, but had minimal guidance for industries in high end 

industrious and innovative backgrounds that were at the initial stage of their business life 

cycle.  

 

Despite numerous strategy typologies research (Bagire & Namada, 2013; Hitt, Beamish, 

Jackson & Mathieu, 2007) the relationship between strategy and performance have been 

operationalized and linked in different ways with no convergence (Miles & Snow, 1978). 

The Miles and Snow (1978) strategy typology has empirically applied strategic 

classification that incorporates integrated contingency concept and consistency in the 

application (Schwarz, Sharma & Freeman, 2013; Peng, Tan & Tong, 2004; Murray, 

O’Driscoll & Torres, 2002).  

 

 In addition, Miles and Snow (1978) strategy typology has a reliable precision in the 

fomulation of the strategic behaviour of organizations which enhances its strength 

(Vladimir, 2014). Consequently, this study adopted the strategy typology by Miles and 

Snows (1978). This is because it is the most enduring, studied and useful model used in 

forecasting organizational performance and has thorough classification of each strategic 

type (Kabanoff & Brown, 2008; Hambrick, 2003). 

 



  

8 

 

Miles et al. (2003) observed that business level strategies are classified as, prospectors, 

defenders, analyzers and reactors. It is observed that these strategic categories may run 

concurrently in industries. The feasible strategies of prospectors, analysers and defenders 

when properly implemented have the potential of being effective in the market. The reactor 

strategy is perceived to be reactive and a non-viable one (Walker, 2013).  Vladimir (2014) 

noted that  strategy types outline how companies align with their environment and help 

provide answers to the three main adaptive cycle challenges and resolutions, the 

entrepreneurial, that explain the behaviour exhibited by an organization in the market 

place; the engineering or technical that focuses on the technology and processes used for 

production and services, and the administration challenge which considers how the 

organization coordinates and implements its strategies. 

 

The prospector companies are pioneers in the market and control large market share 

(Isoherranen & Kess, 2014). The prospectors more often pursue opportunities related to 

the market and the products besides focusing on environmental changes (Vladimir, 2014). 

The prospectors repeatedly pioneer the growth of new products through new ideas that 

bring about changes, making it difficult for competition to predict the market trends (Allen 

& Helms, 2006). The prospector companies surpass their competitors by taking charge of 

the markets with their innovative new products as they embrace modern technologies 

(Cunningham, 2002). However, given their emphasis on developing new products and 

extension on the existing markets, in most cases (not always) they lose organizational 

efficiency (Andrew, Boyne, Law & Walker, 2012).  
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The prospector organizations face the entrepreneurial challenge of product and market 

development (Morgan, Strong & McGuineness, 2003). The prospector features comprise 

of diverse product line, technologies, product market based on local structure, skills in 

developing new products and creation of new markets (Isoherranen & Kess, 2014).  A 

prospector organization permits decentralization of its functions to encourage flexible and 

innovative conduct (Morgan et al., 2003). The prospectors’ administrative system deploys 

and coordinates resources among decentralized functions rather than planning and 

controlling the operations of the entire organization from a central position (Walker, 2013).  

 

Organizations in the prospector category consistently take the lead in innovation and 

development. The prospector companies’ main capability comprises of taking part in 

research that leads to new products and enhanced market opportunities (Miles, Snow, 

Meyer & Coleman, 1978). The prospectors initiate change in their respective industries 

and in return use change as a tool to gain an edge over competition (Desarbo, Di Benedetto, 

Song & Sinha, 2005). These types of companies register huge success as well as major 

shortfalls in their innovation pursuit.  

 

However, the aim of the prospector is to have successes which outweigh the shortfalls. 

This enables the prospector company to invest in experts with capabilities to scan the 

environment for prospective opportunities over a long period of time. Hence, the 

prospectors overall engineering problem is to stay focused to wider technology process. As 

such, they prefer creating multiple technologies which can force the competition to 

constantly play catch up (Walker & Brewer, 2009).   
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The defenders are companies that have steady markets for their products and services and 

compete mainly based on price, high quality products and customer service. Defender 

companies encounter the entrepreneurial challenge of maintaining stability in their market, 

and thus, perform well in non-volatile environments (Blackmore & Nesbitt, 2013). The 

companies uphold internal focus by concentrating on an identified region within a 

prospective market with diminishing ability to align to changes in the environment. Owing 

to the narrow market segment, the defenders’ endeavours to place barriers to prevent 

competitors from entering its market domain.  

 

As such the defenders may use competitive pricing or variety of products offering to deter 

competition. More often the defenders ignore environmental scanning of changes and 

trends outside of their market domain, but concentrate to grow their business through 

market penetration and with minimal investment on new innovative products. Eventually, 

the defenders establish a niche market earlier than their competitors making it difficult for 

competitors to infiltrate (Desarbo et al., 2005). The defenders choose narrow and relatively 

stable product-market domains in the limited area of operation, where their senior 

managers have acquired adequate skills and competencies (Ghosal, 2003). More often, the 

defender companies hardly make key changes on their skills, structure or methods of 

operations. Instead, they put more emphasis on increasing the level of efficiency of existing 

operations (Desarbo et al., 2005). Since the defenders aim to maximise the efficiency of 

internal procedures, Miles and Snow (1978) claimed that they addressed administrative 

anomalies. Thus, providing management with centralised control of all organizational 

operations. The defenders sometimes face the risk of ineffectiveness by being unable to 

respond to changes happening in their market environment (Blackmore & Nesbitt, 2013). 
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It is notable that a company may not maintain any one of these strategy categories in its 

entire life cycle (Ketchen, 2003). Firms normally shift from one strategy to the other as the 

markets develop. For instance, companies that consider continual innovation may 

gradually become defenders as innovation may not be practical in their market (Walker, 

2013). A clear understanding of when and how to shift from one strategy to another is 

critical if the company performance and its market share are to be maintained (Hambrick, 

2003). 

 

The analyzers are companies that have the attributes of the prospector and defender types. 

They pursue harmony between stable and changing domains (Boyne & Walker, 2004). The 

analyzers face entrepreneurial challenge and are limited in terms of increasing and 

maintaining the market share for their product offerings (Miles et al.,1978). Once the 

market’s reaction is examined, analyzers pursue the opportunity after having identified the 

critical success factors. Thus, analyzers pursue new market opportunities like the 

prospectors, and they generate most of their revenue from stable portfolio of products like 

the defenders (Narano – Gil, 2009).   

 

Analyzers pursue two distinct products and market realms, where one market is stable 

while the other is highly dynamic. Those operating in stable markets function routinely and 

efficiency is emphasized by using a formal structure and processes. In dynamic domains, 

the analyser organization picks the innovative concepts that are promising (Walker, 2013). 

More often, the analyzers tend to have a limited product market opportunities that are cost 

efficient. Also, the analyser organization lean towards a mixed structure and are skilled in 

production efficiency, process engineering and marketing functions (Evans & Green, 

2000). 
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Usually, the companies that are true analyzers may not be the first to innovate, but they 

might instead improve upon the creation of another organization (Walker, 2013). The 

analyser searches for prospects in the market and pursues to serve the demand. The main 

unique feature of the analyzers administrative frameworks is the distinct companies’ 

structural formation and internal processes. They both  enable harmony in the markets that 

are stable and those that are volatile (Meier, Boyne, O’Toole, Walker & Andrew, 2010).  

 

The analyzers strategy has twin attributes of strength and adaptability which limit the 

companys’ ability to move entirely in either way because there are cost implications 

(Narano – Gil, 2009). Subsequently, the analyzers fundamental threats are characterised by 

both incomptence and ineptness especially where the alignment between strategy and 

structure is not observed (Miles et al.,1978). While the strategies of defenders, prospectors 

and analyzers are all viewed as proactive to their surroundings, the procedures sought after 

by reactors are portrayed as irregular and reactionary to environmental dynamism (Andrew 

et al., 2012).  

 

The reactors do not have a distinct strategy, they respond to environmental forces. Hence, 

the reactor orientation is not viewed as worthwhile. Firms seeking after such an orientation 

would either take one of the other three categories of strategy orientation or be phased out 

of the market (Peng et al., 2004). The reactors are companies that do not have a reliable 

strategy orientation, structure and shared values relationship. Their reactions to the external 

challenges comprise of disjointed plans that are usually not effective in most cases (Meier 

et al., 2007).  
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Top managers in reactor organizations face immense environmental ambiguity. However, 

they lack reliable plans to address the environmental vulnerabilities (Isoherranen & Kess, 

2011). Miles and Snow (1978) depicted reactors as firms that hesitate to plan until they are 

compelled to do so by the environmental circumstances. In contrast to defenders or 

prospectors, reactors suffer from limited coherency in company structural arrangement 

thus, some are unified and others are decentralised. They lack elaborate strategy that would 

enable them to attend to their dynamic environment continuously. The hesitancy towards 

unified or decentralized leadership could be predominant in public sector since they are 

susceptible to myriad pressing external demands than private firms (Poister, Pitts & 

Edward, 2010).  

 

Reactor strategy is portrayed by lack of proper strategic positioning, alongside conflicting 

structural configuration and procedures. The failure to address entrepreneurial and 

engineering challenges prompts the misalignment of managerial challenge and action plan, 

which results in lackluster performance (Walker, 2013). Although in Miles & Snow (1978) 

it has been claimed that strategy is long term, Meier et al. (2007) observed that prospecting 

and reacting can be of help to students, while Andrew et al., (2012) noted that reacting was 

applicable in medical institutions. The strategies for defending, prospecting and analysing 

produces preferable outcome over reactive orientation. Reacting, lacks strategic substance 

in light of the fact that it originates from reacting to directions from the competition and 

requirements of external dynamism (Poister et al., 2010). Hunger and Wheelen (2003) 

argued that a reactor strategy orientation might be helpful in the civil service which is 

characterised by requirements and requests from the general public.  
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The Miles and Snow (1978) typology is widely applied in the strategy and performance 

alignment of organizations from various businesses having diverse organization size 

(Walker et al., 2010). The finding from the various scholars have a foreign setting. Also, 

there is scarcity of local studies on strategy typology and performance in various local 

sectors. This study attempted to establish the influence of external environment and 

organizational factors on the relationship between strategy typologies and company 

performance in varied contexts and in various sectors such as freight forwarding companies 

in Kenya. 

 

Strategy making has changed from the contributions made by expert practitioners to that 

made by first  line managers and advisors (Jarzabkowski, 2004). Also, in an administrative 

view emphasis is on the skills that strategists require and the methods for getting them. 

This is because strategizing requires strategic thinking and strategic planning (Whittington, 

2004; Mintzberg, 1978). More often, an organization can engage in strategy and not be 

effective. Knowing and understanding the strategy types can help an organization become 

more effective. However, most organizations fail to engage in substantive change because 

the focus of the strategy is not aligned with the organizational needs and environmental 

indicators (Hunger & Wheelen, 2003).  
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1.1.2 Organizational Factors 

The organizational factors focus on the internal environment of the company (Cole, 2004). 

They comprise of organizations managerial variables such as shared values, skills and 

systems that are influenced by the internal environment, thus affecting the effectiveness of 

organization (Garbrah & Binfor, 2013). Systems are made up of processes within an 

organization which guide overall organizational events (Grant, Lambert, Stock & Ellam, 

2006). Skills and capabilities form the abilities that firms’ employees perform well 

(Basadur, 2000). Style represents the approach of management of the company’s leaders 

and shared values are the norms and standards that guide organizational behaviour 

(Ravanfar, 2015). The organizational factors present a forum where decisions are arrived 

at and implemented  (Singh, 2013). An organization develops competitive strategies to 

compete in its domain and uses various strategy to link the organization to the environment. 

This in turn impacts on the performance of the organization (Vladimir, 2014).  

 

The choice of strategies adopted by the organization is influenced by diverse factors that 

are internal and external to the organization. Firms that are organized to operate within 

reliable and steady markets may not thrive in a complex and dynamic setting (Donaldson, 

2001). Consequently, reasonable knowledge of firms competitiveness is an important 

factor that can enhance better company performance. Such knowledge is fundamental for 

companies that operate in a competitive environment where the  dynamic forces are volatile 

and uncertain (Tracey & Blood, 2012).  
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One of the principal layouts that has been generally used to evaluate a company's 

competitiveness is the McKinsey 7s structure which was developed in 1978 at a 

convergence of scholars namely, Tom Peters, Robert Waterman, Julien Philips, Richard 

Pascale and Anthony Athos. The McKinsey 7s framework incorporates the contributions 

of Chandler (1962); Ansoff (1965); Andrew (1971) and Wernerfelt (1984) by focusing on 

how a firm achieves the suitable balance between the firm’s chosen strategy and the vital 

resources required to implement that strategy. 

 

The iinitial iframework iwas iinvestigating ithe isuccess iof ithe iJapanese iindustry i(Chimera, 

i1999). iWithin ithe isame iperiod iPeters iand iWaterman iexplored ithe iattributes iresponsible ifor 

icompany iexcellence, ithus ipublishing itheir ibook iin isearch ifor iexcellence. iHence, ithe 

iMcKinsey ideveloped ithe ilayout ias ian iessential iinstrument ifor iuniversal iadministration, 

iknown ias iMcKinsey i7s ilayout i(Malan, i2003) ias ipresented iin iFigure i1.1. i 

 

         

 

 

 

 

         

 

Figure i1.1 iThe iMcKinsey i7s imodel 

Source: iTracey iand iBlood, i(2012) 
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The iMcKinsey i7s imodel ioffers ia imethod ifor iexamining ihow iinterrelated icomponents ifit 

itogether iduring istrategy iimplementation. iThe imodel i iillustrated ithe idifference ibetween ithe 

ifunctions ia ifirm iexcels iin iand ithe iway inew istrategy iis iprepared ito idetermine ithe iextent iof 

ichallenge iduring iimplementation i(Hanafizadeh i& iRavasan, i2011). iEnock i(2001) iposit ithat 

ithe imodel iwas iused ito ifind ithe irelationship ithat iexisted ibetween ieach iof ithe i'S'' ifactors iand 

ihow iit icould ibe iutilized ito irecognize ithe istrength iand iweakness iof ithe iorganization. 

iGarbrah i& iBinfor i(2013) iposit ithat ino i‘’S’’ ifactor ion iits iown iis ia istrength ior ia iweakness. 

iAs isuch ithe i‘S’’ ifactor ithat iis iin iharmony iwith iother i‘Ss’’ iis iconsidered ia istrength. 

 

The iMcKinsey i7s iframework iemphasizes isolely ion ithe iorganizational icomponent iand 

ihuman icomponents iof ifirm iresources i(Mitchell, iFrendendall i& iCantrell, i2015). iWhile 

ithere iare ivarious iorganizational imodels ideveloped, isuch ias i8s imodel iby iHiggins i(2005), 

iMcKinsey i7s imodel iis ithe imost ipopular iframework i(DeKluyver, i2000). iThus, ithis istudy 

ichose ithe iMckinsey i7s imodel ithat iwas ideveloped iby i iPeters iand iWaterman i(1982). iThe 

imodel ihas ibeen iwidely iused ias ia itool ithat ianalyses ihow ito iincrease ifirm iperformance iand 

iestablish ithe ibest iway iof iimplementing ithe istrategies iproposed i(Singh, i2013). i 

 

The ivariables iof ithe iMcKinsey i7s iframework iconcur iwith ithe iresource-based itheory 

iapproach, iwith inotable iexception iof istrategy. iThe istyle iand istaff ivariables ican ibe iclustered 

iinto ithe icategory iof ihuman icapital iresources. iThe iskills, isystems, ishared ivalues ivariables 

iare igrouped ias iorganizational icapital iresources i(Mitchell iet ial., i2015). iThis istudy itherefore, 

ifocused ion ithree iof ithe iMcKinsey i7s iframework, inamely, ishared ivalues, iskills iand isystems 

ias ithe iorganizational icapital iresources iand itop iof ithe imind iorganizational idesign, ito 

ievaluate iif iwhen ieffectively ialigned ithey ican iimprove icompany iperformance i(Garbrah iand 

iBinfor, i2013). i 
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This iwas ibased ion iprevious iresearch iarguments. iFor iinstance, iKamasak i(2014) inoted ithat 

iwhile itangible iresources ican ibe ireassigned iwithin ithe iorganization, iintangible iresource 

isuch ias, ishared ivalues, iskills iand isystems iare inot ieasily itransferable. iIsmail i(2017) inoted 

ithat ithey iare ithe ifoundation iof ithe iorganization. iTeece i(2009) iobserved ithat iintangible 

iresources irelate ito ifirms’ idistinctive ifeatures iand iimplicit iorganizational ipractises ithat iare 

imore idifficult ito itransfer iacross isimilar iorganization. iAmit iand iSchoemaker i(2016) iposit 

ithat istrategic icapability iperspective iholds ithat ithe istrategy iof ia ifirm iis ian ielement iof 

icapabilities ianchored ion iintangible iand itangible iresources. 

 

Mitchell iet ial. i(2015) itested ithe iproposition ithat ioperational iperformance iof iservice ifirms 

ican ibe iempirically imeasured iby iusing ipartial irepresentative iof ithe iMcKinsey i7s imodel. 

iThey ideveloped imeasurements iof ithree iof ithe i7s iof ithe iMcKinsey’s imodel i(strategy, istaff 

iand iskills) iand itested ithe ihypotheses ion ithe ieffect iof istrategic iimplementation ion icompany 

iperformance iand ifound ithem ito ibe ian ieffective itool iin iexamining ifirm iperformance. iAlso, 

iTracey iand iBlood i(2012) iin itheir istudy iof i ibrewing ifirms iobserved ithat ialignment iamong 

ifour iof ithe i7s i(shared ivalues, iskills, istaff iand istrategy) iare ikey ipriorities ifor ithe 

iorganizations ieven ithough ithe iother i7s ifactors iare iof ikey iimportance. iHowever, ithere iare 

iclaims ithat ibusiness isuccess idepends ion ithe icoherent icooperation iof ithe istrategy iand 

ialignment ibetween ithe iinternal iand iexternal ienvironment i(Ismail, iKartak i& iKomurcu, 

i2017). 
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Shared ivalues iare ia icollection iof iadministrative istandards ithat iare ideveloped iby 

iorganizations ito iguide ithe ieveryday ioperations i(Zamani, i2014). iShared ivalues iare 

ientrenched ion ithe icompanys’ ivision, imission iand ivalue istatements iall iof iwhich iprovide 

imotivation ito iemployees ifor ipositive icoexistence. iThe ishared ivalues iengage ithe iemployees 

ito iwork itowards ia icommon igoal ias ia icomprehensible iteam i(Singh, i2013). iCompanies ithat 

ihave iweak iorganizational ivalues imay iexhibit idissatisfied iemployees iwho imay inot 

iparticipate iin iorganizational iteamwork iresulting iin iconflicting iwork irelations i(Peters i& 

iWaterman, i1982). 

 

Alashaher i(2013) iobserved ithat ishared ivalues ienhance iseamless iprocesses iwithin ian 

iorganization ion ithe ibenefits iof ithe istrategy iimplementation iand ihow iit iwill ienable ithe ifirm 

ito iachieve isuperior iperformance ilevels. iAlso, iZamani i(2014) inoted ithat iif iemployees ihave 

ia imutual iownership iof iwhy ia istrategy iis ibeing iexecuted, iit imay iencourage itrust iand 

icollaboration iamong ithe iemployees iand iincrease ithe ichances iof isuccessful 

iimplementation. iTherefore, iit iis iimperative ifor imanagers ito ifamiliarise ithemselves iwith 

istrategy iplanning iwhile itaking iinto iaccount iemployees idiffering iopinions i(Singh, i2013). 

 

 

Ban, iFaller iand iTowers i(2003) iargued ithat ishared ivalues iassist ithe itop imanagement ito 

idevelop iand iconstantly ire-inforce iorganizational icohesiveness. iHence, ishaping ipeoples’ 

ibehaviour iin ithe iorganization. iPeters iet ial. i(1980) iposit ithat ishared ivalues idepict iwhat ithe 

iorganization istands ifor iand ienhances iteam ilearning. iHawawini iet ial., i(2003) iacknowledged 

ithe iimportance iof ishared ivalues iin iorganizational isuccess ias ithey iguide iinterractions iwithin 

ian iorganization. iThanapan iet ial., i(2014) inoted ithat iduring ithe itime iof icrisis, ishared ivalues 

ioften iact ias ithe iorganization’s iconscience iin iproviding iguidance. i 
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Hitt iel ial. i(2001) ipointed iout ithat iorganizational iskills iare ithe ilearning iand iaptitudes iof ithe 

ifirms’ itotal iworkforce. iThey inoted ithat iskills imay ibe ithe ionly iorganizations’ iresource ithat 

iis ivaluable, irare, iinimitable iand inon isubstitutable i(Dauda i& iIsmaila, i2013). iBan iet ial., 

i(2003) iobserved ithat iskills iare ithe idistinctive icapabilities iof ithe iorganization ithat iare 

iapplied iby i iits ihuman iresource ito icarry iout ithe iorganizations istrategy. iPeniwati i(2002) 

ireiterated ithat iskills ienhance ikey ihuman iresources icrucial icapabilities iand icompetences, 

ihence ithe iskilled ihuman iresource ifacilitates icompanies’ isuperior iperformance. i 

 

Kurtulus i(2014) inoted ithat ihuman iresource iskills ienable ithe iorganization ito iovercome 

ichallenges iin itheir ioperating ienvironment iand irejuvenate itheir icapabilities iin ipursuit iof 

iorganizational isurvival. iEchdar iand iSi i(2013) iadded ithat isurvival iof ithe iorganization 

irequired ialignment iof ithe iorganizational iskills ito iattend ito ithe idemands iof ithe ienvironment. 

iAccording ito iShrivastava i(1994) imost iof ithe icarefully iplanned istrategies ifailed ito iwork 

idue ito ithe ifailure iof iexecution i(implementation), iwhich icould ihave ibeen ias ia iresult iof 

ilimited iknowledge ion iappropriate i“S’’ i iin ithe iMcKinsey i7s iframework. i 

 

Systems imean ithe iformal iand inon iformal iplan iof iactions ithat ihelp ithe istrategy iand istructure 

iof ithe ifirm, ifacilitates i idaily ibusiness iand ihow ichoices iare imade i(Lynch, i2005). 

iOrganizational isystems iincorporate iadministration icontrol iframeworks, iperformance 

iestimations, ireward ischemes iand imanagement iinformation isystems i(Waterman iet ial., 

i1980). iMost iorganizations ihave iinternal isystems iand iprocedures ithat isupport ithe 

iimplementation iof ithe istrategy i ihence, ithe irunning iof ithe iorganization. iThe isystems iand 

iprocedures iare iimplemented iacross ithe ientire iorganization iand iare iintended ito iaccomplish 

ieffectiveness ito ithe iorganization i(Pearce i& iRobinson, i1997). i i 



  

21 

 

Bateman iand iSnell i(2014) iargued ithat iorganizations icontain iintertwined ifunctionalities ithat 

ifacilitate iplan iof iaction. iShiri, iAnvari iand iSoltani i(2014) ihighlighted ithat ithe iaction 

iplanning isystems iwithin iadministrative isetting, imay ivary ifrom iexecutive idecision ito ihigh 

iend icontrol isystems. iMalan i(2003) isummed iup ithat iit iis ithrough isystems ithat ihuman 

iresources iand imanagement iare iinstructed iand iguided iin iperforming itheir iduties. iTheir 

istudy iadded ithat iindividuals iuse ithe iorganizational isystems ionly iif ithey iperceive ithat isuch 

iusage iwould ihelp ithem iachieve ithe idesired iperformance. 

 

Peniwati i(2002) iposit ithat isystems ias idepicted iin ithe iMcKinsey i7s imodel iare ikey ifactors. 

iSuccess iof ithe iother iorganizational ielements idepends ion ihow iwell isystems iare iplanned iand 

iimplemented. iLack iof iproper iplanning iand iexecution iof isystems icould iderail ithe 

iorganizations ishort iterm iand ilong iterm iobjectives. iPearce i& iRobinson i(2007) iemphasized 

ithe iimportance iof isystems. iLynch i(2005) iargued ithat isystems iare iused ito iguide, i ihelp 

iimprove iperformance iand iachieve iresults. iIn iaddition, istrategic isystems iendeavor ito iguide 

ithe ifirm iin ithe ilong irun. iIn isummary, iKaplan iand iNorton i(2006) iopined ithat isystems 

ishould ibe iplanned ito iensure ifaster iand icost iefficient iaccomplishment iof iduties, iwhile 

imaking ibest iuse iof iorganizational icapabilities ito ifast itrack ieffectiveness, ihence iimproved 

ifirm iperformance. 

 

1.1.3 External Environment 

Pearce iand iRobinson i(2007) iposit ithat ithe iexternal ienvironment iincludes iinfluences 

ioutside ithe ifirm ithat iencroach ion iits ioperations. iThe iexternal ienvironment icomprises iof 

iinterconnected iperspectives ithat idetermine ithe iopportunities, ithreats iand iconstraints ithat 

ihave ieffect ion icompany iperformance. iSuch iperspective icomprises iof ithe imicro 

ienvironment iand ithe imacro ienvironment. i 
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The iimmediate iorganizational ienvironment icomprises iof ithe ispecific ientities iand ifirms iin 

igeneral ithat iinterrelate iwith ithe ifirm iand ican iinfluence ithe iachievement iof iobjectives, i ifor 

iexample, isupplier, icompetitors iand imarkets i(Chang, iHughes i& iHotho, i2011). iThe imacro 

ienvironment iconsists iof isocial, itechnological, ieconomic, iecological, ilegal ifactors, ipolitical 

iand iglobal idynamics ithat ican iinfluence ian iorganization i(Alexander i& iBriton, i2000). i 

 

Industry ienvironment iincludes ibargaining istrength iof ithe isuppliers iand ibuyers, irisk 

iimposed iby iupcoming ifirms, ithe icompetition iamong ifirms iand ithe ichallenges iof ialternative 

iproducts ior iservices i(Porter, i1991). iHowever, ieach ifirm ihas ia ispecific ienvironment ithat iis 

idistinct ito ithe ifirms’ iindustry iand idirectly iimpacts ion iits idaily ibusiness i(Dreyer i& 

iGronhaug, i2004). iThe iexternal ienvironment iis idynamic iand ierratic iand icomprises iof 

iinfluences ithat iare ioutside ithe i icontrol iof ithe ifirms imanagement. i 

 
 i 
Thus, ithe iexternal ienvironment ican ipresent iboth iopportunities iand ithreat ifor ifirms i(Tan i& 

iLiu, i2014; iMachuki i& iAosa, i2011). iFirms iare ipurposely iestablished ito iaccomplish icertain 

iobjectives i(Obasan, i2001; iEchdar i& iSi, i2013). iThe ioperations iin ithese icompanies iare 

iinfluenced iby iboth ithe icircumstances iinside ithe ifirms iand ifrom ithe iexternal ienvironment iin 

iwhich ian iorganization ioperates i(Otokiti i& iAwodun, i2003). i 

 

Machuki iand iAosa i(2014) ideliberated ion ithe iexternal ienvironment iissues ioutside ia ifirm 

ithat iare ifactored iin iby imanagement iin imaking idecisions. iThese ifactors iare imainly ithe 

icomplexity, idynamism i(turbulence) iand imunificence iof ithe ienvironment i(Goll i& iRasheed, 

i2004). iEnvironmental icomplexity ifocuses ion ithe iinteraction ibetween iinter ifirm 

irelationships, i idependency iand ienvironmental irisks. iIt iis ideemed ia icrucial iaspect iin ithe 

ioperating ienvironment iof ia ifirm. 
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Miller, iOgilvie iand iGlick i(2006) idefined ifirm icomplexity ias ithe idegree iof idiversity 

iinherent iin ivarious icomponents ithat imake iup ithe iorganization. iFirm icomplexity ion iits ipart 

iresponds ito ithe iintricate isituations ithat iaffect ithe iexternal ienvironment iof ithe iorganization 

i(Schneider, i2016). iPorter i(2008) isubmitted ithat imacro ienvironmental iforces iclose ito ia 

icompany, isuch ias imarkets iand icompetition iinfluence ithe icapability ito iserve iones 

icustomers iin ia ibid ito imake ia iprofit. 

Organizations iare icomplex ibecause ithe ihuman iresources, ithe iimpact ion istrategy iof ithe 

iexternal ienvironment iand iresources iand icompetencies iconstituting iorganizations iare 

icomplex i(Vasconcelos, i2011). iSchneider iet ial., i(2007) inoted ithat ia iportion iof ithe 

icharacteristics ithat iare irelated ito icomplexity iof ithe ienvironment iinclude iturbulence, ihostility 

iand itechnical iadvancement. iContingency itheory istresses ithat i iorganizations icreates 

istructures iand iconduct ito ialign iits iinternal ifactors ito ifit iwith ithe iexternal ienvironment. iThus, 

icomplexity iin iorganizations iis ia ireaction ito ienvironmental icomplication i(Miller iet ial., i2006). 

Boyne iand iMeier i(2009) iobserved ilow ienvironmental icomplexity iallows iorganizations ito 

iprosper iin itheir idaily iroutines. iWhen iorganizations iare ifaced iby ihigh ienvironmental 

icomplexity, ithey iexperience inew ichallenges iwhile iat ithe isame itime isolving ithe iexisting 

iproblems. iMurgor i(2014) inoted ithat iorganizations ithat ilearn ihow ito imanage iand iexploit 

iinstitutional icomplexity ican ienhance itheir iperformance iand igain icompetitive iadvantage. 

iMiller, iOgilvie iand iGlick i(2006) iargued ithat icomplexity ican ialso iincrease icorporate 

iresilience iby ienhancing ithe iability ito iadapt ito ichange. 
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Dynamism iis ibrought iabout iby ihigh iturbulence iin iexternal ienvironment ithus icausing 

iuncertainty ithat iinfluences ithe iactions itaken iby ian iorganization itogether iwith ithe 

ienvironment iin iwhich iit ioperates i(Dreyer i& iGronhaug, i2004). iAlexander iand iBriton 

i(2000) iargued ithat iunpredictable ibusiness ienvironment ihas imade ithe iexternal ienvironment 

ito iinfluence iorganizational iperformance isignificantly. iMiller iet ial. i(2006) istudied ifirm 

ilevel ibehavior iand ifound ithat idynamic ienvironments iencouraged ientrepreneurial 

ibehaviour. i 

 

Pulendran iet ial. i(2000) iobserved ithat ithe iexternal ienvironment iwhere ifirms ido ibusiness iis 

icontinually ichanging iand irivalry iis ia ifundamental iaspect iof ithe iexternal ienvironment iof ia 

ibusiness. iKacperczyk i(2009) inoted ithat ifor ian iorganization ito isucceed iit imust ibuild iup ian 

iunmatched iknowledge ibase iof ithe ipatterns iin ithe iexternal ienvironment iand i ievaluate ithe 

iinfluence ion ithe icompetition iagainst ithe ifirm. iKoseoglu iet ial., i(2013) inoted ithat ithe 

iexternal ienvironmental iambiguity iaffects ithe ifirm iperformance iirrespective iof ithe iadapted 

istrategy iand ithe ioperating icontext. 

 

Azhar i(2008) iargued ithat iorganizations ithat iacknowledge iintense icompetition iin itheir 

iexternal ienvironment ishould ido icustomer ievaluation, ithen iuse isuch iinformation ito itheir 

iadvantage iand isurvival. iThis iis ibecause ithe ievaluation ienables ithe ifirm ito imake ia ichoice ion 

ithe ibest istrategies ithat isuit ithe iemerging itendencies iin ithe iexternal ienvironment i(De iJong, 

iPhan i& iVan iEes, i2011). iPorter i(2004) ifive iforces iare iusually iapplied ito ihelp iestablish ithe 

icompetitveness iand ilucrativeness iof ia imarket iand ifacilitates iin iidentifying iwhere 

icompetitive iadvantage ican ibe ifound iin ithe ibusiness ienvironment. 
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Castrogiovanni i(1991) iobserved ithat ienvironmental imunificence ior ibenevolence idescribes 

ithe iextent ithat iforces ioutside ithe icontrol iof ian iorganization i ihas iplenty ior iinsufficient iof ithe 

ivital iresources ithat iinfluence iits iperformance. iMunificence idepicts ithe idegree ito iwhich ithe 

ienvironment ioutside ithe icontrol iof ian iorganization ican isupport iits isustained iperformance 

ioutcomes i(Hodge, iAnthony i& iGales, i2003). iElbanna i(2009) iargued ithat ienvironmental 

imunificence iis iamongst ithe iintegral icharacteristics ifor iexplaining iorganizational 

ibehaviours iand ioutcomes. i 

 

Despite ia ifew iempirical istudies ion ihow ienvironmental imunificence iimpacts ion istrategy 

iand iperformance ioutcomes iof iorganizations, iseveral ischolars ihave idepicted iits iimportance 

i(Wan i& iHoskisson, i2003; iGoll i& iRasheed, i2004). iElbanna iand iChild i(2007) iconcurred 

ithat idimension iof ienvironmental ibenevolence imade iup ia ihuge iindicator iof iobserved 

iconnection ibetween istrategy iand ifirm ioutcomes. iBaum iand iWally i(2003) icited ithat ihigh 

ienvironmental ibenevolence ihas ibeen iresponsible ifor igrowth iof ibusiness ihence isuperior 

iperformance. 

 

Tan iand iLiu i(2014) idemonstrated ithat imunificence iestimates ithe iamount iof iwealth 

iavailable iin ia igiven imarket ifor ia ifirm ito iexploit. iThis imay iincorporate ithe idemand iof 

iproducts ioffered iby ian iorganization itogether iwith ithe isize iof ithe imarket ifor ifurther 

iexploits. iWan iand iHoskisson i(2003) iindicated ithat ienvironment ibenevolence iis ia 

ifundamental ifactor iin idescribing ithe idimension iof iaccessible iresources ito ithe ifirm iand ithus 

ithe ienabling ienvironment iwithin iwhich ia ifirm ican ioperate i(Njuguna iet ial., i2014). iHodge iet 
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ial., i(2003) isubmitted ithat imunificence iempowers ithe ienvironment iand i iultimately 

ireinforces iorganizational igrowth. 

Wan iand iHoskisson i(2003) ifurther inoted ithat ienvironmental imunificence iprovides icritical 

ifactors ito ithe iorganization isuch ias iresources, iphysical iinfrastructure iand ifiscal ipolicy iin ithe 

idomestic ienvironment. iTan iand iLiu i(2014) iconcurred ithat iorganizations iin ihigh 

imunificence ienvironments ihave ibetter ichoice iin idecision imaking ias icompared ito ithose iin 

ihostile ienvironments. iThey iconcluded ithat iorganizations’ ieffort ito ianalyze iand ienhance 

iperformance inecessitates ithe iacquisition iof iknowhow iof ithe icompetitive iinfluences iin ithe 

iexternal ienvironment ithat ican ipromote ior iinhibit iperformance. 

 

1.1.4 Firm Performance 

Defining ifirm iis ia icomplex itask iand ithere iis ino iultimate idecision iwith irespect ito iwhat ifirm 

ior iindustry iaspects icontrol ior iinfluence ifirm iperformance i(Richard, iDevinney i& iJohnson, 

i2009). iOrganizational iperformance iis ia imultidimensional iperspective ithat icaters ifor ithe 

ibudgetary iand ioperational irelated iperformance iareas i(Kaplan i& iNorton, i1996; 

iVenkatraman i& iRamanujam,1986). iAnwar iet ial., i(2016) iconcurred ithat ia ifirms 

imeasurement iof ihow iwell ithe iresources ihave ibeen iutilized iwithin ia ispecified iperiod iis 

iimportant iin istrategic imanagement i 

Neely iet ial. i(2005) iposit ithat imeasurement iof iperformance iof ithe ifirm iis ia imethod iof 

ievaluating ithe iproductivity iand isuccess iof ibusiness iactivity. iKotha iand iNair i(2007) iconcur 

ithat imeasurement iof iperformance iis ia imanagement itool ithat iempowers ithe iplanning iand 

icontrol icycle, imonitors iperformance istatistics, ifacilitates iorganizational ichange, istimulates 

iconduct iat iwork iand iguides istrategy iimplementation. iHowever, ithere iis ino iagreement iin 
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iterms iof ihow iperformance iis imeasured iand iwhat ihinders iprogress iin iits iresearch ito ienhance 

ithe iknowledge iof ithe iconcept. i 

Carneiro iet ial. i(2007) iopined ithat ithe irole iof ifirm ioutcomes iin istrategic imanagement 

istudies icalls ifor ia iscrutiny iregarding ithe iconceptualization iand imeasuring iof ibusiness 

iperformance. iDetermining ia icommon imeasure iof ifirm iperformance ihas iproved idifficult ifor 

imany ischolars i(Simerly iand iMingfang, i2000). iVarious istandards iare iused ito imeasure 

iorganizational iperformance isuch ias, iproductivity, inew iproduct idevelopment iand iquality. 

iHowever, ieach ihas icertain iweaknesses ithat ihamper itheir iuse i(Neely iet ial. i2005). i 

 

Guerard, iSeidl iand iLangley i i(2013) iobserved ithat ievaluation iof ifirm iperformance ican ibe 

imeasured iin ithree-fold. iThe ifirm iperformance imeasures ifrequently iused iby ischolars 

iinclude iorganizational iproductivity, iorganizational ieffectiveness iand iorganizational 

iranking i(Luoma, i2015). iCarneiro iet ial. i(2007) iobserved ithat iperformance ihas ia itime iframe 

iand iit’s ia ireference ipoint. iPerformance ienables ithe ipossibility ito idistinguish ibetween ithe 

ipast iand iexpected iperformance iat ipresent, ieven ithough ihistorical ibest iperformance idoes 

inot imean ithat isuperior iperformance iwill ibe imaintained iin ithe ifuture i(Ambler, i2003). 

 

Past iliterature ion ifirm iperformance ihas inot iyet iconclusively iarrived iat ia icomplete 

iresolution iregarding iwhat ifirm ior iindustry ielements idecide ior iinfluence ifirm iperformance 

iduring ivarious iperiods iof ithe ieconomy i(Claver, iMolina i& iTari, i2002). iStudies ihave irelated 

iperformance icontrasts ito ieither iindustry iinfluences ior ito ifirm ispecific ielements, iwith 

ivarious ioutcomes i(Simerly i& iLi, i2000; iIttner i& iLarcker, i2003). iHawawini, iSubramanian 
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iand iVerdin i(2003) iargued ithat ian iobjective iway iof iascertaining iperformance ishould iexhibit 

ia ibroader imeasurement iof ifirm iperformance. 

 

Measures iof iperformance ienable ifirms ito idesignate iaction iplan iand imake idecisions, isuch ias 

isetting ikey iperformance iindicators iand ireward ibased ion itargets i(Kaplan i& iNorton, i2001). 

iThe ibalanced iscore icard ifacilitates ithe iscope iof imanagement iinformation ithat ilinks ifirm 

iperformance ito ibusiness istrategy i(Kennerly i& iNeely, i2002). iThe isustainability ibalanced 

iscorecard ihas ithe imost iappropriate ioutline ithat ienables ithe istudy iand ievaluation iof ifirm 

iperformance ifrom idifferent iindustries i(Figge, iHahn, iSchaltegger i& iWagner, i2002). 

 

Norreklit i(2003) ipointed iout ithat ithe ibalanced iscorecard iis iapplied ias ia itool ithat ienables 

imeasurement iof ioutcome iresults ifrom idiverse iperspectives ifor ithe ipurposes iof istrategic 

imanagement. iFigge iet ial., i(2002) iposit ithat istudies ion ithe isustainable ibalanced iscore icard 

iassumes ithat iproficient iuse iof icapital iinvestment iis inot ithe ionly ifactor ithat iinfluence 

icompetitive iadvantage. iVarious ischolars iemphasized ion ithe iimportance iof iintellectual 

icapital, iknowledge icreation iand iimproved icustomer iorientation ias iperformance 

imeasurements i(Kaplan i& iNorton, i2001; iSturm, i2000). i i 

 

Other istudies ihave iobserved i ithat ilately iorganizations iare ioperating iin ia iturbulent 

ienvironment iwhich irequires ieffective istrategy iimplementation ithat ican iempower ifirms ito 

iachieve ihigh iperformance i(Jakobsen i& iLueg, i2014; iNorreklit i& iMitchell, i2014). iThus, 
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ieffective iperformance isystem ishould imeasure ithe ielements iof ifirm iperformance i(Pike i& 

iRoos, i2007). I 

 

Summers iand iHyman i(2005) iobserved ithat isome ifirms iestablished ia iprofitable iposition iin 

ithe imarket iand isecured iit. iThis iis ibecause ithey ihad iadapted ia icombination iof iappropriate 

istrategies iand iorganizational ifactors ithat ienabled ithem ito igain ian iadvantage iover itheir 

icompetitors i(O’Regan i& iGhobadian, i2006). iTypically, ithe ifirms ithat ihave ithe ibest ifit 

ibetween iresources, icapabilities, istrategy iand isuitable imarket iposition itend ito ihave isuperior 

iperformance. iThese iresearchers ihold ithe iopinion ithat ithe ishared ivalues, iskills iand isystems 

iand istrategy iare iresponsible ifor isuperior iperformance. iThis iis ibecause ithey iare idifficult ito 

iidentify iand iimitate i(Garbrah i& iBinfor, i2013; iBarney, i1986). iSuperior iperformance 

iaccrues iwhen ia ifirm igains iadvantage ifrom iits iposition iin ithe imarket, iand iis isustained iwhen 

ivarious ibarriers isafeguard iit ifrom irivals ithat iwould iotherwise ierode ithis ipotential 

iadvantage. 

 

Superior ifinancial iperformance iserves ito ifulfill iinvestors ineeds iand ican ibe iexpressed iin 

iform iof iratios isuch ias imarket iproportion icontrolled iby ithe ifirm, ireturns iand igrowth i(Cho i& 

iPucik, i2005). iThese ithree iviewpoints isupplement ione ianother iwhere iprofitability isignifies 

ia icompany's iability ito iproduce ireturns i(Glick,Washburn i& iMiller, i2013). iGrowth ireveals ia 

icompanys icapability i ito iexpand iits isize i(Cho i& iPucik, i2005). i iGreve i(2003) iobserved ithat 

ian iexpansion iin ifirm isize ican ibring ieconomies iof iscale iand imarket icontrol, iprompting 

iimproved ifuture iearnings. iMarket ivalue imeans ithe ievaluation iand ianticipation iof ifirms 

ifuture iperformance. iAmbler i(2003) inoted ithat imanagement iregularly idefine iobjectives iand 
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imeasure iperformance ifrom ia ibalanced iscorecard iviewpoint iusing, ifinancial, icustomer, 

iinternal ibusiness iprocess, iand ilearning iand igrowth imetrics idepending ion ithe icompany's 

istrategy i(Kaplan i& iNorton, i1996). 

Glick, iWashburn iand iMiller i(2013) iacknowledged ithat iimpact iof iindustry ilevel ifactors 

iinfluences ifirm iperformance. iSimons i(2000) iargued ithat ifirm iinternal ifactors iare imajor 

ideterminants iof ithe ifirm iperformance. iOjala iand iDilay i(2015) istudied ilogistics 

idevelopment istrategies iand iperformance imeasurement iand iargued ithat ihigh iquality iof 

iservices ioffered iwas ia ideterminant iof iperformance. iFigge iet ial., i(2002) inoted ithat 

isustainability ibalanced iscorecard i(SBSC) imeasures ifirm iperformance iwith isix iyardsticks, 

inamely, ifinancials, icustomer, ibusiness iprocess iwithin ia ifirm, ilearning iand igrowth, 

ienvironmental iand isocial iaspects. iThe ifirm iperformance iin ithis istudy iwas imeasured iusing 

iSustainability iBalanced iScorecard. i iBalanced iscorecard ihas ibeen iused iin istudies iof isimilar 

ifirms i ithat ioffer iservices iglobally i(Forslund, i2007; iKennerley i& iNeeely, i2003). iThe istudy 

iposits ithat iorganization iperformance iis iinfluenced iby ivarious ivariables iamong ithem 

istrategy itypology, ibut ithis iinfluence ican ibe iaffected iby ithe iexternal ienvironment iand ithe 

iorganizational ifactors. i 

 

1.1.5 Freight Forwarding Companies in Kenya 

Freight iforwarding iservice iis ialso iknown ias ilogistics iservice ior iclearing iand iforwarding 

iservices. iThese iterminologies imean ithe isame iand icover iservices iof iany ikind irelating ito ithe 

icarriage, istorage, ipacking ior idistribution, ideclaring iand idocumenting iof ithe igoods ito ithe 

icustoms iand iother iregulatory iauthorities iand icollecting iof ipayment irelating ito ithe igoods 
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i(FIATA, i2004). iThere iis istill ia idifference, ihowever, ibetween ifreight iforwarding iand 

ilogistics iservice iproviders iin iterms iof iscope i(Fabbe i– iCostes, iJahre i& iRoussat, i2009). 

 

The ifreight iforwarders iare iinvolved iin ithe icarriage iof iimports ior iexports icargo ifrom ithe 

ioverseas iseller i(shipper) iusing iairlines ior ishipping ilines, ithrough icustoms iauthorities ito ithe 

iconsignee. iThe ilogistics iservice icovers ithe ientire isupply ichain iaspect i(Fabbe-Costes, iJahre 

i& iRoussat, i2009). iThe iobjective iof ilogistics iservice iprovider iis ito icombine iand iarrange ifor 

iall iservices idealing iwith iobtaining, iconsolidating iand itransporting igoods ifrom iraw iinputs 

ito iprocessed igoods ito ithe iconsignee i(client) iso ias ito irealise icustomer iservice isatisfaction iat 

ilow icost i(Grant, iLambert, iStock i& iEllam, i2006). iThe iscope iof ithis istudy iwill ifocus ion 

ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. 

 

Companies ioperating iin ithe iclearing iand iforwarding iindustry iinclude ithose ioperating 

iwithin ithe icountry iand ithose iwith ipresence iacross ithe iworld i(Lieb i& iBentz, i2005). 

iDemand ifor ifreight iforwarding iservices iis idriven iby iindustrial iinput, iproduction iand 

iinternational icommercial iexchange. iThis imeans ithat isuccess iof ifreight iforwarders iis 

ipegged ion iresourceful ioperations, icordial irelationships iin ishipper, icarrier inetworks, 

iindustry i iexpertise iand icompany’s icompetence iand icapabilities i(Coyle, iBardi i& iLangley, 

i2003). 

 

To i ithrive iin ithe icompetitive imarket, ithe ifreight iforwarding icompanies ineed ito idevelop ian 

ienvironment iwhere ithe ifirm igenerates icompetitive iadvantage iand idistinguishes iitself ifrom 

iits irivals ias ia iway iof iretaining icustomer iloyalty i(Bhatnagar i& iViswanathan, i2000). iBy 

idrawing ion ithe iresource ibase itheory, iindustrial iorganizational ieconomic itheory iand 
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icontingency itheory iapproaches, ithe istudy iintends ito idepict ihow iorganizational iattributes 

iinfluences ithe igood iperformance iof ithe ifreight iforwarding icompanies. 

 

Recent istudies ihave idepicted ithe inumerous ifreight iforwarding iinterlinks iand iillustrated 

ihow ithe iinterlinks irelate ias, ishipper, ifreight iforwarders, icarriers, icustoms iauthorities iand 

ithe iconsignee iall iplaying itheir iroles icollectively ito irealise ieffective ifreight iforwarding 

imanagement i(Stefansson i& iRussell, i2008). iFigure i1.1 idemonstrates ithe imain iinterlinks 

iparticipating iin ithe ifreight iforwarding. 

 

Figure i1.2: iThe iOutline iof ithe iFreight iForwarding iInterfaces 

Source: iSandra, iBurr iand iJohnsen, i(2002). 

 

Competition ihas iincreased iamong ithe ifreight iforwarding ifirms iin iKenya iin ithe irecent 

idecade. iThere iare ieight ihundred iand itwenty ifour ilicenced ifreight iforwarders iin ithe iKenyan 

imarket iwith ithe iproportion iof ifreight iforwarding ifirms ioperating iin imore ithan ione 

icontinent iincreasing i(KIFWA, i2016). iNot ionly iare ithe ifreight iforwarders ifraternity isimilar 

iin icharacteristics ibut ithey ialso ioffer isimilar iservices i(Shang i& iLu, i2012). iThe ifreight 

iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya iwork itogether iwith iother icompanies iin iroad itransport, 

irailways, iairfreight, iairports, iseaports, ishipping ilines, iKenya icustoms iand iother iregulatory 

iauthorities i(KRA, i2016). i 
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The ifreight iforwarders iare ilicensed iby ithe icustoms idepartment iof iKenya iRevenue 

iAuthority ito ifacilitate iin icustoms iclearance iof iimports, iafter ipayment iof itaxes iand iduty iby 

iimporters iand isimilarly ienable icustoms iforwarding iof iexports icargo i(KRA, i2016). iThe 

icompanies iperform ifive ifreight-forwarding itasks, inamely, ifreight iarrangements i(air iand 

iocean), icustoms iclearance ibrokerage, itransportation iand iwarehousing, ifreight iof 

iperishable icargo iand icontract ilogistics. i 

 

While ia ifew iforwarders iare iperforming iwell, ithere ihave ibeen igeneral iconcerns ithat ifreight-

forwarding icompanies iin iKenya iare ifacing iheavy iconstraints iin icapturing imarket idue ito 

iheavy icompetition iamong ithe iforwarders iand ifailure ito imanage itheir ibusiness iin ia 

iprofessional iway i(Supee i& iGeal, i2009). iAlso, ia inumber iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies 

ihave inot ibeen ioperating itheir ibusinesses iwithin ithe irequired istandard iof icorporate 

igovernance iframework ithat iwould ibe iexpected iof ithem i(KRA, i2016). i 

 i 

According ito iWorld iBank i(2005) imany ifreight-forwarding icompanies ihave ibeen itrapped iin 

ithe itraditional iinternal ifactors ithat iare imarked iby iinefficiency, ilow icompetitiveness, ilow 

iprofitability iand iincompetent ihuman iresource. iExternally, ifreight iforwarding icompanies 

iare ifacing iheavy i icompetition ifrom ilarge imultinational icompanies iand ialso istiff 

icompliance irequirements ifrom iregulators iand ithe icustoms iauthorities. iThis iis iin iaddition ito 

ithe idirective iissued iby iKenya iPorts iAuthority i(KPA) ithat icargo ithat iis idestined ifor iup 

icountry ilocation ishould ibe itransported ion irail i(KPA, i2017). i 
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1.2 Research Problem 

In ithe iface iof iintense imarket idemands iand irapidly ichanging icompetition icompanies iwill 

irequire ia istrategy iif ithey iare ito isurvive iand imaintain isuperior iperformance i(Johnson, 

iScholes i& iWhittington, i2008). iStrategic imanagement ischolars ihowever iargue ithat istrategy 

ialone imay inot iexplain ithe ivariation iin icompany iperformance i(Machuki i& iAosa, i2011). 

iThis isuggests ithat ithere iare iother ifactors ito istrategy ithat imay ienhance ifirm iperformance. 

iSuch ifactors iinclude iorganizational ifactors ichosen iby ithe ifirm i(Tracey i& iBlood, i2012), 

istrategy itypologies iembraced iby ithe icompany i(Miles i& iSnow, i1978) iand ithe ieffects iof ithe 

iexternal ienvironment i(Koseoglu, iTopaloglu, iParnel i& iLester, i2000). iThis istudy 

icontributes ito ithis idiscussion ito iestablish ithe iinfluence iof iorganizational ifactors iand 

iexternal ienvironment ion ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand icompany 

iperformance. 

 

Previous ischolars ihave iargued ithe istudy iconcepts iwith ivarying iarguments. iFor iinstance, 

iAnwar iet ial. i(2016) iexamined istrategic itypes iand itheir irelationship iwith iperformance iusing 

iseven iyears’ ifinancial idata ifrom ijoint istock imanufacturing icompanies iin iPakistan iand 

idocumented ievidence ithat iappropriate ichoice iof istrategy iinfluences isuperior iperformance. 

iThis iis ibecause iorganizations iuse istrategy ito ideal iwith ichanging ienvironments. i iVladmir 

i(2014) istudied ithe idynamics iof iMiles iand iSnow istrategic itypology ion i imedium iand ilarge 

ifood imanufacturing icompanies iin iCroatia iapplying ithe isurvey imethod. iHe iconfirmed ithe 

ipresence iof iall ifour itypes iof istrategic iorientations, inamely, ithe iprospectors, idefenders, 

ianalyzers iand ireactors. iClaver-Cortes, iMolina iand iPereira, i(2005) iand iGimanez i(2000) 

istudied ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand iperformance. iThey iargued ithat 

ithere iwere idifficulties iin idistinguishing ithe ianalyzer ifrom ithe idefender. iAragon iand 
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iSanchez i(2005) i inoted ithat idepending ion ithe iindustry, ithe iarchetypes imay ishare 

icharacteristics iin itheir ipattern iof iadaptation. i 

Majority iof ithese istudies ihave iemphasised ithe irelevance iof iMiles iand iSnow’s i(1978) 

istrategy itypology iwith ian iargument ithat ithe istrategy itypology iis ibuilt ion ithe iview ithat 

imanagement iformulate istrategies iwhich ialign ithe ifirm ito ithe iexternal ienvironment 

i(Kerbouche iand iBouhelal, i2016; iVladmir, i2014; iWalker, i2013; iMurray iet ial., i2002). iThe 

iargument iis iin iline iwith ithe iorganizations ipursuit ito iachieve ifit iwith istrategy, iinternal 

ifactors iand ithe iexternal ienvironment iin isearch iof isuperior iperformance. 

 

In iTurkey, iZamani, iParnell, iLabbaf i& iO’Regan i(2013) inoted ithat idefenders iperformed 

inegatively iin iterms iof igrowth iand ioverall iperformance. iGarrigos, iMarques iand 

iNarangajavana i(2005) iapplied ithe iMiles iand iSnow i(1978) itypology iin ithe iSpanish 

ihospitality iindustry iand idemonstrated idifferences iacross iselected iperformance imeasures 

isuch ias itotal iperformance, iprofitability iand igrowth. iThese istudies inoted ithat ithe 

iperformance iof iviable istrategies ivaries iwith ithe ivariation iin iperformance imeasures, ithe 

iorganizational ienvironment iand iindustry. i 

 

On ithe ieffect iof iorganizational ifactors, iTracey iand iBlood i(2012) istudied ibrewing ifirms iand 

iposit ithat ialignment iof i ifour iout iof iseven i‘S’ i(shared ivalues, iskills, istaff iand istrategy) iare 

ikey ipriorities ifor ithe icompany ialthough ithe iother i7s ifactors iare iof iimportance. i iThey 

iobserved ithat ichanges ithat iare idesired iby ian iorganization ieffectively itake iplace iif ithe 

ihuman iresource iis iinvolved ias ipartners iof ithe iorganization. iKurtulus i(2014) istudied 

imanufacturing ifirms iin iTurkey iand iargued ithat iintangible ihuman iresources isuch ias iskills, 

isystems iand ishared ivalues ienabled iorganizational isurvival. iIsmail i(2017) inoted ithat 

ialthough ithe isoft iareas iof iMcKinsey i7s iframework iare iharder ito imanage ithey iare ithat ithe 
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ifoundation iof ithe iorganization iand ihave ihigh ichances ito icreate ithe isustained icompetitive 

iadvantage. i 

Mitchell, iFrendendall iand iCantrell i(2015) itested ithe iproposition ithat ioperational 

iperformance iof iservice ifirms iin ithe iUnited iStates ican ibe iempirically imeasured iby iusing 

ipartial irepresentative i(that iis, istrategy, istaff iand iskills) iof ithe iMcKinsey i7s imodel. iThus, 

ithe iseven i“S” iinternal ifactors iin ithe iMcKinsey iframework ishould ibe istreamlined iso ithat ia 

ifirm ican ideal iwith ithe icompetition iand iits iinfluence ion iperformance i(Garbrah iand iBinfor, 

i2013). 

