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ABSTRACT

The aim of this study was to evaluate the effecstoategic social marketing and
operating environment on performance of communigsed HIV and AIDs
organizations in Nairobi County in Kenya. The speobjectives were to: determine
the relationship between strategic social marketind performance of community
based HIV and AIDs organizations; explore the reteship between operating
environment and performance of community based ldhd AIDs organization;
assess the moderating effect of operating enviromnroa the relationship between
strategic social marketing and performance of conitpubased HIV and AIDs
organizations; and evaluate the combined effecstadtegic social marketing and
operating environment on performance. This studg awnchored on resource based
theory, exchange theory, DICES model as well asaboetwork. The study was
guided by positivistic research philosophy. A dgsore cross-sectional survey
research design was employed. The target popolatiche study was 350 CBOs
located in Nairobi County. A sample of 183 CBOs wased from eight constituencies
which were proportionately represented. Area amalom sampling techniques were
used to select sample elements. Descriptive statisivere used to profile
characteristics of the surveyed organizations dd respondents. Correlation and
multiple regression analyses were used to evathateelationships between strategic
social marketing, operating environment and pertorce as well as to assess the
effect of each on performance. Strategic socialketarg and operating environment
were found to correlate with performance indicatorategic social marketing was
found to impact more on effectiveness, efficienng aelevance but had low influence
on financial viability. Internal environment wasuihd to have statistically significant
linear relationship with performance indicators Mtexternal environment had more
effect on relevance measures of performance. Qpgrahvironment was also found
to have a significant impact on performance of camity based HIV and AIDS
organizations. However, the operating environmead no significant moderating
effect on the relationship between strategic somakketing and performance of
CBOs. The joint effect of strategic social markgtend operating environment on
performance was found to be statistically signiiicas they both explained 68.5%
variation of the dependent variable. The studychated that for CBOs to enhance
their performance they ought to scan both the maieand external environment;
apply strategic social marketing approach in tlagiivities; and create synergy by
integrating strategic social marketing and opegatienvironment. The study
recommends that CBOs and other organizations iedbla marketing social goods
embrace this approach as their planning and impiéatien tool as it contributes to
their performance. The study further recommend®ldgvnent of a social marketing
policy to provide guidance on how social marketatjvities should be carried out. A
thorough study and understanding of the factorsuemicing donors’ choice of
implementing partners is recommended. Developmehteaew mechanisms and
strategies that can facilitate CBOs to achieve nitiel sustainability are also
recommended. Further, the study recommends foomafi a National CBO Council
to provide a forum for information sharing amontfs organizations especially on
successes and challenges in implementation andesof funding. Further research
is recommended to establish the effect of strategwal marketing on other civil
society organizations, government agencies asagelBOs in other sectors such as
education.

Xiii



CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

This chapter presents the background of the studl tae key constructs under
investigation, namely strategic social marketingperating environment and

performance of Community -Based Organizationsaldd presents research problem,
objectives of the study as well as the value of giudy. The chapter closes with a

highlight of the thesis structure.

11 Background of the Study

As contemporary societies continue to face socidleconomic challenges in the®21
century arising from social and health issues @ghIV and AIDS stakeholders are
seeking more efficient and effective strategiest tban help communities and
countries to minimize or eliminate these problesdreasen, 1995; WHO, 2008).
One such strategy that is gaining popularity idadanarketing. Social marketing is a
consumer-centered and research driven approachommope voluntary behaviour

change in a priority population (Grier and Brya@005). It involves in-depth

research to inform programme design and constaavatiation of every aspect of
the programme during implementation and seeks ftoeince social behaviours that
benefit target audience and the general societyth@imarketer (French and Blair-
Stevens, 2007; Weinreich, 2001).

Social marketing draws from theories and technigquesi in commercial marketing
especially consumer behaviour models and exchahgeryt which emphasize
constant research to understand consumer need$ic#mm of social marketing to
tackle social problems is also supported by otheralioural and social marketing
theories such as Integrated Theory Framework (IdifJ Social Network Theory
which emphasize environmental consideration durprggramme design and
implementation as well as participation and suppbdll those involved (Levebvre,
2001; French, Blair-Stevens, McVey and Merrit, 2011



Substantial literature exist detailing applicatiasf social marketing to run
programmes meant to deal with social economic itspat social problems such as
HIV and AIDS (Price, 2001; Serrat, 2010). Howewemnajor part of the literature
indicates that social marketing has been examired a&dampaign tool meant to
educate the community. In addition, a majority otial marketing programmes
continue to be developed from individual modelscbénge that constrain ability to
design community-level interventions even though ithpacts affect the society as a
whole (French et al., 2011; Lefebvre, 2000).

To deal with some of these limitations, French let(2011) proposed that Social
Marketing be applied from strategic orientation ethallows a link between policy,
strategy, implementation and community participatioStrategic Social Marketing
helps to engage individuals and communities inadaiange; linking policy to the
very people it aims to reach. This viewpoint igpmorted by social network,
exchange, community organization, and integrateaiméwork theories which
emphasize research, environmental analysis, contynumpiarticipation and

implementation of interventions preferred by thegéa group.  These theories
indicate that there should be a link between Sgrat&ocial Marketing, Operating

Environment and Performance of implementing orgations.

Kenya’'s multisectoral approach to achieve VisioB@bas emphasized the role of
Community Based Organizations (CBOs) in loweriny lihd AIDS prevalence rate
that is estimated. CBOs have been on the frontlindeal with the pandemic by
increasing treatment access to the infected, homsed care, education and
supporting the affected through income generatiiyities which enable them to
provide quality life to those infected (&, 2010; UNAIDS, 2010). However, the
performance of CBOs’ in Kenya remains wanting dudirhitations such as finance,
constraints of the environment and lack of manageraed technical expertise. This
study aimed at assessing the extent to which thpdicagion of Strategic Social
Marketing would facilitate CBO's to efficiently areffectively manage the social and

economic impacts of HIV and AIDS in Nairobi, Kenya.



1.1.1  Strategic Social Marketing

Social marketing is the systematic application ahmercial marketing principles to

the design and implementation of programmes thfiience acceptability of social

ideas and promote voluntary behaviour change mieabéenefit individuals and the

wider society (Kotler and Zaltman, 1971; Andreask®94; Grier and Bryant, 2005;

Weinreich, 2011). Emphasis is placed on understgndonsumer needs, interests
and motivations in order to develop a mutually bersd exchange. Knowledge

gained through consumer and market research is tasddvelop a marketing plan

that reflects the 8Ps of social marketing namedygtoduct, price, place, promotion,
partnership, purse strings, publics and policy €Kesay, Neiger, Hanson and
McKenzie, 2008).

Strategic social marketing is thus the use of ntargetechniques to achieve social
objectives by incorporating policy, strategy desigmd implementation of
programmes that target one or more groups of pateadopters (French et al, 2011).
It is an elaborate and systematic plan of actioat theeks to influence social
behaviours meant to benefit the target audience thed general society. It
emphasizes use of consumer-based research foriqarsystematic targeting and
segmentation; structuring; implementation; monitgrand evaluation for programme
effectiveness. Strategic social marketing seelexamine all potential interventional
options and evaluate them based on what the custmsight indicates would be
most beneficial and effective (Kotler and Robert®89; Dearing, Rogers, Meyer,
Casey, Rao, Campo and Henderson, 1996; Grier apdnBr2005; French et al,
2011).

1.1.2  Operating Environment

Operating environment describes the environmenmthith an organization operates.
It comprises forces to which organizations are isgasand must respond to improve
performance. Williams (2009) classifies operatémyironment of any organization
into internal and external environment. Internavieonment consists of the trading
status of the business, its finances, physicaluress, staff and management skills,
operational and control systems, stakeholders’rasts, policies and procedures.
Duncan (1972a) and Williams (2009) assert that rivate environment of any

organization comprises firm related factors thdiugnce its capacity to achieve set



objectives, develop and implement a viable plansegnently impacting on its
performance (Amoako-Gyampah, 2003; Ghani, Nayamz@lh and Shafie, 2010).
Waterman, Peters and Julien (1980) describe iritenmaronment as key internal
aspects that need to be aligned within an orgaonizdor improved performance or
effective change implementation. These includategy, skills, staff, shared values,

systems, leadership style and structure.

External environment consists of factors which @utside the control or influence of
the business, but which can still have a major thpa the way in which it operates,
for example, changes in legislation, social andtipal policy and economic trends.
Tolbert and Hall (2009) conceptualize external smwnent from five main
dimensions of environment capacity, heterogenegtyyironmental concentration,
domain consensus and, environmental uncertaintwir@hment capacity focuses on
level of resources available to an organizatioretefbgeneity refers to the degree to
which the organization faces different demands faifferent stakeholders (Dowell,
2006). Environmental concentration is the distiitou of resources used by the
organizations (Aharonson, Baum and Feldman, 20@Hje domain consensus
represents the degree to which there is agreenmeoh@ related organizations and
other groups in the society which organizationsehthe right to provide particular
goods/services. Environmental uncertainty relatertvironmental instability/change
that is associated with broad environmental aspgath as the technology, political-
legal and demographics (Tung, 1979). In the carstndy, the term operating

environment refers to both internal and externalrenments.

1.1.3  Organizational Performance

Organizational performance relates to the mannewlmch financial resources

available to organizations are used to achieve adlveorporate objectives. It

comprises the actual output or results of an omgdion as measured against its
intended outputs (or goals and objectives). Daftl0(® asserts that organizational
performance is the organization’s capability toamplish its goals effectively and

efficiently using minimal resources. According Richard (2009), organizational

performance encompasses three specific areas afi futcomes: financial

performance, product market performance and shifefsd return. Measurement of



performance gives an indication of organizationisamcial capability, relevance,

efficiency and effectiveness.

Sink and Tuttle Model (1989) describes organizatmarformance as a complex
interrelationship between effectiveness, efficiengyality, productivity, quality of
work life, innovation and profitability. Kaplan drNorton (1996) Balanced Scored
Card proposes performance measurement to incluttefinancial and non financial
measures such as customer satisfaction and ratentRerformance of nonprofit
organizations such as CBOs may be conducted abubeall organizational level,
individual programme level and impact on the comityun Logical Framework
Analysis (LFA) is the most widely used tool in pmrhance evaluation in non-
governmental sector. It highlights project aci&st outputs or results, purpose and
goals as the key areas of evaluation in projectds(Rda, 1998). Silverman (2008)
and Marta (2008) recommend key performance indisdtwr non-profit organizations
as well as CBOs to include efficiency, effectivenampact, influence and financial

leverage. These indicators were adopted in therustudy.

1.1.4  Community Based HIV and AIDS Organizations irNairobi

County, Kenya
Community-based organizations refer to voluntard aatonomous local self-help
organizations with established rules and procedusésoperation, which are
endogenous to a community. They are formed to addneeds of the community
(Chitere, 1994; Malena, 1995). In Kenya, CBOs barbroadly divided into income
generating or welfare groups whose main aim is igage in wealth creation
activities; and programme oriented organizatiogiste implement programmes in
health, agriculture, and environmental conservadorong others (Wanyama, 2002;
Odindo, 2009).

Community-based HIV and AIDS organizations are pmogne-oriented
organizations, set up to implement health programineHIV and AIDS such as
prevention and home based care at community |&eingo, 2009). In Nairobi, at
the time of this study, there were 38BOs registered by National AIDS Control
Council and which were actively involved in implemiag HIV and AIDS

programmes distributed across the former Nairobight constituencies, namely:



Dagoretti, Embakasi, Kamukunji, Kasarani, LangaMakadara, Strarehe and
Westlands (NACC, 2013).

1.2 Research Problem

Social marketing is a planning framework that esatty driven and consumer oriented,
that uses commercial marketing strategies to infteevoluntary behaviour change
among specific target audience (Thackeray and Neig@03). Strategic social
marketing is a long term planning approach that esolbeyond the individual end
users to groups, organizations and society. Sawgketing has its foundation in the
three dichotomies model of marketing phenomena bgtH1976) which supported
expansion of marketing concept to include marketiagvities carried out in non-
business organizations such as CBOs (Kotler ang,LE369). It proposed marketing
activities to be grouped into three main categoaegrofit sector/nonprofit sector,

micro/macro and positive/normative dichotomies.

The dichotomies model provided a useful framewask &nalyzing fundamental
differences among the various approaches to martketiThe model also led to
marketing being conceptualized as a mechanismi@fialing problems and meeting
society needs which is a key objective of sociatketing (Kotler and Levy, 1969;
Hunt, 1976). While some authors supported thisaagn to include marketing of
social goods to others the idea of expanding th#iagtion of marketing to social
causes was abhorrent. For instance, Luck (19749)18bjected on the grounds that
replacing a tangible product with an idea or buradlgalues threatened the economic
exchange concept. He argued that marketing shioeldimited to those business
processes and activities that ultimately result anmarket transaction. These

conceptual differences still exist in marketingoifidine.

Community based HIV and AIDS organizations in Nair€ounty and in Kenya in
general have been at the centre of developing mpiementing strategies meant to
mitigate and manage HIV and AIDS in the societyis hevertheless cited that CBOs’
in Kenya face a wide range of challenges suchnaiseld financial sustainability and
viability; lack of institutional capacity and lingitl scale impact; lack of appropriate
knowledge in specific areas of project managemedtadternative strategies that they

can utilize to achieve set goals (Dejong, 2003;n@w@mn, Grimm and Rana, 2005;

6



Odindo, 2009). This has compelled many CBOs tqueatly shift from one project
to another with different objectives and approadielseep the much needed revenue
flowing. As a result some CBOs spread themselvesHinly by attempting to work
in different areas where they do not have techr@gpkrience or expertise. This leads

to serious inefficiency and ineffectiveness.

Studies in the area of social marketing indicate tise of social marketing approach
to achieve social objectives lead to success oh quojects (Frankenberger and
Sukhdial, 1994; Asian Development Bank (ADB), 200Rppulation Service
International (PSI), 2009). However, research $oan application of social
marketing has been at operational level as a camnpabpl leaving out the strategic
role of social marketing that integrates policyragtgy, implementation and
community participation in programme design and lementation. In addition,
performance evaluation of implementing organizatibas been project or programme
based, focusing on performance indicators desigethé funding agencies, leaving
out organizational performance of the implementiggncies. Moreover, a large part
of empirical evidence in this area has been apphicebased and not theory based
(ADB, 2004; PSI, 2009). For instance a proje@ore written by PSI indicates that
social marketing was successful in carrying outiaging in Sri Lanka (PSI, 1977).
Other researches such as one by Grier and Brydi5)2illustrate how social
marketing was used to encourage citizens to seeknapal care in
Texas. Price (2001) also document success oflgnaiketing as a campaign tool to
encourage vulnerable groups to use condoms in El8ther, very few studies have

focused on Africa and more so Kenya.

Documented literature indicates that operatingremvnent influences performance of
organizations. For instance, an organization’'sgoerance is influenced by its ability
to utilize information from the environment (Wikldrand Shepherd, 2003). Further
an organization’s timely and adequate responsewamental uncertainty leads to
better performance (Pearce and Robinson, 2002).en Bwvith this documented
evidence, the moderating role of operating envirentron the relationship between

strategic social marketing and organization pertoroe has not been evaluated.

In view of the foregoing discussion, it is cleaattiprevious studies have not provided
adequate evidence on the relationship betweenegicatsocial marketing and
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performance of CBOs’ and the moderating influericéhe operating environment. In
addition, effects of commercial marketing techngjapplication on performance of
CBOs in the Kenyan context have not been adequatetied. Therefore, this study
aimed at filling the highlighted gaps by examinthg relationship between strategic
social marketing, operating environment and peréoroe of community based HIV
and AIDS organizations in Nairobi, Kenya. Thedst was guided by the following

questions: First, what is the effect of strategaxial marketing and operating
environment on the performance of community basBdahd AIDS organizations in

Nairobi, Kenya? Second, what is the moderatingceféé operating environment on
the relationship between strategic social markeéing performance of community

based HIV and AIDS organizations?

1.3 Research Objectives

The general objective of this study was to invegégthe effects of strategic social
marketing and operating environment on the perfacaaof Community Based HIV
and AIDS Organizations in Nairobi County. The sfieobjectives were to:

() Determine the relationship between strategic socmarketing and
performance of community based HIV and AIDS orgations in Nairobi
County.

(i) Explore the relationship between operating envirentrand performance of
community based HIV and AIDS organizations in NhirGounty.

(iAssess the influence of operating environment the relationship between
strategic social marketing and performance of Comityubased HIV and
AIDS organizations in Nairobi County.

(iv)Establish the joint effect of strategic social nednkg and operating
environment on the performance of community basdW¥ ldnd AIDS

organizations in Nairobi County.

1.4  Value of the Study

The findings of this study provide a framework thaterlinks strategic social
marketing, operating environment and organizatieriggmance. This is a significant
contribution to social marketing theories as thésteng theories were disjointed.

Second, the findings of this study provide insigbts the considerations to put in



mind when developing a social marketing policy ianiga which is currently lacking.
Such a policy would provide a performance evalumtivamework to assess
implementing organizations such as CBOs and goventragencies. The findings
also provide guidelines on social marketing progrees design and implementation
by highlighting the key aspects that should be i@med such as consumer research,

proper marketing mix design among others.

Third, the findings of this study contribute to sdanarketing practice by evaluating
the effect of strategic social marketing on thefgenance of the organizations
delivering social goods/services diverting from voes studies which were

programme-based. In addition, findings from thisdg add to the existing evidence
on some of the challenges currently facing CBOshsas lack of management
competence and recommended actions that can be takeduce them.  Fourth,
findings from this study provide funding agenciaeghvknowledge on how the linkage
between strategic social marketing and operatingre@mment affect design and
implementation of community based programmes run thgir local partners

subsequently affecting their performance. Findhg, findings of this study add to the
documented evidence on the performance of CBOsmy&n context. Such evidence
is available for use by donors, government agenaigs other CBOs to improve

performance of such organizations.

1.5 Structure of the Thesis

This thesis comprises five chapters. Chapter orleeisntroduction to the thesis and
briefly describes strategic social marketing arfteostudy variables, the statement of
the problem, study objectives, and value of thelystu Chapter two presents the
theoretical and empirical literature that guidese tinvestigation. Theoretical
foundations of social marketing based on behawoodels, community organization
models as well as resource based models are pedséliie conceptual framework
and the major hypotheses are given in this chag@éapter three presents the
positivism paradigm as the guiding philosophy @ gtudy. The research design, the
measurement of the variables used and methodswidloin data analysis are
presented. Chapter four presents research findimgspretation and discussion of the

results. Chapter five summarizes the study findimgesents the conclusions, and



discusses implications of study findings to soomarketing theories, and the policies
designed to enhance behaviour change among the woies as well as improve

performance of CBOs.
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CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

This chapter presents a review of the literatutevent to this study. The review
covered social marketing theories, operating enwivent and, organizational
performance. Influence of strategic social manggeand operating environment on
organization performance was also covered. Predei$o is a summary of empirical
studies on the study variables, identifying somgsghaerein. The chapter ends with a

conceptual framework and hypotheses of the custeaty.

2.2. Theoretical Foundation of the Study

The relevant literature suggests numerous modets #vat explain social marketing
process. Whereas this may be so, several sci@arkhardt, 1994; Lefebvre, 2006;
Hastings, 2007; French et al., 2011) suggest thaheacenter of social marketing
theory are exchange theory, consumer behaviour madal social and behaviour
change models. Some of the models that guidedsthidy include resource based
theory, exchange theory, belief-feeling-behavioimtgntion model, integrated theory
framework, social network theory, community orgamian theory and, Design,

Inform, Control, Education and Service (DICES) mantions framework.

Resource-based view of the firm takes the perspethiat valuable, costly to copy

firm resources and capabilities provide the keyrsesl of sustainable competitive
advantage. Resource based theory of the firm dersistrategic capabilities as pool
of internal resources that are important for theation of competitive advantage
(Barney, 1991; Kor and Mahoney, 2004; Hart, 1993). posits that competitive

advantage can be sustained only if the capabilite=sating the advantage are
supported by resources that are not easily duplichy competitors. In other words,
firms' resources must raise "barriers to imitatiRumelt, 1984). Thus, resources are
the basicunits of analysis and include physical and finaheiasets as well as

employees' skills and organizational (social) psses. A firm's capabilities result

from bundles of resources being brought to beapanticular value-added tasks {for
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example design for manufacturing and just-in-timedpiction. These originate from
internal, external and natural environments whickug on three interconnected
strategic capabilities: pollution prevention, protwstewardship, and sustainable
development (Hart, 1995).

According to Lefebvre (2006), exchange theory sstgehat every consumer
transaction is an exchange with costs and berafitsuing to both the merchant and
the consumer. A transaction only occurs when benefithe transaction outweigh the
costs for both parties. Further, both the coststhadenefits are classified into three
broad motivational categories: economic, social psgchological. This theory has
been extended to cover social exchange theory, hwhigygests that any social
intervention involves voluntary exchange of resesrclt posits that all human
relationships are formed by the use of a subjectiost-benefit analysis. Social
marketers use this theory to evaluate what theeagdi desire and cost against

benefits.

