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ABSTRACT 
This study was designed to document strategic management practices within the shipping 
industry. The study had two main objectives: 

To establish the strategic management practices within the shipping companies in 
Kenya. 

2 To determine whether th' kind of strategy being used by the shipping companies 
in Kenya is rclat ·d top 'rformance. 

To achil've these objecti es primary data were collected using structured questionnaires 
with do ·e- ended and open-ended questions. One questionnaire per Shipping line was 
administered to the hief Executive Officer (CEO) or a senior Manager. A drop and pick 
later approach was adopted. On many occasions the researcher discussed the contents of 
the questionnaire with the respondents. 

The data were analyzed with the aid of SPSS software. Simple descriptive statistics were 
used to present this data. Relationship tests were done to determine the influence of 
strategy on performance. Mann-Whitney U test was used to determine any significant 
differences between subgroups. Except for the importance attached to corporate 
Leadership during strategy implementation, and the problem of availability of funds 
during strategy implementation, the findings did not reveal any significant difference 
between Vessel owning companies and Non Vessel owning companies (NVOCCs). 

The objectives of this study have been met. The shipping companies in Kenya practice 
f-ormal Strategic Management in various forms, which include annual, Developmental 
and Complete trategic Management. trategies are mainly developed through deliberate 
Managerial intent as well as imposed by agencies or force external to the organization. 
The Managerial intent of trategy development within the hipping companies in Kenya 
is characterized by planning view of trategy and the notion of logical incrementalism. 

w 11-·uti ulatcd explicit strategit.:s have positivdy impacted on the performance r 
hippin comp. nic in Kt.:nya. Written tt.Hegies, which an; proacttvd concet ·d and 

11 mmunic, ted within the or, miz tion, tend to improve ov 1 .til p 1 forman ·c or th ·s · 
mpani . 

' Ill 



Strategies which come as a result of planning and deliberate learni!lg through doing and 
innovation yielded better performance. Strategies which are largely dependent on one 
individual in the organization and which come as a result of doing things the way they 
have always been done adversely affected performance. 

The findings of this study, furth ·r revealed that shipping companies have been successful 
over the last five years, r • rc.ling above average levels of performance thus making the 
industry attractiv •. Thi' i' ontrary to the literature review that the shipping industry is in 
turmoil due to ov •r ca1 acity, fragmentation and politicization of the industry that made it 
lack adaptability and remain stagnant. This contradiction could be attributed to 
environmental and time context 

Based on the findings of this study we would like to recommend that shipping companies 
in Kenya broaden their focus on strategic issues beyond their curr~nt focus on marketing 
strategies. Generic Strategies of cost, differentiation and focus should be used to deiine 
the fundamental options since they form the basis of competitive advantage. Grand 
strategies based on these generic strategies should then be u~ed to provide basic direction 
for strategic action. 

. 
' I . 



CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 BACKGROUND 
The Pace of social and e n mic change is accelerating and increasing the risk of doing 
busincs . ompetiti n ha become stiffer and Industries are becoming more concentrated. 
The shipping industry has not been spared from the dynamism of the environment and 
has actually been caught at the center. Frankel (1987) notes that shipping industry is in 
the midst of major structural and operational change. According to Ansoff and 
McDannel ( 1990) it is through strategic management a firm will be able to relate itself to 
the environment to ensure its success and also secure itself from surprises brought about 
by changing environment. 

Inspite of the relevance of strategic management in managing firm's relationships with its 
environment in regard to development which have significant impact on performance, 
there has been no single universally accepted definition of strategic management. Jnfact 
there is a lot of debate on how strategy develops and how it is implemented (Hax and 
Majluf, 1988). 

According to Ansoff and McDonnel (1990) strategic management 1s a systematic 
approach for managing strategic change which consists of three steps: 

l. 

2. 

3. 

Positioning the firm through strategy and capability planning, 
Real time strategic response through issue management, and 
Systematic Management of resistance during strategic im~lementation . 

Chee and Harris, (1998) argue that planning has been the most important aspect of most 
management definitions of strategy. Hill and Jones ( 1992 utline this appr uch a 
orgc niz lion choo ing its goal , identifying the trat g1 s pen to tt, h sing the m t 
'lppr priat , nd th n allocating n.:: ourccs t it pur uit . 



The definition of strategic management as a conscious, planned effort has come under 
increasing criticisms. Mintzberg (1995) points out that it cannot be assumed that 
organizations strategy is always the outcome of external planning, because strategies can 
emerge without any spur from a formal planning process. From this point of view 
strategy is about what a c mpnny a tually does rather than merely what it intends to do. 

Burnes (1996) argu that both views of strategy, that is, planned and emergent, provide 
insight and classifications of what is a challenging problem, namely how to formulate 
strategic plans and responses that will work and therefore following any of the two 
approaches does not invalidate the benefits to be obtained from the other. 

Formulation of strategies alone will not bring success to an organization if these 
strategies are not carefully implemented. Kang'oro (1998) noted that although public 
sector in Kenya engaged in strategic management to varying degrees there was poor 
implementation. This has affected the quality of their services to the citizens. According 
to Johnson and Scholes (1999) strategy implementation is concerned with the translation 
of strategy into organizational action through organizational structure and design, 
resource planning and the management of strategic change. 

1.2 AN OVERVIEW OF THE SHIPPING INDUSTRY 
Frankel ( 1987), notes that Shipping Industry is in the midst of a major structural and 
operational change. Its roles, functions and objectives are under review and sometimes 
even under attack, while its ownership, management and organization remain in a nux. 

The current shipping situation is characterized by large surplus of tonnage in all types and 
sizes of ships. This has resulted in generally low freight rates, many Layoffs, w prices 
for second hand ship and accelerated scrapings. All of which are rene ted in seri us 
financial difficulties for the owners. While the depres ion in shipping ts general, the 
imp l v ri from market a pro pect for hipping vary ' ith th indu try rc p n 
I n -t rm tor o tmctur I chang . 



Shipping is structurally organized by function, performance, service and technology. The 
stmcture of shipping is undergoing major changes now as traditional functional 
organization by liner, dry bulk, tanker; general cargo and specialized shipping are 
increasingly merged into a multitude f diverse services and operation. Today shipping 
companies arc incorp rated int large and ofien multi modal transport entities. Shipping 
as a result is becoming n t only an integral commodity distribution activity but a major 
component or co rdinat ·d industrial production and delivery systems. While this trend is 
pronounced in industrialized world, most developing countries, who have become active 
in shipping only recently, continue to operate their fleets under a more conventional 
structure. 

The pure commercial independent ship operator who provided a basic transport service 
under fairly competitive terms has become a thing of the past. The reasons for these 
developments are political, financial and operational. Increased capital. intensity and 
modal integration demanded larger financial resources than shipping companies could 
marshall. 

Technological advancements also increased pressure on financial resources as shippers 
were required to change ship designs and operations to interface port operations. Today 
the structure of the world shipping industry is radically different with less than 30% of 
the world shipping today owned by pure shipping interest. 32% is owned by trading, 
manufacturing and transport companies, while the rest is owned by government and 
government agencies. This change in ownership has also affected operations with nearly 
22% of world shipping operated by non ship owning companies such as ship 
management companies (Frankel, 1987). 

hankel ( 19 7), argues that the changes in the environment have put the hipping industry 
in tunnoil, y l it makes tremendous contribution to development. II further notes that 
th hippin indu try has remainc I st gn, nt and hu bt.:t.:n subjt.: t d to tnl n.; n: •u\ati n 
nd 1 r l ti ni m h m oth r mod oft ,m p rt, while bcin , burden I by 
n I · o pt bility b o r trictiv pc.::t tin • and othct rules. 



1.3 STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 
The shipping industry makes a tremendous contribution to the development and is an 
essential factor of international trade whi h has become an imp01tant contributor to the 
economic development (Frankel, 1 7; hrzanowski 1987). lnspite of its important role 
in the economy, shipping i' 111 turmoil due to over capacity, fragmentation and 
politicization of the im\u·tr . A a result of these restrictive practices the shipping 
industry has remain d ·tugnant and lacks adaptability (Frankel, 1987). 

Strategic management position and relate the firm to environment to ensure its success 
(Anso!T and McDannel, 1990). Given the state of the shipping industry, it is apparent 
that a heavy dose of strategic management is needed. A few studies have been carried 
out in Kenya to document strategic management practices in the following sectors: 
Manufacturing (Aosa, 1992), .Retailing (Karemu, 1993), Public sector (Kan' goro, 1998), 
Not for profit organizations (Kiruthi, 2001 ). Shipping is a unique industry and therefore, 
understanding of strategic issues gained from studies conducted on other sectors of 
Kenyan economy may not be assumed to explain strategic management practices in the 
sector, unless an empirical study suggests so. These unique characteristics include 
among others; government regulation and protection, overcapacity, variability of 
ownership and interfacing of ships operations to that of the port of lading. 

This study will therefore focus on strategic management practices of the shipping 
companies in Kenya and seek to establish whether strategy practices have impacted on 
the perfom1ance of these companies. In doing so the study will address the following 
questions: 

i) What form of strategic management is practiced by tl\C shipping indu ·try in 
Kenya? 

ii) Is the kind of strategy being used by the shipping industry related t the 
1 crformance? 



1.4 RESEARCH OBJECTIVES 

1. To establish the strategic management practices within the shipping companies in 
Kenya. 

2. To determine whether the kind of strategy being used by the shipping companies 
in Kenya is related t p r(i rmnn e. 

1.5 TJIIi.. IMPORT N E Oli TilE STUDY 
Very little inlormati n i · available on shipping industry in Kenya. This study will thus 
provide insight into strategy practices of the shipping industry in Kenya hence 
contributing to the frontiers of knowledge. Scholars will use the study for reference and 
further empirical research on strategy practices in Kenya. Future investors in the shipping 
industry will use the findings to assess performance of the shipping industry. 
1.6 STRUCTURE OF THE STUDY 

Chapter one gives the background of strategic management and an overvtew of the 
shipping industry. It also contains the statement of the problem, research objectives and 
importance of the study. Chapter two gives the literature review while chapter four gives 
the research methodology. Data is analyzed in the chapter four while conclusions are 
drawn on chapter five. In chapter five recommendations for further study and limitations 
of the study are also given. 



CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Tn an area as diverse as strategi manag~;ment it is difficult to achieve synthesis within the 

scope of one study. 'I his r • 't;ar h has therefore attempted to address the key strategic 

issues relating to th bj tives of the study. In doing so literature will be reviewed 

relating to formulati n of strategies and implementation of these strategies as well as 

strategic management practices. The concept of strategy will also be reviewed and 

relationship between strategy and performance will be sought. Literature will also be 

reviewed on perfom1ance and how it can be measured. The two emerging schools of 

strategic management will be reviewed. We will also try to infer whether the two schools 

of strategic management are conflicting or complementing. 

2.1.0 MEANING AND IMPORTANCE OF STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT 

2.1.1 Strategic Management Defined. 

Pearce and Robinson (1997) define strategic management as a set of decisions and 

actions that result in the formulation and implementation of plans designed to achieve a 

company's objectives. According to Ansoff and McDannel (1990) strategic management 

is a systematic approach of managing strategic change which consists of positioning of 

the firm through strategy and capability planning, real-time strategic response through 

issue management and systematic management of resistance during strategic 

implementation. Johnson and Scholes (1999) look at strategic management from the 

perspective of what it includes. According to them strategic management includes 

strategic analysis, strategic choice and strategy implementation. 

Strate ic analy i is concemed with understanding the trategic position f the 

r' niz ti n in terms of it c. tcmal en ironment, internal r sourc~;s and l mp ·t n ·c.;s, 

nd influence of tak holder .• ttatcgic choic involve undctstandin, 

lh und rlyin fot t.: tluatil)t\ 

tin r m , m n' th m. Str 1 •i imp\ m nt.tti m i ~.: ml: tncd "ith ttan latil n 



of strategy into organizational action through organizational structure and design, 
resource planning and management of strategic change (Pearce and Robinson, 1997). 

2.1.2 The Origins and Devclopm nt of Strategic Management Thoughts 
According to Bracker ( 19 0) trnt 'gy omes from the Greek word "Stratego", meaning to 
plan the dcstructi n of m · t:n mil;s through effective use of resources. The Early Greek 
civi lization dcv lot ed th oncept to be used purely in pursuit of military victory in war. 
lt remained ·o until l c th century when it began to be applied in the business world. 

Formal strategic management seems to have its beginnings in the 1950s in the USA. 
Early writers who addressed this issue include Drucker (1954), Ansoff (1965) and 
Andrews ( 1971 ). From the late 1960s surveys carried out showed corporate planning was 
practiced in USA and abroad, however not all companies did so (Aosa; 1992). 

rJ__ 

In the mid 1970s, attitudes towards strategic management started to change. Taylor 
( 1986) attributed this to the increasingly turbulent business environment. In the face of 
rising turbulence, managers expressed disenchantment and dissatisfaction with strategic 
planning. Various writers criticized planning and made recommendations for its 
improvement. These included Mumford and Pettigrew (1975), Mintzberg and Waters 
( 1985), Whittington ( 1993). From the various criticisms and recommendations made, 
several features emerged that characterized good strategic planning practices . Such 
planning: 

a) I lad to be flexible and adaptable 

b) hould address implementation issues. 

c) hould be focused. 

d) hould be instrumental in developing competitive edge. 
e) hould enhance creativity and strategic thinking. 