 

Desarbo iet ial. i(2005) iargued ithat ithe iexternal ienvironment iis ia ideterminant iof ifirm 

iperformance. iExternal ienvironment iuncertainty irequires ia ifirm ito irespond iswiftly ito 

ichanges ito isurvive iand iexcel iin iperformance i(Machuki i& iAosa, i2011). iKoseoglu iet ial. 

i(2013) iindicated ihowever, ithat iexternal ienvironmental iambiguity iaffect ifirm iperformance 

iinspite iof ithe istrategies iapplied iand ioperational icontext. iMiles iet ial. i(1978) iobserved ithat 

ieffective iorganizations iresolve itheir iadministrative, ientrepreneurial iand iengineering 

iproblems iwhen ithey isuccessfully iachieve ialignment iof istrategy, istructure, iprocess iand 

ienvironment. iWalker i(2013) inoted ihowever, ithat ino iempirical ievidence iis iprovided ifor 

ialignment iacross istrategy, istructure, iprocess iand ithe ienvironment. 

Performance iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya iplays ia ifundamental irole iin 

iKenya’s ieconomy ibecause ithe icompanies ihandle iimports iand iexports icargo iwhich 

icontributes ito ithe inational iincome. iIn iyear i2017, ifor iexample, ifreight iforwarding 

icompanies icontributed i7.1% iof ithe iGDP. iIn ithe ilast itwo idecades’ ifreight iforwarding 
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icompanies ihave ibeen ifacing ichallenges imainly idue ito iheavy icompetition, ipoor 

iinfrastructure iand islow ireforms iin ithe icustoms iregulations i(KIFWA, i2000). i 

While isome iof ithese icompanies ihave iperformed iwell, iothers ihave iexhibited ilow 

iorganizational iperformance i(Ojala i& iDilay, i2015). iThis icould ibe ibecause isome icompanies 

ihave ia ibetter iunderstanding iof ithe ivarious icritical ideterminants iof iperformance. i 

 

On ithe iflip iside, iother icompanies icould ibe ilacking iknowledge ithat icompetition iis ithe ibasis 

iof isuccess ior ifailure iof itheir ibusinesses. iThus, ithere iis ineed ito ire-align ithe iorganizations ito 

isurvive iand iprosper iin ia icompetitive imarket i(World iBank, i2005). iJohnson iet ial. i(2008) 

inoted ithat ithe icentral ipurpose iof ithe istrength, iweakness, iopportunity iand ithreat i(SWOT) 

ianalysis iis ito iidentify istrategies ithat ialign, ifit ior imatch ia icompany’s iresources iand 

icapabilities ito ithe idemands iof ithe ienvironment iin iwhich iit ioperates. i 

 

 iThere iare istudies ion iKenyan ifreight iforwarding icompanies icarried iout iby ivarious ischolars 

iin idifferent icountries iwith ivarying ioutcomes. iThe iWorld iBank i(2005) istudied ifreight 

iforwarding iin iKenya iand iEastern iAfrica. iIt iobserved ithat iheavy icompetition iand islow 

ireforms iin ithe icustoms iregulations iaffected icompanies’ iperformance i(KIFWA, i2000). 

iSupee iand iGeal i(2009) ifound ithat ihigh icost iof itransportation iof igoods, icompetition iand 

ifailure ito imanage itheir ibusiness iin ia iprofessional iway iaffected iperformance iin iEastern 

iAfrica icountries. iLieb iand iBentz i(2005) ifound ithat iquality iof iservices ioffered iwas ia 

ideterminant ito iperformance iin iNorth iAmerica iand iWestern iEuropean icountries. iThe 

ifindings iin imajority iof ithese istudies iwere iin ithe icontext iof ideveloped icountries. iThe 

icurrent istudy iattempts ito iestablish ithe iinfluence iof ithe iexternal ienvironment iand 
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iorganizational ifactors ion ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy itypologies iand icompany 

iperformance iin ivaried icontexts iand iin ia idifferent isector isuch ias ifreight iforwarding 

icompanies iin iKenya. i 

In imethodological iundertaking, idifferent imeasures iof iresearch idesigns isuch ias ia icensus 

isurvey iand ireview iof iliterature iand idifferent ianalytical itechniques ilike istructural iequation 

imodelling ihave ibeen iapplied iin iprevious istudies ito iassist icome iup iwith iconclusions 

i(Anwar iet ial., i2016; iVladmir, i2014). iThis istudy ideviates ifrom ithose istudies ireviewed 

ieither iby iadopting ia idescriptive isurvey idesign, ipurely iquantitative idata iand ia iregression 

ianalysis ito itest ithe isignificance ilevels ialong ithe istated ihypotheses. iThe istudy ialso iused ian 

iintegrative imodel ito iexamine ithe ijoint ieffect iof ithe istudy ivariables. i 

It iis ievident ithat ithe iabove istudies iin istrategy itypology i(Miles iet ial. i1978; iVladimir, i2014), 

iorganizational ifactors i(Garbrah iand iBinfor, i2013) iand iexternal ienvironment i(Pearce iand 

iRobinson, i2007) ihave ibeen icarried iout iboth ilocally iand iinternationally ion ithe irelationship 

ibetween istrategy itypology iand iperformance. iDespite imany istudies idone ion iorganizational 

iperformance, iresearchers ihave inot ibeen iable ito iexplain iwhat icontributes ito isustainable 

ifirm iperformance. iThis icould ibe idue ito ithe ifact ithat imany istudies ihave ifocused ion ifew 

ivariables ithat iinfluence iperformance, ieven ithough icompanies iare istill istruggling iwith 

iperformance ichallenges. i iEmpirical istudies ihave iattempted ito iexplain ithe irelationship, ibut 

ithe idebate iis iinconclusive idue ito ithe idivergent iviews iof ithe ischolars. i iContextually 

iprevious istudies ihave ibeen idone ioutside iKenya iand ieven ithose idone iin iKenya idid i inot iuse 

ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. iConceptually inon iof ithe istudies ihave iused 

istrategy itypology, iorganizational ifactors, iexternal ienvironment, iand iperformance ias istudy 
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ivariables. iMethodologically ithe istudies iidentified ihave itested idirect irelationship ibut idid 

inot itest imoderation, iintervening iand ijoint ieffect iat ithe isame itime. i 

 

This istudy ithus iincorporates iorganizational ifactors ias ian iintervening ivariable ito iclarify ithe 

inature iof ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand iperformance iand iexternal 

ienvironment ias ithe imoderating ivariable ion ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand 

iperformance iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. iIt iattempts ito ianswer ithe iquestion, 

i iWhat iis ithe iinfluence iof iorganizational ifactors iand iexternal ienvironment ion ithe 

irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand iperformance iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies 

iin iKenya? 

1.3 Research Objectives 

The objective of this study was to determine the influence of organizational factors and 

external environment on the relationship between strategy typology and performance of 

freight forwarding companies in Kenya. 

The specific objectives were to: 

i. Establish the influence of strategy typology on performance of freight forwarding 

companies in Kenya. 

ii. Determine the effect of organizational factors on the relationship between strategy 

typology and performance of freight forwarding companies in Kenya. 

iii. Determine the influence of the external environment on the relationship between 

strategy typology and performance of freight forwarding companies in Kenya. 

iv. Establish the joint effect of strategy typology, organizational factors, and external 

environmental on performance.  

 



  

40 

 

1.4  Value of the Study 

The objective of this current study was to establish the effect of organizational factors and 

external environment on the relationship between strategy typology and performance of 

freight forwarding companies in Kenya. This study draws from three theories namely; 

Industrial Organization Economic Theory, Resource Base Theory and Contingency 

Theory.  

 

These theories have not received thorough interview in strategic management literature. It 

is anticipated that the findings of this study will contribute to the existing body of 

knowledge in the field of strategic management by providing a reflection of the effect 

between strategy typology, organizational factors and external environment on company 

performance. These interrelationships have not been explored in depth in literature 

especially in the freight forwarding firms in Kenya.  

 

On policy development, the study provided awareness to the regulators of the freight 

forwarding firms and government as policy makers, to the extent to which laws and policies 

affect the strategic position of the freight forwarding firms. The importers and exporters 

preferred proficient freight forwarders that provided timely delivery of shipments. The 

study highlighted new strategies that would assist policy makers develop policies that 

enabled valuable and rare service delivery among the competing firms. 
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The study provided the business organizations with useful environmental information on 

practicality of the typologies developed by Miles and Snow (1978). Thus, business 

organizations shall better appreciate the fact that firms should adapt to influences in its 

industry to excel in performance. In addition, the study observed that organizational 

survival is not only dependent on annual profit but also sustainable competitive advantage. 

Lastly, the study is of importance to scholars and learners in strategic management and 

performance and how the moderating variable influence this relationship as well as pave 

way for other similar replicated studies. 

 

1.5 Structure of the Thesis 

This ithesis ireport iwas iorganised iinto isix ichapters. iChapter ione ipresented ithe ibackground iof 

ithe istudy. iIt iis iin ithis ichapter iwhere ithe istudy ivariables inamely, istrategy itypology, 

iorganizational ifactors, iexternal ienvironment iand ifirm iperformance iwere ibriefly idiscussed. 

iThe ichapter ialso idiscussed ithe icontext iof ithe istudy iwhich iis ithe ifreight iforwarding 

icompanies iin iKenya. iThe ichapter ialso ihighlighted ithe iresearch iproblem, ioutlined ithe 

iresearch iobjectives, ithe ivalue iof ithe istudy iand istructure iof ithe ithesis. 

 

Chapter itwo iintroduced ithe itheoretical ifoundation, iconceptual iframework iand iempirical 

ireview. iThe iliterature ireview ipresented ithe iunderpinning itheories iof ithe istudy, idiscussed 

iempirical iliterature ion ithe irelationship iof ithe istudy’s ivariables, istrategy itypology, 

iorganizational ifactors, iexternal ienvironment ion iorganizational iperformance iand iidentified 

iknowledge igaps. iThereafter, ithe istudy ipresented ithe iconceptual imodel iand ihypotheses iof 

ithe istudy. iChapter ithree ipresented ithe iresearch imethodology. iThis iinvolved ithe iresearch 
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iphilosophy, iresearch idesign, idata icollection imethods, ireliability itest iand ivalidity itest, 

ioperationalization iof ivariables iand idata ianalysis itechniques. i 

Chapter ifour ipresented ithe iresults iof ithe istudy. iThe iresults iwere ipresented iin ithree isections. 

iSection ione iprovided ithe iinitial ianalysis iof ithe istudy. iSection itwo ioffered ithe idescriptive 

istatistics iof ithe irespondents isurveyed. iThe ithird isection ishowed ithe iresults iof itest 

ihypotheses. iChapter ifive ipresented ithe idiscussion iof ithe ifindings. iChapter isix ioffered ia 

isummary iof ithe ifindings, iconclusion iand irecommendations. iThe icontributions iand 

iimplications iof ithe istudy iwere ialso ihighlighted. iThe ichapter iculminated iwith ilimitations iof 

ithe istudy iand irecommendations ifor ifurther istudy, ifollowed iby ithe ireferences iand ithe 

iappendices. i 

 

1.6 Chapter Summary 

This ichapter idiscussed ithe ibackground iof ithe istudy, ibriefly idefined ithe ivariables iof ithe 

istudy iand ithe icontext iof ithe istudy. iThe ichapter igave ian ioverview iof ithe ithesis ithat ianchor 

ithe ivariables iof ithe istudy. iThe ichapter ifurther ipresented ithe iresearch iproblem, iobjectives 

iof ithe istudy, ivalue iof ithe istudy iand istructure iof ithe ithesis. iThe inext ichapter ipresented ithe 

iliterature ireview, iconceptual iframework iand ihypotheses iof ithe istudy. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Introduction 

This chapter concentrated on the theoretical foundation of the study and the literature 

related to the study variables. The chapter provides a theoretical and empirical review of 

literature on the interaction between strategy typology, organizational factors, external 

environment and how these relationships influence organizational performance. The 

chapter concludes with a summary of literature review of related studies and the conceptual 

framework that addresses the knowledge gaps in the study. 

 

2.2 Theoretical Foundation  

Strategic management literature strives to explain the frameworks through which managers 

plan to ensure better performance of organization (David, 2005). This study is supported 

by integration of concepts from industrial organization economic theory (Edwards, Allen 

and Shaik, 2006), Resource based theory (RBT) (Barney, 2001) and Contingency Theory 

(Donaldson, 2001). According to Barthwal (2010) industrial organization economic theory 

was originated by Mason, (1939) and then  Bains, (1968) underlined the impact of the 

business condition upon the firm. The basic guideline of industrial organization economic 

theory is of the view that a firm should adjust to influence in its industry to succeed. This 

means that, firms' performance is principally determined by the success of the industry 

where the firm competes. Commercial setups with superior structures have higher chances 

for superior performance. Hence, it is imperative for a firm to select the right industry 

where it can excel in performance right from the onset, than reacting to the competitive 

forces within a given industry. 
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Donaldson (2001) observed that Contingency Theory, focuses on the internal firm 

characteristics that influence firm performance. Contingency theory originated from the 

class of behavioral theory (Woodward, 1965) that claim there is no best way to organize 

an organization and the organizational structure (Palmer & Dunford, 2002). More so, an 

organization that is effective in some circumstances may not be successful in another 

environment (Sims, Sims & Gabriel, 2005). Thus, a strategy has a higher probability of 

success when it is consistent with the internal and external circumstances of the company. 

 

Organizations operate in diverse environments and it is imperative to assess how the 

various environments influence their structures (Pertusa - Ortega, Molina &  Clavers, 2010; 

Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967). Vladmir (2014) observed that organizations develop their 

adaptive strategies in view of the prevailing environment in which they operate. These 

adaptive strategies enable the organizations to be more adaptive to their environment. The 

contingency theory emphasizes that for a firm to record superior performance, it must 

develop a fit with its environment. However, critics of contingency theory argue that it is 

not practical for organizations to develop into fit with their contingencies (Donaldson, 

2001; Burton, Lauridsen & Obel, 2002). 

 

The resource based theory (Barney, 2001) posits that resources are heterogeneously spread 

between firms, where resource heterogeneity prompts performance variation between 

firms. RBT observes  that the resources of firms' superior capability (competitive 

advantage) are entrenched in their organizational resources and not necessarily on their 

positioning in the external environment. Hence, firms' superior capability are contingent to 

inimitable resources and competences that a firm possess (Winter, 2003). 



  

45 

 

Resource based theory postulate that specific categories of resources that are controlled by 

the firm have the ability to create firm’s superior capability that results in superior firm 

performance (Ainuddin, Beamish, Hulland & Rouse, 2007). As indicated by Eisenhardt 

and Martin (2000) firm resources consist of assets, capabilities, competences and definitive 

techniques among other organizational factors that enable the firm to formulate and 

implement strategies that are aimed at enhancing organizational performance. 

 

2.2.1 Industrial Organizational Economic Theory 

Industrial iOrganization iEconomic iTheory istudies ithe istrategic ibehaviour iof ifirms ithat 

ientails ihow ia imarket iis ifunctioning. iIt iencapsulates ithe istudy iof ithe ientire iindustry irather 

ithan ian iindividual iorganization i(Grimm, i2008). iIndustrial iOrganization iEconomic iTheory 

iprovided ithe iStructure, iConduct iand iPerformance iParadigm i(SCP), iwhich ipostulates ithat 

istrategy iinfluences iconduct iand ithereby iinfluence ithe iorganizations iperformance 

i(Barthwal, i2010). iThus, iMiles iand iSnow i(2003) iargues ithat iconduct irepresents istrategy 

itypologies iwhereas iperformance iis ithe igoal iof ithe icompany. 

 

Industrial iorganization ieconomic itheory iis iof ithe iview ithat ia icompany ishould iadapt ito ithe 

iinfluences iin ithe iindustry ifor icontinuity. iHelfat iand iPeteraf i(2003) iobserved ithat isuccess iin 

ithe iindustry iwhere ia ifirm ioperates iinfluences ithe ifirms ifinancial iperformance. iAccording 

ito iBarthwal i(2010) isuperior iperformance iof ithe ifirm iis isecured iwhen ithe istructures iof ithe 

iindustry iare ifavourable. iThe iindustrial iorganization ieconomic itheory iis iof ithe iview ithat ithe 

iorganizations iexternal imarket ipositioning iplays ia imajor irole itowards ithe iattaining iand 

isustaining iof icompetitive iadvantage. 
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The iindustrial iorganization ieconomic itheory iemphasises ithat ia ifirm imust ifind iitself ia 

ifavourable iposition iin ian iindustry. iThen, idefend iitself iagainst icompetitive iforces, iby 

iapplying istrategic iactions isuch ias idissuading ientry ior iraising ibarriers ito ientrance i(Porter, 

i1980; iWang i& iAhmed, i2007). iHowever, ia iseries iof iempirical isurveys ihave iquestioned ithe 

ilink ibetween iindustrial istructure iand ifirm iperformance i(Helfat i& iPeteraf, i2003). 

Scholars iare iof ithe iview ithat iindustry ifactors iplay ian iintegral irole iin ithe iperformance iof 

imost ifirms, iexcept ifor ithose ithat iexcel iin ithe iniche imarkets ior ithe ilow iperformers i(Pleshko 

i& iNickerson, i2008). iIndustrial iorganization ieconomic itheory ipostulate ithat isuccessful 

iperformance iand icontinuity iof ithe iorganization irelies iupon iits icapability ito ialign iwith 

iindustry inorm iwhere iit ihas iminimal iinfluence. iThus, istrategy iplanners ishould ifamiliarise 

ithemselves iwith itheir itype iof iindustry iand iadapt istrategies ithat ifeed ioff ithe iindustry’s 

icharacteristics. iThis iis ibecause iIndustrial iOrganization iEconomic iTheory i(IOET) 

iemphasize ion iindustry iforces, iand ito ia igreater iextent istrategies iand i iresources iof ithe ifirm 

ihave isimilarities iacross ithe icompetitors iwithin ia igiven iindustry. i i 

This iimplies ithat iif ione ifirm iprogresses ifrom ithe iindustry istandard iand iinvents ibetter 

isuccessful istrategy, ithen icompeting ifirms iwill irapidly iimitate ithe isuccessful ifirm iby 

iprocuring i ithe iresources, icapabilities iand icore icompetences ithat ihave imade ithe imarket 

ileader iprofitable i i(Fu, i2013). iThus, idespite ithe ifact ithat iIOET iunderscores ithat ifirms iare 

iinfluenced iby ithe icompetitive iforces iin iindustry, ithere iis ipossibility iof ifirms iinnovating 

ibeyond ithe istrategy iof ithe icompetition ito ian iextent iof itransforming ithe istructure iof ithe 

iindustry i(Walker, i2013). 
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Porter i(2008) ibrought iin ithe iconcept iof iindustrial iorganizational itheory ito ibuild ian ioutline 

iof igeneric istrategies iand iindustry ianalysis. iThis imethod iis irooted ion ithe istructure, iconduct, 

iperformance i(SCP) iparadigm iof iindustrial iorganizational ieconomic itheory i(Mason, i1939; 

iBain,1968) iand iunderscores ithe idefense ia ifirm ican imake iagainst ibusiness irivalry. iDesarbo 

iet ial., i(2005) inoted ithat iindepth istudies ipotrayed istrategic iapproach i iof ifirms ias iadaptive ito 

ithe idynamic iexternal iinfluences iuntil iPorter i(1995) ideveloped ithe ifive iforces ioutline. i 

 

Porter i(2008) imodel ipostulates ithat ifirm iperformance iis iinfluenced iby iindustry isuccesses, 

iwhich iare icontingent ito ithe ifive iforces, inamely, irisk iof inew ientrants, istrong icompetitors 

i(rivalry), ialternative iproducts, iability ito ipurchase iin ivolume iand ipay iless iand iability ito isell 

iin ibulk ifor iprompt ipayment. i iAlthough, ithe imost isuitable istrategy ifocuses ion ithe iabilities 

iof ithe ifirm, iPorter i(1985) igenerated ithree ibroad istrategies ithat ienhance isuperior ireturns, 

inamely, ioverall icost ileadership, idifferentiation iand ifocus. iHowever, icritics i(Herrmann, 

i2005; iGrant, i1991) iargue ithat iPorters imodel ilacked irigor ibecause iselection iof iindustry 

istandards iis ibased ion isocial iand iorganizational idynamics iinstead iof iprocedural ilogic. iIt 

iwas ialso icritiqued ifor iignoring ithe ieffect iof ithe iexternal ienvironment. iThe idebate irages ion. 

 

The icritique iof iIndustrial iOrganization iEconomic iTheory ihas ibeen ihighlighted iby iseveral 

istudies iChang, iYu iand iChen i(2010) iwhich iarises ifrom ithe ioccurrence iof ithe ifour 

iunderlying iassumptions iof ithe itheory. iFirst, ithe iexternal ienvironment iis iassumed ito 

idetermine ithe istrategic ioptions iof ifirms. iSecond, iresources iare iassumed ito ibe isimilar ito iall 

ifirms. iThird, ifirms iare iin ipossession iof isimilar istrategic icapabilities ithat ilead ito isimilar 

istrategic iactions i(Fu, i2003). iFourth, idecision imakers iare irational iand iare ilikely ito ichoose 

isimilar istrategic iaction ibased ion isimilar iresources i(Ramsey, i2001). i 
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2.2.2 Resource-Based Theory 

Penrose i(1959) iinjected ipreliminary iintuitions iinto ithe iresource iof ithe ifirm iperspective. 

iSubsequently, ithe iresource ibased itheory i(RBT) iwas imooted iby iWernerfelt i(1984), 

ithereafter, iBarney i(1991) imade iimmense icontribution. iThe iRBT iemphasizes icompetence 

iand icapabilities ias ithe iprecursor iof icompetitive iadvantage. iThe iRBT iunderscores ithe 

iimportance iof ifirm-specific icapabilities iand ithe icreation iof idynamic icapabilities ito ienable 

iexploit iinternal iand iexternal ifirm-specific icompetencies ito icompete iin ichanging 

ienvironments i(Herrman, i2005). 

 

 iBarney i(2001); iEisenhardt iand iMartin i(2000); iWinter i(2003) iobserved ithat iresources iare 

idiversely idistributed iacross icompeting ifirms iand iare iconstantly ievolving, ithus imaking ithe 

idiverse idistribution iof iresources ipersistent. iEssentially, iit iis ithe ivaluable, irare, iinimitable 

iand inon-substitutable i(VRIN) iresources iof ithe ifirm ithat idetermine ithe icompetitiveness iof 

ithe ifirm iand ithe ilevels iof ireturns iit imay iexpect i(Wang i& iAhmed, i2007). 

 

 

Resource ibased itheory i(RBT) idepicts iperformance ias ian iindicator iof ia ifirm’s icapability ito 

iutilize iits iresources. iThe iresources iencompass icore icompetences iand icapabilities ithat iare 

icontrolled iby ia ifirm iand ienables iit ito iformulate iand iimplement istrategies ithat ienhance 

iorganizational iefficiency iand ieffectiveness. iAn iorganization’s iresources iare idirectly 

irelated ito iits icapabilities iand iare icapable iof icreating ibetter iprofitability ifor ithe ifirm 

i(Barney, i2002). iEven ithough iRBT isupports iinner istrength iand icapabilities iapproach, ia 

ifirms’ iresponse iis inot iprimarily ia ifunction iof iopportunities iand ithreats iin ithe iindustry ibut 

ithe iresources ithe ifirm ipossess i(Teece i2018). 
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The imain ipostulation iof ithe iresource ibased itheory i(RBT) iis ithat icertain itypes iof iresources 

ipossessed iby ifirms ihave ithe ipotential ito igenerate icompetitive iadvantage iand ieventually 

isuperior ifirm iperformance. iResources icontrolled iby ia ifirm imay icontribute ito ilasting iability 

iof ithe ifirm ito ioutperform iits icompetititors iwhen idemonstrating iVRIN iqualities. iIn ia 

idynamic imarket ienvironment, ihowever, iVRIN iresources iare iout icompeted iand itherefore 

icannot iprovide ilasting iability iof ithe ifirm ito ioutperform iits icompetititors. iHence, ithe iRBT 

iproponents iquery ithe iinfluence iof imarket idynamism iand ifirm ievolution iover itime i(Peteraf 

i& iBarney, i2003). i 

 

More iso, icontrary ito iRBT, iPriem iand iButler i(2001) iobserved ithat iit iis idifficult ito ifind 

iresources ithat iare inot iimitable iand inon-substitutable. iThe ivalidity iof ithe iRBT ias ithe 

iframework ihas ibeen iinterrogated iin inumerous ikey iaspects i(Eisenhardt i& iMartin, i2000) 

imainly ion ithe idefinitions, ithe ilinkages ito imarket idynamism iand ithe imodalities iof 

itransforming ifirm iresource iadvantage iinto icompetitive iadvantage. iBarney i(1991) iargued 

ithat ia ifirm iachieves icompetitive iadvantage iwhen iimplementing ia ivalue icreating istrategy 

inot isimultaneously ibeing iimplemented iby icompetition. 

 

The icritique iof iResource iBased iTheory i(RBT) ihowever, iobserved ithat iit ihas ibeen 

iremarkably isilent iin iresponding ito ifundamental iconceptual iand itheoretical icriticism 

i(Connor, i2002). iSome iof ithe icritique iargued ithat iRBT ilacks isubstantial imanagerial 

iimplications i(Priem iand iButler, i2001). iThe iother inotable icritique iis iimplied iin iMiller 

i(2003) isustainability i– iattainability idiscussion ithat isuggest ithat ithe iresources ithat ia ifirm 

ineeds ito igenerate isustainable icompetitive iadvantage iare iprecisely ithose iresources ithat iare 

ihard ito iacquire. i 
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Foss iet ial., i(2008) iargued ithat ifirms ithat ihave icapacity iwhich ithey ican iput iin ipractice ibest, 

ican ibe isurpassed iby ia icompeting ifirm ithat ican idevelop ithat icapability ibetter ithan ia ifirm 

iwho iis ibest iin ipractice. iHence, iRBT ineeds ito ireexamine ithe iinfluence iof imarket idynamism 

iand ifirm ievolution iovertime. iIt iis iimperative ito inote ithat ifor ithose iinterested iin iadvancing 

ithe iRBT, ithe icritiques iare iparticulary ivaluable ifor ithey ihighlight iwhere iimprovemnts 

imight ibe imade i(Kraaijenbrink iet ial., i2009). iVarious ischolars ihowever, iconcur ithat ithe 

icritiques ido inot ireally ithreaten ithe iRBT istatus. iThis iis ibecause ithe icritiques iare 

iinappropriate iand imay iapply ionly iwhen iRBT iis itaken ito iits iimpractical iextreme i(Barney, 

i2007). 

 

2.2.3 Contingency Theory 

Contingency iTheory i(CT) icarries ithe iview ithat ifirms ithat idevelop ithe ibest ifit iwith itheir 

ienvironment iremain iprofitable. i iCT iclaims ithat ithere iis ino isingle ibest imethod ito iorganize ia 

icompany, iand ithat icompany iperformance iis icontingent ito iinternal iand iexternal isituation 

iand ithe icompany’s istrategic iactions i(Slater, iOlson i& iTomas, i2006). iThis imeans ithat ifirms 

ishould icome iup iwith iappropriate imanagerial istrategies ibased ion ithe icircumstances ithey iare 

iexperiencing. iThus, ifirms iare iadvantaged ito ioperate iin ienvironments iwhere istrengths iand 

iweaknesses ioutweigh ithreats iand iopportunities. iIf ithe iindustry ienvironment ichanges 

iunfavorably ito ithe ifirm, ithe itop imanagement ishould icontemplate iexisting ithat isector iand 

irelocate ito imore ilucrative isectors. 

 

Contingency iTheory iposits ithat ifor ieach istrategic iorientation ithere iexists ia iconfiguration iof 

iorganization ifactors ithat ifits ithe istrategy ito iyield isuperior iperformance i(Slater iet ial. i2006). 

iStrategic ifit iexists iwhen iorganizational iperformance iis ipositively iaffected iby ithe ialignment 

iof ikey iorganizational iand ienvironmental icontingencies i(Donaldson, i2001). i 
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When ia imisfit ioccurs, ieither iinternally ior iexternally, iorganizational iperformance iis 

inegatively iaffected. iInternal istrategic ifit irefers ito ithe ialignment iof iorganizational istrategy, 

istructure iand iprocess, iwhile iexternal istrategic ifit irefers ito ithe ialignment iof ithe iorganization 

iwith iits ienvironment i(Miles i& iSnow, i1984). iTherefore, ithe ibest iway iof iorganizing ithe 

icompany iis icontingent iupon ithe iinternal iand iexternal isituation iof ithe icompany. iHowever, 

ithere iare iarguments ithat icontingency itheory ineeds ito ireexamine iits iimpact ion 

iorganizational ichange iand iadaptation i(Burton, iLauridsen i& iObel, i2002; iDonaldson, i2001; 

iZajac, iKraatz i& iBresser, i2000). i 

 

An iorganization ithat iachieves istrategic ifit ienjoys ihigher iperformance iwhich igenerates 

isurplus iresources iand ileads ito iexpansion i(Hamilton i& iShergill, i1992) ieither iin igrowth, iin 

isize, iglobal iexpansion, iinnovation ior idiversification. iThe iexpansion iincreases ithe ilevel iof 

ithe icontingency ivariables, isuch ias isize, ileading ito ia istrategic imisfit iwith ithe iexisting 

iorganizational iset iup. iThe istrategic imisfit idepresses iperformance ieventually ileading ito ia 

iperformance icrisis iand iadaptive iorganizational iset iup ichanges iinto ifit i(Burton iet ial. i2002). 

iThus, iorganizations ievolve ifrom ione istrategic ifit ito ianother igradually. i 

 

The icritique iof ithe icontingency itheory iis ithat iit iis inot iprudent ifor iorganizations ito imove 

iinto ifit iwith itheir icontingencies, ibecause iwhile ithe iorganization iis iadapting iitself ito 

istrategic ifit, ithe icontingencies ithemselves ichange, iso ithat ithe iadaptation idoes inot iproduce 

istrategic ifit i(Donaldson, i2001). iFurther ithe icontingency itheory, ialthough iit ihas iseveral 

istrengths, iit igenerally ifalls ishort iin iexplaining iwhy icertain iorganizational ifactors isuch ias 

iskills, isystems iand ishared ivalues iare ieffective iin isome isituations, ibut ino iin iothers 

i(Mitchell, i2017). i 
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2.3 Strategy Typology and Performance 

The organization uses strategy to deal with changing environments and because change 

brings different combinations of circumstances to the organizations, the substance of 

strategy remains unstructured, unprogrammed, nonroutine and nonrepetitive (Lin, Tsai & 

Wu, 2014). Miles, Snow, Meyer and Coleman (1978) strategy classifications are a 

summary of the ways in which organizations co-align with their environment. Thus, 

effective organizations resolve the entrepreneurial, engineering and administrative 

problems and achieve successful alignment of strategy, structure, process and environment.  

 

Strategy typology by Miles et al. (1978) proposed a strategy classification of four distinct 

types of prospectors, defenders, analyzers or reactors. The first three strategies can be 

successful in the market with superior performance than reacting strategies. Anwar et al. 

(2016) examined strategic types and their relationship with performance using seven years’ 

financial data from joint stock manufacturing companies in Pakistan and evidenced 

variations in the performance of strategic types.  

 

Walker (2013) studied Miles and Snow’s strategic orientation on performance of public 

agencies, using survey method of data collection and a structured questionnaire. He 

highlighted the importance of employing a mix of strategies in public organizations. The 

study focussed mainly on associated costs and how innefficiecies arises, but did not single 

out factors such as external environment and organizational factors which have an impact 

on performance. This study addressed the role of organizational factors, external 

environment and strategy typology on performance of freight forwarding companies in 

Kenya. 
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Vladmir (2014) studied medium and large food manufacturing companies in Croatia and 

confirmed the presence of all four types of strategic orientation. Parnell, Long and Lester 

(2015) found out that prospectors performed negatively in China and analyzers performed 

negatively in the USA. In Turkey, Zamani, Parnell, Labbaf and O’Regan (2013) noted that 

defenders performed negatively in terms of growth and overall performance. These studies 

noted that the performance of viable strategies varies with the variation in performance 

measures, the organizational environment and industry.  

 

Schwarz, Sharma and Freeman (2013) studied the relationship between strategic 

approaches and firm performance in small and medium enterprises. They used survey 

method of data collection, a structured questionnaire and regression for data analysis. The 

results showed that the strategic directions identified by the focus group were analyser and 

reactors.The study focused on Australian seafood market and considered mainly on how 

strategy can be applied to achieve performance but, failed to recognize the role of external 

environment and organizational factors. This created both contextual and conceptual gaps 

to be further interrogated  whereas, this study examined moderating effect of external 

environment on strategic typology and firm performance. 

 

Various scholars have studied the relationship between strategy typology and performance 

(Claver-Cortes, Molina & Pereira, 2005). Gimanez (2000) argued that there were 

difficulties in distinguishing the analyzer from the defender. Aragon and Sanchez (2005) 

observed that depending on the industry, the archetypes may share characteristics in their 

pattern of adaptation. Garrigos, Marques and  Narangajavana (2005) applied the Miles and 

Snow (1978) typology in the Spanish hospitality industry. They demonstrated differences 

across selected performance measures such as total performance, profitability and growth. 

They noted that reactors consistently underperformed compared to other businesses. 
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Murray,  O’Driscoll and Torres (2002) studied diversity in strategic management, 

marketing and organizational theory using Miles and Snow’s typology. The study applied 

cross sectional survey method of selected information, communication technology firms 

and unstructured questionnaire and personal interviews. The results showed that company 

marketing practice evolves due to organisational change, population and community 

evolution. The study focussed on SMEs in general but not on freight forwarding firms. 

Also, did not consider the influence of external environment and organizational factors. 

The current study addressed the role of strategy typology, organisation factors and external 

environment and performance of freight forwarding companies in Kenya. 

 

Reactors strategy is considered a failure (Isoherranen, 2011). This is because it is a reaction 

to the opportunities and threats that exists in the external environment and results in poor 

performance. Boyne & Walker (2004) argue that reacting strategy might be of benefit in 

the public sector based on the circumstances of the stakeholders. Lei and Slocum (2005) 

posit that it is imperative for an organization to choose the business level strategy 

appropriately to achieve a sustained competitive advantage and hence superior 

performance. 

 

Numerous determinants of firms’ performance such as the Balance Score Card (Kaplan & 

Norton, 1992) and Performance Prism (Neely, Gregory & Platts, 2005) among others have 

been identified in several industries, but the factors seem to vary across different countries 

and businesses (Amoako & Acquaah, 2008). The variances in performance of strategy 

typologies are due to the varying nature of performance measures and environments 

(Luoma, 2015).  
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2.4 Strategy Typology, Organizational Factors and Performance 

Miles, Snow, Meyer and Coleman (1978) framework proposed that every organization has 

a key feature which determines responses undertaken by the decision-makers. Desarbo et 

al. (2005) reiterated that the strategic choice perspective posits that organizational behavior 

is partly predetermined by environmental conditions. This is because the choices which 

executive managers make are the determining factor of organizational structure and 

process. 

 

Miles and Snow (1978) emphasized that organizations that develop resources in the pursuit 

of several viable strategies are more capable of changing their strategy to suit the 

environment. Rainey (2010) noted the importance of pursuing a range of strategies 

especially in the multipurpose and complex organizations in the public sector. Meier et al., 

(2010) posit that organizations should focus on a combination of consistent and viable 

strategies that are selected based on organization’s desired action plan. Andrews, Boyne, 

Law and Walker (2012) observed that adopting a mix of strategies allows organizations as 

well as managers a balance between differing performance demands. 

 

Ismail, Kartak and Komurcu (2017) claimed that organizations succeed if the cooperation 

between strategies adapted and organizational factors is coherent. Kaplan (2005) asserted 

that identifying organizational values is of importance in defining the organizations role 

within the stakeholder’s community in which it operates. Tracey and Blood (2012) while 

studying brewing firms observed that changes that are desired by an organization 

effectively takes place if the human resource is involved as partners of the organization.  
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Tracey and Blood (2012) studied the application of the McKinsey 7s framework in a 

manufacturing set up. The study applied a survey methods using semi-structured 

questionnaire and personal interview. The found out that the McKinsey 7s framework 

provided an excellent starting point for analysing the requirements for company’s success 

and growth. The study focussed mainly on associated costs and how inefficiencies arises, 

but did not single out factors such as external environment and organizational factors which 

have an impact on performance. The current study examined the intervening effect of the 

organizational factors. 

 

Desarbo, Di Benedetto, Song and Sinha (2005) re-examined the scope of the Miles and 

Snows model on strategic firm capabilities, environmental uncertainty and performance.  

They applied survey method of 709 firms in China, Japan and United States. The results 

showed that strategy is a set of decisions through which strategic business units coordinate 

their managerial processes with the environment.The study failed to interrogate 

organizational factors that might have an influence on performance. This study introduced 

organizational factors as intervening variable. 

 

Adan, Abdullah and Ahmad (2011) studied Malaysian firms and revealed that human 

resources management practices affected the enterprises performance. Kurtulus (2014) 

studied manufacturing firms in Turkey argued that intangible human resource such as 

skills, systems and shared values enables the organization to overcome challenges in their 

operating environment as they mitigate from old to new capabilities in pursuit of 

organizational survival. Malan (2003) noted that both effectiveness and organizational 

change stems from the relationship between organizational factors and strategic goals. 
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To ensure business survival, firms continually observe various organizational activities that 

determine their continuity (Singh, 2013). The organizational factors anchor a platform 

where decision is formulated and implemented (Perez & Castillejo, 2008). Managers are 

responsible for the formulation and implementation of the appropriate strategies adopted 

that produces performance outcomes that are favorable to the firm's economic success 

(Allens & Helms, 2006; Amoako & Acquaah, 2008). Ravanfar (2015) noted that McKinsey 

7s model depicts human resources as an integral part of superior firm performance. 

 

Ravi, Maheshkumar and Joshi (2007) claimed that strategy implementation has a higher 

chance of success when the organizations’ elements are in alignment. They argued that 

successful managers need to attain a strategic fit between organizational strategy and the 

internal factors to achieve organizational strategic goals. Garbrah and Binfor (2013) noted 

that there are numerous vital internal subsystems of the organization that must be 

harmonized to successfully implement a new strategy. Papke and Malhotra (2002) contend 

that McKinsey 7s framework is mainly used to facilitate organizational change, to 

implement new strategy and to identify how each function may change in the future. Lei 

and Slocum (2005) claimed that firms should adapt strategies that are appropriate and 

adaptive to their present business environment to optimize resource utilization and 

attainment of set goals. 

 

Adeoye (2012) argued that various challenges that face the firms include, inadequate skills, 

systems, competitive market and profitability and environmental changes among others. 

As the environment changes, the need arise not only to manage the organizational 

environment but, also develop managerial skills and capabilities to enable organizational 

response (Kottler, 2005; Ghazali, Shafie & Sanusi, 2010; Echdar & Si, 2013).  
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Johnson et al. (2008) reckons that the central purpose of the strength, weakness, 

opportunity and threat (SWOT) analysis is to identify strategies that align, fit or match a 

company’s resources and capabilities to the demands of the environment in which it 

operates. They support the argument that tremendous firm performance is assured when 

the responsiveness of an organization’s strategy matches the turbulence in the environment 

but also the organization’s capabilities matches the aggressiveness of its strategy. 

 

Plenert (2012) posit that successful organizations develop systems and processes that allow 

them to adapt to constraints, threats, and opportunities. Continuous systems and process 

improvement means that people should be constantly analyzing how they think, 

communicate and add value to their organization. Organizations with adaptive cultures 

perform better because adaptive culture translates into organizational success (Denison, 

Lief & Ward, 2004). This study postulates that firms that align their strategies with its 

organizational factors and the environmental uncertainty will achieve improved 

performance.  

 

2.5 Strategy Typology, External Environment and Performance 

Strategic management in both private and public organizations influences effective levels 

of performance (Walker, 2013). Conceptually, the relationship between strategic type and 

firm performance moderated by the external environment has been tested, but no consensus 

yet (DeSarbo et al., 2005). Machuki and Aosa (2011) noted that managing external 

environment uncertainty may require a firm to consider the complexity, dynamism and 

munificence of the environment to enhance performance. However, Koseoglu, Topaloglu, 

Parnel and Lester (2013) indicated that the external environmental uncertainty influences 

organizational performance regardless of chosen strategy and the context of operation. 
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Koseoglu, Topaloglu, Parnel and Lester (2013) studied linkages among business strategy, 

uncertainty and performance in the hospitality firms in an emerging economy. They used 

survey method of 200 hotel managers in 3,4,5-star hotels, and applied regression and anova 

for data analysis. The results indicated partial support was found for direct linkages 

between environmental uncertainty and firm performance. The study focussed on SMEs in 

general but, not on freight forwarding firms. Also, did not consider the influence of external 

environment and organizational factors. This study focuses on defender, prospector, 

analyser strategy types as key determinant of firm performance. 

 

Various studies on the Miles and Snow (1978) typology have noted that different 

environmental circumstances may be conducive to certain strategic types (Anwar et al., 

2016; Hambrick, 2003). Factors of environmental uncertainty that are likely to be 

perceived important by managers include such issues as the degree of predictability of firm 

performance, actions of competitors, government regulation and intervention. Other factors 

are the actions of suppliers and emergent conditions facing the organization (Snow & 

Hrebiniak, 1980). Adeoye (2012) opined that for business to cope with the rapidly changing 

business environment, there is a need to develop and implement appropriate strategies that 

would safeguard their operations and yield the desired results. 

 

Organizations use strategy to deal with changing environments. The common approach to 

strategy development posits that firms should adapt to their environments (Adeoye, 2012). 

According to this view, good management is associated with determining which strategy 

will best fit environmental and human forces and then working to carry out that strategy.  
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Strategy selection should align the performance of the business with the environment in 

which it operates (Porter, 2004; Vladmir (2014). Hrebiniak and Snow (1980) and Porter 

(1985) argued that in conditions of market uncertainty, governmental regulations and the 

action of five forces that shape the industry, the organization must be able to adapt to the 

environmental changes to survive and excel in performance over competitive rivals 

(Desarbo et al., 2005). 

 

Richard, Devinney and Johnson (2009) posit that organizational performance encompasses 

financial performance, product market performance and shareholders return. Schwarz, 

Sharma and Freeman (2013) noted that cash at hand at close of business determines 

profitability. Supee and Geal (2009) reiterated that high cost of transportation of goods 

affect performance in Eastern Africa countries. Ojala and Dilay (2015) in the study of 

freight forwarding and logistics outsourcing in manufacturing companies in North America 

and Western European countries. They applied a survey method of 53 countries in Europe, 

Asia and USA. The results showed that high quality of services offered was a determinant 

to performance, but did not single out factors such as external environment and 

organizational factors which have an impact on performance. This study addressed the role 

of organizational factors, external environment and strategy typology on performance of 

freight forwarding companies in Kenya. 
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2.6 Strategy Typology, Organizational Factors, External Environment and 

Performance 

Various scholars have underscored the usefulness of Miles, Snow, Meyer and Coleman 

(1978) strategic typology which is necessitated by the requirements of the increasing 

dynamism, complexity and unpredictability of the environment facing the organization 

(Andrew et al., 2012). Miles and Snow (1978) held that organizations can be classified 

according to their pattern of decisions. Prospecting, defending and analyzing strategies 

were associated with better company performance than reacting strategies. Walker (2013) 

observed that in public sector, however, reacting strategy might be beneficial based on the 

requirements and demands of citizens. 

 

Tracey and Blood (2012) studied brewing firms and posit that alignment of shared values, 

skills, staff and strategy are key priorities for the company although the other 7s factors are 

of importance. Mitchell, Frendendall and Cantrell (2015) tested the proposition that 

operational performance of service firms in the United States can be empirically measured 

by using partial representative (strategy, staff and skills) of the McKinsey 7s model. Ismail 

(2017) noted that although the soft areas of Mckinsey 7s framework are harder to manage, 

they are that the foundation of the organization. He stressed that the soft areas have high 

chances to create the sustained competitive advantage.  

 

Mitchell et al. (2015) observed that organizations continually developed internal 

consistency such as enabling systems, skills enhancement and shared values to enable them 

perpetuate their strategies. Kermally (2002) noted that human resource empowerment is 

about releasing human energy and trusting an individual to make decisions to gain the 

commitment and involvement.  
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Florida and Goodnight (2005) posit that successful companies tapped the creativity of their 

workers from a wide range of disciplines to become more innovative and efficient. Potter 

(2001) contend that people who feel involved in the organizational change process tend to 

react more positively. 

 

 

The influence of the internal environment on human capital development was examined by 

Echdar and Si (2013).  Their study found that skills of employees can be improved through 

training to match with advancement in technology. Garbrah and Binfor (2013) noted that 

it is the people in the organization who ultimately determine how well the company 

operates. Murphy and Poist (2007) added that employees’ skills and abilities, training 

programmes, guiding processes and shared values were vital to the structuring or 

restructuring of the organization. 

 

 

Amit and Schoemaker (2016) posit that strategic capability perspective views firm’s 

strategy as a function of competencies based on tangible and intangible resources. Kamasak 

(2014) noted that while tangible resources are relatively easy to transfer across 

organizational boundaries, intangible resource, such as skills, shared values, and systems 

are not easily transferable. Barney (2007) observed that intangible resources relate to firms’ 

distinctive features and implicit organizational practices that are more difficult to transfer 

across similar organization. 
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Ravanfar (2015) observed that the search for organizational alignment between the internal 

resources in the McKinsey 7s model and the external environment is the function of 

strategic assessment. The strategic assessment enables organizational alignment and 

understanding of the critical factors in an organizational strategy, hence performance 

improvement (Ravi, 2007).  Papke and Malhotra (2002) concurred that the closer the 

alignment amongst the variables the higher the chances that strategy will produce the 

desired results.  

 

Vladimir (2014) observed that the most successful organizations have the most efficient 

interaction with their environment. Thus, the strategy acts as a kind of an adaptive 

mechanism. Strategy scholars have focused on various ways in which a company adapts to 

its environments. The strategy literature posits that strategy selection is dependent on how 

well a business is aligned with its environment (Porter, 2004; Desarbo et al., 2005). Fynes,  

Burca and Marshall (2004) argued that in conditions of high uncertainty in technology, 

customer or competitive environments, the firm must be able to adapt to the environmental 

changes. Environmental uncertainty may require a firm to be able to respond more quickly 

to unforeseen changes to survive and excel in performance in its industry. 

 

Ogundele and Opiefa (2004) argued that the organizations internal and external 

environment enables the organization to evaluate and analyse its endurance and growth, 

thus, determining the future of an organization. Adaptation to the environmental changes 

requires firm to achieve a strategic fit (Lei & Slocum, 2005). A strategic fit is a situation 

in which all internal and external elements relevant for a company are in line with each 

other and with the corporate strategy.  
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Tracey and Blood (2012) argued that the elements of strategy, structure, systems, style, 

staff, skills and shared values must be in the same direction to enhance organizational 

effectiveness. Murray et al., (2002) studied diversity in strategic management, marketing 

and organizational theory using Miles and Snow’s typology. They posit that marketing 

practice evolved due to organisational change, population and community evolution. 

 

Alexandrova (2004) studied Bulgarian micro enterprises and noted that dynamic business 

environment requires organizations to continuously adapt to the environmental changes 

that affect the organization. Alkali (2012) posit that business environment uncertainty 

arises from the organizations inability to predict factors that typifies its environment. 

Desarbo et al., (2005) observed that environmental uncertainty may require a firm to be 

able to respond to unforeseen changes to survive and excel performance in its industry. 

Adeoye (2012) concurred that for an organization to align itself with the rapidly changing 

external environment, it is imperative for the organization to formulate and implement 

appropriate strategies that would enhance organizational effectiveness, hence improved 

organizational performance.  

 

Machuki and K’Obonyo (2011) noted that firm performance is a fundamental component 

in strategic management research. The importance of organizational performance is 

highlighted in three viewpoints. Academically, the effectiveness of strategy(s) is evaluated 

by the level of performance outcome. Empirically, it is because there are multiple 

constructs that have been used to capture performance. Lastly, managerially, performance 

is viewed as a measure of quality of decisions made by managers (Venkatraman & 

Ramanujam, 1986). The performance outcome gives an indication of the effectiveness of 

an organization.  
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Jusoh and Parnell (2008) studied competitive strategy and performance measurement 

within Malaysian firms and supported the validity of the Miles and Snow (1978) typology. 

They however, viewed competitive strategies differently due to challenges experienced 

when western measurements scales were employed in non-western emerging nations.  

 

The variations in performance are consistent with many studies where it was found that 

difference in performance measures, environments, market efficiencies and deficiencies, 

level of competition, and innovativeness are the reasons of these variations. Also, the 

variation in performance is found in cross-country analysis under same studies (Blackmore 

& Nesbitt, 2013; Hambrick, 2003; Snow & Hrebiniak, 1980; Zahra et al., 2006). Koseoglu, 

et al., (2012) and Parnell et al., (2015) noted that most of the research on strategy-

performance relationship using Miles and Snow typology has been carried out in developed 

countries leaving room for a rigorous empirical research in developing countries to test the 

assumption of the presence of strategic types and performance. 

 

2.7 Summary of Knowledge Gaps 

From the literature reviewed several knowledge gaps were identified as shown in Table 

2.1. The studies reviewed present diverse findings regarding the relationship between the 

study variables on performance. The disparity could be attributed to methodologies used, 

definition of variables or contextual factors. More so, the studies were carried out in 

different countries and different environments. The studies have not tested the causal 

linkages of all the variables and consequently their joint impact on organisational 

performance.  
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Sensitivity: Personal Data 

Table 2.1: Summary of Previous Studies and Knowledge Gaps 

 
Researcher(s) Focus of the Study Methodology Findings Knowledge Gaps Focus of the Current 

Study 

Tracey and 

Blood (2012) 

The application of the 

McKinsey 7 -S framework 

in a manufacturing set up 

Survey methods using 

semi-structured 

questionnaire and 

personal interview. 

The 7-S framework 

provides an excellent 

starting point for 

analysing the 

requirements for 

company’s success and 

growth. 

The study focussed 

mainly on associated costs 

and how innefficiecies 

arises, but did not single 

out factors such as 

external environment and 

organizational factors 

which have an impact on 

performance 

Study examined the 

intervening effect of the 

organizational factors. 

Murray,  

O’Driscoll 

and Torres 

(2002) 

Diversity in strategic 

management, marketing 

and organizational theory 

using Miles and Snow’s 

typology. 

Cross sectional survey 

method of selected 

information, 

communication 

technology firms. Used 

unstructured 

questionnaire and 

personal interviews. 

Marketing practice 

evolves due to 

organisational change, 

population and 

community evolution.  

The study focussed on 

SMEs in general but not 

freight forwarding firms. 

Also, did not consider the 

influence of external 

environment and 

organizational factors 

Study addressed the role of 

strategy typology, 

organisation factors and 

external environment and 

performance of freight 

forwarding companies in 

Kenya. 

Ojala and 

Dilay  (2015) 

Logistics development 

strategies and performance 

measurement. 

Survey method of 53 

countries in Europe, Asia 

and U.S. Regression 

analysis. 

. 

High quality of services 

offered was a determinant 

to performance. 

 

The study looked at the 

framework which does 

not consider factors such 

as strategy typology, 

external environment and 

organizational factors 

which creates room for 

conceptual discussion 

Study introduced strategy 

typology and 

organizational factors. 

Context is the freight 

forwarding companies in 

Kenya. 

Desarbo, Di 

Benedetto, 

Song and 

Sinha (2005) 

Re-examined the scope of 

the Miles and Snows 

model on strategic firm 

capabilities, 

environmental uncertainty 

and performance. 

 
 

 

Survey method of 709 

firms in China, Japan and 

United States. 

 

 

Strategy is a set of 

decisions through which 

strategic business units 

coordinate their 

managerial processes 

with the environment. 

The study failed to 

interrogate organizational 

factors that might have an 

influence on performance 

Study introduced 

organizational factors as 

intervening variable. 
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Sensitivity: Personal Data 

Researcher(s) Focus of the Study Methodology Findings Knowledge Gaps Focus of the Current 

Study 

Supee and 

Geal (2009) 

Freight forwarding in 

Kenya and Eastern and 

Southern Africa 

Survey method of 60 

freight companies in 

seven countries. 

Regression analysis. 

 

Freight forwarding firms 

are marked by 

inefficiency and high cost 

of  transaction. 

The study focused more 

on strategy but failed to 

consider other factors like 

external forces and the 

factors possessed in the 

organization which leaves 

room for conceptual 

discussion 

Study focused on 

interaction among the 

variables. 

Schwarz, 

Sharma and 

Freeman 

(2013) 

The relationship between 

strategic approaches and 

firm performance in small 

and medium enterprises. 

Survey method of data 

collection using a 

structured questionnaire. 

Used descriptive and 

inferential methods and 

regression for data 

analysis. 

The strategic directions 

identified by the focus 

group participants were 

analyser and reactors 

The study focused in 

stock mining company 

considering only how 

strategy can be applied to 

achieve performance but 

failed to recognize the 

role of external 

environment and 

organizational factors 

creating both contextual 

and conceptual gaps to be 

further interrogated  

Study examined 

moderating effect of 

external environment on 

strategic typology and firm 

performance. 

Walker, 

(2013) 

Miles and Snow’s 

strategic management 

framework to performance 

of public agencies. 

Survey method of data 

collection using a 

structured questionnaire. 

Used descriptive and 

inferential methods and 

regression for data 

analysis. 

Highlights the importance 

of employing a mix of 

strategies in public 

organizations contrary to 

Miles and Snow 

evidence. 

The study focused mainly 

on associated costs and 

how innefficiecies arises, 

but did not single out 

factors such as external 

environment and 

organizational factors 

which have an impact on 

performance 

The study addressed the 

role of organizational 

factors, external 

environment and strategy 

typology on performance 

of freight forwarding 

companies in Kenya. 

Koseoglu,  

Topaloglu, 

Parnel and 

Lester (2013) 

Linkages among business 

strategy, uncertainty and 

performance in the 

hospitality firms in an 

emerging economy. 

Survey method of 200 

hotel managers in 3,4,5-

star hotels. Regression 

and Anova for data 

analysis. 

Partial support was found 

for direct linkages 

between environmental 

uncertainty and firm 

performance. 

The study focussed on 

SMEs in general but not 

freight forwarding firms. 

Also, did not consider the 

influence of external 

environment and 

organizational factors 

Study focused on defender, 

prospector, analyser 

strategy types as key 

determinant of firm 

performance. 
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Sensitivity: Personal Data 

Researcher(s) Focus of the Study Methodology Findings Knowledge Gaps Focus of the Current 

Study 

Vladmir, 

(2014) 

Medium and large 

manufacturing companies 

and the presence of 

strategic types by Miles 

and Snow’s. 

Survey method of 106 

senior managers from 

medium and large 

Croatian manufacturing 

firms. Regression and 

correlation analysis. 

There is presence of all 

different types of strategic 

orientation. 

The study looked at the 

framework which does 

not consider factors such 

as strategy typology, 

external environment and 

organizational factors 

which creates room for 

conceptual discussion 

Study examined 

moderating effect of 

external environment on 

strategic typology and firm 

performance. 

Anwar,  Said 

and Saf 

(2016) 

To provide an updated 

summary of strategy and 

performance measures and 

relationships of joint stock 

mining company. 

Survey method of 21 

firms in Pakistan stock 

exchange. Used a 

structured questionnaire. 

Regression and Anova for 

data analysis. 

Firms adapting both 

flexible and consistent 

strategies performed 

better results 

outperforming reactors. 

The study failed to 

interrogate organizational 

factors that might have an 

influence on performance 

The current study proposed 

the external environment 

and organizational factors 

also affect performance. 
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2.8 Conceptual Framework 

The knowledge gaps in the literature review in Table 2.1 enabled the development of the 

conceptual framework. Conceptual framework illustrates the interrelations among strategy 

typology, organizational factors, external environment and organizational performance. 

According to Baron and Kenny (1986) the mediator variable (organizational factors) 

explains the relationship between strategy typology and organization performance. The 

moderator variable (external environment) influences the strength of the relationship 

between strategy typology and organization performance. As shown in Figure 2.1 strategy 

typology is the main variable which comprise of defenders, prospectors, analysers and 

reactors. The operational indicators of organisational factors include shared values, skills 

and systems and external environment comprises of complexity, dynamism and 

munificence. Organizational performance represents dependent variable and comprises of 

financial perspective, customer perspective, internal business process, learning and growth, 

environmental and corporate social responsibility. 

  



  

70 

 

      H1 
 

    i i i i i i i iIntervening iVariable 

         

 

        i i i iH2 

 

    

          

        

     

           

    

        

      H3   

           

Figure i2.1: iConceptual iModel 

Source: iResearcher, i(2018) 

 

2.9 Research Hypotheses 

The study is based on the following conceptual hypotheses which are derived from the 

conceptual model. 