Belief-Feeling-Behavioural Intention Model is basau consumer behaviour models
that identify factors that influence behaviour. postulates that psychological,
personal, social and cultural factors are key deteants of consumer behaviour as
well as individual health behaviour. Social coysittheory is also based on the same
principles (Hastings, 2007; Pajares, 2002). ime lwith this, Integrated Theory
Framework (ITF) proposes that to achieve sociakdbjes, four main overlapping
domains have to be considered. These are: biabgosychological, social and
environmental factors (French et al, 2011). Thisdel is widely used in social
marketing to strategically plan social marketingiwaites and provides wealth of
knowledge in studying the external environment imithvhich social marketing

programmes are carried out.

However, DICES (design, inform, control, educated aservices) Interventions
Framework goes beyond identifying factors thatuefice behaviour to include
intervention mix that might achieve a positive iropan behaviour. The model
identifies five domains which when combined leadsat positive influence on
behaviour of individuals or groups. The domaineslide design, inform, control,

educate and service (French et al.,, 2011). Anditeory, Social Network Theory
12



(SNT) argues that individual's relationships anestwith other actors within the
social network are the key aspects that determahevdour (Burkhardt, 1994). These
networks provide ways for individuals, groups amdnpanies to gather information
and develop solutions to their problems. In lineghwthis, Community Organization
Theory emphasizes social networks, social suppartlogical factors and social
systems as key considerations in programme dedigrdurther proposes that
communities should be helped through community megdion to identify common

problems or goals, mobilize resources, developiaplement strategies for reaching
their goals (Rothman and Tropman, 1987). The nta@ories that really informed
current study are the resource based theory, soetaork theory and the DICES

framework.

2.3  Strategic Social Marketing

Social marketing is the process that applies memgtrinciples and techniques to
create, communicate and deliver value with an afnnfluencing target audience
behaviours. It offers a logical planning processlving consumer-oriented research,
market analysis, market segmentation, objectivéingetand the identification of
strategies and tactics all aimed at accepting a hehaviour, reject a potential
undesirable behaviour, modify a current behaviaualmandon undesirable one that
benefit target audience and general society (Dgaen al., 1996; Kotler and Lee,
2008; Sutton, Balch, and Lefebvre, 1995). Accaydio Andreasen and Kotler
(2008), social marketing comprises any plannedreffo influence any human
behaviour where the change agents’ motives arebadance, more selfless than
selfish. It includes variety of efforts rangin@iin personal to relatively trivial, such

as a parent’s attempt to get a teenager to cledmsugpy her room.

Andreasen (2005) proposed three levels of sociaketiag practice: downstream,
mid-stream, and upstream social marketing. Mostasanarketing research and
application has been focused on downstream stestegiinfluence the behaviour of
the target market, for example, smokers. The ské®mrel focuses on influencing the
peers of the target market including friends, red¢est, acquaintances, and role models
who might bring a positive influence on an indivadior group. The third level

focuses on organisations and institutions that playmportant role in supporting an
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undesirable behaviour or that can play some pesitile in supporting the desirable
behaviour. In the case of obesity, for example,sihi¢ drink and fast food industries
sell products that promote the undesirable behdeiading to obesity while public

health departments and regulatory agencies exigupport desirable behaviours.
Social marketers have neglected mid-stream andragpst social marketing

(Andreasen, 2005).

On the contrary, French et al., (2011) identifieub tlevels of social marketing
namely: strategic social marketing and operatico&ial marketing. At operational
level, social marketing is undertaken as a planmextess that is worked through
systematically to achieve specific behavioural goaht strategic level, social
marketing concepts and principles are used tonmfand enhance policy formulation
and modification, strategy development and implesatgon. Strategic social
marketing ensure a strong customer focus to dyreictform identification and

selection of appropriate interventions. This catemtion of social marketing was

adopted in the current study.

Implementation of both strategic and operationalaonarketing revolves around the
social marketing mix (8P’s) namely: social produgisce, place, promotion, publics,
partnerships, purse strings and policy. Socialdpcd embraces tangible physical
goods (e.g. condoms/family planning pills), sersic@.g. medical examination),
practices (e.g. breast feeding) and intangible sdesuch as environmental
conservation. To have a viable product, peopletpeseive to have a problem and
be willing to take action in it or view the produwat offer as a solution to the problem.
Price refers to what the consumer must surrenderder to obtain the social product.
It can be monetary, giving up intangibles such msetand effort or to risk

embarrassment and disapproval. Just like comnmear@sketing, when the value to
be gained exceeds the cost, the customer will Hegvio buy the product and vice

versa.

Place relates to strategies employed to ensurprtitict reaches the consumer. For
physical/tangible products, it refers to distrilbatisystems, for intangible products, it
refers to decisions about channels through whichsemers are reached with

information or training Promotion aims at creatiagd sustaining demand for the
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product. Publics refer to both internal and extegnaups involved in the programme.
External publics include the target audience, seapnaudiences, policy makers and
gatekeepers, while internal publics are those witgiavolved in some way with

either approval or implementation of the programPReztnerships involve the teaming
up of different organizations to achieve a setlgéctives. Policy focuses on creating
and sustaining an environment that support changessto enable social marketing
programmes to motivate individual behaviour charRyese strings refer to demands
and expectations of stakeholders such as thoseedefiy funding agencies on social

marketing programmes they support (Weinreich, 2011)

2.4  Operating Environment

Environment is a multidimensional construct comsgst dimensions such as
complexity, dynamism and hostility (Dess and Bed@B4). It is a set of all objects
which a change affect the system. Duncan (197 Z&edeenvironment as the totality
of physical and social factors that are put intmsideration in organizational and
individual decision-making processes. An orgamizes operating environment is
the sum total of all factors or conditions interaald external to the organization that
are uncontrollable in nature and that affect thecfioning of an organization (Scott
ans Meyer, 1983). Operating environment referscimmon perceptions regarding
policies, activities, and organizational instruoschonoured, supported and expected
by an organization (Schneider and Richers, 198Bgr&ling environment is broadly
classified into internal and external environmdnternal environment refers to all
those internal controllable forces operating witthe organization itself and have a
direct impact on an organization. These includsoueces such as finance,
information and knowledge, firm capabilities, intees, organisational demographics
such as size, inter-institutional linkages, commpjectives, goals and employees’

skills (Naumann and Bennett, 2000).

An organization's internal environment is composddthe elements within the
organization, including current employees, managgmand especially corporate
culture, which defines employee behaviour. Althougime elements affect the
organization as a whole, others affect only theagan A manager's philosophical or

leadership style for example, directly impacts esgpes. Traditional managers give
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explicit instructions to employees, while progregesnanagers empower employees to
make many of their own decisions. Changes in pbgbyg and/or leadership style are
under the control of the manager (Freeman and R€@6). Many dimensions of
organizational environment indicate features amduonstances in which employees
work affects their performance (Farr, Hoffmann arRingenbach, 1993).
Organizational processes and outcomes are apptaisedreat extent by the external
environment in which they operate. As such, orgations are environmental

dependent and environment serving (Ansoff and \&rili 1993).

Palmer and Bob (2002) posit that external enviramnm@mprises all forces and
events outside the organization that impinge oradtsvities. External environment
consists of two interrelated sets of variables thay a principal role in determining

the opportunities, threats and constraints thatdiface and obviously affect their
performance. First, variables originating beyonfitra’s operating situation such as
economic, political, social and technological facéorm the external environment.
These are also referred to as macro environmerdr¢feand Robinson, 2007).
Second, variables influencing a firm's immediatempetitive situation such as
competitive position and labour market constitie ¢éxternal operating environment.
These are also referred to micro environment amtisiy factors. The micro-

environment includes labour markets, customersplgrg, creditors, and trade
unions. Industry environment includes the five &xrenodel which highlights threat of
new entrants, bargaining power of suppliers andelsjysubstitute products or
services and rivalry among firms as the key vaéabl The firms cannot control these
factors and have to adapt to them in the mostiefficand effective way (Johnson,
Scholes and Whittington, 2008). These factorssaid to either promote or restrict
the achievement of set goals and also affect then nrmternal functions of the

organization and possibly its objectives and striate(Gupta, 2009).

External environment can also be explained usimgedsions perspective. Duncan
(1972a) posits that the environment is a multidisi@mal construct with three specific
dimensions of munificence, dynamism, and complediyery and Trist (1965) refer
to them as external environment characteristicsudtieg turbulence or stability,

complexity or non-complexity, routine or non ro@ianvironmental features. Other

scholars including Scott and Meyer (1983) classiternal environment into task and
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general environments. Task environment consistshef specific individuals and
organizations that interact directly with the ongation and can affect goal
achievement, such as suppliers. General envirohowrsists of all external forces
that can influence an organization, such as tecdgyol Pfeffer and Salancik (1978)
see organizations as constantly striving to redlnes dependence on the environment
by acquiring control over their resources. Theref@nvironmental scanning plays a
central role in the organization's decision-makipgocesses and its strategic

adaptations.

2.5  Organizational Performance

Different researchers have different thoughts arefindion of organization
performance. In most cases researchers use the&formance to express the range
of measurements of transactional efficiency andutingnd output efficiency
(Stannack, 1996). Performance is a contextual emnassociated with the
phenomenon being studied (Hofer, 1983). The canafeprganizational performance
is based upon the idea that an organization ivohentary association of productive
assets, including human, physical, and capitaluess, for the purpose of achieving
a shared purpose (Alchian and Demsetz, 1972; Bag@92; Jensen and Meckling,
1976; Simon, 1976).

Organizational performance means achievement ofanizgtional goals and
objectives. Richard (2009) argues that organimatioperformance should be
measured not only in terms of financial profitailimarket share and return on
investment, but should encompass both quantitedivé qualitative parameters of
measurement. This approach is supported by Lustlfad80) who categorizes
organizational performance indicators in terms dfeativeness (ability of an
organization to provide the best service withinriest effective structure); efficiency
(the degree to which an organization moves towattlnment of its mission and
realization of its goals); relevance (survival af @ganization) and financial viability

(an organization’s ability to have more financieources than its spending).

Performance in non-profit sector is usually evadatising logic models. Logic

models are management tools widely used in the profit sector in programme
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evaluation. They are created for specific prograsriee link specific measurable
inputs to specific measurable impacts (McLaughhd dordan, 2010). Typically,
logic models specify how programme inputs, sucimasey and staff time, produce
activities and outputs, which in turn lead to imigacOne of the most comprehensive
frameworks for Organizational Performance Assessnf@RA) is the Institutional
and Organizational Assessment Model (I0OA Modelpetated by Universalia and
the International Development Resource Centre (IPRThis model views
performance of an organization as a multidimendiatea, that is, a balance between
effectivenessrelevance efficiency, andfinancial viability of the organization. The
framework also posits that organizational perforogashould be examined in relation
to the organization’s motivation, capacity and ex& environment (IDRC, 2002).
Thus, oorganizational performance should be evatliasing various indicators such
as effectiveness, efficiency, customer satisfactiod financial leverage depending on

the nature of the organization. These indicat@sevapplied in the current study.

Organizational effectiveness is the extent to wlagbrogramme or a project achieves
its immediate objectives or produces its desirettmues (UNDP, 2010). Scott
(2003) maintains that organizational effectiveris@smeasure of performance against
a set of standards. Measuring organizational e¥ieess requires a set of standards,
indicators, work sampling size, and evaluation lo¢ samples against a defined
standard (Scott, 2003). Organizational effectivends not limited to one
organizational theory or principle. Scott (2003ywes that indicators to be used in
evaluating organizational effectiveness have to chesen from among several
possible types. Measures based on outcomes, pescemsd structural features of
organizations may if considered in isolation praguimconsistent conclusions.
Although several representations for differentigtamong these concepts have been
proposed, Scott (2003) suggests that the threedigana of organizational
perspectives; the rational, natural, and open Bysi@gerspective, account for much of

the variances in measures of effectiveness.

Organizational efficiency is the optimal transfotmoa (activities) of inputs into
outputs. It focuses on rational use of resourtézcéical level, meeting timelines and
emphasizes least costs and maximum results (UNORQ)2 Organizational

efficiency is a ratio that reflects a comparisonoatputs accomplished, to the costs
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incurred for accomplishing these goals. There awredspects of efficiency. The first
is the units of production or services that retat¢he organizational purpose, and the
second is how much it costs to produce those geodsservices (Barker, 1995).
Efficiency is generally measured as the ratio dpats to inputs. This implies that to
attain efficiency, an organization must ensure tmaikimum outputs are obtained
from the resources it devotes to a program, operatr department (Tavenas, 1992).
Conversely, efficiency is achieved when minimumelewof resources is used to
produce the target output or to achieve the ohjestiof a program, operation or

department.

Organizational relevance denotes its ability to inlee needs and gain the support of
its priority stakeholders in the past, present futdre. It is an organization’s ability
to innovate and create new and more effective tsitos as a result of insight and new
knowledge (Lusthaus, Adrien, Aderson, Carden andtiloan, 2002). To perform
well, an organization must also pay attention soaibility to generate the resources it
requires. This means not only having the abilityp&y its operational bills, but also
having some excess of revenues over expensest(proBurplus). This is also
referred to as financial leverage or viability. n&icial viability is the ability of an
organization to raise the funds required to metfunctional requirements in the

short, medium and long term (Lusthaus et al., 2002)

There are three dimensions to assessing the fimaviability of an organization. The
first relates to the ability of an organizationgenerate enough cash to pay its bills,
and in the case of not-for-profit organizations, lbe financially sustainable.
Resources are generated through an organizatibitity &0 create, supply and deliver
products, services or programs useful to custonadients or beneficiaries (Henke,
1992). The second dimension of assessing finan@aility deals with the sources
and types of revenues on which the organizatioreddts costs. Traditionally, in
government agencies, the source of revenue isiatic taxes. Poorer countries and
government departments also rely on various dotwosovide funds for their work.
The concern addressed by this dimension is thahigéty of the flow of funds. With
not-for-profit organizations, diversity and relifityi of the different funding sources is

analyzed. Organizations that rely on a single fngdsource without a legal
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(contractual) or moral funding obligation encountasre difficulty than organizations

with multiple, reliable funding sources (Lusthausle, 2002).

The third dimension defines an organization’s &pito live within its allocation.
This dimension focuses on the actual ability to aggna budgeting process, as well as
the results of the process. Financial viability elegs on good financial management
practices. This is true for both private and pulkctor organizations. In a general
sense, an organization is financially viable if génerates enough value (both
internally and from external sources) to keep dtalders committed to the
organization’s continued existence. In the casanahy public and not-for-profit
organizations, staying financially viable dependg@lly on management’s ability to
maintain existing linkages or create new ones sulena continued flow of funds over
time from diverse sources (Lusthaus et al., 2008Jhether in the private sector,
where profits are a measure of financial healthjnopublic sectors that rely on
funding or loans from government or developmentkisafinancial viability is a key

short- and long-term concern (Booth, 1996).

2.6  Strategic Social Marketing and Organizational Brformance

Success of any programme is dependent on the pexesrried out in planning,
design and implementation. Kotler (2007) suggésts step control process that
would maximize the probability of a social marketiorganization’s ability to achieve
its objectives. These include goal setting, penBmce measurement, performance
diagnosis and corrective actions. Research ineBcaihat social marketing as a
strategy of implementing behaviour change prograshas a higher success rate than
other health communication methods (Thackeray.eP@l1).

A review report on the effectiveness of social neéirlg initiatives designed to
promote condom use among poor and vulnerable griadsated that such initiatives
had reached some success in addressing socialegathtory constraints to access
(Price, 2001). Evidence from experiences of thosengpting to undertake social
marketing based interventions broadly suggests ithet possible to successfully
complete isolated “one-off” projects (Stead, Gordangus and McDermott, 2007b)

and various resources that take practitioners tiirobroad processes of initial
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preparation, planning, implementation and evaluatave been proposed to guide

and support such work.

Use of social marketing was found to increase fantl vegetable consumption,
promote breastfeeding and physical activity, andrefese fat consumption among
U.S.A citizens. Local communities in Texas sucftdgsused social marketing to

encourage citizens to seek prenatal care, low oce@inmograms and increase
utilization of the Supplemental Food and NutritiBrogramme for Women, Infants,
and Children (WIC) (Grier and Bryant, 2005). Sogréem PSI (2009) indicate that
social marketing has become an effective way ofvatihg low-income and high-risk

people to adopt healthy behaviour and use of hegalblducts and services among
communities. However, another review of social keting nutrition and physical

activity interventions found that, although sociabrketing had been effective in
altering some behaviour, its overall effects wengited (Alcalay and Bell, 2000 as

cited by Stead et al., 2007).

A common criticism levelled against social markgtia that extensive consumer and
market research is not undertaken prior to impldéatem, creating a gap between the
rhetoric and reality of social marketing practicEor instance, health educators will
create TV commercials without even talking to tteope they are trying to reach
(Weinreich, 2011). In addition, Pfieffer's (2004nalysis of social marketing
programme in Mozambique illustrates how social raa@rlyg techniques may be
misinterpreted. This social marketing project poded condom use in HIV and AIDS
prevention and management but was misinterpretec dschnique to promote
promiscuity. This was because Western NGOs offpreepackaged approach to HIV
and AIDS prevention. Further, social marketing’sphiaisis on advertising as the key
communication tool for motivating behaviour chanpas been indicated as
ineffective. McKenzie-Mohr and Smith (1999) positat, passive mass media
marketing techniques are often powerless and ldnite operational level of social
marketing. The question however is whether strategcial marketing approach can

eliminate these criticisms.

Strategic social marketing promotes strategic useocmmunity based initiatives

rather than mass media advertising. KollmussAgyeman (2002) assert that social
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marketing that is supported by community partiggatends to be successful because
it transcend the gap between knowledge and actiah hhas characterized many
environmental and sustainability projects to date.the U.S., the Washington D.C.-
based organization "Men Can Stop Rape" anti-rapeement successfully used
social marketing in posters and other media tangesi rape-prevention message at
boys and young men. However, extent to which tbrgributes to the performance of
implementing organizations remains a question iather research. Moreover,
researches in the area of social marketing haveertrated on operational social
marketing, with no emphasis on its strategic congpbn In addition, evaluation of
social marketing initiatives has concentrated oogmmme goals and objectives

leaving out other performance indicators such Eevamce and financial viability.

2.7  Operating Environment and Organizational Perfomance

The environment is the key factor in determining kevel of available resources and
the ease with which an organization can carry tactivities. For example, poor
macroeconomic policies lead to high interest raftesfuating currencies, and a host
of conditions that make it difficult for some orgzetions to perform well. The

characteristics and quality of the environment sastpoor infrastructure in terms of
roads, electricity and phone lines can also hipaeformance (Lusthaus et al., 2002).
Any effort to diagnose and improve the performanten organization requires an
understanding of the forces outside the organigatiat can facilitate or inhibit that

performance (Savedoff, 1998).

Both traditional and emerging notions of organizadl performance are influenced
by external environments. Variation in the varigblexisting in the external
environment, such as political, legal and compatitienvironment causes
environmental uncertainty (Pearce & Robinson, 2002} is believed that great firm
performance is assured when an organization respndnvironmental uncertainty.
Constant adoption of technology facilitates an opizgion to improve its service
delivery. Changes in economic situation affecbmpany’s performance and profits
(Priem, Rasheed and Kotulic, 1995).
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Many development projects implemented within orgations either partially or fully
fail because the intervention does not adequatdtiress the enabling environment
within which the organization operates. For exampteame development loans have
channeled resources into new equipment, and thertriaining staff to use the new
equipment. However, when this is carried out in to@text of a centralized civil
service that lacks the policies to keep trainedpfgon the job, the new equipment
and training may become counter-productive. Sona Iprojects fail because the
executing agencies are operating in tumultuousrenments that limit their ability to
carry the project out (UNDP, 1993).

The Resource Based Theory suggests that sustaisapkerior performance and
competitive advantage of any firm is the outcomeistretionary rational managerial
choices, selective resource accumulation and demay, strategic industry factors,
organization demographics and market factor impéidas (Dharanaj and Beamish,
2003). Firms’ resources are closely linked to its size &ave both been found to
influence firms’ performance (Boateng and Glaisg902). Ansoff and McDonnell
(1990) contend that great firm performance is assunot only when the
responsiveness of an organization’s strategy matctiee turbulence in the
environment but also the organization’s capabdiséould match the aggressiveness

of its strategy.

Internal environmental forces provide strengths avehknesses to the business
(Tolbert and Hall, 2009). McKinsey's 7S’s (strateghared values, staff, skills,
systems, style and structure) Model indicate thgaizational internal environment
indicates that the influence performance of orgations. These aspects provide an
enabling environment for an organization to achigsebjective. Performance of an
organization is dependent on the degree to whieh \lues of its culture are
comprehensively shared (Denison, 1990). Consequydintins’ are said to operate
within a social framework of norms, values and agstions, which eventually
influences their performance and competitive advgat(Oliver, 1997). The human
capital of the firm refers to the knowledge, skdlsd abilities that employees possess
and use in their work. Studies of employee humapitalahave found direct positive

effects on firm performance (McKelvie and Davidis@009).
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Silverman (2008) posits that aspects such as loeealorks of CBOs, leadership,
client characteristics, staff and strategy can havénfluence on the success of their
programmes. The development and exploitation ohagars’ social networking
relationships with external entities affects parfance of those organizations. Such
social networks create social capital for orgamest by establishing avenues for the
exchange of valuable information, resources, armiviedge (Adler and Kwon, 2002).
However, other studies show that networking refesiops and ties can have
detrimental effects on firm outcomes (Gargiulo @ehassi, 2000). Organization
performance is also influenced by its ability toilizeé information from the
environment. Organizations that continuously upddieir procedures, tactics and
strategies in response to feedback demonstratellentcegrowth (Wiklund and
Shepherd, 2003). Miller and Friesen (1983) founat tincreases in environmental
dynamism, hostility and heterogeneity are relatedttategic changes in innovation

and analysis.