'I h Cdlllfl: HI' till the dominating conccms in tratcgic management t day. (A sa, 
2. 

7 



2.1.3 Benefits of Strategic Management in Business 
Pearce and Robinson ( 1997) attributes the following benefits to strategic management: 

a) Strategy formulation activities enhance the firms ability to prevent problems. 
Managers who enc urag ubordinates attention to planning are aided in their 
monitoring and fore a ting responsibilities by subordinates who are aware of 
the needs of ·tral •gi 1 Ianning. 

b) rou1 based strategic decisions are likely to be drawn from the best available 
alternatives. The strategic management process results in · better decisions 
because group interaction generates a greater variety of strategies and because 
forecast based on the specialized perspectives of group members improve the 
screening of options. 

c) The involvement of employees in strategy formulation improves their 
understanding of productivity - reward relationship in every strategic plan and 
thus heightens their motivation. 

d) Gaps and overlaps in activities among individuals and groups are reduced as 
participation in strategy formulation clarifies differences in roles. 

e) Resistance to change is reduced. Though the participants tn strategy 
fom1lllation may be no more pleased with their own decisions than they would 
be with authoritarian decisions, their greater awareness of the parameters that 
limit the available options makes them more likely to accept those decisions. 

2.2.0 S'l RATF ~I MA A EM T PRA Tl E 
Butcher and 1 1ainelli, ( 1990) document five forms of strategic management; minimal, 
bud etary, nnual, de clopmcntal and complete. 

mp ni ith minim. I ltatcgic m ma • ment often ptovidt: this thr u •h in!otmal 
m tin r br in tannin inimal llat gi manag mcnt tdi liJ m 



individuals ability to pursue long term goals and VISions. The incorporation of a 
mdimentary budgetary procedure is the first sign that an organization truly understand 
where it is now. 

The introduction of an annual plan is often a step towards complete strategic 
management. The annual plan i more than the sum of the budgets. It is synergetic . 
Developmental ·tratt:gi management comes about when the organization (typically due 
to outside pressures) finds itself making long term plans for projects that are designed to 
enhance it competitive position. Development requires an assessment of current 
position, identification of the long-term positioning and strong project management to 
tum plans into actions. There is no single correct way to achieve complete strategic 
management in every organization. However some of the characteristics of complete 
strategic management include: 

a) Intensive development of integrated strategies at vanous levels within the 
organization. 

b) The ability to take a long term view appropriate to the organization, possibly three 
to ten years. 

c) Documentation of the strategy. 
d) Appropriate communication throughout the organization (Karemu, 1993). 

Johnson and Scholes ( 1999) look at strategic management practices in terms of strategy 
development. Strategies develop as a result of managerial intent, outcome of cultural and 
political processes and still strategy could be imposed from outside the organization. 

tratcgy which comes as a result of managerial intent, can be explained in three views, 
that is, planning view, command view and logical incrementalism. trategic planning is a 
sequence of analytical and evaluative procedures to fonnulate an intended strategy and 
me, ns of implementing it. Planning could be formalized or infom1 1. A command ie~ 
i \ h r tr t gy develops through the direction o an indi idual or • gr up r r instanc~.: 

min nt 1 d.l r ha becom p 1 nally a ociat d \ ith sltatc ,y tlt:vdol m~.:nt t f 



the organization. Logical incrementalism is the deliberate development of strategy by 
Learning through doing. 

Under cultural vtew strategi s ar th outcome of taken-for-granted assumptions and 
Ml routines of organization . mkr p litical view strategies ,develop as the outcome of 

internal or external int r ·t )r ups. An enforced choice is the imposition of strategy by 
agencic or fore'S ext mal t the organization. For example a government may dictate a 
particular cours or dire tion. 

2.3.0 TilE DELIBERATE STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT PROCESS 
Where deliberate efforts are made to formulate strategy, certain activities need to be 
undertaken by the organization. These activities are important components in the strategy 
making process. These include: 

a) Mission statement and objectives 

b) Strategic analysis 

c) Strategic choice 

d) Strategy implementation 

e) Evaluation and control (Pierce and Robinson, 1997; Johnson and Scholes, 1999) 

2.3.1 Mission statement and objectives 
Many organizations define the reason for their existence m terms of their mtsston 
statement. A mission statement defines the basic reason for the existence of an 
organization and helps legitimize its functions in the society. It clarifies the nature of the 
existing products, markets and functions the firm presently provides (Jauch and Glueck, 
1988). 

A good mi sian statement focuses around customer needs and utilities . trategy will only 
m ke en e if the market to which it relate · arc kno~ n. cfining the c mpany's markets 
i the t, rting p int of the stratcgy making proce s. Karemu, 1993 ). 



• 

Objectives are ends which the organization seeks to achieve through its existence and 
operations (Jauch and Glueck, 1988). Business organizations pursue a variety of 
objectives, some are long-tem1 and others are short-term in nature. 

2.3.2 Strategic Analysi 

Strategic analysi · is c n ·crnt!d with understanding the strategic position of the 
organization in-terms f its c temal environment, internal resources and competences 
and the cxpe ·tation and inOuence of stakeholders (Johnson and Scholes, 1999). 

External environment analysis include monitoring environmental sector like political­
legal, social-cultural econom1c and technological advancements to determine 
opportunities for and threats to the firm. It also entails analysis of the industry, 
competition and market. 

External environmental analysis is necessary because environmental factors are prime 
influencers of strategy change. The analysis gives strategists time to anticipate 
opportunities and plan to take optional responses to them. It also entails analysis of the 
industry, competition and market. The analysis helps strategists to develop an early 
warning of any negative deviations. This helps to prevent threats or develop strategies 
which can tum a threat to the firms advantage. If a firm ceases to adjust its strategy to the 
environment, the result is lessened achievement of corporate objectives. However, 
attention should be given to those environment sectors which are relevant to a firms 
operations (Jauch and Glueck, 1988; Thomson, 1990; Hax and Majluf, 1991). 

There is need to understand the nature of the industry in which an enterprise is operating. 
ll is therefore necessary to carry out an industry analysis to establish its structure and 
tr nd . 'I h • in tum help to indicate the current and future attracti en~;ss of that imlu ·try. 
'I hi helps a company to po ilion itscl fin the industry. (Porter, 19 0, I homp on , I 90). 

f th un tion o tr lle 'Y i to help an ent 1pri ~.; de lop competitive cdg in its 
P rt r, 1 , 19 5 . An nt rpn mu I know and undct land it comt t.:titot:-; 
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because it is amongst such competitors that it is trying to succeed. There are five major 
factors which must be examined with regard to competition. These include; entry and exit 
of major competitors, substitutes and omplements for current products and services, 
major strategic changes by cnrn.:nt ompditors, bargaining power of suppliers and, 

bargaining power of customer·. 

These factors are cru ·iul b ause they determine whether a firm will remain in its cutTent 
busine s and what strategies it will follow in pursuing its business (Grossman, 1980, 
Abernathy and lark, 1981; Porter, 1980, 1985). 

Strategy only makes sense if the markets it relates to are known. Effective strategists are 
concerned with who their customers will be and trends in the future which may lead to 
changes in customer buying patterns. (Jauch and Glueck 1988). 

Internal resource profile and competences of an entity highlights what it can do and what 
it cannot do and in turn helps in developing strategy for the entity (Ansoff, 1965; Porter, 
1980; Hax and Majluf, 1991). Internal analysis examines a firms functional areas to 
determine where the firm has significant strengths and weaknesses. The strengths which 
are unique to the organization constitute distinctive competences. Internal diagnosis also 
involves estimating scenarios of likely future conditions to reflect dynamic realities; such 
as how long a strength will remain if it is relied on or misused. The diagnosis of the most 
important factors for an organization may be summarized into what is called "strategic 
advantage profile" (SAP). The SAP is a tool for making a systematic evaluation of the 
enterprises internal factors which are significant for the company in its environment 
(Karemu, 1993). 

2.3.3 trat gic choice 

Strategic choice in olvcs understanding the underlying base guiding future trategy, 

tr·tt gic option for e aluation and selecting from am ng th m J hn on and 
ch 1 , 1 h d ci ion in ol c.: to u in , on a fc\ .tltcmativcs, considct ing the 



selection factors, evaluating the alternatives against these criteria and making the actual 
choice. 

In choosing strategies, strategists a k. themselves the following crucial questions: 
Firstly, what arc our obje ·tiv '. 
Secondly, arc th 'Y h 'ing md by ur strategy and the business definition we have 
chosen? 

Thirdly, will they be met in the future? 

The issue here is the examination of the gap between the expected and the ideal outcome 
vis-a-vis the a\tematives being considered. The size of the gap, its nature and whether or 
not it can be reduced will strongly influence the choice of some alternative over others. 
Certain managerial selection factors such as attitudes towards risk; perception of external 
dependence, currency of past enterprise strategies power relationships and time influence 
strategic choices (Karemu, 1993). 

2.3.4 Strategy Implementation 

Strategy implementation involves translating strategic thought into organization action. 
Managers successfully make this shift when they do four things; Identify short term 
objectives; Initiate specific functional tactics; communicate policies that empower people 
in the organization; Design effective rewards (Pierce and Robinson, 2003). 

Pierce and Robinson (2003) further contend that in implementing strategy three aspects 
of the organization need to be considered. These are structure, leadership and culture. 
The tructure will provide the basic way the firms different activities are organiLed while 
leadership 'i ill encompass the need to establish dire tion, embrace change and build a 
team to c ecute the trategy. ulture creates the norn1s of individual behaviour and the 
l nco the organization. 

lth u 1 c ti imp\ m nt tion of ltdtegy i important it i not ea y. tan • " ll 
nnul t d 1 pr pri t an 1il ' h n 1tt mpt to implement th m i mad 



(Bonoma, 1984). Alexander (1985) argued that successful implementation in part 
involves preventing implementation problems from occurring. This entails paymg 
attention to implementation problems when strategies are being developed. 

There is need to und rstantl th linkage between strategy development and 
implementation. trategy d • d pm~;;nt does not end when implementation statts. 
Similarly implcmuntati n i 'Ues are not postponed until strategy has been fully specified. 
The two prot:es 'es are interrelated and overlap (Hobbs and Heiny, 1977; Alexander, 
1985; Porter, 19 7; Taylor, 1988; Robert, 1991; Giles, 1991). If managers do not 
recognize such relationships strategies are likely to be developed that will be difficult to 
implement (Aosa, 1992). Bonoma (1984), argues that we need good strategies and 
appropriate implementation processes to produce intended results. 

2.3.5 Strategic Control 

Strategic control is concerned with tracking a strategy as it is being implemented, 
detecting problems or changes in its underlying premises and making necessary 
adjustments. It is concerned with guiding action on behalf of the strategy as the action is 
taking place and when the end result is still several years off (Pierce and Robinson, 
2003). If a strategy turns out to be uncompromising it can be revised or abandoned before 
major financial and psychological commitments have been made (Ansoff and McDannel, 
1990). 

2.4.0 THE ONCEPT OF TRA TEGY 

There is no single universally accepted definition of strategy. Infact there is a lot of 
debate on how strategy develops and how it is implemented (Ilax and Mujluf, 1 988). 
Aosn ( 1 992) categorized definitions of strategy into broad and narrow scope. om 
authots define the concept broadly to include both goals and means to a hieve th m. 
Other define trategy narrowly by including only the means t achteve goals. 

cc r lin to J lm n and chol trategy i the direction und . c pe of an 
or niz ti no • r th long term, which , hi v ud •anta •t..: fot the; 1 •, niz Hi n thmu •h 



its configuration of resources within a changing environment to meet the needs of 
markets and fulfill stakeholders expectations. 

In recognizing this complementary natur of and various views on strategy; Hax and 
Majluf ( 1988) have sugge ted a · mprehl;n ive definition of strategy. To them strategy: 

a) Determines and rev ·11' th rganization purpose in terms of long-term objectives. 
b) elect· the busim.: · the organization is in 
c) Defines the kind of economic and human organization the company is or intends 

to be. 

d) Attempts to achieve a long term sustainable advantages in each of its businesses 
by responding properly to opportunities and threats in the firms environment and 
the strengths and weaknesses of the organization. 

2.4.1 Levels of strategy 

Strategy can be visualized at three different levels in a company. These three levels are 
corporate, business and functional strategy (Ansoff, 1965; Hax and Majluf 1991; Pearce 
and Robinson, 1997). 

Corporate strategy is concerned with the overall purpose and the scope of the 
organization to meet the expectations of owners or major stakeholders and add value to 
the different parts of the enterprise (Johnson and Scholes, 1999). 

Business strategy is about how to compete successfully in a particular market, while 
functional strategy is concerned with how component parts of the organization in terms 
of the resources, processes, people and their skills effectively deliver the corporate and 
businc s level strategic direction (Johnson and Scholes, 1999). 

2.5.0 1 'IE 1POR RY 0 M MET 
I I con ciou delib rate approach of strategic management has come under in rea ing 
criti m. l urn ) not that in definin tr \tegic mana ,cmcnt there nr I\ 1 sue 
which n t b c n id r 1: 



1. Is strategy a process or an outcome of a process? 
2. Is strategy an economic rational phenomenon or IS it an organizational/social 

phenomenon? 