The ihypotheses iare ioutlined ias ibelow; 

Ho1:  There is no significant influence of strategy typology on organizational 

performance of freight forwarding companies in Kenya. 

Ho2: i The iorganizational ifactors ihave ino isignificant iintervening iinfluence ion ithe 

irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand iperformance iof ifreight iforwarding 

icompanies iin iKenya. 

Organisational iFactors 

 Shared ivalues 

 Skills 

 Systems 

 

 

Strategy iTypology i 
 

 Defenders 

 Prospectors 

 Analyzers 

 Reactors 

 

 

 

 

Firm iPerformance 
 

 Financials iperspective 

 Customer iperspective i 

 Internal ibusiness 

iprocess 

 Learning i& iGrowth 

 Environmental iAspects 

 Corporate iSocial 

iResponsibility 

 

 

H4 

External iEnvironment 

 Complexity 

 Dynamism 

 Munificence 

 

Independent 

iVariable Dependent 

iVariable 

Moderating 

iVariable i 
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Ho3: i The iexternal ienvironment ihas ino isignificant imoderating iinfluence ion ithe i

 relationship i between istrategy itypology iand iorganizational iperformance iof i

 freight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. 

Ho4: The ijoint ieffect iof iorganizational ifactors, iexternal ienvironment iand istrategy 

itypology iis inot isignificantly idifferent ifrom ithe iindividual ivariables ion ithe 

irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand iperformance iof ifreight iand iforwarding 

icompanies iin iKenya. 

 i 
2.10  Chapter Summary 

Chapter two discussed the theoretical underpinnings of the study by reviewing the 

Industrial Economic Organization Theory, Resource Based Theory and Contigency Theory 

which formed the theoretical perspective of the study. The chapter also presented the 

theoritical and empirical literature review of the previous studies and a summary of the  

knowledge gaps. The study offered a conceptual framework indicating  the relationship 

among the study variables. The corresponding hypotheses were also presented. The next 

chapter discusses the research methodology used for this study. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Introduction 

This ichapter icontains ia ipresentation ias iwell ias ian iargumentation ifor ithe ichoice iof iresearch 

imethodology ithat iwas iused ifor ithis istudy. iIt iinclude ithe iresearch iphilosophy, iresearch 

idesign, ipopulation iof ithe istudy, idata icollection iinstruments iand iassessments iof ivalidity iand 

ireliability iof iresearch imeasurements. iThis ichapter ialso iexpounds ion ioperationalization iof 

istudy ivariables iand idata ianalyses itechniques. i 

 

3.2 Research Philosophy 

Research philosophy is an over-arching term relating to the development of knowledge and 

the nature of that knowledge. It explains assumptions that people make about the nature of 

reality (McCusker & Gunaydin, 2015). This study was focused on the understanding of the 

present with a view to enable the prediction of the future. The question about what 

constitutes reality informs a researchers approach of the study (Hesse & Leavy, 2011). 

Reality can be viewed as objective or subjective. Objective reality is the collection of things 

that exist independently of the researchers. Subjective reality is what is perceived (Queirós, 

Faria & Almeida, 2017). The aspect the researcher seeks to discover is called ontology and 

is essentially the reality. The link between the reality and the research or the way of learning 

or knowing is the epistemology. Methodology is the technique used by the researcher to 

find out the reality (Johnson & Duberly, 2003). There are two main research philiosophies 

in social sciences, that is, phenomenology and positivism. There are however, other 

research philosophies such as realism and pragmatism.  
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Realism adopts the objective view of reality, existing independently of human thoughts, 

but interpreted through social conditioning (Saunders et al., 2009). Pragmatism approach 

takes an integrative perspective, viewing knowledge as either objective or subjective 

phenomena as long as the output is acceptable in specific areas of interest (Bryman, 2012). 

 

The phenomenology approach is an ontology that assumes that individuals do not have a 

direct access to the real world and that their knowledge about the perceived world is 

meaningful in its own terms (Ravitch & Riggan, 2016). The phenomenological approach 

is qualitative in nature and relies on immediate experience (Maxwell, 2013). As a technique 

of inquiry, phenomenology define effects in their current state. Proponents of this approach 

posit that phenomenology is comprehensive and is based on ordinary experience (Giorgi, 

2012). Phenomenology holds that knowledge is based on individual experience, thus 

phenomenology outcome can be subjective as it lacks rigour and precise measurement. 

According to Bryman and Bell (2011) critics of phenomenology argue that the researcher 

may construct the overall meaning of the event, or experience and arrive at a more profound 

understanding of the phenomenon which may not necessarily give rise to facts. 

 

Positivism belongs to epistemology which can be specified as philosophy of knowing (Gill 

& Johnson, 2002). Epistemology under the positivism ontology assumes or believe that the 

researcher is independent and value – free. Positivism is based on objective reality and 

positivists believe that only phenomena which are observable and measurable are 

trustworthy and thus, can be validly regarded as knowledgeable (Easterby–Smith et al., 

2002). Wilson (2010) observed that studies with positivist paradigm are based purely on 

facts and consider the world to be external and objective.  

 i 
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Bryman i(2012) inoted ithat ipositivist iparadigm irelates ito ibusiness istudies iwhen icompared ito 

iother idisciplines. iThis iis ibecause ibusiness irelationships iare ireasonably iperceived ias 

iaggregation iof irelationships ibetween iindividuals iwithin iand ibetween iforms. iAlso, 

ipositivism iis ione iof ithe imost isuitable iapproaches ito istudy ithe inature iof irelationships 

i(Bryman i& iBell, i2011). iThis istudy iadopted ipositivism iresearch iphilosophy ias ithe istudy 

iintended ito iinvestigate ipre-existing itheories ithrough ithe itesting iof ihypothesis iand irelies ion 

iquantitative idata iand istatistical ianalysis. iAlso, iin ipositivism iparadigm ithe irole iof ithe 

iresearcher iis ilimited ito idata icollection iand iinterpretation ithrough iobjective iapproach iand 

ithe iresearch ifindings iare iusually iobservable iand iquantifiable i(Babbie, i2011). iIn iaddition, 

iin ipositivism istudies ithe iresearcher iis iindependent ifrom ithe istudy iand ithere iare ino 

iprovisions ifor ihuman iinterests iwithin ithe istudy i(Collins, i2010). i 

 

3.3 Research Design  

The iresearch idesign iis ia iplan, iprocedure iand itechnique iwhich iis iused ito iidentify iand iobtain 

irespondents, iand ihow ito icollect idata ifrom ithem iin iorder ito ianswer ia iresearch iquestion 

i(Asiamah, iMensah i& iOteng, i2017). iA icross-sectional idescriptive isurvey iwas iused iin 

iconducting ithis istudy ias iit isought ito idescribe iand iestablish irelationships iamong imain istudy 

ivariables. iThe ichoice iof ithe idesign ifor ithis istudy iwas iguided iby ithe ipurpose iof ithe istudy, 

ithe iperiod iover iwhich ithe idata iwas ito ibe icollected iand ithe itype iof ianalysis. iBabbie i(2010) 

inoted ithat iin ithis itype iof iresearch idesign, ieither ithe ientire ipopulation ior ia isample iis iselected 

iand ifrom ithese iindividuals, idata iis icollected ito ihelp ianswer ithe iresearch iquestions iof 

iinterest. i 

 

Zikmund, iBabin, iCarr iand iGriffin i(2010) iclarified ithat icross-sectional idescriptive isurvey 

igathers iinformation ito imake iinferences iabout ithe isubjects iof iinterest iat ione ipoint iin itime. 
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iThe icross-section idescriptive iresearch idesign iis iselected ito ienhance icomparison iacross ithe 

ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. iThe icross-sectional idescriptive isurvey iresearch 

idesign iwas iconsidered iappropriate ifor ithis istudy ibecause iit ienhanced iuniform icollection iof 

idata iand icomparison iacross imany irespondents iat ione ipoint iin itime. iSurvey iresearch 

iinvolves iuse iof iquestionnaires ito icollect ia ilarge iamount iof idata ifrom ia isample 

irepresentative iof ithe ipopulation iin ian ieffective iway. i 

 

Further, ithe idescriptive icross-sectional iresearch idesign ioffered ithe iresearcher ian 

iopportunity ito ievaluate ithe iintervening iand imoderating ivariables ion ithe irelation ibetween 

istrategy itypology iand iperformance iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. iStudies 

idone iby iGill iand iJohnson i(2002) iand ilocally iby iMachuki iand iAosa i(2011) iadopted 

idescriptive icross isection iresearch idesign ito itest ihypotheses iand idrew ifavourable 

iconclusions. 

 

3.4 Population of the Study 

The iPopulation iof ithe istudy iwas ithe ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. iThe iCustoms 

idepartments iof ithe iKenya iRevenue iAuthority istated ithat ias iat iJune i2017, ithere iwere i824 

ilicensed ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya i(KRA, i2017). iThese ifreight iforwarding 

icompanies iformed ithe idesired ipopulation iof ithe istudy. iThe iunit iof ianalysis iis ithe ifreight 

iforwarding icompany. iThe istudy iproposed ithe ifreight iforwarding ias imore iappropriate 

ibecause ithe ipopulation iin ithis isector ioffers idistinctive iservices ithat iare iinfluenced iby ithe 

iorganizational ifactors ibut iare iaffected iby iexternal ienvironment ihence, iaffecting icompany 

iperformance. i 
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The istudy iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies iis iconsidered iappropriate ibecause ithe ifreight 

iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya iare ian iintegral ipart iof ithe ieconomy. iThis iis ibecause ithe 

icompanies ihandle iimports iand iexports icargo iwhich icontributes ito ithe inational iincome. iThe 

ifreight iforwarding icompanies icomprise iof inumerous ioperators ithat irange ifrom ilocal 

icompanies ito imultinational icorporations. iEarly iresearchers ipredicted ifailure iin ifreight 

iforwarding icompanies iwas idue ito icompetition. iRecent iresearch ishows ithat ifreight 

iforwarders iare iin ia igrowth iposition irelying ion iareas iof iexpertise iwhich iare ienabling ithe 

ifreight iforwarding icompanies ito isucceed i(Supee i& iGael, i2009). 

 

3.5 Sampling Design 

The istudy iadopted istratified irandom isampling itechnique ito iensure ithat ieach istratum iis 

imutually iexclusive iand icollectively iexhaustive. iThe ifive ifunctional icategories, inamely, 

ifreight, icustoms iclearance ibrokerage, itransportation iand iwarehousing, ifreight iof 

iperishables iand ifreight iand icontract ilogistics iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya, ias 

icategorized iby icustoms idepartment iof iKenya iRevenue iAuthority i(KRA), iwere itreated ias 

istrata. iThen, isimple irandom isampling iwas iadministered iproportionate ito ithe inumber iof 

icompanies iin ieach istratum. iA isimple irandom isample iis ia isubset iof ientities i(a isample) 

ichosen ifrom ia ilarger iset i(a ipopulation). iEach ientity iis ichosen irandomly iand ientirely iby 

ichance, isuch ithat ieach ientity ihas ithe isame iprobability iof ibeing ichosen iat iany istage iduring 

ithe isampling iprocess, iand ieach isubset iof ik ientities ihas ithe isame iprobability iof ibeing ichosen 

ifor ithe isample ias iany iother isubset iof ik ientities. iThis imethod iconfirms ithat isubjects idrawn 

ifrom ieach istratum iare iproportional ito ithe inumber iof ielements iin ithe istrata i(Sekaran, i2006). 
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The isample isize iwas icalculated iusing ithe iformula isuggested iby iSekaran i(2006) iand 

iMugenda iand iMugenda i(2003) iamong iothers. iAs iper ithe iformula, ithe iappropriate isample 

isize iwas idetermined ias ifollows; in i= i(z2
 ipq) i/e2. iWhere: in iis ithe iminimum isample isize 

irequired; iz iis ithe istandard inormal ideviation, ithat iis, i1.96 ifor i0.5 imargin iof ierror; i ip iis ithe 

iproportion iin ithe itarget ipopulation iestimated ito ibear ithe icharacteristics, irecommended ito 

ibe i50% iif ithere iwas ino iestimate iavailable iof ithe iproportion iin ithe itarget ipopulation 

iassumed ito ihave ithe icharacteristic iof iinterest; iq iis ithe iproportion inot ihaving ithe 

icharacteristic i(1-p); ie iis ithe imargin iof ierror irequired i(set iat i5% iin ithe icurrent iproposal). 

n i=1.962
 ix i0.1 i(1- i0.1) i= i138 

(0.05)2 

 

Saunders iet ial. i(2007) irecommended ithat iwhere ithe ipopulation iis iless ithan i10,000 ias iit iis 

ithe icase iin ithis istudy, ithen iminimum isample isize ican ibe iused iwithout iaffecting ithe 

iaccuracy iof ithe istudy. iThus, ifor ipopulation iless ithan i10,000 ithe ifollowing iadjustment iwas 

imade ias ifollows; inf i= in/1+ i(n/N) iwhere, inf i= ithe ifinal isample isize, iwhen ipopulation iis iless 

ithan i10,000; in i= ithe isample isize iof ipopulation iof i10,000 ior imore; iN i= ithe isize iof ithe itotal 

ipopulation ifrom iwhich ithe isample iis idrawn. inf i= i138/ i(1+138/824) i= i118. iThe isample iof 

i118 iorganizations iwas irounded ioff ito i120 iorganizations iand iwas isampled iproportionately 

ias iper isample isize iof icompanies iin ieach iof ithe ifive icategories iof ifreight iforwarding 

iorganizations iin iKenya ias iper iTable i3.1. iThese isample isize iwas iselected iat irandom iwithin 

ithe istrata. 
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Table i3.1: iSample iSize 

Services Population Percentage Sample iSize 

Freight 83 10 12 

Customs iClearance iBrokerage 577 70 84 

Transportation iand iWarehousing 82 10 12 

Freight iof iPerishables i 41 5 6 

Freight iforwarding iand iContract 

iLogistics 

41 5 6 

Total 824 100 120 
 

Source: iField iData i(2018) 

 

3.6 Data Collection 

The istudy icollected iprimary idata. iIt iwas icollected iusing iquestionnaires ithat iwere icirculated 

ito ithe irespondents ifor ifiling. i iThe iquestionnaires icontained iopen iended iand istructured 

iquestions iand iwere idivided iinto ifive isections. iSection ione isought idemographic idata 

irelating ito ithe irespondents iand iorganization ioutline. iSection itwo ifocused ion i istrategy 

itypology. iSection ithree iaddressed i iorganizational ifactors, iwhile isection ifour ifocused ion 

iexternal ienvironment. i 

 

Section ifive ientailed ithe ifirm iperformance irespectively. iThe iquestionnaire icomprised iof 

istructured iand iopen iended iquestions iso ias ito ienable ithe iinstrument icollect iqualitative iand 

iquantitative idata. iThe iquantitative iand iqualitative idata iwas icollected iusing ia ifive-point 

ilikert iscale iquestionnaire iranging ifrom i1 ito i5. iCollecting iqualitative iand iquantitative idata 

ihelps iimprove ithe ievaluation iby iensuring ithat ithe ilimitations iof ione itype iof idata iare 

ibalanced iby ithe istrengths iof ithe iother, ithus ienhancing ivalidity iof iresearch ifindings 

i(Bryman i& iBell, i2011). 
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The itarget irespondents iwere ithe isenior imanagers iinvolved iin istrategic iplanning iand 

iexecution iat ithe icorporate ilevel, ifor iexample, ichief iexecutive iofficer ior istrategy imanager. i 

iThis iis ibecause isenior imanagers icould ioffer ithe irequired iinformation. iIn imost icases, ithe 

isenior imanagers iwere ibusy, ithus ifollowing iup iwith i ithe ifinance imanagers iwho iwere inext 

ibest iplaced ito iprovide ithe irequired iinformation. iOnly ione irespondent iper icompany iwas 

itargeted ito ianswer ithe iresearch iquestions. iThe iquestionnaire iwere iadministered iusing ithe 

ihelp iof i iresearch iassistants. iTo ienhance ithe isupport ifrom ithe itarget iorganizations, ithe 

iresearcher ipresented ia iletter iof iintroduction iassuring ithe irespondents iof iconfidentiality 

ialong iwith ia isummary iof ithe istudy iintent istipulating ithe iobjectives iof ithe istudy. i 

 

3.7 Reliability Test 

Reliability is the extent to which an assessment tool produces stable and consistent results 

(Zikmund, Babin, Carr, & Griffin, 2010). Bonett (2003) defines reliability as the level to 

which results are consistent over time and are a precise illustration of the total population 

under study. When the results of a study are reproduced under a similar methodology, then 

the research instrument is reliable.  

 

The consistency of results across items is measured using Cronbach’s alpha coefficient, 

which ranges from 0 to 1. Cronbach's alpha coefficient determines the internal consistency 

or the average correlation of items within the test. It was utilised after the collection of data 

to test the results. Nunnally and Berstein (1994) and Babbie and Mouton, (2009) argued 

that an alpha coefficient of 0.7 or above is an acceptable measure for use in a study, but a 

lower threshold of 0.5 to 0.8 can be accepted (Sekaran, 2006). Values above 0.7 guaranteed 

that the indicator is good, and showed that the item was appropriate for the scale that 

determined its validity. 
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3.8 Validity Test 

The traditional criteria for validity finds their roots in a positivist tradition. According to 

Hair, Black, Babin and Anderson (2010) validity is the extent to which data collection 

methods accurately measure what they are intended to measure and the extent to which 

research findings are accurate. If the instrument comprises a representative sample of the 

universe subject matter, then the validity is acceptable.There are different measures of 

validity that include; content validity (face validity, sample validity factorial validity) and 

construct validity (Bryman & Bell, 2011). The study sought to measure content validity 

and construct validity.  

 

Content validity is the extent to which the instruments provides the comprehensiveness and 

representativeness of the investigative questions guiding the study. The study adopted the 

research instruments from various studies carried out in strategy management, 

organizational dynamics and organizational behavioural theory (Rubio, Berg-Weger, 

Tebb, Lee & Rauch, 2003).  The study achieved content validity by ensuring that the initial 

questionnaire was pre-tested randomly on a few selected firms prior to data collection to 

evaluate their ease of response. Each section contained specific variable and this was also 

achieved through expert judgments to confirm if the theoretical dimensions emerge as 

conceptualized for the study. 

 

Construct validity measures the degree to which effective description of variables  

replicates the theoretical meaning of concept (Bryman, 2012). To test construct validity, 

factor analysis was conducted. The purpose of factor analysis is to reduce voluminous data 

into concise factors provided the variables are correlated (homogenous).  
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This was necessitated by the sizeable number of items involved, and as such, separate sets 

of factor analyses were conducted for the items in the research constructs. Factor analysis 

is used to check the extent to which each item on the scales contributes to the respective 

factor (Ruscio & Roche, 2012). 

 

The research instrument was subjected to an examination by pre-selected senior manager 

in each organization. The questionnaire was pilot tested outside the sample with the senior 

managers in ten freight forwarding companies randomly selected prior to data collection 

to establish if the respondents were be able to answer the questions without difficulties 

(Wilkinson & Bhandarkar, 2003). The senior managers were asked to review the 

instrument but, they were not to be involved in the final study. The instrument were also 

subjected to an examination by the supervisor and the doctoral programme resource 

faculty. Pretesting helped the researcher to enhance clarity of the questions asked before 

proceeding with the actual data collection. 

 

3.9 Operationalization of the Study Variables 

The study variables were operationalized based on the research objectives. Strategy 

typology is the independent variable and was operationalized using  prospectors, defenders, 

analysers and reactors (Miles, Snow, Meyer & Coleman, 1978). These variables were 

measured using a five-point likert – type scale. Organization factors which constitute the 

intervening variable were operationalized using shared values, skills and systems. It was 

measured on a five-point likert – type scale (Garbrah & Binfor, 2013; McKinsey 7s 

framework). External environment is the moderating variable and was operationalized 

using dynamism, complexity and munificence (Pearce & Robinson, 2007; Dreyer & 

Gronhaug, 2004).  
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The dependent variable of the study is firm performance and was measured using the 

Sustainability Balanced Scorecard (Figge, Hahn, Schaltegger & Wagner, 2002). The firm 

performance measures were operationalized using financials perspective, customer 

perspective, internal business process, learning & growth perspective, environmental 

aspects and  corporate social responsibility. They were measured on a five-point likert – 

type scale. A summary of operationalization is presented in Table 3.2. 

 

Table 3.2: Summary of Operationalization of Variables 

Variable Operational Indicators Supporting 

Literature 

Questionnaire 

Item 

Strategy 

Typology  

Prospector 

 

-The organizations are 

established in the market. 

They encounter 

entrepreneurial challenge of 

expanding products and 

markets. 

Miles, Snow, 

Meyer and 

Coleman (1978); 
Schwarz, Sharma 

and Freeman 

(2013). 

5-point likert-type 

scale Section 2: 1- 

5 

Defenders - Have steady products or 

services and compete based 

on price, quality and service 

and encounter the 

entrepreneurial challenge. 

Anwar,  Said and 

Saf (2016); 

Desarbo, (2014) 

5-point likert-type 

scale Section 2: 6-

10 

Analyser - Seek a balance between 

stable and changing 

domains and face the 

entrepreneurial problem. 

Vladmir, (2014);  

Isoherranen and 

Kess, (2011) 

5-point likert-type 

scale Section 2:11-

13 

Reactor -Wait for instructions from 

the environment, and thus 

have no consistent strategy 

or alignment. 

Boyne & Walker, 

(2004); 

Lin, Tsai and Wu 

(2014) 

5-point likert-type 

scale Section 2:14-

15 

Organisational 
Factors  
 

Systems  - The processes of the 
company which guide 
overall organizational 
activities. 

Cole, (2004); 
Tracey and Blood, 
(2012);  
 
Ravanfar, (2015); 
Garbrah and 
Binfor, (2013); 
Malan (2003) 

5-point likert-type 
scale Section 3:1- 6 

Skills - Competences and the 
abilities that firms’ 
employees perform well. 

5-point likert-type 
scale Section 3:7-
12 

Shared Values - The norms and standards 
that guide overall 
organizational behaviour. 

5-point likert-type 
scale Section 3:13 -
19 

External 
Environment 

Complexity -The interaction between 
environmental risks, 

Murgor, 2014; 5-point likert-type 
scale Section 4:1-
12 
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Variable Operational Indicators Supporting 

Literature 

Questionnaire 

Item 

dependency and inter firm 
relationships. 

Koseoglu,  
Topaloglu, Parnel 
and Lester (2013) 

Dynamism - The ever-changing nature 
of the external environment 
which may transform the 
purpose of the firm and the 
environment in which it 
operates. 

Dreyer and 
Gronhaug, 
(2004); 
 

5-point likert-type 
scale Section 4:1-
12 

Munificence -The degree to which an 
organizations external 
environment has an 
abundance or scarcity of 
critical organizational 
resources 

Castrogiovanni, 
(1991) 
Machuki and 
Aosa, (2011) 
 
 

5-point likert-type 
scale Section 4:1-
12 

Firm 
Performance 

Financial 
perspective: 

- Increase on firm’s return 
on asset. 
- Increase in firm’s net 
income. 
- Increase in firm’s 
investment in assets and 
growth. 
- Increase in firm’s assets 
value has improved due to 
appreciation. 

Figge, Hahn, 
Schaltegger and 
Wagner, (2002); 
 
Kaplan and 
Norton, (2001); 
 
Richard, 
Devinney and 
Johnson (2009). 

5-point likert – type 
scale Section 5: 1 -
4. 

Customer 
Perspective 

- Ability to retain customer, 
repeat business, customer 
referrals, exhibiting 
expertise in business 
solutions, market share. 

5-point likert –type 
scale Section 5: 5-7 

Internal 
Business 
Process 

-Ability to engage in 
innovation, operations and 
post-sale service processes. 

5-point likert –type 
scale Section 5: 8-
10 

Learning and 
Growth 

-Ability to retain 
employees, employee 
productivity and 
satisfaction. 

5-point likert – type 
scale Section 5:11-
13 

Environmental 
aspect 

Participation in 
environmental activities 
such as emission, waste 
recycling among others. 

5-point likert – type 
scale Section 5:14-
15 

Corporate 
Social 
Responsibility 

Social exposure of a 
business unit includes direct 
and indirect stakeholders. 

5-point likert – type 
scale Section 5:16-
17 
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3.10 Data Analysis 

Diagnostic itest ifor inormality, ilinearity, imulticollinearity iand ihomoscedasticity iwere 

icarried iout. iNormality itest iwas iperformed iby iuse iof ihistograms iand iprobability-probability 

i(p-p iplots). iThis iwas icatered ifor iby ivisual iinspection iof idata iplots, iskew iand ikurtosis. iA 

iplot iof istandardized iresiduals iagainst istandardized iestimates iof idependent ivariable ishowed 

ia irandom ipattern iwhen inon-lineality iis iabsent. iData iis iassumed ito ibe inormal iwhen ithe 

ihistogram iappear isymmetrical, ibell-shaped icurved, iwith igreatest ifrequency iof iscores iin ithe 

imiddle iand ismaller ifrequencies ito ithe iextremes i(Hair, iAnderson, iBabin i& iBlack, i2010). i 

 

Multicollinearity idescribes ia ihigh idegree iof iassociation ibetween iindependent ivariables. iIf 

ithe ivalues iof iPearson’s icorrelation iexhibit ithe irelationship ibetween iindependent ivariables, 

ithis iserves ias ia imethod ifor idiagnosing imulticollinearity i(William, i2009). iTherefore, ito 

iavoid imulticollinearity iproblem, ithe iVIF ivalues ishould inot iexceed i10 iand ithe itolerance 

ivalues ishould inot ibe iless ithan i0.10. i iHeteroscedacity iwas itested iby ivariance iof iresiduals ias 

iindicated iby ithe iwidth iof ithe iscatter iplotting iof ithe iresiduals ias iexplanatory ivariable 

iincreases. iIf ithe iwidth iof ithe ip-p iplots iof ithe iresiduals iincreases ior idecreases ias iexplanatory 

ivariable iincreases, ithen ithe iassumption iof iconstant iis inot imet. 

 

To itest ithe ihypotheses, iregression ianalyses iwas icomputed ito idetermine ithe iexpected 

irelationships ibetween istrategy itypology, iorganizational ifactors, iexternal ienvironment iand 

icompany’s iperformance. iThe ivalue iof ithe icoefficient iof idetermination iR2
 iindicated ithe 

idegree iof ivariation iin ithe idependent ivariable(s) iattributed ito ithe ipredictor ivariable(s). iThe 

iBeta ivalues ishowed ithe iamount iof ichange iin ithe idependent ivariable iattributable ito ithe 

iamount iof ichange iin ithe ipredictor ivariable. 
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After idiagnostic itests, idata iwas isubjected ito ifurther istatistical ianalysis. iDescriptive 

istatistics iof imean iscores ito ianalyse ilikert i– itype iof iquestions, ifrequency idistribution, iand 

ipercentages iwas iused ito ianalyse imultiple iselections iand iopen iquestions. iAlso, iinferential 

istatistics i(Resnik i& iShamoo, i2003) imainly iregression ianalysis iwas iused ito ievaluate ithe 

inature iof irelationship ibetween ithe istudy ivariables, inamely, istrategy itypology, 

iorganizational ifactors iand iexternal ienvironment ias idiscussed iin ithe istudy. i 

 

Simple ilinear iregression ianalysis, iBaron iand iKenny iRegression iModel, iStepwise 

iregression iand iSimple iregression iand imultiple iregression iwere iused ito iestablish ithe inature 

iand imagnitude iof ithe irelationship ibetween ivariables iand ito itest ihypothesized irelationships. 

i iThe ip-values iand it i– itest iwere iused ito idetermine iindividual isignificance iof ithe istudy 

ivariables, iwhile ithe iF itest iwere iused ito idetermine ithe ioverall isignificance iof ithe imodel. 

iComposite iindices iwere icomputed ito isupport iin iregression ianalysis. 
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Table i3.3: iSummary iof iAnalytical iModels iand iInterpretation 
Objectives i Hypothesis i Analytical imodel i Test istatistics i Interpretation i 

Objective i1 

Establish ithe iinfluence iof 

istrategy itypology ion 

iperformance iof ifreight 

iforwarding icompanies iin 

iKenya. 

 

H1: i i 

There iis ino isignificant 

iinfluence iof istrategy 

itypology ion iorganization 

iperformance iof ifreight 

iforwarding icompanies iin 

iKenya. 

Simple iLinear iRegression 

iAnalysis: i 

P1 i= if i(strategy itypology) 

P1= iβ01 i+β11X i+ i1 i 

Where iP i= iPerformance, iβ0, iβ11 

icoefficients 

X i= istrategy itypology 

1= ierror iterm. 

 

 R(-1<R<1) i= ithe ihigher ithe iR 

imore isignificance 

 R²(0<R<1) i= ithe ihigher ithe iR² 

ibetter ifit ie.g. iR=0.9 ii.e. i90% iof 

ichange i i iin iY iare iexplained iby iX. 

 F-Statistic ior 

Significant iF= ithe ihigher, imore 

isignificance iin ithe imodel. 

 β0= iCheck icoefficient isign i(+ i-). 

 T istatistic= ithe ihigher ithe imore 

isignificance 

 P-value<0.05 

 The icloser iR iapproaches i±1, ithen ia 

irelationship iis isignificant. i 

 If i(R2) ivalue iis isignificant, ithen ithe 

ioverall imodel iis isignificant 

 If it-statistic iis igreater ithan icritical 

ivalue ithen ithe ivariables iare 

iindividually isignificant 

 If ip-value i< iα, ithen ivariables iare 

iindividually isignificant 

Objective i2 

Determine ithe iinfluence iof 

iorganizational ifactors ion 

ithe irelationship ibetween 

istrategy itopology iand 

iperformance iof ifreight 

iforwarding icompanies iin 

iKenya. 

 

 

H2: i 

The iorganizational 

ifactors ihave ino 

isignificant iintervening 

iinfluence ion ithe 

irelationship ibetween 

istrategy itypology iand 

iperformance iof ifreight 

iforwarding icompanies iin 

iKenya. 

 

Baron iand iKenny iRegression 

iModel i 

 

P≠(ST+OF) i 

Regression imodels 

Step i1: iP= iα+ iβ1ST+ iε 

Step i2:OF= iα i+ iβ2ST+ iε 

Step i3: iP= iα i+ iβ3OF+ iε 

Step i4: iP= iα+ iβ4ST+ iβ5OF+ iε 

Where iP= iPerformance, iST= 

istrategy itopology, iOF= 

iorganizational ifactors 

 

 F itest ito iassess ithe ioverall 

isignificance iof ithe imodel i 

 Beta i(β) ito idetermine ithe 

icontribution iof ieach ipredictor 

ivariable ito ithe isignificance iof ithe 

imodel i 

 t ito idetermine ithe isignificance iof 

iindividual ivariables 

 P ivalue i< i0.05 ito icheck ion 

istatistical isignificance 

 

For iintervening ieffect ito ibe iconsidered 

ipositive, ifour iconditions ishould ibe 

ifulfilled: i 

1. iThe iindependent ivariable iis 

isignificantly irelated ito ithe idependent 

ivariable iin ithe iabsence iof ithe 

imediating ivariable i(F istatistic, iR2, ip-

value i< i0.05). i 

 i2. iThe iindependent ivariable iis 

isignificantly irelated ito ithe iintervening 

ivariable i(F istatistic, iR2, ip-value i< 

i0.05). i i 

3. iThe iintervening ivariable iis 

isignificantly irelated ito ithe idependent 

ivariable i(F istatistic, iR2, ip-value i< 

i0.05). i 

 i4. iWhen icontrolling ifor ithe ieffect iof 

ithe iintervening ivariable ion ithe 

idependent ivariable, ithe ieffect iof ithe 

iindependent ivariable ion ithe idependent 

ivariable iis iinsignificant iin ithe ipresence 

iof ithe iintervening ivariable. i iF istatistic, 

iR2, ip-value i> i0.05 i 
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Objectives i Hypothesis i Analytical imodel i Test istatistics i Interpretation i 

R2
 ito iassess ihow imuch iof idependent 

ivariable ivariation iis idue ito iinfluence iof 

iindependent ivariable i 

Objective i3 

Determine ithe iinfluence iof 

iexternal ienvironment ion 

ithe irelationship ibetween 

istrategy itopology iand 

iperformance iof ifreight 

iforwarding icompanies iin 

iKenya. 

H3: i 

The iexternal 

ienvironment ihas ino 

isignificant imoderating 

iinfluence ion ithe 

irelationship ibetween 

istrategy itypology iand 

iorganizational 

iperformance iof ifreight 

iforwarding icompanies iin 

iKenya. 

 

 

Stepwise iregression 

P i= iα i+ iβ1ST i+ iε…. istep i1 

P i= iα i+ iβ1ST i+ iβ2EE+ iε i…. istep 

i2 

P i≠α i+ iβ1ST i+ iβ2EE i+ 

iβ3(ST*EE) i+ iε i…. istep i3 

 

Where iP= i iPerformance, iST= 

istrategy itopology, i 

EE= iExternal iEnvironment 

 

 R2
 ito iassess ihow imuch iof 

idependent ivariable ivariation iis 

idue ito iinfluence iof iindependent 

ivariable i 

 F itest ito iassess ithe ioverall 

isignificance iof ithe imodel i 

 Beta i(β) ito idetermine ithe 

icontribution iof ieach ipredictor 

ivariable ito ithe isignificance iof 

ithe imodel i 

 t ito idetermine ithe isignificance iof 

iindividual ivariables i 

 P ivalue i< i0.05 ito icheck ion 

istatistical isignificance 

Moderating ieffect ioccurs iif ithe 

iinteracting iterm iis isignificant i(F 

istatistic, iR2, ip<0.05). 

Objective i4 

 

Establish ithe ijoint ieffect iof 

iorganizational ifactors iand 

iexternal ienvironment ion 

ithe irelationship ibetween 

istrategy itopology ipractices 

iand iperformance iof ifreight 

iforwarding icompanies iin 

iKenya 

H4: i 

The ijoint ieffect iof 

iorganizational ifactors, 

iexternal ienvironment 

iand istrategy itypology iis 

inot isignificantly 

idifferent ifrom ithe 

iindividual ivariables ion 

ithe irelationship ibetween 

istrategy itypology iand 

iperformance iof ifreight 

iand iforwarding 

icompanies iin iKenya. 

 

Simple iand iMultiple iRegression 

iModel 

 

P i= iα i+ iβ1OF i+ iβ2EE i+ iβ3ST+ iε 

i 
 

Where iP= i iPerformance, 

OF i= iOrganizational ifactors 

ST= iStrategy itopology, i 

EF= iExternal iEnvironment 

ε i= iError iterm 

R2
 ito iassess ihow imuch iof idependent 

ivariable ivariation iis idue ito iinfluence 

iof iindependent ivariable i 

F itest ito iassess ithe ioverall 

isignificance iof ithe imodel i 

Beta i(β) ito idetermine ithe icontribution 

iof ieach ipredictor ivariable ito ithe 

isignificance iof ithe imodel i 

t ito idetermine ithe isignificance iof 

iindividual ivariables i 

P ivalue i< i0.05 ito icheck ion istatistical 

isignificance 

 If i(R2) ivalue iis isignificant, ithen ithe 

ioverall imodel iis isignificant 

 If if-statistic iis igreater ithan icritical 

ivalue ithen ithe ivariables iare ijointly 

isignificant 

 If ip-value i< iα, ithen ivariables iare 

ijointly isignificant 

 

 

  

Table i3.3 iCont’d... 
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3.11 Chapter Summary 

This ichapter ipresented ian ioverview iof ithe imethodology iused iin ithe istudy. iThe ichapter ihas 

idiscussed ithe iresearch iphilosophy, iresearch idesign, ipopulation iof ithe istudy, isampling 

idesign, idata icollection iinstruments iand itest iof ireliability iand ivalidity iand iassumptions iof 

iregression ianalysis iwere idiscussed. iThe ichapter ialso idiscussed ithe ioperationalization iof ithe 

istudy ivariables iand idata ianalysis itechniques. iFinally, ithe ichapter idiscussed ithe idescriptive 

itechniques ifor isummarizing iresearch idata iand iinferential itechniques ifor itesting ihypotheses. 

iThe inext ichapters ipresents idata ianalysis, ifindings iand itest iof ihypotheses. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 

 

4.1  Introduction 

This chapter presents the analysis of data and findings of the study variables. The objective 

of the study was to determine the influence of organizational factors and external 

environment on the relationship between strategy typology and performance of freight 

forwarding companies in Kenya. To achieve the objective of the study, primary data was 

collected using questionnaire. The data was analyzed using descriptive statistics and 

regression analysis and further presented results of various tests including reliability and 

validity tests, test of normality, multicollinearity tests and test of homogeneity of variance. 

 

Respondents iwere iasked ito irate ieach iof ithe iaspects iof ithe ivariables iunder iconsideration; 

istrategy itypology, iorganizational ifactors, iexternal ienvironment iand ifirm iperformance ion ia 

ifive ipoint ilikert iscale. iThe itest igenerated ithe imean iscores, istandard ideviation iand 

icoefficient iof ivariation. iThe imean ican ibe iuseful ito irepresent ithe ientire idata iset iwith ia isingle 

ivalue ithat idescribes ithe imiddle ior iaverage ivalue iof ithe ientire iset. iStandard ideviation iis ia 

imeasure iof idispersion iand ishows ihow idata iis ispread iout iaround ithe imean. iIn iaddition, ithe 

iCoefficient iof iVariation i(CV) irefers ito ia istatistical imeasure iof ithe idistribution iof idata ipoints 

iin ia idata iseries iaround ithe imean. iIt irepresents ithe iratio iof ithe istandard ideviation ito ithe imean. 

iThe icoefficient iof ivariation iis ia ihelpful istatistic iin icomparing ithe idegree iof ivariation ifrom 

ione idata iseries ito ithe iother. 

 i 
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4.2 Response Rate 

The istudy iwas ia idescriptive icross-sectional isurvey iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin 

iKenya. iThe iquestionnaire iwas iadministered iby itrained iresearch iassistants ito ithe irespective 

ifirms. iThe istudy isampled ione ihundred iand itwenty i(120) ifreight iforwarding icompanies iof 

iwhich ininenty ifour i(94) iquestionnaires iwere ifilled iand ireturned. iFurther iscrutiny 

iestablished ithat i6 iquestionnaires iwere ipoorly ifilled iand ihence iexcluded ifrom ianalysis. iThe 

ieffective iresponse irate idropped ito i88 irespondents iforming i73.33% iresponse irate, iwhich iwas 

iconsidered iadequate ifor ianalysis. 

 

The idiscussion iamong ischolars ion ithe isatisfactory iresponse irate ihas ibeen igoing ion iwithout 

ia iconclusion iwith imost ischolars isuggesting ithat iresponse irate iranging ibetween i30 ito i80 

ipercent iis iadequate i(Bryman, i2012; iFan i& iYan, i2010). i iSaunder iet ial. i(2009) iposit ithat 

iresponse irate ifor idelivered iand icollected iquestionnaire ias iwas ithe icase iwith ithis istudy icould 

irange ibetween i30 ipercent ito i50 ipercent. iThus, ithe iresponse irate iof i73.3% iis iconsidered ian 

iacceptable iresponse irate. 

 

Table i4.1: iSurvey iResponse iRate 

 iResponse iRate Frequency Percentage 

Total iresponses ireceived i 94 78.33 

Responses icorrectly ifilled i 88 73.33 

Questionnaires ipoorly ifilled i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i 6 5.00 

Non iresponse i 26 21.67 

Source: iField iData i(2018) 
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4.3 Test of Reliability 

Reliability irefers ito ia imeasure iof idegree ito iwhich iresults ifrom ian iinstrument iare iconsistent 

ion irepeated imeasurements. iIts igoal iis ithe iestimation iof imeasurement ierrors iwhich iare 

inormally irandom. iIt iis ia imeasure iof ian iinstrument’s iinternal iconsistency. iThe imeasurement 

iinstrument ishould ibe ireliable ifor iit ito imeasure iconsistently i(Mugenda i& iMugenda, i2003; 

iCooper i& iSchindler, i2014). iThe itest iitems iinternal iconsistency ior iaverage icorrelation iwas 

iassessed iusing icronbach's ialpha. iThe ialpha icoefficient ivalue iranging ifrom i0 ito i1 iwere iused. 

i iThis istudy iadopted ithe ialpha icoefficients iranges ito idescribe ireliability ifactors iextracted 

ifrom iformatted iquestionnaires ion ilikert-type iscale i(rating ifrom iscale i1 ito i5). i 

The istudy iused ia icut ioff iCronbach ialpha icoefficient iof i0.7. iDifferent iauthors irecommend 

idifferent icut ioff ipoints ifor ireliability. iNunally i(1978) iand iGliem iand iGliem i(2003) iindicate 

ithat iCronbach ivalue iof i0.7 iand iabove iis iconsidered ireliable. iCooper iand iSchindler i(2014) 

isuggest ia irange iof i0.7 ito i0.9 iCronbach's ialpha icoefficient ito ibe igood ifor ireliability itest, 

iwhile iAsikhia i(2009) irecommends ia ireliability icut ioff ipoint iof i0.6 i i(Hair, iBabin, iAnderson 

i& iTatham, i2010). iBagozzi iand iYi i(2012) iinstead irecommend ia ivalue iof i0.5 ito ibe ithe 

ireliability icut ioff ipoint inecessary ifor ifurther ianalysis. i 

This istudy iadopted ia icut ioff iCronbach ivalue iof i0.7 iwhich iis iconsidered ia istrong imeasure iof 

ireliability iconsistency ias isuggested iby iGliem iand iGliem i(2003) iand iCooper iand iSchindler 

i(2006). i iReliability iof ithe isurvey iinstrument iwas ithus iestablished iby icarrying iout ia ipilot 

istudy ion iorganizations iwho iwere irequired ito irespond ito ithe iquestionnaire iand ireport iany 

iambiguous iquestions, iidentify iany idefects iin ithe iquestions ior ilack iof iclarity iin ithe 

iinstructions ias iwell ias isuggest iany ichanges. 
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Hair, iAnderson, iBabin iand iBlack i(2010) isuggests ithat ia ipretest iof i5 ito i10 irespondents 

iselected ifrom ithe itargeted ipopulation iis isufficient ienough ito iallow ivalidation iof ia 

iquestionnaire. iThese iorganizations iwere iexcluded ifrom iparticipating iin ithe imain isurvey. 

iAfter ithe ipilot istudy, ithe inecessary imodifications iwere imade ito ithe iquestionnaire. iThe 

iresults iof ithe ireliability itests iare isummarized iin iTable i4.2. 

Table i4.2: iSummary iof iCronbach’s iAlpha iReliability iCoefficients   

Variable Components iof iVariables Cronbach’s 

iAlpha 

Number 

iof iitems 

Decision 

Strategy 

iTypology i 

 

 Defenders 

 Prospectors 

 Analyzers 

 Reactors 

.766 16 Reliable 

Organisational 

iFactors 

 

 Shared ivalues 

 Skills 

 Systems 

.921 19 Reliable 

External 

iEnvironment 

 

 Complexity 

 Dynamism 

 Munificence 

 

 i i i i i i i i.866 36 Reliable 

Organizational 

iPerformance 
 Customer iperspective i 

 Internal ibusiness 

iprocess 

 Learning i& iGrowth 

 Environmental iAspects 

 Corporate iSocial 

iResponsibility 

 Financial iperspective 

 i i i i i i i i.861 13 Reliable 

Source: iField iData i(2018) 
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As ishown iin iTable i4.2, ithe ialpha icoefficients ifor iall ithe ivariables iare iabove ithe i0.7 

ithreshold. iThis iwas iconfirmation iof ireliability iof ithe idata iused ito idraw iconclusions ifrom 

itheoretical iconcepts. iCronbach’s ialpha icoefficient iranged ifrom ialpha i(α) iof i0.766 i(strategy 

itypology); i0.861 i(organizational iperformance); i0.866 i(external ienvironment) ito ialpha i(α) iof 

i0.921 i(organizational ifactors) irevealing ia ihigh idegree iof ireliability iof ithe iinstrument. iThe 

iresults iindicate ithat iall iconstructs ihad ihigh iscores iof ireliability icoefficients. iAll iother 

ivariables iwere iabove ithe i0.7 icut-off ipoint ifor ireliability itest i(Nunally, i1978; iGliem i& 

iGliem, i2003). iThis iimplies ithat iall ithe ivariables ihad ia ireliable iindex imeasure iindicating ithat 

ithe iinstrument iwas ireliable iin icollecting idata. 

 

4.4 Factor Analysis for Validity Test 

Factor iAnalysis i(FA) iwas iemployed ito itest ifor ivalidity. iThe ipurpose iof ifactor ianalysis iwas 

ito ireduce ivoluminous idata iinto ifewer iand imeaningful ifactors iprovided ithe ivariables iare 

icorrelated i(homogenous). iThis iwas inecessitated iby ithe isizeable inumber iof iitems iinvolved, 

iand ias isuch, iseparate isets iof ifactor ianalyses iwere iconducted ifor ithe iitems iin ithe iresearch 

iconstructs. iFactor ianalysis iwas iused ito icheck ithe iextent ito iwhich ieach iitem ion ithe iscales 

icontributed ito ithe irespective ifactor i(Ruscio i& iRoche, i2012). iExploratory iFactor iAnalysis 

i(EFA) ifor iitems iin istrategy itypology, iorganizational ifactors, iexternal ienvironment iand 

iperformance iscale iwas iconducted. iEFA iis ia itechnique iwithin ifactor ianalysis iwhose imain 

igoal iis ito ifind ithe ifundamental irelationship ibetween imeasured ivariables. i iThe istudy iused 

iPrincipal iComponent iAnalysis iextraction imethod iand iVarimax iRotation iMethod iwith 

iKaiser iNormalization ito iextract ithose ifactors ithat iclearly imeasure ithe ivariables iunder 

iinvestigations. iValidity iwas iassessed iby iexamining ithe ifactor iloadings ito isee iif ithe iitems iin 

ithe iscale irated ihighly ion ithe iconstruct. i 
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This istudy iadopted ithe iKaiser iMeyer i– iOlkin i(KMO) itest iand iBartlett’s itest iof isphericity ito 

iassess idata ifor isuitability ifor ifactor ianalysis. iKaiser iMeyer i– iOlkin imeasure ivaries ifrom i0 ito 

i1. iThe imore ithe ivalues iare icloser ito i1 ithe ibetter. iA ivalue iof i0.5 iis ia iproposed iminimum ito 

iproceed iwith ifactor ianalysis. iBartlett’s itest iof isphericity iis ianother imethod iused ito 

idetermine ithe iappropriateness iof ifactor ianalysis. iBartlett’s itest iis ia istatistical itest ifor ithe 

iprescence iof icorrelations iamong ithe ivariables i(Larsen i& iWarne, i2010). iThe iBartlett’s iTest 

iof iSphericity imust ibe iless ithan i0.05. iA istatiscally isignificant iBartlett’s itest iof isphericity 

iindicates ithat isufficient icorrelations iexist iamong ithe ivariables ito iproceed iwith ifactor 

ianalysis. iThe istudy iresults iare ipresented iin iTable i4.3. 

 

Table i4.3: i iSummary iof iKMO iand iBartlett’s iTest 

 Bartlett’s iTest iof iSphericity 

Variable Kaiser i–Meyer-

Olkin i(KMO) 

Chi-square i(χ) df Sig. iLevel 

Strategy itypology i .536 434.784 120 .000 

Organizational ifactors .824 1127.501 171 .000 

External ienvironment i .538 265.772 66 .000 

Firm iperformance .733 556.634 78 .000 

Source: iField iData i(2018) 

 
 

The iresults iindicate ithat ithe isampling iadequacy ifor iall ithe ivariables iunder istudy ishowed 

iadequacy iin ithe irespective isamples. iStrategy itypology i(KMO=.536 i> i0.5 iand i< i0.9, iChi-

square i(χ)= i434.784 i> i2, idf=120 iand isig. ilevel=0.000 i< i0.05); iOrganizational ifactors 

i(KMO=.824>0.5and<0.9,Chi-square i(χ)= i1127.501>2, idf=171 iand isig. ilevel=0.000<0.05), 

iexternal ienvironment i(KMO=.538>0.5 iand<0.9, iChi-square i(χ)= i265.772>2, idf=66 iand isig. 

ilevel=0.000<0.05) iand ifirm iperformance i(KMO=.733>0.5 iand<0.9, iChi-square i(χ)= 

i556.634>2, idf=78 iand isig. ilevel=0.000<0.05). i 
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All ithe ivariables ishowed ivaried ifactor iloadings itherefore iimplying ithat ithey iclosely imeasure 

ithe idependent ivariable. iUsing iprincipal icomponent ianalysis i(PCA) ithe ivariable ifor istrategy 

itypology iwere ireduced iinto isix ifactors iaccounting ifor i71.672 ipercent iof ithe icumulative 

ivariance. iThe ifactors iof iorganizational ifactors iwere ireduced ito ifour ifactors iaccounting ifor 

i70.387 ipercent iof ithe icumulative ivariance. iFurther ithe ifactors iof iexternal ienvironment iwere 

ireduced ito ifive iaccounting ito i72.317 ipercent iof ithe icumulative ivariance iand ifinally ifactors 

iof ifirm iperformance iwere ireduced ito ithree iaccounting ito i67.345 ipercent. iDetailed iresults iof 

i ithe ifactor ianalysis iare iin iAppendix iIII. 

 

4.5 Statistical Assumptions 

There iare idifferent iassumptions ifor istatistical itests ithat ithe istudy ivariables ishould imeet. iThis 

iensures ithe iuse iof icorrect istatistical imodels. iIt iis ibeneficial ito itest iassumptions ito iensure ithat 

ithe idata imeets iimportant iassumptions i(Nimon, iZientek i& iHenson, i2012). iThe istudy 

iperformed ithe itest iof iregression iassumptions. iFor iregression iresult iof ithe istudy iin iclassical 

ilinear iregression imodel ito ibe irobust iand ivalid, iit iwas ideemed ifit ito isatisfy ibasic iassumption 

iof iclassical ilinear iregression imodel. i 

 

Prior ito iperforming ithe idescriptive iand iinferential ianalyses, istatistical iassumptions iwere 

itested ito iestablish iwhether ithe idata imet ithe inormality, ilinearity, iindependence, 

ihomogeneity iand icollinearity iassumptions. iIt iwas ion ithe ibasis iof ithese iresults, ithat ithe 

imeasures iof icentral itendency, idispersion, itests iof isignificance, itests iof iassociations iand 

iprediction iwere iperformed. i 
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Bolker, iBrooks, iClark, iPoulsen, iSteve iand iWhite i(2009) iindicated ithat iall idata iis iconsidered 

ito ihave ibeen iincluded iin ithe imodel iif ithe ibasic iassumptions iare imet. iOtherwise, iinformation 

iwill ihave ibeen ileft ion iviolation iof ithese iassumptions. iData imulticollinearity, ihomogeneity 

iand inormality iwere itested iafter iwhich ithe imodel iwas iapplied ito ianalyse iresults iof ithe 

iregression iand isignificance itesting iof ithe islopes. iThe iobjective iof ithe iregression ianalysis 

iwas ito ipredict ithe istrength iand idirection iof irelationship ibetween ithe istudy ivariables. iThe 

iresults iof iassumptions iof ithe iregression imodel iare ipresented. 

4.5.1 Tests of Normality 

Use iof iinferential iparametric istatistical iprocedures irequires ithat ithe idata ito ibe itested iis 

inormally idistributed i(Zikmund, iBabin, iCarr i& iGriffin, i2012). iGhasemi iand iZahediasl 

i(2012) inoted ithat ithe iassumption iof inormality ineeds ito ibe ichecked ibefore icarrying iout iany 

iparametric itest, ibecause ivalidity idepends ion iit. iNormality itest iwas iintended ito iascertain 

iwhether idata iwas idistributed inormally. iWhen inormality iis iabsent iusing istatistical itests ithat 

iassume inormality imay inot ibe iappropriate. iThe iShapiro-Wilk itest iwas iemployed ito itest ifor 

inormality. iThis itest iestablished ithe iextent iof inormality iof ithe idata iby idetecting iexistence iof 

iskewness ior ikurtosis ior iboth. iShapiro-Wilk istatistic iranges ifrom izero ito ione iwith ifigures 

ihigher ithan i0.05 iindicating ithat ithe idata iis inormal i(Razali i& iWah, i2011). 
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Table i4.4: iShapiro-Wilk iTest iof iNormality 

 

Tests iof iNormality 

 

Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 

Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 

Strategy iTypology .066 87 .200* .986 87 .498 

Organizational 

iFactors 
.082 87 .200* .988 87 .589 

External 

iEnvironment 
.089 87 .084 .974 87 .075 

Performance .090 87 .077 .925 87 .060 

*. iThis iis ia ilower ibound iof ithe itrue isignificance. 

a. iLilliefors iSignificance iCorrection 

Source: iField iData i(2018) 

 

 

Normality iwas itested iusing ithe iShapiro-Wilk iwhich ishowed ithat iall ithe ivariables iwere 

iabove i0.05 i(p i> i0.05) ihence, iconfirming idata inormality. iNormality iassumes ithat ithe 

isampling idistribution iof ithe imean iis inormal. iAs ishown iin iTable i4.4, ip-values ifor ithe 

iShapiro-Wilk itests iwere i0.498 ifor istrategy itypology, i0.589 ifor iorganizational ifactors, i0.075 

ifor iexternal ienvironment iand i0.060 ifor ifirm iperformance. i 

 

Since iall ithe ip-values iwere igreater ithan ithe icut-off ipoint iof i0.05, ithis iconfirms ithe 

iassumption ithat idata iwas icollected ifrom ia ipopulation iwhich iis inormally idistributed. iData 

inormality iwas ialso idemonstrated iby ithe iplotted iQuantile iQuantile iplot i(QQ iplot) iand 

inormal ihistograms. i iQ-Q iplots iare ias ipresented iin iFigures i4.1(a, ib), i4.2(a, ib), i4.3 i(a, ib) iand 

i4.4 i(a, ib). iThe inormal idistribution ihad ia igood ifit ifor ithe istudy ivariables. 
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Figure i4.1 i(a): iNormal iQ-Q iPlot iof iStrategy iTypology i 

Source: iField iData i(2018) 

 

The ifindings iin iFigure i4.1 i(a) ishows ithat idata iwas inormal isince imost iof ithe icases iwere 

iobserved ito icleave ialong ithe ibest ifit iline. iThe ifew icases iof ithe iobserved ivalues ithat icleaved 

iaway ifrom ithe istraight iline ican ibe itaken icare iof iby ithe ilarge isample i(n i≥ i30). iThis 

idemonstrates ia igood ifit iand itherefore inormal idata ion istrategy itypology ivariable. iAccording 

ito iMordkoff i(2012), ithe iassumption iof inormality iturns iout ito ibe irelatively iuncontroversial, 

iat ileast iwhen ilarge isamples iare iused, isuch ias iN i≥ i30. 

 

Figure i4.1 i(b): iNormal iHistogram iPlot iof iData ion iStrategy iTyplogy 
Source: iField iData i(2018) 
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The ifindings iin iFigure i4.1 i(b) idemonstrate ia igood ifit iand itherefore inormal idata ion istrategy 

itypology. iThis iis ishown iby ia inormal idistribution icurve ithat iis inot ihighly iskewed ieither ito 

ithe iright ior ito ithe ileft iimplying ithat idata icame ifrom ia inormal ipopulation iand itherefore ifit ifor 

ifurther ianalytical iprocedures. i 

 

Figure i4.2 i(a): iNormal iQ-Q iPlot iof iOrganizational iFactors 

Source: iField iData i(2018) 

 

Figure i4.2 i(a) ishows ithat idata iwas inormal isince imost iof ithe icases iwere iobserved ito icleave 

ialong ithe ibest ifit iline. iThe ifew icases iof ithe iobserved ivalues ithat icleaved iaway ifrom ithe 

istraight iline ican ibe itaken icare iof iby ithe ilarge isample i(n i≥ i30). iAccording ito iMordkoff 

i(2012), ithe iassumption iof inormality iturns iout ito ibe irelatively iuncontroversial, iat ileast iwhen 

ilarge isamples iare iused, isuch ias iN i≥ i30. 
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Figure i4.2 i(b): iNormal iHistogram iPlot iof iData ion iOrganizational iFactors 
Source: iField iData i(2018) 

 

 

The ifindings iin iFigure i4.2 i(b) idemonstrate ia igood ifit iand itherefore inormal idata ion 

iorganizational ifactors. iThis iis ishown iby ia inormal idistribution icurve ithat iis inot ihighly 

iskewed ieither ito ithe iright ior ito ithe ileft iimplying ithat idata icame ifrom ia inormal ipopulation 

iand itherefore ifit ifor ifurther ianalytical iprocedures. 