2.8  Strategic Social Marketing, Operating Environmat and Performance

It has been acknowledged in the social marketitggaiure that legislation is often a
necessary pre-cursor for individual behavior chamdere the sought change is
immensely difficult for individuals to accomplishOne of the assumptions of many
social marketing campaigns is that individuals ragponsible for their own behavior
because they make intelligent and informed decss{btoek and Jones, 2011; Wymer,
2011). However, in cases such as smoking, it has legued that consumers either
do not have full information, or are unable to megit efficiently to make the rational
and logical choice not to smoke (Wayne, Connolly atenningfield, 2004). In
contexts such as smoking cessation, a combinatienaal marketing and legislation
is considered the best course to shape an envirtnaiere it is easier for individuals
to change their behaviors for good (Hoek and Jor284,1). However, social
marketing’s effectiveness in influencing such ugasin environmental change is
limited (Andreasen, 2006), especially when thelleféobbying and financial support

from industry is taken into account (Wymer, 2011).

Darian’s report (1993) indicates that family baakgrd and social environment

influence alcohol consumption behaviour among gellstudents. A UNAIDS project
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report (2000) indicates that social marketing ledntreased behavior change among
community members. It also points out that satiatketing significantly contributes
to recovery of running costs in middle-income coest The report also noted that
social marketing facilitates financial self-suféacy of NGOs working in
reproductive health. However, the report stateg tbh achieve such success, top
management commitment to adopting, investing aaititrg field and clinical staff
was necessary. Further, regular strategic planmogsumer and operation research

and review, including cost-benefit analysis of miggives were also necessary.

Asian Development Bank (2004) evaluation reportctushed that social marketing
initiatives in natural resource protection for sirsable livelihoods in Cambodia were
successful. This was because the government alléevedecentralized structures and
operations, which boosted local community autona@ng participation in national
development. Serrat (2010) points out that saumlketing achieves expected impact
when partnerships are increasingly forged betweemnaunity members and
organizations delivering the programmes. Thoughresive empirical evidence exists
on social marketing, the link between strategic isdoanarketing, operating
environment and performance of community based &id AlDs organizations has

not been effectively researched and documented.
Table 2.1 provides a summary of the identified kieslge gaps and how this study

bridged some of the gaps by evaluating the inflaesfcstrategic social marketing on

performance of CBOs.
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Table 2.1 Summary of Knowledge Gaps
Study Focus of the study Findings Knowledge gaps Eos of the current study
Ganeshasundaram | Social marketing tools. | Reality television is an | Focused only on the This study assessed effect of socia

and Henley, (1989).

effective social marketing
promotion strategy.

promotion element of socig
marketing illustrated as a
mass media campaign.

almarketing mix (implementation-

which cover all Ps of social
marketing) on performance of
community based organization

Marcus, Social marketing for Social marketing facilitate Focused on financial This study focused on overall

Banspach,efebvre, | long-term sustainability | institutionalization of sustainability of community organization performance diverting

Rossi, Carleton of community based community-based based programmes. from programme-based

and Abrams| Programmes. programmes. performance. It covered a variety o

(1992). performance measures including
relevance, organizational
effectiveness and efficiency.

Frankenberger andSegmenting teens for | Social marketing Environment of the target | This study focused on operating

Sukhdial, (1994).

AIDS preventive
behavior.

approach is successful
when psychographic,
behavioral, social and
situational factors are

considered in programme

group considered but not @
the implementing
organizations.

1)

fenvironment of implementing
organizations not of target groups.

design.
Bryant, Kent,| Using social marketing Social marketing can beThe study targeted The study focused on the evaluation
Brown, Bustillo and to increase customerused to change peopléndividual behavior changeof performance of community based
Blair, (1998). satisfaction in Texasattitudes about food tpgoals leaving out theHIV and AIDS organizations nat
WIC programme. poor families’ is| objectives of the individuals.
necessary. implementing
organizations.
Peattie, Peatte andHolistic approach to theHigh levels of awarenessThe study focused onpThis study evaluated how social
Clarke (2001). promotion of sun safetycannot create behavioraproviding information| marketing tactics and organization
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within public.

barriers to  changin
behaviour are bettd
understood and overcom

change unless the mahgoupled
jchanges, leaving out oth

eappropriate strategy.

with

raspects such as using t

practical environment influence achieveme

epf behavioural goals.
he

Thackeray
Neiger (2003).

and

Use of social marketin
in developing culturally
innovative diabete
interventions.

j Social marketing designe
implementations promis
5solutions that are mon
likely to be adopted by

esocial marketing process

targeted audiences and aréevelopment

dFocused on following th

eplanning, audience an
market analysis, materia|
an

Dlspects of strategic social market
dand evaluated their effect ¢
performance of  organization
i delivering social goods.

b This study integrated three mali

likely to result in the pretesting, implementation
desired health statysand evaluation.
changes.
Stead et al. (2007). Effectiveness of socikdterventions adopting The study focused onThis study had CBOs’ as its unit
marketing interventions social marketing individuals and not analysis and not individuals and w
in influencing individual| principles  could be organizations carrying outset in Kenyan context.

behavior and bringing
about environmental an
policy level changes

y effective across a range

target groups, in differen
setting and can influeng

policy, professiona
practice as well a
individuals

dbehaviors, with a range ofinitiatives.

ofthe social

t
e

")

marketing
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From the reviewed literature, it is evident thahaligh research on social marketing
exists, there has been little focus on strategmasanarketing and its effect on

performance of the implementing organizations.lukrice of operating environment
on CBOs as programme implementers has also not disenssed. Further, Social
Marketing has been from the applied level withlditfocus on further theory

development. The performance evaluation has facaseproject/programme success
and not performance of implementing organizationsloreover, majority of the

documented social marketing programme evaluati@ssbeen carried out mainly in
the Western countries with few concentrating ono&flas well as Kenya. At the same
time, evaluations are mainly guided by sponsorinfuading agencies requirements

and methodology. The aim of this study was tcsfiline of the highlighted gaps.

2.9  Conceptual Framework and Hypotheses

The conceptual model presented here has been dédrora the discussions presented
in the literature review. The conceptual framewigure 2.1) presents researcher’s
schematization of the relationships of current gtuariables. The variables included
strategic social marketing, operating environmemti @erformance of community

based HIV and AIDS organizations. Based on fitsisnework, various hypotheses

were developed and tested.
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Figure 2.1: Conceptual Framework
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From the conceptual model (Figure 2.1), strategaiad marketing is the independent
variable (IV) comprising policy, strategy and immientation (social marketing mix)
dimensions. Operating environment is the moderatuagiable (MV) and is
subdivided into external and internal. PerformanéeCommunity Based HIV and
AIDS Organizations is the dependent variable (DV)The framework also suggests
that there is a relationship between strategicasaviarketing and performance of
community based HIV and AIDS organizations. As swsthategic social marketing
has an effect on the performance of Community b&i¥dand AIDS organizations.
However, operating environment moderates the dtinend) this relationship. The
framework also suggests that operating environniead an influence on the
performance of community based HIV and AIDS orgatians.

2.9.1 Hypotheses
From the reviewed literature and the relationskiggicted in the conceptual model in

Figure 2.1, the following hypotheses were formudate

Hi:  There is a statistically significant relationshigtleen Strategic Social
Marketing and Performance of Community based HIVd aAIDS

Organizations.

H,:  There is a statistically significant relationshiptiween operating environment
and performance of Community based HIV and AIDSabigations.

H.a There is a statistically significant relationshipetiween Internal
Environment and Performance of Community Based Hidd AIDS
Organizations.

Hy, There is a statistically significant relationshigtlveen External
Environment and Performance of Community Based Hidd AIDS
Organizations.

H,.  There is a statistically significant relationshigetween Operating
Environment and Performance of Community based Hiid AIDS

Organizations.
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Hs:  The Operating Environment has a statisticallytigiaally significant
moderating effect on the relationship between 8tjiatSocial Marketing and
Performance of Community based HIV and AIDS Orgatidms.

Hs:  Thecombined effect of Strategic Social Marketing ange@ting Environment
on Performance of Community based HIV and AIDS Q@izations is

dissimilar from their independent effects on theeavariable.

Hypotheses relating to the individual concepts aodstructs, for Strategic Social

Marketing and Performance are listed in Appendix V.

2.10 Chapter Summary

The chapter has discussed the theoretical framewbrkhe study and provided
literature review pertaining to strategic socialrkeding, operating environment and
organization performance. In addition the chapssr presented documented empirical
evidence on the relationship between strategicakonarketing and organizational
performance, operating environment and organizatiqgrerformance as well as
combined implication of strategic social marketiagd operating environment on
performance. This chapter has also provided a sumnf the knowledge gaps, the
conceptual framework and hypotheses that guidesl shidy. The next chapter

presents the research methodology used in thig.stud
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CHAPTER THREE

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1 Introduction

This chapter describes how the study was plannelddeaacuted. Specifically, the
chapter discusses the research philosophy, resdagin, research settings and the
study population. Data sources and collectionbrtiegies, questionnaire design and
pre-test are also covered in this chapter. Furtitee chapter discusses
operationalization of the research variables, ai@bility and validity tests of the
instruments. The chapter ends with a discussiothefdata analytical techniques

adopted for the study.

3.2 Research Philosophy

The study was guided both philosophically and médhagically by positivistic
research philosophy. Positivism seeks facts aaspbenomena with little regard for
the subjective status of individuals. It presuntest social world exists objectively,
externally beyond human mind and is constitutedasts structured in a law-like
manner ((Coopers and Schindler, 2004; Stile, 20QB)der this paradigm, knowledge
is valid only if it is based on values of reasord dacts, gathered through direct
observations and experience, measured empiricallyguquantitative methods and
statistical analysis. Under this paradigm, thacaémodels can be developed that are
generalisable to explain cause-and-effect relahimss (Saunders, Lewis and
Thornhill, 2007). Consequently, problem solving endhis approach follows a
pattern of formulating hypotheses in which assuamgiof social reality are made and
hypotheses tested often using quantitative teclsigiButtery and Buttery, 1991;
Stile, 2003).

This study was based on positivist paradigm wheiengific processes were followed
in hypothesizing fundamental laws then deducingaibeervations so as to determine
the truth or falsify the said hypotheses. The stadyght to verify the propositions
through empirical tests by operationalizing vargbin the conceptual model to allow

for measurement.
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3.3 Research Design

The study utilized a descriptive cross sectionalesyl research design. Zikmund
(2003) posits that surveys provide quick and adeureeans of accessing information
on a population at a single point in time. A dgstive cross-sectional survey collects
data to make inferences about a population of estefuniverse) and have been
described as snapshots of the populations fromhwhésearchers gather data. A
survey assists the researcher to establish whedigaificant associations among
variables exist at one point in time, dependingtlo& resources available and the

target population (Owen, 2002).

A descriptive cross-sectional survey affords thpasfunity to capture a population’s
characteristics and test hypotheses quantitataedlqualitatively. Consequently, the
researcher has no control on the variables thusatamanipulate them making it
inappropriate to use other research designs sucexpsrimental research design
(Kothari, 2003). A descriptive cross sectional syruwesearch design was found
appropriate in this study because, the study sot@lest the influence of strategic
social marketing and operating environment on tdopmance of community based
HIV and AIDS organizations in Nairobi County usidgta collected at the time of the
survey. Local studies which have used same rdsadgsign include Kerubo and
Kinoti (2012), Thuo (2011) and Munyoki (2007).

3.4 Research Setting

The study was carried out in Nairobi County (a neprovided in Appendix XIV).

Nairobi County is one of the 47 Counties of Kenydairobi County was founded in
2013 on the same boundaries as Nairobi Provinder &enya's 8 provinces were
subdivided into 47 Counties. Before its creatian2013, it had 8 constituencies
including, Makadara, Kamukunji, Langata, Dagorrétestlands, Kasarani, Embakasi
and Starehe. In the current system of governandkeircountry, Nairobi county has
sixteen constituencies. Nairobi Lies on the NaiGhy River in the south of the

nation. It is located at 1°16' Latitude South @&f48' Longitude East. The city
occupies a total area of 684 sq. km fully covergddmd. It sits 1660m above sea
level and is located between the cities of Kammald Mombasa. Nairobi has

experienced one of the most rapid growths in udzEmntres and is not likely to slow
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down any time soon due to the fact that the pofmuain Kenya increases by an
average of about 3% i.e. 1 million each year. ds$ la population of 3.138 million
according to 2009 census results. By 2004, there wver 168 informal settlements
in Nairobi that were home to over two million peepResidents of Nairobi's informal
settlements constitute 55% of the city's total pajon and yet they are crowded on
5% of the total land area in the city. These argriduted across the eight

constituencies (http://www.mapsofworld.com/kenyiagsinairobi.html).

3.5 Population of the Study

The target population for the study was 350 CommtyuBiased HIV and AIDS
Organizations in Nairobi County distributed acrtdss eight constituencies. A list of
registered and active CBOs was provided by Natiéwds Control Council (NACC)
in December 2012 (Appendix Ill). The list had bgeapared based on regular return
of Community Based Programme Activity Reports (COBRP to NACC offices
throughout the County. Majority of these registet@BOs were located in the

informal settlements (slum) areas.

3.6  Sample and Sampling Design

Area sampling was used in the current study. SekdR007) posits that area
sampling is a form of cluster sampling that canused when research pertains to
populations within identifiable geographical areagh as counties, city blocks or
particular boundaries within a locality. In thésudy, Constituencies (a distinct
territorial subdivision for holding a separate ¢il@tc for one or more seats in a
legislative body) formed the basis of area samplirBefore the current subdivisions,
Nairobi had eight Constituencies and a proportenaimber of responding CBOs
was drawn from each Constituency (Appendix IV). eTprevious subdivisions of

eight constituencies were used in this study begadministrative structures had not
yet been established in the new constituenciesNW@C, which register all CBOs

working in HIV and AIDS has not yet establishedithenstituency offices in the

new constituencies.

A sample size of 183 CBOs was used in the currteitysvhich was arrived at using

the formula suggested by Fisher, Laing and Stogdled5) as follows:
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n= Z2/2 pq n = (1.96)2 (0.50) (0.563 384
d2 (0.50)2

n= n = 384 =183
1+n/N 1+(384/350)

Where:
ns = is the desired sample size (when the populasidess than 10,000).

N= the Population (in this case 350 CBOSs).

n = the desired sample size (if the target poptias greater than 10,000)

z = the degree of confidence (in this case 95%idente intervalg=1.96)

p = the proportion in the target population estedatio have characteristics being
measured. 50% chosen as recommended by Fisher(@B&5)

d = the level of statistical significance (set &i)5

Random sampling by making a complete list of a# #lements in a population,
assigning each a number and then drawing a sahdbm numbers which identifies

members of the population to be sampled was usseléat sample elements.

3.7 Data Collection

Both secondary and primary data were used in thdyst Secondary data were
obtained from CBOSs’ reports to the donors, comnyihd other stakeholders.

Performance data included output, outcome and ibgmwell as the financial reports
of CBOs which detail input-output analysis. Furth@ommunity Based Programme
Activity Report (COBRAR) forms were also used. nrary data were collected

through an interview schedule and a self-admirestesemi structured questionnaire
(Appendix 1) which was developed in consultatiothngcholars in marketing and also
guided by the literature. The research instrunesra@bled the researcher to collect

large amounts of data within a short period of time

The questionnaire was divided into five main paddollows: Part one inquired about
background information of the organization and oesfents’ including demographic
characteristics such as age, gender as well adlthand AIDS activities that CBOs
was involved in. Part two sought to explore agilan of Strategic social marketing
evaluated from three levels of policy, strategy anplementation. Part three focused
on internal environment of the CBO. Part four agede external environment

evaluated from various levels including dynamismomplexity, heterogeneity,
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capacity and domain consensus. The focus offpartwas Performance of CBOs
assessed using four indicators, namely: effectisgnefficiency, relevance, and

financial viability.

An interview schedule (Appendix IlI) was also used €EOs, Chairpersons and
Directors of the CBOs especially those who pretérdirect consultation over a
questionnaire. Key informant method was used tmiaidter questionnaires and to
carry out interviews. Key informant approach wasommended by Kumar, Stern
and Anderson (1993). It is a method of obtainingad&om persons whose
professional and/or organizational roles imply thewe knowledge about specific
characteristics of the population being studiedwetl as potential pathways and
constraints for community changeNérheit, Bulh and Bell, 1978; VonKorff,

Wickizer, Maeser, O’'Leary, Pearson and Beery, 1982¢ording to Phillips (1981)

and Silk and Kalwani (1982), this practice is cowérsial given that the data
provided by key informant have questionable religbiand validity. However,

Campbell (1955) suggests that key informants imgtaive research should be well
informed about the phenomenon of interest and @bt®mmunicate effectively with

the researcher. In this study, these concerns aeddeessed by ensuring that the
informants were knowledgeable about the phenomefanterest and were able to

interact and communicate effectively.

As the unit of analysis in the study was the CB®, key informants included CEOs
or Directors or Chairperson. Employees familiathvihe operations or were involved
in carrying out HIV and AIDS in the CBOs such asup secretaries, programme
officers/managers, administrators, monitoring andlwation officers were also

informants in this survey. One respondent fromhesampled CBO was used in this
study. Eyler, Mayer, Raffie, Housemann, Brownsdbhy and King (1999) used the
same approach to evaluate the key informant aslatdoimplement and evaluate
physical activity interventions in the communityheél' authors argue that use of high
ranking informants coupled with an unequivocal ectibn of their anonymity,

moderate the common methods variance problem afieaciated with this approach
in conducting survey research. This method alswiges information that would be

useful in developing interventions for communitieShey further state that the key
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informant method is consistent with the social plag approach to community

organization which is a top-down approach that prity involves expert planners.

3.8  Operationalization of the Research Variables

Operationalization facilitates reduction of abstrawotions of constructs into
observable behaviour or characteristics so that the be measured (Sekaran, 2007).
Accordingly, the three study variables (strategiocial marketing, operating
environment and performance of community based i AIDS organizations)
were operationalised in accordance with previoudies and recommendations. The
hypothesized predictor (independent) variable ie #tudy was Strategic social
Marketing. Operating environment was theorizedaasoderating variable while
performance of CBOs was the dependent variablerategic social marketing
construct was operationalised following French let @011) three dimensions of
policy, strategy and implementation. These threeewmeasured indirectly through
multiple indicators as suggested by French et @011). The scale required
respondents to indicate, on a 5-point Likert typale, the perceived agreement to
specified statements that identified an organip&ioinvolvement in activities
associated with policy development, policy impleta¢ion, strategy development and

implementation.

Operating environment was categorised into interaadl external environment.
Internal environment was operationalised on dinmrssiof staff and skills, shared
values, organization systems and structure anceishigb style as per McKinsey 7S’s
model (Waterman et al., 1980) and respondents wegeired to indicate on a
multiple indicator, extent to which they perceivéetir organization to possess the
highlighted internal aspects. Organizational deraplgics were operationalized on
basis of age. Shared values, organization sysammstructure, leadership style, and
work climate, were measured using likert-type sadesuggested by Wheelen and
Hunger (1992). External environment construct wpsrationalised on dimensions
of complexity, dynamism, heterogeneity, capacityd adomain consensus as
recommended by Tolbert and Hall (2009). Lastlyfgenance of community based
HIV and AIDS organizations was operationalised agib of effectiveness, efficiency,

relevance and financial viability proposed by Ma2808) and measured on a rating
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scale recommended by International Developmentd&elseCentre (www.idrc.ca.). A

summary of the operationalization of the varialdgsrovided in Table 3.1.
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Table 3.1: Summary of Operationalization of Stuthariables
Variable Nature Indicator Measures used Questionnaire
Strategic Social Independent | Policy- participation of the CBO in policy developnt| Direct measure andQ: part | and
Marketing variable process at community and national levels; consymating scale I (a)
research which allows community participation
Strategy- at corporate level — existence of stiate@irect measure an| Q: part Il (b)
mission statement, intent, philosophy, definitiorf | oating scale
expected outcomes, strategic objectives, inputscifip
responsibilities and the expected time frame).
Implementation or social marketing tactics (sociBlirect measure an{ Q: partlll (c)
marketing mix and interventions detailing who, whatating scale
when, where and how).
Operating Moderating | External environment: 5- Point Likert Type Q: partll (a)
Environment variable Complexity (number of components in an organizagigrScale
environment such as political, legal, economic aadio
cultural factors and: extent of organization’s wiedge
about these components).
Dynamism (degree of stability or instability of th&-Point Likert Type| Q: partli(a)
environment) Scale
Heterogeneity (degree to which the organizationega®-Point Likert Type| Q: part Il (b)
different demands from different stakeholders) Scale
Capacity (level of resources available to an mizgion). | 5-Point  Likert Type Q: part Il (c)
Scale
Domain consensus (degree to which there is agredeniddominal and 5-Point Q: part Il (c)

among related organizations and other groups in
society about which organization have the rightravide
particular good/service to whom).

thileert Type Scale
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Internal environment:

Clearly defined internal aspects of the organiratioskills,
staff, shared values, systems, structure, leagerstyle ,| 5-Point Likert Type Scale
organization age

Q: part IV

CBO’s
Performance

Dependent
variable

Effectiveness (outcome and impact measured in lefel5-Point Likert Type Scale
awareness, number of changed behaviour, number of
persons who maintain the changed behaviour, |the
implication of changed behaviour on overall healfhthe
person, etc.)