Taking these two questions I , th r it an be seen that there is a body of opinion which 
sees strategy as an int nti nul pr pective process based on rational model of decision 
making (Ansoff, I< ; t iner, 1969; Argenti, 1974). However there is equally insistent 
body which argues that it i an outcome of the complex social political process involved 
in organizational decision making (Hamel and Prahaland, 1989; Miles and Snow, 1978; 
Mintzberg 1987; Pettigrew, 1980; Quinn, 1980). 

2.5.1 The Design School 

This school view strategy as an economic/rational process, but consider its options and 
usefulness as primarily restricted to issues related to market share and profit 
maximization (Porter, 1980; Ansoff, 1965; Ansoff and McDannel, 1990). This school 
emphasize rationality in strategic management and long term planning. Strategic activity 
creates the profit potential which operating activity needs in order to make the profit in 
future. However strategic activities consumes resources and thus depresses near tetm 
profitability (Ansoff and Me Donnel, 1990). 

Ansof (1979) argues that the success of an organirati n lie on the hands of har •h \ucrs 
and management. he shareholders will th\.IS define their cxp ctations and the 
management will interpret these wishes into appropriate strategic actions and technocracy 
will carry out the actions under guidance from the management. This implies that strategy 
is therefore fom1ulated by top management and communicated and implemented 
throughout the organization. 

mire\\ 1 71) plac primary em ph, si on appr isal of int rna! and c tcrnal situation . 
\ hen th t\ o are matched this lead to creation of tratcgies ' hieh arc then va\uat d 

ith lh ch uh ·qu ntly implem nted. '1 hus st1 atcgy !l.Hmulation is del inked 



from strategy implementation. Mintzberg (1987) identified seven basic premises that 
underlie the design school: 

1. Strategy formulation h uld be c ntr \led, conscious process of thought. 
2. Responsibility for that ntr I and consciousness must rest with the chief 

cxccutivt; ortict;r, that i · th • trategist. 
3. The model f ·trat g formulations must be kept simple. 
4. Strategie should be unique; the best ones result from the process of creative 

design. 

5. The strategies emerge from this design process fully formulated. 
6. These strategies should be explicit and if possible, articulated, which also favors 

their being kept simple. 

7. Finally, only after these unique, full blown, explicit and simple strategies are fully 
fonnulated can they be implemented. 

The design school of strategy formulation has been under critism. Mintzberg (1987) in 
particular, rejects the model and only recognizes the importance the design school has 
played in providing basic vocabulary by which grand strategy is discussed and providing 
the central notion that strategy represents congruence between external opportunity and 
internal capability. 

2.5.2. The Proce School 

This school views strategy as an outcome of a process. Their emphasis is not on 
construction of detailed plans but on an organizational and social aspects of strategy 
formations. The argument here is that capabilities of an organization, in tern1s of 
structure, system, technology and management styles restricts the range of strategic 
options the organiz tion can pursue. It is the day today stream of decisions r garding the 
dev lopm nt o its capabilities which detennine an rganizat10n trategi dtrc tt n 
r th r th. n the r ve1 ( 1ile and no\ , 197 ) 
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Pascale and Athas (1982) and Hamel and Prahaland (1989) argued that Japanese business 
success is not based on well thought out strategies per se, but on commitment of Japanese 
Managers to create and pursue a vision of desired future. The vision is then used to build 
an organization together and giv it a mmon purpose to which all can contribute. Kay 
(1993) believes that an organililti n ' mp titiveness is not dependent upon any strategic 
plans per se, but upon, th · uniqu 'lll!SS and strength of its capabilities. Stalk et al (1992) 
used the term core capability in referring to an organization's practices and business 
routine while rant (1 91) proposed a framework for analyzing a firm's competitive 
advantage in terms of resources and capabilities. 

Mintzberg (1987) in his concept of emergent strategy argued that successful companies 
do not start with detailed strategic plans, but instead their strategies emerge overtime 
from the pattern of decisions they take on key aspects of their activities. Pettigrew (1985, 
1987) rejects the view that strategy is a rational process of deliberate calculation and 
analysis. Instead he believes that organizational strategy - though often chocked in 
rational and analytical terms- is in reality the outcome of a combinatio-n of internal 
political struggles between groups and individuals seeking to influence policy in their 
favour and external environmental pressure and constraints . 

Brown and Joplin (1994) believed that the main distinctions between the design and 
process school lies between the writers of 1950's and 1960's who they argue, saw 
strategy as basically concerned with fitting the organization to its environment, and the 
writers of 1980s and 1990s who see strategy as focusing on internal issues mainly to do 
with development of competences, thus you cannot delink strategy formulation from 
implementation. 

2.5.3 'I he wo chool ompl mentiug 

1intzberg et 1 ( 19 8) do not argue that one school should b preferred to the ther. In 
m c they can be considered as altematives or complimentary approa he 

h y al o highlight the role of an organizational ollc tivc mind in de eloping 
nd imtl m ntin tr. te y. 



According to Mintzberg (1994) the broad outlines are deliberate while the details are 
allowed to emerge with time. Th emergent strategies are not bad and deliberate ones 
good, effective strategies mi th' 'hara 'tcristics in ways that reflect the conditions at 
hand; notably the ability to pn.:tli t as w ll as the need to react to unexpected event. Kay 
(1993) took a similar vi ·w Whit· d ubting the efficiency of corporate vision per se he 
docs stress that the d vdopml.!nt of capabilities is conscious and planned process. 

2.6.0 THE LINK BET\ EEN STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT AND 
PERFORMANCE 

Performance is the ultimate test for any institution whether profit making or not for profit 
(Kotler, 1991 ). A company performance is closely linked to its marketing strategies 
(Kotler, 2001; Aaker , 1998). PIMS (profit impact of market strategy) findings show 
link between performance and market share (Johnson and Scholes, 1999). Explicit 
strategy formulation can improve performance. This was backed by studies in America 
which found that deliberate and systematic pre-planning of acquisition strategy produces 
significantly better financial performance than unplanned, opportunistic, adaptive 
approach.(Ansoff and McDannel, 1990). 

2.6.1 Measuring Corporate Performance 

To manage in the future, executives will need an information system integrated with 
strategy, rather than individual tools that so far have been used largely to record the past 
(Drucker, 1995). Eccles( 1991 ), noted that more and more managers were changing their 
company's performance measurement systems to track non financial measures and 
reinforce new competitive strategies. 

Kaplan and orton ( 1992) addressed the inadequacies of traditional performance 
m a Uiemem y tems when they introdu ed balanced core card. Balanced score card 

financi I mea ur s that tell the rc ults of action already taken. It omp\t.;ment 
tho fin nci, 1 m a ure with thre s t of op l,ttional measure ha ing to do , ith th 



customer satisfaction, internal processes, and the organization's ability to learn and 
improve the activities that drive future financial performance. 

The balanced score card demands that managers translate their general mission statement 
on customer service into sp iii' mea ures that reflect the factors that really matter to 
customer e.g time, quality, p rf rmance, service and cost. 

The internal mcasur s f the balanced score card should stem from the business processes 
that have the greate t impact on customer satisfaction- factors that affect cycle time, 
quality, employee skill, and productivity. Companies should also attempt to identify and 
measure their core competences and critical technology needed to ensure continued 
market leadership. Since the targets for success keep on changing due to competition, a 
company needs to be innovative and strive to continually improve by learning. This 
creates value and improves efficiency. 

Financial perfonnance measures indicate whether the company's strategy implementation 
and execution are contributing to bottom line improvement. Typical financial goals 
include profitability, growth and shareholder value. The balanced score card puts strategy 
and vision at the center of organizational performance. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

3.1 RESEARCH DE IGN ND POPULATION 

The research was be.; ·om.lu ·t ·I u ·ing the survey method. Survey method has been used 
to carry out similar studies in Kenya (Aosa, 1992; Karemu, 1993; Kangoro, 1998; 
Warsame, 2002). 

The population of interest will be all shipping line companies in Kenya. A census survey 
will be used to obtain primary data from the population of interest. All shipping line 
companies in Kenya are member's of Kenya shipping Association. A list obtained from 
the association was updated as to include only those shipping line companies operating in 
the year 2003 and eliminate those no longer in operation. This gave a total of 53 
companies. All these companies have their head offices in Mombasa with a few having 
branch offices in Nairobi. Since the number of shipping lines operating in Kenya is 
relatively low and concentrated in one area, that is Mombasa, it was decided to cover all 
of them in the study. Ogutu (1983), justified conducting of survey census for an 
exploratory study since it provides more accurate picture. The same justification was 
held by Kang'oro (1998). 

Similar studies conducted in Kenya have achieved the following response rate: Karemu 
(1993), 55%; Aosa (1992), 15%; Kang'oro (1998), 38%; Warsame (2002), 20%. In the 
event some respondents do not participate by failing to fill questionnaire or by being 
uncooperative, this will not amount to sampling because selection method is a 
fund, mental factor in sampling. In this case the researcher will not have elected the 
n..: pondcnts, but instead they will have self selected themselve . 



3.1 DATA COLLECTION METHOD 

After choosing the survey method of data collection, it is necessary to choose the mode of 

this collection (Aosa, 1992; Karemu, 1993, Kangoro, 1998). There are three survey data 

collection modes, personal int 1 i w, telephone interview and mail interview 

(Parasuraman, 1986). Tu II and lla kin ( 1990) add computer interview to the list. Each 

of these modes ha · advanta 1 ) • an I di advantages attached to it. 

Personal interview offer more versatility and is cheaper (in terms of time and money) 

than observational methods. However it is poor at controlling interviewer effects. Mail 

interview is excellent at controlling interviewer effect but poor at handling complex 

questionnaires. Telephone interviews is excellent at offering a high degree of sample 

control but only fair at collecting large amounts of data (Aosa, 1992; Karemu, 1993; 

Kang'oro, 1998). 

The choice of mode should be dictated by the objectives of the research and required data 

(Nachmias and Nachmias, 1996; Tull and Hawkins, 1990). Tull and Hawkins, (1990) 

add that resource considerations are important. Although personal interviews have been 

found to yield the highest quality and quantity of data compared to other modes 

(Parasuraman, 1986) Ogutu (1983) supplemented personal interviews with drop and pick 

later approach. Because of the problem of unavailability of the respondent, when the 

researcher intends to conduct the interview, Warsame (2002) preferred to use drop and 

pick later survey method. Kang'oro (1998), used a modified aspect of the drop and pick 

later survey whereby she discussed the contents of the questionnaire with the respondent 

and then returned later to pick up the completed questionnaire. This research will adopt 

the drop and pick later approach and where possible the researcher will discuss the 

contents of the questionnaire with the respondent and leave him/her to fill it on his/her 

own. 'l his is aimed at capturing the benefits of per onal interview as well a aving time 

bccau the p riod \ ithin ' hich this re carch should be c mplct d i Jumtcd . 

ne l1 tionn, ire per hipping line \Viii b ' lmini lt:n.!d to the hi fl. c uti\' fftccr 

r ny th r p n r c nmt nd I hy th · qu tionnairc on 1 ts 



mainly of closed ended questions and open ended questions. The questions were 

developed originally from study of the pertinent literature review, while other questions 

have been adopted from similar empirical studies carried out in Kenya by Aosa (1992), 

Karemu (1993), Kang'oro (199 ) Kiruthi (2001) and Warsame (2002). 

3.4 DATA ANALY I 
~ ' 

Data will b6 analyzed u ·ing tables and descriptive statistics. First, the data will be coded 

to facilitate comput r data input. Analysis will be carried out using SPSS. The data~ 
theq be summarized using tables and analyzed using descriptive statistics. This wtJ+ 
entail using proportions, percentages, means and frequency distributions. Gamma 

coefficients will be used to determine relationship between strategy practices and 

performance. Similar studies carried out by Karemu, (1993), and Kang'oro (1998), used 

similar analysis techniques. 

Further statistical analysis will be conducted to bring out any significant differences 

between three sub samples. To facilitate this Mann- Whitney U-test will be used. This 

method is chosen because it is expected that when data will be divided into sub-samples, 

the constituent sub samples will not be equal. Also most of the data is expected to be 

ordinal and categorical. Likert type profiles will be drawn to indicate any visual 

differences. Comparisons of findings will also be made with other similar studies carried 

out in Kenya. 



CHAPTER4 

DATA ANALYSTS AND FINDINGS 

In this section of the report th~ data collected have been analyzed using descriptive 

statistics such u · proportions, percentages, means, frequency distributions and 

summarized in table for presentation. Gamma coefficients have been used to determine 

relationship between strategy practices and performance. The respondents were divided 

into two groups with Vessel Owning Companies on one group and Non Vessel Owning 

Companies (NVOCC) on the other group. This was aimed at determining similarities and 

differences between various aspects of Strategic Management among the two groups. 

Likert profiles were drawn to _give visual difference and Mann-Whitney U test was used 

to determine significance.of.the.diff_er.ence. 

The findings of this study wi11 be presented in four parts. The first part will present 

findings on demographics of the Shipping Companies in Kenya. The second part will 

present findings on the strategic Management Practices. lt will address the issue of 
Mission Statements and objectives, plans and planning horizon, strategies, external 

analysis, internal analysis, strategy implementation and differences between various 
aspects of strategic management among Vessel owning companies and NVOCCs. The 

third part will present findings on Performance of the Shipping companies. It will address 

the tmpact strategy has had on performance, measures of performance and influence of 

various strategies on performance. The third part will compare the findings of this study 

with other similar studies done in Kenya. 