 
Figure i4.3 i(a): iNormal iQ-Q iPlot iof iExternal iEnvironment 

Source: iField iData i(2018) 

 
 i 
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Figure i4.3 i(a) ishows ithat idata iwas inormal isince imost iof ithe icases iwere iobserved ito icleave 

ialong ithe ibest ifit iline. iThe ifew icases iof ithe iobserved ivalues ithat icleaved iaway ifrom ithe 

istraight iline ican ibe itaken icare iof iby ithe ilarge isample i(n i≥ i30). iAccording ito iMordkoff 

i(2012), ithe iassumption iof inormality iturns iout ito ibe irelatively iuncontroversial, iat ileast iwhen 

ilarge isamples iare iused, isuch ias iN i≥ i30. 

 

 
 

Figure i4.3 i(b): iNormal iHistogram iPlot iof iExternal iEnvironment 

Source: iField iData i(2018) 

 

The ifindings iin iFigure i4.3 i(b) idemonstrate ia igood ifit iand itherefore inormal idata ion iexternal 

ienvironment. iThis iis ishown iby ia inormal idistribution icurve ithat iis inot ihighly iskewed ieither 

ito ithe iright ior ito ithe ileft iimplying ithat idata icame ifrom ia inormal ipopulation iand itherefore ifit 

ifor ifurther ianalytical iprocedures. 

 



  

102 

 

 
 

Figure i4.4 i(a): iNormal iQ-Q iPlot iof iPerformance 

Source: iField iData i(2018) 

 

Figure i4.4 i(a) ishows ithat idata iwas inormal isince imost iof ithe icases iwere iobserved ito icleave 

ialong ithe ibest ifit iline. iThe ifew icases iof ithe iobserved ivalues ithat icleaved iaway ifrom ithe 

istraight iline ican ibe itaken icare iof iby ithe ilarge isample i(n i≥ i30). iAccording ito iMordkoff 

i(2012), ithe iassumption iof inormality iturns iout ito ibe irelatively iuncontroversial, iat ileast iwhen 

ilarge isamples iare iused, isuch ias iN i≥ i30. 

 
Figure i4.4 i(b): iNormal iHistogram iPlot iof iData ion iFirm iPerformance 
Source: iField iData i(2018) 
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The ifindings iin iFigure i4.4 i(b) idemonstrate ia igood ifit iand itherefore inormal idata ion ifirm 

iperformance. iThis iis ishown iby ia inormal idistribution icurve ithat iis inot ihighly iskewed ieither 

ito ithe iright ior ito ithe ileft iimplying ithat idata icame ifrom ia inormal ipopulation iand itherefore ifit 

ifor ifurther ianalytical iprocedures. 

 

4.5.2 Test of Multicollinearity 

Multicollinearity iis ia iphenomenon iwhereby ihigh icorrelation iexists ibetween ithe iindependent 

ivariables. iIt ioccurs iin ia imultiple iregression imodel iwhen ihigh icorrelation iexists ibetween 

ithese ipredictor ivariables ileading ito iunreliable iestimates iof iregression icoefficients. iThis 

icauses imisleading iresults iwhen iattempts iare imade ito idetermine ithe iextent ito iwhich 

iindividual iindependent ivariables icontribute ito ithe iunderstanding iof idependent ivariable 

i(Creswell, i2014). i iThe iconsequences iof imulticollinearity iare iincreased istandard ierror iof 

iestimates iof ithe ibetas. iThis imeans idecreased ireliability iand ioften iconfusing iand imisleading 

iresults i(Osborne i& iWaters, i2002). i 

 

Multicollinearity itest iwas iconducted ito iassess iwhether ihigh icorrelation iexisted ibetween ione 

ior imore ivariables iin ithe istudy iwith ione ior imore iof ithe iother iindependent ivariables. iVariance 

iInflation iFactor i(VIF) imeasured icorrelation ilevel ibetween ithe ipredictor ivariables iand 

iestimated ithe iinflated ivariances idue ito ilinear idependence iwith iother iexplanatory ivariables. 

iA icommon irule iof ithumb iis ithat iVIFs iof i10 ior ihigher i(conservatively iover i5) ipoints ito 

isevere imulti-collinearity ithat iaffects ithe istudy i(Newbert, i2008). i iA itolerance ithreshold 

ivalue iof ibelow i0.2 iindicates ithat icollinearity iis ipresent i(Menard, i2010). iTable i4.5 ipresents 

ithe iresult iof itests ifor imulticollinearity. i 
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Table i4.5: iTest iof iMulticollinearity 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized 

iCoefficients 

Standardized 

iCoefficients 

t Sig. 

Collinearity 

iStatistics 

B 

Std. 

iError Beta Tolerance VIF 

1 (Constant) 1.100 .495  2.222 .029   

Strategy 

iTypology 
.347 .186 .271 1.863 .066 .429 2.330 

Organizational 

iFactors 
.573 .147 .406 3.907 .000 .843 1.187 

External 

iEnvironment 
-.207 .115 -.247 -1.797 .076 .482 2.073 

a. Dependent iVariable: iPerformance 

Source: iField iData i(2018) 

 

As ishown iin iTable i4.5 ithe iresults irevealed ino iproblem iwith imulticollinearity. iThe ivariables 

iof ithe istudy iindicated iVIF ivalues iof ibetween i1.187 iand i2.330 iwhich iis iless ithan i10, ithe 

ifigure irecommended iby ithe irule iof ithumb. iThis iindicated ithat ithe idata iset idisplayed ino 

imulticollinearity. 

 

4.5.3 Test of Homoscedasticity 

Homoscedasticity iassumes ithat ithere iis iconstant ivariance iof ithe ierrors. iViolation iof 

ihomoscedasticity imakes iit idifficult ito igauge ithe itrue istandard ideviations iof ithe iforecasted 

ierrors. iThis iusually iresults iin iconfidence iintervals ithat iare itoo iwide ior itoo inarrow. i iThis 

istudy iused iLevene itest ito iassess ithe iequality iof ivariance. iLevene’s itest i(Levene i1960) iis 

iused ito itest iif in isamples ihave iequal ivariances. iEqual ivariances iacross isamples iis icalled 

ihomogeneity iof ivariance. iHomogeneity irefers ito ihomoscedasticity. iThe icomplementary 

inotion iis icalled iheteroscedasticity. 
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Homoscedasticity iwas imeasured iby iLevene’s itest. iThis itest iexamined iwhether ior inot ithe 

ivariance ibetween iindependent iand idependent ivariables iis iequal. iIf ithe iLevene's iTest ifor 

iEquality iof iVariances iis istatistically isignificant iα= i0.05 ithis iindicates ithat ithe igroup 

ivariances iare iunequal. iIt iconfirms iwhether ithe ispread iof ithe iscores iin ithe ivariables iare 

iapproximately ithe isame. 

 

Table i4.6: iTest iof iHomogeneity iof iVariances 

Variables Levene’s 

iStatistic 

df1 df2 Sig. Comment 

Strategy itypology 1.29 10 77 .11 p>0.05 ihence iequal ivariance i 

 

Organizational ifactors 1.89 10 77 .10 p>0.05 ihence iequal ivariance i 

 

External iEnvironment i 2.44 10 77 .17 p>0.05 ihence iequal ivariance i 

 

Source: iField iData i(2018) 

 

 

As ipresented iin iTable i4.6, ithe isignificant ivalues ifor ithe iLavene’s itest iwere i0.11 istrategy 

itypology, i0.10 ifor iorganizational ifactors iand i0.17 ifor iexternal ienvironment irespectively. i 

iFrom ithe iresults, iP-values iof iLevene’s itest ifor ihomogeneity iof ivariances iwere iall igreater 

ithan i0.05. i iThe itest itherefore iwas inot isignificant iat iα= i0.05 iconfirming ihomogeneity. 

 

4.5.4  Test of Linearity 

The istudy iused iscatterplots ito itest ifor ilinearity. iA iScatter iplot ishows ia ivisual iimpression iof 

ithe irelationship ibetween ithe iindependent iand idependent ivariables. iThe irelationship imay ibe 

ipositive i(both idependent iand iindependent ivariables imoving iin ithe isame idirections), 

inegative, imeaning ithat idependent iand iindependent ivariables imoving iin ithe iopposite 

idirections iand ino icorrelation imeaning ino iclear ipattern iof ilinear irelationship. i 
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The iabsence iof ia ilinear irelationship ibetween ithe iindependent ivariabes iand ithe idependent 

ivariables iinfluences ithe ioutcome iof ithe iregression ilinear ianalysis ito imis-approximate ithe 

itrue irelationship. i iRegression imodels ionly iestimate ithe irelationship ibetween ithe idependent 

iand ithe iindependent ivariables iif ithe irelationship iis iliner, ihence ithe ineed ito itest iof ilinearity 

iassumption. 

 

 
 

Figure i4.5 i(a): iScatterplots ifor iStrategy iTypology iand iFirm iPerformance. i 

Source: iField iData i(2018) 

 

As ishown iin ithe iscatter iplot iin iFigure i4.5 i(a) ithere iexisted ia imoderate ipositive ilinear 

irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand ifirm iperformace. iThat iis, ias istrategy itypology 

iincreases ifirm iperformance ialso iincreases. iThis ishows ithat ithe irelationship isupports ithe 

iassumption iof ilinearity. i 



  

107 

 

 
Figure i4.5 i(b): iScatterplots ifor iOrganizational ifactors iand iFirm iPerformance 

Source: iField iData i(2018) 
 

The iscatterplot ishown iin iFigure i4.5 i(b) irevealed ithat ithere iexists ia imoderate ipositive ilinear 

irelationship ibetween iorganizational ifactors iand ifirm iperformace. iThat iis, ias iorganizational 

ifactors iincreases ifirm iperformance ialso iincreases. iThis ishows ithat ithe irelationship isupports 

ithe iassumption iof ilinearity. i 

 
Figure i4.5 i(c): iScatterplots ifor iExternal ienvironment iand iFirm iPerformance 

Source: iField iData i(2018) 

 

The iscatterplots iin iFigure i4.5 i(c) irevealed ithat ithe irelationship ibetween iexternal 

ienvironment iand ifirm iperformance iwas irelatively iweak iand ipositive. iThe iscatter iplots 
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iconfirmed iexistence iof ia ilinear irelationship ihence ithe iassumption iof ilinearity iwas isatisfied. 

i 

4.6 Respondents’ Demographic Profiles and Organizational Information 

The istudy isought ito iestablish ithe idemographic iprofile iof irespondents iand iorganizational 

iinformation iincluding irespondents ilength iof iservice, itype iof iownership, iscope iof ioperation, 

iactivities ithe iorganization iis iengaged iin iand inumber iof ifull itime iemployees. iThese ielements 

iconsidered iby ithis istudy iwere iimportant ias ithey iindicated ithe ilevel iof ithe ifirms iinformation 

ion ithe ivariables iin iplace. i iScope iof ioperation iis ia ilong iterm icapacity idecision iand itherefore 

ian iimportant istrategic ilevel idecision iwhich iinfluence ifirm iperformance. iAdditionally, 

iownership istructure iof ia ifirm igreatly iinfluences ithe ifirm’s iperformance. iOwnership 

istructure ican ibe idefined ias idistribution iof iequity iwith iregard ito ivotes iand icapital ias iwell ias 

iidentity iof ithe iequity iowners. iA ifirm’s iownership istructure iis icrucial isince iit idefines ithe 

iinternal imechanism iof icorporate igovernance. iIt ispecifies ithe idistribution iof irights iand 

iresponsibilities iamong istakeholders iand itherefore iinfluence iperformance iof ia ifirm i(Golan, 

iKrissoff, iKuchler, iNelson, iPrice i& iKelvin, i2003). 

 

4.6.1 Respondent’s Length of Service 

Respondents iwere iasked ito istate ithe inumber iof iyears ithey ihad iworked iin ithe iorganization. 

iYears iof iservice iby irespondents ienabled ithe iresearcher ito iunderstand ithe icredibility iof ithe 

ifindings ibased ion ithe iexperience ias ifar ias istrategy itypology, iorganizational ifactors, iexternal 

ienvironment iand iperformance iis iconcerned. iThe iresults iare ipresented iin iTable i4.7. 

 

 

 



  

109 

 

 

Table i4.7: iRespondent’s iLength iof iService i 

Length iof iService Frequency Valid iPercent 

Valid Less ithan i10 iyears 55 62.0 

11-15 iyears 19 22.0 

16 i– i20 iyears 6 8.0 

21 i– i25 iyears 4 4.0 

26 i– i30 iyears 4 4.0 

Total 88 100.0 

Source: iField idata i(2018) 

 

 

As ishown iin iTable i4.7 ithe imajority iof ithe irespondents iat i62% ihad iworked ifor iless ithan i10 

iyears, i22% iof ithe irespondents ihad iworked ifor i11-15 iyears, i8.0% iof ithe irespondents ihad 

iworked ifor ia iperiod iof i16-20 iyears iwhile i4.0% iof ithe irespondents ihad iworked ifor ia iperiod 

ifor iof i21-25 iyears iand ianother i4.0% ihad iworked ifor i26-30 iyears irespectively. iThis idepicts 

ithat imajority iof ithe ihuman iresource ihave ibeen iwith itheir iorganizations ifor iless ithan ia 

idecade. iThus, ithey ihave ipassed ithe iorganizational ilearning icurve i iand iare iable ito iinterpret 

ithe ienvironment ito itheir icore ifunctions iand ialso iapply ithe iskills iand iexperience ilearned 

iduring itheir itenure ito irespond ito ikey iissues iconcerning ithe iaspects iof ithe ivariables 

iconsidered. iThose iwho ihad iserved ifor iover itwo idecades iwere i8% icummulatively. i 

 

4.6.2 Type of Ownership 

Respondents iwere iasked ito istate ithe itype iof iownership iof itheir iorganization. iThe 

irespondents iindicated ithe icategory iof ithe iownership inamely, ifully ilocally iowned icompany, 

ifully iforeign iowned imultinational iand iboth ilocally iand iforeign iowned icompany. iThe 

ifindings iare ipresented iin iTable i4.8. 
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Table i4.8: iType iof iOwnership 

Type iof iOwnership Frequency Percent 

Valid Fully ilocally iowned icompany 55 62.5 

Fully iforeign iowned imultinational 21 23.9 

Both ilocally iand iforeign iowned icompany 12 13.6 

Total 88 100.0 

Source: iField idata i(2018) 

As ishown iin iTable i4.8 imajority iof ithe ifirms i iat i62.5% iwere ifully ilocally iowned icompany, 

i23.9% iwere ifully iforeign iowned icompany iand i13.6% iwere iboth ilocally iand iforeign iowned 

icompany. iHence, iit ican ibe ideduced ithat imajority iof ithe ifreight iforwarding icompanies iwere 

ifully ilocally iowned. iThis iimplies ithat ilocal iinvestors ihave iinvested imore iin ifreight 

iforwarding ias icompared ito ifully iforeign iowned imultinational iand ia icombination iof ilocally 

iowned iand iforeign iowned icompany. 

 

4.6.3 Operational Scope 

The istudy isought ito idetermine ithe iscope iof ioperation icovered iby ithe icompanies. iThe 

icoverage iis ian iindication iof ithe icompetitiveness iof ithe icompanies, iand ias isuch ithe ilevel iof 

iappreciation iand iapplication iof ithe ivariables iof ithe istudy iin ithese iorganizations. iFurther iit iis 

iin ithe ipremise ithat, ifirms iwith ia iwide iscope iof ioperation iare iable ito ihave ia ibetter 

icompetitive iadvantage iin iserving ia ilarge imarket iand itherefore irealize ibetter iperformance. 

iKovach, i iHora, iManikas iand iPatel i(2015) iobserved ithat iscope iof ioperation icontributes ito 

iorganizational iperformance. iThe irespondents iwere iasked ito istate ithe icompany iscope iof 

ioperation, ithat iis, iwithin iKenya, iRegional, iContinental iand iGlobal. iThe iresults iare 

ipresented iin iTable i4.9. i i 
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Table i4.9: iOperational iScope 

Operational iscope Frequency Percent 

Kenya 15 17.0 

Regional 17 19.3 

Continental 9 10.2 

Global 66 77.3 

Source: iField idata i(2018) 

 

The iresults iindicate ithat imajority iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies ioperate ion ia iglobal iscale 

iat i77.3%, ifollowed iby iKenya iand iRegional iat i36.3% iand iContinental iat i10.2%. iThis ishows 

ithat iall ithe imarket isegmentations iwere iserved iby ithe irespondent’s icompanies. iThe ifindings 

iindicate ithat imost ifreight iforwarding ifirms iin iKenya iserve ia iwide irange iof imarket iincluding 

iboth iwithin ithe icountry, iregional, icontinental iand ion iglobal iarena. iGenerally, ia ifirm iserving 

ia iwide imarket irange ihas ia ilikelihood iof iattracting ia ilarger imarket ishare ias iopposed ito ia ifirm 

ilimited ito imarkets iwithin iits igeographic ilocation. i 

 

4.6.4 Freight Forwarding Service 

The irespondents iwere iasked ito idescribe itheir ifirms’ ibusiness iactivity. iThe ibusiness 

iactivities iare ioffered ias ifreight iforwarding iservices. iThis iwas iimportant ifor ithe istudy isince 

iit igave ia iclear iview iof ithe inature iof ioperation inature iand ithe ikind iof iactivities iengaged iby 

ithe ifirms. iThe irespondents iwere iasked ito irate ithe itypes iof iservices ioffered iby itheir 

icompanies. iThe ifindings iare ipresented iin iTable i4.10. 
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Table i4.10: iFreight iForwarding iServices 

Freight iforwarding iservice Frequency Percent 

Air ifreight 78 88.6 

Ocean ifreight 79 89.8 

Sea-air iservice 57 64.8 

Freight iof iperishables i 35 39.8 

Customs iclearance iand iforwarding ibrokerages 

i 

66 75.0 

Transportation iand iWarehousing iLogistics i 71 80.7 

Contract iLogistics iand iSupply iChain 40 45.5 

Source: iField idata i(2018) 

 

Majority iof ithe icompanies iat i89.8% ioffers iocean ifreight. iThis iis ifollowed iby iair ifreight 

iservices ionly iat i88.6%, itransportation iand iwarehousing ilogistics iat i80.7%, icustoms 

iclearance iand iforwarding ibrokerages iat i75.0%, isea-air iservice iat i64.8%, icontract ilogistics 

iand isupply ichain iat i45.5% iand ifreight iof iperishables iat i39.8%. iThis ifurther iconfirms ithat iall 

ifreight iservices iidentified iin ithe istudy iwere ioffered iby ithe icompanies. iFurther ithe istudy 

idepicts ithat ifreight iforwarding icompanies iengages iin ivariety iof iservices iat iall ilevels 

idepending ion icustomers ineeds ito iboost ithe ieconomic iactivities. 

 

4.6.5 Number of Employees in the Organization 

The istudy isought ito istate ithe inumber iof iemployees iin ithe iorganization. iThe iresults iare ian 

iindicator iof ithe isize iof ithe iorganizations. iThe ilarger ithe isize, ithe imore icomplex ithe 
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iorganizational ienvironment. iThe irespondents iwere iasked ito istate ithe inumber iof iemployees 

iin itheir ifirms. iThe iresults iare ipresented iin iTable i4.11. 

Table i4.11: iNumber iof iEmployees iin ithe iOrganization 

Number iof iEmployees Frequency Percent 

Valid Below i1-50 50 56.8 

Between i51-100 17 19.3 

Between i101- i500 11 12.5 

Over i500 10 11.4 

Total 88 100.0 

Source: iField idata i(2018) 

 

As ishown iin iTable i4.11 imajority iof ithe irespondents’ ifirms iat i56.8% ihad i1-50 iemployees, 

i19.3% iof ithe ifirms ihad ibetween i51-100 iemployees iand ithe irest i12.5% iand i11.4% iof ithe 

ifirms ihad ibetween i101-500 iemployees iand iover i500 iemployees irespectively. iThis ishows 

ithat imost iof ithe ifirms iemployed iless ithan i500 iemployees ihence, iqualify ito ibe ismall iand 

imedium ienterprises i(Abor i& iQuartey, i2010). i 

 

The ifindings itherefore isuggest ithat ifreight iforwarding ifirms iin iKenya iare irelatively ilarge 

iwith icomplex ihandling iprocesses iand imanagement iaspects ithat irequires iexpertise iin iterms 

iof iemployees. iThe istudy ifurther iimplies ithat ithese ifirms irequire ia igood inumber iof ipersonnel 

ito icarry iout ithe icomplex ifunctions iand iprocesses. iThe istudy itherefore, iconcludes ithat 

imajority iof ifreight iforwarding ifirms ihave iadequate ipersonnel ito icarry iout ibusiness 

iprocesses ito iensure iperformance iis iachieved. i i 
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4.7 Descriptive Statistics 

This isection ipresented ianalysis ion ithe ibasis iof ithe ivariables iand itheir iconstructs iand ihow 

ithey imanifested ithemselves iamong ithe ifreight iforwarding ifirms iin iKenya. iThis iincluded 

istrategy itypology, iorganizational ifactors, iexternal ienvironment iand iperformance. 

iRespondents iwere iasked ito irate imeasures iof istrategy itypology ion ia ifive i- ipoint ilikert iscale. 

iThe isubsequent isubsections ipresent ithe ifindings. iThe iresults iare ias ishown iin itable i4.12. i 

 

Respondents iwere iasked ito irate imeasures iof istrategy itypology ion ia ifive i- ipoint ilikert iscale. 

iThe itest igenerated ithe imean iscores, istandard ideviation iand icoefficient iof ivariation i(and ithe 

isignificance ilevels iat ip i≤ i0.05). iThe isignificance ivalues iindicate ithe istatistical isignificance 

iof ivariations iamong ithe ivariables. iStandard ideviation iis ia imeasure iof idispersion iand 

ishowed ihow idata iis ispread iout iaround ithe imean. iThe icoefficient iof ivariation i(CV) irefered ito 

ia istatistical imeasure iof ithe idistribution iof idata ipoints iin ia idata iseries iaround ithe imean. iIt 

irepresented ithe iratio iof ithe istandard ideviation ito ithe imean. iThe icoefficient iof ivariation iis ia 

ihelpful istatistic iin icomparing ithe idegree iof ivariation ifrom ione idata iseries ito ithe iother. iThe 

isubsequent isubsections ipresent ithe ifindings. iThe iresults iare ias ishown iin itable i4.12. i 
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Table i4.12: iMeasures iof iStrategy iTypology 

Strategy iTypology N Mean Std. 

iDeviation 

Coefficient 

iof iVariation 

i i i i(%) 

Defenders i i     

The icompany iprefers icentralized istructures ito ienable ihigher iperformance 86 3.49 0.953 27 

Current imarkets iare iprotected ito imaintain istable igrowth 86 4.3 0.749 17 

Centralized istructure iobserved ito ienhance icontrol iover iefficient iservices 87 3.7 0.882 24 

Formal iplanning iundertaken iby ithe icompany 86 3.58 1.064 30 

The icompany imaintains ithe iexisting ipattern iof iservices iover ilong iperiod iof 

itime 

86 3.28 1.045 32 

Overall imean  3.67 0.939 26 

Prospectors i     

Innovate icontinuously ito iseek igrowth iopportunities iand itake icalculated 

irisks 

86 4.23 0.974 23 

New iservice idelivery iapproaches isearched ito iexceed icustomer iexpectation 87 4.28 0.863 20 

Departments iare idecentralized iwith iautonomy ito idecision imaking 86 4.02 1.009 25 

The icompany iprotects iits imarket ifrom icompetition 85 3.65 0.988 27 

Employees iare iencouraged ito idevelop inew iproducts iand iideas iin icreative 

iand iinnovative iway 

87 4.25 0.897 21 

Overall imean  4.086 0.946 23 

Analyzers 

 

 

   
The icompany imaintains icurrent imarkets iand ithe isatisfaction iof icurrent 

icustomers 

85 3.46 1.075 31 

The icompany iimitates icompetitors ito iimprove iits iproducts iand iservices 85 3.39 0.918 27 

The icompany iobserves imoderate iemphasis ion iinnovation 86 4.24 0.79 19 

Overall imean  3.697 0.928 25 

Reactors     

Management itends ito imaintain ithe icompany’s icurrent istrategy iand istructure 

irelationship idespite iirresistible ichanges iin ienvironmental iconditions 

85 3.04 1.267 42 

The icompany ifollows istrategy iand ievents ias ithey iunfold iand ireacts ito 

ichanges iin ithe ienvironment 

84 2.94 1.72 58 

Overall imean 85.8 2.99 1.494 50 

Grand imean  

3.611 1.077 30 

Source: iField idata i(2018) 
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The ifive i- ipoint ilikert iscale iranged ifrom i1 ibeing inot iat iall; i2 iis ito ia ismall iextent; i3 iis ito ia 

imoderate iextent; i4 iis ito ia ilarge iextent; i5 iis ito ia ivery ilarge iextent. iAs ishown iin iTable i4.12, 

ithe iresults iof ithe idefender ishow i ithat ithe iaverage imean iscore iwas i iwas i3.67. iThe istatement 

iwith ithe ihighest imean iscore iwas ithat icurrent imarkets iare iprotected ito imaintain istable 

igrowth iwith ia imean iof i4.3 iand istandard ideviation iof i0.749. 

Centralized istructure iobserved ito imaintain icontrol iover iefficient iservices ihad ia imean iof i3.7 

iand ia istandard ideviation iof i0.882. iFormal iplanning iundertaken iby ithe icompany ihad ia imean 

iof i3.58 iand ia istandard ideviation iof i1.064. iOn ia imoderate iextent ithe icompany iprefers 

icentralized istructures ito iachieve ihigher iperformance ihad ia imean iof i3.49 iand ia istandard 

ideviation iof i0.953 iand ithe icompany istays iwith iexisting ipattern iof iservices iover ilong iperiod 

iof itime ihad ia imean iof i3.28 iand ia istandard ideviation iof i1.045. i 

 

Also, ithe iresults iof ithe iprospectors ias ipresented iin iTable i4.12 i ishowed i ithat ithe iaverage 

imean iscore iwas i iwas i4.086, ithat iis, ito ia igreat iextent. iThe i iprospectors isubscale ito ia igreat 

iextent iobserved ithat isearch ifor inew iservice idelivery iapproaches ito iexceed icustomer 

iexpectation ihad ia imean iof i4.28 iand istandard ideviation iof i i0.863. iEmployees iare iencouraged 

ito idevelop inew iproducts iand iideas iin icreative iand iinnovative iway ihad ia imean iof i4.25 iand 

istandard ideviation iof i0.897. i 

 

Innovate icontinuously ito iseek igrowth iopportunities iand itake icalculated irisks ihad ia imean iof 

i4.23 iand istandard ideviation iof i0.974. iDepartments iare idecentralized iwith iautonomy ito 

idecision imaking ihad i ia imean iof i4.02 iand istandard ideviation iof i1.009 iand ithe icompany 

iprotects iits imarket ifrom icompetition ihad ia imean iof imean i3.65 iand istandard ideviation iof 
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i0.988 irespectively. iFurther ias ishown iin iTable i4.12 ithe iresults iof ithe ianalyzers ishowed i ithat 

ithe iaverage imean iscore iwas i iwas i3.697, ithat iis, ito ia imoderate iextent. iThe ianalyzers isubscale 

ito ia ilarge iextent i iobserved ithat ithe icompany iobserves imoderate iemphasis ion iinnovation ihad 

ia imean iof i4.24 iand istandard ideviation iof i0.79. i 

On ia imoderate iextent ithe icompany imaintains icurrent imarkets iand ithe isatisfaction iof icurrent 

icustomers ihad ia imean iof i3.46 iand ia istandard ideviation iof i1.075 iand ithe icompany iimitates 

icompetitors ito iimprove iits iproducts iand iservices iwith ia imean iof i3.39 iand istandard ideviation 

iof i0.918. iLastly, iTable i4.12 ipresents ithe iresults iof ithe ireactors ishowed i ithat ithe iaverage 

imean iscore iwas i iwas i3.611, ithat iis, ito ia imoderate iextent. iThe ireactors isubscale ito ia 

imoderate iextent, imanagement itends ito imaintain ithe icompany’s icurrent istrategy iand 

istructure irelationship idespite iirresistible ichanges iin ienvironmental iconditions ihas ia imean 

iscore iof i3.04 iand ia istandard ideviation iof i1.267 iand ithe icompany ifollows istrategy iand ievents 

ias ithey iunfold iand ireacts ito ichanges iin ithe ienvironment ihad ia imean iscore iof i2.94 iand ia 

istandard ideviation iof i1.72. i 

 

A igrand imean iof i3.611 ifor istrategy itypology iwas iobtained ishowing ithat ifreight iforwarding 

icompanies ibelieve ithat ito ia ilarge iextent istrategy itypology iinfluences iperformance. i iThe 

istatement ithat ithe icompany ifollows istrategy iand ievents ias ithey iunfold iand ireacts ito ichanges 

iin ithe ienvironment ihad ithe ihighest iCV ivalue iof i58 ipercent. iThis imeans ithat ithe istatement 

ireported ithe ihighest ivariation iin iresponse ifollowed iby idefenders ihad ia iCV ivalue iof i32 

ipercent, ianalyzers ihad ia iCV ivalue iof i31 ipercent, iprospectors ihad ia iCV ivalue iof i27 ipercent 

irespectively. i iThe istatement idefenders ithat iCurrent imarkets iare iprotected ito imaintain istable 

igrowth ihad ithe ilowest iCV iof i17 ipercent. iThis imeans ithat ithe istatement ireported ithe ilowest 
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ivariation iin iresponse ifollowed iby iAnalysers ihad ia iCV iof i19 ipercent, iProspectors ihad ia iCV 

iof i20 iper icent iand ireactors ihad ia iCV iof i42 ipercent irespectively. 

4.8 Measures of Organizational Factors 

The istudy isought ithe irespondents irating ion ivariables iassociated iwith iorganization ifactors ion 

ia ifive ipoint ilikert iscale iof i1 ito i5. iThis iwas iimportant ito idetermine ihow isuch ifactors iare 

imanifested iwithin ithe ifirms isurveyed ion ithe ibasis iof ieach iconstruct. iThe iratings iare ias 

ishown iin iTable i4.13. 

Table i4.13: iOrganizational iFactors 

 

Organizational ifactors i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i 

i i i i i i i i i 
N 

 
Mean 

Std. 

iDev 

CV 

i(%) 

System i     

The icompany ihas isystems iin iplace ito iensure isuccess iof iadopted istrategies 

i i i i i 
87 4.00 0.890 22 

Regular idepartmental iand iorganizational iaudit icarried iout 87 3.87 1.150 30 

Departments iare iautonomous iin idecision imaking 87 3.24 0.989 31 

There iare isystems ito imonitor iand ievaluate istaff iperformance 87 3.76 1.080 29 

The icompany ihas imechanisms ito itransform iinputs iinto ifinished iproducts 85 3.22 1.460 45 

The icompany iprefers icentralized istructures ito iachieve ihigher 

iperformance 

86 
3.60 0.995 28 

Overall i  3.62 1.094 30 

Skills i i     

Employees iare iregularly itrained ito iensure iquality iservice idelivery 87 4.02 0.921 23 

The icompany ihas ia isuitable iorganizational istructure ito iimplement iits 

istrategies 

86 
4.17 0.802 19 

The iorganization ihas ia iculture ithat ipromotes ioperational iexcellence 87 4.17 0.771 19 

The iorganization ihas iadequate iresources ito ienable iit ito icompete 87 4.19 0.826 20 

Human iresource iis imotivated, icompetent iand icapable 87 4.04 1.009 25 

Management ipromotes iqualified istaff ito ihead iits ioperations 87 3.85 1.035 27 

Overall i  4.07 0.894 22 

Shared i ivalues     

Employees iare imentored iand icoached ito iparticipate iin idecision imaking 87 3.74 0.955 26 

There iis iteam ispirit iin ithe iexecution iof icompany iduties 87 4.06 0.718 18 

There iare iadequate iresources ito ienable iemployees iaccomplish itheir iduties 87 4.02 0.930 23 

Management iencourages icross-organizational iemployee ifeedback ion 

iperformance 

86 
3.43 1.135 33 

The icompany iorganizes iteam ibuilding iactivities ifor istaff 86 3.28 1.183 36 

The istaff ihave iproactive iculture 87 3.70 0.882 24 
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The icompany ihas ia itransparent ihiring iprocess 87 3.87 1.038 27 

Overall i  3.73 0.977 27 

Grand i ioverall  3.81 0.988 26 

Source: iField idata i(2018) 

The ilikert iscale ihad ia irating ifrom i1 ibeing inot iat iall; i2 iis ito ia ismall iextent; i3 iis ito ia imoderate 

iextent; i4 iis ito ia ilarge iextent; i5 iis ito ia ivery ilarge iextent. iThe iresults iin iTable i4.13, ion ithe 

isystem isubscale iit iwas iindicative ithat ito ia igreat iextent; ithe icompany ihas isystems iin iplace ito 

iensure isuccess iof iadopted istrategies iwith ia imean iof i4.00 iand istandard ideviation iof i0.890. 

iRegular idepartmental iand iorganizational iaudit icarried iout i ihad ia imean iof i3.87 iand istandard 

ideviation iof i1.150. iThere iare isystems ito imonitor iand ievaluate istaff iperformance iscored ia 

imean iof i3.76 iand istandard ideviation iof i1.080 iand ithe icompany iprefers icentralized 

istructures ito iachieve ihigher iperformance ihad ia imean iof i3.60 iand istandard ideviation iof 

i0.995. iOn ia imoderate iextent idepartments iare iautonomous iin idecision imaking irecorded ia 

imean iof i3.24 iand istandard ideviation iof i0.989 iand ithe icompany ihas imechanisms ito 

itransform iinputs iinto ifinished iproducts iscored ia imean iof i3.22 iand istandard ideviation iof 

i1.460. 

 

From ithe iresults ion ithe i iskills isubscale ito ia igreat iextent, ithe iorganization ihas iadequate 

iresources ito ienable iit ito icompete irecorded ia imean iof i4.19 istandard ideviation iof i0.826. iThe 

icompany ihas ia isuitable iorganizational istructure ito iimplement iits istrategies iscored ia imean iof 

i4.17 iand istandard ideviation iof i0.921. iThe iorganization ihas ia iculture ithat ipromotes 

ioperational iexcellence, ihad ia imean iof i4.17 iand istandard ideviation iof i0.771. iHuman 

iresource iis imotivated, icompetent iand icapable, ihad ia imean iof i4.04 iand istandard ideviation iof 

i1.009. iEmployees iare iregularly itrained ito iensure iquality iservice idelivery, iobserved ia imean 

iof i4.02 iand istandard ideviation iof i0.921 iand imanagement ipromotes iqualified istaff ito ihead iits 

ioperations, ihad ia imean iof i3.85 iand istandard ideviation iof i1.035. 
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The iresults iof ishared ivalues isubscale ito ia igreat iextent, ithere iis iteam ispirit iin ithe iexecution iof 

icompany iduties, iscored ia imean iof i4.06 iand istandard ideviation iof i0.718. i iThere iare iadequate 

iresources ito ienable iemployees iaccomplish itheir iduties, iscored ia imean iof i4.02 iand istandard 

ideviation iof i0.930. i iThe icompany ihas ia itransparent ihiring iprocess, ihad ia imean iof i3.87 iand 

istandard ideviation iof i1.038. iEmployees iare imentored iand icoached ito iparticipate iin idecision 

imaking, iscored ia imean iof i3.74 iand istandard ideviation iof i i0.955 iand ithe istaff ihave iproactive 

iculture, ihad ia imean iof i3.70 iand istandard ideviation iof i0.882. 

On ia imoderate iextent; imanagement iencourages icross-organizational iemployee ifeedback ion 

iperformance iscored ia imean iof i3.43 iand istandard ideviation iof i1.135 iand ithe icompany 

iorganizes iteam ibuilding iactivities ifor istaff, ihad ia imean iof i3.28 iand istandard ideviation iof 

i1.183. iThe istatement ithat ithe icompany iorganizes iteam ibuilding iactivities ifor istaff ihad ithe 

ihighest iCV ivalue iof i36 ipercent. iThis imeans ithat ithe istatement ireported ithe ihighest ivariation 

iin iresponse. iThe istatement ithat ithere iis iteam ispirit iin ithe iexecution iof icompany iduties ihad 

ithe ilowest iCV iof i18 ipercent. iThis imeans ithat ithe istatement ireported ithe ilowest ivariation iin 

iresponse. 

4.9 Measures of External Environment 

There iis iambiquity ion iwhat ishould ibe iobserved iand imeasured iin ithe iexternal ienvironment 

ibecause iit iis iimpractical ito iexamine ievery iaspect i i(Machuki i& iAosa, i2011). iThe iexternal 

ienvironment imeasures icomprised iof imunificence, idynamism, icomplexity, ithe ipolitical, 

ieconomical, isocial, itechnological, ilegal iand ienvironmental ianalysis. iThe imeasures ialso 

iincluded ithe iPorter i(1985) ifive iforces iwhich icomprises iof ithreat iof inew ientrants, ithreat iof 
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isubstitute iproducts, ibargaining ipower iof isuppliers, ibargaining ipower iof ibuyers iand irivalry 

iwithin ithe iindustry. i iThe iresults ifor ieach ienvironmental idimension iare ipresented. i 

4.9.1 Environmental Munificence 

Munificence irefers ito ithe iability iof ithe ienvironment ito isupport ithe isustained igrowth iof ian 

iorganization i(Dess i& iBeard, i1984) iand ithe idegree iof iresource iabundance i(Hodge iet ial. 

i2003). iThe ienvironment ican ibe iendowed iwith iample iresources ior iscarce iresources. iBaum 

iand iWally i(2003) iposit ithat ihigh ienvironmental imunificence ipositively irelates ito 

iorganizational iperformance iin iterms iof igrowth iand iprofitability. iThe istudy isought ithe 

irespondents irating ion ivariables iassociated iwith iexternal ienvironment ion ia ifive ipoint ilikert 

iscale. iThe iratings iare ias ishown iin iTable i4.14. 

 

Table i4.14: i iMeasures iof iMunificence iExternal iEnvironment 
Munificence N Mean Std. iDev CV 

i(%) 

Technological ifactors ihave ienabled ithe ibusiness 87 3.85 0.928 24 

Customers ihave istrong ibargaining ipower 86 3.54 0.862 24 

Legal irequirements iare iattainable 86 3.53 0.992 28 

Suppliers ihave istrong ibargaining ipower 86 3.4 0.927 27 

Economic ifactors ihave iinfluenced ithe isuccess iof ithe 

icompany 

86 3.24 0.93 29 

Competition iamong ifirms ithreatens imarket ishare 86 3.22 1.076 33 

Industry iregulators iare icooperative 86 3.2 0.833 26 

Threat iof isubstitute iproducts iand iservices iis imanageable 86 3.02 0.866 29 

Socio-cultural ifactors ihave ipositive iimpact ion ithe 

icompany 

86 2.91 0.815 28 

Threat iof inew ientrants iposes ichallenge ito ithe icompany 86 2.85 1.027 36 

Ecological ifactors ihave iimpacted ithe icompany ipositively 85 2.75 0.905 33 

Political ifactors ihave iimpacted ithe icompany ifavorably 86 2.21 1.364 62 

Overall iScore  3.14 0.96 31.62 

Source: iField idata i(2018) 

 

Likert iscale irating iranged ifrom i1 ibeing inot iat iall; i2 iis ito ia ismall iextent; i3 iis ito ia imoderate 

iextent; i4 iis ito ia ilarge iextent; i5 iis ito ia ivery ilarge iextent. iAs iindicated iin iTable i4.14, ithe iresults 
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iof ithe imunificence ishow i ithat ithe iaverage imean iscore ifor ienvironmental imunificence iwas 

i3.14, ithat iis, ito ia imoderate iextent. i 

This iindicated ithat ilargely ithe irespondents iwere iof ithe iview ithat ithe ielements iin ithe iexternal 

ienvironment ihad ibeen imoderately ifavorable ito itheir icompanies. iThe imunificence isubscale 

iindicated ithat ito ia imoderate iextent, itechnological ifactors ihave ienabled ithe ibusiness iwith ia 

imean iscore iof i3.85 iand istandard ideviation iof i i0.928. iCustomers ihave istrong ibargaining 

ipower ifollowed iwith ia i imean iscore iof i3.54 iand istandard ideviation iof i0.862 iand ilegal 

irequirements iare iattainable ihad ia imean iof i3.53 iand istandard ideviation iof i0.992. i i 

 

The istatement iwith ithe ihighest istandard ideviation iof i1.364 iwas ipolitical ifactors ihave 

iimpacted ithe icompany ifavourably ithis iindicated ithat ithe irespondents ihad ireservations ion 

ithe ifavorability iof ithis ifactor. iThe istatement ithat ithe icompany iorganizes iteam ibuilding 

iactivities ifor istaff ihad ithe ihighest iCV ivalue iof i62 ipercent. iThis imeant ithat ithe istatement 

ireported ithe ihighest ivariation iin iresponse. iThe istatements ithat itechnological ifactors ihave 

ienabled ithe ibusiness iand icustomers ihave istrong ibargaining ipower ihad ithe ilowest iCV iof i24 

ipercent irespectively. iThis imeant ithat ithe istatement ireported ithe ilowest ivariation iin 

iresponse. 

 

4.9.2 Environmental Dynamism 

Dynamism i(turbulence) irefers ito ithe iever i- ichanging iand ithe ipredictable inature iof ithe 

iexternal ienvironment iwhich imay itransform ithe ipurpose iof ithe ifirm i(Dreyer i& iGronhaug, 

i2004). iThe igreater ithe irate iof ienvironmental ichange iand ienvironmental icomplexity iand 

icoupled iwith ilower ienvironmental imunificence, ithe iless iconfident imanagers itend ito 
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iunderstand iand ipredict ithe itrends iaffecting itheir iorganizations. iThis imay iaffect ifirm 

iperformance iand isurvival. 

 

Dynamism iwas ioperationalised ias ithe ipredictability iof ienvironmental ifactors. iThe 

irespondents iwere irequested ito iindicate ithe iextent ito iwhich ieach ifactor iof ithe iexternal 

ienvironment ihad ibecome imore ipredictable ito itheir icompany iin ithe ilast ithree iyears. iThe 

istudy isought ithe irespondents irating ion ivariables iassociated iwith iexternal ienvironment ion ia 

ifive ipoint ilikert iscale. iThe iratings iare ias ishown iin iTable i4.15. 

 

Table i4.15: iMeasures iof iDynamism iof iExternal iEnvironment 
Dynamism N Mean Std. iDev CV 

i(%) 

Changes iin ithe itechnological ienvironment iare ipredictable 86 3.81 0.841 22 

Changes iin ieconomic ienvironment iare ipredictable 86 3.57 0.924 26 

Volatility iof ipolitical ifactors iis ipredictable 87 3.57 1.092 31 

Legal irequirements iare imade iknown ito iindustry iplayers 86 3.37 0.972 29 

Bargaining ipower iof icustomers iis imanageable 86 3.32 0.935 28 

Threat iof isubstitute iproducts iis ipredictable 85 3.31 0.94 28 

Bargaining ipower iof isuppliers iis imanageable 85 3.2 0.926 29 

Competition iamong ifirms iis imanageable 84 3.19 1.003 31 

Industry iregulators iare ipredictable 85 3.12 0.982 31 

Changes iin ithe isocio-cultural ienvironment iare ipredictable 85 2.98 1.019 34 

Threat iof inew ientrants iis imanageable 85 2.92 0.966 33 

Changes iin ithe iecological ifactors iare ipredictable 85 2.86 0.939 33 

Ovearll iScore  3.27 0.96 30 

Source: iField idata i(2018) 

 

Likert iscale irating iranging ifrom i1 ibeing inot iat iall ito i5 ibeing ito ia ivery ilarge iextent iwas iused. 

iAs iindicated ion iTable i4.15, i ithe imean iscore iof ienvironmental idynamism iwas i3.27, iwhich 

idepicts ito ia imoderate iextent. iThis iimplies i ithat ithe idynamism iof ithe iexternal ienvironment 

iwas ipredictable ito ia imoderate iextent. iThe iresults iof ithe idynamism isubscale iindicated ithat ito 

ia imoderate iextent, ichanges iin ithe itechnological ienvironment iwere ipredictable iwith ia imean 

iscore iof i3.81 iand istandard ideviation iof i0.841. iChanges iin ieconomic ienvironment iare 
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ipredictable ihas ia imean iof i i3.57 iand istandard ideviation iof i0.924 iand ivolatility iof ipolitical 

ifactors iis ipredictable ihad ia imean iscore iof i3.57 iand istandard ideviation iof i1.092. i 

The istatement iwith ithe ilowest istandard ideviation iof i0.841 ishows ithat ichanges iin ithe 

itechnological i ienvironment iare ipredictable iindicated ithat ithe irespondents iconcured iin ithat 

ithey iare iable ito ipredict ithe ichanges ithat ioccur iin ithe itechnological iaspects iin ifreight 

iforwarding. iThe istatement ithat ichanges iin ithe isocio-cultural ienvironment iare ipredictable 

ihad ithe ihighest iCV ivalue iof i34 ipercent. iThis imeant ithat ithe istatement ireported ithe ihighest 

ivariation iin iresponse. iThe istatement ithat ithe ichanges iin ithe itechnological ienvironment iare 

ipredictable ihad ithe ilowest iCV iof i22 ipercent. iThis imeant ithat ithe istatement ireported ithe 

ilowest ivariation iin iresponse. 

 

4.9.3 Environmental Complexity 

Complexity irefers ito ithe inumber iof iexternal ifactors iin ian iexternal ienvironment iand iinter 

ifirm irelationships. iDealing iwith ienvironmental iuncertainty iis ia icommon ichallenge ifaced iby 

imost iorganizations i(Murgor, i2014). iIn imost icases iorganizations ihardly ihave iaccess ito iall 

ithe irelavant iinformation ithat iis iof ivalue ito ithe iorganization inor ican ithey igenerate 

ialternatives iand iaccurately ianticipate iall ithe ioutcomes i(Dreyer i& iGrouhang, i2004). 

iComplexity iwas ioperationalised iusing ithe inumber iof iissues iof ienvironmental ifactors. iThe 

irespondents iwere irequested ito iindicate ithe inumber iof iissues iin ithe iexternal ienvironment i 

ithat ithe icompany idealt iwith iin ithe ilast ithree iyears. iTable i4.16 ipresents ithe iresults ion ithe 

iassessment iof ithe icomplexity iof ithe iexternal ienvironment. 
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Table i4.16: iMeasures iof iComplexity iof iExternal iEnvironment 

Complexity N Mean Std. iDev CV i(%) 
 i 

We idealt iwith iseveral itechnological ichallenges iin ithe 

ilast ithree iyears 

85 3.96 0.932 24 

We idealt iwith iseveral ieconomic ifactors iin ithe ilast ithree 

iyears 

85 3.6 0.851 24 

We idealt iwith iseveral ipolitical ifactors iin ithe ilast ithree 

iyears 

85 3.51 1.101 31 

There iwere iseveral ilegal irequirements iin ithe ilast ithree 

iyears 

86 3.44 1.05 31 

Industry iregulators iraised iseveral iissues iregarding iour 

ioperations iin ithe ilast ithree iyears 

86 3.25 0.887 27 

Bargaining ipower iof icustomers iincreased iin ithe ilast 

ithree iyears 

85 3.21 0.883 27 

There iwere iseveral ithreats iof isubstitute iproducts iin ithe 

ilast ithree iyears 

85 3.15 0.955 30 

Competition iincreased iin ithe ilast ithree iyears 85 3.13 1.142 37 

We idealt iwith iseveral isocio-cultural ifactors iin ithe ilast 

ithree iyears 

86 3.09 0.905 29 

There iwere iseveral ithreats iof inew ientrants iin ithe ilast 

ithree iyears 

 i i86 3.08 1.069 35 

Bargaining ipower iof isuppliers iincreased iin ithe ilast ithree 

iyears 

86 3.06 0.87 28 

We ihandled iseveral iecological ifactors iin ithe ilast ithree 

iyears 

85 2.89 0.885 31 

Overall iscore  3.28 0.96 29 

Source: iField idata i(2018) 

 

Likert iscale irating iranged ifrom i1 ibeing inot iat iall; i2 iis ito ia ismall iextent; i3 iis ito ia imoderate 

iextent; i4 iis ito ia ilarge iextent; i5 iis ito ia ivery ilarge iextent. iAs iindicated ion iTable i4.16, i ithe imean 

iscore iof ienvironmental icomplexity iwas i3.28, iwhich idepicts ito ia imoderate iextent. i iThis 

iimplies i ithat ithe inumber iof iissues iin ithe iexternal ienvironment ithat ithe icompany ihad ito ideal 

iwith iwere ito ia imoderate iextent. iThe iresults ion ithe icomplexity isubscale ito ia igreat iextent, iwe 

idealt iwith iseveral itechnological ichallenges iin ithe ilast ithree iyears ihad ia imean iof i3.96 iand 

istandard ideviation iof i0.932. i 
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We idealt iwith iseveral ieconomic ifactors iin ithe ilast ithree iyears ihad ia imean iscore iof i3.60 iand 

istandard ideviation iof i0.851, iwhile iwe idealt iwith iseveral ipolitical ifactors iin ithe ilast ithree 

iyears ihad ia imean iof i3.51 iand istandard ideviation iof i1.101.The istatement iwith ithe ihighest 

istandard ideviation iof i1.142 iwas icompetition iincreased iin ithe ilast ithree iyears. iThis iimplied 

ithat ithe irespondents iconcured ithat icompetition iis iintense iin ifreight iforwarding. iThe 

istatement ithat ithere iwere iseveral ithreats iof inew ientrants iin ithe ilast ithree iyears ihad ithe 

ihighest iCV ivalue iof i35 ipercent. iThis imeant ithat ithe istatement ireported ithe ihighest ivariation 

iin iresponse. iThe istatement ithat iwe idealt iwith iseveral ieconomic ifactors iin ithe ilast ithree iyears 

ihad ithe ilowest iCV iof i24 ipercent. iThis imeant ithat ithe istatement ireported ithe ilowest ivariation 

iin iresponse. 

 

4.10 Measures of Firm Performance 

The istudy isought ito iestablish ito iwhat iextent ithe ifirms ihad iachieved ifirm iperformance. iThe 

ispecific imeasures ifor ifirm iperformance iwere, ifinancial iperspective, icustomer iperspective, 

iinternal ibusiness iprocess, ilearning iand igrowth, ienvironmental iaspects iand icorporate isocial 

iresponsibility. iThe istudy isought ithe irespondents irating ion ivariables iassociated iwith ifirm 

iperformance ion ia ifive ipoint ilikert iscale. iThe iratings iare ias ishown iin iTable i4.17. 
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Table i4.17: iMeasures iof iFirm iPerformance 

Firm iPerformance 
N 

Mean 
Std. 

iDev 

CV 

i(%) 

Financial iperspective     

The ifirm’s ireturn ion iassets ihave iincreased iover ithe ilast ifive 

iyears i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i 

87 2.96 1.20 41 

Firm’s inet iincome ihave i iincreased iover ithe ilast ifive iyears 87 2.36 1.07 46 

The ifirm’s iinvestment iin iassets iand igrowth ihas iincreased 

iover ithe ilast ifive iyears 

87 2.77 1.10 29 

The ifirm’s iassets ivalue ihas iimproved idue ito iappreciation 

iover ithe ilast ifive iyears. 

87 2.88 1.13 39 

Average iMean iScore 87 2.74 1.13 39 

Customer iSatisfaction i  
 i   

The icompany iretains icustomers iover ia ilong iperiod iof itime 87 4.25 0.905 21 

Company iunderstands icustomer iservice irequirements iand 

iexpectations 

87 
4.29 0.936 22 

The icompany icomplies iwith iregulations ion iservice iquality 86 4.21 1.054 25 

Average iMean iScore 87 4.25 0.965 23 

Internal iBusiness iProcess   i  i  i 

The icompany iruns ia icomputerized isystem iefficiently ito 

ihandle icustomer's iinformation 

87 
4.33 0.810 19 

The icompany iis ia iforwarding iintermediary ibetween 

ishippers, icustomers iand ivarious iservice iproviders 

87 
4.39 0.850 19 

New iproducts iand iservices iare iintroduced iahead iof 

icompetition 

86 
3.39 

1.078 

 

32 

 

Average iMean iScore 87 4.04 0.913 23 

Learning i& iGrowth   i  i  i 

Organization itrains iand iretains istaff ifor ia ilong iperiod iof 

itime 

87 
3.98 0.874 22 

Employees iare iexposed ito inew iskills iand iknowledge 87 3.87 0.971 25 

The icompany irecognizes ineed ifor iemployee idevelopment 87 3.87 0.864 22 

Average iMean iScore i 87 3.91 0.903 23 

Environmental iAspect i   i  i  i 

The icompany icomplies iwith inational ienvironmental ilaw 87 4.06 1.028 25 

The ifirm iparticipates iin ienvironmental iresponsive iactivities 86 3.38 1.190 35 

Average iMean iScore 87 3.72 1.109 30 

Social iAspect   i   

The ifirm isupports isocial iexposure iof ibusiness 87 3.59 1.134 32 

The ifirm isupports icorporate isocial iresponsibility 86 3.02 1.057 35 

Average iMean iScore 87 3.31 1.096 34 

Grand iAverage imean iScore 87 3.89 0.981 26 

Source: iField idata i(2018) 
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The irespondents iwere iasked ito irate ifinancial iperformance iindicators ion ia ilikert-type iscale 

ithat iranged ifrom i1 ibeing inot iat iall iup ito i5 iindicating ito ia ivery ilarge iextent ias iapplied iin ithe 

irespective isurveyed ifirms. iAs iindicated iin iTable i4.17, ithe iresults ifor ifinancial iperspective 

iobserved ithat ione iof ithe ikey iattributes iin idetermining ia ifirm’s iperformance iis iestablishing 

iits ireturn ion iassets. iReturn ion iassets iis iestablished iby ichecking ia ifirm’s inet iincome iand itotal 

ivalue iof iassets. iVarious istatements idepicting ithe idifferent imanifestations iof ifinancial 

iperformance iwere iposed iand irespondents iwere irequired ito iindicate ithe iextent iof iagreement 

ito iwhich ithese istatements iapplied ito ifirms. i 

 

In idetermining ihow ifinancial iperspective iattributes imanifests iin ifreight iforwarding 

icompanies iin iKenya, ithe iaverage imean iscore iwas i2.74, istandard ideviation iof i1.13 iand 

icoefficient iof ivariation iof i0.39. iThis iis ia imoderate iscore iimplying iaverage iperformance. iAll 

ithe imeasures iof ifinancial imanifestation iwere ibelow i3.0; ithe ifirm’s ireturn ion iassets ihave 

iincreased iover ithe ilast ifive iyears i(Mean=2.96, iSD=1.20 iand iCV=0.41), ifirm’s inet iincome 

ihave iincreased iover ithe ilast ifive iyears i(Mean=2.36, iSD=1.07, iCV=0.46), ithe ifirm’s 

iinvestment iin iassets ihas iincreased i(Mean=2.77, iSD=1.10, iCV=0.29) iand ithe ifirm’s iassets 

ivalue ihas iimproved idue ito iappreciation i(Mean=2.88, iSD=1.13, iCV=0.39). i 

 

This isuggests ithat iall ifirms iwithin ifreight iforwarding iin iKenya iperform imoderately. iThe 

istatement iwith ithe ihighest iCV iindicated ithat ithe ifirm’s inet iincome ihas iincreased iover ithe 

ilast ifive iyears iwith ia iCV iof i46 ipercent idepicting ihighest ivariations iamong ithe iresponses. 

iGenerally, itherefore, ifinancial istatus iof ithe ifirms ithat ithe istudy isurveyed iwas igood. iFurther 

ithe istatement iwith ilow ivariation iwas ithat ithe ifirm’s iinvestment iin iassets iand igrowth ihas 

iincreased iwith ia icoefficient iof ivariation iof i29 ipercent idepicting ilow ivariation iamong ithe 

iresponses. i 
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The iresults ion ithe icustomer isatisfaction isubscale iindicated ithat ito ia igreat iextent, icompany 

iunderstands icustomer iservice irequirements iand iexpectations ihad ithe ihighest imean iscore iof 

i4.29 iand istandard ideviation i iof i0.936. iThe icompany iretains icustomers iover ia ilong iperiod iof 

itime ihad ia imean iscore iof i4.25 iand istandard ideviation iof i0.905 iand ithe icompany icomplies 

iwith iregulations ion iservice iquality ihad ia imean iscore iof i i4.21 iand istandard ideviation iof 

i1.054. iThe istatement ithat ithe icompany icomplies iwith iregulations ion iservice iquality ihad ithe 

ihighest iCV ivalue iof i25 ipercent. iThis imeans ithat ithe istatement ireported ithe ihighest ivariation 

iin iresponse. iThe istatements ithat ithe icompany iretains icustomers iover ia ilong iperiod iof itime 

ihad ithe ilowest iCV iof i21 ipercent. iThis imeans ithat ithe istatement ireported ithe ilowest ivariation 

iin iresponse. 