Q: partV (a)

Efficiency (expressed as input-output analysist thaost| 5-Point Likert Type Scale
per programme, output per staff, overhead, timsfinef
service delivery, cost-benefit of the programmés), e

Q: part V (b)

Relevance (stakeholders’ satisfaction, number nefv | 5-Point Likert Type Scale
programmes and services, changes in partners dattif
changes in roles, changes in funders in terms alftgjuand
guantity, change in reputation among key stakemslde
number of old and new financial contributors, etc.)

c

Q: partV (c)

Financial viability (existing funding sources, CBOQOS-Point Likert Type Scale
capability to attract new funding from existing andw
partners, capital assets and depreciation monitored
reasonable financial surplus from projects to bedum

difficult times, level of funding diversificatiorgtc).

Q: part V (d)
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3.9 Reliability and Validity of the Data CollectionInstrument

3.9.1 Reliability

Reliability refers to random error in measuremd&eliability indicates the accuracy

or precision of the measuring instrument (Norlaniiirg, 1990). The study used a
four-step measure of reliability. First, items that been tested for reliability by other
researchers were adopted. Second, the questionmagegre-tested using 20 CBOs
randomly selected from the list but similar to #ample used in the study. This was
done to anticipate any problems of comprehensiomtber sources of confusion

(Walliman, 2011).

Pretesting evaluated whether each question measuhed it was supposed to
measure; if all the respondents interpreted thetores the same way; and whether all
the response choices were relevant. In additidlot gtudy tested for question
variation, meaning, difficulty and respondent ietrand attention.  The instrument
was also discussed with content experts and pgoawits in the field of social
marketing working in NGOs, CBOs and government agen It also aimed at testing
reliability, that is, to assess whether respondantsvered the same question in the
same way each time. Final revisions were made engtestionnaire using the

information obtained from the pilot study. Thedirnool is attached in Appendix |.

Third, the researcher used the most common mea$unternal consistency known
as Cronbach’s Alpha. It indicates extent to whickea of items can be treated as
measuring a single latent variable. All items watheliability value of 0.7 or higher
were used in the analysis as such a value indicatésgher reliability of the
instrument (Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994; Polgad arhomas, 2009). Pertinent
results are presented in Appendix XV. The Crontsélipha reliability coefficients
contained in Appendix XV indicate high levels oliability of the instrument with the
values ranging from 0.8290 (Effectiveness) to 0Pdtrategic social marketing).
This is above the acceptable minimum value of @G@nbach, 1951) and above the
recommended value of 0.7 (Nunnally and Bernsteéd841 Polgar and Thomas, 2008).
The internal consistency of the measures used Wwaeefore considered to be

sufficiently high and to have adequately measuned¢levant study variables.
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Fourth, a factor analysis using Principal Comporemdlysis (PCA) technique, a data
reduction procedure with Varimax rotation was ugedconfirm the underlying
dimensions/drivers of the predictor variables. P&lldws reduction of a larger set of
variables into a smaller set of variables calledgypal components. It also establishes
the linear components that exist within the data laow particular factors contribute
to the component. PCA also establishes the speeléments that measure the
variables of the study, avoiding highly correlatedriables, thereby increasing
research instrument’s reliability. Varimax rotatiovas applied for it attempts to
maximize the dispersion of loadings within the comgnts and tries to load a smaller
number of variables highly onto each factor. Asoramended by Kaiser (1974), only

items with Eigen values greater than 1.0 and lagdagreater than 0.5 were extracted.

Each study variable was subjected to factor arafyssults present in Appendix VI).
Prior to subjecting the data to factor analysis,data relating to various variables
measured using multiple items were subjected toséfeMleyer-Olkin (KMO)
measure of sampling adequacy and Bartlett's tes$pifericity. KMO values were
greater than 0.5 (>0.5) which is the recommendéddevéMalhotra and Dash, 2011)
indicating that the sample was adequate and tleavdhiance in the study variables
was caused by the underlying factors. BarlettaéSphericity was p= 0.01 which is
less than the level of significance of 0.05 indimgithat the correlation matrix was not
identity. This implies that the study variables sveelated. The results confirmed the

theorized dimensionality of the study constructs.

Strategic Social Marketing was evaluated using eéhetements, namely policy,
strategy and implementation. Policy element wagssed using eight measures and
factor analysis produced two critical factors tlatve policy dimension in CBOs
which cumulatively accounted for 68.93 percenthaf total variance in this construct
(Appendix VI, Table A). Strategy element was assessed using ninetears.it
Factor analysis produced three critical factorsciwiiumulatively accounted for 79.93
percent of the total variance in this construct g&pdix VI, Table A). When the
fourteen items used to measure implementation elemwere subjected to factor
analysis, the results revealed three critical f&ctohich cumulatively accounted for
68.44 percent of the total variance in this cort(Appendix VI, Table A).
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Operating environment had two elements, interndlexternal environment. Internal
environment was measured using twenty five itefRactor analysis results revealed
five critical factors driving internal environmenh CBOs which cumulatively
accounted for 70.27 percent of the total variandhis construct (Appendix VI, Table
As). When the twenty five items used to measure aatesnvironment were subjected
to factor analysis, the results revealed six @itifactors that drive external
environment element in CBOs which cumulatively asded for 68.87 percent of the

total variance in this construct (Appendix VI, Talf).

Effectiveness, a measure of performance was ewealuasing 11 items. Factor
analysis results revealed three critical factor&ctvitogether explain 62.26 percent of
the variance (Appendix VI, TablegpA Efficiency was evaluated using eight elements.
Factor analysis results revealed two factors wicigimulatively accounted for 62.81
percent of the total variance in this constructgé@pdix VI, Table A). When the 15
items used to assess relevance were subjectedtto &énalysis, results revealed three
factors which cumulatively accounted for 72.18 pent of the total variance in this
construct (Appendix VI, Table & Organizational performance was also evaluated
using financial viability dimension. This was evaied using 9 items which were
subjected to factor analysis. The results indiceily one factor and therefore could
not be rotated (Appendix VI, TableA

Further, as this study used key informant methddgrionary data collection, to
ensure data reliability, it was important to test tommon methods variance.
Common Method Variance (CMV) arises when respongentiding the measure of
the predictor and criterion variables are the sparson. This is because people try to
maintain consistency between their cognitions atitbdes (Doty and Glick, 1998).
To evaluate common method variance, the study graglélarman’s one-factor test
using a procedure suggested by Greene and OrgadB)(a@d applied by Korsgaard
and Roberson (1995) and Iverson and Maguire (20089. basic assumption of this
approach is that if a single factor or generaldaeiccounts for the majority of the
covariance among the measures, then common methi@hee is present (Podsakoff,
MacKenzie, Podsakoff and Lee, 2003). Results fithis analysis demonstrated
presence of twenty three (23) distinct factors veifpenvalue greater than 1.0, rather

than a single factor. These factors together adedufor 78% of the total variance;
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the first (largest) accounted for only 9% of theiaslace and therefore did not account
for a majority of the variance. This implied théite data collected using key

informants was consistent and reliable.

3.9.2 Validity

Validity refers to the extent to which a tool mea&suwhat we actually wish to
measure. Content validity was used to examine dneghe content of the research
instrument covered representative sample of thetonaect domain to be measured. An
instrument has content validity if it contains anesentative sample of the universe of
subject matter of interest (Cooper and Schindl@Q32. A rational analysis of the
instrument was done by four (4) raters who wereilfamwith the constructs of
interest. They recommended changes which weredfter incorporated in the final
instrument. Face validity was also applied to deiee if the instrument would
measure what it was supposed to measure as recatathéy Anastasi and Urbina
(1997).

Construct validity was also used to evaluate tHilitya of the instrument. Construct

validity refers to the validity of inferences thabservations or measurement tools
actually represent or measure the construct beiagstigated. It is the degree to
which a measure confirms a network of related hyps¢s generated from a theory
based on the concepts. This is achieved when tipériead evidence generated by a

measure is consistent with the theoretical logmudithe concepts (Zikmund, 2003).

In the current study construct validity was assgéskeough convergent validity tests.
Convergent validity refers to the degree to whibb scale correlates in the same
direction (converge) with other measure of the saomestruct. Therefore measures of
constructs that theoretically shoudd related to each other are, in fact, observdxtto
related to each othefThus the items exhibit homogeneity within the samestruct.
Items are only valid when they demonstrate higimite® total correlations, high
loadings on the intended factors (above 0.60),witldl no substantial cross-loadings
(Hair, Anderson, Tatham and Black, 1998; Zikmun@Q3. Results of these tests
revealed that most of the items had loading in x@é 0.5, thus providing support for
convergent validity of the measures used in thdystlPertinent results are presented
in Appendix VIl (Table B-Bg) and Appendix VIII (Table &Co).
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3.10 Data Analysis

Data were analyzed using both descriptive and émfigl statistics in Statistical
Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) version 17t@a@f. Interpretations were made
consistent to the provisions of each test. DeBeestatistics including measures of
central tendency and dispersion were calculategrédile organization, individual
respondents and the study variables. Pearsonturdloment Correlation (r) was
derived to show the nature and strength of thetiosiship. Coefficient of
determination (B was used to measure the amount of variation éndiépendent
variable (CBOs’ performance) explained by the iretefent variables (strategic social

marketing and operating environment).

Regression analysis was adopted to estimate régmessefficients and determine the
prediction level of the models. Accordingly, thegression models for testing
hypotheses were estimated in the form of:

Y =L+ X1+ BoXo+ BXs+ BaXa ...+ BXp + &
Where:
Y is the dependent variable (performance of CBO%) & a linear

function of X, Xo, X3, Xa........ X plusg
X1, areindependent variables.
5 is regression constant (intercept).
Bip is beta coefficient or change induced in Y by e¥ch
& is error term that accounts for the variability Yhthat cannot be

explained by the linear effect of the predictoriables.

To establish the effect of each independent vagiahlthe dependent variable, simple
and stepwise multiple regression analyses were umed. Stepwise multiple
regression analysis examines the relationshipsdmatva set of independent variables
and a dependent variable, after controlling for eéffects of some other independent
variables on the dependent variable. Stepwisess@n is a semi-automated process
of building a model by successively adding or remgwariables based solely on the
t-statistics of their estimated coefficients. Usihig method in the current study, each
variable was entered in sequence and its valussase This allowed for assessment

of actual value contributed by each variable to ititerpretations of the model. A
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summary of various hypotheses tested in this sttidy statistical test(s) carried out

and corresponding interpretations are presentédlahe 3.2.
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Table 3.2:

Research Objectives, Hypotheses, AnedytMethods and Interpretation

Objective(s) Hypotheses Analysis Method Interpretabn
Objective 1 Hi There is a significantSimple and Multiple Regression
To determine therelationship  between  stratedity =5+ BiP +& The values of B
relationship betweepsocial marketing and performancg =3+ S + g Pearson’s Produg
strategic socigl of community based HIV andy =g + g+ Moment
marketing and AIDS organizations. Y =R+ BP + BS + B+ & Correlation (r),
performance of Regression
community  based Where: Coefficients and
HIV' and  AIDS Y= is a composite score for CBO's Performance| change in R
org.anlz.atlons ol [o- regression constant (intercept)
Nairobi B1 B, andBsare beta Coefficient

€= error term that accounts for the variability in| Y

that cannot be explained by the linear effect ef|th

predictor variables.

P, S and represent dimensions of strategic social

marketing (policy, strategy implementation/sogial

marketing interventions).
Objective 2 H.o there is a significant Simple Regression model The values of R
To explore the relationship  between Internaly = +EE+ & Pearson’s Produg
relationship betweenEnvironment and Performance [Ofvhere: Moment
operating CBOs Y is composite score of CBO’s Performance. Correlation(r)
environment  and o= regression constant (intercept) Regression
performance of Bs.Ps...... Ps are beta Coefficient coefficient
community  based &= error term that accounts for the variability in| Y
HIV an.d AIDS that cannot be explained by the linear effect ef|th
organizations i

a7

—

—



Nairobi

predictor variables.
EE is external environment

Ho,: there is a  significan
relationship  between  HEarnal
Environment and Performance
CBOs

t Simple Regression model
Y =h+ BIE+ &
ofVhere:
Y is composite score of CBO’s performance
[o= regression constant (intercept)
Bo,B1o....... B17 are beta Coefficient
&= error term that accounts for the variability i
that cannot be explained by the linear effect ef
predictor variables.

The values o]
Pearson Produc
Moment
Correlation(r)
R2

Regression
goefficients

th

Hoc. There is a significan
relationship  between operatir
environment and performance
community based HIV and AID
organizations

t Regression model

Y =fo+ BEE +BIE &

of

SY =+ BisOE +5

where

Y is a composite score for CBO’s Performance.
[ois regression constant (intercept)

Big,is beta Coefficient

€= error term that accounts for the variability in
that cannot be explained by the linear effect ef
predictor variables.

EE is external environment

IE is internal environment

OE is the composite score for operat

environment

The values of B
Pearson’s Produg
Moment
Correlation(r),
Regression
Coefficients and
change in R

Y
th

ng
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Objective 3 Hs. Operating environment has | 8Multiple linear regression analysis A significant
To assess themoderating effect on  theY= f+BSSM +B0E+ BLOE*SSM +§ change in
influence of| relationship  between  stratedi@Vhere: adjusted R upon
operating social marketing and performanc¥ is composite score for CBO’s Performance. introduction  of
environment on thecommunity based HIV and AIDESSM is the composite score for Strategic Socibe interaction
relationship betweeporganizations. Marketing. term (OE)
strategic social OE is composite score for Operating Environmegonfirms
marketing anc [Sis regression constant (intercept) moderating effect
performance B..B2 & B are beta Coefficient of the term.
community  based &= error term that accounts for the variability in| Y

HIV _ an.d AIDS that cannot be explained by the linear effect ef|th

organizations. predictor variables.

Objective 4 Ha The combined effect aqfMultiple Linear Regression equation that is: Student t-statistics
To establish thestrategic social marketing and to assess
joint  effect  of| operating environment onY=4 + /L.SSM+3,0E+g significance  of]
strategic social performance CBOs is dissimilaiWhere: individual
marketing and from their independent effects 0rv is composite score for CBO’s performance variables.
operating the same variable SSM is the composite score for Strategic Sqcial

environment or Marketing.

performance of OE is composite score for Operating environment

community  based [o- regression constant (intercept)

HIV and AIDS B1B. are beta Coefficient argg- error term

organizations
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3.11 Chapter Summary

This chapter has discussed the research methodwidgyms of research philosophy,
research design, research settings, populatiomeofstudy and the sampling frame.
The chapter has also presented a discussion orsdatees and collection methods,
questionnaire design and pre-testing. Operatios#dz of the research variables,
reliability and validity tests as well as data atiabl techniques adopted for the study
have also been presented. The next section pseses¢arch findings and their
interpretation.
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CHAPTER FOUR

DATA ANALYSIS, RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

4.1 Introduction

This chapter presents research findings results dasclssion consistent with the

research objectives and the hypotheses. It descthee response rate and tests for
parametric tests assumptions. This chapter alssepts CBOs and key informants
profiles, relationships between the study varialdes hypotheses test results and
discussion of these results. The chapter ends avithbular summary of hypotheses

and a new conceptual framework based on the kelynfys of the study.

4.2 Response Rate

Data was coded and then cleaned to ensure cormisté&ithough the study intended

to survey 183 CBOs, data were successfully cokeétem 163 CBOs distributed

across the 8 constituencies that made Nairobi Gatrthe time. This represents 89%
response rate. This was achieved through theostipf head of communication in

NACC and constituency AIDS coordinators. Throulyén, prior arrangements were
made with the organizational leaders. The leaderse informed in advance of

researcher’s intention to meet and interact witnth Pertinent results are shown
Table 4.1.

Table 4.1: Response Rate

Constituency | Population(N)| Sample (n) | Achieved %Achieved
sample(n)

Dagoretti 80 42 38 20.8
Embakasi 44 23 21 115
Kamukuniji 30 16 16 8.7
Kasarani 36 18 18 9.8
Langata 45 24 21 115
Makadara 42 22 20 10.9
Starehe 43 23 16 8.7
Westlands 30 15 13 7.1
TOTAL 350 183 163 89%
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The response rate presented in Table 4.1 was a&chlmcause the Constituency Aids
Coordinator and through Head of Communication in(Q@Acommunicated to the

CBOs of my intention to meet and interact with theFrom the results presented in
Table 4.1, Dagoretti constituency had the highastlver of participating CBOs at 38

followed by Embakasi and Langata both at 21 CBQ@#$ eadVestlands had the lowest
number of participating organizations.

4.3  Assessment of Normality, Linearity and Homoscexdticity

The study data were tested for the major assungptanparametric data analysis.
Normality was tested using Kolmogrov-Smirnov (K-8he-sample test, a non
parametric goodness of fit test. This is a goodiésd measure for
continuous scaled data. This test compares the latiweu distribution function for
variables within a specified distribution (Malho@wad Dash, 2011Conover, 1999).
The goodness-of-fit test evaluated whether the rebiens could reasonably have
come from the specified distribution. The resulfstlee K-S tests for the study
variables, namely, strategic social marketing, afpeg environment and performance
of CBOs revealed that the data were normally distad (Pertinent results are
presented in Appendix 1X).

To test for linearity, ANOVA and Linearity test werused. Strategic social
marketing and operating environment were testedirfearity along their indicators of

policy, strategy, implementation and internal amtemal environment respectively.

Tests results for strategic social marketing andopmance as well as operating
environment and performance had a significanceevalnich was smaller than 0.05,
indicating that there is a linear relationship besgw strategic social marketing and
performances as well as operating environment animpnance. Pertinent results are
contained in Appendix X: TableEDq.

Homoscedasticity (homogeneity of variance) refessthie assumption that the
dependent variable exhibits similar amounts ofarsse across the range of values for
an independent variable (Hair et al). To testhimmoscedasticity, Levene test (1960)
for equality of variance was computed using one-fagva procedure. For majority

of CBOs performance (dependent variable) indicatoesene’s probability statistics
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were more than the significance level of 0.01 (Appe XI). This implies that the

variances are equal. Multicollinerity in the cunrestudy was tested using Variance
Inflation Factor (VIF) calculated using SPSS regias procedure as well as
examination of correlation coefficient among vakesb Multicollinearity refers to the

linear correlation among variables. The VIF fol midependent and dependent
variables were found to be less than 3 @8)indicating that there is no problem of
multicollinearity. This implied that Independerdriables were not highly correlated
while independent and dependent variables coreklaighly. These results are

presented together with hypotheses test results.

4.4 Profile of Individual Respondents

Identifiable characteristics relating to respondentluded length of time in service
within that organization (years), designation, gaménd highest level of education

attained.

441 Respondents’ Gender and Highest Level of Edation
In the study, individual respondents were both neie female and had attained

varied levels of education. The results are prteskim Table 4.2.

Table 4.2 Respondents’ Gender and Highest Levetdfication Attained

Male Female Total

Level of education N % N % n %
Standard 8 9 11 15 19 24 15
KCSE or equivalent 24 28 23 30 47 29
Certificate 4 5 15 19 19 12
Diploma 30 35 20 26 50 30
Bachelors Degree 13 15 4 5 17 10
Masters degree 5 6 1 1 6 4
PhD degree 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 85 100% |78 100% | 163 100%

Results presented in Table 4.2 indicate that 85L¢62 of the respondents were male
while 78(47.9%) were female. Table 4.2 also shthas over one third (35%) of the
male respondents held diploma level of educatioilendnly one third (26%) female
respondents had attained same level of educatiototh gender, there was no PhD

degree holder and only 4% of the respondents hadaater's degree. More
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respondents (30%) had diploma as the highest vetiucation. This indicates that
the management teams of CBOs do not have enoughcibapto run these
organizations. This can lead to lack of capaatgngage with donors in bidding and

proposal writing.

4.4.2 Respondents’ length of service in the orgamition
Respondents’ length of service in their currentaigations was also profiled against

their gender as shown in Table 4.3.