LA IFI ATIO 

'I hl! analy~i m this stud rl!qutrcd companson betw~cn group 

comp nie n all the variabll!s f tud . 'I he study \ us a censu · ·ur c 

of the hipping 

Fd"ty thre • ( ) 
hippin compant have been list d with Ken a Ship A 'cnts Asst iati n I urin , th 

tud it di o ered that me c mpam in c m rg d and th r 



management although they have been listed as distinct companies. This necessitated 

revision of the population to remove these anomalies. This gave 37 distinct shipping 

companies operating in Kenya (see Appendix 2) 

One questionnaire was distributt;d t all these companies. Some shipping companies 

were uncooperative and d 'illl d t participate in the study. A total of 18 companies 

responded t the qu~; ·tionnatre representing forty eight percent (48%) of the population. 

This response rate was con idered sufficient. Similar studies in Kenya have achieved the 

following response rate: Aosa (1992), 15%; Karemu (1993), 55%; Kang'oro (1998), 

38%; Warsame (-002), 20%. 

Analysis were done on all respondents before dividing them into subgroups and 

comparisons made. The initial intention was to base the subgroups on company 

ownership, size and vessel ownership. Ownership was based on whether the company 

share holders were predominantly local, foreign or whether they were shared on 50/50 

basis. Of the 18 companies who responded eight ( 44%) were predominantly local, seven 

(39%) predominantly foreign and three(17%) have shared ownership. Of the total 

companies eight ( 44%) own vessels while ten (56%) do not have their own vessels. 

Size was to be measured in terms of Net Assets and number of employees. However, this 

information was withheld by most respondents and therefore this subgroup was dropped . 

Seven of the eight companies who own vessels are predominantly foreign and one has a 

shared ownership. All locally owned companies do not own vessels. Due to this fact, 

analysis subgroup will therefore be based on vessel ownership. 

4.2 SIIIPPJ 0 IP D T IL 

'I his coven.::d areas uch as year of establishment company wn r hip and ve sci 

0\ ll I hip. 



1 40% 
39% 

' '· 
I' .• ·' '· 

,'. 'I ' 

20% ' 11% 

1931-1950 . 
~~........,._--~ -:-.....-t~ .... ~-- _., .... ' 

1951-1970 1971-1990 1991 and B;bove 

Figure 4.2 a Distribution of shipping companies by year of Establishment. 

Out of the eighteen companies studied the first one was established in 1936, with most 

shipping companies being established after 1970. 
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Out of the eighteen companies studied eight ( 44%) were predominantly local, seven 
(39%) predominantly foreign and three (17%) have shared ownership. 

Figure 4.2 c Distribution of shipping companies by Vessel ownership 
Of the total companies eight (44%) own vessels while ten (56%) do not own their own 
vessels. All locally owned companies do not own vessels. 
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4.3 STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 

4.3.1 Mission Statement and Objectives 

Out of the eighteen shipping companies tudied, sixteen (89%) have mission statements. 

All non vessel owning compunie , which are also predominantly local have a mission 

statement. nt of the •ight e, cl owning companies, six (75%) have mission statements. 

Out of the two c mpanie who do not currently have a mission statement, one of them 

had a mission statement which had been crafted by the company's General manager and 

was pro employees. When the General Manager was replaced, the mission statement was 

scrapped and none has been put in place to date. The other company feels that by 

knowing you are in shipping business is sufficient. All the mission statements listed, had 

similar components emphasizing customer care, quality of service and progressive 

growth into becoming a dominant player within the Industry (Table 4.3 .1a). 

Table 4.3.1 a Mission Statement and Objectives 

All shipping Companies Non Vessel Owning Vessel Owning 
n =18 n -10 n =8 
n % n % n % 

Presence of a Mission 16 89 10 100 6 75 
Written Mission 13 72 9 90 4 50 
Presence of Objectives 18 100 10 100 8 100 
Written Objectives 13 72 7 70 6 75 

All the respondents had set objectives for their shipping companies. Thirteen (72%) of 

these companies have their objectives in written form, Seven (70%) out of the ten non 

vessel owning companies have written objectives, while six (75%) vessel owning 

companies have written objectives. Nine (50%) of the shipping companies said that their 

objectives are set at the top (mostly by directors) while one (6%) shipping company 

indicated that tts objectives are set by managers .ight re pondent ( 44%) said that 

everyone in the company ts mvol ed in settmg obJe ttves Most atd that department et 

their O\\n bje ti e in lin with the overall g al their \vn bJe ttve m line wtth the 

o crall goal t the company Table 4.3.1 b). 



Table 4.3.1 b Involvement in setting objectives 

All shipping Companies Non Vessel Owning Vessel Owning 
n =18 n - 10 n =8 
n % n % n % 

Top Management 9 ISO 5 50 4 50 

Middle Level Management I 6 I 10 0 0 
. -- -

4 Everyone in the Company 8 44 40 4 50 

Of the eighteen shipping compames, eleven (61 %) indicated that everyone in the 

company is aware of the objectives. The rest indicated that they did not find it necessary 

to inform everyone in the company about the objectives. They fe lt that since the success 

of their organizations depended on the directors and managers, it is this group which need 

to have these objectives and then guide others in interpreting the objectives. When the 

companies were asked to indicate how they communicated their objectives, fourteen 

(78%) indicated that they communicated their objectives forma lly through meetings, 

company's periodical journals, company websites, monthly newsletters and outing 

among others. These communication media are not mutually exclusive and a company 

can use more than one medium of communication. Four (22%) of the respondents 

indicated that they communicated their objectives informally through ad hoc informal 

meetings or during company functions (Table 4.3.1 c). 

Table 4.3.1 c Communication of objectives 

Al l shipping Companies Non Vessel Owning Vessel Owning ·-
n - 18 n -10 n =8 
n % n % n % 

Everyone is aware of the Objectives I 1 6 1 s so 6 75 
Formal Communication 14 78 8 80 6 75 

Informal Communication 4 22 2 20 2 25 
----

4.3.2 Plan and Planning Horizon 

All hipping companies id the ha e plan differed in terms of the kind 

o pi n th ha put in pic c . A pre nkd n •t 1bl 4 .. I l i 'ht 44% )(' th 

mpanie h d hort temt plm . '1 h un ti n d 11 n 



These included operational plans, financial plans, marketing and logistical plans. Two 

(11%) of the companies had medium term business plans. Eight (44%) had long-term 

corporate plans. The companies with long term corporate plans use them as a guide for 

the overall company direction in terms of investments and diversification. These 

corporate plans are inlcrpr 1 d lhr ugh hort term functional plans. Most vessel owning 

companies (63%) have I ng 1 rm plans. This could be explained by their foreign 

ownership. Thi implie the foreign stakeholders have to make long-term capital 

commitments when investing in foreign countries. 

Eight (44%) have a planning horizon of between zero to one year. Three companies 

( 17%) had a planning horizon of between one to three years. Similarly three companies 

07%) had planning horizon of between three years and five years, While four (22%) had 

a planning horizon of more than five years. It is apparent that the interpretation of a tong 

tenn plan differed between the respondents. This is because respondents who indicated 

they had long term plans had planning horizon ranging from three years to five years and 

beyond. 

When the respondents were asked to say whether their plans were in written form, eleven 

(61 %) said theirs were written while seven (39%) have unwritten plans. These unwritten 

plans are kept in the minds of the directors and top managers. When cross tabulation was 

done between types of plans and presence of written plans a rather odd observation was 

noted. While 63% of vessel owning companies had long-term plans, 63% of these 

companies had unwritten plans. This implies that long teim plans are unwritten. Design 

school strategists favor long term planning which yields explicit strategies which if 

Possible should be kept simple and well articulated (Mintzberg, 1987). On the other hand 

Processualists argue that successful companies do not need to have detail d plans per e 

but a commitment to have and pursue a vision of desired future (Pa cale and Athas 1982· 
' ' 

flam I , nd Prahaland, 1989) 
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Table 4.3.2 a Plans and planning Horizon 

All shipping Non Vessel Owning Vessel Owning 
Companies 
n=18 n -10 n =8 

n % n % n % 

Types of Plans 

Short Term 8 44 5 50 3 38 

Medium Term 2 II 2 20 0· 0 

Long Tenn 
1----

3 30 8 44 5 63 

Planning Horizons 

0- 1 Year 8 44 4 40 4 50 

I - 3 Years 3 17 2 20 1 13 

J- 5 Years 3 17 2 20 1 13 

More than 5 years 4 22 2 20 2 25 

Presence of Written Plans 

Written Plans 11 61 6 60 3 38 

Unwritten Plans 7 39 4 40 5 63 

The shipping companies portrayed both formal and mformal plannmg characteristics. 

Twelve ( 67%) of the shipping companies, have formal planning meetings, while sixteen 

(89%) of all the companies, have informal planning interactions. A bigger proportion 

(75%) of the vessel owning companies have formal planning meetings when compared 

with the proportion (60%) of the non vessel owning companies. Out of the eighteen 

companies eleven (61 %) have clearly defined responsibilities for planning. Again a 

higher proportion (88%) of vessel owning companies have clearly defined responsibilities 

for planning when compared with the proportion ( 40%) of the non vessel owning 

companies. Twelve (67%) of the companies have set timetables for planning with a 

larger proportion (88%) of the vessel owning companies having time tables for planning. 

Only 50% of non vessel owning companies have time tables for planning. All the 

respondents did not have a planning department. Various functional Managers and 

directors are involved in the planning activities (Table 4.3.2 b). 

Table 4.3.2 b Formality in planning 
r-

All shipping !Non Ves I Owning Vesel Owning 
Companies 
n -18 n 10 n - 8 

n % n % n % ._ 

..!:onnaJ planning Meeti~ 12 67 6 60 6 75 

~formal Planning Interactions 16 189 9 90 7 88 

~nsibilitie~ for Planning II 61 4 40 7 8! 
;!_ime ~bles for Planning 12 67 IS :so 7 188 

P~nni'!.S_ Depanment 0 0 0 0 0 0 



Most of the planning activities are undertaken by the directors and managers. Six (33%) 

of the eighteen respondents said only directors were involved in planning process. Eight 

( 44%) said that directors and managers are involved in the planning process while four 

(22%) indicated that their planning proce s is participative whereby every body in the 

company is involved in the pl nning process (See Table 4.3.2 c). Out of the eighteen 

companies, three ( 17%) review their plans on a monthly basis, nine (50%) on a quarterly 

basis, five (28%) semiannually and one (6%) annually (Table 4.3 .2 d). 

Table 4.3.2 c Participation in planning and plans review 

All shipping Companies Non Vessel Owning Vessel Owning 

n=l8 n - 10 n =8 

n % n % n % 

Directors Only 6 33 4 40 2 25 

Directors and Managers 8 44 4 40 4 50 

Everyone in the Company 4 22 2 20 2 25 

Table 4.3.2 d Review of Plans 

All shipping Companies Non Vessel Owning Vessel Owning 

n ==18 n -10 n =8 

n % n % n % 

Monthly 3 17 2 20 1 13 

Quarterly 9 50 6 60 3 38 

Semi Annually 5 / 28 1 10 4 50 

Annually I 6 I 10 0 0 

4.3.3 Strategy Practices 

All the eighteen shipping companies had a mix of strategies as shown on Table 4.3.3 a. 

Marketing strategy was cited by majority of the respondents. Marketing strategy was 

defined by most to encompass customer care, good interactive relationships with the 

customers, personal contacts with the customers and addressing customer complaints. 

Most re pondents emphasized quality service as a worthwhile trategy in capturing the 

market. Most companies which cited marketmg strategy, said they carried out their 

marketing campa1gns through personal selhng, placmg ad m the hipping publication , 

telem rketing and email marketing. The sec nd m st ctted str t gy i th gen n t 

trateg , foil \ ed b difTerentiati n, [i u tr t g nd rgam gr wth. 
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Table 4.3.3 a strategies stipulated 

n = 18 Percentage 

Strategies Frequenoy Proportion 

Marketing Strategy 10 56 

Cost Strategy 5 28 

Differentiation 13 17 

Focus Strategy 
-

2 II 

Organic Growth I 6 

Out of the eighteeu companies, eleven (61 %) of them have written strategies. Eleven 

(61 %) companies have changed their strategies overtime and hope to change their 

strategies in future. Most of the companies that have changed their strategies have been 

forced by external environment to do so. They contend that customer needs and 

preferences have been changing and therefore a strategy that used to satisfy the customers 

in the past are no longer doing so. Competitors also play a major role in making shipping 

companies change their strategies. One respondent said, "because of new competition 

You need new approaches to survive." While some companies proactively change to out 

match the competitors, others change their strategies to conform with what competitors 

are doing. Another respondent had this to say, "when competitors come up with a 

strategy and our marketing team establish it is working we will also adopt it." Changing 

market conditions are also forcing shipping companies to change their strategies. One 

respondent in process of changing his strategy had this to say, " I have been using 

personal contact to do my business. Relying on personal contacts is proving to be very 

expensive and inefficient and I wish to start marketing through email". 

The respondents were divided in the middle on how they develop their strategies. Nine 

respondents csoo,o) said they developed their strategies formally whi le the other had said 

they developed their strategies infonnally. 