 

The iresults ion ithe iinternal ibusiness iprocess isubscale ito ia igreat iextent; ithe icompany iis ia 

iforwarding iintermediary ibetween ishippers, icustomers iand ivarious iservice iproviders ihad ia 

imean iscore iof i4.39 iand istandard ideviation i iof i0.850. iThe icompany iruns ia icomputerized 

isystem iefficiently ito ihandle icustomer's iinformation ihad ia imean iscore iof i4.33 iand istandard 

ideviation iof i0.810, iand ion ia imoderate iextent inew iproducts iand iservices iare iintroduced 

iahead iof icompetition iscored ia imean iof i3.39 iand istandard ideviation iof i1.078. iThe istatement 

ithat inew iproducts iand iservices iare iintroduced iahead iof icompetition ihad ithe ihighest iCV 

ivalue iof i32 ipercent. iThis imeans ithat ithe istatement ireported ithe ihighest ivariation iin 

iresponse. iThe istatement ithat ithe icompany iis ia iforwarding iintermediary ibetween ishippers, 

icustomers iand ivarious iservice iproviders iand ithe icompany iruns ia icomputerized isystem 

iefficiently ito ihandle icustomer's iinformation ihad ithe ilowest iCV iof i19 ipercent irespectively. 

iThis imeans ithat ithe istatement ireported ithe ilowest ivariation iin iresponse. 
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The iresults ion ilearning iand igrowth isubscale ito ia imoderate iextent, iorganization itrains iand 

iretains istaff ifor ia ilong iperiod iof itime ihad ia imean iscore iof i3.98 iand istandard ideviation i iof 

i0.874. iEmployees iare iexposed ito inew iskills iand iknowledge iwith ia imean iscore iof i3.87 iand 

istandard ideviation iof i0.971 iand ithe icompany irecognizes ineed ifor iemployee idevelopment 

ihad ia imean iscore iof i3.87 iand istandard ideviation i iof i0.864. iThe istatement ithat iemployees iare 

iexposed ito inew iskills iand iknowledge ihad ithe ihighest iCV ivalue iof i25 ipercent. iThis imeans 

ithat ithe istatement ireported ithe ihighest ivariation iin iresponse. iThe istatement ithat ithe 

icompany irecognizes ineed ifor iemployee idevelopment iand i iorganization itrains iand iretains 

istaff ifor ia ilong iperiod iof itime ihad ithe ilowest iCV iof i22 ipercent irespectively. iThis imeans ithat 

ithe istatement ireported ithe ilowest ivariation iin iresponse. 

 

The iresults ion ithe ienvironmental iaspects isubscale ito ia igreat iextent, ithe icompany icomplies 

iwith inational ienvironmental ilaw ihad ia imean iscore iof i4.06 iand istandard ideviation iof i1.028 

iand ion ia imoderate iextent, ithe ifirm iparticipates iin ienvironmental iresponsive iactivities iscored 

ia imean iof i3.38 iand istandard ideviation i iof i1.190. iThe istatement ithat ithe ifirm iparticipates iin 

ienvironmental iresponsive iactivities ihad ithe ihighest iCV ivalue iof i35 ipercent. iThis imeant ithat 

ithe istatement ireported ithe ihighest ivariation iin iresponse. iThe istatement ithat ithe icompany 

icomplies iwith inational ienvironmental ilaw ihad ithe ilowest iCV iof i25 ipercent. iThis imeant ithat 

ithe istatement ireported ithe ilowest ivariation iin iresponse. iThen ithe iresults ion ithe isocial iaspect 

isubscale ito ia imoderate iextent, ithe ifirm isupports isocial iexposure iof ibusiness ihad ia imean 

iscore iof i3.59 iand istandard ideviation iof i1.134 iand ion ia imoderate iextent, ithe ifirm isupports 

icorporate isocial iresponsibility ihad ia imean iscore iof i3.02 iand istandard ideviation i iof i1.057. i i 
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The istatement ithat ithe ifirm isupports icorporate isocial iresponsibility ihad ithe ihighest iCV 

ivalue iof i35 ipercent. iThis imeant ithat ithe istatement ireported ithe ihighest ivariation iin iresponse. 

iThe istatement ithat ithe ifirm isupports isocial iexposure iof ibusiness ihad ithe ilowest iCV iof i32 

ipercent. iThis imeant ithat ithe istatement ireported ithe ilowest ivariation iin iresponse. 

4.11 Test of Hypotheses 

Hypotheses iwere iformed ion ithe ibasis iof ithe iresearch iobjectives. iHypothesis ione istated ithat, 

there iis ino isignificant iinfluence iof istrategy itypology ion iorganizational iperformance iof 

ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. iIt iwas itested iusing isimple iregression ianalysis ifor 

idirect irelationship. iHypothesis itwo istated ithat, ithe iorganizational ifactors ihave ino isignificant 

iintervening iinfluence ion ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand iperformance iof 

ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. iBarron iand iKenny iRegression iModel iwas iused ifor 

iindirect ihypothesis. iHypotheses ithree istated ithat, ithe iexternal ienvironment ihas ino 

isignificant imoderating iinfluence ion ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand 

iorganizational iperformance iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. iThe ihypotheses iwas 

itested iusing istepwise iregression ianalysis ifor iindirect ihypothesis. i iHypothesis ifour istated 

ithat, ithe ijoint ieffect iof iorganizational ifactors, iexternal ienvironment iand istrategy itypology iis 

inot isignificantly idifferent ifrom ithe iindividual ivariables ion ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy 

itypology iand iperformance iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. iSimple iand imultiple 

iregression ianalysis iwas iused ito itest ihypothesis ifour. iThe ichoice iof iwhich ianalytical itools 

iwere iused iwas iguided iby ithe istudy iobjective, itype iof idata ias iwell ias ithe imeasurement iscales. 

i 

The ihypotheses iwere itested iat i95 ipercent iconfidence ilevel i(α=0.05), ihence idecision ipoints 

ito ireject ior inot ito ireject ia ihypothesis iwere ibased ion ithe ip-values. i iWhere ip<0.05, ithe i istudy i 

ifailed ito ireject ithe inull ihypothesis, iand iwhere ip>0.05, ithe istudy irejected ithe inull 
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ihypotheses. iInterpretations iof iresults iand isubsequent idiscussions ialso iconsidered ithe 

icorrelations i(R), icoefficients iof ideterminations i(R2), iF-statistic ivalues i(F) iand ibeta ivalues 

i(β). iR2 iindicated ithe ichange iin idependent ivariable iexplained iby ichange iin ithe iindependent 

ivariables icombined. i 

 

Further, ithe ihigher ithe iF-statistic, ithe imore isignificant ithe imodel iwas. iThe inegative ior 

ipositive ieffect iof ithe iindependent ivariable ion ithe idependent i(either inegative ior ipositive) 

iwas iexplained iby ichecking ithe ibeta i(β) isign. iThe iR-value ishows ithe istrength iof ithe 

irelationship ibetween ithe ivariables, iand it-values irepresent ithe isignificance iof iindividual 

ivariables. iThe ifindings iare ipresented ialong istudy iobjectives iand icorresponding ihypotheses. 

4.11.1 Strategy Typology and Performance of freight forwarding companies in 

Kenya 

The ihypothesis iformulated iwas ithat; i 

H1: i There iis ino isignificant iinfluence iof istrategy itypology ion iorganization 

iperformance iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. 

Before icarrying iout ian ioverall itest iof istrategy itypology iand ifirm iperformance, ithe istudy 

ifound iit inecessary ito idetermine ihow ithe iconstructs iof istrategy itypology i(defenders, 

iprospectors, ianalyzers iand ireactors) iinfluence ifirm iperformance iand ithe iresults iare 

ipresented iin isubsections iherein. 

4.11.1.1 Defenders and Performance of freight forwarding companies in Kenya 

The istudy ipremise iis ithat idefenders ias ia iconstruct iof istrategy itypology iinfluence 

iperformance iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. iThis iwas idone iby icalculating ithe 

iindices ifor ieach iof ithe idefenders idimensions iand iperformed ia iregression ianalysis iwith ithe 
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iaggregate iperformance iindeces ias ithe idependent ivariable. iThe iresults iare ipresented iin iTable 

i4.18. 

 

 

Table i4.18: iInfluence iof iDefenders ion iFirm iPerformance 

Model iSummary 

Model R R iSquare Adjusted iR iSquare Std. iError iof ithe iEstimate 

1 .621a .386 .379 .51766 

a. iPredictors: i(Constant), iDefenders 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum iof iSquares df Mean iSquare F Sig. 

1 Regression 14.164 1 14.164 52.855 .000b 

Residual 22.510 84 .268   

Total 36.673 85    

a. iDependent iVariable: iFirm iPerformance 

b. iPredictors: i(Constant), iDefenders 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized iCoefficients 

Standardized 

iCoefficients 

t Sig. B Std. iError Beta 

1 (Constant) 1.476 .241  6.136 .000 

Defenders .575 .079 .621 7.270 .000 

a. iDependent iVariable: iFirm iPerformance 

Source: iField iData i(2018) 

 

The ieffects iof idefenders ion ifirm iperformance iare ishown iin iTable i4.18. iThe istudy ifound ia 

irelatively imoderate iassociation ibetween idefenders ias ia iconstruct iof istrategy itypology iand 

ifirm iperformance i(R= i.621). iCoefficient iof idetermination i(R2
 i=.386) iindicated ithat 

idefenders iexplain i38.6% ivariation iin ifirm iperformance. iUsing ia isignificance ilevel iof i0.05 

ithe iF-critical ivalue ifrom istatistical itable iresults ito i=3.11 iwhich iis iless ithan icalculated iF-

value iof i52.855 iand ip<0.05 iand ithe imodel iwas ioverally isignificant. I 
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Since ithe itest istatistic iwas imuch ilarger ithan ithe icritical ivalue, ithe istudy irejected ithe inull 

ihypothesis iand iconcluded ithat ithe itest istatistic iis isignificant iat ithat ilevel. iThis iimplied ithat 

idefenders iinfluence iperformance isignificantly. iGenerally, ithe icoefficient ishowed ithat 

idefenders iindividually icontribute ipositively ito ifirm iperformance i(β=.575, it=7.270, ip<0.05). 

iThis iimplied ithat ia iunit ichange iin idefenders iwill ilead ito i.575 iunits iincrease iin iperformance. 

 

4.11.1.2 Prospectors and Performance of freight forwarding companies in Kenya 

The istudy ifurther idetermined ithe iinfluence iof iprospectors ias ia iconstruct iof istrategy itypology 

ion iperformance iof ifreight iof iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. iThe iresults iare ipresented iin 

iTable i4.19. i 

 

Table i4.19: iInfluence iof iProspectors ion iFirm iPerformance 

Model iSummary 

Model R R iSquare Adjusted iR iSquare Std. iError iof ithe iEstimate 

1 .289a .084 .073 .63251 

a. iPredictors: i(Constant), iProspectors 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum iof iSquares df Mean iSquare F Sig. 

1 Regression 3.067 1 3.067 7.667 .007b 

Residual 33.606 84 .400   

Total 36.673 85    

a. iDependent iVariable: iFirm iPerformance 

b. iPredictors: i(Constant), iProspectors 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized iCoefficients 

Standardized 

iCoefficients 

t Sig. B Std. iError Beta 

1 (Constant) 2.596 .221  11.763 .000 

Prospectors .236 .085 .289 2.769 .007 

a. iDependent iVariable: iFirm iPerformance 

Source: iField iData i(2018) 
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The ieffects iof iprospectors ion ifirm iperformance iare ishown iin iTable i4.19. iThe istudy ifound ia 

irelatively iweak iassociation ibetween iprospectors ias ia iconstruct iof istrategy itypology iand 

ifirm iperformance i(R= i.289). iThe icoefficient iof idetermination i(R2
 i=.084) iindicated ithat 

iprospectors iexplain i8.4% ivariation iin ifirm iperformance. iCritical ivalues iof iF ifor ithe i0.05 

isignificance ilevel=3.11 iwhich iis iless ithan icalculated iF-value iof i7.667 iand ip<0.05 iand ithus 

isince ithe itest istatistic iis imuch ilarger ithan ithe icritical ivalue. i 

 

The istudy irejected ithe inull ihypothesis iand iconcluded ithat ithe itest istatistic iis isignificant iat 

ithat ilevel. iThese iresults iimplied ithat ithe istrategic icategory iof ithe iprospectors ion ioverall 

isignificantly iinfluences iperformance. iGenerally, ithe icoefficient ishowed ithat iprospectors 

iindividually icontribute ipositively ito ifirm iperformance i(β=.236, it=2.769, ip<0.05).This 

iimplied ithat ia iunit ichange iin iprospectors ilead ito i.236 iunits iincrease iin iperformance. 

 

 

 

4.11.1.3 Analyzers and Performance of freight forwarding companies in Kenya 

The istudy ifurther idetermined ithe iinfluence iof ianalyzers ias ia iconstruct iof istrategy itypology 

ion iperformance iof ifreight iof iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. iThe iresults iare ipresented iin 

iTable i4.20. i 
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Table i4.20: iInfluence iof iAnalyzers ion iFirm iPerformance 

Model iSummary 

Model R R iSquare Adjusted iR iSquare Std. iError iof ithe iEstimate 

1 .773a .597 .592 .41951 

a. iPredictors: i(Constant), iAnalyzers 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum iof iSquares df Mean iSquare F Sig. 

1 Regression 21.890 1 21.890 124.385 .000b 

Residual 14.783 84 .176   

Total 36.673 85    

a. iDependent iVariable: iFirm iPerformance 

b. iPredictors: i(Constant), iAnalyzers 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized iCoefficients 

Standardized 

iCoefficients 

t Sig. B Std. iError Beta 

1 (Constant) .525 .242  2.169 .033 

Analyzers .794 .071 .773 11.153 .000 

a. iDependent iVariable: iFirm iPerformance 

Source: iField iData i(2018) 

 

The ieffects iof ianalyzers ion ifirm iperformance iare ishown iin iTable i4.20. iThe istudy ifound ia 

istrong iassociation ibetween ianalyzers ias ia iconstruct iof istrategy itypology iand ifirm 

iperformance i(R= i.773). iThe icoefficient iof idetermination i(R2
 i=.597) iindicated ithat ianalyzers 

iexplain i59.7% ivariation iin ifirm iperformance. iCritical ivalues iof iF ifor ithe i0.05 isignificance 

ilevel=3.11 iwhich iis iless ithan icalculated iF-value iof i124.385 iand ip<0.05 iand ithus, isince ithe 

itest istatistic iis imuch ilarger ithan ithe icritical ivalue, ithe imodel iwas ioverally isignificant. iThe 

istudy irejected ithe inull ihypothesis iand iconcluded ithat ithe itest istatistic iwas isignificant iat ithat 

ilevel. iThese iresults iimplied ithat ithe istrategic iorientation iof ithe ianalyzers ion ioverall 

isignificantly iinfluences iperformance. iGenerally, ithe icoefficient ishows ithat ianalyzers 
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iindividually icontribute ipositively ito ifirm iperformance i(β=.794, it=11.153, ip<0.05) iimplying 

ithat ia iunit ichange iin ianalyzers iwill ilead ito i.794 iunits ichange iin iperformance. 

4.11.1.4 Reactors and Performance of freight forwarding companies in Kenya 

The istudy ifurther idetermined ithe iinfluence iof ireactors ias ia iconstruct iof istrategy itypology ion 

iperformance iof ifreight iof iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. iThe iresults iare ipresented iin 

iTable i4.21. i 

Table i4.21: iInfluence iof iReactors ion iFirm iPerformance 
Model iSummary 

Model R R iSquare Adjusted iR iSquare Std. iError iof ithe 

iEstimate 
1 .419a .176 .166 .59990 

a. iPredictors: i(Constant), iReactors 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum iof iSquares df Mean iSquare F Sig. 

1 Regression 6.444 1 6.444 17.906 .000b 

Residual 30.230 84 .360   

Total 36.673 85    

a. iDependent iVariable: iFirm iPerformance 

b. iPredictors: i(Constant), iReactors 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized iCoefficients Std. iCoefficients 

t Sig. B Std. iError Beta 

1 (Constant) 1.797 .332  5.408 .000 

Reactors .439 .104 .419 4.231 .000 

a. iDependent iVariable: iFirm iPerformance 

Source: iField iData i(2018) 

 

The ieffects iof ireactors ion ifirm iperformance iare ishown iin iTable i4.21. iThe istudy ifound ia 

imoderate iassociation ibetween ireactors ias ia iconstruct iof istrategy itypology iand ifirm 

iperformance i(R= i.419). iCoefficient iof idetermination i(R2
 i=.176) iindicated ithat ireactors 

iexplain i17.6% ivariation iin ifirm iperformance. iCritical ivalues iof iF ifor ithe i0.05 isignificance 

ilevel i= i3.11, iwhich iis iless ithan icalculated iF-value iof i17.906 iand ip<0.05. iThus, isince ithe itest 

istatistic iis imuch ilarger ithan ithe icritical ivalue, ithe istudy irejected ithe inull ihypothesis iand 

iconcluded ithat ithe itest istatistic iwas isignificant iat ithat ilevel iimplying ithat ireactors ioverally 
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iinfluence iperformance isignificantly. iGenerally, ithe icoefficient ishows ithat ireactors 

iindividually icontribute ipositively ito ifirm iperformance i(β=.439, it=4.231, ip<0.05) iimplying 

ithat ia iunit ichange iin ireactors iwill ilead ito i.439 iunits ichange iin iperformance. 

4.11.1.5 Overall influence of Strategy Typology on Performance of freight 

forwarding companies in Kenya 

This iwas itested iby icalculating ithe iindices ifor ieach iof ithe istrategy itypology idimensions iand 

iperformance idimensions iand iperformed ia isimple iregression ianalysis. iThe iresults iare 

ipresented iin iTable i4.22. 

Table i4.22: iEffect iof iStrategy iTypology ion iFirm iPerformance 

Model iSummary 

Model R R iSquare 

Adjusted iR 

iSquare 

Std. iError 

iof ithe 

iEstimate 

Change iStatistics 

R iSquare 

iChange 

F 

iChange df1 df2 

Sig. iF 

iChange 

1 .234a .055 .044 .72396 .055 4.985 1 86 .028 

a. iPredictors: i(Constant), iStrategy iTypology 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum iof iSquares df Mean iSquare F Sig. 

1 Regression 2.613 1 2.613 4.985 .028b 

Residual 45.075 86 .524   

Total 47.688 87    

a. iDependent iVariable: iPerformance 

b. iPredictors: i(Constant), iStrategy iTypology 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized iCoefficients Standardized iCoefficients 

t Sig. B Std. iError Beta 

1 (Constant) 2.165 .478  4.527 .000 

Strategy iTypology .303 .136 .234 2.233 .028 

a. iDependent iVariable: iPerformance 

Source: iField idata i(2018) 

 

The ieffects iof istrategy itypology ion ifirm iperformance iare ishown iin iTable i4.22. iThe istudy 

ifound ia irelatively iweak irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand ifirm iperformance i(R= 

i.234). iThe icoefficient iof idetermination i(R2
 i=.055) iindicated ithat istrategy itypology 

iexplained i5.5 i% iof ivariation iin ifirm iperformance. iHowever, ialthough iweak, ithe icritical 

ivalues iof iF ifor ithe i0.05 isignificance ilevel i= i3.11 iwhich iis iless ithan icalculated iF-value iof 
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i4.985 iand ip<0.05. iThus, isince ithe itest istatistic iwas imuch ilarger ithan ithe icritical ivalue, ithe 

istudy irejected ithe inull ihypothesis. iThe istudy iconcluded ithat ithe itest istatistic iwas isignificant 

iat ithat ilevel iimplying ithe imodel iwas ioverally isignificant. iThe isignificant irelationship iwas 

ifurther imanifested iby ithe it-value iin ithe icoefficient itable i(β=.303, it=2.233, ip<0.05). i 

This itherefore idepicts ithat istrategy itypology iis ikey iin idetermining iperformance iof ifreight 

iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. iThus, ithe ihypothesis ithat ithere iis ino isignificant iinfluence 

iof istrategy itypology ion iorganization iperformance iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin 

iKenya iwas irejected iand ithe ialternative iview isupported. i 

 

4.11.2 Strategy Typology, Organizational Factors and Performance of Freight 

forwarding companies in Kenya 

The istudy ithen idetermined ithe iinfluence iof iorganizational ifactors ias ian iintervening ivariable 

iin ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand iperformance ithrough iformulation iof ithe 

ifollowing ihypothesis. i 

H2: iThe iorganizational ifactors ihave ino isignificant iintervening iinfluence ion ithe 

irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand iperformance iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies 

iin iKenya. 

 

Baron iand iKenny i(1986) ifour-step imethod iwas iused ito itest ithe ihypothesis iusing iregression 

ianalysis. iIntervention iis iconfirmed iwhen ithe ifollowing ifour iconditions iare ifulfilled. iThe 

ifirst icondition; iis ithat ithe iindependent ivariable imust ibe isignificantly irelated ito ithe 

idependent ivariable iin ithe iabsence iof ithe imediating ivariable. iThe isecond icondition; iis ithat 

ithe iindependent ivariable imust ibe isignificantly irelated ito ithe iintervening ivariable. i iThe ithird 
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icondition; iis ithat ithe iintervening ivariable imust ibe isignificantly irelated ito ithe idependent 

ivariable iand ithe ifinal icondition; iwhen ithe ieffect iof ithe iintervening ivariable ion ithe 

idependent ivariable iis icontrolled, ithe ieffect iof ithe iindependent ivariable ion ithe idependent 

ivariable ishould inot ibe isignificant. i 

Thus, istep ione iinvolved iregressing istrategy itypology iwith ifirm iperformance. iThe iprocess 

imoved ito istep itwo iafter istep ione iyielded istatistically isignificant iresults. iIf istep ione idid inot 

iyield isignificant iresults, ithe iprocess iterminates. iIn isuch ia icase iit iwould ibe iconcluded ithat 

iorganizational ifactors idid inot iintervene ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand ifirm 

iperformance. iIn istep itwo, istrategy itypology iwas iregressed iagainst iorganizational ifactors. 

iAfter i ithe iresults iwere isignificant, ithe iprocess imoved ito istep i3 ibecause ithe inecessary 

icondition ifor ian iintervening ieffect iexisted. i 

 

In istep ithree ithe iinfluence iof iorganizational ifactors ion ifirm iperformance iwas itested iusing ia 

isimple ilinear iregression imodel. iA istatistically isignificant ieffect iof iorganizational ifactors ion 

iperformance iwas ia inecessary icondition iin itesting ifor ithe iintervening ieffect. iFinally, istep 

ifour iwas itested ithe iinfluence iof istrategy itypology ion ifirm iperformance iwhile icontrolling ifor 

ithe ieffect iof iorganizational ifactors. i 

 

These itests iwere idone iusing isimple ilinear iregression ianalysis. iThe iinfluence iof istrategy 

itypology ion ifirm iperformance ishould ibe istatistically isignificant iwhen iorganizational 

ifactors iis icontrolled. iThis iis ia inecessary icondition iin itesting ifor ian iintervening ieffect. 

iResults ifrom ithe ifour isteps iare ipresented iin iTable i4.23(a), i4.23(b), i4.23(c) iand i4.23(d) 

irespectively. 
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Step iOne: iStrategy itypology iwas iregressed iagainst ifirm iperformance. iThe iresults iare 

ipresented iin iTable i4.23(a). 

Table i4.23(a): iRegression iResults ifrom ithe iTest iof ithe iEffect iof iStrategy itypology ion 

iPerformance 
Model iSummary 

Model R R iSquare Adjusted iR iSquare Std. iError iof ithe iEstimate 

1 .234a .055 .044 .72396 

a. iPredictors: i(Constant), iStrategy iTypology 

ANOVAa 
Model Sum iof iSquares df Mean iSquare F Sig. 

1 Regression 2.613 1 2.613 4.985 .028b 

Residual 45.075 86 .524   

Total 47.688 87    

a. iDependent iVariable: iPerformance 

b. Predictors: i(Constant), iStrategy iTypology 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized iCoefficients 

Standardized 

iCoefficients 

t Sig. B Std. iError Beta 

1 (Constant) 2.165 .478  4.527 .000 

Strategy iTypology .303 .136 .234 2.233 .028 

a. iDependent iVariable: iPerformance 

Source: iField idata i(2018) 

 

The ifindings iin iTable i4.23(a) ishow ia istatistically iweak ibut ipositive irelationship ibetween 

istrategy itypology iand ifirm iperformance i(R=.234). iThe icoefficient iof idetermination 

i(R2=.055) idepicted ithat istrategy itypology iexplained i5.5% iof ifirm iperformance. iCritical 

ivalues iof iF ifor ithe i0.05 isignificance ilevel i= i3.11, iwhich iis iless ithan icalculated iF-value iof 

i4.985 iand ip<0.05. iThus, isince ithe itest istatistic iis imuch ilarger ithan ithe icritical ivalue, ithe 

istudy irejected ithe inull ihypothesis iand iconcluded ithat ithe itest istatistic iis isignificant iat ithat 

ilevel. i 

 

Hence, ithe imodel iis istatistically isignificant. iThe iresults iconfirmed ithe ifirst istep iof itesting ifor 

ithe iintervening ieffect iof iorganizational ifactors ion ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy 

itypology iand ifirm iperformance. iThe iintervening itesting ithen iproceeded ito istep itwo ithat 
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iinvolved itesting ithe iinfluence iof istrategy itypology ion iorganizational ifactors. iThe iresults iof 

ithe itests iare ipresented iin itable i4.23(b). 

Table i4.23(b): iRegression iResults ifrom ithe iTest iof ithe iEffect iof iStrategy itypology ion 

iOrganizational ifactors. 

Model iSummary 

Model R R iSquare Adjusted iR iSquare Std. iError iof ithe iEstimate 

1 .386a .149  i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i.139 .48015 

a. iPredictors: i(Constant), iStrategy iTypology 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum iof iSquares df Mean iSquare F Sig. 

1 Regression 3.468 1 3.468 15.043 .000b 

Residual 19.827 86 .231   

Total 23.295 87    

a. iDependent iVariable: iOrganizational iFactors 

b. iPredictors: i(Constant), iStrategy iTypology 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized iCoefficients 

Standardized 

iCoefficients 

t Sig. B Std. iError Beta 

1 (Constant) 1.685 .317  5.314 .000 

Strategy iTypology .350 .090 .386 3.879 .000 

a. iDependent iVariable: iOrganizational iFactors 

Source: iField idata i(2018) 

 

 

The iresults ipresented iin iTable i4.23(b) iindicated ithat istrategy itypology ihad ia ipositive iand 

istatistically imoderate irelationship iwith iorganizational ifactors i(R i= i.386). iFurther ithe 

icoefficient iof ivariation i(R2
 i=.149) idepicted ithat iorganizational ifactors iis iexplained iby 

i14.9% iof istrategy itypology. iCritical ivalues iof iF ifor ithe i0.05 isignificance ilevel=3.11 iwhich 

iis iless ithan icalculated iF-value iof i15.043 i iwhere iP-value iof i.000 iwhich iis i< i0.05, ihence ithe 

imodel iis istatistically isignificant. iThe iresults, itherefore isuggested ithat ithe isecond istep iof 

itesting iconfirmed ithe iprocess iof itesting ifor ithe iintervening ieffect ito imove ito istep i3. iIn iStep 

i3 ithe iorganizational ifactors iwere iregressed iagainst ifirm iperformance. iThe iresults ifor ithe 

istep i3 iare ipresented iin iTable i4.23(c). 
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Table i4.23(c): iRegression iResults ifrom ithe iTest iof ithe iEffect iof iOrganizational iFactors 

ion iFirm iPerformance. 

Model iSummary 

Model R R iSquare Adjusted iR iSquare Std. iError iof ithe iEstimate 

1 .445a .198 .189 .66689 

a. iPredictors: i(Constant), iOrganizational iFactors 

ANOVAa 

Model 

Sum iof 

iSquares df Mean iSquare F Sig. 

1 Regression 9.440 1 9.440 21.227 .000b 

Residual 38.247 86 .445   

Total 47.688 87    

a. iDependent iVariable: iPerformance 

b. iPredictors: i(Constant), iOrganizational iFactors 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized iCoefficients 

Standardized 

iCoefficients 

t Sig. B Std. iError Beta 

1 (Constant) 1.373 .407  3.375 .001 

Organizational iFactors .637 .138 .445 4.607 .000 

a. iDependent iVariable: iPerformance 

Source: iField idata i(2018) 

 

The iresults iin iTable i4.23(c) iindicated ithat iorganizational ifactors ihad ia imoderate irelationship 

iwith ifirm iperformance i(R i=.445) iwith iorganizational ifactors iexplaining i19.8% iof ifirm 

iperformance i(R2
 i=.198). iThe iremaining ipercentage ibeing iexplained iby iother ifactors inot 

iconsidered iin ithe imodel. i iThe iF icritical ivalues iof iat i0.05 isignificance ilevel i= i3.11, iwhich iis 

iless ithan icalculated iF-value iof i21.227 iand ip<0.05. i 

 

Thus, isince ithe itest istatistic iis imuch ilarger ithan ithe icritical ivalue, ithe istudy irejected ithe inull 

ihypothesis iand iconcluded ithat ithe itest istatistic iis isignificant iat ithat ilevel ihence, ithe imodel iis 

istatistically isignificant. iTherefore, ithe icondition iin ithe ithird istep iin itesting ifor ian 

iintervening ieffect iwas isatisfied iand ithus, iprogressed ito istep i4 iin itesting ifor ithe iintervening 

ieffect. i 
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Finally, istep ifour itested ithe iinfluence iof istrategy itypology ion ifirm iperformance iwhile 

icontrolling ifor ithe ieffect iof iorganizational ifactors. iThese itests iwere idone iusing isimple ilinear 

iregression ianalysis. iThe iinfluence iof istrategy itypology ion ifirm iperformance ishould inot ibe 

istatistically isignificant iat iα i= i.05 iwhen iorganizational ifactors iare icontrolled. iThe irelevant 

iresults iare isummarized iin iTable i4.23(d). 

 

Table i4.23 i(d): iRegression iResults iDepicting iIntervening iEffect iof iOrganizational 

ifactors ion iStrategy itypology iand iFirm iPerformance. 

a)Model iSummary 

Model R R iSquare Adjusted iR iSquare Std. iError iof ithe iEstimate 

1 .234a .055 .044 .72396 

2 .450b .203 .184 .66888 

a. iPredictors: i(Constant), iStrategy iTypology 

b. iPredictors: i(Constant), iStrategy iTypology, iOrganizational iFactors 

(b) iANOVAa 

Model Sum iof iSquares df Mean iSquare F  i i i i i i i i i iSig. 

1 Regression 2.613 1 2.613 4.985  i i i i i i i i.028b 

Residual 45.075 86 .524   

Total 47.688 87    

2 Regression 9.658 2 4.829 10.794  i i i i i i i i i.000c 

Residual 38.029 85 .447   

Total 47.688 87    

a. iDependent iVariable: iPerformance 

b. iPredictors: i(Constant), iStrategy iTypology 

c. iPredictors: i(Constant), iStrategy iTypology, iOrganizational iFactors 

( ic) iCoefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized iCoefficients Standardized iCoefficients 

t Sig. B Std. iError Beta 

1 (Constant) 2.165 .478  4.527 .000 

Strategy iTypology .303 .136 .234 2.233 .028 

2 (Constant) 1.160 .509  2.279 .025 

Strategy iTypology .095 .136 .073 .698 .487 

Organizational iFactors .596 .150 .417 3.968 .000 

a. iDependent iVariable: iPerformance 

Source: iField iData, i(2018) 
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The iresult iin iTable i4.23 i(d) ishow ithat iwhen iorganizational ifactors iis icontrolled istrategy 

itypology ibecome istatistically iinsignificant i(p-value=0.487 iwhich iis igreater ithan i0.05 

ithreshold iat i95% iconfidence ilevel). iAt imodel i2, iorganizational ifactors iadded isignificantly 

ito ithe ifirm iperformance ias ithe ivariation iincreased ifrom icoefficient iof i0.095 ito i.596 iand ip-

value i=.000. 

 

The iresults ifurther irevealed ithat ithe ivariance iexplained iby iorganizational ifactors iis 

isignificant iwhere ithe iF icritical ivalue iis i3.11 iwhich iis iless ithan icalculated iF-values 

i(F=10.794, ip-value i= i.000) iand ithe isignificance iwas iincreased iF=4.985 iin ithe ifirst imodel ito 

i(F=10.794, ip-value i= i.000) iin ithe isecond imodel. iThe iassumption iis ithat ithe iorganizational 

ifactors ihave ino isignificant iintervening iinfluence ion ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy 

itypology iand iperformance iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya iwas itherefore inot 

irejected. iThis ican iimply ithat ithe iattributes iof iorganizational ifactors idiscussed iare inot 

imanifested iin ithe ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya ito ithe iextent iof iinfluencing ithe 

istrategy itypology iand isubsequent ithe iperformance. 

 

4.11.3 Strategy Typology, External Environment and Firm Performance 

The ithird iobjective ifor ithe istudy iwas ito idetermine iwhether iexternal ienvironment iinfluence 

ithe ieffect iof istrategy itypology ion iperformance iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. 

iThis iwas itested ithrough ithe ihypothesis ithat iH3: ithe iexternal ienvironment ihas ino 

isignificant imoderating iinfluence ion ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand 

iorganizational iperformance iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. i 

The ihypothesis iwas itested ithrough iStepwise iregression ianalysis iusing itwo isteps. iThe ifirst 

istep iinvolved itesting ithe iinfluence iof istrategy itypology iand iexternal ienvironment ion 
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iperformance. iThe isecond istep iinvolved iintroduction iof ithe iinteraction iterm ithrough 

istepwise iregression ianalysis. iThe iresults iwere ias ipresented iin iTable i4.24. 

 

Table i4.24: iThe iModeration iResults iof iexternal ienvironment ion istrategy itypology iand 

ifirm iperformance i 

Model iSummaryc 

Model R 

R 

iSquare 

Adjusted 

iR 

iSquare 

Std. 

iError iof 

ithe 

iEstimate 

Change iStatistics 

Durbin-

Watson 

R 

iSquare 

iChange 

F 

iChange df1 df2 

Sig. iF 

iChange 

1 .250a .063 .052 .71517 .063 5.678 1 85 .019  

2 .328b .108 .087 .70184 .045 4.259 1 84 .042 1.496 

a. iPredictors: i(Constant), iStrategy iTypology, iExternal iEnvironment 

b. iPredictors: i(Constant), iST_EE iinteraction 

c. iDependent iVariable: iPerformance 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum iof iSquares df Mean iSquare F Sig. 

1 Regression 2.904 1 2.904 5.678 .019b 

Residual 43.474 85 .511   

Total 46.378 86    

2 Regression 5.002 2 2.501 5.078 .008c 

Residual 41.376 84 .493   

Total 46.378 86    

a. iDependent iVariable: iPerformance 

b. iPredictors: i(Constant), iStrategy iTypology, iExternal iEnvironment 

c. iPredictors: i(Constant), i iST_EE iinteraction 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized 

iCoefficients 

Standardized 

iCoefficients 

t Sig. 

Collinearity 

iStatistics 

B Std. iError Beta Tolerance VIF 

1 (Constant) 2.119 .473  4.480 .000   

Strategy 

iTypology 
.321 .135 .250 2.383 .019 1.000 1.000 

2 (Constant) 2.054 .465  4.414 .000   

Strategy 

iTypology 
.600 .189 .468 3.173 .002 .488 2.049 

 iST_EE 

iinteraction 
-.256 .124 -.304 -2.064 .042 .488 2.049 

a. iDependent iVariable: iPerformance 

Source: iField iData, i(2018) 
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Table i4.24 ishows ithat imodel i1 iis isignificant i(p-value i< i0.05, iR2
 i= i.063) iimplying ithat 

istrategy itypology iand iexternal ienvironment ijointly iexplain i6.3% iof ivariation iin 

iperformance. iFurther, iupon iintroduction iof ithe iinteraction iterm, ithe ichange iin ip-value iin 

imodel i2 ibecomes i.042 iwhich iis ialso isignificant i(p-value<0.05) iimplying ithat iexternal 

ienvironment isignificantly imoderates ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand ifirm 

iperformance. i 

Therefore, ibased ion ithe iresults iof ithe itest, ithe ihypothesis ithat iexternal ienvironment 

imoderates ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand ifirm iperformance iwas iaccepted. 

This was guided by the following model; Y= α+ β1X+ β2Z+β3 X.Z + ε 

Where: iYi i i iis iFirm iperformance 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i i iX iis iStrategy itypology 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iZ iis iExternal ienvironment i(Moderating ivariable) 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iX.Z iis iStrategy itypology iand iexternal ienvironment i(interaction) 

= iError iterm i 

β i= ithe ibeta icoefficients iof iindependent ivariables. After ithe iregression ianalysis iresults, ithe 

imodel ibecame: 

iY= i2.054 i+ i2.119 iX1 i+ i.60Z+-.256 iXZ. 

4.11.4 The Joint Effect of Strategy Typology, External Environment, Organizational 

factors and Performance 

The ifourth istudy iobjective iwas ito idetermine ithe ijoint ieffect iof istrategy itypology, iexternal 

ienvironment iand iorganizational ifactors ion iperformance. iFrom ithis iobjective, ithe ifollowing 

ihypothesis iwas iformulated iand itested i– iH4: iThe ijoint ieffect iof iorganizational ifactors, 
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iexternal ienvironment iand istrategy itypology iis inot isignificantly idifferent ifrom ithe 

iindividual ivariables ion ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand iperformance iof 

ifreight iand iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. iThe ihypothesis iwas itested iusing iboth isimple 

iand imultiple iregression ianalysis. i 

 

Simple iregression iwas iused ito itest ifor iindividual iindependent ieffects iwhile imultiple 

iregression ianalysis iwas iused ito itest ifor ijoint ieffects. iIn ithe iregression imodel, iperformance 

iwas ithe idependent ivariable, iwhile istrategy itypology, iexternal ienvironment iand 

iorganizational ifactors iwere ipredictor ivariables. iThe iresults iare ipresented iin itable i4.25. 

 

Table i4.25: iRegression iResults iof ithe iIndividual iEffects iand ithe iJoint iEffect iof 

iStrategy iTypology, iOrganizational iFactors iand iExternal iEnvironment ion iOverall 

iPerformance. 

(a)Model iSummaryd 

Model R 

R 

iSquare 

Adjusted iR 

iSquare 

Std. iError iof 

ithe iEstimate 

Change iStatistics 

Durbin-

Watson 

R iSquare 

iChange 

F 

iChange df1 df2 

Sig. iF 

iChange 

1 .250a .063 .052 .71517 .063 5.678 1 85 .019  

2 .466b .217 .198 .65746 .155 16.577 1 84 .000  

3 .496c .246 .219 .64890 .029 3.230 1 83 .000 1.683 

a. iPredictors: i(Constant), iStrategy iTypology 

b. iPredictors: i(Constant), iStrategy iTypology, iOrganizational iFactors 

c. iPredictors: i(Constant), iStrategy iTypology, iOrganizational iFactors, iExternal iEnvironment 

d. iDependent iVariable: iPerformance 

(b) iANOVAa 

Model 

Sum iof 

iSquares df Mean iSquare F Sig. 

1 Regression 2.904 1 2.904 5.678 .019b 

Residual 43.474 85 .511   

Total 46.378 86    

2 Regression 10.070 2 5.035 11.648 .000c 

Residual 36.309 84 .432   

Total 46.378 86    

3 Regression 11.429 3 3.810 9.048 .000d 

Residual 34.949 83 .421   

Total 46.378 86    

a. iDependent iVariable: iPerformance 
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b. iPredictors: i(Constant), iStrategy iTypology 

c. iPredictors: i(Constant), iStrategy iTypology, iOrganizational iFactors 

d. iPredictors: i(Constant), iStrategy iTypology, iOrganizational iFactors, iExternal iEnvironment 

( ic) iCoefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized 

iCoefficients 

Standardized 

iCoefficients 

t Sig. 

Collinearity 

iStatistics 

B Std. iError Beta Tolerance VIF 

1 (Constant) 2.119 .473  4.480 .000   

Strategy iTypology .321 .135 .250 2.383 .019 1.000 1.000 

2 (Constant) 1.104 .501  2.203 .030   

Strategy iTypology .111 .134 .087 .830 .409 .853 1.173 

Organizational 

iFactors 
.601 .148 .426 4.072 .000 .853 1.173 

3 (Constant) 1.100 .495  2.222 .029   

Strategy iTypology .347 .186 .271 1.863 .066 .429 2.330 

Organizational 

iFactors 
.573 .147 .406 3.907 .000 .843 1.187 

External 

iEnvironment 
-.207 .115 -.247 -1.797 .076 .482 2.073 

a. iDependent iVariable: iPerformance 

Source: iField iData, i(2018) 

The iresults idisplayed iin iTable i4.25 irevealed ithat ithe ijoint ieffect iof istrategy itypology, 

iorganizational ifactors iand iexternal ienvironment ion iperformance iwas istatistically 

isignificant. iThe iresults ishowed ithat ijointly ithe ivariables iexplain i24.6% iof ithe ivariations iin 

ifirm iperformance i(R2
 i= i.246). iTherefore, ithe ihypothesis iwas isupported iby ithe iresults iof ithe 

istudy. iThe iresults ishow ithat istrategy itypology iindependently iexplain i6.3% iof ithe ivariation 

iin ifirm iperformance. iStrategy itypology iand iorganizational ifactors ijointly iexplain i21.7% iof 

ithe ivariations iin iperformance i(R2
 i= i.217) iand istrategy itypology, iorganizational ifactors iand 

iexternal ienvironment ijointly iexplain i24.6% iof ithe ivariations iin ifirm iperformance i(R2
 i= 

i.246). iThe ijoint ieffect iwas ithus ihigher iand isignificant icompared ito ithe iindividual ieffect iof 

iindividual ivariables itherefore isupporting ithe ihypothesis. i 

In iview iof ithis ifinding, ithe ihypothesis ithat ithe icombined ieffect iof istrategy itypology, iexternal 

ienvironment iand iorganizational ifactors ion iperformance iis igreater ithan ithe iindividual ieffect 

iof istrategy itypology, iexternal ienvironment iand iorganizational ifactors ion iperformance iwas 
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isupported. iThe iregression imodel iused ito ipredict iperformance iarising ifrom ithe ijoint ieffect iof 

istrategy itypology, iorganizational ifactors, iexternal ienvironment iand iperformance iwas ifitted 

ias ifollows: i i 

y i= i1.100 i+ i.347ST i+ i.573OF+ i.-207EE, i 

Where i: iy i= iperformance i 

ST i= icomposite iindex iof istrategy itypology i 

OF i= icomposite iindex iof iorganizational ifactors i 

EE i= icomposite iindex iof iexternal ienvironment i 

4.11.5 Summary of the Hypotheses Test 

Table i4.26 ishows ia isummary iof ithe itest iof ihypotheses iof iOrganizational iFactors, iExternal 

iEnvironment, iStrategy iTypology iand iOrganizational iPerformance iof iFreight iForwarding 

iCompanies iin iKenya. 

 iTable i4.26: iSummary iof iTest iof iHypotheses 

 

Hypothesis i Empirical 

ievidence 

There iis ino isignificant iinfluence iof istrategy itypology ion iorganization 

iperformance iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. 

Rejected i 

The iorganizational ifactors ihave ino isignificant iintervening iinfluence ion ithe 

irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand iperformance iof ifreight 

iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya 

Not irejected i 

The iexternal ienvironment ihas ino isignificant imoderating iinfluence ion ithe 

irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand iorganizational iperformance iof 

ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. 

Rejected i 

The ijoint ieffect iof iorganizational ifactors, iexternal ienvironment iand 

istrategy itypology iis inot isignificantly idifferent ifrom ithe iindividual 

ivariables ion ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy itypologyand iperformance 

iof ifreight iand iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. 

Rejected i 

Source: iField iData, i(2018) 
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4.12 Chapter Summary 

The ichapter ipresented ithe iresults iof ithe istudy. iThe ichapter istarted iby ipresenting ithe itests iof 

ireliability iand ivalidity imeasures, inormality, imulticollinearity iand ihomogeneity. iThe 

iprofiles iof ithe irespondents iand ithe ifirm idemographics iwere ialso ipresented. iThis iwas 

ifollowed iby idescriptive istatistics, icorrelation ianalysis iand itest iof ihypotheses. iFinally, ithe 

ichapter ipresented idiscussion iof iresults iof ithe istudy. iThe inext ichapter ipresents ithe 

idiscussion iof ifindings. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS 

5.1 Introduction 

In the previous chapter the study’s major empirical findings were presented. This chapter 

presents a critical discussion of these findings in line with the research objectives and the 

hypotheses formulated from which theoretical. The primary objective of the study was to 

determine the influence of the organizational factors and external environment on the 

relationship between strategy typology and performance of freight forwarding companies 

in Kenya. i 

 

The iresearch iobjectives iand ithe ihypotheses iwere iformulated ibased ion iexisting iconceptual 

iand iempirical iliterature iand iled ito ithe idevelopment iof ithe iconceptual imodel iwhich ioutlined 

ithe irelationships ibetween ithe ivariables. iThe ifirst iobjective iwas ito iestablish ithe iinfluence iof 

istrategy itypology ion iperformance iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. iThe isecond 

iobjective iwas ito idetermine ithe ieffect iof iorganizational ifactors ion ithe irelationship ibetween 

istrategy itypology iand iperformance iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. iThe ithird 

iobjective iwas ito idetermine ithe iinfluence iof ithe iexternal ienvironment ion ithe irelationship 

ibetween istrategy itypology iand iperformance iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. i 

 

Lastly, ithe ifourth iobjective iwas ito iestablish ithe ijoint ieffect iof istrategy itypology, 

iorganizational ifactors, iand iexternal ienvironmental ion iperformance. iThis ichapter idiscussed 

ithe iresults iand iexplained ithe ireasons ifor ithe ifindings iand ithe iextent ito iwhich ithey iwere 

iconsistent ior inot iconsistent iwith iprevious iempirical istudies ior itheoretical iarguments. i 
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To itest ithe ihypotheses, isimple ilinear iregression ianalysis iwas iused ifor ihypothesis ione, iBaron 

iand iKenny iregression imodel itested ihypothesis itwo, istepwise iregression itested ihypothesis 

ithree iand isimple iand imultiple iregression itested ithe ijoint ieffect iin ihypothesis ifour. iThe 

iregression ianalysis iwere iused iafter iconducting itests ifor istatistical iassumptions. iThe ichoice 

iof iwhich ianalytical itools iwere iused iwas iguided iby ithe istudy iobjective, itype iof idata ias iwell 

ias ithe imeasurement iscales. iA itotal i88 ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya iwere 

iidentified iand istatistical ianalysis icarried iout ias idescribed ion itable i4.1 i. iThe ihypotheses iwere 

itested iat i95 ipercent iconfidence ilevel i(α=0.05), ihence idecision ipoints ito ireject ior inot ito ireject 

ia ihypothesis iwere ibased ion ithe ip-values. i i iWhere ip<0.05, ithe i istudy i ifailed ito ireject ithe inull 

ihypothesis, iand iwhere ip>0.05, ithe istudy irejected ithe inull ihypotheses. 

 

The iresults ishowed ithat ithere iis ia istatistically isignificant irelationship ibetween istrategy 

itypology iand iorganizational iperformance. iAdditionally, ithe istudy ialso inoted ia isignificant 

imoderating ieffect iof iexternal ienvironment ion ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology 

iand ifirm iperformance iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. iA idetailed idiscussion iof 

ithese ifindings iare iprovided iin ithe inext isections. i 

 

5.2 Strategy Typology and Performance of Freight Forwarding Companies 

The ifirst iobjective iwas ito iestablish ithe iinfluence iof istrategy itypology ion iperformance iof 

ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. iThe iliterature idepicted ia istrong iassociation 

ibetween istrategy itypology iand iperformance iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies ito ithe iextent 

ithat istrategy itypology iis ia icrucial ielement ifor ienhancing ian iorganization’s iperformance. 

iThe ispecific idimensions iof istrategy itypology iincluded idefenders, iprospectors, ianalyzers 

iand ireactors iwhich iwere iindependently imeasured iagainst iorganization iperformance. i 
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The ihypotheses iwere icarried iout iand iresults idiscussed. iFor iinstance, ion itable i4.18 ithe ieffects 

iof idefenders ion ifirm iperformance ishowed ia irelatively istrong iassociation iand ipositively 

isignificant ias iindicated iby ihigh icorrelation icoefficient iand icoefficient iof idetermination i(R i= 

i0.621, iR2
 i= i0.386, iF i= i52.855, iβ i= i0.575, it i= i7.270, ip i< i0.05). i iThe ihigh iF-value iand 

isignificant ivalue iless ithan i0.05 itested iat i95% iconfidence ilevel. iThe icoefficient ialso ishowed 

ia ihigh icontribution iof idefenders ion ifirm iperformance. iTeeratansirikool, iSiengthai, iBadir 

iand iCharoenngam i(2013) ifound ithat idefender ifirms itend ito irely imore ion ifinancial imeasures 

isuch ias ishort-term ibudgets ito icompensate itheir imanagers iand ithat ithe ihigh-performing iand 

ilow-cost idefenders iplaced igreater iemphasis ion ifinancial iperspective iand iless iemphasis ion 

icustomers iand iinnovation iand igrowth iperspectives. i 

 

However, ithey ifound ithat iprospectors, ihigh-performing ianalyzers, iand ihigh-performing 

idifferentiated idefenders iplace igreater iemphasis ion inon-financial iperspectives. iSimilarly, 

iNandakumar, iGhobadian iand iO'Regan i(2010) ifound ithat idefenders iseem ito iuse inon-

financial imeasures iless ifrequently iin iCanadian imanufacturing ifirms. iHowever, iSpencer, 

iJoiner iand iSalmon i(2009) ifound ia irelatively imoderate iand inegative irelationship ibetween 

idefenders iand ifirm iperformance. i 

 

The ieffects iof iprospectors ion ifirm iperformance ias ion itable i4.19 iwas ialso ifound ito ibe i 

irelatively iweak ibut isignificant ias ishown iby ilow icorrelation icoefficient iand icoefficient iof 

idetermination i(R2) i(R i= i0.289, iR2
 i= i i0.084, iF i= i7.667, iβ i= i0.236, it i= i2.769, ip i< i0.05). iIt iwas 

ialso iobserved ifrom ithe iF-value ithat ithe ioverall imodel iwas isignificant i iwhich iis ifurther 

idepicted iby ip-value iless ithan i0.05 iat i95% iconfidence ilevel. iGenerally, ithe icoefficient 

ishowed ithat iprospectors iindividually icontributed ipositively ito ifirm iperformance iimplying 

ithat ia iunit ichange iin iprospectors ilead ito ian iincrease iin iperformance. i 
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The ifindings iare iconfirmed iby iseveral iauthors. iFor iinstance, iMenguc iand iAuh i(2008) ifound 

ia irelatively ihigh ipositive iand isignificant iinfluence iof ipropectors iand ifirm iperformance. iOn 

ithe iother ihand, iKickul iand iGundry i(2002) iposits ithat iprospectors iare ilikely ito iinfluence 

iperformance ipositively iif iwell icombined ito ithe icore iof ithe ifirms iobjectives iand igoals. 

iSlater, iOlson iand iHult i(2006) ihowever, iargued ithat iprospectors ialone iwithout iother istrategy 

itypologies ilike idefenders iis ilikely ito iaffect iperformance inegatively. i 

 

Findings iby iAllen iand iHelms i(2006) isupports ithe ifinding iof ithis ithis istudy iby inoting ithat 

iprospectors icontinually isearch ifor iproduct iand imarket iopportunities iand iregularly 

iexperiment iwith ipotential iresponses ito iemerging ienvironmental itrends. iProspectors ioften 

ipioneer ithe idevelopment iof inew iproducts iand iare ithe icreators iof ichange iand iuncertainty ito 

iwhich icompetitors irespond ito. iAlso, ithe ifindings isupported ithe inotion ithat iprospector 

icompanies iattain itheir icompetitive iadvantage iby ientering imarkets iwith inew iproducts iwhile 

ibeing iinnovative iand iembracing inew itechnologies. iThrough ithese ia icompany ican ibe 

isuccessful iin ithe imarket iwith isuperior iperformance. i 

 

The ieffects iof ianalyzers ion ifirm iperformance ias ishown ion itable i4.20 iwas ifound ito ihave ia 

istrong iassociation iwith ifirm iperformance ias iindicated iby ihigh icorrelation icoefficient i(R) 

iand icoefficient iof idetermination i(R2) i(R i= i0.773, iR2
 i= i0.597, iF i= i124.385, iβ i= i0.794, it i= 

i11.153, ip i< i0.05). iThe ioverall imodel ias ishown iby iF-value iand isignificance ilevel iwas 

isignificant iimplying ithat ianalyzers ioverall iinfluence iperformance isignificantly. iGenerally, 

ithe icoefficient ishows ithat ianalyzers iindividually icontribute ipositively ito ifirm iperformance. 

iThus, iimplying ithat ia iunit ichange iin ianalyzers iwill ilead ito isignificant ichange iin 

iperformance. i 
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Studies iby i(Matsuno i& iMentzer, i2000; iSlater iet ial., i2005) ifound iout ithat ianalyzers 

isignificantly iinfluence ifirm iperformance, iand iargued ithat iwhen ianalyzers iare iwell ialigned 

iwith ithe ifirm igoals iand iobjectives iwill iresult iin iimproved iperformance. i iThe ifindings ion 

ianalysers iestablished ithat imost icompanies iobserved imoderate iemphasis ion iinnovation, 

imaintained icurrent imarkets iand ithe isatisfaction iof icurrent icustomers, ias iwell ias iimitated 

icompetitors ito iimprove itheir iproducts iand iservices. i 

 

These ifindings iconcur iwith iprevious iresearch iby iWalker i(2013) iwho iconcluded ithat 

icompanies ithat iare itrue ianalysers imay inot ibe ithe ifirst ito iinnovate, ibut ithey imight iinstead 

iimprove iupon ithe icreation iof ianother iorganization. iThe ikey icharacteristic iof ithe ianalysers 

iadministrative isystem iwas ithe iproper idifferentiation iof ithe iorganizations istructure iand 

iprocesses ito iachieve ia ibalance ibetween ithe istable iand idynamic iareas iof ioperation. i 

 

The ieffects iof ireactors ion ifirm iperformance ias idepicted ion itable i4.21 iwas ifound ito ibe ia 

imoderate iassociation ibetween ireactors ias ia iconstruct iof istrategy itypology iand ifirm 

iperformance i(R i= i0.419, iR2
 i= i0.176, iF i= i17.906, iβ i= i0.439, it i= i4.231, ip i< i0.05). i iThe ioverall 

imodel iwas isignificant iimplying ithat ireactors ion ioverall iinfluence iperformance 

isignificantly. iGenerally, ithe icoefficient ishows ithat ireactors iindividually icontribute 

ipositively ito ifirm iperformance iimplying ithat ia iunit ichange iin ireactors iwill ilead ito 

isignificant ichange iin iperformance. iThe ifindings ialso inoted ithat ireactors ion istrategy 

itypology idimension ihad ithe ilowest imean, iindicating ithat iit ihad ithe ileast iinfluence ion ian 

iorganization iperformance. i 
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These iis isupported iby iIsoherranen i(2011) iwho iargued ithat ireactors istrategy iis iconsidered ia 

ifailure. iHe inoted ithat ireactors iconsistently iunderperformed icompared ito iother ibusinesses. 

iHowever, ithe ifindings icontradict ithe iwork iof iBoyne iand iWalker i(2004) iwhich iargued ithat 

ireacting istrategy imight ibe iof ibenefit iin ithe ipublic isector ibased ion ithe icircumstances iof ithe 

istakeholders. i 

 

On idefenders, ithe ifindings iestablished ithat icurrent imarkets iwere iprotected ito imaintain 

istable igrowth, icentralized istructure iobserved ito imaintain icontrol iover iefficient iservices iand 

ithat ithe icompanies ipreferred icentral istructures ito iachieve ihigher iperformance. iDefenders 

iaimed ito imaximise ithe iefficiency iof iinternal iprocedures. iThese ifindings iare isupported iby 

iMiles iand iSnow i(1978) iwho iclaimed ithat idefenders iaddressed iadministrative iglitches iby 

iproviding imanagement iwith ithe iability ito icentrally icontrol iall iorganizational ioperations. 

iAdditionally, idefenders iface ithe irisk iof iineffectiveness iby ibeing iunable ito irespond ito imajor 

ishifts iin iits imarket ienvironment. i 

 

On ithe igeneral ieffects iof istrategy itypology ion iorganization iperformance, ias ishown ion itable 

i4.22 ithe istudy ifound ia irelatively iweak irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand ifirm 

iperformance. iThis iis ias iindicated iby icorrelation icoefficient iand icoefficient iof idetermination 

iindicating ithat istrategy itypology iexplained iinsignificant ivariation iin ifirm iperformance i(R i= 

i0.234, iR2
 i= i0.055, iF i= i4.985, iβ i= i0.303, it i= i2.233, ip i< i0.05). iHowever, ithe irelationship iwas 

isignificant ias ishown iby irelatively ihigh iF-value idepicting ithat istrategy itypology iwas ikey iin 

idetermining iperformance iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. iThus, ithe ihypothesis 

ithat ithere iis ino isignificant iinfluence iof istrategy itypology ion iorganization iperformance iof 

ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya iwas irejected iand ithe ialternative iview isupported. i 
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In igeneral ithe ifindings iof ithese istudy itherefore isuggest ithat istrategy itypologies ihad iplayed ia 

igreat irole iin iinfluencing iperformance iof iorganizations. iThis iimplies ithat ito iensure ibetter 

iperformance iin ithe iorganizations, iemployees iwere iencouraged ito idevelop inew iproducts iand 

iideas iin icreative iand iinnovative iway. iOrganizations ishould isearch ifor inew iservice idelivery 

iapproaches ito iexceed icustomer iexpectation, iand imore iso ishould iinnovate icontinuously, 

iseek igrowth iopportunities iand itake icalculated irisks. iAdditionally, iGarrigos iSimon iet ial., 

i(2005) iapplied ithe iMiles iand iSnow i(1978) itypology iin ithe iSpanish ihospitality iindustry iand 

idemonstrated idifferences iacross iselected iperformance imeasures isuch ias itotal iperformance, 

iprofitability iand igrowth. i 

 

In isummary, iorganizations iuse istrategy ito ideal iwith ichanging ienvironments. iThis iis ibecause 

ichange ibrings idifferent icombinations iof icircumstances ito ithe iorganizations. iThus, ithe 

isubstance iof istrategy iremains iunstructured, iunprogrammed, inonroutine iand inonrepetitive. 

iResults iconcur iwith iMiles iet ial., i(1978) iresearch ithat istrategy iclassification iare ia isummary 

iof ithe iways iin iwhich iorganizations ico-align iwith itheir ienvironment. iConsequently, 

ieffective iorganizations iresolve ithe ientrepreneurial, iengineering iand iadministrative 

iproblems iand iachieve isuccessful ialignment iof istrategy, istructure, iprocess iand ienvironment. 

i 
 

5.3 Strategy typology, organizational factors and performance 

The isecond iobjective iwas ito idetermine iwhether ithe ieffect iof istrategy itypology ion 

iperformance iwas idirect ior ithrough iorganizational ifactors iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies 

iin iKenya. iOrganizational ifactors iincluded iskills, ishared ivalues iand isystems iand ihow iit 

imoderates ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand ifirm iperformance. i 
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Results iof ithe ifindings iindicated ithat ion ithe iorganizational ifactors, iskills ihad ithe ihighest 

imean iand ithus, ithe imost iinfluential icompared ito iother iorganizational ifactors ifollowed iby 

ishared ivalues. iOn ithe iskills iaspect, ithe ifindings ifurther iindicated ithat ithe iorganization ihad 

iadequate iresources ito ienable iit ito icompete, isuitable iorganizational istructure ito iimplement 

iits istrategies, ipossessed ia iculture ithat ipromoted ioperational iexcellence iand ithat ihuman 

iresource iwas imotivated, icompetent iand icapable. i 

 

These ifindings iconcurred iwith iEchdar iand iSi i(2013) istudies ithat ithe iskills iof ithe ihuman 

iresources iin ithe iorganizations ihad ian iimpact ion ithe iinternal iand iexternal ienvironment. iTheir 

ifindings ifurther inoted ithat ithe iskills iand iknowledge iof iemployees ican ibe iimproved ithrough 

itraining ito imatch iwith idynamic ichanges iin ithe iexternal ienvironment iand ithus iimprove 

iperformance. iAdditionally, ithese ifindings iwere isupported iby iBan iet ial., i(2003) iwho ifound 

ithat ithe istrength iof iemployees iis ian iimportant iorganizational ifactor. iEmployees iwho iare 

iskilled, italented iand imotivated iproduce ibetter iresults icompared ito ithose iwho iare iless iskilled 

iless italented iand iunmotivated. i 

 

Further ithe ifindings ihighlighted ithat ito isucceed iand iachieve iorganizational iobjectives, 

iorganizations ishould idevelop istrategies ithat ialign iprerequisite iskills iwith ithe ibusiness 

ienvironment i(Kurtulus, i2014). iSkills ihave ibeen iconsidered ias ia icomponent ithat ienables 

iorganizations ito ideal iwith ithe ichanges iin ithe ibusiness ienvironment i(Dauda i& iIsmaila, 

i2013). iOn ishared ivalues, ithe iresults iindicated ithat ithere iwas iteam ispirit iin ithe iexecution iof 

icompany iduties ias iwell ias iadequate iresources ito ienable iemployees iaccomplish itheir iduties 

ithat irecorded ihigh imeans. i 
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These iresults iconcur iwith ithe iwork iof iHawawini iet ial. i(2003) iwhich iestablished ithat 

iprocesses iand irelationships ibetween iand iwithin idepartments ican ialso iimprove 

iorganizational ieffectiveness iand iefficiency. iAdditionally, ito iachieve iorganizations igoals ithe 

iemployees ishould ibe iable ito iperform itheir iduties iwhile iadapting ithemselves ito ithe idynamic 

ibusiness ienvironment. i iIn ihigh iperforming iorganizations, iemployees ishare iskills iand italents 

iand ithus iwork ibetter ias ia iteam iwhere iinterdepartmental icollaboration iimproves iidea isharing 

iand iresolution. 