Table 4.3 Respondents’ length of service acrossdgn
Male Female Total

Length of Service N % N % N %

2 years and below 15 18 10 13 25 15
3-6 years 38 45 33 42 71 43
7-10 years 22 26 23 30 45 28
11-14 years 9 10 7 9 16 10
over 14 years 1 1 5 6 6 4
Total 85 100% |78 100% | 163 100%

Results presented in Table 4.3 indicate that of8Hh€52.1%) male respondents only
1(1%) had worked for over 14 years in the samerorgéion while majority (45%)

had worked between 3 to 6 years in the same orgoiz In comparison, Table 4.3
shows that of the 78(47.9%) female respondent8pbttad worked for over 14 years
in the same organizations while majority (42%) haatked between 3 to 6 years in
the same organization. Overall, the findings iatkcthat more respondents (43%)
work in an organization for 3 to 6 years and thesvenon. These findings indicate
that both male and female leave the organizatioostlgnafter six years of service.
This implies that many CBOs are not able to retheir staff which can lead to low

performance and high expenses. This is becausergfamization will have already

trained those leaving and would also require tim titee new ones.
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4.5  Profile of the RespondingCBOs

This section provides profile of the respondiCBOs. Responding CBOs we
evaluated using thiollowing characteristics: Age, geogracal location, sources i
funds and HIV and ADS interventions.

45.1 Ageof the Responding CBO
From the research findings, a total of 163 CBOsigpated in this survey across
constituencies withirNairobi County. TheCBOs’ age ranged from two y«s and

below to 14 years armbove. Age distribution results are presentedrigure 4.

Fig. 4.1: Age of Responding CB(

Age of Responding CBO

m 2 years and belc
B3 -6 yearn
7-10 year
®11- 14 years
m Qver 14 yeal

As stown in Figure 4.1, majority (©6) of the participating CBOs were two years .
below while only % had been in existence for more than 14 yeThese results
indicate that many CBOare started but few ladong enough to continue the
activitiesover a long period of tin. This rases questions of the sustainability
these typesf organization:

4.5.2 Geographical Distribution of the CBOs
Responding CBOs were drawn from eight constituenwithin Nairobi County a:
illustrated in Fig. 4.2.
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Figure 4.2:  Geographical Distribution of RespondingBOs
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As shown in Fig. 4.2, Dagoretti Constituency hael ighest number of participating
CBOs at 23% (38) of the sample, followed by Embakasl Langata both at 13%
(21). The least number of CBOs came from Westlavitts only 8% (13). Dagoretti
and Embakasi form the largest constituencies imddaiand they equally have large
population. At the same time, these constituenk#se active organizations whose
focus is to grow their membership.

4.5.3 Sources of Funding
Research findings indicate that CBOs’ have variearees of funds. These sources

were however not mutually exclusive. The resulésas presented in Table 4.4.
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Table 4.4

Sources of Funding for the CBOs

Sources of funds Sample (n)] Yes %) No (%) Total %
Government of Kenya Agencies 163 49.1 50.9 100
Community Members 163 62 38 100
International Donors 163 31.9 68.1 100
Local Donors and Privatel63 36 64 100
organizations

Religious institutions 163 12.3 87.7 100
Members contribution 163 17.8 82.2 100
Merry go rounds 163 10 90 100
Income Generating activities 163 9 91 100
Well wishers 163 5 95 100
Friends 163 2 98 100
Total 163 100%

As illustrated in Table 4.4, 62% of the surveyedamizations got their funding from
community members. This is consistent with theinidn of CBOs that they are
community organizations formed and supported by tmnmunity members.
Research findings presented in Table 4.4 also atelichat about half of the
organizations (49.1%) got financial support fronvggmment agencies such as NACC
through their Total War against Aids Project (TOWBOm time to time. Religious
institutions supported only 12.3% of the surveyd®lOS. This is understandable as
Othenrradteve funding for CBOs as
Only 9% of
the responding CBOs had income generating actvitnglicating lack of wealth

CBOs are not faith based organizations.

identified in this study came from members’ conitibns with 17.8%.

creation activities which results in financial susability of these organizations.

45.4

The CBOs surveyed in this study were involved inrenthan one HIV and AIDS

HIV and AIDS Interventions

intervention as shown in Table 4.5.
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Table 4.5 HIV and AIDS Interventions by CBOs

HIV and AIDS interventions Sample (n) | Yes %)| No (% | Total %)
HIV and AIDS awareness 163 94.5 4.5 100
HIV and AIDS Prevention 163 73.6 26.4 100
Care and Support 163 44.2 55.8 100
Treatment Access and Literacy 163 14.1 85.9 100
Other HIV and AIDs related activities 163 58.3 41.7 100
Total 163 100%

As illustrated in Table 4.5, out of the surveyed@B 94.5% were involved in HIV
and AIDS awareness campaigns while 73.6% partietbanh HIV and AIDS
prevention activities. However, only 14.1% proddgeatment access and literacy
services. Further, results show that CBOs are uabin other HIV and AIDS related
activities including Behaviour Change Communicati®CC), counselling, Home
Based Care (HBC), Referrals, HIV Testing and Collinge(HTC), Prevention of
Mother to Child Transmission (PMTCT) and Orphangl afulnerable Children
(OVCs) support among others. The results inditdae large part of HIV and AIDS
funds is spent on awareness and prevention aesvitihile very small part of the
funds is used in treatment literacy and accesserefbre, more people would be
aware of their status but have no knowledge on sheraccess treatment. This
would lead to increased level of infections as peapespair (reversing gains of
awareness creation) as well as succumb to infectiamich would have been dealt

with if treatment was made accessible.

4.6 Description of the Study Variables

Table 4.6 presents descriptive statistics for edche research variables measured by
a likert-type scale and one-sample t-test witheotbtical value of zero to evaluate

whether the variables varied from one organizatiioanother.
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Table 4.6 One sample t- test for Strategic Socialrkkting, Operating

Environment and performance of CBO

One-Sample Statistics
Sig. (2-
Mean| Std. Std. Error t tailed)

N score | Deviation] Mean (p-value)
Policy 163 3.4964 .80231 .06284 55.647 .000
Strategy 163 4.0433 .69134 .05415 74.67( .000
Implementation 163 3.940§ .6501( .05097 77.394 .000
Internal environment 163 3.8717 .62136 .04867% 79.554 .00¢Q
External environment 163 3.4984 .7147¢ .05594 62.484 .00¢Q
Effectiveness 163 3.7279  .63795 .04997% 74.597 .00Q
Efficiency 163 3.5829 75773 .05935 60.36§ .000
Relevance 163 3.5637 .7056¢6 .05527 64.461 .000
Financial viability 163 2.2199  .87424 .0684¢ 32.412 .000
t-test for equality of means: test value =Q:(tHere is no difference expected between the
means, a&=0.05, 2-tailed); reject HO if p valued, otherwise fail to reject Hf p>

The findings presented in Table 4.6 indicate thattasgy dimension of strategic social
marketing had the highest mean score at 4.043ddiitian, Table 4.6 also indicates
that internal and external environments had a noé&8717 and 3.4982 respectively.
Performance indicators of effectiveness, efficiengjevance and financial viability
are shown to have a mean of 3.7275, 3.582, 3.56822a219 respectively. The
results of one-sample t-tests with a theoreticilesaf zero (no significant difference
expected in the means scores) presented in Tablestablished that the mean score
measures differed significantly across the CBOsor $trategic social marketing
measures, implementation had the highest differétwalue=77.394, p<0.05). For
operating environment measures, internal enviroirhad the highest difference (t-
value=79.552, p<0.05). CBO performance measures alsowed significant
differences with effectiveness recording the highdsference (t-value=74.597,
p<0.05), followed by relevance (t-value=64.467, p<0.0Fherefore, for all the

measures used in the study, significant differelesested across different CBOs.
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4.7  Correlations among the Studied Variables

The general objective of the current study wasstaldish the influence of strategic
social marketing and operating environment on parémce of community based HIV
and AIDS organizations in Nairobi County. In orderassess the relationships among

the research variables, a correlation analysisomaducted.

4.7.1  Strategic Social marketing and CBO’s Performace

As conceptualized in the study, strategic socialrketing construct had three
indicators of policy, strategy and implementatiogmensions. Likewise, performance
of CBO'’s construct had four indicators, namelyfeefiveness, efficiency, relevance
and financial viability. A Pearson’s product marheorrelation analysis was
conducted to examine the relationships betweentesima social marketing and

performance of CBOs. The relevant results areagoed in Table 4.7.

Table 4.7 Correlations for Strategic Social Markey and Performance of CBOs

Correlations

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 [Policy 1
2 |Strategy 606" |1
3 |Implementation |.568 |[.722" |1
4  |Effectiveness 519" [.4637[.498 |1
5 |Efficiency 554" 598" |.667" |.557 |1
6 |Relevance 509" |.598"|.705" |.593" |.791" |1
7 |Financial 382" |.3707|.466" |.467 |.621 |.673 |1
Viability
8 |Strategic socig.774" |.9347|.880" |.553" |.693" |.695 |.457 |1
marketing
9 |Performance 579" |.605 |.698" |.762" |.877" |.922" |813" |.713" |1

Method: Pearson Product Moment Correlations

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveH@iled).

Sig. (2-tailed, for all was 0.000 less than thevdue or 0.01 and 0.05.
sample (n)=16

Results presented in Table 4.7 show varied dedgr@gesrelationships. Both policy
and strategy are significantly correlated with @éincy (r=0.554, p<.01; r=0.598,
p<.01; sig. 2-tailed =0.000<0.05 respectively). Thghhcorrelation suggests that an
organization’s involvement in policy developmentle area of HIV and AIDS might

enable it to perform its tasks efficiently. It ynalso suggest that strategies developed
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and used by CBOs lead to achievement of set obgsctvith minimum wastage of
resources. Implementation and relevance are gignify correlated (r=0.705 p<.01;
sig. 2-tailed =0.000<0.05). This suggests that imgletation plans are determined
by the relevance of the programmes designed bgBf@s. However, all indicators of
strategic social marketing are shown to lowly bghsicantly correlate with financial
viability. Strategic social marketing and relevammre demonstrated to have a positive
significant correlation (r=0.696, p<.01; sig. 2-tdile0.000<0.05) but it has low
correlation with financial viability (r=0.458, p<10 sig. 2-tailed =0.000<0.05). This
suggests that financial viability of CBOs is infheed by many factors besides use of

strategic social marketing approach.

4.7.2  Operating Environment and CBO’s Performance

A Pearson’s product moment correlation analysis s@sducted to determine the
correlation between operating environment and perdomce of CBO. The two

indicators of operating environment, that is, intdrand external environment were

correlated with performance indicators. Pertimestlts are shown in Table 4.8.

Table 4.8 Correlations for Operating Environment drPerformance of CBOs
Variable 1 2 3 4 6 7 8
1 Internal
Environment 1
2 External o
Environment 673(™) |1

3 Operating

environment 902(%) |.927(**) |1

4 Effectiveness A83(*%) | 541(*%) | .562(**) | 1

5 Efficiency 750(%%) | .695(*%) | .788(**) | .557(**) |1

6 Relevance 739(%*) | .707(*%) | .789(**) | .593(**) | .791(**) | 1

7 \F/'I';En%a' 540() | .578(*) | .612(**) | .467(™) | .621(*) | .673(*) |1

8 | Performance | 749(~) | .749(**) | .818(*") |.762() | .877(™) |.922(**) | .813(*) |1

Method: Pearson Product Moment Correlations

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Sig. (2-tailed, for all was 0.000 less than the P- value = 0.01 and 0.05.
Sample (n) =163

The correlation results presented in Table 4.8tpant that internal environment and
efficiency are significantly correlated (r=0.750, @%. sig. 2-tailed =0.000<0.05).
This suggests that a company’s ability to use nessuwith minimum wastage is
determined by skills and systems existing withire thrganization. In addition,

external environment is depicted to be significantiorrelated with relevance
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(r=0.707, p<.01; sig. 2-tailed =0.000<0.05). This higtrrelation suggests that
programme determination and identification is sliag®y the existing external

environment. Both internal and external environtriggve low positive correlation

with effectiveness indicating that though intermald external environments might
hinder organizations from determining correctly wigto be done and when, the
level of interference is low. This supports theasidhat have been put forward by
other authors such as Weinreich (2011) that dedmibf outputs and outcomes of

specific projects and programmes are highly infagehby the funding agencies.

4.7.3  Strategic Social Marketing, Operating Enviroment and Performance

In order to explore whether significant associai@xisted between strategic social
marketing, operating environment and performancEBOsS, aggregate mean scores
for the variables were subjected to Pearson procuminent correlation analysis.

Relevant results are presented in Table 4.9

Table 4.9 Correlations for strategic social markeg, operating environment

and performance of CBOs

Variables 1 2 3
1. Strategic social 1
marketing
2. Operating environmen T74(%) 1
3. Performance of CBO 713(*) .818(**) 1

Method: Pearson Product Moment Correlations

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveH@iled).

Sig. (2-tailed, for all was 0.000 less than the/dtue = 0.01 and 0.05.
Sample (n) =163

As shown in Table 4.9, strategic social marketimgl gerformance of CBOs are
positively and statistically correlated (r=0.713, @ik. sig. 2-tailed =0.000<0.05).
Strategic social marketing and operating enviroringga also positively correlated
(r=0.774, p<.01; p<.01,; sig. 2-tailed =0.000<0.05)mifrly, the results also indicate
that there is a strong statistically significantsitwe correlation between operating
environment and performance of CBOs (r=0.818, p<i@l 2-tailed =0.000<0.05).
This may imply that availability of appropriate énbal systems, a favourable external
environment and approaching social marketing act®wifrom a strategic perspective

might contribute significantly to the performanded0s.
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4.8  Tests of Hypotheses

The current study was based on the premise thaegtc social marketing influences
performance of Community Based HIV and AIDS Orgatians but this influence is
moderated by an organization’s operating envirortmémorder to test the respective
hypotheses, simple, multiple and stepwise multllear regression analyses were
conducted at 95 percent confidence levéEQ(05). Because Strategic Social
marketing (IV), Operating Environment (MV) and Rerhance of CBOs (DV) were
measured using more than one measure, each Penfmgniadicator was regressed
against each dimension of independent and modgratariables using simple
regression analysis. Thereafter, aggregate mearesscfor performance were
regressed against each dimension of Strategic ISddarketing, operating
environment as well as against aggregate meanssobr8trategic social Marketing
and Operating environment. To evaluate the camiobh of each construct in the
independent and moderating variables, stepwiseiptaultegression analysis was
carried out. Six main hypotheses were tested m shidy. The pertinent results are

presented in the sections that follow.

4.8.1 Simple and Stepwise Multiple Regression: Poyi, Strategy and
Implementation Predicting CBOs’ Effectiveness

To evaluate influence of three dimensions of stiatesocial marketing; policy,

strategy and implementation on effectiveness, smpl stepwise multiple regression

analyses were carried out. Simple regressionteearg presented in Table 4.10.
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4.10:  Simple Regression: Policy, Strategy dmplementation Predicting

Effectiveness
Policy Strategy Implementation

R 0.519 0.463 0.498
R2 0.270 0.215 0.248
F 59.498 44.049 53.109
Sig (p) 0.000 0.000 0.000
Constant 2.2838 1.998 1.801
B 0.413 0.428 0.489
s.e. 0.054 0.064 0.067
B (beta) 0.51¢ 0.463 0.498
T 7.714 6.637 7.228
Sig (p) 0.000 0.000 0.000
Where:
B is unstandardized coefficient; s.e. is standardore p (beta) is
standardized Coefficient
Dependent Variable: Effectiveness
Independent Variables: Policy, Strategy, Implemisona
Source: Primary Data

The Simple regression results of Policy, Stratemyy lnplementation produced af R
of 0.270, 0.215 and 0.248 respectively for eachstant as presented in Table 4.10.
This implies that Policy scores explain more of theation of effectiveness scores at
27% while strategy explains the least at 21.5%.rthen, the resultalso reveal a

statistically significant positive linear relatidng between Policy and Effectiveness
(beta 0.519, p-value=0.001). Therefore, we acckethypothesis a&=0.05 and

conclude that policy, strategy and implementatiofluence CBO’s effectiveness.
The statistically significant positive relationshifgtween Policy and effectiveness
suggests that CBOs’ patrticipation in policy devethgmt enable them to clearly

outline the expected outputs and methods of aatetiem.

Stepwise multiple regressions were conducted ttuat@whether policy, strategy and
implementation were necessary to predict CBO's dfiffeness. At 1,2 and &

steps of the analysis, implementation, strategy policy were entered into the
regression equation and were found to be significaalated to CBO’s Effectiveness
F(1,161)=53.109 p<.001; F(2,160)=29.684 p<.001,15@=26.545 p<.001. The
multiple regression coefficients were 0.253, 0.@84 0.325 respectively; indicating

that approximately a unit change in Policy woulddeo 32.5% change of CBO’s
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effectiveness. However, at step 2 strategy wasolatf (t = 0.844, p=0.4000 > .05)
implying that its contribution to effectiveness@BOs was not significant (Appendix
Xll, Table G). This implies that when strategy is combinedhwjtolicy and

implementation, its contribution to effectivenesxzbme insignificant. Further, these
results imply that focus on policy and implememtatwould enable an organization to

improve its ability in defining its outputs, outcemand expected impact.

4.8.2 Simple and Stepwise Multiple Regression: Poyi, Strategy and
Implementation Predicting CBOs’ Efficiency

To evaluate contribution of policy, strategy anglementation to CBOs’ efficiency,

simple and stepwise multiple regression analyseth wgolicy, strategy and

implementation predicting CBOs’ efficiency were riaal out. The results for simple

regression are reported in Table 4.11.

Table 4.11: Simple Regression: Policy, Stgteand Implementation Predicting
Efficiency
Policy Strategy Implementatior
R 0.55¢/ 0.59¢ 0.667
R2 0.307 0.35¢ 0.44¢
F 71.411 89.745 129.286
Sig (p) 0.000 0.000 0.000
Constant 1.752 0.932 0.517
B 0.524 0.656 0.778
s.e. 0.062 0.069 0.068
B (beta) 0.554 0.598 0.667
T 8.451 9.473 11.370
Sig (p) 0.000 0.000 0.000
Where:
B is unstandardized coefficient; s.e. is standamdore p (beta) is
standardized Coefficient
Dependent Variable: Efficiency
Independent Variables: Policy, Strategy, Implemigona
Source: Primary Data

The Simple regression analysis results present@dlite 4.11 indicate an’®f 0.307,

0.358 and 0.445 respectively for policy, strategg amplementation all predicting
efficiency. These results indicate that dimensiafisstrategic social marketing
explain one third and above of the variation incéghcy. However, implementation

scores explain more of the variation in efficiety44.5%. Further, the results also
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revealed a statistically significant positive linealationship between Implementation
and efficiency (beta 0.667, p-value=0.000). Theesfeve accept the hypothesis at
4=0.05 and conclude that implementation has an eftect Efficiency. The

statistically significant positive relationship teten implementation and efficiency

suggests that proper implementation can increaskete! of efficiency within CBOs.

Stepwise multiple regressions were conducted ttuat@whether policy, strategy and
implementation were necessary to predict CBO’scigfficy. At £' and & steps of
the analysis, implementation and policy were ewténéo the regression equation and
were found to be significantly related to CBO'’s igffncy F(1,161)=129.286
p=0.000 <.001 and F(2,160)=77.106 p=0.000<.001 fodamentation and policy
respectively. The multiple regression coefficienteere 0.520 and 0.259 for
implementation and policy respectively; indicatthgt approximately one unit change
in implementation would lead to 52.0 % change of0CBefficiency. These results
imply that, participation of CBOs in policy developnt process both at national and
local level does not affect how they utilize thessources. Strategy was left out at
step 2 strategy (t = 1.807, p=0.073 > .05) indicativag its contribution to relevance
when combined with policy and implementation was significant implying that,
CBOs ability to utilize resources in right way fitre right purpose is influenced by
other factors other than existence of a stratedjurther details are provided in
Appendix Xll, Table G

4.8.3 Simple and Stepwise Multiple Regression: Poyi, Strategy and

Implementation Predicting Relevance of CBOs’ Progrenmes

Contribution of policy, strategy and implementatisa CBOs’ relevance was
evaluated using simple and stepwise multiple resjpeasanalyses with policy, strategy
and implementation predicting CBOs’ relevance. Biraple regression results are
reported in Table 4.12.
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Table 4.12:

Simple Regression: Policy, Stgteand Implementation Predicting

Relevance
Policy Strategy Implementatior

R 0.509 0.598 0.705
R2 0.259 0.358 0.497
F 58.181 89.771 159.377
Sig (p) 0.000 0.000 0.000
Constant 1.99¢ 1.094 0.546
B 0.447 0.611 0.766
S.e. 0.060 0.064 0.061
B (beta) 0.554 0.598 0.667
T 8.451 9.473 11.370
Sig (p) 0.000 0.000 0.000
Where:
B is unstandardized coefficient; s.e. is standardore B (beta) is
standardized Coefficient
Dependent Variable: Relevance
Independent Variables: Policy, Strategy, Implemigona
Source: Primary Data

As shown in the simple regression analysis resuol®&able 4.12, policy, strategy and
implementation predicting relevance produced a&noR 0.259, 0.358 and 0.497
respectively for each construct. These resultslyintpat implementation scores
explain more of the variation of relevance at 49.7% he regression results in Table
4.12 also reveal a statistically significant positivendar relationship between
Implementation and relevance (beta 0.705, p-vall@®f)). Therefore, we accept the
hypothesis ati=0.05 and conclude that implementation has an impaaelevance.