'J hose companies usrng formal strategy fom1Ulation basically de clop their strategies 

from marketing re carch. 'I he strategies arc di cu ·ed in formal meetings and ~.:rtain 

bu in ·tpproache ·trc agr cd upon. tha omc up' ith g ncr a) trat~.:gic phn whkh 

rc dju ted to uit th ptc\'ailing rwitorull ·ntal ondition . In hou e t1ainin, , a a) 
0 

cit 1 l WlY c mpl m ntin • nn I fi llltUI, ti n. l·ull • l rmul.tt d 



strategies are communicated and feedback control system is used to monitor the 

strategies. One respondent said that they receive fully formulated strategies from the 

head office line management. The local office is given authority to implement the 

strategies in line with the prevailing lo al nvironmcnt. 

Those com panic, practi ·ing inf rmal strategy formulation develop their strategies 

through interaction with other people in the Industry. What is deemed to work for the 

competitors is readily adopted. This category of respondents relied heavily on the 

experience of key people in the organization to formulate the strategies. Consultation is 

also used a Jot in detennining what business approach should be applied because of fear 

of failure. 

Most of the shipping companies relied on directors and managers to formulate strategies . 

Four (22%) of the respondents said only directors formulated strategies in their 

companies. Nine (50%) respondents indicated that directors and managers participated in 

strategy formulation with five (28%) indicating that everyone in the company is involved 

in strategy formulation. Vessel owning companies generally had a higher proportion 

(38%) of participative strategy formulation when compared with non vessel owning 

company's proportion (20%). 

When respondents were asked a set of questions to establish their strategic management 

practices in regards to strategy development, all of them _said their strategies develop as a 

result of management intent. When the respondents were asked further questions to 

explain the management intent view of strategy, five (28%) of all respondents said they 

followed command view of strategy, Seventeen (94%) followed logical incrementalism 

view of strategy. From these findings it can be noted that views of management intent of 

strategy development overlap and as such, a company can adopt more than 11 1ew. 

imilarly other practices of strategic management beside management intent Me 11 t 

mutually c ·cJu ivc. Joivc (2 %) of the total re pondents indicated th y pract 1c d cultural 

vi w 0 tr 1t 'Y whil thirteen 72%) of r pondcnt aid the ttategy th y followed is 

•m1 I on th m by 



Table 4.3.3 b Strategy Practices 
All shipping Companies Non Vessel Owning Vessel Owning 
n -18 n=10 n=8 
n % n % n % 

Written Strategy II 61 5 50 6 75 

Change of Strategy II 61 6 60 5 63 
-· 

Formal Development of strntegy 9 50 5 50 4 50 

Informal Development of Strategy 9 50 5 50 4 50 

Involvement in Strategy Development 
Directors 4 22 3 30 1 13 

Directors and Managers 9 50 5 50 4 50 

Everyone in the Company 5 28 2 20 3 38 

Views of Strategy 
Managerial intent of Strategy 18 100 10 100 8 100 

Planning View of Strategy 12 67 7 70 5 63 

Command View of Strategy 5 28 3 30 2 25 

Logical Incrementalism View of 17 94 10 100 l 13 

Strategy 
Cultural View of Strategy 5 28 3 30 2 25 

Imposed Strategy 13 72 7 70 6 75 

The responses to the question on problems experienced during strategy development and 

implementation were mixed (See Table 4.3.3 c). Frequent regulatory changes and lack of 

esources were cited by most shipping companies as the biggest impediments in strategy 

formulation and implementation. Respondents felt that regular changes at the custom 

department and Mombasa port posed biggest challenge towards strategy development and 

implementation. These regular changes can even render a certain approach to business 

irrelevant because of the financial implications arising from demurrage penalties and 

increased tariffs. Local shipping companies mostly complained that they lack resources 

to match competition from vessel owning multinationals. One respondent felt that Kenya 

ship Agents Association is not doing much in creating fair playing ground for Non vessel 

owning companies (NVOCC). NVOCC he sa1d are at the mercy of big vessel owning 

compames who control the sea freight rates. Another one said NV C are always 

engaged in a balancing act because they have t charge a fee acceptable to their lient 

and at the arne time try to make some profit. 



Implementation related problems were also cited. Some respondents felt that you can 

come up with a very good policy but when you try to implement it you face a lot of 

difficulties which could range from Ia k fa cptability by the clients or stiff resistance 

from within the organization. me respondents felt that there is preferential 

treatment of some politically nne ted shipping lines. This has aggravated the problem 

of undercutting posing unfair competition. Another problem cited was policy problems. 

Two respondents felt that there ts no clear maritime policy in Kenya and the Shipping 

Industry favors foreign vessel owning companies at the expense of local NVOCC. This 

lack of shipping policy has seen incompetent political appointees run key institutions 

vital to the industry further compounding these problems. One respondent went further 

to recommend that Government parastatals should be directed to be shipping through the 

National Carrier in a view to localize the Industry. Other problems cited were war risk 

and lack of information during strategy development and implementation. This general 

lack of infom1ation has led to adopting trial and error approach to business which at times 

is very costly if the strategy backfires. 

Table 4.3.3 c Problems faced in strategy Development and Implementation 

n = I8 

Problems 
Frequency Percentage 

Regulatory Changes 6 33 

Lack of Resources 6 33 

Implementation related problems 3 I7 

Res1stance from within 3 I7 

Preferential treatment and undercutting 3 I7 

Pohcy problems 
2 II 

lack of acceptability by clients 2 I I 

War nsk 
I 6 

Lack of mformat ion 
I 6 

4.3.4 E t rnal Environment Analy i 

All rc pond nts aid they carryout extcmal environment survey to help them in making 

bu ine s d ci ions. When a ked how they conducted this e. tcmal environment urvcy, 

m t of th m indic, ted th y carri d out th cannin ' hy means of mar ketin , 

intelli nc (l bl n) . ·r hi nt il I m 1 k tin r • , r h, r ad in , p 1 h li ·at ,
111
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marketing Journals as well as espwnage. Other methods used include meeting and 

contacts with regulatory bodies and colleagues in the business. Also business 

conferences and trade fairs play a vital role in learning about the external environment 

especially market trends and general e onomic rends. One respondent indicated that he 

visits his clients and prosp ct fl r lh ts to learn what is happening around. 

Table 4.3.4 u Techniques of External Environment Analysis 

11 = 18 

Frequency Percentage 

Marketing Intelligence 14 78 

Reading periodicals and Joumals 4 22 

Contacts with regulatory bodies 2 II 

Business Conferences 2 11 

Visiting Clients and Prospects I 6 

When asked who is in charge of the environment scanning exercise most respondents 

said it is the managers. However, the exercise is led by the marketing manager. Others 

said that the exercise is left to the directors only while a small . number said that 

everybody in the organization has a responsibility to find out what is happening and 

report to the marketing department what strategies can be used to adapt the organization 

to the changes in the environment. One respondent said that it is the marketing team that 

is charged with the responsibility of external environment scanning {Table 4.3 .4 b) . 

Table 4.3.4 b Involvement in External Environment Analysis 

n - 18 
Frequency Percentage 

Managers 8 44 

Directors 6 33 

Marketing team 2 II 

Everyone 2 II 

Total 18 100 

'I he rc:,pondcnts were asked to indicate the e ·tent to \ hich they con idcred various 

a pccts of c.·temal nvironment in making bu in plans and decisions. '( ho aspect 

were ranked on u 5 point Lik rt cale. me, n core w, c mputcd fot ach as1 t. 
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Table 4.3.4 c Mean scores on various aspects of the Extemal Analysis 

Aspect Mean core* 

Market Trends 4.5 

General Economic Trends 4.44 

Competition 4. 9 

Technological chang s 3.67 

Political and Legal fa tors 3.56 

Social Cultural Trends 2.67 

Mean score* Ranked on a scale of 5 where 1 = not considered 5= gtven pnme 

consideration. 

From the above table, market trends, general economic trends and competition are given 

prime consideration. Technological changes and political/legal factors are given 

moderate consideration while social cultural trends are only slightly considered when 

making planning and business decisions. 

When respondents were asked whether shipping as a mode of transport was facing 

competition from other modes of transportation many said that they did not feel that it 

was facing considerable competition, although in some cases air freight services were 

providing mild competition especially on perishable goods. 

4.3.5. Internal Analysis 

The questions here were intended to find out whether shipping companies in Kenya 

developed resource profile and competence to help the firms detem1ine whether they 

have strengths and weaknesses. All the eighteen I 00%) respondents aid they made 

a sessment of their resources. When a ked how they did their internal analyst aim st all 

of th m aid they conducted e:tcmal and int mal Hnancial audit , mong thcr 

t chni u e ' I able 4. . a) . A g od numb r of n; 1 on<.h.: nt pet fl 1 nH:d tal r 
ppr·1j nd r j w . 'l hi \ 1 mninly d n t I term inc tr ainin ' nc ll ,md 11 



reward those performing well. Physical verification of fixed assets and equipments was 

cited moderately. Other ~echniques of internal analysis were cited as checklists and 

management accounts. 

Table 4.3.5 a Technique of Internal Annly ' is 

ll 18 
Frequency Percentage 

Techniques 

Financial audits 16 89 

Appraisal of Human Resources 10 56 

Physical verification of assets 5 28 

Management accounts 1 6 

Check list 1 6 

When the respondents were asked what they hoped to achieve by performing internal 

analysis of their resources mixed answers were received. Gauging and evaluating 

performance v ere cited by most r spondents. Some respondents said tha they id 

internal analys is to determine whether they are meeting set bjectives. ther 

expectations cited included improvement of existing capacity, redirecting action, cost 

control, to avoid labour turnover and personal development (Table 4.3.5 b). 

Table 4.3.5 b Expectations of Internal Analysis 

11- 18 

Frequency Percentage 

Evaluate performance 10 56 

Meet set objectives 3 17 

Improve existing capacity 1 6 

Redirect actiOn I 6 

Cost control 1 6 

A void labour tumover 1 6 

Personal development 1 6 

18 100 

As pre ent don Table i. teen 9%) o there pondent have d \eloped internal budget 

to tlloc t th ir ~ ource to co t c ntct · 1!1 ven 61% f the te!-ipnndent use 

tncrement n pt iot 'e,u 

tim te . H e 1h 1 eb ' th 



estimates. Five (28%) of the respondents have zero based budgets (zbb) whereby they 

develop them from scratch by reading and anticipating the indicators in the market. All 

the sixteen (89%) of the respondents who said they had budgets, have budget range of 

one year and below. 

Table 4.3.5 c Aspects of Jut ruul Analysis 

All shipping Companies Non Vessel Owning Vessel Owning 

n -= 18 n -10 n=8 

n % n % n % 

Assessment of Internal resources 18 100 10 100 8 100 

Presence ofDudgets 16 89 8 80 8 100 

Types of Budgets 
Incremental 11 61 5 50 6 75 

Zero Based Budgets 5 28 3 30 2 25 

Budget Range 

1 year and Below 16 89 8 80 8 100 

4.3.6 Strategy Implementation 

This section sought to find out factors considered important in strategy implementation 

and problems faced by shipping companies in implementing their strategies and business 

decisions. The respondents were ask~d to indicate the importance of certain factors in 

implementing strategies and the problems they have encountered. Those aspects were 

ranked on a five point Likert Scale. A mean score was computed for each aspect. 

Table 4.3.6 a Importance of Implementation factors 

Factor Mean Score* 

Organizational structure 

Corporate Leadership 

Orgamzat1onal Culture 

4.33 

4.28 

3.50 

Mean sc re• ranked on a scale of 5 \ here 

l - t tally unimportant 5 - V ry imp rtant. 

0 



From the table above organizational structure and corporate leadership were considered 

important in strategy implementation while organizational culture was considered to be 

moderately important. 

Table 4.3.6 b Problems during lmpkmcntntion 

Aspect 
Implementation t k m r tim than was 

Originally allocat d 

Resources made available were inadequate 

Major obstacles surfaced during implementation 

That had not been identified before hand 

Co-ordination of implementation activities was 

Not effective enough 

Leadership and direction provided by Managers 

Was not adequate 

Monitoring of implementation Activities 

was inadequate 

Line managers did not see the decisions 

Important 

Mean score* 

3.11 

3.06 

2.94 

2.50 

2.39 

2.33 

2.06 

From the table above problems related to time allocated to strategy implementation and 

lack of resources were considered moderate problems in implementing business 

decisions. All other factors were mildly considered as problems during strategy 

implementation. 



4.3.7 The Likert Profiles 

The Likert profiles on various aspects of strategic management were drawn to give visual 

differences between aspects of strategic management among vessel owning shipping 

companies and non vessel owning shippin) companies. 

3 
~ 1 2.8 2.6 

3.8 

• 
2.88 --~ ~ ..... --~·~---~ 

2.88 ~------··----· 
2.13 

2.13 2.13 2~----1. .. 88 -· 

Figure 4.3.7 a Problems during strategy Implementation 

Figure 4.3.7a above shows similarity in problems encountered during strategy 

implementation with a general mean core difference f I ss than a p int except Cor 

resource availability which showed a difference of 1.67 points. Non vessel owning 

companies rated inadequacy of resources higher than vessel owning companies. lhis 

again can be attributed to ownershrp because vessel owning multmatronals recerve 

linancial support from their headquartl:rS and can a ct: s II' short: 1\md tL:ducrn• 

ignificantly resource con traint. 
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Figure 4.3.7 b Consideration of external environment Decision Making 

From figure 4.3.7b above we observe similarity in consideration of external environment 

in planning and decision making. The differences noted are small with a mean score of 

less than a point. 