 

Continual itraining iof ihuman iresources iwould ienable ithem ito icontinue iperforming itheir itasks 

ieffectively iand ithus iincrease itheir iefficiency. iSystems, ian iorganizational ifactor iconsidered 

iin ithe istudy, iwere iestablished ito ihave ithe ileast iinfluence ion ithe irelationship ibetween 

istrategy itypology iand ifirm iperformance. iThese iresults iare icontrary ito iearly istudies ithat 

iindicated ithat isystems iare ia imajor icomponents iof ia ifirm’s iinternal ienvironment. i 

 

This istudy itested ithe isignificance iof ieffects iof iorganizational ifactors ion ithe irelationship 

ibetween istrategy itypology ion iorganization iperformance. iThis istudy ifound ithat iattributes iof 

iorganizational ifactors idiscussed iare inot imanifested iin ithe ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin 

iKenya ito ithe iextent iof iinfluencing ithe istrategy itypology iand isubsequent ithe iperformance. 

iThe iresult ion itable i4.23 i(d) ishowed ithat iwhen iorganizational ifactors iis icontrolled istrategy 

itypology ibecame istatistically iinsignificant i(p-value=0.487 iwhich iis igreater ithan i0.05 

ithreshold iat i95% iconfidence ilevel). iThe ifindings iare ishown iby ip ivalue iof i.000 iwhich ip<.05. 

iThe iresults ifurther irevealed ithat ithe ivariance iexplained iby iorganizational ifactors iis 

isignificant i(F=10.794, ip-value i=.000). i i 

 i 
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Therefore, ithe iresults iof ithe ifindings idid inot ireject ithe ihypothesis ithat ithe iorganizational 

ifactors ihave ino isignificant iintervening iinfluence ion ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy 

itypology iand iperformance iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya iand iaccepted ithe 

ialternative. iThese iresults iare icontrary ito iearlier istudies ithat iconcluded ithat iorganizational 

ifactors ianchor ia iplatform iwhere idecision iis iformulated iand iimplemented i(Garbrah i& 

iBinfor, i2013). iThe iresults ifurther idisagree iwith iPlenert i(2012) iresearch iwhich iposit ithat 

isuccessful iorganizations idevelop iinternal ieffectiveness ithat iallow ithem ito iadapt ito 

iconstraints, ithreats, iand iopportunities. iContinuous iorganizational ieffectiveness imeant ithat 

ipeople ishould ibe iconstantly ianalysing ihow ithey ithink, icommunicate iand iadd ivalue ito itheir 

iorganization. i 

 

Organizations iwith iadaptive icultures iperform imuch ibetter ibecause iadaptive iculture 

itranslated iinto iorganizational isuccess iand imanagers ipay iclose iattention ito iall itheir itasks, 

iespecially icustomers, ichange imanagement, iand itaking irisks i(Denison, iLief i& iWard, i2004). 

iThis istudy ipostulated ithat ifirms ithat ialigned itheir istrategy(ies) iwith itheir iorganizational 

ifactors iand ithe ienvironmental iuncertainty iwould iachieve iimproved iperformance. 

5.4 Strategy typology, External environment and performance 

The ithird iobjective iof ithe istudy iwas ito idetermine ithe iinfluence iof iexternal ienvironment ion 

ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand iperformance iof ifreight iforwarding 

icompanies iin iKenya. iThe ihypothesis iwas ithat ithe iexternal ienvironment ihas ino isignificant 

imoderating iinfluence ion ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand iorganizational 

iperformance iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. iThe istudy isought ito iestablish 
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iwhether iexternal ienvironment ifactors, inamely, idynamism, icomplexity iand imunificence ihad 

ia imoderating ieffect ion ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand ifirm iperformance. i 

From ithe ifindings, ithe istudy iestablished ithat ion ithe imeasures iof iexternal ienvironmental 

ifactors, icomplexity ihad ithe ihighest iaverage imean, ifollowed iby idynamism. iIt iwas inoted ithat 

i imunificence ihad ithe ileast iinfluence ion ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand ifirm 

iperformance. iOn icomplexity, ithe iresults idepicted ithat ithe isurveyed iorganizations ihad idealt 

iwith itechnological ichallenges, ieconomic ifactors iand ipolitical ifactors iin ithe ilast ithree iyears. i 

Environmental icomplexity iwas iconsidered ian iimportant ivariable iin ithe ienvironment 

isurrounding ifirm. iComplexities ifacing ifirms iwere ifound ito iinclude ichanges, iuncertainty, 

ileadership istyles, iculture, itechnology, istructure, icompetitive imarket iamong iothers. iThus, 

ithis istudy isuggested ithat ifirms iought ito idevelop istrategies iand iappropriate iprocedures ithat 

iare iadaptive ito ithe icurrent ibusiness ienvironment ithat iwill iaid ifirms’ ioptimum iresources 

iutilization iand iattainment iof igoals. i 

 

On idynamism, ithe istudy iestablished ithat itechnological ifactors ihad ienabled ithe ibusiness, 

icustomers ihad istrong ibargaining ipower iand ithe ilegal irequirements iwere iattainable. 

iAdditionally, irapidly ichanging ibusiness ienvironment iin iwhich imost ibusinesses ioperated 

ihad imade ithe iexternal ienvironment ito ihave isignificant iimpact ion iorganizational isurvival 

iand iperformance. iThis iimplied ithat ithe iexternal ienvironment ihas ibeen icomplex iand 

iconstantly ichanging idue ito istiff icompetition. iThis istudy isupports irecommendation iby 

iPhelps, iChan iand iKapsalis, i(2001) ithat iorganizations iought ito ichoose itheir istrategies ito 

icope iwith idynamic ichanges iin ithe iexternal ienvironment, iespecially iif isuch ichanges iare 

iunpredictable iand imay ioccur iwithout inotice. i 



  

163 

 

 

 

Additionally, iHodge iet ial. i(2003) iconcurred ithat iorganizations iin ihigh imunificence 

ienvironments iorganizations ihad ibetter ichoices iin idecision imaking ias icompared ito ithose iin 

ihostile ienvironments. iHowever, idespite ibeing ithe ileast icontributory ifactor, iearly istudies iby 

iNjuguna iet ial. i(2014) ishowed ithat ienvironment imunificence iwas ian iessential ifactor iin 

idefining ithe ilevel iof iavailable iresources ito ithe iorganization iand ithe iease iwith iwhich ian 

iorganization ican ifunction. iThe iexternal ienvironmental ifactor ithat ihad ithe ileast iinfluence 

iwas imunificence. 

 

On ithe istatistical isignificance, ithe itests iapplied iestablished ithat ithere iwas ia istatistical 

isignificant iinfluence ion iexternal ienvironment ion ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology 

iand ifirm iperformance ias ishown ion itable i4.24. iThis iwas igiven iby icoefficient iof 

idetermination iR2
 i= i0.108 iwhich iimplied ithat iexternal ienvironment iinfluenced ithe 

iassociation ibetween istrategy itypology iand ifirm iperformance iby i10.8%, ithus, isuggested ia 

ipositive iand ia imodest imoderating iinfluence. iThe ivalue iof ithe iinteraction iterm i(ST i* iEE) ihad 

ia isignificant ibut, inegative iinfluence i(β i= i-.256, it i= i-2.064, iP<0.05) iand iconfirmed ia 

imoderation ieffect iof iexternal ienvironment ion ithe iassociation ibetween istrategy itypology iand 

ifirm iperformance. iThe inegative icoefficient iimplied ithat iexternal ienvironment inegatively 

iinfluenced ithe irelationship. iThe istudy itherefore, irejected ithe ihypothesis ithat iexternal 

ienvironment ihas ino isignificant imoderating iinfluence ion ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy 

itypology iand ifirm iperformance iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya iand isupported 

ithe ialternative ihypothesis. i 
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These iresults iconcur iwith iAdeoye i(2012) istudies ithat iopined ithat ifor ibusiness ito icope iwith 

ithe idynamic iand irapidly ichanging ibusiness ienvironment, ithere iis ia ineed ito idevelop iand 

iimplement iappropriate istrategies ithat iwould isafeguard itheir ioperations iand iyield ithe idesired 

iresults. iAdditionally, ithe istudy inoted ithat iorganizations iuses istrategy ito ideal iwith ichanging 

ienvironments. iIn ithat, ithe itraditional iapproach ito istrategy idevelopment iposits ithat ifirms 

ishould iadapt ito itheir ienvironments. iTherefore, iaccording ito ithis ideterministic iview, igood 

imanagement iis iassociated iwith idetermining iwhich istrategy iwill ibest ifit ienvironmental, 

itechnical iand ihuman iforces iat ia ipoint iin itime, iand ithen iworking ito icarry iout ithat istrategy. 

iFurthermore, istrategy iselection ishould ialign ithe iperformance iof ithe ibusiness iwith ithe 

ienvironment iin iwhich iit ioperates i(Porter, i2004; iVladmir, i2014). 

5.5 Strategy typology, external environment, organizational factors and performance 

The ifourth iobjective iof ithe istudy iwas ito iestablish iwhether ithe ijoint ieffect iof istrategy 

itypology, iorganizational ifactors, iexternal ienvironmental ion iperformance iis igreater ithan 

iindividual iinfluence iof ipredictor ivariables iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. iThis 

iwas iimportant ito iestablish ibecause ithe inature iof iinteractive ieffect iwhen iall ivariables iare 

iemployed ias iopposed ito ihow ithe iindependent ivariable ialone iimpacts iperformance iof ian 

iorganization. i 

The ihypothesis itested iwas ithe ijoint ieffect iof iorganizational ifactors, iexternal ienvironment 

iand istrategy itypology iis inot isignificantly idifferent ifrom ithe iindividual ivariables ion ithe 

irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand iperformance iof ifreight iand iforwarding 

icompanies iin iKenya. iMultiple iregression ianalysis iwas iused ito itest ifor ijoint ieffects iwhere 

iperformance iwas ithe idependent ivariable, iwhile istrategy itypology, iexternal ienvironment iand 

iorganizational ifactors iwere ipredictor ivariables. i 
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The iresults ifrom ithe itests ion itable i4.25, ishowed ithat ijoint iinfluence iof istrategy itypology, 

iexternal ienvironment iand iorganizational ifactors ion iperformance iwas isignificant i(R2
 i= 

i0.246, iF= i9.048, iP i< i0.05). iThe iresults isuggest ithat ijointly, istrategy itypology, iexternal 

ienvironment iand iorganizational ifactors iexplain i24.6% iof ivariation iin iperformance, iwhile 

ithe iremaining i75.4% iis iexplained iby iother ifactors inot iconsidered iin ithe istudy. iThe iF iratio 

ishows ithat ithe iregression iof istrategy itypology, iexternal ienvironment iand iorganizational 

ifactors ion iperformance iis istatistically isignificant iat iP i< i0.05. iIt iis iclear ifrom ithe ivalue iof iR2
 

i=.246 iand iF iratio i(F i= i9.048) ithat ithe iregression imodel iwas ifit ifor iuse iin ithe ianalysis. 

 i 
Additionally, ithe ijoint ieffect iwas ithus ihigher iand isignificant i(R2

 i= i0.246, iF= i9.048, iP i< 

i0.05) icompared ito ithe iindividual ieffect iof iindividual ivariables. iIn iview iof ithis ifinding, ithe 

ihypothesis ithat ithe icombined ieffect iof istrategy itypology, iexternal ienvironment iand 

iorganizational ifactors ion iperformance iis inot isignificantly idifferent ifrom ithe iindividual 

ieffect iof istrategy itypology, iexternal ienvironment iand iorganizational ifactors ion iperformance 

iwas irejected iand ithe ialternative isupported. i 

 

The ifindings iconcur iwith iOgundele iand iOpiefa i(2004) iresearch iwhich iargued ithat ithe 

iorganizations iinternal iand iexternal ienvironment ienables ithe iorganization ito ievaluate iand 

ianalyse iits iendurance iand igrowth iand ithus idetermine ithe ifuture iof ithe ibusiness. iAdaptation 

ito ithe ienvironmental ichanges irequires ifirm ito iachieve ia istrategic ifit iwhich iis ia isituation iin 

iwhich iall iinternal iand iexternal ielements irelevant ifor ia icompany iare iin iline iwith ieach iother 

iand iwith ithe icorporate istrategy. 

 

The ifinding ialso irelates ito ithe ibasic icontent iof ithe iMcKinsey i7s iframework iwhich istates ithat 

ithe ielements iof istrategy, istructure, isystems, istyle, istaff, ishared ivalues, iand iskills imust ibe 
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ialigned iin ithe isame idirection ito iachieve iorganizational ieffectiveness. iThese iresults iare 

ifurther isupported iby iVladimir, i(2014) iwho inoted ithat ithe imost isuccessful iorganizations 

ihave ithe imost iefficient iinteraction iwith itheir ienvironment. iThus, ithe istrategy iacts ias ia ikind 

iof ian iadaptive imechanism. iAdditionally, istrategy iliterature iposits ithat istrategy iselection iis 

idependent ion ihow iwell ia ibusiness iis ialigned iwith iits ienvironment i(Porter, i2004; iDesarbo iet 

ial., i2005). i 

 

5.6 The Modified Empirical Model 

The iconceptual imodel iin iFigure i5.1 ihypothesized ithat ithere iis ia istatistically isignificant 

irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand ifirm iperformance, ihowever, ithis irelationship iis 

imoderated iby iexternal ienvironment iand iintervened iby iorganizational ifactors. iIn iaddition, iit 

iwas ihypothesized ithat ithe ijoint ieffect iof istrategy itypology, iexternal ienvironment iand 

iorganizational ifactors ion iperformance iis igreater ithan itheir iindividual ieffect. iAs ishown iin 

iFigure i5.1 istrategy itypology iis ithe imain ivariable iwhich icomprise iof idefenders, iprospectors, 

ianalysers iand ireactors. iThe ioperational iindicators iof iorganisational ifactors iinclude ishared 

ivalues, iskills iand isystems iand iexternal ienvironment icomprises iof icomplexity, idynamism 

iand imunificence. iOrganizational iperformance irepresents idependent ivariable iand icomprises 

iof icustomer iperspective, iinternal ibusiness iprocess, ilearning iand igrowth, ienvironmental iand 

isocial iaspects. 
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Figure 5.1: Modified Conceptual Model 

Source: iResearcher, i(2019) 

 

5.7 Chapter Summary 

This ichapter ipresented iand idiscussed ithe ifindings iof ithe istudy ifollowing ianalytical itests 

icarried iout ito ivalidate ithe iresearch iobjectives iand ihypotheses iformulated. iRegression 

ianalysis iwas iused ito itest ifor ithe ihypotheses iusing i0.05 isignificance ilevel. iA itotal iof ifour 

ihypotheses iwere itested. iDirect irelationships iwere itested ifor iusing ihypothesis ione, iwhile itwo 

ihypotheses iwere ifor itesting imoderating iand iintervening ieffects iand ione iwas ifor ijoint 

ieffects. iThe iresults ifully isupported iall ifour imajor ihypotheses. i 
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The iresults irevealed istatistical isignificance ibetween istrategy itypology iand ifirm 

iperformance, ias iwell ias ithe imoderating ieffect iof iexternal ienvironment ion ithe irelationship 

ibetween istrategy itypology iand ifirm iperformance. iFurther iorganizational ifactors iwere ifound 

ito ibe iinsignificant iin iintervenening ithe irelationship ithus ithe iequation idropped ifrom ithe 

imodel. iThe ijoint ieffect iof istrategy itypology, iexternal ienvironment iand iorganizational 

ifactors iwas igreater ithan ithe iindividual ieffect iof ieach ivariable ion iperformance. iThe ichapter 

iended iby idiscussing ithe istudy ifindings iin irelation ito iexisting itheoretical iand iempirical 

istudies, iin iwhich iit iwas iestablished ithat imajority iof ithe ifindings iin ithe icurrent istudy iwere 

iconsistent iwith ifindings iin iprevious istudies. iThe inext ichapter ipresents ia isummary iof ithe 

ifindings, iconclusion, iresearch iimplications, ilimitations iof ithe istudy iand isuggested iareas ifor 

ifurther iresearch. 
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CHAPTER SIX 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

6.1 Introduction 

The ipurpose iof ithis istudy iwas ito iestablish ithe iinfluence iof iorganizational ifactors iand 

iexternal ienvironment ion ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand iperformance iof 

ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. iStrategy itypology iwas ithe iindependent ivariable 

iand iperformance ithe idependent ivariable. iThe ichapter ipresented ia isummary iof ifindings iof 

ithe i iobjectives iof ithe istudy ibased ion ithe ianalysis iof ithe ifield idata. i 

This iis ikey iin iorder ito idetermine ithe iextent ito iwhich ithe iresults ipresented ithe itrue 

irepresentation iof ithe irespondents iviews iof ithe isampled ifirms. iThe iconclusions iof ithe istudy 

ibased ion ifindings iand i ithe iimplication ifor itheory, ipractice, ipolicy iare iwell ipresented iand 

ijustified ifor ipresent iand ifuture itheoretical, imanagerial iand ipolicy iconsiderations. iThe 

ichapter iends iby ipresenting ithe ilimitations iof ithe istudy, isuggestion ion iareas ifor ifurther istudy 

iand ia idiscussion iof ithe icontribution ithis iresearch ihas imade ito ithe ibody iof iknowledge. i 

6.2 Summary of Findings 

This ithesis ifocused ion istrategy itypology, iorganizational ifactors, iexternal ienvironment iand 

iorganizational iperformance iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. iThere iwere ifour 

ispecific iobjectives iout iof iwhich i ifour ihypotheses iwere ideveloped iand itested. iPrimary idata 

iwas iobtained iusing ia iself-administered istructured iquestionnaire iand idescriptive istatistics 

isuch ias istandard ideviation, ifrequency idistribution iand imeasures iof icentral itendency iwere 

icomputed ito ianalyze ithe icharacteristics iof ithe ivariables iof iinterest. i 
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To itest ifor ihypotheses, iinferential istatistics iwas iused ispecifically iregression ianalysis iboth 

isimple, imultiple iand istepwise imethod ifor ieach iof ithe istated ihypotheses iand iconclusions 

idrawn. iThe iresults iwere ipresented iand idiscussed iin ia imanner ithat iis isimple iand iclear iusing 

itables. iThe iresults irejected ihypothesis ione, ithree iand ifour ibut idid inot ireject ihypothesis itwo. 

iHypothesis ione, ithree iand ifour iwere ifound ito ibe ipositively iand isignificantly iinfluencing 

iperformance iof ifreight iforwarding ifirms ias idiscussed iin ithe isections iherein. iThe istudy 

iestablished ithat iexternal ienvironment iplays ia isignificantly istatistical irole iin iinfluencing ithis 

irelationship. i 

 

6.2.1 First Objective 

The ifirst iobjective iwas ito iestablish ithe iinfluence iof istrategy itypology ion iorganization 

iperformance. i Objective ione; iestablish ithe iinfluence iof istrategy itypology ion 

iperformance iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. iThe iconstructs iunder istrategy 

itypology iwere; idefenders, iprospectors, ianalyzers iand ireactors. iThe iresults ishowed ihigh 

imanifestations iof ithese iconstructs iin ifirms isurveyed iwith ieach iplaying ia isignificant irole iin 

iexplaining iperformance. iFurther ithe istudy iwas ibased ion ihypothesis ithat ithere iis ino 

isignificant iinfluence iof istrategy itypology ion iorganization iperformance. i 

 

Simple ilinear iregression imodel iwas iused ifor itesting ithis ihypothesis. iThe iresearch ifindings 

iestablished ithat ihypotheses ione iis irejected, ithat iis, ithere iis ia isignificant iinfluence iof istrategy 

itypology ion iorganizational iperformance. iThe iextant iliterature isupports ithe ifindings iby 

idepicting ithat ithere iwas ia istrong iassociation ibetween istrategy itypology iand iperformance iof 

ifreight iforwarding icompanies ito ithe iextent ithat istrategy itypology iis ia icrucial ielement ifor 

ienhancing ian iorganization’s iperformance. i 
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6.2.2 Second Objective 

The isecond iobjective iof ithe istudy iwas ito idetermine iwhether ithe ieffect iof istrategy itypology 

ion iperformance iwas idirect ior ithrough iorganizational ifactors. iObjective itwo, idetermine ithe 

ieffect iof iorganizational ifactors ion ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand 

iperformance iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. iResults iof ithe ifindings 

iindicated ithat iamong ithe iorganizational ifactors, iskills ihad ithe ihighest imean iand ithus ithe 

imost iinfluence icompared ito iother iorganizational ifactors ifollowed iby ishared ivalues. iOn ithe 

iskills iaspect, ithe ifindings ifurther iindicated ithat ithe iorganizations ihad iadequate iresources ito 

ienable ithem ito icompete, isuitable iorganizational istructure ito iimplement itheir istrategies, 

ipossessed ia iculture ithat ipromoted ioperational iexcellence iand ithat ihuman iresource iwas 

imotivated, icompetent iand icapable. i 

 

Hypothesis itwo iwas ialso itested ito iascertain iif iorganizational ifactors iinfluences istrategy 

itypology iand iperformance irelationship. iThe ihypothesis ithat ithe iorganizational ifactors ihave 

ino isignificant iintervening iinfluence ion ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand 

iperformance iwas iused ito iestablish ithe irelationship. iBaron i& iKenny i(1986) iapproach iwas 

iapplied ifor itesting ithis ihypothesis. iThe iresearch ifindings iestablished ithat ithe iregression 

iresults isatisfied ithe ifirst ithree iconditions ibut ifailed ion ithe ifourth icondition iand itherefore 

iintervention ipartially itook iplace iin ithe imodel. iHypothesis itwo iwas inot irejected. iThus, 

iorganizational ifactors ihave ino isignificant iintervening iinfluence ion ithe irelationship ibetween 

istrategy itypology iand iorganizational iperformance. 
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6.2.3 Third Objective 

The ithird iobjective iof ithe istudy iwas ito idetermine ithe iinfluence iof iexternal ienvironment ion 

ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand iperformance. iObjective ithree, idetermine 

ithe iinfluence iof ithe iexternal ienvironment ion ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy 

itypology iand iperformance iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. iThe istudy isought 

ito iestablish iwhether iexternal ienvironment ifactors, inamely, idynamism, icomplexity iand 

imunificence ihad ia imoderating ieffect ion ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand ifirm 

iperformance. i 

 

The ifindings ishowed ithat icomplexity ihad ithe ihighest iaverage imean, ifollowed iby idynamism. 

iIt iwas ialso inoted ithat imunificence ihad ithe ileast imanifestations iin ifreight iforwarding 

icompanies iin iKenya. iOn icomplexity ithe iresults idepicted ithat ithe isurveyed iorganizations 

ihad idealt iwith iseveral itechnological ichallenges, ieconomic ifactors ias iwell ias ipolitical ifactors 

iin ithe ilast ithree iyears. iEnvironmental icomplexity iwas iconsidered ian iimportant ivariable iin 

ithe ienvironment isurrounding ifirm. i 

 

The ihypothesis iwas itested iwhich istated ithat ithe i iexternal ienvironment ihas ino isignificant 

imoderating iinfluence ion ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand iorganizational 

iperformance iwas iused ito idetermine ithe iinfluence. iStepwise iregression iapproach iwas iused 

ito itest ithe ihypothesis. iThe iresults iprovided ievidence ito isupport ithat iexternal ienvironment 

imoderates ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand iorganizational iperformance. 

iHence, ihypothesis ithree istating ithat ithe iexternal ienvironment ihas ino isignificant imoderating 

iinfluence ion ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand iorganizational iperformance, 

iwas irejected. 
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6.2.4 Fourth Objective 

The ifourth ihypothesis iwas ito iestablish iwhether ithe ijoint ieffect iof istrategy itypology, 

iorganizational ifactors iand iexternal ienvironmental ion iperformance iwas igreater ithan 

iindividual iinfluence iof ipredictor ivariables. iObjective ifour, iestablish ithe ijoint ieffect iof 

istrategy itypology, iorganizational ifactors, iand iexternal ienvironmental ion iperformance 

iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. iThe ihypothesis iwas itested iusing isimple ilinear 

iregression ianalysis, ifor ithe iindividual iindependent ieffect iand imultiple iregression ianalysis, 

ifor ijoint ieffect. iTo idetermine ithe ijoint ieffect, iorganizational ifactors, iexternal ienvironment 

iand istrategy itypology iwere iregressed ion iorganizational iperformance. iThe ihypothesis istated 

ithat ithe ijoint ieffect iof iorganizational ifactors, iexternal ienvironment iand istrategy itypology 

iwas inot isignificantly idifferent ifrom ithe iindividual ivariables ion ithe irelationship ibetween 

istrategy itypology iand iperformance. i 

 

The iresearch ifindings ishowed ithat ithe ijoint iinfluence iof iorganizational ifactors iand iexternal 

ienvironment ion ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand iorganizational iperformance 

iwas ihigher ithan itheir iindividual ieffect. iThe ifindings iare iin iline iwith iempirical istudies ithat 

iargued ithat ithe iorganizations iinternal iand iexternal ienvironment ienables ithe iorganization ito 

ievaluate iand ianalyse iits iendurance iand igrowth iand ithus idetermine ithe ifuture iof ithe ibusiness. 

iAlso ithe iMcKinsey i7s iframework istated ithat ithe ielements iof istrategy, istructure, isystems, 

istyle, istaff, ishared ivalues, iand iskills imust ibe ialigned iin ithe isame idirection ito iachieve 

iorganizational ieffectiveness. iAdditionally, istrategy iliterature isubmitted ithat istrategy 

iselection iis idependent ion ihow iwell ia ibusiness iis ialigned iwith iits ienvironment iwhich ileads ito 

iimproved iperformance. i 
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6.3 Conclusion 

The ioverall iobjective iof ithe istudy iwas ito iestablish iwhether ithe ijoint ieffect iof istrategy 

itypology, iorganizational ifactors, iexternal ienvironmental ion iperformance iis igreater ithan 

iindividual iinfluence iof ipredictor ivariables. iThe istudy iprepared ia iconceptual iframework ithat 

iwas iused ito itest ithis irelationship. iData iwas icollected iusing iquestionnaire ifrom ia icross 

isection iof isenior imanager iof ithe isampled ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. iThe idata 

ifacilitated iin ithe itesting iof ithe imodel. i iThe ifindings ishowed ithat ithe i irelationship ibetween 

istrategy itypology iand iorganizational iperformance iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin 

iKenya iwas istatistically isignificant. i 

This ifinding iconcurs iwith ithe iResource iBased iTheory ithat idepicted iperformance ias ifunction 

iof ithe iability iof ithe ifirm ito iutilize iits iassets, icompetences, ifirm iprocesses iand iinformation, 

iamong iother iresources ithat iare icontrolled iby ithe ifirm. iThe iresources ienabled ithe ifirm ito 

iformulate iand iimplement istrategies ithat iimprove iorganizational iperformance i(Barney, 

i2002). iAs idiscussed ion ithe ilimitations iof ithe istudy, iin iregard ito ifirm iperformance, imajority 

iof ithe irespondents iwere ihesitant ito ishare itheir icrucial idata, ibearing iin imind ithat ifreight 

iforwarding icompanies isampled iwere inot ilisted icompanies. 

The irespondents iincluded iin ithe isample iwere ianalysed iinto ione iof ithe ifour istrategic 

iconfigurations iof ithe iprospectors, idefenders, ianalyzsers iand ireactors, iusing ithe ifrequency iof 

iresponses ithat idescribed ia ispecific itype iof istrategic iconfiguration. iThe ifindings iprovided 

ievidence ithat iin ithe ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya ithere iis ia isignificant ipresence iof 

ithe ifour istrategic iconfigurations. iThis ican ibe iexplained iby ithe idynamism iand ivolatility 

iamong ithe icompanies. iHence, iit ibrought iabout ithe iassumption ithat i ithe ispecific ieffects iof 

istructural ifactors iof ithe ifreight iforwarding icompanies iinfluenced ithe idiversity. i 
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The istudy ialso itested ithe iinfluence iof iorganizational ifactors ion ithe irelationship ibetween 

istrategy itypology iand ifirm iperformance iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. iThe 

ifindings isuggested ithat ithe iinfluence iof ithe iorganizational ifactors iwas inot istatistically 

isignificant. iMitchell iet ial., i(2015) iused ipartial irepresentative iof ithe iMcKinsey i7 iS imodel 

iand irecorded ifindings ito ithe icontrary. iThis iresults ishowed ithat imanagers iin ifreight 

iforwarding icompanies ineed ito ire-evaluate itheir iorganizational idesign iespecially ithe ishared 

ivalues, iskills iof ithe iwork iforce iand ithe isystems iadopted iby ithe icompany ito iidentify iif ithey 

iare ialigned itowards iperformance iimprovement iand ialso idetermine ithe ibest iway ito 

iimplement ia iproposed istrategy i(Garbrah i& iBinfor, i2013). 

 i 

The istudy ialso iestablished ithat iexternal ienvironment ihad ia isignificant imoderating iinfluence 

ion ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand iorganizational iperformance. iThe ifindings 

isuggest ithat ithe irole iof ithe iexternal ienvironment iand istrategy itypology iimproved ithe 

iperformance iof ithe ifreight iforwarding icompanies. iThe irole iof ithe ibusiness ienvironment iin 

ifirms ioperations iis isupported iby imost iprevious istudies, itouching ion ithe iindustrial 

iorganization ieconomic itheory, iresource ibased itheory iand icontingency itheory ialthough iwith 

idiverse ifindings. iPrevious istudies ihave iprovided iempirical ievidence ithat ithe ispecific ilocal 

ibusiness ienvironment iin iwhich ia ifirm iis iembedded ion ican imake ia isignificant icontribution ito 

iits iperformance i(Neneh i& iVanzyl, i2012; iKennerley i& iNeely, i2003). iThese ifindings iconcur 

iwith iIOET, iRBT iand iCT iin ithat istrategic iconfiguration iof ifirms iresources ienhances 

iorganizational iperformance ibecause ithe iultimate ioutcome icannot ibe iduplicated iby iother 

icompanies. 
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In iregard ito ithe ijoint ieffect iof istrategy itypology, iorganizational ifactors iand iexternal 

ienvironment ion iperformance, iis igreater ithan iindividual iinfluence iof ipredictor ivariable, ithe 

ifindings ishowed ithat ithe ijoint iinfluence iof iorganizational ifactors iand iexternal ienvironment 

ion ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand iorganizational iperformance iwas igreater 

ithan itheir iindividual ieffect. iSenior imanagement iof ithe ifreight iforwading icompanies ishould 

idevelop icompetitive istrategies ito icompete iin itheir irespective isegments. iThis iis ibecause 

istrategy ilink ithe iorganization ito ithe ienvironment, iand iin iturn iimpacts ion ithe iperformance iof 

ithe iorganization i(Vladimir, i2014). iAlso, ithe ichoice iof istrategies iproposed iby ithe imanagers 

ishould ievaluate ithe idiverse ifactors iinternal iand iexternal ito ithe iorganization. 

 

6.4 Implications of the Study 

The istudy iwas ianchored ion ithe iIndustrial iOrganization iEconomic iTheory, iResource iBase 

iTheory iand iContingency iTheory. iThe iobjective iof ithe istudy iwas ito iestablish ithe iinfluence 

iof istrategy itypology ion iperformance; idetermine iwhether ithe ieffect iof istrategy itypology ion 

iperformance iwas idirect ior ithrough iorganizational ifactors; idetermine ithe iinfluence iof 

iexternal ienvironment ion ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand iperformance; 

iestablish iwhether ithe ijoint ieffect iof istrategy itypology, iorganizational ifactors, iexternal 

ienvironmental ion iperformance iis igreater ithan iindividual iinfluence iof ipredictor ivariables. 

iThe istudy iwas iconducted iin ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya iand ithe ifindings ihave 

iseveral iimplications ion istrategic imanagement itheory, ipolicy, ipractice iand imethodology ias 

idiscussed ibelow. 
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6.4.1 Theoretical Implications 

The istudy ifound ithat istrategy itypology ihad ia ipositive ieffect ion ifirm iperformance iof ifreight 

iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. iFirstly, ithis ifinding isupported ithe iarguments ithat 

iindustrial iorganization ieconomic itheory iassumed ithat ian iorganization’s iperformance iand 

iultimate isurvival idepended ion iits iability ito iadapt ito iindustry iforces, ieven ithough ithe 

iorganization ihas ilimited icontrol. iThis itheory iportrayed ithat ithe istructure iof ithe iindustry 

iregulated ithe iconduct iof ifirms, iwhere ithe icollective iconduct ithen icontrolled ithe ijoint 

iperformance iof ifirms iin ia iset iup i(Porter, i1981). iConduct idepicted ithe ichoice iof ithe ifirms iand 

irepresented ifirms’ istrategy, iwhile iperformance iwas ithe igoals iof ithe ifirm i(Raible, i2013). iIn 

ithis istudy, ithe ichoice iof istrategy iadapted iby iorganizations iwas ibased ion ithe itypology iof 

i(Miles i& iSnow, i2003). 

 

The istudy ifurther irevealed ithat iorganizational ifactors ihad ino istatistically isignificant 

iintervening ieffect ion ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand iperformance. iA 

itheoretical iargument ifollowed iin ithis istudy iobserved ithat iorganizations ithat ihad iresources 

ithat iwere ivaluable, irare, iinimitable iand inon-substitutable i(VRIN) icould iachieve isuperior 

iperformance i(Wang i& iAhmed, i2007). iThe istudy iconcurred iwith ithe iResource ibased itheory 

iin ithat icertain iunique itypes iof iresources iowned iand icontrolled iby ifirms ihad ithe ipotential ito 

igenerate icompetitive iadvantage iand ieventually isuperior ifirm iperformance. iBarney i(1991) 

iargued ithat ia ifirm iachieved icompetitive iadvantage iwhen iimplementing ia ivalue icreating 

istrategy ithat iwas inot isimultaneously ibeing iimplemented iby icompetition. 
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For ithis istudy ithe iunique iresources ithat iwere icontrolled iby ithe ifirm iare irepresented iin 

iorganizational ifactors iin ithe iform iof iskills, isystems iand ishared ivalues. iThe ithree iS ifacilitate 

iin ithe imanagement iof ithe ifirm iresources i(assets, icompetences, ifirm iprocesses) ithus, ienabled 

ithe ifirm ito iformulate iand iimplement istrategies ithat icould ienhance ifirm iperformance. iThe 

isuperior iperformance iwould ibe idetermined iby ihow iwell ithe iorganization iwas iequipped 

iwith ithese iresources. iThe iimplication iof ithe ifinding ifavoured ithe iResource ibased itheory iin 

ithat ifirms icould iachieve isuperior iperformance iby ideveloping itheir iresource ibase. iIn 

idynamic imarket ienvironment, ihowever, iVRIN iresources iwould ibe iout icompeted iand 

itherefore icould inot ibe ia isource iof isustainable icompetitive iadvantage. iHence, ithe iRBT imay 

ifail ito iaddress ithe iinfluence iof imarket idynamism iand ifirm ievolution iover itime i(Wang i& 

iAhmed, i2007). 

Also, iit iis iimperative ito inote ithat ihigh ilevels iof ienvironmental idynamism imay iimpede ithe 

imanagement’s iability ito iadequately iplan ifor itheir iorganizations, ithus iadversely iaffecting 

iorganizational iperformance. iThe ifindings iof ithe icurrent istudy iconcurred iwith ithe 

icontingency itheory ithat iorganizations iperformance idepend ion ihow iwell ithe iorganization iis 

iable ito ieffectively imanage ithe iexternal ienvironment ithrough iefficient istrategies iadaptation 

ithat ican iachieve igood ifirm iperformance. i 

The istudy ifindings iindicated ithat ithe ijoint ieffect iof iorganizational ifactors, iexternal 

ienvironment iand istrategy itypology iis ihigher iwhen icompared iwith ithe iindividual ieffect ion 

iorganizational iperformance. iThe ijoint ieffect iwas istatiscally isignificant. iThe iresults 

isuggested ithat ithree ivariables iof ithe istudy icontributed ito iorganizational iperformance. iThus, 

isupporting ithe iarguments iof icontingency itheory. iThe istudy iconfirmed ithat ithe ijoint ieffect 

iproduced isynergy ithat icould ienhance icompany iperformance. 
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Thus, iby itesting ithe irole iof iorganizational ifactors iand iexternal ienvironment ion ithe 

irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand ifirm iperformance iof ifreight iforwarding 

icompanies iin iKenya, ithis istudy icontributed iin iconfirming ithe iarguments iof iindustrial 

iorganization ieconomic itheory, iresource ibase itheory iand icontingency itheory iin ithe icontext 

iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. iFurther, ithe istudy isuggested iareas ifor ifuture 

iresearch iin ithe iarea iof istrategy itypology iand iorganizational iperformance. 

6.4.2 Implications on Policy 

The istudy iexamined iways iby iwhich istrategy itypology iaffected ifirm iperformance. iAlso, ithe 

istudy iexamined ithe iintervening ieffect iof iorganizational ifactors iand imoderating ieffect iof ithe 

iexternal ienvironment ibetween istrategy itypology iand ifirm iperformance. iThe istudy inoted 

ithat ithe ifreight iforwarding isector iin iKenya iis ian iintegral isector ithat iis igeared itowards 

ienabling ithe inational ieconomic idevelopment, iespecially ithe iachievement iof ithe icountry’s 

ivision i2030. iThe iperformance iof ithe ifreight iforwarding icompanies iis iof iutmost iimportance 

ihence, ithe iresults iof ithis istudy iwould ibe iof ivalue ito ipolicy imakers iin itheir istrategy 

iadaptation iand idecision imaking ithat i icould isteer ithe iorganization ito isuperior iperformance. 

The istudy ienabled imanagement ito imake iinformed idecisions iwhile iplanning ifor itheir 

imedium iand ilong iterm istrategies ithat iappropriately isuited ithe iorganization ito ienable ithe 

iorganization ito icompete iand irecord iimproved iperformance. iLiterature ireviewed iin ithis 

istudy iobserved ithat istrategy itypology iwas isignificantly iassociated iwith iperformance. iMiles 

iand iSnow i(1978) iobserved ithat ibusiness ilevel istrategies iwere iclassified iinto ione iof ithe ifour 

istrategic iconfigurations, inamely, iprospectors, idefenders, ianalyzers. i 
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The ithree iare iviewed ias iviable istrategies ithat iyield isuperior iperformance. iFurther, ithe istudy 

ifound iout ithat ireactors irecorded isuperior iperformance iin ipublic iorganization. iThe ifreight 

iforwarding isector iis iregulated iby ithe icustoms idepartment iof iKenya iRevenue iAuthority 

iwhich iis ia ipublic iorganization. iThus, iit iis iimperative ifor ithe ifreight iforwarding icompanies 

ito iadapt ito ia iblend iof istrategy iclassifications ito iaccommodate ithe irequiremnts iimposed iby 

ithe iexternal iregulators i(environment). i 

The istudy ipotrayed istatistically isignificant ijoint ieffect iof iorganizational ifactors, iexternal 

ienvironment iand istrategy itypology iwhen icompared iwith ithe iindividual ieffect ion 

iorganizational iperformance. iThis ishowed ithat i iorganizational ifactors iand ithe iexternal 

ienvironment iwere ivital ito imanagers iin itheir idecision imaking ito iensure iappropriate istrategy 

iformulation, ieffective iimplementation iand icontrol. i iThe ioverall iresults ishowed ithat 

istrategies iadopted iby ithe iorganization ishould ibe ialigned iwith ithe iexternal ienvironmental 

ifactors iand iorganization ifactors ifor ithe ibetter ifirm iperformance. 

6.4.3 Implication on Practice 

The istudy ireported ithat ieach iof ithe itested ivariables ihad ian ieffect ion iperformance ieither 

iindividually ior ijointly. iFreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya iare ivital icontributors 

itowards ithe ieconomic idevelopment iof ithe icountry. iHence, ithe ifindings iof ithis istudy ishould 

ienable ithe imanagement iin idecision imaking ithat ienhances iperformance, ithus isupporting ithe 

inational ieconomic idevelopment. iThe istudy iconcurred iwith ithe iopinion ithat iorganizations 

ishould iapprove ia iblend iof ireliable iand idistinguishable istrategies ithat iwere iselected iin iline 

iwith ithe iorganizations iintended iactions, iinstead iof iaccepting ia istrategy ibased ion ithe 

ipressures iemanated ifrom ithe iexternal ienvironment i(Walker, i2012). 
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The istudy iobserved ithat ifavourable iblend iof istrategies ienabled iorganizations iand itheir 

imanagers ito istrike ia ibalance ialong idivergent iperformance idemands. iStrategies iare isaid ito 

iexcel iin istable ienvironments, ialthough iincremental iimplementation istyles iovercome ithe 

idifficulties iallied ito icomplex iand idynamic ienviroments. iThe ieffectiveness iof ithese 

istrategies iwas idependent ion itheir icombination iand ithe icontext iin iwhich ithey iwere 

iimplemented. iTherefore, imanagers iwere iadvised ito ipay iattention ito iinfluences ibetween 

ithese icontingencies ito iattain ithe ifinest iresult ifrom ithe iset iof istrategies iimplemented iby itheir 

iorganizations. 

The iresults irevealed ian iinsignificant istatistical irelationship iof iorganization ifactors ias ia 

imediator iof ithe irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand ifirm iperformance. iThis 

iindicates ithat ithe imanagement ishould iconsider ienhancing iskills iof itheir ihuman iresources, 

iinstill ithe ivirtues iof ishared ivalues iacross ivarious iorganizational ifunctions iand idevelop 

isystems ithat iwere iendowed i iwith itechnology ithat iwould iensure iseamless iflow iof 

icommunication iand iinformation. i 

This iensured iflawless iimplementation iof istrategies iadapted iwhich iin iturn icontributed ito 

isuperior iperformance. iThe iimplementation iof istrategies iadapted icould ibe iimpeded iby ithe 

ilow iskills iof ithe ihuman iresources, ipoor isystems iin iplace, iand ilack iof ishared ivalues iwithin 

ithe iorganization. iTo iensure ithat ideveloped istrategies iare iworking iin ipractice i(strategy iin 

iaction) iwas imostly idetermined iby ithe iexternal ienvironment, iorganizations iresources iand 

icompetencies, ithe iexpectations iand iinfluence iof istakeholders iand iother iorganizational 

iinfluences. i 
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Therefore, ias idiscussed iin ithe istudy, isince iorganizational ifactors idoes inot imediate ithe 

irelationship ibetween istrategy itypology iand iperformance, imanagement ishould iensure ithe 

iappropriate iskills, ishared ivalues iacross ithe iorganization iand ielaborate iinformation iand 

icommunication isystem iwere iin iplace ito iensure ieffective iperformance. iIn imost icases, iwhen 

istrategy iimplementation iwas ieffective, iorganizations ireported isuperior iperformance. i 

iHowever, iif istrategy iimplementation iprocess iwas inot ieffectively iplanned ifor, ithen 

iorganizations imay ireport iinferior iperformance. iHence, iorganizations ibe iit iprivate ior ipublic 

ishould iadapt ithe iappropriate istrategy itypologies ithat iwould iincrease iorganizational 

iperformance. 

Freight iforwarding icompanies ishould ifocus imore ion iadapting iand iimplementing 

iappropriate istrategy itypologies ithat ienable ithe iorganizations ito ico-align iwith itheir 

ienvironment iand irespond ito ithe ithree imajor iadaptive icycle ichallenges. iThe iskills, isystems 

iand ishared ivalues ishould ibe iinculcated iwithin ithe iorganization ito ienable ieffective 

iimplementation iof ithe istrategies iadapted, ihence iimproved iperformance. iFurther, ifreight 

iforwarding icompanies ishould iembrace ifirm iperformance iindicators ias ipart iof itheir 

ievaluation iand icontrol ifunction. iThe istudy iencountered iimmense ichallenges iin icollecting 

ifirm iperformance idata. iHence, ifirm iperformance iindicators ishould ibe iadapted ias iadequate 

irepresentation. 

6.5 Limitations of the Study 

While ithe istudy imade iseveral icontribution, ithis istudy ihad ia inumber iof ilimitations ithat iit 

iensured ithey ido inot icompromise ithe istudy ifindings. iFirstly, ithe icross-sectional idescriptive 

isurvey iwas iused iin iconducting ithe istudy. iThen, iout iof ione ihundred iand itwenty ifreight 
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iforwarding icompanies isampled i88 iresponded icorrectly ithus, irecording ia iresponse irate iof 

iseventy ithree ipercent, ithough ithe iresponse irate iwas iconsidered iacceptable. i 

The istudy ihowever iminimized ithis ilimitation iby iequally idistributing iquestionnaires ito 

idifferent ifirms ilocated iin idifferent igeographical iareas iand idifferent ifirm isizes iin iorder ito 

imake iit ipossible ifor igeneralization. iFurther idespite ithe iimportance iof ithis isector, ithe istudy 

ihad ilimited icomparison iof iother isimilar istudies icarried iout ilocally iand ihad ito idepend ion 

istudies idone iin iother icountries. iThe istudy ihowever, iminimized ithe ieffect iof ithis ilimitation 

ito ithe istudy ifindings iby icarrying iout ias imany istudies ias ipossible. iThe ivarious istudies iwere 

imeasured iby idifferent iconcepts irelated ito ithe istudy iin idifferent icountries iincluding isub 

iSaharan iAfrica. iThe istudies iexhibit isimilar ienvironmental iconditions iand iother 

iorganizational irelated ichallenges ithat irequire iadoption iof isimilar istrategies ias ithose iin 

iKenya. i 

 

The istudy iapplied ia idescriptive icross isectional isurvey ibecause ithe iinformation igathered 

irepresented iwhat ihappens ionce. iHence, iit iwas ithe imost iappropriate imethod i iaccessible ito 

iaddress ithe iissues iof itime iand i iother iresearch iconstraints. iCross isectional idescriptive isurvey 

istudies ihardly iprovided ifor ithe icontributory ieffects ion ithe iexperiential irelationships ithat 

iexist ibetween istrategy itypology, iorganizational ifactors, iexternal ienvironment iand 

iorganization iperformance iof ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. i 

 

Also, ithe iresults iof ithis istudy irelied ion irespondents iself-reported icross-sectional idata. iThe 

istudy iminimized ithis ilimitation iby ichecking ieach iquestionnaire iafter ifield iwork iand 

ithematically iestablish iany ishortcoming. iIn ithe ievent ithat ithe ifilled iup iquestionnaire iwas 

ihighly ipartial, iit iwas iexpunged ifrom ithe ianalysis iprocess. 
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The istudy iwas iset ito ireceive iresponse ifrom ione irespondent iin ievery iorganization iserved. 

iThe istudy icould ihave ibeen iaffected iby ibiases iarising ifrom ione irespondent iinforming ithe 

iresearch. iThis iis iinspite iof ithe ifact ithat irespondents iare iconsidered iobjective iin itheir 

iresponses, ithey icould ihave itheir iown iinclinations iwhich icould isubject ithe istudy ito 

iambiguous iresponses. iThe istudy ihowever iminimized ithis ilimitation iby ireaching iout ito 

isenior imanager iwho iunderstood ithe ifirm iwell iin iterms iof ithe ivariables ibeing isought iand ialso 

igave irespondents iadequate itime ito ifill iin ithe iquestionnaires. 

 

Also, ias iper ithe ifindings imost iof ithe ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya iwere ismall iand 

imedium ienterprises. iThus, imore ioften ithey icould ibe iunwilling ito iprovide iin idepth ifirm 

iperformance iinformation ias iit iis inot ia irequirement iby ilaw ito ipublish itheir ifirm iperformance 

iresults. iThe istudy ihowever imaintained ithe iethical iposition iby iassuring irespondents iof ithe 

iconfidentiality iof ithe idata iand ithat iit iwas ionly imeant ifor iacademic ipurposes. iWhile 

iacknowlegding ithese ilimitations, ithe iresearch ivalidated ithe ideveloped iframework ias ithese 

ilimitations idid inot iaffect ithe iquality iof ithis istudy. iThe irecommendations iaddressing ithese 

iissues iare idiscussed iin ithe isection ibelow. 

 

6.6 Suggestions for Further Research 

First, ithe idata iwas icollected ifrom ia isingle irespondent iin ievery iorganization, iwhere ithe 

imanager iwas ithe isole irespondent ito ithe ivariables iof ithe istudy. iFuture iresearchers icould 

iconsider iinvolving imore irespondents ifrom idifferent ifunctions iwithin ithe iorganization. 
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iAlso, ifuture istudies icould iexplore irelevant ifactors ithat iwere inot idiscussed iin ithis istudy ito 

ifind iout ithe i ivarious ideterminants iof iorganizational iperformance. 

The istudy itested ifour ivariables inamely istrategy itypology, iorganizational ifactors, iexternal 

ienvironment iand iorganizational iperformance. iFuture iresearchers, ishould iconduct isimilar 

istudies, ibut iinvolve ia ilarger isample isize iof ithe ifreight iforwarders iand ipossibly ithe inew 

ibusiness imodels iin ifreight iforwarding. iInvolvement iof ilarger isample isize iwould ienhance 

ithe icontributions imade iby ithis istudy, iespecially iin ithe iareas iof istrategic imanagement iand 

ifreight iforwarding. iThis istudy ican ibe ireplicated iin iother iservice isectors iof ithe ifreight 

iindustry isuch ias ishipping iline iindustry, icargo ihandling iservices iand ipublic iorganizations iso 

ias ito iget ia imore icomprehensive iassessment iof ithe irelationships iidentified iin ithe istudy. iIt 

iwould ibe iof ivalue i ifor ithe istudy ito ibe idone iin iother ifreight iforwarding icompanies iin iEast 

iAfrica ito ifind iout iif ithe iresults iof ithis istudy iwould ihold. 