The statistically significant positive relationshipetween implementation and
relevance of CBOs’ programmes implies that propemplémentation inform

programmes determination and design process. Asdmee time, the plans set in

implementation will determine how resources areluse

To further evaluate whether policy, strategy angleémentation were necessary to
predict CBO’s relevance, stepwise multiple regmssiwere conducted. The results
presented in Appendix XIV: Table.@Gdicate that at*land & steps of the analysis
implementation and policy were entered into theesgion equation and were found
to be statistically significantly related to CBORelevance F(1,161)=159.377
p=0.000 <.001 and F(2,160)=84.859 p=0.000<.001 foleémentation and policy
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respectively. The multiple regression coefficienteere 0.615 and 0.160 for
implementation and policy respectively; indicatthgt approximately one unit change
in implementation would lead to 61.5% change irvahce. The contribution of
policy to relevance is only 16% implying that peiftation in policy development
does not shape how resources will be utilized adt ageprogrammed determination
and design. At step 2, strategy was left out (t621, p=0.106 > .05) indicating that
strategy does not significantly contribute to relese of CBOs programme (Appendix
XIl: Table G).

4.8.4 Simple and Stepwise Multiple Regression: Poyi, Strategy and
Implementation Predicting Financial Viability of CB Os

To evaluate contribution of policy, strategy andglementation to financial viability
of CBOs, simple and stepwise multiple regressioalyaes with policy, strategy and
implementation predicting CBOs’ financial viabilityere carried out. The pertinent

results are presented in Table 4.13

Table 4.13: Simple Regression: Policy, Stgteand Implementation Predicting
Financial Viability
Policy Strategy Implementatior

R 0.38: 0.37( 0.46¢
R2 0.14¢ 0.137 0.217
F 27.560 25.473 44.627
Sig (p) 0.000 0.000 0.000
Constant 0.763 0.330 -0.249
B 0.417 0.467 0.627
s.e. 0.079 0.093 0.094
B (beta) 0.382 0.370 0.466
T 5.250 5.047 6.680
Sig (p) 0.000 0.000 0.000
Where:
B is wunstandardized coefficient; s.e. is standardore B (beta) is
standardized Coefficient
Dependent Variable: Financial viability
Independent Variables: Policy, Strategy, Implemigona
Source: Primary Data

The Simple regression analysis of Policy, strataggt Implementation produced an
R? of 0.146, 0.137 and 0.217 respectively for eaatstract. These results imply that
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implementation scores explain more of the variafioriinancial viability scores at
21.7%. These results imply that other factors e@mrpiaore of the variation in financial
viability. The regression results in Table 44dl80 reveal a statistically significant
positive linear relationship between Implementatiamnd financial viability (beta
0.466, p-value=0.000). Therefore, we accept theotigsis a©tt=0.05 and conclude
that implementation contributes to financial viéhilof CBOS. Further, the
statistically significant positive relationship ieten implementation and financial
viability was established in these results indicaleat proper implementation
influences future funding for CBOs as they are dbl@rove to the donors that they

can achieve the set targets.

Stepwise multiple regressions were conducted ttuat@whether policy, strategy and
implementation were necessary to predict finangiability of CBOs. At ' and &
steps of the analysis, implementation and policyewentered into the regression
equation and were found to be significantly contigbto financial viability of CBOs
F(1,161)=44.627 p=0.000<.001 and F(2,160)=24.920 Q®¥X%.001 respectively.
The multiple regression coefficients were 0.367 @nti74 for implementation and
policy respectively; indicating that approximatelge unit change in implementation
would lead to 36.7 % change of financial viabilifiyCBO. At step 2 strategy was left
out (t = -0.017 p=.987> .05) implying that its cobtriion to financial viability of
CBOs was not statistically significant. This ingdithat the strategies selected by
CBOs’ do not necessarily lead to an increase in GB@pacity to attract funding
(Appendix XlI: Table G).

4.8.5 Influence of Strategic Social Marketing on Performace

Simple and multiple regression analyses were ahrdat to evaluate effect of

strategic social marketing on performance of CBOgis was carried out at four

levels. First aggregate mean scores of performavee regressed against each
dimension of strategic social marketing includirdiqy, strategy and implementation.

Second, simple regression analysis was carriedmitht aggregate mean scores of
strategic social marketing predicting each perforoeaindicator. Third, stepwise

regression was carried out for policy, strategy esmplementation with performance

as the dependent variable. Fourth, aggregate mearess for performance were

regressed against aggregate mean scores of strateial Marketing.
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To evaluate whether policy, strategy and implenteriawere necessary to predict
CBO'’s performance, simple and stepwise multiplergsgions were conducted. The
results are presented in Table 4.14.

Table 4.14: Simple Regression: Policy, Stgteand Implementation Predicting

Performance
Policy Strategy Implementation

R 0.579 0.605 0.698
R2 0.335 0.366 0.488
F 81.004 92.895 153.305
Sig (p) 0.000 0.000 0.000
Constant 1.778 1.145 0712
B 0.449 0.545 0.669
s.e 0.05(C 0.057 0.05¢
B (beta 0.57¢ 0.60¢ 0.69¢
T 9.00( 9.63¢ 12.38:
Sig (p. 0.00(¢ 0.00( 0.00(
Where:
B is unstandardized coefficient; s.e. is standardore B (beta) is
standardized Coefficient
Dependent Variable: Performance
Independent Variables: Policy, Strategy, Implemisona
Source: Primary Data

The Simple regression results shown in Table iiitate an Rof 0.579, 0.605 and

0.698 for policy, strategy and implementation pcédg performance respectively.
These results imply that implementation scores arpmore of the variation in

performance at 69.8%. Further, the resaliso indicate a statistically significant
positive linear relationship between Implementattord performance (beta 0.698 p-
value=0.000). Therefore, we accept the hypothesi§=8.05 and conclude that
policy, strategy and implementation each at indisidevel impacts on performance.
The statistically significant positive relationshipetween implementation and
performance suggests that proper implementatidnen€es overall performance of
CBOs. At the same time, the statistically sigmifit positive relationship between
policy, strategy and performance indicate that ivement in policy development and
development of strategies can enable CBOs to agmwre.
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Stepwise multiple regressions were conducted ttuat@whether policy, strategy and
implementation were necessary to predict performafcCBOs. At I'and &' steps
of the analysis implementation and policy were mttanto the regression equation
and were found to be significantly related to perfance of CBOs F(1,161)=153.305
p=0.000<.001 and F(1,160)=92.661 p=0.000<.001 reisppdct The multiple
regression coefficients were 0.546 and 0.026 foplémentation and policy
respectively; indicating that approximately a ucltange in implementation would
lead to 54.6 % change in performance of CBO. Thiplies that implementation
contributes substantially to the performance of GBOThis means that, failure to
implement programmes appropriately can result inv Iperformance within
organizations. At step 2 strategy was left out {1.379 p=0.170>0.05) implying that
its contribution to performance of CBOs was notistigally significant. This implies
that the strategies selected by CBOs’ do not nacssead to an increased level of
performance(Appendix XlI: Table &

To assess the influence of Strategic Social Mamngetin Performance of CBOs, the

research had set the following hypothesis:
Hi:  There is a statistically significant relationshigtlween Strategic Social
Marketing and Performance of Community based HIVd aAIDS

Organizations.

The simple regression results of strategic soceketing against each dimension of

performance are presented in Table 4.15 (a) & (b).
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Table 4.15(a): Results of Goodness-of-fit of thegRession of CBOs’ Effectiveness,
Efficiency, Relevance and Financial Viability oStrategic Social

Marketing
Model Summary
Model | R R Adjusted R|  Std. Error of the Estimate
Square | Square
1 553° 305 301 53333

a. Predictors: (Constant), Strategic Social Marketing

DependentVariable: Effectiveness

Model Summary

Model | R R Adjusted R|  Std. Error of the Estimate
Square | Square

1 .693 480 AT7 .54824

a.Predictors: (Constant), Strategic Social Marketing

Dependent Variable Efficiency

Model Summary

Model | R R Adjusted R|  Std. Error of the Estimate
Square | Square

1 .695% 483 479 50914

a. Predictors: (Constant) Strategic Social Marketir

DependentVariable: Relevance

Model Summary

Model | R R Adjusted R| Std. Error of the Estimate
Square | Square

1 457 .209 .204 .77990

a. Predictors: (Constant), Strategic Social Marketing

DependentVariable: Financial Viability

Source: Primary Data
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Table 4.15 (b): Significance of the Regression dQGs’ Effectiveness, Efficiency

Relevance and Financial Viability

Coefficients’
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients

Model B Std. Error Beta T Sig.

1 (Constant) 1.494 .269 5.56( .000
Strategic 572 .068 .553 8.414 .000
social
marketing

a. Dependent Variable. Effectiveness

Coefficients
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients

Model B Std. Error Beta T Sig.

1 |(Constant) .258 276 .934 .352
Strategic social .852 .070 693 12.184 .00Q
marketing

a.Dependent Variable Efficiency

Coefficients
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients

Model B Std. Error Beta T Sig.

1 |(Constant) 458 .257 1.784 .076
Strategic social .796 .065 .695  12.25f .000
marketing

a.Dependent Variable: Relevance

Coefficients
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients

Model B Std. Error Beta T Sig.

1 |(Constant) -.314 .393 -.798 426
Strategic social .649 .099 457 6.525 .000Q
marketing

a.Dependent Variable: Financial Viability
Source: Primary Data
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The simple regression results presented in TaHlé &) indicate an Rof 0.305,
0.480, 0.483 and 0.209 respectively for each pexdmice construct regressed against
aggregate mean scores of strategic social markefihgse results imply that strategic
social marketing scores explain more of the vanmatiof relevance of CBO’s
programmes at 48.3% than other measures of perfm@naThis also suggests that
use of Strategic social marketing approach cortgtbtio CBOs’ programme design.
The results further indicate that strategic soam@rketing explains only 20.9% of
CBOs financial viability implying that strategic@al marketing approach does not to

a large extent result in a CBQO’s ability to attramire funding.

The regression results in Table 4.15(b) reveatatisscally significant positive linear

relationship between Strategic Social Marketing &itéctiveness (beta 0.553, p-
value=0.000), Efficiency (beta 0.693, p-value=0.00Rglevance (beta 0.695, p-
value=0.000) and Financial Viability (beta 0.457ygltue=0.000). These results
indicate that strategic social marketing contrisuteore to the changes in efficiency
and relevance as a unit change in strategic so@aketing results in 0.693 and 0.695
changes in Efficiency and Relevance respectivelfherefore, we accept the
hypothesis ati=0.05 and conclude that strategic social markeinilgience CBOs

efficiency and relevance. The statistically sigrafit positive relationship between
strategic social marketing and CBOs effectiveneBgiency, relevance and financial
viability suggest that application of strategic isbanarketing approach in CBOs’

activities influences all measures of performarfcanoorganization.

To further evaluate the impact of strategic sogiatketing on performance of CBOs
aggregate mean scores of performance were regraga@tt aggregate mean scores
of strategic social marketing. The results of #mslysis are presented in Table
4.16(a) and (b).
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Table 4.16(a): Results of Goodness-of-fit of thedression of CBOs’ Performance
on Strategic Social Marketing

Model Summary

Model

R

R Square

Adjusted R Square

Std. Error of the Estimate

1

7132

.509

.506

43761

a. Predictors: (Constant), Strategic Social Marketing
Source: Primary Data

Table 4.16 (b): Significance of the Regression dQGs’ Performance on Strategic

Social Marketing

Coefficients 2

Standardizé
Unstandardized d
Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta T Sig.
1 (Constant) 534 220 2.420 017
Strategic Social 721 .056 713| 12918 .000
Marketing(aggregat

mean score)

a. Dependent Variable : Performance
Source: Primary Data

The research findings presented in Table 4.16(d) (A indicate that when social

marketing is evaluated as an aggregate mean scombining scores for policy,

strategy and implementation) it explain about 500the variance in the dependent

variable (R=0.509).

The results also show strategic socialkeieng to have

moderate explanatory power of CBO’s performancée fiegression results in Table

4.16 (a) and (b) show a statistically significaosipive linear relationship between

strategic social marketing and performange0(713, p-value=0.000). Therefore, we

accept the hypothesis @0.05 and conclude that strategic social marketimgaicts

on performance of CBOs.
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Based on the results in Tables 4.16(a) and (b)nals regression equation can be
used to estimate performance of Community Based &hd AIDS organization in

Nairobi County on the basis of its application wategic social marketing as follows:

Y =0.534+ 0.713SSM

Where

Y= Performance of CBOs

SSM= Strategic social marketing

0.534=y-intercept; constant

0.713= an estimate of the expected increase inpeaiacce of CBOs corresponding to

an increase in strategic social marketing

From the results presented in Table 4.16(b) andrtbdel above, both the constant
and strategic social marketing contribute signiftba to the prediction of

performance of CBOs as shown in the significandemn ( p = 0.017 and 0.000)
for constant and strategic social marketing respelgt The regression coefficient of
0.534 under constant indicates the value of perdiona when strategic social
marketing is not applied. The regression coefficief 0.713 implies that a unit
increase in Strategic social marketing would leadat 0.721 unit increase in

Performance of CBOs.

4.8.6 Influence of Operating Environment on Perfornance of CBOs
To determine the influence of operating environmemtperformance of CBOs, the

study had set the following hypotheses.

H,:  There is a statistically significant relationshiptiveen operating environment
and performance of Community based HIV and AIDSa@izations.

H.a There is a statistically significant relationshipetiween Internal
Environment and Performance of Community Based did AIDS
Organizations.

Ho, There is a statistically significant relationshigtween External
Environment and Performance of Community Based did AIDS

Organizations.
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H,c  There is a statistically significant relationshijetween Operating
Environment and Performance of Community based Hid AIDS

Organizations.

To test Hypothesis H simple regression analysis was carried out agédimst
dimensions of performance, namely effectivenedgierficy, relevance and financial
viability with internal environment as the predicteariable. After this, a simple
regression analysis was conducted against the gajgrenean scores of performance.

The pertinent results are presented in Table 4) BA@ (b).

Table 4.17(a): Results of Goodness-of-fit of thegRession of CBOs’ Effectiveness,
Efficiency, Relevance and Financial Viability omternal

Environment

Model Summary

Model | R R Adjusted R Std. Error of the Estimate
Square | Square

1 .483° .234 .229 .56017

a. Predictors: (Constant), Internal Environment

Dependent Variable: Effectiveness

Model Summary

Model | R R Adjusted R Std. Error of the Estimate
Square | Square

1 .750 .563 .560 .50269

a.Predictors: (Constant)Internal Environmel

Dependent Variable Efficiency

Model Summary

Model | R R Adjusted R Std. Error of the Estime
Square | Square

1 739 546 543 A7712

a. Predictors: (Constant), Internal Environment

DependentVariable: Relevance

Model Summary

Model | R R Adjusted R| Std. Error of the Estimate
Square | Square

1 540 291 287 73834

a. Predictors: (Constant), Internal Environment

DependentVariable: Financial Viability

Source: Primary Data
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Table 4.17 (b): Significance of the Regression dQGs’ Effectiveness, Efficiency

Relevance and Financial Viability on Internal Envonment

Coefficients
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients
Mode! B Std. Erro Bete T Sig.
1 (Constant) 1.803 278 6.502 .000Q
Internal .404 .0711 483 7.008§ .000Q
environment

a. Dependent Variable Effectiveness

Coefficients’
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficient: Coefficient:

Model B Std. Error Beta T Sig.

1 (Constant) .042 .249 .161 .868
Internal 915 .064 750 14.39( .000
environmer

a.Dependent Variable Efficiency

Coefficients
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients

Model B Std. Error Beta T Sig.

1 (Constant) .315 .237 1.333 .185
Internal .839 .060Q 739 13.90% .000Q
environment

a.Dependent Variable Relevanct

Coefficients
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant) -.720 .366 -1.967 .051
Internal .759 .093 .54( 8.133 .000
environment

a.Dependent Variable Financial Viability

Source: Primary Data
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When internal environment (independent variable} wegressed separately against
effectiveness, efficiency, relevance and finanpeiformance, the simple regression
analysis produced an?Rof 0.234, 0.563, 0.546 and 0.291 as shown in Table
4.17(a).This implies that internal environment resoexplain more variation in
efficiency at 56.3% while it least explains effeemness at 23.4%. These results
suggest that internal environment determines whethesources within the

organization will be used well to achieve the dgéectives with minimum wastage.

The regression results in Table 4.17(b) reveatatisscally significant positive linear
relationship between internal environment and ¢ffeoess (beta 0.483, p-
value=0.000), efficiency (beta 0.750, p-value=0.00@levance (beta 0.739, p-
value=0.000) and financial viability (beta 0.540yvaglue=0.000). These results
indicate that internal environment contributes miaréhe changes in efficiency and
relevance as a unit change in internal environmeslts in 0.750 and 0.739 changes
in efficiency and relevance respectively. Therefowe accept the hypothesis at
4=0.05 and conclude that internal environment hasinapact on effectiveness,
efficiency, relevance and financial viability. Theatistically significant positive
relationship between internal environment and CBe€¥ectiveness, efficiency,
relevance and financial viability suggests a congumternal environment contribute

significantly to the performance of organizations.

To further evaluate the impact of internal envir@mnon performance of CBOs,
aggregate mean scores of internal environment regmressed against aggregate mean
scores of performance. Relevant results of théysisaare presented in Table 4.18(a)
and (b).
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Table 4.18(a): Results of Goodness-of-fit of thedression of CBOs’ Performance

on Internal Environment

Model Summary

Model R R square Adjusted RStd. Error of Estimate
Square
1 .749 561 .558 41379

a. Predictors: (Constant), Internal Environment

DependentVariable: Performance

Source: Primary Data

Table 4.18(b): Significance of the Regression of OB performance on Internal

Environment

Coefficients

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardized
Coefficients

1 B Std. Erron Beta t Sig.
(Constant) 442 .205 2.154 .033
Internal .75(Q .052 .749
environment 14.343 .000

a.Dependent Variable Performance

Source: Primary Data

When aggregate mean scores of performance wereesssgl against internal
environment, the results produced anoR0.561 as shown in Table 4.18(a). Thus,
56.1% of the variation in performance scores islarpd by internal environment
scores. The results further exhibit a statidigcalgnificant positive relationship
between internal environment and performarfis® (749, p-value=0.0000. Therefore,
we accept the hypothesisé&t0.05 and conclude that internal environment coute
significantly to the performance of CBOs. The istatally significant positive
relationship between internal environment and perémce of CBOs is an indication
that internal environment has to be conducive forosganization to succeed in

achieving its objectives.

Based on the results in Tables 4.18(a) and (b)nals regression equation can be
used to estimate performance of Community Based &l AIDS organization in
Nairobi County as follows:

Y = 0.442+ 0.749IE
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Where

Y= Performance of CBOs

IE= Internal environment

0.442=y-intercept; constant

0.749= an estimate of the expected increase inpeaiacce of CBOs corresponding to

an increase in internal environment

From the results presented in Table 4.18(b) and rimdel above, internal
environment contributes significantly to the preidic of performance of CBOs. The
regression coefficient of 0.442 under constantdatdis the value of performance
when internal environment is at zero. The regogsspefficient of 0.749 implies that
a unit increase in internal environment would léa@ 0.749 increase in Performance
of CBOs.

To test Hypothesis 4 (There is a statistically significant relationshipetiveen
external environment and Performance of CommunigseB HIV and AIDS
Organization}, simple regression analyses were carried out wdtkternal
environment as the predictor factor and four dinmrss of performance, namely
effectiveness, efficiency, relevance and finaneiability as the dependent variables.
After this, a simple regression analysis was cotetl@gainst the aggregate mean
scores of performance and external environmente értinent results are presented
in Table 4.19(a) and (b).
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Table 4.19(a): Results of Goodness-of-fit of thegRession of CBOs’ Effectiveness,

on External Environment

Model Summary

Model | R R Adjusted R Std. Error of the
Square | Square Estimate

1 541 .293 .288 .53815

a. Predictors: (Constant), External Environment

Dependent Variable: Effectiveness

Model Summary

Model | R R Adjusted R Std. Error of the
Square | Square Estimate

1 .695 483 480 .54641

a.Predictors: (Constant), External Environment

Dependent Variable Efficiency

Model Summary

Model | R R Adjusted R Std. Error of the
Square | Square Estimate

1 707 .499 496 .500580

a. Predictors: (Constant) External Environmel

DependentVariable: Relevance

Model Summary

Model | R R Adjusted R| Std. Error of the
Square | Square Estimate

1 .578 .335 .330 71541

a. Predictors: (Constant), External Environment

DependentVariable: Financial Viability

Source: Primary Data
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Table 4.19 (b): Significance of the Regression dQGs’ Effectiveness, Efficiency

Relevance and Financial Viability on External Ensanment

Coefficients’
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients
Mode! B Std. Erro Bete T Sig.
1 (Constant) 2.03§ 211 9.651 .000Q
External 483 .059 541 8.165 .000Q
environment

a. Dependent Variable Effectiveness

Coefficients’
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficient: Coefficient:

Model B Std. Error Beta T Sig.

1 (Constant) 1.005 .214 4.688 .000Q
External 737 .060 .69 12.264 .000
environmer

a.Dependent Variable Efficiency

Coefficients’
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients

Model B Std. Error Beta T Sig.