3.88 

Figure 4.3.7 c Importance of implementation 

3.5 .. 
3.5 

From figure 4.3.7c above we notice similarity among vessel owning companies and 

NVOCCs in impOiiance attached to organizational structure and organizational culture. 

However there is apparent difference in the importance attached to corporate leadership 

whereby non vessel owning companies have a score of 4.6 and vessel owning companies 

have a score of 3.88. This difference can be attributed to ownership whereby local 

companies are closely monitored and run by the directors in a family style fashion. This 

contrast with vessel owning multinationals that rely on hired managers. 

4.3.8 ignificance Test 

The Mann-Whitney U test was carried out to establish if the difference revealed by the 

Likert profiles was statistically significant. This test was based on the consideration of 

external environment factors, importance of implementation factors and problems 

c:pcrienced during strategy implementation. The confidence level ',: a set at 95% (5% 

ignificant lev 1). 'I he critical U n.:ad from the table is 17. 'I he folio\ ing hypothe is, ere 

mmulat 



HO: U<17 -There is no significant relationship between aspects of strategic management 

of vessel owning companies and those of non vessel owning companies. 

HA: U > 17 - There is significant r lati n hip between aspects of strategic management 

of vessel owning companies and n n vc ·d wning companies . 

Decision rule: Reject 110 if 1111 uted ~ 17 

Table 4.3 .8 a Results of Mann Whitney U test on Consideration of External 

Environmental Factors in decision making. 

Vessel 
Mean 

N Sum of Mann-
~wnership Rank Ranks Whitney U 

Level of consideration of general INo 10 11.45 114.5 

~conomic trends in planning and decision !Yes 8 7.06 56.5 

making rrotal 18 20.5 
!No 10 8.8 88 

Level of consideration for political and Yes 
legal developments in planning and 8 10.38 83 
~ecision making rrotal 18 33 

Level of consideration for competitors in 
!No 10 9.9 99 
tyes 8 9 72 

~ecision making tfotal 18 36 

Level of consideration for technological 
!No 10 9.4 94 
!Yes 8 9.63 77 

~hanges in planning and decision making rrotal 18 39 

Level of consideration for social and No 10 8.05 80.5 

~ultural trends 111 plann111g and decision !Yes 8 11 .31 90.5 

making rrotal 18 25 .5 -
!No 10 

. t--

Level of consideration for market trends 111 
9.5 95 

Yes 8 9.5 ~ 76 
tplanning and deciston making ~otal 18 

-- -- -
40 

tatistical conclu ion 
ince computed U for all factors is more than 17 we reject I IO and accept IIA. 'I hi 

irnplic that ther i ignificunt relationship bet\ c nth asp t of c. tcmal cnvir nmcnt in 

trategic manag ment o es el O\ ning comp. nic and on \' s cl 0\ ning c mpanics. 

'J hi m , n th 1t th r i no t 1tic, lly igni 1 mt ii t rntl 
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environment in planning and decision making between vessel owning and non vessel 
. . 

ownmg compames. 

Table 4.3.8 b Results of Mann-Whitney U test on importance of implementation 

factors 

V •sscl Mean 
Sum Mann-

~wncrship 
N 

Rank 
of Whitney 

Ranks u 
No 10 9.65 96.5 

Importance of orgnnizutionul structure m Yes 8 9.31 74.5 
implementing strategies 

~otal 18 38.5 

!No 10 11.95 119.5 
Importance of corporate leadership in Yes 8 6.44 51.5 
implementing strategies Total 18 15.5 

No 10 9.4 94 
Importance of organizational culture in Yes 8 9.63 77 
implementing strategies Total 18 39 

Statistical conclusion 

Since computed U for organizational structure and organization culture is more that 

seventeen we reject HO and accept HA. However since computed U for corporate 

leadership is 15 .5 we fail to reject HO. This implies there is statistically significant 

difference between importance attached to corporate leadership by vessel owning 

companies and Non vessel owning companies. 



Table 4.3.8 c Results of Mann Whitney U test on problems faced during strategy 

implementation. 

~cs ·l'l Mean Sum of Mann-

1wn •rshlp 
N Rank Ranks Whitney 

Test 

Implementation took mort: time 
INo 10 10.4 104 
Yes 8 8.38 67 

than was allocated trotal 18 31 
~0 10 9.7 97 

!Obstacles during implementation !Yes 8 9.25 74 
[Total 18 38 

!coordination activities Not 
!No 10 10.45 104.5 
!Yes 8 8.3 1 66.5 

~ffective enough trotal 18 30.5 
No 10 10.25 102.5 

Leadership and direction by !Yes 8 8.56 68.5 
managers Not adequate rrotal 18 32.5 

INo 10 10.45 104.5 
Implementation activities Not !Yes 8 8.31 66.5 
jadequate [Total 18 30.5 

!Line managers did Not see the 
!No 10 10.15 101.5 
!Yes 8 8.69 69 .5 

!decision as important fro tal 18 33 .5 
!No 10 12 120 

Resources made available were !Yes 8 6.38 51 
inadequate trotal 18 15 

Statistical conclusion 

Since computed U for all other factors except inadequacy of resources is more than 

17 we reject HO and accept HA. However for resource inadequacy we fail to reject HO. 

This implies that all other problems experienced by the companies in implementing 

strategies are not significantly different except for availability of resources 

Ov rail onclu ion of 1ann Whitn te ton p ct of trat gic Manag •ment 

h. c pt for 1rnportance attached to corporate leader htp tn strategy impknH.:ntat 1011 an 1 

probl 111 c tt·tch d to lack of rc ourccs, other con ide red ·tspc t of stt atcgic management 

'r 
n •e el O\ ning and non \'C I o vning ompanic . 
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4.4.0 PERFORMANCE 

Questions in this section sought to determine whether strategies adopted by shipping 

companies in Kenya have influenced their performance. Respondents were asked to rank 

among factors three which they considered important measures of performance. These 

factors were aggregated and overall performance determined. Gamma coefficients were 

used to determine relation hip between strategy and performance. 

4.4.1 Strategy Impact on Performance 

All the respondents said that the strategy they have been using has impacted on their 

performance (See Table 4.4.1 a). One (6%) respondent said that the strategy had small 

impact on performance. Five (28%) said the impact has been on average while the 

majority (67%) said the strategy they follow has impacted on their performance to a great 

extent. It is worth noting that a larger proportion (75%) of vessel owning companies said 

that the impact has been on a large extent compared to the proportion (60%) that does not 

own vessels. 

Table 4.4.1 a Strategy impact on performance 

All shipping Companies Non Vessel Owning Vessel Owning 

n =18 n-10 n - 8 

n % n % n % 

Small extent 1 6 1 10 0 0 

On Average 5 28 3 30 2 25 

Great Extent 12 67 6 60 6 75 

Success lUting 

Successful 14 78 8 80 2 25 

Unsuccessful 4 22 2 20 6 75 

In Table 4.4.1 b respondents gave varied aspects that have been impacted by strategies 

they have adopted. Majority said they have exp rienced increased market share and also 

their profitability has increased. Increase in sales volume and improved staff motivation 

were cited b a considerable number. thers Cited mclude steady growth, Impr ved 

service qualit and overall cost reduction When the re pondents were asked whether 

they con idered their c mpanies ucce sful, 14 fourteen (78%) aid they c n Idered their 

companie ucce ful while nly four (22%) c n idered their un u ful. 



Table 4.4.1 b Aspects of Strategy impact 

Aspects of Strategy Impact 11 = 18 

Frequency Percentage 

Increase in Market Share 9 50 

Increase in Profit 6 33 

Increase in Sa les Volume 4 22 

Improved Staff Motivation 4 22 

Steady Growth 12 II 
--·-

Improved Service Quality I 6 

Cost reduction l 6 

4.4.2 Measures of Performance 

Questions in this section were aimed at establishing the most important measures of 

performance. Respondents were asked to rank the first three measures among other 

factors they considered most important in measuring performance and the results 

presented on Table 4.4.2 a. 

Profitability was considered by mne respondents (50%) as the first most important 

measure of performance . . A higher proportion (63%) of vessel owning companies 

favoured profitability as the measure of performance compared to 40% of non vessel 

owning companies who considered it as the first measure of performance. Service quality 

was considered as the second most important measure of performance by five (28%) 

respondents while growth was considered as the third most important measure of 

performance by four (22%) respondents. Market share also featured prominently as an 

important measure of perf01mance. 

Respondents were asked to evaluate their level of performance based on three important 

measures of performance in their respective companies. The three measurement level 

were aggregated and an overall perfom1ance level detennined ( ee Table 4.4.2 b). ne 

(6%) respondent indicated a performance level of first quarter, that is between 0-25o/
0

. 

J·ivc respondents (2 %) indicated a perfom1ance level of second quarter (26% _ soo/o). 

'len (56%) indi atc.;d a pcrfonnance level of third quarlt:r (51% - 7.-%). 'Iwo (II%) 

indi at I p rfonnan o fourth quart r (7 %-I 00%). 'I his implies th.tt 67% or th 

hi11 in • lllJ 111 rc oin • well attaining nl v aver t 'c p rformance L'i el )\\'1\in • 



companies registered better performance with 75% attaining above average performance 

when compared to 60% non vessel ownmg companies who attained above average 

performance. 

Table 4.4.2 a Measures of performance 

All hipping Companies Non Vessel Owning Vessel Owning 

n 18 n =10 n=S 
-~ 

ll % ll % ll % 

First Measure of Performance 

Profitability 9 so 4 40 5 63 

Growth I 6 1 10 0 0 

Market Share 2 11 2 20 0 0 

Competent Skilled employees I 6 0 0 1 13 

Service quality 4 22 3 30 1 13 

Training. programs I. 6 0 0 l. 1.3 

18 100 10 100 8 100 

Second Measure of Performance 

Profitability 4 22 3 30 1 13 

Growth 2 11 0 0 2 25 

Market Share 3 17 0 0 3 38 

Competent Skilled employees 2 11 2 20 0 0 

Service quality 5 28 4 40 1 13 

Training programs 1 6 0 0 1 13 

Timeliness of Service l 6 1 10 0 0 

18 100 10 100 8 100 

Third Measure of Performance 

Profitability 2 11 2 20 0 0 

Growth 4 22 1 10 } 38 

Market Share 3 17 2 20 1 13 

Competent Skilled employees 2 11 1 10 1 13 

Service quality 2 11 1 10 1 13 

Training programs 2 11 2 20 0 0 

Time! iness of Service 1 6 0 0 1 l3 

Shareholders Value 1 6 0 0 1 13 

New technology adopted I 6 I 10 0 0 
18 100 10 100 8 tOO 

Tabl 4.4.2 b Overall performance 

All shipping Companies !Non Vessel Owning Vessel Owning 
n =18 n - 10 n - 8 
n % n % n 0 ' , o 

0-25% I 6 I 10 0 0 

26%-50% 5 28 3 30 2 25 

51%-75% 10 I 56 6 60 4 ISO 
76%- 1000/o 2 11 0 0 2 25 

18 100 10 tOO 18 100 

0 



4.4.3 Strategy Influence on Performance 

Various strategy practices were cross tabula! d against performance and SPSS gamma 

test run to establish the inOuencc of strat y pra lice on company performance (See 

Appendix 3). As we had enrli r indica! d it should be noted that strategy practices arc 

not mutually exc lusive :Hld th 't I( rc a ·ompany could have more than one strategy · 

practice. This dilutes the !Teet c f gamma test on one practice of strategy. 

Very strong positive relationship with a gamma coefficient of 0.846 was established 

between logical incrementalism view of strategy and performance. This impli es 

companies that develop strategy through experience over time and adjust them to fit the 

external environment requirements register better performance. A strong positive 

relationship with a gamma coefficient of 0.615 exits between written strategy and 

performance. This implies if strategies are well articulated and understood they wi II 

contribute to better perfom1ance. A moderate positive relationship with a gamma 

coefficient of 0.548 exists between the people involved in strategy formulation and 

performance. This implies participative strategy formulation yields better performance. 

A weak negative relationship with a gamma coefficient of -0.263 exists between 

command view of strategy and performance. Similarly a weak negative relationship with 

a gamma coefficient of -0.436 exists between imposed strategy and performance. This 

implies that command view of strategy whereby only one person in the organization is 

involved in strategy, affects performance negatively although to a very smal l extent. 

Similarly strategy imposed by external forces impacts negatively on performance 

although the influence is minimal. A moderately strong negative relationship exist 

bet'> ccn cultural vic'> of strategy and pcrfom1ancc. This implies shipping companies 

, ho ha c stuck to dong things the ' ay they have always been done over the years 

performed po rly to om e:tcnl. 



4.5 COMPARISON WITH OTHER EMPIRICAL STUDIES DONE IN KENYA 

In this section the findings of the study are compared with those of other studies carried 

out on strategic management in other sectors of K nyan economy. Aosa (1992) found 

that majority of the companies he studi had no explicit mission statements. "If they 

existed at all it was vaguely in th mind' f top managers" (Aosa, 1992, P. 246). This 

finding was corroborated hy ·tudii!d d n by Karemu ( 1993) and Kiruthi (2001 ). This 

study noted that hipping c mpunies have explicit well articulated mission statements. 