 

6.7 Chapter Summary 

This ichapter ipresented ia isummary iof ithe istudy, iconclusion iand ithe irecommendations. iThe 

ichapter idiscussed ithe ifindings iof ithe istudy iwhere isome iof ithe ihypotheses iwere isupported ias 

istatistically isignificant iwhile iothers iwere inot. iConclusion iof ithe istudy iwas idiscussed. i iThe 

istudy iwas icarried iout iin ithe ifield iof istrategic imanagement iand ithe icontext iwas ithe ifreight 

iforwarding icompanies iin iKenya. i 

The ichapter idiscused ithe ivarious iimplications iof ithe istudy ion itheory, imanagerial ipractice, 

ipolicy iand ipractice. iThe ilimitations iof ithe istudy iwere idiscussed iat ilength, ibearing iin imind 

ithat ithe irespondents iwere irigid iand inot ienthusiastic ito iparticipate iin ithe istudy. iThe ichapter 

iconcluded iby iproviding irecommendations iand isuggestions ifor ifuture istudy.  
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Appendix IV:  Questionnaire 

 

SECTION iONE: iDEMOGRAPHIC iDATA 

 

A. Respondents iInformation 

1. Title i/ idesignation…………………………………………………………………. 

2. How ilong ihave iyou iworked iin ithis iposition? 

Less ithan i10 iyears i [ i i i i i]  i i16 i– i20 iyears i[ i i i i i i] i i i i i i i i i i i26 i– i30 iyears i[ i i i i i] 

11-15 iyears  [ i i i i i]  i i i21 i– i25 iyears i[ i i i i i]  i i i i i i i iOver i31 iyears i[ i i i i i] 

B. iOrganization iInformation i 

1. Name iof iCompany…………….......……………………………………………... 

2. Years iyour ifirm ihas ibeen ilicensed iby icustoms ias icustoms iagent i………………. 

3. Kindly ispecify ithe itype iof iownership i[Tick ionce ibelow] 

Fully ilocally iowned icompany   [] 

Fully iforeign iowned imultinational  [] 

Both ilocally iand iforeign iowned icompany [] 

4. Percentage iof iownership: iLocal……………Foreign……………………………... 

5. Please iindicate ithe iscope iof ioperation iof iyour icompany 

Kenya i    [] i Continental i(Africa) [] 

Regional i(East iAfrica) i [] i Global   [] 

 

6. In iwhat iactivity ias ifreight iforwarder iis iyour iorganization iengaged i[Select ione] 

1. Air iFreight……………………………………………………. 

2. Ocean iFreight………………………………………………… 

3. Sea i– iAir iservice……………………………………………… 

4. Freight iof iPerishables……………………………………….... 

5. Customs iClearance iand iForwarding iBrokerage………………. 

6. Transportation iand iWarehousing iLogistics…………………… 

7. Contract iLogistics iand iSupply iChain………………………… 

7. How imany ifull-time iemployees iare iin iyour iorganization iin iKenya? 

Below i1-50   [ i i i]  Between i51-100 [ i i i] 

Between i101- i500  [ i i i]  Over i500  [ i i i] 
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SECTION iTWO: iSTRATEGY iTYPOLOGY 

The ifollowing istatements idescribes istrategy itypology. iPlease iindicate ithe iextent ito iwhich 

ithey iapply ito iyour ifirm. iRate ithe istatements iusing ithe iscale iwhere i1 iTo ia ivery ilittle iextent, i2 

iTo ia ilittle iextent, i3 iTo ia imoderate iextent, i4 iTo ia ilarge iextent iand i5 iTo ia ivery ilarge iextent. 

 Defenders 1 2 3 4 5 

1 The icompany iprefers icentralized istructures ito ienable ihigher 

iperformance 

     

2 Current imarkets iare iprotected ito imaintain istable igrowth      

3 Centralized istructure iobserved ito ienhance icontrol iover iefficient 

iservices 
     

4 Formal iplanning iundertaken iby ithe icompany      

5 The icompany imaintains ithe iexisting ipattern iof iservices iover ilong 

iperiod iof itime 

     

 Prospectors      

1 Innovate icontinuously ito iseek igrowth iopportunities iand itake 

icalculated irisks 

     

2 New iservice idelivery iapproaches isearched ito iexceed icustomer 

iexpectation 

     

3 Departments iare idecentralized iwith iautonomy ito idecision 

imaking 

     

4 The icompany iprotects iits imarket ifrom icompetition      

5 Employees iare iencouraged ito idevelop inew iproducts iand iideas iin 

icreative iand iinnovative iway 
     

 Analysers      

1 The icompany imaintains icurrent imarkets iand ithe isatisfaction iof 

icurrent icustomers 

     

2 The icompany iimitates icompetitors ito iimprove iits iproducts iand 

iservices 

     

3 The icompany iobserves imoderate iemphasis ion iinnovation      

 Reactors      

1 Management itends ito imaintain ithe icompany’s icurrent istrategy 

iand istructure irelationship idespite iirresistible ichanges iin 

ienvironmental iconditions 

     

2 The icompany ifollows istrategy iand ievents ias ithey iunfold iand 

ireacts ito ichanges iin ithe ienvironment 
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SECTION iTHREE: iORGANIZATION iFACTORS 

Indicate ithe iextent ito iwhich ithe ifollowing istatements idescribe ithe inature iof iorganizational 

ifactors iwithin iyour icompany. iRate ithe iitems iusing ithe iscale ibelow iwhere i1 iis inot iat iall; i2 iis 

ito ia ismall iextent; i3 iis ito ia imoderate iextent; i4 iis ito ia ilarge iextent; i5 iis ito ia ivery ilarge iextent. 

 Systems 1 2 3 4 5 

1 The icompany ihas isystems iin iplace ito iensure isuccess iof iadopted 

istrategies 

     

2 Regular idepartmental iand iorganizational iaudit icarried iout      

3 Departments iare iautonomous iin idecision imaking      

4 There iare isystems ito imonitor iand ievaluate istaff iperformance      

5 The icompany ihas imechanisms ito itransform iinputs iinto ifinished 

iproducts 

     

6 The icompany iprefers icentralized istructures ito iachieve ihigher 

iperformance 

     

 Skills      

1 Employees iare iregularly itrained ito iensure iquality iservice 

idelivery 

     

2 The icompany ihas ia isuitable iorganizational istructure ito 

iimplement iits istrategies 

     

3 The iorganization ihas ia iculture ithat ipromotes ioperational 

iexcellence 

     

4 The iorganization ihas iadequate iresources ito ienable iit ito icompete      

5 Human iresource iis imotivated, icompetent iand icapable      

6 Management ipromotes iqualified istaff ito ihead iits ioperations      

 Shared iValues      

1 Employees iare imentored iand icoached ito iparticipate iin idecision 

imaking 

     

2 There iis iteam ispirit iin ithe iexecution iof icompany iduties      

3 There iare iadequate iresources ito ienable iemployees iaccomplish 

itheir iduties 

     

4 Management iencourages icross-organizational iemployee 

ifeedback ion iperformance 

     

5 The icompany iorganizes iteam ibuilding iactivities ifor istaff      

6 The istaff ihave iproactive iculture      

7 The icompany ihas ia itransparent ihiring iprocess      
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SECTION iFOUR: iEXTERNAL iENVIRONMENT 

Munificence iis ithe idegree ito iwhich ian iorganizations iexternal ienvironment ihas ian iabundance 

ior iscarcity iof icritical iorganizational iresources. iPlease iindicate ithe iextent ito iwhich ieach iof 

ithe ifollowing istatements ihave ibeen ifavourable ito iyour icompany iin ithe ilast ithree iyears. 

iRate ithe iitems iusing ithe iscale iwhere i1 iis inot iat iall; i2 iis ito ia ismall iextent; i3 iis ito ia imoderate 

iextent; i4 iis ito ia ilarge iextent; i5 iis ito ia ivery ilarge iextent. 

 

 Environmental iFactors i 1 2 3 4 5 

1 Technological ifactors ihave ienabled ithe ibusiness      

2 Customers ihave istrong ibargaining ipower      

3 Legal irequirements iare iattainable      

4 Suppliers ihave istrong ibargaining ipower      

5 Economic ifactors ihave iinfluenced ithe isuccess iof ithe icompany      

6 Competition iamong ifirms ithreatens imarket ishare      

7 Industry iregulators iare icooperative      

8 Threat iof isubstitute iproducts iand iservices iis imanageable      

9 Socio-cultural ifactors ihave ipositive iimpact ion ithe icompany      

10 Threat iof inew ientrants iposes ichallenge ito ithe icompany      

11 Ecological ifactors ihave iimpacted ithe icompany ipositively      

12 Political ifactors ihave iimpacted ithe icompany ifavorably      

 

Dynamism i(turbulence) irefer ito ithe iever-changing iand ipredictable inature iof ithe iexternal 

ienvironment iwhich imay itransform ithe ipurpose iof ithe ifirm. iPlease iindicate ithe iextent ito 

iwhich ieach iof ithe ifollowing istatements ihave ibeen ipredictable ito iyour icompany iin ithe ilast 

ithree iyears. iRate ithe iitems iusing ithe iscale iwhere i1 iis inot iat iall; i2 iis ito ia ismall iextent; i3 iis ito 

ia imoderate iextent; i4 iis ito ia ilarge iextent; i5 iis ito ia ivery ilarge iextent. 

 

 Environmental iFactors i 1 2 3 4 5 

1 Changes iin ithe itechnological ienvironment iare ipredictable      

2 Changes iin ieconomic ienvironment iare ipredictable      

3 Volatility iof ipolitical ifactors iis ipredictable      

4 Legal irequirements iare imade iknown ito iindustry iplayers      

5 Bargaining ipower iof icustomers iis imanageable      

6 Threat iof isubstitute iproducts iis ipredictable      

7 Bargaining ipower iof isuppliers iis imanageable      

8 Competition iamong ifirms iis imanageable      

9 Industry iregulators iare ipredictable      

10 Changes iin ithe isocio-cultural ienvironment iare ipredictable      

11 Threat iof inew ientrants iis imanageable      

12 Changes iin ithe iecological ifactors iare ipredictable      
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Complexity irefers ito ithe inumber iof iexternal ifactors iin ian iexternal ienvironment iand iinters 

ifirm irelationships. iPlease iindicate ithe iextent ito iwhich ieach iof ithe ifollowing istatements ihave 

ibeen ithe inumber iof iissues ito iyour icompany iin ithe ilast ithree iyears. iRate ithe iitems iusing ithe 

iscale iwhere i1 iis inot iat iall; i2 iis ito ia ismall iextent; i3 iis ito ia imoderate iextent; i4 iis ito ia ilarge 

iextent; i5 iis ito ia ivery ilarge iextent. 

 Environmental iFactors i 1 2 3 4 5 

1 We idealt iwith iseveral itechnological ichallenges iin ithe ilast ithree 

iyears 

     

2 We idealt iwith iseveral ieconomic ifactors iin ithe ilast ithree iyears      

3 We idealt iwith iseveral ipolitical ifactors iin ithe ilast ithree iyears      

4 There iwere iseveral ilegal irequirements iin ithe ilast ithree iyears      

5 Industry iregulators iraised iseveral iissues iregarding iour ioperations 

iin ithe ilast ithree iyears 

     

6 Bargaining ipower iof icustomers iincreased iin ithe ilast ithree iyears      

7 There iwere iseveral ithreats iof isubstitute iproducts iin ithe ilast ithree 

iyears 
     

8 Competition iincreased iin ithe ilast ithree iyears      

9 We idealt iwith iseveral isocio-cultural ifactors iin ithe ilast ithree iyears      

10 There iwere iseveral ithreats iof inew ientrants iin ithe ilast ithree iyears      

11 Bargaining ipower iof isuppliers iincreased iin ithe ilast ithree iyears      

12 We ihandled iseveral iecological ifactors iin ithe ilast ithree iyears      
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SECTION iFIVE: iFIRM iPERFORMANCE 

The ifollowing istatements idescribe ifirm iperformance iwithin iyour ifirm. iRate ithe iitems iusing 

ithe iscale iwhere i1 iis inot iat iall, i2 iis ito ia ismall iextent; i3 iis ito ia imoderate iextent; i4 iis ito ia ilarge 

iextent; i5 iis ito ia ivery ilarge iextent. 

A. iFirm iPerformance 

 Financial 1 2 3 4 5 

1 The ifirm’s ireturn ion iassets ihave iincreased iover ithe ilast 

ifive iyears 

     

2 Firm’s inet iincome ihave i iincreased iover ithe ilast ifive iyears      

3 The ifirm’s iinvestment iin iassets iand igrowth ihas iincreased 

iover ithe ilast ifive iyears 

     

4 The ifirm’s iassets ivalue ihas iimproved iover ithe ilast ifive 

iyears idue ito iappreciation. 
     

 Customer iSatisfaction      

5 The icompany iretains icustomers iover ia ilong iperiod iof itime      

6 Company iunderstands icustomer iservice irequirements iand 

iexpectations 

     

7 The icompany icomplies iwith iregulations ion iservice 

iquality 
     

 Internal iBusiness iProcess      

8 The icompany iruns ia icomputerized isystem iefficiently ito 

ihandle icustomer's iinformation 
     

9 The icompany iis ia iforwarding iintermediary ibetween 

ishippers, icustomers iand ivarious iservice iproviders 
     

10 New iproducts iand iservices iare iintroduced iahead iof 

icompetition 
     

 Learning iand iGrowth      

11 Organization itrains iand iretains istaff ifor ia ilong iperiod iof 

itime 
     

12 Employees iare iexposed ito inew iskills iand iknowledge      

13 The icompany irecognizes ineed ifor iemployee idevelopment      

 Environmental iAspect      

14 The icompany icomplies iwith inational ienvironmental ilaw      

15 The ifirm iparticipates iin ienvironmental iresponsive 

iactivities 
     

 Social iAspect      

16 The ifirm isupports isocial iexposure iof ibusiness      

17 The ifirm isupports icorporate isocial iresponsibility      

 

THANK iYOU iFOR iYOUR iCOOPERATION 
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Appendix V: List of the Licensed Customs Clearing Agents for the Year 2018 

 
NAME i     ADDRESS i  LOCATION i   

1.  iABA iEXPRESS iLOGISTICS iLTD i  BOX i1894-80100 i MOMBASA  

2. ACCELER iGLOBAL iLOGISTICS iLTD BOX11364-00400 NAIROBI 

3. ABOVE iAND iBEYOND iKENYA iLTD i BOX i16491-80100 i MOMBASA i  

4. ACME iCONTAINERS iLTD i   BOX i11092-00400 i NAIROBI i  

5. ACTIVE iCARGO iSERVICES iLTD i  BOX i88301-80112 i MOMBASA  

6. ACTIVE iLINE iLIMITED i   BOX i46774-00100 i NAIROBI i  

7. ADAIR iFREIGHT iSERVICES iLTD i  BOX i76308-00508 NAIROBI i  

8. AELA iCOMPANY iLTD i   BOX i28234-00200 i NAIROBI i  

9. AERO iCARGO iEXPRESS iLTD i  BOX i7663-00300 i NAIROBI i  

10. AEROMARINE iCARGO iSERVICES iLTD i BOX i40062-80100 i MOMBASA i  

11. AEROPATH iK. iLTD i    BOX i4639-00506 i NAIROBI i  

12. AFFAIRES iAFRIQUE iLTD   BOX i47578-00100 i NAIROBI i  

13. AFRICA iMARINE i& iGENERAL iENG. iCO. i BOX i90462-80100 i MOMBASA i  

14. AFRICA iMERCHANT iEXPRESS i  BOX i92415-80102 i MOMBASA i 

15. AFRICA iFREIGHT iSYSTEMS i(K) iLTD BOX i19147-00501 NAIROBI  

16. AFRICAIR iMANAGEMENT i& iLOGISTICS i BOX i19224-00501 i NAIROBI i  

17. AFRICAN iCOTTON iINDUSTRIES iLTD i BOX i90324-80100 MOMBASA i  

18. AFRICARGO iLIMITED i   BOX i3442-80100 i MOMBASA i  

19. AFRIFRESH iCONVEYORS iLTD i  BOX i4951-00200 i NAIROBI i  

20. AFRIQ iFREIGHT iSERVICES iLTD i  BOX i56566-00200 i NAIROBI i  

21. AFRO iRENAISSANCE iLTD i   BOX i7806-00200 i NAIROBI i  

22. AFROFREIGHT iFORWARDERS i  BOX i81752-80100 i MOMBASA i 

23. AGILITY iLOGISTICS iLTD   BOX i17839 i-00500 NAIROBI 

24. AGRIQUIP iAGENCIES i(E.A.) iLTD i  BOX i30612-00100 i NAIROBI i  

25. AGRO iTRADERS iCOMPANY iLTD i  BOX i68315-00300 i NAIROBI i  

26. AGS iWORLDWIDE iMOVERS iLTD i  BOX i14061-00800 i NAIROBI i  

27. AHERO iFREIGHT iFORWARDERS iCO. BOX i28529-00200 i NAIROBI i  

28. AIR iCARE iCHARTERERS i& iBROKERS iLTD  iBOX i41520-00100 i NAIROBI i  

29. AIR iCONNECTION iLIMITED i  BOX i39700-00623 i NAIROBI i  

30. AIR iMARITIME iKENYA iLTD i  BOX i67440-00200 i NAIROBI i  

31. AIR iWORLD iHANDLERS iLTD i  BOX i9662-00300 i NAIROBI i  

32. AIRBAND iCARGO iFORWARDERS iLTD i BOX i70904-00400 i NAIROBI i  

33. AIRFLO iLTD i    BOX i43340-00100 i NAIROBI i  

34. AIR-GO iCONSULTANTS iLTD i  BOX i10243-00400 i NAIROBI i 

35. AIR iWAGON iCARGO iMOVERS iLTD  BOX i23187-00100 i NAIROBI 

36. AKARIM iAGENCIES iC. iLTD i  BOX i32268-00600 i NAIROBI i  

37. AL iASSEF iIMPEX iLTD i   BOX i40091-80100 i MOMBASA i  

38. AL-AQMAR iFORWARDERS iLTD i  BOX i51-80100 i  MOMBASA i  

39. AL-ASHRAF iTRADING iCO. iLTD i  BOX i16856-00620 i NAIROBI i  

40. ALBAYAN iLOGISTICS iC i& iF iLTD i  BOX i6463-00100 i NAIROBI i  

41. AL-EMIR iLTD i    BOX i81254-80100 i MOMBASA i  

42. ALEXANDRIA iFREIGHT iFORWARDERS i BOX i21896-00400 i NAIROBI i  

43. ALFOST iENTERPRISE i   BOX i40244-80100 i MOMBASA i  

44. ALIBHAI iRAMJI i(MSA) iLTD i  BOX i80398-80100 i MOMBASA i  

45. AL-IMAN iTRADING iCOMPANY iLTD i BOX i85489-80100 i MOMBASA  

46. ALIS iFREIGHT iLIMITED i   BOX i26630-00504 i NAIROBI i  

47. AL-ITIGAN iINVESTEMENT iCO. iLTD i BOX i80298-80100 i MOMBASA i  

48. ALL iMARINE iSERVICES iLTD i  BOX i73725-00200 i NAIROBI i  
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49. ALL iPORTS iLOGISTICS iKENYA iLTD i BOX i6197-00300 i NAIROBI i  

50. AL-MUSTAOUS iTRADING iCO. iLTD i BOX i16495-80100 i MOMBASA i  

51. ALOYS i& iROY iFREIGHT iSYSTEMS i  BOX i70408-00400 i NAIROBI i  

52. ALPHA iIMPEX iLOGISTICS iINTL iLTD i BOX i60118-00200 i NAIROBI i  

53. ALPHA iLOGISTICS iKENYA iLTD i  BOX i48306-00100 i NAIROBI i  

54. ALTOPLEX iENTERPRISES iLTD i  BOX i16643-80100 i MOMBASA  

55. ALUJO iENTERPRISES i   BOX i3005-80100 i MOMBASA i  

56. AMAZON iFREIGHT iLTD i   BOX i70150-00400 i NAIROBI i  

57. AMEGA iGARMENT iINDUSTRIES i(K) iEPZ BOX i41673-80100 i MOMBASA i  

58. AMERITRANS iFREIGHT iINTERNATIONAL BOX i52964-00200 i NAIROBI i  

59. ANDY iFORWARDERS iSERVICE iLTD i BOX i11364-00400 i NAIROBI i  

60. APEX iSTEEL iLTD i    BOX i84080-80100 i MOMBASA i  

61. APPAREL iAFRICA iLTD i   BOX i86090-80100 i MOMBASA  

62. AQUAERO iCARGO iLTD i   BOX i70921-00400 i NAIROBI i  

63. ARCPRO iLOGISTICS iLTD i   BOX i10408-00100 i NAIROBI i  

64. ARPI iLIMITED i    BOX i18410-00500 i NAIROBI i  

65. ARSENAL iCARGO iLOGISTICS i  BOX i9393-00200 i NAIROBI i  

66. ASHLEYS iENTERPRISES iLTD i  BOX i42074-80100 i MOMBASA  

67. ASHTON iAPPAREL i(EPZ) iLTD i  BOX i43371-80100 i MOMBASA i  

68. ASK iCARGO iLTD i    BOX i14491-00100 i NAIROBI i  

69. ASKEY iKENYA iLTD i   BOX i15661-00100 i NAIROBI i  

70. ASP iCOMPANY iLIMITED i   BOX i56038-00200 i NAIROBI i  

71. ASSOCIATED iCARGO iCONVEYORS iLTD i BOX i2715-00200 i NAIROBI i  

72. ASSOCIATED iEXPRESS iCARGO iLTD i BOX i54698-00200 i NAIROBI i 

73. ASSOCIATED iLINES iLIMITED i  BOX i19298-00501 i NAIROBI i  

74. ATACO iFREIGHT iSERVICES iLTD i  BOX i85992-80100 i MOMBASA  

75. AVIATION iSOLUTIONS iKENYA iLTD i BOX i27582-00506 i NAIROBI i  

76. AZUSA iLIMITED i    BOX i331 iKNH i00202 i NAIROBI i  

77. BAHARI iFORWARDERS iLTD i  BOX i90096-80100 i MOMBASA i  

78. BAHARI iTRANSPORT iCOMPANY iLTD i BOX i81829-80100 i MOMBASA  

79. BAKRIZ iHOLDINGS iLTD i   BOX i87887-80100 i MOMBASA  

80. BALEX i(K) iLIMITED i   BOX i84-40414 i  ISEBANIA i  

81. BALOZI i& iBROSS iLTD i   BOX i384-80100 i  MOMBASA i  

82. BAMBURI iCEMENT iLTD i   BOX i90202-80100 i MOMBASA  

83. BARIO iEXIM iSERVICES i   BOX i50719-00200 i NAIROBI i  

84. BASHEIKH iFREIGHTERS iLTD i  BOX i84629-80100 i MOMBASA  

85. BATA iSHOE iCO. iLTD i   BOX i23-00217 i  LIMURU i  

86. BAX iLOGISTICS iLTD i   BOX i49397-00100 i NAIROBI i  

87. BAYLAND iFREIGHT iAGENCIES iLTD i BOX i87972-80100 i MOMBASA i  

88. BAYONNE iFREIGHT iLTD i   BOX i6851-00300 i NAIROBI i 

89. BAYPORT iFREIGHTERS i   BOX i51209-00200 i NAIROBI i  

90. BAZAM iLIMITED i    BOX i730-00100 i  NAIROBI i  

91. BEACH iLINES iLTD i    BOX i2320-00100 i NAIROBI i  

92. BECOZI iINVESTMENTS i   BOX i93352-80102 i MOMBASA i  

93. BEDI iINVESTMENTS iLTD i   BOX i230-20100 i  NAKURU i  

94. BEELINE iENTERPRISES iLTD i  BOX i61251-00200 i NAIROBI i  

95. BELL iTRADING iCOMPANY iLTD i  BOX i18603-00500 i NAIROBI i  

96. BELT iCARGO iSERVICES iLTD i  BOX i688-00628 i  NAIROBI i  

97. BELTERS iGREEN iAGENCY i   BOX i84469-80100 i MOMBASA i  

98. BEMM iIMPORTERS i& iEXPORTERS iLTD i BOX i201-00515  NAIROBI  

99. BENAFRICA iKENYA iLIMITED i  BOX i9808-00100 i NAIROBI i  
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100. BENELI iFREIGHTERS iLTD i   BOX i52004-00200 i NAIROBI i  

101. BENMACY iFREIGHTERS iLTD i  BOX i30970-00100 i NAIROBI i 

102. BENPA iFREIGHT iAGENCIES iLTD i  BOX i56-50408  KAMURIAI i   

103. BEST iEDGE iHOLDINGS iCO. iLTD i  BOX i57313-00200 i NAIROBI i  

104. BEST iFAST iCARGO iKENYA iLTD i  BOX i12562-00100 i NAIROBI  

105. BEST iWING iCARGO iLIMITED i  BOX i73202-00200 i NAIROBI i  

106. BESTFREIGHT iCONVEYORS iLTD i  BOX i63772-00619 i NAIROBI i  

107. BETOYO iLIMITED i    BOX i80600-80100 i MOMBASA i  

108. BEYOND iAFRICA iFREIGHTERS iLTD i BOX i44350-00100 i NAIROBI i  

109. BIGTIMER iAGENCIES iLTD i   BOX i2115-00100 i NAIROBI i  

110. BIKHA iAGENCIES iLTD i   BOX i99059-80107 i MOMBASA i  

111. BLUE iBIRD iGARMENTS iK. iLTD i  BOX i81034-80100 i MOMBASA  

112. BLUE iHILL iINVESTMENTS iLTD i  BOX i59342-00200 i NAIROBI  

113. BLUE iSEAL iFREIGHTER i   BOX i63591-00619 i NAIROBI i  

114. BLUE iWAVES iLOGISTICS iLTD i  BOX i12509-00100 i NAIROBI i  

115. BLUESTAR iFREIGHTERS iLTD i  BOX i99891-80100 i MOMBASA i  

116. BLUESTAR iINTERNATIONAL iLTD i  BOX i1113-80100 i MOMBASA i  

117. BLUEWAVE iLOGISTICS i   BOX i9197-00200 i NAIROBI i  

118. BOKHARI iFREIGHT iLIMITED i  BOX i81575-80100 i MOMBASA i  

119. BONFIDE iCLEARING i& iFORWARDING iCO BOX i60119-00200 NAIROBI 

120. BOLLORE iLOGISTICS i i   BOX i90263-80100 NAIROBI  

121. BORDERLESS iLOGISTICS iCO. iLTD i  BOX i69821-00400 i NAIROBI i  

122. BOSMAR iC i& iFOWARDING iENTERPRISES i BOX i60738-00200 i NAIROBI i  

123. BRANDED iFINE iFOODS iLTD i  BOX i99403-80107 i MOMBASA i  

124. BRAVILLE iAGENCY iLTD i   BOX i43308-80100 i MOMBASA i  

125. BRIDGE iFREIGHTERS i& iFORWARDERS i BOX i26454-00504 i NAIROBI i  

126. BRIDGE iWAYS iMERCHANTS i  BOX i18752-00500 i NAIROBI i  

127. BRIDGECO iINTERNATIONAL iLTD i  BOX i22917-00400 i NAIROBI i  

128. MERCHANTS i    BOX i9586-00100 i NAIROBI i  

129. BRIGHTFIELD iCARGO iLTD i  BOX i918-00100 i  NAIROBI i  

130. BRINGEL iENTERPRISES iLTD i  BOX i20127-00200 NAIROBI i  

131. BRITISH iAMERICAN iTOBACCO i  BOX i30000-00100 i NAIROBI i  

132. BRITS iFREIGHTERS iLTD i   BOX i10345-00100 i NAIROBI i  

133. BRYSON iEXPRESS iLTD i   BOX i99556-80100 i MOMBASA i  

134. BUHAYRAH iFREIGHTS iLIMITED i  BOX i748-00606 i  NAIROBI i   

135. BURHANI iEXPRESS iLOGISTICS i  BOX i43549-00100 i NAIROBI i  

136. BURHANI iFORWARDERS i   BOX i85018-80100 i MOMBASA i  

137. BUSTAN iFREIGHT iLTD i   BOX i83540-80100 i MOMBASA i  

138. CALBENS iCONVEYORS i   BOX i83092-80100 i MOMBASA i  

139. CALLFAST iSERVICES iLTD i   BOX i5199-00100 i NAIROBI i  

140. CAMDEL iEXPORT i& iIMPORTS i  BOX i41301-00100 i NAIROBI i  

141. CANDID iFREIGHTRS i   BOX i9270-00200 i NAIROBI i  

142. CAPRICORN iFREIGHT iFORWARDERS iLTD i BOX i90511-80100 i MOMBASA  

143. CAR iAND iGENERAL iKENYA iLTD i  BOX i20001-00200 i NAIROBI i  

144. CARGILL iKENYA iLTD i   BOX i90403-80100 i MOMBASA i  

145. CARGO iCARE iINTERNATIONAL iLTD i BOX i28203-00200 i NAIROBI i  

146. CARGO iFRONT iINTERNATIONAL iLTD i BOX i4746-00100 i NAIROBI i  

147. CARGO iLINE iEXPRESS iLTD i  BOX i42993-00100 i NAIROBI i  

148. CARGO iLINK iSERVICES iLTD i  BOX i79153-50408 i MALABA i  

149. CARGO iLOGISTICS iSERVICES iLTD i BOX i88022-80100 i MOMBASA i  

150. CARGO iNEST iKENYA iLTD i   BOX i62166-00200 i NAIROBI i  
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151. CARGO iPOINT iINTERNATIONAL iLTD i BOX i8860-00300 i NAIROBI i  

152. CARGO iROLLERS iLTD i   BOX i73743-00200 i NAIROBI i  

153. CARGO iSTARS iKENYA iLTD i  BOX i22323-00400 i NAIROBI i 

154. CARGO iWORLD iCONVEYORS iLTD i BOX i8584-00100 i NAIROBI i  

155. CARGODECK iEAST iAFRICA iLTD i  BOX i81116-00200 i NAIROBI i  

156. CARJET i(K) iLTD i    BOX i2565-00100 i NAIROBI i  

157. CARRAMORE iINTERNATIONAL iLTD i BOX i1178-00100 i NAIROBI i  

158. CATESAM iENTERPRISES i   BOX i3681-80100 i NAIROBI i  

159. CEBIT iCARGO iLTD i   BOX i70532-80100 i MOMBASA i  

160. CERTIS iCOMPANY iLTD i   BOX i59038-00200 i NAIROBI i  

161. CHAI iWAREHOUSING iLTD i   BOX i93324-80102 i MOMBASA i  

162. CHAIRMAN iHOLDINGS iLTD i  BOX i7858-00100 i NAIROBI i  

163. CHAISO iAGENCY iLTD i   BOX i82764-80100 i MOMBASA  

164. CHARITIES iLOGISTICS iLTD i  BOX i99837-80100 i MOMBASA i  

165. CHIRO iHEIGHTS iINVESTMENTS i  BOX i62947-00200 i NAIROBI i  

166. CHIVALO iINVESTMENTS i   BOX i42939-80100 i MOMBASA i  

167. CHROMEL iFREIGHTERS iLTD i  BOX i72181-00200 i NAIROBI i  

168. CIRCLELINES iAGENCY i   BOX i15063-00100 i NAIROBI i  

169. CLASSIC iTECHNI iCORE iSERVICES i  BOX i3154-00100 i NAIROBI i  

170. CLEARING iSERVICES iLTD i   BOX i545-80100 i  MOMBASA i   

171. COAST iPROFESSIONAL iFREIGHTERS iLTD i BOX i41506-00100 i NAIROBI i  

172. COLLECT iTEAM iENTERPRISES i(E.A.) iLTD i BOX i87598-80100 i MOMBASA i  

173. COLOSSUS iFREIGHT iLTD i   BOX i89416-80100 i MOMBASA  

174. COMPLAST iINDUSTRIES iLTD i  BOX i78313-00507 i NAIROBI i  

175. CONKEN iCARGO iFORWARDERS iLTD i BOX i2832-80100 i MOMBASA i  

176. CONSOLIDATED i(MSA) iLTD i  BOX i90400-80100 MOMBASA i  

177. CONTAINER iFREIGHT iCOMPANY iLTD i BOX i80762-80100 MOMBASA  

178. CONTEMPORARY iFINANCIAL i  BOX i42397-00100 i NAIROBI i  

179. CONTINENTAL iCARGO iSERVICES i(K) iLTD iBOX i22089-00400 i NAIROBI i  

180. CONTINENTAL iFREIGHTERS iLTD i  BOX i1169-00621 i NAIROBI i  

181. CONTINENTAL iLOGISTICS iNETWORKS BOX i3843-00100 i NAIROBI i  

182. CONTO-LOGIC iFORWARDERS iLTD i BOX i9048-00200 i NAIROBI i  

183. CONVENTIONAL iCARGO iCONVEYORS i BOX i6655-00100 i NAIROBI i  

184. CORNERSTONE iLIMITED i   BOX i27712-00506 i NAIROBI i  

185. CORONET iCARGO iLIMITED i  BOX i75536-00200 i NAIROBI i  

186. CORPORATE iAVIATION iLTD i  BOX i19028-00501 i NAIROBI i  

187. CORPORATE iBUSINESS iFORMS iLTD i BOX i48084-00100 i NAIROBI i  

188. CORRUGATED iSHEETS iLTD i  BOX i83594-80100 i MOMBASA  

189. CROSS iOCEAN iLTD i   BOX i2648-00100 i NAIROBI i  

190. CROWN iINDUSTRIES iLTD i   BOX i40119-00100 i NAIROBI i  

191. CRUCIAL iCARGO iMOVERS    iBOX i6941-00200 i NAIROBI i 

192. CRYSTAL iFREIGHT iCONNECTIONS iLTD BOX i18912-00500 NAIROBI  

193. DAAS iLTD i     BOX i84640-80100 i MOMBASA i 

194.  iDAMCO iLOGISTICS   BOX i43986 i-00100 NAIROBI  

195. DANJO iMARINE iSERVICES i  BOX i99268-80107 i MOMBASA i 

196. DATA iTECHNICAL iSERVICES iKENYA iLTD BOX i67272-00200 i NAIROBI i  

197. DAVE iAIR iCARRIERS i   BOX i55365-00200 i NAIROBI i  

198. DAVIS iAND iSHIRTLIFF iLTD i  BOX i41762-00100 i NAIROBI i  

199. DEAN iLOGISTICS iLTD i   BOX i49218-00200 i NAIROBI i  

200. DEAR iCARGO iFORWARDERS i  BOX i86674-80100 i MOMBASA  

201. DECOSHIP iSERVICES iLTD i   BOX i12636-00100 i NAIROBI i  
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202. DEDICATED iCARGO iFORWARDERS i BOX i2549-80100 i MOMBASA i 

203. DEEPMARK iCARGO iLTD i   BOX i43514-00100 i NAIROBI i  

204. DEJAS iENTERPRISES iLTD i   BOX i11718-00100 i NAIROBI i  

205. DELMONTE i(KE) iLTD i   BOX i147-01000 i  THIKA i  

206. DEL-RAY iCARGO iSERVICE i  BOX i10854-00100 i NAIROBI i  

207. DELTA iEXPRESS iLTD i   BOX i41379-80100 i MOMBASA i  

208. DESERT iCOMMERCIAL iSHIPPING iLTD i BOX i90165-80100 i MOMBASA i 

209. DHL iWORLDWIDE iEXPRESS i  BOX i67577-00200 i NAIROBI i 

210. DHL iGLOBAL iFORWARDING  BOX i44469 i-00100 NAIROBI 

211. DIGITAL iCARGO iFORWARDERS i  BOX i70772-00400 i NAIROBI i 

212. DIAMOND iSHIPPING iSERVICES iLTD BOX i1185- i80100 MOMBASA 

213. DIVERSE iCARGO iMARINE i& iAIR i  BOX i93408-80102 i MOMBASA i  

 iC&F iSERVICES 

214. DLA iSCIENTIFIC iLIMITED i   BOX i7482-00100 i NAIROBI i   

215. DODHIA iBROTHERS i   BOX i82191-80100 i MOMBASA i  

216. DODHIA iPACKAGING iLIMITED i  BOX i42571-00100 i NAIROBI i 

217. DODWELL i& iCo i(E.A) iLTD   BOX i90194 i– i80100 MOMBASA 

218. DON iSIMON iLTD i    BOX i42678-80100 i MOMBASA i  

219. DORIC iENTERPRISES iLTD i   BOX i58097-00200 i NAIROBI i  

220. DOSHI i& iCOMPANY i(HARDWARE) iLTD i BOX i80434-80100 i MOMBASA i  

221. DOT. iCOM iCONSULTANTS i  BOX i12509-00400 i NAIROBI i   

222. DUALSTAR iEXPRESS iSERVICES i  BOX i26564-00504 i NAIROBI i  

223. DUME iGENERAL iAGENCIES   iBOX i16506-80100 i MOMBASA i 

224. DUNIYA iFORWARDERS   BOX i99856-80100 i MOMBASA i 

225. EAST iAFRICA iCARGO iLOGISTICS iLTD i BOX i80503-80100 i MOMBASA i 

226. EAST iAFRICA iCHAINS iLTD i  BOX i42754-00100 i NAIROBI i 

227. EAST iAFRICAN iCOURIER i   BOX i49706-00100 NAIROBI i 

228. EAST iAFRICAN iEXPRESS iLTD   iBOX i54597-00200 i NAIROBI i 

229. ECHKEN iAGENCIES iLTD i   BOX i80395-80100 i MOMBASA 

230. ECONOMIC iCARRIERS iLTD i  BOX i86489-80100 i MOMBASA 

231. ECU-LINE iKENYA iLTD i   BOX i17911-00500 i NAIROBI 

232. DGA iSERVICES iLTD i   BOX i12881-00100 i NAIROBI i 

233. ELKA iCARGO iKENYA iLTD i  BOX i67440-00200 i NAIROBI i 

234. EMKE iGARMENTS iKENYA iLTD i  BOX i1556-80100 i MOMBASA i 

235. EMPIRE iLOGISTIC iSERVICES iLTD i  BOX i11977-00100 i NAIROBI 

236. ENCO iGLOBAL     iBOX i1035-00100 i NAIROBI i 

237. EREMO iSTORES iLTD i   BOX i52343-00200 i NAIROBI i 

238. ERI iKENYA iLTD i    BOX i11866-00400 i NAIROBI i 

239. ESRO iFREIGHTERS iLTD i   BOX i3196-00100 i NAIROBI i 

240. ESTON iCARGO iLINKS iLTD i  BOX i8649-00200 i NAIROBI i 

241. EURASIAN iFREIGHT iFORWARDERS BOX i42079-80100 i MOMBASA i 

242. EURONIPS iLTD i    BOX i11-00517 i  NAIROBI 

243. EVERLAST iENTERPRISES iLTD i  BOX i9091-00100  NAIROBI i 

244. EXCEL iKENYA iLTD i   BOX i27734-00506 i NAIROBI 

245. EXCELLENT iSERVICE iFREIGHTERS iLTD BOX i22223-00400 NAIROBI i 

246. EXPOLANAKA iFREIGHT iLTD i  BOX i49096-00100 i NAIROBI 

247. EXPORT iCONSOLIDATION i   BOX i95061-80104 MOMBASA i 

SERVICES i(K) iLtd 

248. EXPORT iTRADING iCOMPANY iLTD  BOX i57661-00200  iNAIROBI i 

249. EXPRESS iKENYA iLTD i   BOX i40433-00100 i NAIROBI i 

250. EXPRESS iSHIPPING i 
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251. EYALAMA iCOMPANY i   BOX i43388-80100 MOMBASA i 

252. F. iY. iSIMBA iSHIPPING iAGENTS i  BOX i81076-80100 MOMBASA i 

253. FAIDA iCARGO iSERVICES i   BOX i69508-00400 i NAIROBI 

254. FAIMA iVENTURES iLTD i   BOX i551-00502 i  NAIROBI i 

255. FAST iCARGO iMASTERS iKENYA iLTD i BOX i40495-80100 MOMBASA 

256. FAST iFREIGHT iSERVICES iLIMITED i BOX i13006-00100 NAIROBI i 

257. FASTLANE iFREIGHT iFOR iWARDERS i BOX i51644-00200 i NAIROBI i 

258. FEDERAL iFREIGHT i& iTRANSPORT i BOX i15644-00100 NAIROBI i 

259. FEEDERLING iLOGISTICS iLTD i  BOX i95061-80104 i MOMBASA i 

260. FEY iLOGISTICS iLTD   BOX i012-00519  MLOLONGO. 

261. FILIKEN iTRANSIT iFORWARDERS i  BOX i90723-80100 i MOMBASA i 

262. FILM iLINE iLTD i    BOX i76531-00508 i NAIROBI i 

263. FIRST iAFRICA iFREIGHT iCONVEYORS i BOX i85800-80100 i MOMBASA 

264. FIRST iOPTIC iSOLUTIONS   BOX i52725-00200 i NAIROBI i 

265. FLEET iFREIGHTERS iLTD i   BOX i17583-00500 i NAIROBI i 

266. FLIWAY iKENYA iLTD i   BOX i8363-00100 i NAIROBI i 

267. FLOWERING iEXPRESS i(K) iLTD i  BOX i43359-00100 NAIROBI i 

268. FOAM iMATTRESS iLTD i   BOX i230-40100 i  KISUMU i 

269. FORESTER iFORWARDERS i   BOX i42393-00100 i NAIROBI i 

270. FRA iALEX iTOP iFREIGHTERS i  BOX i40915-00100 i NAIROBI i 

271. FRAMIC iCARGO iAGENCIES i  BOX i9119-00300 i NAIROBI i 

272. FRANK i& iGEOFFREY iCARGO iLTD i  BOX i74245-00200 NAIROBI 

273. FRANKLINE iCARGO iSERVICES i  BOX i10083-00400 i NAIROBI 

274. FREDTECH iFOWARDERS iK iLTD i  BOX i87100-80100 i MOMBASA i 

275.  iFREIGHT iAFFAIR iCO. iLTD i  BOX i198-50408 i  MALABA 

276. FREIGHT iCOMMANDOS iLTD i  BOX i58453-00200 NAIROBI 

277. FREIGHT iCONSULTANTS iLTD i  BOX i45376-00100 i NAIROBI 

278. FREIGHT iFORWARDERS iKENYA iLTD BOX i90682-80100 i MOMBASA 

279. FREIGHT iIN iTIME iLTD i   BOX i41852-00100 NAIROBI i 

280. FREIGHT iPOINT iLTD i   BOX i17635-00500 i NAIROBI i 

281. FREIGHT iSHORE iAGENCIES iLTD   iBOX i4248-00200 i NAIROBI i 

282. FREIGHTCARE iLOGISTICS iLTD i  BOX i99335-80100 i MOMBASA i 

283. FREIGHTCARE iLTD i   BOX i69768-00400 i NAIROBI 

284. FREIGHTWELL iEXPRESS iLTD i  BOX i1922-80100 i MOMBASA 

285. FREIGHTWIDE iCARGO   BOX i83360-80100 MOMBASA i 

286. FREIGHTWINGS iLTD i   BOX i44218-00100 NAIROBI i 

287. FREIGHTWORX iLOGISTIX iLTD i  BOX i99985-80107 i MOMBASA 

288. FRONTLINE iCARGO iLTD i   BOX i22675-00400 i NAIROBI i 

289. G4S iSECURITY iSERVICES iKENYA iLTD BOX i30242-00100 i NAIROBI i 

290. GAEVA iSERVICES i    BOX i96653-80110 i MOMBASA i 

291. GALLIN iHOLDING iLIMITED i  BOX i98900-80100 i MOMBASA 

292. GAMARA iINVESTMENTS iLTD i  BOX i97376-80112 i MOMBASA i 

293. GAMMA iVILLA iLTD i   BOX i44734-00100 NAIROBI i 

294. GARDEN iFREIGHT LOGISTICS iLTD BOX 

295. GATEWAY iMARINE iSERVICES iLTD i BOX i10215-80101 MOMBASA 

296. GENERAL iCARGOS iSERVICES iLTD i BOX i86322-80100 MOMBASA 

297. GENERAL iFREIGHTERS iLTD i  BOX i39238-00623 i NAIROBI i 

298. GENERAL iMOTORS iEAST iAFRICA iLTD i BOX i30527-00100 i NAIROBI i 

299. GEOMWA iCARGO iSERVICES i  BOX i93098-80102 MOMBASA 

300. GEORINE iAGENCIES iLTD i   BOX i84079-80100 i MOMBASA i 

301. GEORMAN iCARGO iSERVICES iLTD i BOX i17745-00500 i NAIROBI 
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302. GIMBO iFREIGHT iLTD i   BOX i66935-00200 i NAIROBI i 

303. GLOBAL iBUSINESS iCOMMANDERS iLTD i BOX i82548-80100 i MOMBASA i 

304. GLOBAL iFREIGHT iLOGISTICS iLTD   iBOX i45287-00100 NAIROBI i 

305. GLOBE iFORWARDERS iLTD i  BOX i84310-80100 i MOMBASA i 

306. GLOBUS iFREIGHTERS iLTD i  BOX i86927-80100 i MOMBASA i 

307. GODMAN iINTERNATIONAL iLTD   iBOX i5040-00100 i NAIROBI i 

308. GOLDFIELDS iCLEARING i& iFORWARDING i BOX i63815-00300 NAIROBI i 

309. GOLDWELL iFORWARDERS iLTD i  BOX i42252-80100 i MOMBASA i 

310. GRACE iREMOVERS iLIMITED i  BOX i12179-00400 i NAIROBI i 

311. GREAT iANCHOR iCARGO iLTD i  BOX i4542-00100 i NAIROBI i 

312. GREEN iISLAND iSHIPCHANDLERS   iBOX i88244-80100 i MOMBASA 

313. GREENLAND iAGROPRODUCERS iLTD  iBOX i78025-00507 NAIROBI 

314. GREENSEAS iLTD i    BOX i1573-00100  NAIROBI i 

315. HABO iAGENCIES iLTD i   BOX i80137-80100 i MOMBASA i 

316. HACO iINDUSTRIES iKENYA iLTD i  BOX i43903-00100 i NAIROBI i 

317. HAMBU iFREIGHT iSERVICES iLTD i  BOX i99132-80100 i MOMBASA i 

318. HAPPY iWORLD iFREIGHTERS iLTD i  BOX i28943-00200 i NAIROBI i 

319. HASHI iEMPEX iLTD i   BOX i10795-00100 i NAIROBI 

320. HASS iPETROLEUM iKENYA iLTD i  BOX i76337-00508 i NAIROBI i 

321. HEBATULLAH iBROTHERS iLTD i  BOX i41008-00100  iNAIROBI i 

322. HEME iFREIGHTERS i   BOX i11561-80100 i MOMBASA i 

323. HERMATON iCARGO iFORWARDERS iLTD i BOX i16588-80100 i MOMBASA 

324. HI iSPEED iFREIGHT iSERVICES iLTD i BOX i3970-00100 i NAIROBI i 

325. HIGH iTECH iFREIGHT iMOVERS i  BOX i20062-00200 i NAIROBI i 

326. HIGHLAND iFORWARDERS iLTD i  BOX i75631-00200 i NAIROBI i 

327. HOLLYWOOD iFREIGHT iAGENCIES i BOX i62514-00200 i NAIROBI i 

328. HOMELAND iFREIGHT iLTD i  BOX i57571-00200 i NAIROBI 

329. HORIZON iFREIGHT iFORWARDERS iLTD BOX i6275-00200 i NAIROBI 

330.  iHURON iFREIGHTERS iLTD   BOX i94044-80107 i MOMBASA i 

331. ICEBERG iMOVERS iENTERPRISES  BOX i7027-00200 i NAIROBI i 

332. IMENTI iFREIGHT iLTD i   BOX i68056-00200 i NAIROBI i 

333. IMPEX iFREIGHT iLIMITED   BOX i49838-00100 i NAIROBI i 

334. INCHCAPE iSHIPPING iSERVICES iK iLTD i BOX i90194-80100 i MOMBASA 

335. INCOTERMS iLOGISTICS iSOLUTIONS i BOX i85663-80100 i MOMBASA 

KENYA iLTD 

336. ING'ONI iENTERPRISES i   BOX i42765-80100  iMOMBASA i 

337. INLAND iAFRICA iLOGISTICS i  BOX i3457-80100 i MOMBASA i 

338. INSTA iPRODUCTS i(EPZ) iLTD i  BOX i1231-00606 i NAIROBI 

339. INTERCITIES iFREIGHT i& iSHIPPING iLTD i BOX i1228-00100 i NAIROBI 

340. INTERFREIGHT iEAST iAFRICA iLTD     NAIROBI i 

341. INTERGRATED iLOGISTISCS iCOMPANY  iBOX i67405-00200 i NAIROBI 

LTD 

342. INTERKEN iENTERPRISES i   BOX i69910-00400 i NAIROBI i 

343. INTERMODEL iCOMMODITIES iLTD i BOX i88696-80100 i MOMBASA i 

344. INTERNATIONAL iCOMMITTEE iOF i  BOX i34071-00100 i NAIROBI i 

RED iCROSS 

345. INTERNATIONAL iBIBLE iSTUDENTS i BOX i47788-00100 NAIROBI i 

ASSOCIATION 

346. INTERNATIONAL iCOMM. i& iFREIGHT i BOX i79464-00200 i NAIROBI i 

CENTRE iLTD 
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347. INTERNATIONAL iCOMMERCIAL i  BOX i48774-00100 NAIROBI 

CO. i(K) iLTD 

348. INTERNATIONAL iFOREIGN iTRADE i BOX i30398-00100 NAIROBI 

CO. iLTD i 

349. INTERNET iTRADE iCONVEYORS i  BOX i99676-80100 i MOMBASA i 

350. INTERPORT iCARGO iLOGISTICS i  BOX i12995-00100 i NAIROBI 

351. INTERPORT iCLEARING iSERVICES i  BOX i59132-00200 i NAIROBI i 

352. INTIME iFREIGHT i& iCARGO iSERVICES i BOX i53492-00200 NAIROBI 

353. INTRASPAX iFFEIGHERS i   BOX i50020-00200 NAIROBI 

354. INTRASPEED iLTD i    BOX i86043-80100 i MOMBASA 

355. ISADEL iKENYA iLTD i   BOX i1964-80100 i MOMBASA i 

356. ISALILY iLOGISTICS iSERVICE i  BOX i35106-00200 NAIROBI i 

357. ISLAND iFREIGHTERS iLTD    iBOX i99924-80107 MOMBASA i 

358. J. iA. iR. iKENYA iEPZ iLTD i   BOX i78788-00507 i NAIROBI i 

359. J.B. iMAINA i& iCO. iLTD i   BOX i81307-80100 i MOMBASA i 

360. J.M.K. iENTERPRISES iLTD i   BOX i40543-80100 i MOMBASA 

361. JAKAL iSERVICES iLTD i   BOX i86874-80100 i MOMBASA i 

362. JAMBO iCARGO iSERVICES i   BOX i60814-00200 i NAIROBI i 

363. JAMES iFINLAY iKENYA iLTD i  BOX i84619-80100 i MOMBASA 

364. JEDIMA iTRADE iAGENCIES iLTD i  BOX i72278-00200 i NAIROBI i 

365. JET iFLOWERS iLIMITED i   BOX i19246-00501 i NAIROBI i 

366. JIHAN iFREIGHTERS   BOX i1795-80100 i MOMBASA i 

367. JOEGRAKA iENTERPRISES i   BOX i82466-80100 i MOMBASA i 

368. JOE'S iFREIGHTER iLTD i   BOX i56553-00200 i NAIROBI 

369. JOGRA iFREIGHT iFORWARDERS iLTD BOX i88283-80100 MOMBASA i 

370. JOLSE iLTD i     BOX i81124-80100 i MOMBASA i 

371. JOLY iDUD iINVESTMENT iLTD  BOX i130-40414  ISEBANIA i 

372. JOSIM iAGENCIES iLTD   BOX i98870-80100 i MOMBASA 

373. JOWAKA iSUPER iLINKS iLTD i  BOX i7020-00300 i NAIROBI 

374. JOWAM iCARGO    BOX i i 

375. JUATECH iAGENCIES i   BOX i5316-00200 i NAIROBI 

376. K. iB. iFREIGHTER iS iLTD i   BOX i83636-80100 i MOMBASA 

377. KAISER iAGENCIES iLTD i   BOX i2618-80100 i MOMBASA 

378. KAKSINGRI iFREIGHT iDEVELOPMENT i BOX i53025-00200 NAIROBI i 

379. KAMAR iC i& iF iHOUSE i   BOX i98437-80100 i MOMBASA 

380. KAMYN iINDUSTRIES iLTD   BOX i82851-80100 i MOMBASA 

381. KANA iFREIGHT iLOGISTICS i  BOX i75362-00200 i NAIROBI i 

382. KANDITO iFREIGHT iAGENCIES i  BOX i17047-80100 i MOMBASA i 

383. KANJE iFREIGHTERS i   BOX i176-00207 i  NAMANGA i 

384. KANKAM iEXPORTERS iLTD  BOX i10463-00400 NAIROBI 

385. KANSEI iCLEARING i& iFORWARDING i BOX i33471-00600 NAIROBI 

CO. iLTD 

386.  iKAPRIC iAPPARELS iEPZ iLTD   iBOX i81579-80100 i MOMBASA 

387. KAPWELL iENTERPRISES iLTD i  BOX i53226-00200 NAIROBI i 

388. KATE iFREIGHT i& iTRAVEL iLTD i  BOX i59280-00200 i NAIROBI i 

389. KAWAISON iINTERNATIONAL iLTD  BOX i54401-00200 NAIROBI i 

390. KEARSLEY iFREIGHT iSERVICES iLTD i BOX i4642-00506  NAIROBI i 

391. KEBIMEX iFREIGHTERS iLTD i  BOX i667-80100 i  MOMBASA i 

392. KEENA iAGENCIES    BOX i90568-80100 i MOMBASA 

393. KEIHIN iMARITIME iSERVICES iLTD i  BOX i42197-80100 MOMBASA 

394. KELIMA iFORWARDERS iLTD i  BOX i49-50408 i  MALABA i 
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395. KELVIN iAND iHANNINGTON iINT. iLTD i BOX i16714-00620 i NAIROBI i 