1 (Constant) 1.123 .197 5.712 .000
External .698 .055 707 12.674 .000Q
environment

a.Dependent Variable Relevanct

Coefficients
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant) -.255 .281 -.909 .365
External 707 .079 578 8.997 .000
environment

a.Dependent Variable Financial Viability

Source: Primary Data
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External environment was regressed (independengbla) against effectiveness,
efficiency, relevance and financial viability sepialy. The simple regression results
presented in Table 4.19 (a) indicate af & 0.293, 0.483, 0.499 and 0.335
respectively. This implies that external envirominecores explain 49.6% of the
variation in relevance scores while it least expgafinancial viability at 33.5%.
This suggests that external environment contribuiles determining whether
programmes are relevant to the communities and timvset objectives will be

achieved thus contributing to performance of CBOs.

Further, the regression results in Table 4.19(beats a statistically significant
positive linear relationship between external emvwinent and Effectiveness (beta
0.541, p-value=0.000), Efficiency (beta 0.695, p4e=l0.000), Relevance (beta 0.707,
p-value=0.000) and Financial Viability (beta 0.578yalue=0.000). These results
indicate that external environment contributes mor¢he changes in relevance as a
unit change in external environment results in ©.@Bange in relevance. Therefore,
we accept the hypothesis @&0.05 and conclude that external environment impacts
on effectiveness, efficiency, relevance and finanariability of CBO. The
statistically significant positive relationship teten external environment and CBOs
effectiveness, efficiency, relevance and financi@bility suggests that proper
scanning of external environment influences what oaganization does, how it

achieves it, relevance and acquisition of fundmgtiat activity and future activities.
To further evaluate the impact of external envirenon performance of CBOs,

aggregate mean scores of performance were regragagtst mean scores of external

environment. The results of this analysis aregues] in Table 4.20(a) and (b).
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Table 4.20(a): Results of Goodness-of-fit of thedression of CBOs’ Performance

on External Environment

Model Summary

Model R R square Adjusted RStd.  Error  of
Square Estimate
1 .749 561 .558 41379

a. Predictors: (Constant), Internal Environment

DependentVariable: Performance

Source: Primary Data

Table 4.20(b): Significance of the Regression of OB performance on External

Environment

Coefficients

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardized
Coefficients

1 B Std. Erron Beta T Sig.
(Constant) 442 .205 2.154 .033
Internal .75(Q .052 .749
environment 14.343 .000

a.Dependent Variable Performance

Source: Primary Data

Regression of aggregate mean scores of performaga@st external environment
produced an Rof 0.561 as shown in Table 4.20(a).

environment explains 56.1% of the variation in Barfance scores. The results also

This implikat texternal

revealed a statistically positive relationship bedw external environment and
performance [{=0.749, p-value=0.000). Therefore, we accept theotimgsis at
4=0.05 and conclude that external environment infbesn performance. The
statistically significant positive relationship beten external environment and
performance of CBOs suggests that external enviemirhave an implication on the

organization’s ability to achieve its objectivesuking to better performance.
Based on the results in Tables 4.20(a) and (b)nals regression equation can be

used to estimate performance of Community Based &hd AIDS organization in

Nairobi County as follows:
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Y =0.442+ 0.749 EE

Where

Y= Performance of CBOs

EE= External environment

0.442=y-intercept; constant

0.749= an estimate of the expected increase inmeafoce of CBOs corresponding to

an increase in external environment

From the results presented in Table 4.20(b) and riedel above, external

environment contributes significantly to the preidic of performance of CBOs. The

regression coefficient of 0.442 under constantcatdis the value of performance
when external environment is at zero. The regoassoefficient of 0.749 implies that

a unit increase in external environment would lead 0.749 increase in Performance
of CBOs.

To test H¢ (There is a statistically significant relationshipetiveen operating
environment and performance of Community based &Y AIDS Organizations
simple and multiple regression analyses were chmigt. First, stepwise multiple
regressions were carried out for internal and esieenvironment with performance
as the dependent variable. Second, simple regressialysis was carried out with
aggregate mean scores of operating environmenticiregd each performance
indicator. Third aggregate mean scores of perfaoeawere regressed against

aggregate mean scores of operating environment. .

To evaluate whether internal and external enviramtmeere necessary to predict
CBO'’s performance, stepwise multiple regressionseeveenducted. Pertinent results
are provided in Appendix XlI: Table ;& The results in Table f{gindicate that

internal and external environment are significamdyated to CBO’s Performance
F(1,161)=205.722 p=0.000<.001 and F(2,160)=162.73D.000<.001 respectively.
The multiple regression coefficients (Beta) werd48. and 0.447 for internal and
external environment respectively; indicating thaproximately one unit change in
internal and external environment would lead to48.4nd 0.447 changes in the

performance of CBOs respectively. The results ptsats out that, both internal and
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external environment contribute almost equally harmges in performance implying
that you cannot focus on one and ignore the othéerefore, we accept the
hypothesis aé=0.05 and conclude that internal and external enwent determines

the level of performance within CBOs.

The simple regression results of operating envimmnagainst each dimension of

performance are presented in Table 4.22 (a) & (b).

Table 4.21(a): Results of Goodness-of-fit of thegRession of CBOs’ Effectiveness,
Efficiency, Relevance and Financial Viability o®perating

Environment

Model Summary

Model | R R Adjusted R|  Std. Error of the Estimate
Square | Square

1 5622 316 312 52928

a. Predictors: (Constant), Operating Environment

Dependent Variable: Effectiveness

Model Summary

Model | R R Adjusted R|  Std. Error of the Estimate
Square | Square

1 .788 620 618 46833

a.Predictors: (Constant)Operating Environme

Dependent Variable Efficiency

Model Summary

Model | R R Adjusted R Std Error of the Estima
Square | Square

1 .789 .622 .620 43525

a. Predictors: (Constant), Operating Environment

Dependent Variable: Relevance

Model Summary

Model | R R Adjusted R| Std. Error of the Estimate
Square | Square

1 612 375 371 69329

a. Predictors: (Constant), Operating Environment

Dependent Variable: Financial Viability

Source: Primary Da
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Table 4.21 (b): Significance of the Regression dQGs’ Effectiveness, Efficiency

Relevance and Financial Viability on Operating Emenment

Coefficients’
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta T Sig.
1 (Constant) 1.566 .254 6.163 .000
Operating .581 .068 .562 8.623 .000
Environmen

a. Dependent Variable Effectiveness

Coefficients®
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta T Sig.
1 (Constant) -.015 225 -.066 .948
Operating 976 .06(Q .788 16.219 .000
Environment

a.Dependent Variable Efficiency

Coefficients
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta T Sig.
1 (Constant) .209 .209 .998 .320
Operating 910 .054 .789  16.273 .000
Environment

a.Dependent Variable Relevance

Coefficients’
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta T Sig.
1 (Constant) -1.008§ .333 -3.03¢9 .003
Operating .874 .089 .612 9.83( .000Q
Environment

a.Dependent Variable Financial Viability

Source: Primary Data
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The simple regression results presented in Tallé &) indicate an Rof 0.316,
0.620, 0.622 and 0.375 respectively for each pexdmice construct regressed against
aggregate scores of operating environment. Theselts show that operating
environment scores explain more of the variatiometdvance of CBO’s programmes
at 62.2% than the other measures of performancéis implies that operating
environment of organizations has a major influeaodts programme identification,
and implementation which contributes to CBOs’ perfance. The results further
indicate that operating environment explains only6% of CBOs effectiveness
implying that operating environment does not toaegé extent result in a CBO’s

ability to determine their levels of output, outaesrand impacts.

The regression results in Table 4.21(b) reveatatisscally significant positive linear
relationship between operating environment and diffeness (beta 0.562, p-
value=0.000), Efficiency (beta 0.788, p-value=0.00Rglevance (beta 0.789, p-
value=0.000) and Financial Viability (beta 0.612yglue=0.000). These results
indicate that operating environment contributeserorthe changes in efficiency and
relevance as a unit change in operating environmesilts in 0.693 and 0.695
changes in Efficiency and Relevance respectivelpergfore, we accept the
hypothesis att=0.05. The statistically significant positive rétaiship between

operating environment and CBOs effectiveness, ieffiy, relevance and financial
viability suggest that proper scanning and undeditey of operating environment

influences performance of an organization.

To further evaluate the impact of operating envinent on performance of CBOs,
aggregate mean scores of performance were regragagtt aggregate mean scores
of operating environment. The results of this gsialare presented in Table 4.22(a)
and (b).
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Table 4.22(a): Results of Goodness-of-fit of thedression of CBOs’ Performance
on Operating Environment

Model Summary

Model R R Squarg Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate

1 818 670 .668 .35888

a. Predictors: (Constant),Operating Environment

Source: Primary Data

Table 4.22 (b): Significance of the Regression d8Os’ Performance on Operating

Environment

Coefficients 2
Standardiz¢
Unstandardized d
Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta T Sig.
1 (Constant) 276 172 1.603 111
Operating Environment .833 .046 .818 18.070 .000
a. Dependent Variable : Performance
Source: Primary Data

The research findings presented in Table 4.22r(d)(b) indicate that when operating
environment is evaluated as an aggregate mean Gmurdining scores internal and
external environment) it explain 67%%R.670) of the variance in the performance of
CBOs scores. The regression results presentedble .22 (a) and (b) also show a
statistically significant positive linear relatidnip between operating environment and
performance [{=0.818, p-value=0.000). Therefore, we accept theotmgsis at
¢=0.05 and conclude that operating environment hasffest on performance. This
implies that organizations have to evaluate theerating environment to achieve
higher performance levels. Based on the resunlftables 4.22(a) and (b), a simple
regression equation can be used to estimate pefaenof Community Based HIV

and AIDS organization in Nairobi County as follows:

Y = 0.276+ 0.8180E
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Where

Y= Performance of CBOs

OE= Operating environment

0.276=y-intercept; constant

0.818= an estimate of the expected increase inmesfoce of CBOs corresponding to
an increase in operating environment

From the results presented in Table 4.22(b) and rituelel above, operating
environment contributes significantly to the preic of performance of CBOs as
shown in the significance column (p=0.000). Thgression coefficient of 0.276
under constant indicates the value of performantemnwoperating environment is not
considered in an organization’s operation. Theasgjon coefficient of 0.818 implies
that a unit increase in operating environment wdealt to a 0.818 unit increase in

Performance of CBOs.

4.8.7 Moderating effect of Operating Environment orthe Relationship

between Strategic Social Marketing and Performancef CBOs
To assess the moderating effect of operating enwiemt on the relationship between
strategic social marketing and performance of CBfes,study had set the following
hypothesis.

Hs:  Operating environment has a statistically sigaifit moderating effect on the
relationship between strategic social marketing apeérformance of

Community based HIV and AIDS Organizations.

Moderation also referred to as interaction, watetedy creating an interaction term
which is achieved through generating a new variaglenultiplying together strategic
social marketing and Operating environment. Amdase in Rwould suggest that a
moderating effect of operating environment on te&tronship between strategic
social marketing and performance of CBOs could umperted. Table 4.23 presents

the pertinent results.
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Table 4.23(a): Goodness-of-fit of the RegressiorGBOs’ Performance on

Strategic Social Marketing while moderated byepating
Environment

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjuste| Std. Errof R
dR of the | Square Sig. F
Model R | R Squar | Squar | Estimat¢ | Chang |F Change| dfi | df2 |Change
1 .828 .685 .685  .35142 .685 174.215 2| 160/ .000
2 .82¢° .68t .68€  .3522¢ .00C 251 1| 159 .617

a. Predictors: (Constant), Operating Environm@itategic Social Marketing

b. Predictors: (Constant), operating environmeiat€gic social Marketing, operati
Environment*Strategic Social Marketing

Source: Primary Data

Table 4.23 (b): Significance of the Regression dQs’ Performance on Strategic
Social Marketing while moderated by Operating Em#ment

ANOVA°
Model Sum of Squarg Df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 43.03( 2 21.519 174.21% .000}
Residual 19.76( 160 123
Total 62.79( 162
2 Regression 43.061 3 14.354 115.683 .000
Residual 19.728 159 124
Total 62.79C 162

a. Predictors: (Constant), Operating Environméitategic Social Marketing

b. Predictors: (Constant), Operating Environmetrgt8gic social Marketing, Operating
Environment*Strategic Social Marketil

c. Dependent Variable: Performance

Source: Primary Data
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Table 4.23 (c): Significance of the Regression oBGOs’ Performance on Strategic
Social Marketing while moderated by Operating Eneimment

Coefficients’
Unstandardized | Standardize
Coefficients Coefficients

Model B Std. Error Beta T Sig.

1 (Constant) 3.347 .028 121.612 .000
Strategic Social Marketing .20(Q .071 19§ 2.811 .006
Operating environment 677 .072 .665  9.469 .000

2 (Constant) 3.337 .035 96.023 .000Q
Strategic Social Marketing .204 .072 202 2.846 .005
Operating environment 677 .072 .66  9.439 .000
Strategic Social Marketing .014 .027 .023 .501 617
Operating environment

a. Dependent Variable: PERFORMANCE

Source: Primary Data

Table 4.23 shows that there is no change in theepé&ge of the variation explained
by the interaction factor of operating environmant strategic social marketing. The
regression results presented in Table 4.23 (ayatelithat there is no?’Rhange when
interaction of strategic social marketing and opegaenvironment is introduced.
Further the F change (1,159) = 0.215 and signi@ieasf F change is 0.617 indicating
that the interaction is insignificant. Therefone reject the hypothesis @0.05 and
conclude that operating environment has no steai$yi significant moderating effect
on the relationship between strategic social margetnd performance of CBOs. This
implies that the influence of strategic social nedikg on performance is not altered
by presence of operating environment factors. eBam these results, performance of

CBOs can be predicted as follows:

Y=3.347+0.202SSM +0.6650E+ 0.023SSM*OE

Where
Y= Performance of CBOs
SSM= Strategic social marketing

OE-= Operating environment
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SSM*OE-= Interaction of strategic social marketimgl aperating environment
3.347=y-intercept; constant

0.202= an estimate of the expected increase inpeaicce of CBOs corresponding to
an increase in strategic social marketing

0.665= an estimate of the expected increase inmeafoce of CBOs corresponding to
an increase in operating environment

0.023= an estimate of the expected increase in ipeafacce of CBOs resulting from

the interaction of strategic social marketing apdrating environment.

From the results in Table 4.23 (a) and (b) andibeel above, operating environment
does not statistically and significantly contributethe variation of the relationship
between strategic social marketing (predictor fgcémd performance of CBOs. The
regression coefficient of 3.347 under constantcattis the value of performance
when other predictor variables are not there megthiat performance will still vary.

The regression coefficient of 0.202 implies thatrdt change in strategic social
marketing would lead to a 0.202 change in Perfomaari CBOs while a unit increase
in operating environment would lead to a 0.665ease in performance of CBOs.
The coefficient of 0.023 indicate the change infimenance of CBOs when strategic
social marketing and operating environment intereith each other implying that a
unit increase in the product of strategic sociatketing and operating environment

would lead to a 0.023 increase in performance.
4.8.8 Joint Effect of Strategic Social Marketing, @erating Environment and

Performance of CBOs

To test whether the joint effect of strategic sbcomarketing and operating
environment and performance is different from thedividual effect, the study had

set the following hypothesis.

Hs:  Thecombined effect of strategic social marketing apérating environment
on performance of Community based HIV and AIDS Q@igations is

statistically different from their independent effe on the same variable.

The aggregate mean scores of performance of CB&pe(dient variable) were
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regressed on the aggregate mean scores of stra@gal marketing and operating
environment (Independent Variables) using bothdsiesh multiple regression analysis
as well as step wise multiple regression. Thevasgpmultiple regression results are
shown in Table 4.24.

Table 4.24: Stepwise regression: Strategicci8b Marketing and Operating
Environment Predicting Performance

Model 1 Model2
R .818 .828
R2 .67( .68t
R2 chang: .67( .01¢
F 326.52: 174.21!
F- chang: 326.52: 7.90¢
Sig (p. .00(C .00€
Constant 072
B .667 .200
s.e. 072 071
B (beta) .665 .198
T 9.469 2.811
Sig (p) .000 .006
Predictors: Operating Environment
Predictors: Operating Environment; Strategic 8lodiarketing
Dependent Variable: Performance
Source: Primary Data

Results presented in Table 4.24 indicate that éipgranvironment and strategic
social marketing significantly influence CBO’s Rarhance with F (1,161) =326.524
p=0.000<.001 and F(2,160)=174.215 p=0.000<.001 réispgc The multiple

regression coefficients (Beta) were 0.665 and 0fb®&oth operating environment
and strategic social marketing. The results furtheicate that operating environment
contributes more to the performance of CBOs as #& cimnge in operating

environment results in a 0.665 change in performaite standard multiple linear

regression produced the results presented in 4ate(a) and (b).
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Table 4.25(a): Goodness-of-fit of the RegressiorStfategic Social Marketing,
Operating Environment and Performance of CBOs

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjuste| Std. Errofl R
dR of the | Square F Sig. F
Model| R | R Squarg Square| Estimate| Change Change dfl | df2 | Change
1 .828 .685 .681  .35147 .685 174.214 2| 160 .00Q

a. Predictors: (Constant), strategic social manigeti operating environment

Source: Primary Data

Table 4.25 (b): Significance of the Regression dQGs’ Performance on Strategic

Social Marketing and Operating Environment

Coefficients
Standardiz
d
Unstandardized Coefficient Collinearity
Coefficients s Statistics
Model B |Std. Erro Bete T | Sig. |Toleranc| VIF
1 |(Constant) .072 184 .392 .696
Operating .677 .072 .665 9.469 .00Q .398 2.509
environment
Strategic socig .200 .071 .198 2.811 .006 .398 2.509
marketing
a. Dependent Variable: Performance
Source: Primary Data

The regression results in Table 4.25 (a) indichée when the predictor variables are
combined, the goodness of fit of the model improass® changes from 0.509 and
0.670 to 0.685. This implies that when strategicialomarketing and operating
environment scores are combined, they explain 6&b6#e variation in performance
scores. However, looking at the Beta coefficiefBeta= 0.665 and 0.198
respectively) for both predictor variables, theues are smaller than the Beta values

when tested individually indicating that the twoctiars influence each other.
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Therefore we accept the hypothesis and concludethigajoint effect of strategic
social marketing and operating environment is diffé from the effect of each
individually. Based on these results performan€éeCBOs can be predicted as

follows:

Y=0.072+0.192SSM +0.6650E

Where

Y= Performance of CBOs

SSM= Strategic social marketing

OE= Operating environment

0.072=y-intercept; constant

0.192= an estimate of the expected increase inpeaiacce of CBOs corresponding to
an increase in strategic social marketing

0.665= an estimate of the expected increase inmeafoce of CBOs corresponding to

an increase in operating environment

Based on the results presented in Table 4.25 @)(lanand the model above, both
strategic social marketing and operating envirortneentribute to the performance of
CBOs. The regression coefficient of 0.198 impliest a unit increase in strategic
social marketing would lead to a 0.198 increas@darformance of CBOs while a unit
increase in operating environment would lead to66® increase in performance of
CBOs.

4.9 Discussion

The correlation and hypotheses test results predentthe previous sections provide
evidence of the effects of independent variablestien dependent variable. The
section that follows provides a highlight of theykdiscussions based on the results
organized according to the objectives of the study.

4.9.1 Strategic Social Marketing and Performance o€ommunity Based
Organizations

Strategic social marketing was evaluated usingethiraicators, namely policy,

strategy and implementation while performance ofOZBwas evaluated using four

indicators including effectiveness, efficiency, endince and financial viability.
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Simple and step-wise regression analyses wereedaouit on each strategic social
marketing indicator against each performance iridica The results indicate
statistically significant positive linear relatidnips between Policy and Effectiveness
(beta 0.519, p-value=0.001); strategy and effectigen(beta 0.463, p-value=0.001)
and implementations and effectiveness (beta 0.49&lue=0.001). Further, the
regression analyses results also reveal statisticsignificant positive linear
relationships between Implementation and efficiefiogta 0.667, p-value=0.000);
policy and efficiency (beta 0.554, p-value=0.000) atrategy and efficiency (beta
0.598, p-value=0.000). These results imply tlyatdousing on policy, strategy and
implementation, CBOs can become more effectiveiciefft and develop more
relevant programmes. This would lead to more benéd the communities and
society at large. This is in line with the findsgf other authors such as Dearing et
al, 1996 who state that strategic social marketmglves local planning, strategy

development and implementation to benefit grougs@@mmunities.