Studies by Kang'oro (199 ) on public sector and Njanja (2001) on Agricultural 

parastatals have similar findings with this study. They noted presence of well articulated 

mission statements. However they noted general lack of commitment to the mission 

during strategy implementation phase. The differences between Aosa (1992) and 

Karemu (1993) studies on one hand and this studies and that of Kangoro ( 1998) and 

Njanja, (200 1) on the other hand could be attributed to the context of time and the sector 

studied. Aosa studied large manufacturing companies in Kenya in 1992 and Karemu 

studied retailing supermarkets in 1993 . 

Karemu (1993) observed absence of long range plans. She noted that the planning 

horizons were short and plans were kept informal. Kang' oro (1998) on the other hand 

noted that public sector had well articulated plans. This was also confirmed by Njanja 

(200 1) who noted that agricultural parastatals have formal planning sessions. This study 

found that shipping companies have varied planning horizons ranging from short term to 

long term. These are characterized by both formal and informal planning aspects. 

Karemu (1993) noted that although all supem1arkets studied indicated that they had 

strategies few of them showed any serious commitment to them. Kiruthi(200 1) found 

that clubs did not seem to have concrete strategies in place to ensure their survival 

although they continued to attract members in large numbers. he attributed this t 

unique management structure of clubs. Kang'oro (1998) noted that public sector 

organization h, d strategies but tht!y did not enj Y b ndits of stratt!gi management 

b c u c th y impl m nted th 111 po rly. 'I his study di covcn.:d that shipping C< mpanit:s 



have well articulated strategies and these strategies have had great impact on their 

performance. 

Aosa (1992) observed that most compnme he studied had difficulties conducting 

environmental scanning. Wh r th a tivity was carried out, it was informal and 

unsystematic. This was corr b rat d b Karcmu ( 1993). This study however observed 

that shipping companies parti ipated in environmental scanning. However they differed 

on how they conduct this e ercise, with most preferring marketing intelligence. This 

difference could still be attributed to the context. 

Karemu ( 1993) noted that among the environmental factors given prime consideration are 

economic trends and marketing treads. She attributed this to the availability of 

information and their direct relationship to profits. This study also had similar findings. 

However in addition to economic and market trends, competitors were also given prime 

consideration. 



CHAPTER FIVE 

CONCLU ION 

5.1 SUMMARY, Dl CUSSIONS AND N LU IONS 

In this section of the report r ·suit' ar' ·ummarizcd, discussed and conclusions drawn. 

From theoretical frnmcw rk di · us l!d in chapter two, deliberate strategic management 

consists of mission and objecti e , plans, strategies, external and internal analysis. The 

mission defines the basic reason for existence. Strategy will only make sense if the 

market to which it relates are known. Objectives are the ends which the organization 

seeks to achieve through its existence and operations (J aunch and Glueck, 1988). 

Majority of the shipping companies studied have well articulated mtsston statements. 

These mission statements are interpreted through explicit objectives set mostly by the top 

management. Once the objectives are set they are communicated to the subordinates 

through formal channels which include formal meetings, company newsletter and memos 

among others. Informal communication also plays part in communicating objectives. 

This includes informal interactions or verbal communication. 

All the shipping compames have plans. The types of plans range from short-term 

functional plans to long term strategic plans. Long tem1 plans are broken down into 

shOit-tenn functional tactical plans for implementation purposes. Planning horizon range 

from less than one year to more than five years. Most of the plans are in written form 

and are formal. From time to time, informal planning interactions support the planning 

process. Plans are mainly developed by top management and are reviewed mostly on 

quarterly basis. 

All the shipping c mpamcs carry out external and internal analysis. I lo" e er the 

metllO 1 u d to carry out these analysis diffcn.:d from one ompan ' to th othct. 1 h • 

m t p put. r m th d f c ·tcrnal analy is wu marketing intdligcncc. n the th r hand 

th 111 t p pulnr m th d o intcmal analy i " 't financial audit in, and ol h\ll\\,11\ 



resources appraisal. Importance was gtven to market trends, economic trends and 

competition when conducting external analysis. Most shipping lines perform internal 

analysis in order to evaluate their performance. 

From the literature review (presented n ·hapter tw ) Butcher and Mainelli (1988), gave 

five forms of strategic nwna • 'Ill ·nt v hile John on and Scholes gave three forms of 

strategic management 1 rn ·tice ba ·ed on how the strategy is developed. From the findings 

of this study trat gic management practices tend to be, annual, developmental and 

complete. Strategies are mainly developed through deliberate managerial intent as well as 

imposed by agencies or forces external to the organizations. This managerial intent of 

strategy development within the shipping companies in Kenya is characterized by 

planning view and notion of logical incrementalism. 

Theoretical framework (set out in chapter two) indicates that there is a relationship 

between explicit strategy and performance. The findings of this study confirmed this 

supposition. Majority of shipping lines said that strategy impacted on their performance 

to a great extent. The impact on performance has been noted in terms of increased 

market share, profitability and increase in sales volume. This is corroborated by PIMS 

findings. Most of the shipping companies were also found to be successful contrary to 

advances on literature review that the shipping industry is in turmoil, lacks adaptability 

and has stagnated. This could be attributed to context. The literature reviewed related to 

studies done in developed countries where the situation in shipping is characterized by 

large surplus of tonnage in all types and sizes of ships which is not the case in Kenya. 

Further, all locally owned shipping companies in Kenya do not own vessels and only 

eight ( 44%) of the total companies studied own vessels. 

Profitability, scr tce quality, growth and market share were considcrcd the 1110 t 

important mea un.: of pcrfonmmcc by the shippmg c mpanic . n overall basis 1110 ·t 

hipping lin have achicv~.:d high levds of p~.:rformancc . cry strong p )Siti c 

re noted t c. i t b tw en p rfonnan and prcscncc \ riltcn trat gics, 

,ic 1 in r m nt li Ill noti m f trat y, and pi nnin, vkw )f 11.1tt: •y. l>lkt.llcl 



strong negative relationships were noted between performance and presence of cultural 

view of strategy and imposed strategy. 

Two major conclusions can be drawn fr m the findings of this study: Firstly, formal 

strategic management is practiced \ ithin the shipping industry in various forms which 

tend to include annual, dev 'lopm •ntal and complete strategic management. Secondly, 

that well articulated expli ·it trategies have positively impacted on the overall 

performance of the shipping companies. That written strategies which are proactively 

conceived and well communicated within the organization tend to improve overall 

performance of shipping companies hence making the shipping industry in Kenya 

attractive contrary to reviewed literature. 

5.2 IMPLICATIONS AND POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS 

The findings of this study indicates that shipping companies practice formal strategic 

management in various forms which tend to include annual, developmental and complete 

strategic management. So as to reap maximum benefits from strategic management, 

shipping companies need to step up their practices towards complete strategic 

management. To attain this level of complete strategic management, they will need to 

develop integrated strategies at various levels within the organization. They will also 

have to invest more in long term strategic plans to remain focused and future oriented. 

To ensure that the continuous changes in the external environment do not render long 

tem1 plans redundant, long term plans should be supplemented by strategic issue 

management system. This does not interfere with the existing structure and systems but 

ensure continuous surveillance over the external environment where urgent issues are 

identified and resolutions found. 

This study observed that hipping companies put more emphasiLe on marketing 

strategies. 'I hey need to enrich their strategic practices by first f all defining their 

gcn ric trategi s and building their gnmd strategies on the generic strategies. 'I hc 

• n ric tr 1t gi of co t, diffcrenti lion or Ol:liS ht uld bc used to define th 

un m ntt~l pti Ill th y ·orm th. ba i of compl:titi ·e advanta 'l:. It ·md 



strategies should then be used to provide basic direction for strategic action. Other grand 

strategies like concentrated growth, vcrti al integration, horizontal integration, tum 

around, diversification and others ·h uld be practiced together with the marketing 

strategies in order to cnhanc comp titi ~,;advantage and performance. 

It would also be advisable if the shipping companies would perform internal analysis 

with a view to creating distinctive advantage other than comparative advantage as it is the 

case. 1t should be noted that, it is only the distinctive advantage which forms basis of 

competitive advantage. Shipping companies conduct internal analysis dutifully to know 

how they have been performing in the past and to determine which areas did better than 

the other. Very few shipping companies tried to use the results of the internal analysis to 

create a strategic advantage profile (SAP). We would recommend that the shipping 

companies use their internal analysis to determine their strengths and weaknesses so that 

they can use the scenario to reflect dynamic realities. 

5.3 LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 

Other than limitations associated with the survey method of data collection, which the 

researcher put best effort to minimize, this study has the following limitations: Firstly, the 

study was biased towards deliberate strategic management which assumes rational 

analytical model. This model of strategic management has come under increasing attack 

from processualists who argue that strategies can just emerge from a pattern of decisions 

without necessarily engaging in formal planning (Mintzberg, 1987). The findings of this 

study should therefore be seen in this context. 

econdly, there " ere practical constraints in terms of time and material resources. This 

may have affected the response rate owing in mind the study was de igned to be a ensus. 

'I hi tu ly therefore lacks benefit of a censu urvey study a given on hapter three 

hir<lly, although the findings of thi study have been compared with those done in oth r 

elm f K ny n e onomy, the ari 1tion found may be rent: ting ctor,1l ,111d tim 

7 



5.4 SUGGESTION FOR FURTHER STUDIES 

This study documented strategic management practices of the shipping companies 111 

Kenya. This being basically an cxpl rat ry study it did not cover in depth the various 

aspects of strategic managem nt. Furth 'r tudics can be conducted to get depth insight 

into the aspect of strategy [! tmulation, strategic planning or even strategy 

implementation. An in depth tudy could also be conducted to determine profit impact 

on market strategy among shipping companies in Kenya. Studies to document strategic 

management pra tices in other sectors of Kenyan economy not studied should also be 

done. A longitudinal study on strategic management practices of shipping companies in 

Kenya could be can·ied out to determine the effect of emergent strategy on performance. 

It may not be possible to draw general conclusions due to inherent limitations of this 

study. Nevertheless the study provides some insight into the strategic management 

practices of the shipping lines and the effect different views of strategy have on 

performance. 
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APPENDICES 

lA LETTER TO THE RESPONDENT 

Dear Respondent 

Most studies done abr ad · n · ·rnmg hipping industry note that the industry is in 

turmoil due to protecti ni m, o ercapac ity and lack of adaptability. Very little is known 

about the shipping Industry in Kenya. In order to overcome this general Jack of 

knowledge and as partial fulfillment for my Master of Business Administration (MBA) 

degree, this survey aims at documenting strategic management practices of the shipping 

industry. It is towards this that this questionnaire calls for your assistance in providing 

the necessary information. 

Neither your name nor that of your shipping line is required and you are assured that the 

infom1ation you provide will be treated in strict confidence and will only be used for 

academic purposes. At your request, a summary of the results will be sent to you. 

Thank you in advance for your cooperation and understanding. 

Yours sincerely, 

MUGAMBI G.K. M' HEBERE 
MBA FI ALI T 

DR. MARTIN OG T 
PERVI OR 



lB QUESTIONNAIRE 

PART I GENERAL INFORMATION 

1 a) Shipping Line name ...................... .. ........ ......... ..... ..................... . 

b) Position of the respondent in K n a ......................... .................. ... .... . 

2. Y car of establishment or mpany in Kt:nya ................ ... . ... ... .. .. .......... . 

3. Year when company ·tarted perations ........................................... . 

4. How would y u Ia sif your shipping line (Tick appropriately) 

a) Predominantly local (51% or more) [ ] 

b) Predominantly foreign (51% or more) 

c) Balanced between foreign and local (50/50) 

5 Does your shipping line own vessels (tick appropriately) 

Yes [ ] No [ ] 

6. If it owns vessels, which category of vessels does it own. (Tick the ones it owns) 

Tankers [ ] Specialized carriers [ 

Combined carriers [ ] Unitized carriers ] 

Bulk carriers [ ] General cargo vessels [ ] 

Others (specify) ...................................................... . ............... . ... . 

7. Number of employees in Kenya (2003) .................................................. . 

8. Approximate value of total assets in Kenya (2002) ........................ ... . . .. . .. . .. . 

P RT II 

11. 10 D OBJE IVE 

10 a) Do you ha emission statement for your shipping line (Ti k appropriately) 

Ye [ ] 0 

h) I y I\ lhll i it .............. ............ ······ ...................................... . 

··························································································· 



............................... ·····•·'\• ...... .. .. ..... .... ........ . ...................... . 

c) Is your mission statement in a written fom1 (Tick appropriately) 

Yes No ] 

11 . a) Do you have any set objectivt: · r r y ur shipping line. 

Yes N 

b) Who participates in setting of these objectives (tick as appropriate 

Directors only [ Functional staff [ 

All the above Managers only 

Others (Specify) 

c) Is every one in the company aware of these objectives 

Yes [ ] No 

d) How do you communicate these objectives 

.. .......... ... .. .... .. .... ........ .. .............. ...... ... ......... .. .. . ................. . ....... 

. .... .. . ... ... .. ... . .. ... . .. . ... ... .. . .. . ... .. ... . .. . .. . .. . .. .. . ... . .. . .. .. . . . .............. .. ... .. 

e) Are these objectives in written form 

Yes No 

PART III 

12. What types of plans does your company develop (Please classify them in term f 

time sp n, unction and level) .................... . ......................................... . 