396. KEMS iFREIGHTERS i(K) iLTD  BOX i2265-80100  MOMBASA 

397. KEN iFREIGHT i(E.A.) iLTD   BOX i88598-80100 i MOMBASA i 

398. KEN i-KNIT i(K) iLTD i   BOX i142-30100 i  ELDORET i 

399. KENAM iCARGO iLTD i   BOX i68987-00622 i NAIROBI 

400. KENED iINTERNATIONAL iCOMPANY iLTD i BOX i1032-40100  KISUMU 

401. KENFRIC iINDUSTRIES i   BOX i39257-00623 NAIROBI 

402. KENMARK iCONSULTANTS   BOX i43358-80100 i MOMBASA 

403. KENREVY iCARGO iCONVEYORS i  BOX i81273-80100 i MOMBASA i 

404. KENTAN iSERVICES iLTD i   BOX i11290-00200 NAIROBI i 

405. KENTON iFREIGHTERS i   BOX i57099-00200 i NAIROBI i 

406. KENWAYS iEXPRESS iLTD i   BOX i3376-80100  MOMBASA i 

407. KENYA iAIRWAYS iLTD i   BOX i19000-00501 NAIROBI i 

408. KENYA iBONDED iWAREHOUSE i  BOX i80522-80100 i MOMBASA i 

409. KENYA iDUTY iFREE iCOMPLEX i  BOX i19122-00501 i NAIROBI 

410. KENYA iENTERPRISE i   BOX i2592-40100 i KISUMU i 

411. KENYA iFIRE iAPPLIANCE iCOMPANY iLTD i BOX i47804-00100 NAIROBI 

412. KENYA iGARAGE iVEHICLE iIND. iLTD i BOX i17941-00500 i NAIROBI i 

413. KENYA iGENERAL iINDUSTRIES iLTD i BOX i80287-80100 MOMBASA 

414. KENYA iHAULAGE iAGENCY iLTD i  BOX i40388-80100 i MOMBASA i 

415.  iKENYA iVEHICLE iMANUFACTURERS i BOX i1436-01000 i THIKA i 

416. KENYA iWINE iAGENCIES iLTD i  BOX i40550-00100 i NAIROBI i 

417. KEY iNOTE iLOGISTICS iLTD   BOX i15023-00100 i NAIROBI i 

418. KIAMBA iCLEARING i& iFORWARDING iLTDBOX i46826-00100 i NAIROBI i 

419. KIAN iCARGO iLTD    BOX i16811-80100 i MOMBASA 

420. KIDIMA iENTERPRISES iLTD i  BOX i16892-80100 i MOMBASA 

421. KILINDINI iINVESTMENT iLIMITED i  BOX i84600-80100 i MOMBASA i 

422. KIMCLEAR iENTERPRISES i   BOX i168-00515  NAIROBI 

423. KINGS iCARGO iAGENCIES iLTD i  BOX i18498-00500 i NAIROBI i 

424. KINGS iFREIGHT iLOGISTICS   iBOX i51479-00200 i NAIROBI i 

425. KIPKEBE iLIMITED i    BOX i97979-80112 i MOMBASA i 

426. KISA iFREIGHTERS iLTD i   BOX i83236-80100 i MOMBASA 

427. KISAINGU iTRANSPORTERS iLTD i  BOX i67902-00200 i NAIROBI 

428. KOSO iTRADING iAGENCIES iLTD i  BOX i85211-80100 i MOMBASA i 

429. KRYSTALLINE iSALT iLTD i   BOX i43114-00100 i NAIROBI i 

430. KUEHNE i& iNAGEL iLTD   BOX i69979-00400 i NAIROBI i 

431. KURTZ iFREIGHTERS iTOURS iAND i  BOX i11400-00100 i NAIROBI i 

SAFARIS 

432. KWANJETEKA iENTERPRISES   iBOX i8899-80100 i MOMBASA i 

433. LABORATORY iAND iALLIED iLTD i  BOX i42875-80100 i MOMBASA 

434. LANSEAIR iLIMITED i   BOX i74745-00200 i NAIROBI i 

435. LAS iAIRFREIGHT iLTD i   BOX i34740-00100 NAIROBI i 

436. LAYTONE iLOGISTICS iLTD i   BOX i9025-00200 i NAIROBI 

437. LEENA iAPPARELS iLTD i   BOX i89172-80100 i MOMBASA i 

438. LEIGHNICKS iCO. iLTD i   BOX i74687-00200 i NAIROBI i 

439. LEMCO iFREIGHT iFORWARDERS iLTD i BOX i2473-00100 i NAIROBI i 

440. LIDAN iENTERPRISES iLTD i   BOX i87064-80100 i MOMBASA i 

441. LINKAGE iCONVEYORS iLTD i  BOX i3346-80100 i MOMBASA 

442. LINO iSTATIONERS iKENYA iLTD  BOX i46268-00100 i NAIROBI 

443. LIVERCOT iIMPEX iLTD   BOX i9695-80100 i MOMBASA 

444. LOGISTIC iFREIGHT iLTD   BOX i39202-00623 NAIROBI i 



  

237 

 

445. LOGISTIC iSOLUTIONS iLTD i  BOX i17047-80100 i MOMBASA i 

446. LOGISTICS iCENTRE iSERVICES i  BOX i61061-00200 i NAIROBI i 

447. LOGISTICS iSERVICES iLTD i   BOX i83154-80100 i MOMBASA 

448. LONGROCK iLIMITED   BOX i8228-00200  NAIROBI 

449. LOW iSEA iINTERNATIONAL iAGENCIES i BOX i41633-80100 i MOMBASA i 

450. M.J. iCLARKE iLTD i    BOX i42802-80100 i MOMBASA i 

451. M/S iATLANTIS iSHIPPING iLTD  BOX i85809-80100 i MOMBASA i 

452. M/S iDIAMOND iSHIPPING iSERVICES i BOX i1185-80100  MOMBASA 

453. M/S iGULIMEX iINTERNATIONAL iLTD i BOX i1310-40100 i KISUMU 

454. M/S iIBRAHIM iA. iBARKADLE  BOX i98588-80100 i MOMBASA i 

455. M/S iKENSHADE iTRADING iAGENCIES i BOX i73531-00200 i NAIROBI i 

456. M/S iLIMUTTI iHOLDINGS iLT i  BOX i82596-80100 i MOMBASA 

457. M/S iLUXWAYS iLTD   BOX i40518-80100 i MOMBASA i 

458. M/S iM.C iGLOBAL iLTD i   BOX i9074-00200  NAIROBI i 

459. M/S iPALYNE iINVESTMENTS iAGENCIES i BOX i74434-00200 i NAIROBI i 

460. M/S iSKYWAYS iLOGISTICS   BOX i i6223-00200 i NAIROBI i 

461. M/S iTHRO iBILL iFREIGHT iLOGISTICS BOX i50025-00200 NAIROBI i 

462. M/S iTOHEL iAGENCIES iLTD i  BOX i42918-80100 MOMBASA 

463. M/S iVICTORY iFREIGHTERS iLTD i  BOX i17747-00500 i NAIROBI 

464. MABATI iROLLING iMILLS iLTD i  BOX i271-00204 i  ATHI iRIVER i 

465. MABITA iCOMPANY iLTD i   BOX i42077-80100 MOMBASA i 

466. MACSIM iCARGO iSERVICES i  BOX i545-00621 i  NAIROBI i 

467. MAERKRIECH i(AFRICA) iLTD i  BOX i88335-80100 i MOMBASA i 

468. MAERSK iKENYA iLTD i   BOX i9911-80100 i MOMBASA 

469. MAGOT iFREIGHT iSERVICES  BOX i87959-80100 MOMBASA i 

470. MAINKAM iLTD i    BOX i28348-00200 i NAIROBI i 

471. MAPLE iFREIGHT iSERVICES i  BOX i73848-00200 i NAIROBI i 

472. MAPS iINVESTMENT iSERVICES i  BOX i8233-00200 i NAIROBI i 

473. MARACA iENTERPRISES iLTD i  BOX i77435-00611 NAIROBI i 

474. MARENO iCOMPANY iLTD   BOX i2956-80100 i MOMBASA 

475. MARFLO iFREIGHT iFORWARDERS iLTD i BOX i28157-00200 NAIROBI i 

476. MARICHOR iMARKETING iSERVICES iLTD i BOX i2485-30100 i ELDORET i 

477. MARINO iCLEARING i& iFORWARDING iLTD iBOX i88537-80100 i MOMBASA i 

478. MARITIME iFREIGHT iCOMPANY iLTD i BOX i99611-80100 i MOMBASA i 

479. MARKS iENTERPRISES iLIMITED i  BOX i46603-00100 NAIROBI i 

480. MARYMAC iFREIGHT iCOMPANY  BOX i88054-80100 i MOMBASA i 

481. MASINDET iINVESTMENTS iLTD i  BOX i177-40414  ISEBANIA 

482. MAST iINVESTMENTS iCO. iLTD i  BOX i40156-80100 MOMBASA i 

483. MASTULI iFREIGHTERS iLTD  BOX i13903-00800 i NAIROBI i 

484. MATSINGBERG iC i& iFORWARDING i BOX i50796-00200 i NAIROBI 

CO. iLTD 

485. MAYA iDUTY iFREE iLTD i   BOX i45887-00100 i NAIROBI 

486. MAYA iFREIGHT iLTD i   BOX i49125-00100 i NAIROBI i 

487. MAYOOJN iENTERPRISES iLTD i  BOX i79094-00400 NAIROBI i 

488. MAYLEEN iCORPORATION   BOX 

489. MBARAKI iPORT iWAREHOUSE iKENYA i BOX i80066-80100 i MOMBASA 

LTD 

490. MEADOW iAGENCIES iLTD i   BOX i82077-80100 MOMBASA i 

491.  iMEBS iGLOBAL iLTD   BOX 

492. MECHANISED iCARGO iSYSTEMS iLTD i BOX i51021-00200 i NAIROBI 

493. MECKAN iHOLDINGS iLTD i   BOX i3083-80100 i MOMBASA i 
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494. MECLIF iCLEARING i& iFORWARDING iLTD i BOX i2704-80100 i MOMBASA 

495. MEDIRERRANEO iEXPRESS iLTD i  BOX i98979-80100 MOMBASA 

496. MEN i& iCARGO iLTD i   BOX i43112-80100 i MOMBASA i 

497.  iMENHIR iLIMITED     iBOX i82785-80100 i MOMBASA i 

498. MEPRO iTRADE iLTD i   BOX i50836-00200 NAIROBI i 

499. META iCOMMUNICATIONS iLTD i  BOX i34385-00100 i NAIROBI i 

500. METEOR iFREIGHT iFORWARDERS iCO. BOX i79153-00400 i NAIROBI 

LTD 

501. MIDWAVE iFREIGHERS iLTD i  BOX i62365-00200 i NAIROBI i 

502. MILESTONE iIMPORT i& iIMPORT iLTD BOX i57032-00200 NAIROBI i 

503. MILLEAGE iENTERPRISES i   BOX i9330-00300  NAIROBI i 

504. MILLENIUM iAVIATION iSERVICES i  BOX i80785-00100 i NAIROBI i 

505. MILLENIUM iFREIGHT iLOGISTICS i  BOX i99746-80100 MOMBASA i 

506. MIRAGE iFASHIONWEAR i(EPZ) iLTD i BOX i538-00204 i  ATHI iRIVER i 

507. MIRITINI iKENYA iLTD i   BOX i18178-00500 i NAIROBI i 

508. MIRO iAGENCIES iEA iLTD i   BOX i2156-00200  NAIROBI i 

509. MISHALE iFREIGHTERS iLTD i  BOX i4849-00506 i NAIROBI i 

510. MITCHELL iCOTTS iFREIGHT iKENYA i BOX i30085-00100 i NAIROBI i 

511. MODA iFREIGHT iFORWARDERS iLTD i BOX i99946-80100 i MOMBASA 

512. MODERN iLOGISTICS iLTD i   BOX i40410-80100 i MOMBASA 

513. MOHABAB iENTERPRISES i   BOX i16210-00100 i NAIROBI 

514. MOMBASA iCOFFE iLTD i   BOX i88623-80100 MOMBASA i 

515. MOMBASA iCOMMERCIAL i& iIND iENT iLTD iBOX i81124-80100 i MOMBASA i2 

516. MOMBASA iSEA iPORT iDUTY iFREE i  BOX i95223-80104 MOMBASA i 

517. MONIKS iAGENCIES iLTD    iBOX i75279-00200 i NAIROBI i 

518. MONSOON iMOVERS iENTERPRISES iLTD i BOX i2564-80100 i MOMBASA i 

519. MORE iFORWARDERS iLTD   BOX i142-50408 i  MALABA i 

520. MOREVO iAGENCY i   BOX i2014-80100 i MOMBASA i 

521. MORGAN iAIR iCARGO iLTD i  BOX i6795-00200 i NAIROBI 

522. MTAPANGA iAGENCIES iLTD i  BOX i90543-80100 MOMBASA 

523. MUCHEBA iSERVICES i   BOX i296-50408 i  KAMURIAI iMALABA i 

524. MUGENGA iHOLDINGS iLTD i  BOX i90373-80100 i MOMBASA 

525. MUHITO iINVESTMENTS i   BOX i87454-80100 i MOMBASA 

526. MULTI iPACKAGING iLTD i   BOX i78354-00507 i NAIROBI i 

527. MUMILO iFREIGHTERS iLTD i  BOX i90284-80100 i MOMBASA i 

528. MUNSHIRAM iINTL. iBUSINESS  BOX i46667-00100 i NAIROBI i 

MACHINES iLTD 

529. MURANGA iFORWARDERS iLTD i  BOX i84208-80100 i MOMBASA i 

530. MUSTHAFA iENTERPRISES iLTD i  BOX i41311-80100 i MOMBASA i 

531. MUWA iFORWARDERS iLTD   BOX i40057-00100 i NAIROBI 

532. MUZDALIFA iC&F iLTD i   BOX i98730-80100 i MOMBASA 

533. MWANDO iLOGISTICS i   BOX i201-00515 i  NAIROBI 

534. MYRAID iTRADELINE iLTD    iBOX i4697-00506 i NAIROBI 

535. NAFENET iINTERNATIONAL iLTD i  BOX i56906-00200 NAIROBI 

536. NAIROBI iCARGO iSERVICES iLTD i  BOX i58317-00200 i NAIROBI 

537. NAJMI iCLEARING i& iFORWARDING i BOX i85052-80100 i MOMBASA 

538. NARCOL iALUMINIUM iROLLING iMILLS iLTD iBOX i80872-80100 i MOMBASA i 

539. NAS iAIRPORT iSERVICES iLTD i  BOX i19010-00501 i NAIROBI 

540. NATALYA iHOLDINGS iLTD i  BOX i87875-80100 i MOMBASA i 

541. NATION iMEDIA iGROUP i   BOX i49010-00100 i NAIROBI 

542. NATIONAL iCEREALS i& iPRODUCE iBOARD iBOX i30586-00100 i NAIROBI i 
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543. NEDOWES iCARGO iFREIGHT iLTD i  BOX i93811-80102 i MOMBASA 

544. NEO iSEALAND iREGIONAL iFREIGHTERS i BOX i59954-00200 i NAIROBI 

545. NEOSERVE iLOGISTICS i   BOX i22987 i00400 i NAIROBI i 

546. NEPTUNE iFORWARDERS iLTD i  BOX i52159-00200 NAIROBI i 

547. NEW iPLANET iEXPRESS i   BOX i66108-00800 i NAIROBI i 

548. NGOZI iLIMITED i    BOX i89126-80100 i MOMBASA 

549. NIBAL iFREIGHTERS iLTD i   BOX i20001-80116 i MOMBASA 

550. NICAH iLOGISTICS iLTD i   BOX i80012-80100 i MOMBASA i 

551. NNITO iTRADING iLTD i   BOX i28037-00200 i NAIROBI i 

552. NOAHS iARK iENTERPRISES i  BOX i10138-00100 NAIROBI i 

553. NORTHWEST iKENYA iLTD i   BOX i99061-80100  iMOMBASA 

554. NYAGAKA iFORWARDERS i   BOX i6128-00100 i NAIROBI 

555. NZOIA iFREIGHTERS iLTD   BOX i46344-00100 i NAIROBI i 

556. OCEAN iPACIFIC iLINE iINTERNATIONAL BOX i2533-80100 i MOMBASA 

LTD 

557. OCEAN iSTAR iGENERAL iAGENCIES i BOX i95139-80104 i MOMBASA 

558. OCEANIC iCARGO iAGENCY iLTD  BOX i51739-00200 i NAIROBI i 

559. OCEANLINES iFREIGHT iFORWARDERS i BOX i22290-00400 NAIROBI 

560. OCEANWAVE iTRADELINKS iLTD i     MOMBASA i 

561. OKAMOTO iFREIGHT iSERVICES iLTD i BOX i22124-00400 i NAIROBI 

562. OKILANDERS iFREIGHT i   BOX i22-00207 i  NAMANGA 

563. ONE iTOUCH iCARGO iSERVICES i  BOX i75631-00200 i NAIROBI 

564. ONE iWORLD iCOURIER iLTD i  BOX i75631-00200 i NAIROBI i 

565. ONWARD iCARGO iSYSTEM i  BOX i5442-00100 i NAIROBI 

566. OPTIMAX iAGENCIES iLTD i   BOX i32310-00600 i NAIROBI 

567. ORIENT iBENKO iFREIGHTERS iB  OX i6716-00200 i  NAIROBI 

568. ORION iCARGO iHANDLERS i  BOX i1766-80100 i MOMBASA i 

569. OSERIAN iDEVELOPMENT iCOMPANY iLTD    NAIROBI i 

570. OSHO iCHEMICAL iINDUSTRIES iLIMITED i BOX i40016-00100 i NAIROBI i 

571. OTASONS iF.P.G.M. iLTD i   BOX i98732-00100 NAIROBI 

572. P.N. iMASHRU iLTD i    BOX i98728-80100 MOMBASA 

573. PACKLOG iENTERPRISES i   BOX i99031-80100 i MOMBASA i 

574. PAGO iAGENCIES i    BOX i93498-80102 i MOMBASA i 

575. PAK iPACIFIC i    BOX i83710-80100 i MOMBASA i 

576. PALM iFREIGHTERS iLTD   BOX i40512-80100 i MOMBASA i 

577. PAMOL iCONNECTIONS iSERVICES   iBOX i34275 i  MOMBASA 

578. PAN iAFRICA iSYNDICATE iLTD i  BOX i81954-80100 i MOMBASA 

579. PAN iAFRICAN iPAPER iMILLS i(E.A.) iLTD i BOX i30221-00100 i NAIROBI i 

580. PANAL iFREIGHTERS i   BOX i41458-80100 i MOMBASA 

581. PANALPINA iKENYA iLTD i 

582. PANTEL iCHEMICALS iLTD i   BOX i17506-00500 i NAIROBI i 

583. PANWORLD iHOLDINGS iLTD  BOX i5750-00200 i NAIROBI i 

584. PAWEED iEXPRESS iCARGO iLTD i  BOX i15023-00100 i NAIROBI i 

585. PEAL iLOGISTICS iLTD i   BOX i66-50408 i  MALABA 

586. PEERLESS iTEA iSERVICES iLTD i  BOX i80058-80100 i MOMBASA 

587. PEJON iFREIGHT iMOVERS i   BOX i4583-00506 i NAIROBI i 

588. PENTAGON iFREIGHT iFORWARDERS iLTD i BOX i49895-00100 i NAIROBI 

589. PERLES iSOLUTIONS   BOX i10116-80101 i MOMBASA 

590. PESOSI iFREIGHTERS iLTD i   BOX i40220-80100 i MOMBASA 

591. PETROSA iGENERAL iCONTRACTORS iLTD i BOX i89341-80100 i MOMBASA i 

592. PETRUT iFREIGHT iFORWARDERS iLTD i BOX i43329-00100 i NAIROBI i 
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593. PHILSAM iAGENCIES iLTD i   BOX i21982-00400 i NAIROBI i 

594. PLAN iFREIGHT iLTD i   BOX i66945-00200 i NAIROBI i 

595. PLASTIC iCOMPOUNDERS iEPZ iLTD i    MOMBASA i 

596. PORTS iCONVEYORS iLTD i   BOX i73743-00200 i NAIROBI i 

597. POSTAL iCORPORATION iOF iKENYA i BOX i34567-00100 i NAIROBI 

598. POLYGON iLOGISTICS iLTD   BOX i6752 i– i00200 NAIROBI 

599. POWER iFORWARDERS iLTD i  BOX i55222-00200 i NAIROBI i 

600. PRAFULLA iENTERPRISES iLTD   iBOX i821-40100 i  KISUMU i 

601. PRECISE iLOGISTICS iLTD i   BOX i27520-00506 NAIROBI 

602. PREMIER iFLOUR iMILLS iLTD i  BOX i59307-00200 i NAIROBI i 

603. PRIMCARGO iAGENCIES iLTD i  BOX i55660-00200 i NAIROBI 

604. PRINCIPAL iFORWARDERS iLTD i  BOX i85318-80100 i MOMBASA i 

605. PRIORITY iLOGISTICS iLTD i   BOX i46748-00100 i NAIROBI i 

606. PROTEX iKENYA i(EPZ) iLTD i  BOX i504-00204 i  ATHI iRIVER 

607. PROVINCIAL iCLEARING i& iFORWARDING iBOX i88509-80100 i MOMBASA 

608. PWANI iOIL iPRODUCTS iLTD i  BOX i81927-80100 i MOMBASA i 

609. QUALITY iTASTE iLIMITED i   BOX i88343-80100 i MOMBASA i 

610. QUEST iMARITIME iLTD i   BOX i85731-80100 MOMBASA i 

611. QUICK iCARGO iSERVICES iLTD i  BOX i50000-00200 NAIROBI 

612. RAI iPLYWOODS iKENYA iLTD i  BOX i241-30100  ELDORET i 

613. RAJOSCA iFREIGHT iFORWARDERS iLTD i BOX i2804-80100 i MOMBASA i 

614. RAMO iFORWARDERS iLTD i   BOX i81400-80100 i MOMBASA i 

615.  iRAPAT iFREIGHT iKENYA iLTD i  BOX i4499-00200  NAIROBI 

616. RAPID iKATE iSERVICES iLTD i  BOX i75693-00200 NAIROBI 

617. RAVI iCLEARING iAND iFORWARDING i BOX i88048-80100 MOMBASA i 

COMPANY i 

618. RAY iCARGO iSERVICES iLTD i  BOX i57301-00200 i NAIROBI i 

619. RED iANCHOR iFREIGHT iFORWARDERS i BOX i51251-00200 i NAIROBI i 

620. REFCO iFORWARDERS iLIMITED i  BOX i82556-80100 i MOMBASA i 

621. REGENT iFREIGHT iSYSTEMS iLTD i  BOX i18841-00500 NAIROBI 

622. REGIONAL iENTERPRENEURS iKENYA iLTD iBOX i22064-00400 i NAIROBI i 

623. REGIONAL iRAIL iLINK iSERVICES iLTD BOX i40946-80100 i MOMBASA 

624. REJEIBY iCLEARING i& iFORWARDING i BOX i84385-80100 i MOMBASA i 

625. RELIABLE iFREIGHT iSERVICES iLTD i BOX i42752-80100 MOMBASA 

626. REMNYARO iCOMPANY i   BOX i99522-80100 i MOMBASA i 

627. REMOVALS iFREIGHT iINTERNATIONAL  iBOX i22699-00400 i NAIROBI 

LTD 

628. RENAISSANCE iLIMITED i   BOX i26158-00504 NAIROBI 

629. RESCUE iTECHNICAL iENTERPRISES i BOX i22946-00400 i NAIROBI 

630. RHS iFREIGHT iSERVICES   BOX i26475-00100 NAIROBI i 

631. RIGE iLIMITED i    BOX i71-00507 i  NAIROBI i 

632. RIPE iFREIGHT iSERVICES iLTD i  BOX i89919-80100 MOMBASA 

633. RISING iFREIGHT iLTD i   BOX i12129-00400 i NAIROBI i 

634. ROMARK iFREIGHTERS iLTD i  BOX i51502-00200 i NAIROBI 

635. RORENE iLIMITED i    BOX i87005-80100 i MOMBASA i 

636. ROSMIK iTRADING iCOPANY iLTD i  BOX i97134-80112 i MOMBASA 

637. ROTO iMOULDERS iLTD i   BOX i26393-00504 i NAIROBI 

638. RUATECH iTRADING iCO. i(E.A.) iLTD BOX i12534-00400 i MOMBASA 

639. RUFAIDA iENTERPRISE   BOX i80602-80100 i MOMBASA 

640. RUKEN iFREIGHT iLTD i   BOX i54993-00200 i NAIROBI i 

641. RUMAN iCOMPANY iLTD i   BOX i42326-80100 i MOMBASA i 
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642. RUSINGA iINTENATIONAL iFREIGHT  iBOX i3248-00506 i NAIROBI i 

643. RUWENZORI iAGENCIES iINTERNATIONAL iBOX i1127-80100 i MOMBASA 

LTD 

644. RYCE iMOTORS iLIMITED i   BOX i49729-00100 i NAIROBI i 

645. S. iA.A. iINTERSTATE iTRADERS iKENYA  iBOX i80298-80100 i MOMBASA i 

LTD 

646. S. iK. iAMIN i     BOX i81282-80100 i MOMBASA 

647. SAFARI iFOOD iPROCESSORS i&  BOX i41748-00100 NAIROBI 

CANNERS iLTD i 

648. SAFREIGHT iLIMITED i   BOX i84385-80100 i MOMBASA i 

649. SAGOMA iAGENCIES i   BOX i80100-80100 MOMBASA 

650. SAHEL iFREIGHTERS iLTD i   BOX i40040-80100 i MOMBASA 

651. SAKAMI iGENERAL iAGENCIES iLTD i BOX i97605-80112 i MOMBASA 

652. SALIMOND iFREIGHT iSERVICES i  BOX i6446-00300 i NAIROBI 

653. SAMACHI iCARGO iFORWARDERS  BOX i41076-00100 i NAIROBI 

654. SAMBUTI iFREIGHTERS i   BOX i154-50408 i  MALABA i 

655. SAMEDAY iCARGO iFORWARDERS i  BOX i75024-00200 i NAIROBI 

656. SAMSY iINTERNATIONAL iAGENCY  iBOX i12191-00400 i NAIROBI 

657. SAMSY iINTERNATIONAL iAGENCY iLTD i BOX i12191-00400 NAIROBI i 

658. SANYO iARMCO i(K) iLIMITED i  BOX i67-00100 i  NAIROBI 

659. SATISFY iCLEARING i& iFORWARDING BOX i18543-00500 i NAIROBI i 

660. SCHENKER iLIMITED i   BOX i46757-00100 NAIROBI i 

661. SDV-TRANSAMI iKENYA iLTD i  BOX i46586-00100 i NAIROBI i 

662. SEA iAIR iFORWARDERS iINT. iLTD i  BOX i83354-80100 MOMBASA i 

663. SEA iBRIDGE iFORWARDERS iLTD i  BOX i38742-00600 NAIROBI 

664. SEA iLORD iAGENCIES i   BOX i43493-80100 i MOMBASA 

665. SEABASE iSOLUTIONS iLTD i  BOX i41425-80100 i MOMBASA 

666. SEACON i(K) iLTD i    BOX i42513-80100 i MOMBASA i 

667. SEAGATE iLOGISTICS iLTD i   BOX i3577-80100 i MOMBASA 

668. SEAGULL     BOX i 

669. SEALAIR iFREIGHT iCO. iLTD i  BOX i61072-00200 NAIROBI i 

670. SEALAND iLOISTICS iLTD   BOX i10037-00100 i NAIROBI i 

671. SEALINE iFREIGHT iSERVICES i  BOX i8483-00100  NAIROBI i 

672. SEA-SKY iEXPRESS iLTD i   BOX i5249-00506 i NAIROBI i 

673. SEASTAR iFOWARDERS iLIMITED i  BOX i1553-80100 i MOMBASA i 

674. SEAWAYS iKENYA iLTD i   BOX i30065-00100 i NAIROBI i 

675. SEMBESEMBE iFREIGHT iSERVICES iLTD i BOX i88259-80100 i MOMBASA 

676. SEWE iLOGISTICS    BOX 

677. SHARIS iLOGISTICS iLTD i   BOX i16378-00100 i NAIROBI 

678. SHELTER iCONVEYORS iLTD i  BOX i3345-80100 i MOMBASA 

679. SHERDI iEXPRESS iLIMITED   BOX i10431-00400 i NAIROBI i 

680. SHIPSIDE i& iGENERAL iSERVICES iLTD BOX i85544-80100 i MOMBASA i 

681. SIGNET iFORWARDERS iCO. iLTD  BOX i32836-00600 i NAIROBI i 

682. SIGNON iFREIGHT iLTD i   BOX i99646-80100 i MOMBASA i 

683. SILMAK iAGENCIES i   BOX i35161-00200 i NAIROBI i 

684. SIMMONDS iCARGO iSERVICES  BOX i11635-00100 i NAIROBI 

685. SINOLING iKENYA iGARMENT iMANUF. BOX i83218-80100 i MOMBASA 

LTD 

686. SISCO iSUPERIOR iCARGO iHANDLING iLTD i BOX i13738-00100 i NAIROBI i 

687. SITE iFORWARDERS iLTD i   BOX i51469-00200 i NAIROBI i 

688. SIX iCONTINENTS iFREIGHT iLOGISTICS i BOX i49552-80100 i MOMBASA 
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689. SKY iAND iSEA iCARGO iTRACK  BOX i6691-00200  NAIROBI i 

690. SKYLAND iLOGISTICS iLTD i   BOX i60207-00200 NAIROBI 

691. SKYLARK iCONVEYORS iKENYA iLTD i BOX i970-00200 i  NAIROBI 

692. SKYLIFT iCARGO iLIMITED i   BOX i3979-00506  NAIROBI 

693. SKYLINE iGLOBAL iSERVICES iLTD i  BOX i4720-00100 i NAIROBI i 

694. SKYMAN iFREIGHTERS iLTD i  BOX i40942-80100 i MOMBASA 

695. SKYTRAIN iLTD i    BOX i19218-00501 i NAIROBI 

696. SKYWARDS iAGENCIES iLTD i  BOX i3343-80100  MOMBASA 

697. SLOPES iAGENCIES iLTD   BOX i40063-80100 i MOMBASA 

698. SMART iCARGO iLTD i   BOX i5559-00300 i NAIROBI i 

699. SMOOTHLINE iFREIGHTERS  BOX i20074-00200 i NAIROBI 

700. SOKOTA iINVESTMENTS iLIMITED i  BOX i2198-80100 i MOMBASA i 

701. SOLLATEK iELECTRONICS i(K) iLTD  BOX i34246-80118 i MOMBASA i 

702. SOLSON iCLEARING iCOMPANY i  BOX i80007-80100 i MOMBASA i 

703. SOMERSET iIMPEX i    BOX i90-00207  NAMANGA 

704. SONDEKA iFREIGHT iFORWARDERS iLTD i BOX i6022-00100 i KIKUYU i 

705. SONEVA iENTERPRISES i   BOX i90357-80100 i MOMBASA i 

706. SOSMIRA iINVESTMENT iCO. iLTD i  BOX i38742-40414 i ISEBANIA 

707. SOUTHERN iSHIPPING iSERVICES iLTD i BOX i40268-80100 i MOMBASA i 

708. SOUTHERN iSTAR iFREIGHTERS i  BOX i2660-80100 i MOMBASA 

709. SPANFREIGHT iSHIPPING iLIMITED i  BOX i99760-8010 0 i MOMBASA i 

710. SPARTAN iTRADING iCOMPANY i  BOX i39704-00623 i NAIROBI i 

711. SPECTRE iINTERNATIONAL iLTD  BOX i2131-40100 i KISUMU i 

712. SPEDAG iSPEDITION iKENYA iLTD  BOX i2486-80100 i MOMBASA i 

713. SPEED iFREIGHT iLTD i   BOX i19128-00501 i NAIROBI 

714. SPEED iTRACK iFORWARDERS iLTD  BOX i89088-80100 MOMBASA i 

715. SPEEDEX iLOGISTICS iLTD i   BOX i39468-00623 i NAIROBI i 

716. STAR iRHOSE iCO. iLTD i   BOX i2425-00100 i MOMBASA i 

717. STARFREIGHT iLIMITED i   BOX i41865-00100 i NAIROBI i 

718. STARWAY iINTERNATIONAL iFREIGHT BOX i43425-80100 i MOMBASA 

719. STEEL iMAKERS iLTD i   BOX i44574-80100 MOMBASA i 

720. STEEL iSTRUCTURES iLIMITED i  BOX i49862-00100 i NAIROBI 

721. STEFRAH iCONSULTANCY iAGENCIES BOX i40915-00100 i NAIROBI i 

722. STERAC iCONSULTANTS iLTD i  BOX i11517-00100 i NAIROBI 

723. STRAIGHT iLINE iCARGO iFORWARDERS BOX i5228-00506 i NAIROBI i 

724. SUJEMI iINVESTMENTS iLTD i  BOX i5207-00100 i NAIROBI i 

725. SUMMIT iCOVE iLINES iCOMPANY i  BOX i99545-80100 i MOMBASA 

726. SUNA iFREIGHTERS iLIMITED i  BOX i18-40400 i  SUNA MIGORI 

727. SUPER iPACIFIC iFREIGHT iSERVICES i BOX i26-00207 i  NAMANGA 

728. SUPER iFIRST iFORWARDERS iLTD  BOX i79748-00200 i NAIROBI 

729. SUPERFREIGHT iLTD   BOX i55460-00200 i NAIROBI i 

730. SUPERIOR iCARGO iCONVEYORS iLTD i BOX i19047-00501 NAIROBI i 

731. SUPERSONIC iCLEARING i& iFORW. i  BOX i2786-00200 i NAIROBI 

SERVICES 

732. SUPERSONIC iFREIGHTERS i  BOX i48889-00100 i NAIROBI 

733. SWIFE iLTD i    BOX i99434-80100 MOMBASA 

734. SWIFT iCARGO iLTD    BOX i8672-00100 i NAIROBI 

735. SWIFT iFREIGHT iINTERNATIONAL iKENYA iBOX i84705-00100 i NAIROBI i 

736. SWIFT iLINK iFREIGHT iSERVICES i  BOX i44734-00100 NAIROBI 

737. SWIFT iROYAL iCONVEYORS iLTD i  BOX i90269-80100 i MOMBASA 

738. SYKA iLOGISTICS iLTD i   BOX i3172-00506 i NAIROBI 
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739. SYNERGY iFREIGHT i& iLOGISTICS iLTD i BOX i62070-00200  iNAIROBI i 

740. SYSTEM iINTERGRATION iLTD iSYMPHONY iT/A iBOX i14201-00100 NAIROBI 

741. TABAKI iFREIGHT iSERVICES iINTL iLTD  iBOX i6622-00800  iNAIROBI i 

742. TAIYO iENTERPRISES iLTD i   BOX i47814-00100 i NAIROBI 

743. TASARA iFORWARDERS iLTD i  BOX i27563-00506 i NAIROBI i 

744. TASTIC iENTERPRISES iLTD i  BOX i6782-00200 i NAIROBI 

745. TAZAMA iDEVELOPMENT iCOMPANY iLTD iBOX i16590-00620 NAIROBI 

746. TECHNO iRELIEF iSERVICES iLTD i  BOX i34910-00100 NAIROBI 

747. TEPRA iLOGISTICS iLTD   BOX i25281-00100 NAIROBI 

748. THAKA iLIMITED i    BOX i8313-00506 i NAIROBI 

749. THAM iEXPRESS iLTD i   BOX i42806-00100 i NAIROBI 

750. THE iNAIROBI iCLEARING iHOUSE i  BOX i9463-00100 i NAIROBI i 

751. THO iSERVICES iLTD i   BOX i451-00600 i  NAIROBI 

752. THOMSAM iINVESTMENT i   BOX i60596-00200 NAIROBI i 

753. THREE iWAY iSHIPPING iSERVICES iKENYA iBOX i84137-80100 i MOMBASA i 

LTD 

754. TIBA iFREIGHT iFORWARDERS i  BOX i40155-00100 i NAIROBI i 

755. TIME iFAST iFREIGHT iFORWARDERS iLTD i BOX i9728-00100 i NAIROBI 

756. TIMSALES iLIMITED i   BOX i5056-00100 i NAIROBI 

757. TOP iSPEED iFREIGHT iFORWARDERS BOX i68277-00200 NAIROBI i 

758. TOPEN iINDUSTRIES iLTD i   BOX i78062-00507 NAIROBI i 

759. TORULI iFORWARDERS iLTD i  BOX i121-40414 iI SEBANIA 

760. TOTAL iTOUCH iEXPRESS i   BOX i76207-00508 NAIROBI i 

761. TRADELINE iEXPRESS i(K) iLTD  BOX i49868-00100 i NAIROBI i 

762.  iTRADEWINDS iLOGISTICS i   BOX i42474-00100 i NAIROBI i 

763. TRADEWISE iAGENCIES iLTD i  BOX i58622-00200 i NAIROBI i 

764. TRANS iAFRICA iMERCHANTS iLTD i  BOX i11711-80100 i MOMBASA 

765. TRANSCARE iSERVICES i   BOX i46267-00100 NAIROBI 

766. TRANSEFFECTIVE iCOMPANY iLTD i BOX i6100-00200  NAIROBI 

767. TRANSFREIGHT iLOGISTICS iLTD i  BOX i42546-80100 i MOMBASA 

768. TRANSONIC iLOGISTICS i   BOX i19152-00501 i NAIROBI i 

769. TRANSOUTH iCONVEYORS iLTD i  BOX i677-80100  MOMBASA 

770. TRANS-VAAL iLOGISTICS iLTD i  BOX i16173-80111 i MOMBASA i 

771. TRANSLINK iSHIPPING i& iLOGISTICS i(E.A) BOX 

772. TREASURE iCARGO iSERVICES iLTD i BOX i56717-00200 i NAIROBI i 

773. TREO'S iCOMPANY iLTD i   BOX i85422-80100 i MOMBASA 

774. TRIBETOO iKENYA iLTD i   BOX i95266-80104 i MOMBASA i 

775. TRICEPTS iSOLUTIONS iLTD i  BOX i40753-80100 i MOMBASA i 

776. TRIOSTAR iAGENCIES iK. iLTD i  BOX i54340-00200 i NAIROBI i 

777. TRIPPLE iTWIN iLOGISTICS iLTD i  BOX i14482-00100 i NAIROBI i 

778. TROPICAL iSKY iCARGO iLTD i  BOX i64627-00620 i NAIROBI i 

779. TURNER iFREIGHTERS iLTD   BOX i87863-80100 i MOMBASA i 

780. TURNING iPOINT iFREIGHT iLTD i  BOX i41072-80100 MOMBASA 

781. TUSAMS iAGENCIES iLTD   BOX i2134-80100 i MOMBASA 

782. UFANISI iFREIGHERS iKENYA iLTD i  BOX i88918-80100 i MOMBASA i 

783. UKWALA iFREIGHT iFORWARDERS i BOX i28799-00200 i NAIROBI i 

784. UMOJA iRUBBER iPRODUCTS iLTD i  BOX i87388-80100 MOMBASA i 

785. UNCLE iRIVERSIDE iINVESTMENT iLTD i BOX i82247-80100 i MOMBASA 

786. UNEEK iFREIGHT iSERVICES iLTD  BOX i75631-00200 NAIROBI 

787. UNICON iLOGISTICS i   BOX i25960-00504 NAIROBI i 

788. UNIFREIGHT iTRUCKING iSERVICES iLTD i BOX i85161-80100 i MOMBASA 
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789. UNIGLOBE iLOGISTICS   BOX i85872-80100 MOMBASA 

790. UNION iEXPRESS i    BOX i52967-00200 i NAIROBI i 

791. UNION iCLEARING i& iFORWARDING iLTD i BOX i82806-80100 i MOMBASA i  

792. UNION iLOGISTICS iLTD i   BOX i4831-00506 i NAIROBI i  

793. UNITED iARYAN iEPZ iLTD i   BOX i126-00100 i  NAIROBI i   

794. UNITED iCLEARING iCOMPANY iLTD i BOX i84693-80100 i MOMBASA i  

795. UNITED iEAST iAFRICA iWAREHOUSES iLTD iBOX i99350-80107 i MOMBASA i  

796. UPLIFT iEXPRESS iAGENCIES i  BOX i72502-00200 i NAIROBI i  

797. URGENT iCARGO iHANDLING iLIMITED i BOX i2121-00505 i NAIROBI i  

798. UZURI iEXPORTERS iLTD i   BOX i46049-00100 i NAIROBI i  

799. VANTAGE iPOINT iCLEARING i&  BOX i97079-80112 i MOMBASA i  

FOWARDING iLTD 

800. VICTORIA iINTERNATIONAL iLOGISTICS i BOX i4295-00200 i NAIROBI i  

801. VICTORIA iNILE iFREIGHT iLTD i  BOX i44494-00100 i NAIROBI i  

802. VICTORY iFREIGHT iSERVICES i  BOX i43428-80100 i MOMBASA i  

803. VICTORY iFREIGHTERS iLTD i  BOX i17747-0050  NAIROBI i 

  

804. VINEP iFORWARDERS iLIMITED i  BOX i68877-00622 i NAIROBI i  

805. VISION iENTERPRISES iLTD i   BOX i8650-00100 i NAIROBI i 

  

806. WAKI iCLEARING i& iFORWARDING   iBOX i76250-00508 i NAIROBI i  

AGENCIES 

807. WAMBUKA iFREIGHTERS iLTD i  BOX i87787-80100 i MOMBASA i  

808. WANANCHI iMARINE iPRODUCTS i(K) iLTD i BOX i81841-80100 i MOMBASA i  

809. WASIKWA iGENERAL iAGENCY i  BOX i54993-00200 i NAIROBI i  

810. WATER iWAVES iAGENCIES iLTD i  BOX i43518-80100 i MOMBASA i  

811. WESTERN iLOGISTICS iSERVICES iLTD i BOX i62116-00200 i NAIROBI i  

812. WESTON iLOGISTICS iLTD i   BOX i90355-80100 i MOMBASA i  

813. WETSON iEXPRESS iLTD i   BOX i617-00200 i  NAIROBI i  

814. WIGGLESWORTH iEXPORTERS iLTD i BOX i90501-80100 i MOMBASA i  

815. WILLIAM iFREIGHT iAGENCIES i  BOX i856-00100 i  NAIROBI i   

816. WILLING iFREIGHT iSERVICES i     NAIROBI i   

817. WILSAKI iFREIGHT iFORWARDERS i  BOX i99688-80100 i MOMBASA i  

818. WORLD iCARGO iLOGISTICS iLTD i  BOX i6666-00100 i NAIROBI i  

819. WORLD iCLASS iFREIGHT iLOGISTICS iLTD i BOX i11709-00100 i NAIROBI i  

820. WORLD iLEATHER iFREIGHTERS i  BOX i41695-00100 i NAIROBI i  

821. WORLD iNET iFREIGHT iLTD i  BOX i48603-00100 i NAIROBI i  

822. WORLD iWIDE iCARGO iSERVICES iLTD i BOX i55079-00200 i NAIROBI i 

823. WORLDWIDE iMOVERS iAFRICA iGROUP BOX i46748-00100 NAIROBI  

824. ZETH iFREIGHERS i    BOX i22807-00400 i NAIROBI i 

Source: iKenya iRevenue iAuthority, i(2018). i 

 

 
 i 

 

 
 i  
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Appendix VI:  Factor Analysis 

 

Factor iAnalysis ifor iStrategy iTypology 

 

KMO iand iBartlett's iTest 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin iMeasure iof iSampling iAdequacy. .536 

Bartlett's iTest iof iSphericity Approx. iChi-Square 434.784 

df 120 

Sig. .000 

 

Total iVariance iExplained 

Componen

t 

Initial iEigenvalues 

Extraction iSums iof iSquared 

iLoadings 

Rotation iSums iof iSquared 

iLoadings 

Total 

% iof 

iVarianc

e 

Cumulativ

e i% Total 

% iof 

iVarianc

e 

Cumulativ

e i% Total 

% iof 

iVarianc

e 

Cumulativ

e i% 

1 3.96

9 
24.806 24.806 

3.96

9 
24.806 24.806 

2.88

3 
18.021 18.021 

2 2.01

7 
12.606 37.412 

2.01

7 
12.606 37.412 

2.01

7 
12.604 30.625 

3 1.79

8 
11.240 48.652 

1.79

8 
11.240 48.652 

1.82

2 
11.385 42.011 

4 1.33

3 
8.329 56.981 

1.33

3 
8.329 56.981 

1.79

4 
11.210 53.221 

5 1.25

5 
7.843 64.824 

1.25

5 
7.843 64.824 

1.60

7 
10.046 63.267 

6 1.09

6 
6.849 71.672 

1.09

6 
6.849 71.672 

1.34

5 
8.405 71.672 

7 .998 6.236 77.909       

8 .717 4.481 82.390       

9 .660 4.124 86.514       

10 .505 3.158 89.672       

11 .449 2.806 92.477       

12 .366 2.290 94.768       

13 .312 1.950 96.718       

14 .213 1.334 98.052       

15 .176 1.102 99.154       

16 .135 .846 100.000       

Extraction iMethod: iPrincipal iComponent iAnalysis. 
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Rotated iComponent iMatrixa 

 

Component 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

The icompany iprefers icentralized 

istructures ito iachieve ihigher iperformance. 
.200 .011 .275 .805 -.068 .082 

We iundertake ia ilot iof iformal iplanning, 

icollecting iand ianalysing ilarge iamounts iof 

idata ion iservice ineeds, ievaluating ithe 

ioptions ifor imeeting ithose ineeds. 

.750 -.059 .208 .289 .052 .170 

The icompany iobserves ia icentralized 

istructure ito imaintain icontrol iover iefficient 

iservices ithat ifocus ion icore ibusiness. 

.123 .417 -.199 .705 .072 .019 

The icompany istays iwith ithe iexisting 

ipattern iof iservices iover ilong iperiod iof 

itime 

.011 .674 -.004 .272 .026 -.205 

We inormally iconcentrate ion iprotecting 

iour icurrent imarkets, imaintaining istable 

igrowth, iand iserving ithe icurrent 

icustomers. 

.087 .818 .047 .091 .189 .111 

The icompany iprotects iits icurrent imarkets, 

imaintains istable igrowth, iserves icurrent 

icustomers 

.580 .556 .172 -.253 -.082 .048 

We isearch ifor inew iapproaches ito iexceed 

icustomer iexpectation. 
.833 .180 .023 .060 .012 .043 

We icontinuously iinnovate, iseeking inew 

igrowth iopportunities iand itake icalculated 

irisks. 

.516 .172 -.171 .458 .210 .151 

We iare iconstantly iencouraged ito idevelop 

inew iproducts iand iideas iin ia icreative iand 

ientrepreneurial iway. 

.854 -.070 -.050 .116 .016 -.099 

Departments iin ithe icompany iare 

idecentralized iwith iautonomy ito ifull 

idecision-making iresponsibility iand 

iauthority. 

.018 -.030 .033 .165 .121 .846 

The icompany ioften iprotects iits imarket 

ifrom icompetition. 
.433 .322 .342 -.085 .030 .461 

The icompany imaintains icurrent imarkets 

iand ithe isatisfaction iits icurrent icustomers. 
-.031 .213 .861 .179 -.005 .008 

The icompany iobserves imoderate 

iemphasis ion iinnovation. 
.184 -.228 .721 -.182 .312 .026 

The icompany ipursues iimitation iapproach 

ito iimprove iupon iits iproducts iand iservice 

iand ihence icompete. 

.089 -.007 .305 .230 .773 -.121 

The icompany ifollows iany istrategy iand 

ievents ias ithey iunfold iand ireacts ito 

ichanges iin ithe ienvironment. 

.003 .189 -.052 -.161 .812 .204 

The imanagement itends ito imaintain ithe 

icompany’s icurrent istrategy iand istructure 

irelationship idespite iirresistible ichanges iin 

ienvironmental iconditions. 

-.063 .318 .350 .123 .370 -.483 

Extraction iMethod: iPrincipal iComponent iAnalysis. i 

 iRotation iMethod: iVarimax iwith iKaiser iNormalization. 
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a. iRotation iconverged iin i9 iiterations. 

 

Factor iAnalysis ifor iOrganizational iFactors 

 

KMO iand iBartlett's iTest 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin iMeasure iof iSampling iAdequacy. .824 

Bartlett's iTest iof iSphericity Approx. iChi-Square 1127.501 

df 171 

Sig. .000 

 

Total iVariance iExplained 

Component 

Initial iEigenvalues 

Extraction iSums iof iSquared 

iLoadings Rotation iSums iof iSquared iLoadings 

Total 

% iof 

iVariance 

Cumulative 

i% Total 

% iof 

iVariance 

Cumulative 

i% Total % iof iVariance 

Cumulative 

i% 

1 8.476 44.612 44.612 8.476 44.612 44.612 5.547 29.193 29.193 

2 2.195 11.552 56.163 2.195 11.552 56.163 2.984 15.706 44.899 

3 1.549 8.152 64.315 1.549 8.152 64.315 2.775 14.607 59.506 

4 1.154 6.072 70.387 1.154 6.072 70.387 2.067 10.882 70.387 

5 .902 4.745 75.132       

6 .787 4.140 79.272       

7 .623 3.280 82.552       

8 .567 2.986 85.538       

9 .519 2.729 88.267       

10 .448 2.356 90.624       

11 .370 1.949 92.573       

12 .311 1.637 94.210       

13 .239 1.256 95.466       

14 .229 1.204 96.670       

15 .192 1.012 97.682       

16 .151 .793 98.474       

17 .134 .707 99.182       

18 .078 .412 99.594       

19 .077 .406 100.000       

Extraction iMethod: iPrincipal iComponent iAnalysis. 
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Rotated iComponent iMatrixa 

 

Component 

1 2 3 4 

The icompany ihas isystems iin iplace ito iensure isuccess iof iadopted 

istrategies. 
.091 .111 .785 .088 

The iorganization icarries iout iregular idepartmental iand 

iorganizational iaudit. 
.443 -.083 .658 .383 

The icompany idepartments iare iautonomous iin idecision imaking. -.039 -.074 .814 .050 

There iare isystems ito imonitor iand ievaluate istaff iperformance 

iagainst iexpectation. 
.306 .313 .669 .236 

The icompany ihas imechanisms ito itransform iraw iinputs iinto 

ifinished ioutputs. 
.304 .376 .320 .383 

The icompany iprefers icentralized istructures ito iachieve ihigher 

iperformance. 
-.043 .256 .194 .836 

Employees itrained iregularly ito iensure iquality iservice idelivery. .836 -.057 .050 .055 

The imanagement ipromotes iqualified istaff ito ihead iits ifunctions. .659 .324 .166 -.097 

The ihuman iresource iis imotivated, icompetent iand icapable. .752 .268 -.010 .223 

The icompany ihas ia isuitable iorganizational istructure ito iimplement 

iits istrategies 
.584 .260 .388 .441 

The iorganization ihas ia iculture ithat ipromote ioperational iexcellence .761 .308 .169 .184 

The iorganization ihas iadequate iresources ito ienable iit ito icompete. .553 -.004 .213 .689 

Employees iare imentored iand icoached ito iparticipate iin idecision 

imaking iprocess. 
.756 .346 .220 -.184 

There iare iadequate iresources ito ienable iemployees ito iaccomplish 

itheir iduties. 
.762 .231 .192 .226 

The icompany iorganises iteam ibuilding iactivities ifor istaff. .740 .239 .039 .220 

Management iencourages icross iorganization iemployee ifeedback ion 

iperformance. 
.294 .695 .287 -.055 

The istaff ihave ia iproactive iculture itowards ithe iorganization. .404 .816 -.094 .160 

There iis iteam ispirit iin ithe iexecution iof icompany iduties. .089 .821 -.058 .251 

The icompany ihas ia itransparent ihiring iprocess. .517 .508 .202 .134 

Extraction iMethod: iPrincipal iComponent iAnalysis. i 

 iRotation iMethod: iVarimax iwith iKaiser iNormalization. 

a. Rotation iconverged iin i6 iiterations. 
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Factor iAnalysis ifor iExternal iEnvironment 

 

KMO iand iBartlett's iTest 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin iMeasure iof iSampling iAdequacy. .538 

Bartlett's iTest iof iSphericity Approx. iChi-Square 265.772 

df 66 

Sig. .000 

 

 

Total iVariance iExplained 

Component 

Initial iEigenvalues 

Extraction iSums iof iSquared 

iLoadings 

Rotation iSums iof iSquared 

iLoadings 

Total 

% iof 

iVariance 

Cumulative 

i% Total 

% iof 

iVariance 

Cumulative 

i% Total 

% iof 

iVariance 

Cumulative 

i% 

1 2.875 23.955 23.955 2.875 23.955 23.955 2.234 18.615 18.615 

2 2.298 19.149 43.104 2.298 19.149 43.104 2.037 16.975 35.589 

3 1.339 11.157 54.261 1.339 11.157 54.261 1.604 13.368 48.957 

4 1.118 9.317 63.578 1.118 9.317 63.578 1.432 11.930 60.886 

5 1.049 8.740 72.317 1.049 8.740 72.317 1.372 11.431 72.317 

6 .795 6.621 78.939       

7 .644 5.369 84.308       

8 .526 4.387 88.695       

9 .476 3.966 92.661       

10 .390 3.253 95.914       

11 .341 2.841 98.754       

12 .149 1.246 100.000       

Extraction iMethod: iPrincipal iComponent iAnalysis. 
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Rotated iComponent iMatrixa 

 

Component 

1 2 3 4 5 

Political ifactors ihave iimpacted ithe icompany 

ifavourably 
-.052 .439 -.141 .676 .095 

Economic ifactors ihave iinfluenced ithe 

isuccess iof ithe icompany 
.129 .102 .168 .304 .832 

Social icultural ifactors ihave ipositive iimpact 

ito ithe icompany 
.462 -.335 .552 .146 .051 

Technological ifactors ihave ienabled ithe 

ibusiness. 
-.104 .114 .813 -.082 .162 

Ecological ifactors ihave iimpacted ithe 

icompany ipositively 
.769 -.029 .028 .009 -.274 

Industry iregulators iare icooperative. .748 .408 -.124 .201 .123 

Legal irequirements iare iattenable .811 -.094 .142 .027 .145 

Threat iof inew ientrants iin iyour ifirms iposes ia 

ichallenge 
.158 .825 -.034 .128 -.025 

Threat iof isubstitute iproducts iand iservices iis 

imanageable 
.229 .041 .651 .278 -.459 

Bargaining ipower iof icustomers iis 

icompetitive 
.144 -.186 .151 .749 .078 

Bargaining ipower iof isuppliers iis icompetitive .269 -.442 .298 .376 -.529 

Competition iamong ifirms ithreatens imarket 

ishare 
-.102 .787 .132 -.125 .183 

Extraction iMethod: iPrincipal iComponent iAnalysis. i 

 iRotation iMethod: iVarimax iwith iKaiser iNormalization. 

a. iRotation iconverged iin i11 iiterations. 
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Factor iAnalysis ifor iFirm iPerformance 

 

KMO iand iBartlett's iTest 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin iMeasure iof iSampling iAdequacy. .733 

Bartlett's iTest iof iSphericity Approx. iChi-Square 556.634 

df 78 

Sig. .000 

 

 

 

Total iVariance iExplained 

Componen

t 

Initial iEigenvalues 

Extraction iSums iof iSquared 

iLoadings 

Rotation iSums iof iSquared 

iLoadings 

Total 

% iof 

iVarianc

e 

Cumulativ

e i% Total 

% iof 

iVarianc

e 

Cumulativ

e i% Total 

% iof 

iVarianc

e 

Cumulativ

e i% 

1 5.07

9 
39.071 39.071 

5.07

9 
39.071 39.071 

4.18

9 
32.226 32.226 

2 2.07

7 
15.975 55.047 

2.07

7 
15.975 55.047 

2.59

9 
19.993 52.219 

3 1.59

9 
12.298 67.345 

1.59

9 
12.298 67.345 

1.96

6 
15.126 67.345 

4 .932 7.172 74.516       

5 .740 5.691 80.208       

6 .659 5.071 85.279       

7 .513 3.947 89.226       

8 .429 3.298 92.524       

9 .324 2.489 95.013       

10 .199 1.529 96.541       

11 .179 1.374 97.915       

12 .159 1.220 99.136       

13 .112 .864 100.000       

Extraction iMethod: iPrincipal iComponent iAnalysis. 
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Rotated iComponent iMatrixa 

 

Component 

1 2 3 

The icompany iretain icustomers iover ilong iperiod iof itime -.002 -.028 .890 

The icompany iactively iunderstands icustomers iservice 

irequirements iand iexpectations 
.144 .172 .881 

The icompany iis icomplaint ito icustoms iregulations iand 

iother iregulators 
.065 .687 .502 

The icompany iruns ia icomputerised isystem iefficiently ito 

ihandle icustomer’s iinformation. 
.245 .788 .225 

The icompany iis ia iforwarding iintermediary ibetween 

ishippers, icustomers iand ivarious iproviders iof 

itransportation iservices 

-.003 .794 -.059 

New iproducts iand icorresponding iservices ihave ibeen 

iintroduced iahead iof icompetition 
.663 .361 -.021 

The iorganization itrains iand iretains iemployees iover ia 

ilong iperiod iof itime 
.795 .317 .019 

Employees iperform iduties ithat iprovides ithem iwith 

iexposure iwhile ithey iacquire inew iknowledge iand iskills 
.765 .146 .099 

There iis ineed ifor iemployee idevelopment iand isupplier 

irelations 
.595 .141 -.164 

The ifirm icomplies iwith inational ienvironmental ilaws .421 .747 -.079 

The ifirm iparticipates iin ienvironmental iresponsive 

iactivities 
.741 .117 .109 

The ifirm isupports isocial iexposure iof ithe ibusiness iunit 

iwhich iincludes idirect iand iindirect istakeholders 
.840 -.038 .152 

The ifirm ihas ia ibudget ifor ithe isocial iaspects .814 .006 .114 

Extraction iMethod: iPrincipal iComponent iAnalysis. i 

 iRotation iMethod: iVarimax iwith iKaiser iNormalization. 

a. iRotation iconverged iin i5 iiterations. 
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