1 . Wh t tim p ri d d th c plan cov~1 (Pl~a ·tick approp1 iat 



0 - 1 year 

1 - 3 years ] 

3- 5 years 

5 years and b y nd 

14. Who participates in de elopment of these plans? 

••••••••••••• 0 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

•• ••••• •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 •• 

15. Are these plans written once you develop them 

Yes No 

16. How often do you review these plans 

Monthly 

Annually 

] Semi annually 

] Quarterly 

[ ] 

[ ] 

17. Please indicate whether the following features characterize your planning process 

by (ticking where appropriate). 

a) Set Planning meetings Yes [ ] No [ 

b) !formal planning interactions Yes [ No 

c) Time tables for plan preparation Yes [ ] No [ 

d) Clearly assigned responsibilities for planning Yes [ ] No 

c) Have planning department Yes No 

P RTIV: T yp TI 

1 a) II your hipping line devcl pcd any appr a h C!; tor d )in• businc s 

] 

] 



Yes No 

b) If so what are these approaches 

• 0 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• • ••• • • •• •••••• • ••••••••••••••••••• • •• 0 • •••••••• 0 ••••••••••••••• 0 ••• 

0 0 •• 0 •• 0 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• • •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 •• •••••••• 0 •••••••••••••••••• 

c) I I ave you changed th' ·e <II proaches ovct1ime? 

Yes No 

Why ........................................ ..... ........... ...................... .. ...... .. . . 

•••• •••• •• • ••• •• •••• ••• •• • •• • • •• • • ••• • ••• •• ••• ••• • •• • •• 0 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

d) Do you intend to maintain these current approaches over 3 - 5 years? 

Yes ] No [ 

19) a) How do you develop these approaches 

••••••••••••••••••• 0 •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 

•••••••••• 0 ••••• 0 • •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 ••••• 0 •••••••••• 0 • •••••• 0 0 • ••••• 0. 

b) Who participates in this development process? 

............. ............... ............ ..... ......... ...................... ....................... 

c) Are these business approaches written 

Yes No 

d) What problem have you faced (if any) in developing and effecting thcs busine s 

approa hes 

I. ·························································································· 
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2. • 0 ••••••• •••• • ••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 ••••••••••• 0 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• . 

3. 

4. 

20 Please indicate wheth r th !(II wing features characterize your approach to 

business by ticking whl.!re appropriate. 

a) Our approach to Business is driven by our management intention to achieve 

success Yes [ No 

b) Our approach to ·business is driven by our capability to plan 

Yes [ No 

c) Our chief executive I Managing Director is the only one who determines how we 

should conduct our business. Yes [ ] No [ ] 

d) We adjust our approach to business through our experience from the things we do 

on daily basis. Yes [ ] No ] 

e) We conduct our business the way we do today because the is how that has always 

been done here. Yes [ ] No ] 

f) We are forced by external forces to conduct our business the way we do. 

Yes [ ] No [ ] 

PART V EXT RNAL ENVIRONMENT 

21 a) Do you survey external environment to help you make business decisions 

Yc ] No ] 

h) IfY howdoyoudoit? 

································································································· 



Who is in charge of this exercise .............................. ............ ........... ...... 

22. Indicate the extent to which the following is considered in making business plans 

and decisions. Rate on a 5 seal wh re by l = not considered to 5 = given prime 

consideration. 

2 3 4 5 

a) cncral c on mi trends ] ] 

b) Politi al and legal developments [ ] [ ] [ [ ] [ ] 

c) ompetitors [ ] [ ] [ [ ] [ ] 

d) Technological changes [ ] [ 

e) Social and cultural trends [ ] 

f) Market trends ] [ ] [ ] ] 

g) Company's competitors [ ] [ [ [ ] 

23. Which mode of transport do you view to be your biggest competitor and why? 

PART VI: INTERNAL ANALYSIS 

24 a) Do you make assessments of all your resources 

Yes No 

b) Please explain how you do it. 

oooltllllltlt o It I Ott It 0 tO I to I o o I oo Otto oo o too oo I too tt t tot oo too oooooo I 10 too o oo o too oo o II o tOt oo o tOo ooo 

c) Wh. t d y u hope to achteve by c ndu ting int m I ment o y ur 

r urc ') 



oo ooo ooo ••••• oooo •• 0000 00 000 oooo 000 •• 0 ••••• ooo 000.00. oo ooo 0 oo. 00040 0 ooo •• 000 000 000.00 •••• oo 0 •• 0 00 oo 

d) Do you have budgets? 

e) How do you develop them? 

• 0 00 0 ••••••••• 00 0 ••••••••••••••• Oo 0 oooooooo ••••••••• 0 •••••• 00 ••••••••••••• 00 •••••••••••• 000 0 ••• 00 •• 

d) What is the range of your budget forecasts 

PART VII: IMPLEMENTATION 

25. To what extent have the following factors been important in implementing your 

strategies. Rate on a scale 5 whereby 1 = totally unimportant to 5 = very 

important. 

2 3 4 

a) Organizational stmcture [ [ ] [ ] [ ] 

b) Corporate leadership [ ] [ [ [ ] 

c) Organizational culture [ ] ] 

26. Below is a list of problems that can arise when implementing a business decision. 

Indicate the extent to which any of these problems arose during the 

implementation process. Rate on a scale of 5 whereby 1 = was not a problem to 5 

= \ as a major problem. 

') Imp! mentation took more time than 

w originally allocat (L 

2 3 4 

70 

5 

] 

] 
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b) Major obstacles surfaced during [ ] 

implementation that had not been 
identified before had. 

c) Coordination of impl ' m ntation ] ] 

activities was not ffc ti n ugh. 

d) Leadership and dir '·tion provided by [ 
managers wu · not ad quate. 

c) Monitoring of implementation [ 
activities was inadequate 

f) Line managers did not see the decisions 
important 

g) Resources made available were [ ] ] ] 

inadequate 

h) Others (specify) ........................... ] [ ] ] ] 

PART VIII: PERFORMANCE 

27. a) To what extent do you think that Your approach to business has impacted on 

your performance. 

No impact [ ] Small extent ] On average [ ] greater extent [ 

b) What do you consider to be the impact. Please explain. 

28. Do you consider your organization to have been successful? 

Yes No 

[ 

[ 

29. 'I h~.:re an; \'anous measures of pcrforman c. Please rank the 1rst three you 

on i ler mo t imp rtant in mea uring p rfonnan c of your sh1ppmg lin~.: from the 

li t •iv n b low: 

71 

] 

] 



a) Profitability 

b) Growth [ ] 

c) Market share [ ] 

d) Shareholders vulu 

e) ompctcnt 'ki ll d employees [ 

f) crvice quality [ ] 

g) Timeliness of services [ ] 

i) New technology adopted ] 

j) Training programmes ] 

k) Others (specify) ................................................................. 

30 a) From question 29 above, please list the first most important measure of 

performance in your company. 

c) 

b) Please indicate the level of perfom1ance over the last five years based on the 

above measure. 

0-25% 26-50% 51-75% 76-100% 

i) 2002 ] 

ii) 2001 ] [ ] ] [ 

iii) 2000 ] ] [ ] l 

i ) 1999 l ] 

\') 199 ] ] 

i t th con I m st important mea un; of perf! rmancc in our company . 

................................................................................................. 
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d) Indicate the level of performance for the last 5 years based on the above measure. 

0-25% 26-50% 51-75% 76-100% 

i) 2002 [ 

ii) 2001 [ ] [ 

iii) 2000 [ 

iv) 1999 [ ] [ [ ] 

v) 1998 [ [ ] ] 

e) Now list the third most important measure of performance m your 

company ....................................................... 

f) Indicate the level of performance for the last 5 years based on the above measure. 

0-25% 26-50% 51-75% 76-100% 

i) 2002 [ [ ] [ ] [ ] 

ii) 2001 [ ] [ ] [ 

iii) 2000 ] ] [ 

iv) 1999 [ [ ] [ ] [ ] 

v) 199 

TIIA KYO ERY M H FOR YO R DOPER T/0 . 
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APPENDIX 2 SHIPPING COMPANIES IN 

KENYA 

1 African Liner Agencies ltd 

2 Afrique Trading & Shipping Co. ltd 

3 Bat-Hat Barwil Agencies ltd 

4 Braemar Shipping Agency (K) Ltd 

5 Break Bulk Enterprises 
6 Compagnie Generale M ritime 

7 Con Bulk ltd 
8 East AfricanCommercial & Shipping co. Ltd 

9 Eculine (K) Ltd 
10 Export Consolidation Services (K) Ltd 

11 lnchcape Shipping Services (K) Ltd 

12 lnterocean (EA) ltd 

13 Kenya National Shipping Line Ltd 

14 Maersk (K) ltd 
15 Motaku Shipping Agencies ltd 

16 Multipart lnternati.onal Ltd 

17 Murri Ship Management Ltd 

18 Murtaza Shipping agency Ltd 

19 Oak Shipping agencies Ltd 

20 OceanFreight (EA) Ltd 
21 P&O Nedlloyd (EA) Ltd 

22 PIL (K) Ltd 
23 Poseidon Shipping Ltd 

24 SDV Transami (K) ltd 

25 Safco (K) Limited 
26 Sea Bulk Chartering & Shipping 

27 Sea Reef Shipping Ltd 

28 Seaforth Shipping (K) ltd 

29 Sentran Maritime (k) Ltd 

30 Sinotaco (K) Ltd 

31 Southern Shipping services Ltd 

32 Star East Africa Co Ltd 

33 Sturrock Shipping (K) Ltd 

34 Swift Shipping (K) Ltd 

35 WEC Lines 
36 lntertrans Express Lines 

37 Genuine Movers 
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APPENDIX 3 STRATEGY INFLUENCE ON PERFORMANCE 

Influence of Written Strategy on Performance 

Performance All shipping Non Vessel Owning Vessel Owning 

Level Companies 
n=18 % n = 11 % n = 7 % 

0-25% 1 6 1 9 0 0 

26%-50% 5 28 1 9 4 57 
. .. 

51%-75% 10 56 7 64 3 43 

76%- 100% 2 11 2 18 0 0 

Measure of Relationship Gamma= 0.615 

Influence of Strategists on Performance 

Performance All Shipping Directors Directors and Managers Everyone 

Level Companies 
n = 18 % n=4 % n=9 % n=5 % 

0-25% 1 6 2 50 1 11 0 0 

26%-50% 5 28 2 50 3 33 0 0 

51%-75% 10 56 0 0 4 44 4 80 

76%- 100% 2 11 0 0 1 11 1 20 

Gamma=0.548 

Influence of Planning View of Strategy on Performance 

Performance Presence of Planning Absence of Planning 

Level All Shipping Companies View of Strategy View of Strategy 

n = 18 % n = 12 % n=6 % 

0-25% 1 6 0 0 1 17 

26%-50% 5 28 3 25 2 33 

51%-75% 10 56 7 58 3 50 

76%- 100% 2 11 2 17 0 0 
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Influence of Command View of Strategy on Performance 

Presence of Command Absence of Command 

Performance All Shipping Companies View of Strategy View of Strategy 

Level n = 18 % n =5 % n =13 % 
c-

0 -25% 1 6 "a 0 1 8 

26%-50% 5 28 2 40 3 23 
-

51% - 75% 10 56 3 60 7 54 
-

76% - 100% 2 11 0 0 2 15 

Measure of Relationship Gamma = -0.263 

Influence of Logical Incrementalism View of Strategy on Performance 

Presence of Logical Absence of Logical 

Performance All Shipping Companies Incrementalism Incrementalism 

Level n = 18 % n = 17 % n =1 % 

0 -25% 1 6 1 6 0 0 

26%-50% 5 28 4 24 1 100 

51%-75% 10 56 10 59 0 0 

76%- 100% 2 11 2 12 0 0 

Measure of Relationship Gamma = 0.846 

Influence of Cultural View of Strategy on Performance 

Presence of Cultural Absence of Cultural 

Performance All Shipping Companies View of Strategy View of Strategy 

Level n = 18 % n=5 % n =13 % 

0-25% 1 6 0 0 1 8 

26%-50% 5 28 3 60 2 15 

51%-75% 10 56 2 40 8 62 

76%- 100% 2 11 0 0 2 15 

Measure of Relationship Gamma= -0.581 

Influence of Imposed Strategy on Performance 

Presence of Imposed Absence of Imposed 

Performance All Shipping Companies Strategy Strategy 

Level n = 18 % n = 13 % n =5 % 

0-25% 1 6 1 8 0 0 

26%-50% 5 28 4 31 1 20 

51%-75% 10 56 7 54 3 GO 

76%- 100% 2 11 1 8 1 20 
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Measure of Relationship Gamma = -0.436 
Influence of Complete Strategic Management on Performance 

All shipping Companies Non Vessel Owning Vessel Owning 

n =18 % n =10 % n =8 % 

Proportion of 5 28 2 20 3 38 

the total 
companies 

Performance of companies practicing Complete Strategic Management 

Level of Subgroup Total Non Vessel Owning Vessel Owning 

Performance n=5 % n=2 % n=3 % 

0-25% 1 20 1 50 0 0 

26%-50% 0 0 0 0 0 0 

51%-75% 3 60 1 50 2 67 

76%- 100% 1 20 0 0 1 33 
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