On evaluation of strategic social marketing indicaton relevance, simple regression
analyses results revealed statistically signifiqaogitive linear relationships between
Implementation and relevance (beta 0.705, p-valld@®€); policy and relevance (beta
0.554, p-value=0.000) and strategy and relevandea (h&98, p-value=0.000). When
policy, strategy and implementation were regresagdinst financial viability the
results revealed statistically significant positideear relationships between
Implementation and financial viability (beta 0.46f;value=0.000); policy and
financial viability (beta 0.382, p-value=0.000) asttategy and financial viability
(beta 0.370, p-value=0.000). These results impht #ach indicator contribute to
financial viability of CBOs although the levels obntribution are low. Based on
these findings it can be concluded that a CBO’susoon policy, strategy and
implementation dimensions does not necessarily kadn improved ability to
increase their funding. These results supportfithdings by Odindo (2009) that
financial funding is a key challenge facing CBOsKienya. Regression of policy,
strategy and implementation against aggregate rseares of performance revealed
that individually the three had a significant piv&t linear relationship with

performance.
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These results imply that individually, each measofestrategic social marketing
contributes to effectiveness, efficiency, relevamacel financial viability of CBOs.
However, step-wise regression analysis meant ttuateathe contribution of each of
these indicators to effectiveness, efficiency,vatee and financial viability revealed
that strategy had no significant contribution tther of them. This can be interpreted
to mean that participation in policy developmentdaproper planning of
implementation surpasses organization’s focus oategly development. These
results can also lead to an argument that haviegigiit strategy does not necessarily
lead to proper resource utilization, but partidipatin policy development as well as
proper implementation plan contributes significantb efficiency. In addition
strategy has no significant contribution to thefpenance of CBO’s when combined

with the other indicators of policy and implemeidat

Regression of aggregate means scores of stratemi@l smarketing against
effectiveness, efficiency, relevance, financialovity and aggregate means scores of
performance produced statistically significant #inerelationships between all
measures of performance with the highest contauieing to efficiency (beta 0.693,
p-value=0.000) and the lowest being to financiabiity (beta 0.457, p-value=0.000).
A statistically significant linear relationship leten strategic social marketing and
performance was also establish@e(Q.713, p-value=0.000). Based on these results,
strategic social marketing contributes substamtiaffectiveness of programmes
implemented by CBOs as well as their organizatiggexformance of CBOs. This
supports a review report by Price (2001). Theseult®salso support the
recommendation put forward by French et al., (20Xhat social marketing should be

applied at both strategic and operational levels.

4.9.2 Operating Environment and Performance of Commnity Based
Organizations

Operating environment was operationalized using tiraensions of internal and
external environment. Simple and step-wise regrasanalyses were carried out on
each operating environment indicator against eacfopnance indicator. The results
indicate statistically significant positive linearelationships between internal
environment and effectiveness (beta 0.483, p-val®), efficiency (beta 0.750, p-
value=0.000), relevance (beta 0.739, p-value=0.G0@) financial viability (beta
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0.540, p-value=0.000). These results imply thegrnal environment influence to a
large extent the relevance of the programmes chaig by the CBOs. This implies
that proper structures and systems especiallyrty oat consumer research would go
a long way in developing and designing relevangmomes for the communities.
Further, regression of internal environment on eggte mean scores of performance
also revealed a statistically significant positivelationship between internal
environment and performance. The statisticallynificant positive relationship
between internal environment and CBOs effectivenef§isiency, relevance, financial
viability and performance lead to an argument thévourable internal environment
influences the level of efficiency and effectivesdéisat the organization will achieve.
These results support previous studies findingstheastatus of what exists within the
environment influence success of social marketinoggammes (Hoek and Jones,
2011), achievement of organizational goals (Denid®®0) as well as influence their

performance (Oliver, 1997).

Results of external environment against performandeators revealed statistically
significant positive linear relationships betweerxteenal environment and
effectiveness (beta 0.541, p-value=0.000), effigiefleeta 0.695, p-value=0.000),
relevance (beta 0.707, p-value=0.000) and finaneiability (beta 0.578, p-
value=0.000). These results imply that externairenment have more implication
on relevance than other measure of performancés igttan be argued to be true as
determination of projects is well informed from extal sources especially
participation of the community not from the orgaatian designing the project. This
supports community organization theory which emghasmmunity participation in
community activities especially in identifying theneeds and identifying the
interventions that can bring solution. This estdias a link between social marketing
and external environment. This also supports ResoBased View of organizations
which postulates that superior performance is baseglvaluation of strategic industry

factors (Dharanaj and Beamish, 2003).

Further, regression of external environment on eggge mean scores of performance
revealed a statistically significant positive radaship between external environment
and performance. The statistically significantipes relationship between external

environment and CBOs effectiveness, efficiencyevahce, financial viability and
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performance lead to an argument that proper scgnafnexternal environment
influences all activities of an organization froafqming to implementation. When
combined, regression results showed internal anereed environment have almost
equal contribution to performance as the (Betaewed448 and 0.447 for internal and
external environment respectively. This impliesttii@dese factors influence each
other, for example proper structure, staff andlskilan facilitate proper external

environment scanning.

Regression of aggregate means scores of operatingpement against effectiveness,
efficiency, relevance, financial viability and aggate means scores of performance
produced statistically significant linear relatibiss between all measures of
performance with the highest contribution going relevance (beta 0.789, p-
value=0.000)) and the lowest going to effectiver(bgsa 0.562, p-value=0.000). A
statistically significant linear relationship be®ve operating environment and
performance was also establish@d(.818, p-value=0.000). Based on these results, it
is evident that operating environment contributgsifcantly to the performance of
CBOs. These results imply that proper understandimd study of the environment
in which organizations operate would influencertiperformance positively. These
results affirms the resource based view of the rumgdion which states that
competitive advantage and superior performancar@anization has to have superior

internal, external and natural resources (WerreféB4).

4.9.3 Moderating Effect of Operating Environment

To evaluate the moderating effect of operating mmment on the relationship
between strategic social marketing and performaamecegression analysis was carried
out. The results indicate that there is fccRange when interaction of strategic social
marketing and operating environment is introduc&durther the F change (1,159) =
0.215 and significance of F change is 0.617 indigathat the interaction is
insignificant.  These results imply that as a eratbr, operating environment does
not affect the relationship between strategic sogiarketing and performance of
CBOs. These results are different from the findinfa research by Scribner, Theall,
Mason, Simonsen, Schneider, Towvim and DeJong (2@hd found environment to
have a moderating effect on the relationship betmaeohol consumption on college

campuses and effectiveness of social norms magketimpaigns. However, as an
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independent variable, operating environment infbgsn performance of CBOs.
Therefore, in every study, operating environmerdusth be considered. In addition
these results also reveal that the relationshiprden strategic social marketing and
performance of CBOs is influenced by other factbed might not have been included

in this study.

4.9.3 Strategic Social Marketing, Operating Enviroment and Performance of
CBOs

The combined effect of strategic social marketimgl aperating environment on
performance was evaluated using simple regressialysis and step wise regression
analysis. The results indicate that the goodnédi of the model improves as’R
changes from 0.509 and 0.670 to 0.685. The p-Valuthe Regression model F- test
was revealed to be .000. This implies that the misd&tatistically significant, and we
can conclude that together, these two independerdbles predict the percentage of
the level of performance attributed to it. Thessules also interlink the study
variables, that is, strategic social marketing,rappeg environment and performance.
These results are in line with the highlights af theories that guided this study that
is Resource based view of organization, DICE Modehsumer behaviour as well as
social networks theories (Kor and Mahoney, 2004tidgs, 2007; Burkhardt, 1994).

In addition, strategic social marketing and opeatnvironment should be applied
jointly as the results have revealed, so that ggnean be achieved. This supports a
recommendation made by French et. al., (2011) sloatal marketing should be
applied from a strategic perspective and within ¢befines of a specific operating
environment as this enable an organization to cantyconsumer research. However,
looking at the Beta coefficients (Beta= 0.665 antP8.respectively) for combined
predictor variables of strategic social marketing aperating environment, the values
are smaller than the Beta values when tested ohaiiy (which were 0.713 and
0.818 for strategic social marketing and operatiaigvironment respectively)
indicating that of the two variables, operating iemvment contributes more to the
performance of CBOs singly. The results can aésml Ito an argument that once
issues of the environment are taken care of, thie isaues considered in strategic
social marketing are dealt with indirectly for exale focus on external environment

evaluation can provide a lot of information on aamer expectations as well as the
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strategies that are viable in programme implemema#t the same time, the results
provide a reference on why social marketing prognenshould always be developed

with an understanding of the existing environmesthbinternal and external.

4.10 Chapter Summary

This chapter has presented the findings of theystudl has focused on descriptive
statistics, relationships between variables antk tef hypothesis. Variables were
found to positively correlate but at different lesve At the same time, predictor
variables had an impact on the dependent varighdefqrmance). Table 4.26
summarizes the key hypotheses, tests carried aaditfiadings while Figure 4.3

presents a new conceptual framework based on #leanmeh findings and summary of
hypotheses tests results.
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4.26 Summary of the Hypotheses and the study Fimdin

Hypothesis Test criteria Findings Conclus
Hi There is a significantReject hypothesis if P-value=0.008 4, | Accepts
relationship betweenp-value>, otherwise (0.05) the
strategic social marketingfail to reject hypothesis
and performance  of

community based HIV

and AIDS organizations.

H.a There is a significant Reject hypothesis if P-value=0.008 4, | Accepts
relationship betweenp-value >a, | (0.05) the
external environment andotherwise fail to hypothesis
Performance of CBOs | reject

Han: There is a significant Reject hypothesis if P-value=0.008 4, | Accepts
relationship betweenp-value >d, | (0.05) the
internal environment angdotherwise fail to hypothesis
Performance of CBOs. | reject

H.c There is a significantReject hypothesis if P-value=0.008 4, | Accepts
relationship betweenp-value >a, | (0.05) the
operating environmentotherwise fail to hypothesis
and performance  qfreject

community based HIV

and AIDS organizations

Hs Operating| Reject hypothesis | P-value=0.61< ¢, | Rejec
environment has athe p-value of the F(0.05)

moderating effect on thechange >4 and if

relationship betweenthere is significant

strategic social marketingchange in F

and performanceotherwise fail to

community based HIV reject.

and AIDS organizations.

Hs The combined effegtReject hypothesis if P-value=0.008 4, | Accepts
of strategic social p-value >a, | (0.05) the
marketing and operatingotherwise fail to hypothesis
environment orn reject.

performance communit}
based HIV and AIDS
organizations is dissimila

from their independen
effects on the sam
variable.

y

— -

on

The hypotheses test results summarized in Tabk iddicate that hypotheses 1, 2,

and 4 tested in this study were all accepted iniigathat the hypothesized

relationships between the predictor variables amgeddent variables existed.

However, hypotheses 3 was rejected implying tharagng environment has no

moderating effect on the relationship between egiat social marketing and
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performance of community based HIV and AIDS orgatans. Based on the results
of this study, it is possible to reconceptualize tklationships between the studied

variables as shown in figure 4.3.
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Figure 4.3: Conceptual Framework and Summary of Hytlneses Results
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Figure 4.3 illustrates the new conceptual framewsaged on the research finding as well as
the results of hypotheses. The summary indicatas libth strategic social marketing and
operating environment have a statistically sigaific effect on the performance of CBOs
when evaluated individually. However, moderatinégeff of operating environment on the
relationship of strategic social marketing and perfance of CBOs is not statistically
significant. Joint effect of strategic social metikg and operating environment is also
shown to be statistically significant. Thus thexoeptual framework and the hypothesis test
results ascertains hypothesised relationships thate is a relationship between strategic
social marketing and performance; there is a mlatip between internal environment and
performance; there is a relationship between eaternvironment and performance; there is
a relationship between operating environment andopeance and the joint effect of
strategic social marketing and operating envirornnoenperformance is different from their
individual effect performance of CBOs. The modeathypothesis was left out as the
hypothesis results showed that operating environntead no statistically significant
moderating effect on the relationship between etjiatsocial marketing and performance of

CBOs. Next chapter presents the summary, conclssiad recommendations of the study.
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CHAPTER FIVE

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

51 Introduction

This chapter presents a summary of the study fgsjinconclusions and
recommendations with managerial and theoreticallicafons. The chapter also
highlights the limitations of the study, recommetiola and suggestions for further

research.

5.2 Summary

The premise of this study was that Strategic Sadiatketing Approach influences
CBOs’ performance. Accordingly, a comprehensivaceptual framework was

developed and tested empirically guided by theofalhg objectives: determine the
relationship between strategic social marketing perdormance of community based
HIV and AIDS organizations; explore the relatioqshetween operating environment
and performance of community based HIV and AlDSaaigations; assess the
influence of operating environment on the relatiopsbetween strategic social
marketing and performance of Community based HId ADS organizations and

establish the joint effect of strategic social neditkg and operating environment on

the performance of community based HIV and AlDSanigations.

The study established that the three indicatorstiaitegic social marketing policy,
strategy and implementation were significantly etated with performance indicators
of effectiveness, efficiency, relevance and finahegiability of CBOs. However, all
dimensions of strategic social marketing were fotmdhave a low correlation with
financial viability. Overall, strategic social nkating was found to correlate
positively with performance indicators as well aggate performance scores. Both
Internal and external environment were positivetyrelated with effectiveness,
efficiency, relevance and financial viability butgh correlations existed between

internal environment and efficiency while exterralvironment is depicted to be
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highly correlated with relevance. Operating erminent was also correlated with

performance as well as performance indicators.

The results of factor analysis revealed the undeglydrivers of strategic social
marketing, operating environment and performantae study shows CBOs define
their application of strategic social marketinggdmrticipating in policy development
process, consumer research and SWOT analysis,openveht of operational plans,
having clear strategic direction, defining serviteebe offered, roles, expectations and
defining relationships. The drivers of internalieanment were identified to include
leadership, organizational structures, staff at@tuand culture, HR policies and
budgeting and management systems. The underlynogddor external environment
were stakeholder’'s demands and expectations, CBpi#tation and image, elements
in socio-economic, techno-legal and competitiveiramments. Performance drivers
were identified as output, outcome, impact, managgnsontrol systems, resources

utilization, programme reviews, funding sourcesvall as linkages.

Assessment of the effect of policy, strategy angbl@mentation on performance
demonstrated a statistically significant positiveear relationship indicating that
policy, strategy and implementation when evaluatetividually have an impact on
performance. However, when policy, strategy andlémentation were combined to
evaluate their contribution to performance, thematesgy had no significant
contribution to performance. The findings alseeaed that the three indicators had
low impact on financial viability of CBOs. Furthahe findings of the current study
revealed a statistically significant positive lingalationship between strategic social
marketing and effectiveness, efficiency, finaneiability as well as aggregate scores

of performance. However, it had low impact on fioial viability of CBOs.

Evaluation of the impact of internal and externalvionment on performance
indicators revealed a high statistically significgrositive linear relationship with
effectiveness, efficiency, relevance and financwbility. However internal
environment had more impact on efficiency whileeesal environment contributed
more to relevance of CBOs programmes and activitiBsth internal and external
environment impacted positively on performance BfOS. The assessment of impact

of operating environment on performance revealed dperating environment has a
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statistically significant positive influence on egtiveness, efficiency, relevance, and
performance. However, it explains more of the atgon in relevance of CBO’s than
the other measures of performance. In additiohag a high impact on aggregate
performance scores. The research findings howendicate that, operating
environment does not have a statistically significanoderation effect on the
relationship between strategic social marketing@ariormance of CBOs. Evaluation
of the joint effect of strategic social marketingdaoperating environment on the
performance of CBOs revealed that when the twaabdes are combined, they have a
higher impact on performance of CBOs as they erpthi68.5% of the variation in

performance scores.

5.3 Conclusions

Based on findings of this study, it is reasonaldectonclude that strategic social
marketing influence performance of community-baséd and AIDS organizations.
The positive impact of policy, strategy and implenagion indicators of strategic
social marketing, considerably impact more on thealitative measures of
organizational performance, namely effectiveneffiiency and financial viability
compared to quantitative measure of financial Vigbi These findings lead to a
conclusion that CBOs’ participation in policy demgient and consumer research
enables them to clearly outline the expected ostpad methods of achieving them
while proper planning at the implementation stageds to informed programmes’
identification and design resulting in CBOs’ eféiocy. Further, clear definition of
roles, expectations, services and establishmerasiing relationships impacts on
performance of CBOs.

The influence of strategic social marketing on parfance was found to be positive
and significant although the impact was more oreaifeness, efficiency and
relevance. Effectively then, focus on strategidaanarketing enhances effectiveness
and efficiency of CBOs, resulting in successful iagément of organizational
objectives and superior performance. However, thve impact of strategic social
marketing on financial viability lead to a conclusi that though strategic social
marketing approach enhances performance, it doesmprove a CBO’s ability to

attract more funding.

110



The overall results of the study demonstrate ttHiecefof internal environment on
efficiency, relevance and performance to be pasigimd significant. Based on this, it
can be concluded that conducive internal envirorimisn imperative for an
organization to succeed in achieving its objectiMeat is, CBOs should have proper
leadership, structure, budgeting and managemeriersgs HR policies and well
trained staff with the right attitude and cultufiehe study established a statistically
significant positive relationship between externahvironment and CBOs
effectiveness, efficiency, relevance and finanaigbility suggesting that proper
scanning of external environment influences alivites of an organization from
programmed conceptualization to implementation. weler, extra attention should
be paid to external environment in programme idieation and planning. The equal
contribution to the variation of performance byemmal and external environment
demonstrated by the current study findings leads ¢onclusion that both have to be

scanned and integrated for CBOs to succeed.

Influence of operating environment on performanaes vshown to be positive and
significant. This emphasizes the need for orgdinaa to scan and understand their
environment before rolling out their operationst the same time the results indicate
that the context of organizations’ operations ikey determinant of their success.
However, the findings demonstrated that operatmgrenment does not significantly

moderate the relationship between strategic sauiatketing and performance of
CBOs leading to a conclusion that contributiontohtegic social marketing approach
to performance of CBOs exists regardless of theditions existing in the

environment. This can also be concluded to meanhdperating environment should
be evaluated as an independent variable. Furgegformance and strategic social

marketing are also influenced by other factor nehtioned in this study.

The joint effect of strategic social marketing aogerating environment was
demonstrated to impact on the performance of theeged CBOs. However, to
succeed, these variables should be applied joastlthe results have revealed, so that
synergy can be achieved. This leads to a conclusiansocial marketing activities
should be approached strategically and environmeithin which they are
implemented both internal and external should b#etstood to achieve considerable

success. Thus, availability of appropriate interspstems, a favourable external

111



environment and approaching social marketing actwifrom a strategic perspective

contributes to better CBO performance.

5.4 Limitations of the Study

While this study produced meaningful results, itswsubject to several limitations
which in turn provide avenues for further researétist, the study focused only on
community based HIV and AIDS organizations. A stbdsed on a single sub-sector
in health limits the generalizability of the resugtcross all sectors. Although industry
specific research enhances internal validity, shuld be taken when generalizing to
other sectors. It should be kept in mind thatifigd in HIV and AIDs sector context

may not necessarily translate into education cantex

Second, the variables included in the conceptaahéwork are not exhaustive. Other
factors could provide additional insights into thefluence of strategic social
marketing on performance of CBOs. Third, the rssat this study are based on self
reported data of the best informed persons witiénsurveyed organizations. Though
they are quite reliable, information that is getedlaby key informant is not the only
source of information that can explain their levaéigerformance. At the same time
questionnaire and interview schedules though gootk tfor data collection, group
focus discussions could yield more information esgdly on such subjects that are

sensitive such as reproductive health issues.

Fourth, the activities carried out by CBO have ldagn effects that can only be
evaluated through as study for the same CBOs kmmgperiod of time. As this study
used a cross-sectional research design in whichedpondents were interviewed just
once to assess their perspective of the issueg shdly, a case study research design
would have best addressed this at it gives a relseaa long period of time to interact

and observe respondents in their natural envirohmen

55 Recommendations

This study makes several recommendations that aaeagerial and theoretical
implications. Foremost, the study found out thaliqy element of strategic social

marketing contributes significantly to CBO’s perf@nce. It is therefore
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recommended that CBOs should strive to participatetional HIV and AIDS policy

development as this informs their policies andétats, improve their ability to

identify the expected outcomes and enhances tlegionmnance. Secondly, research
findings demonstrated that application of strategiocial marketing enhances
organization’s level of effectiveness, efficienend relevance consequently leading
to better performance. This study recommends tiBOLand other organizations
involved in marketing social goods embrace thisrapph as a planning and
implementation tool. This recommendation suppahis argument advanced by

French, et al., (2011) that social marketing shanadtrategic in nature.

Third, much as findings indicate that strategicisomarketing contributes to the
overall performance of CBOs, the findings demonsttahat they do not lead to
improved financial sustainability. Therefore, arnbugh study and understanding of
the factors influencing donors’ choice of implemegtpartners by CBOs and other
donor funded organizations is recommended. Dewedop of new mechanisms and
strategies that can lead CBOs financial sustaiyalaite also recommended. Fourth,
as this study found out that majority of the sue@dyCBOs were managed by staff
with low levels of education, it is recommendedttB80s and other organizations
develop and implement a training and developmeaméwork that can improve
management skills of staffs as well as offer iniv@st for retaining them for longer
periods in their organizations. The study found that a favourable operating
environment is a prerequisite for good organizatioperformance. This study
therefore recommends that management teams of @B@sther organizations carry
out a thorough analysis of both internal and exeamvironment. In addition, it is
recommended that such organizations establish propgernal management
structures, systems and policies as these enhamdermpance of organizations.
Further, project selection and implementation byG8Bshould be based on their

ability to implement them efficiently.

The results of this study also have major implmadi on the government. First, the
study recommends that government of Kenya set asme funds to enhance HIV
and AIDS treatment literacy and access. At theesdaime government agencies
involved in the implementation of HIV and AIDS praghmes need to build

management capacity of CBOs so as to improve #féiziency and performance.
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Increased levels of monitoring and evaluation ds® aecommended in order to
identify failures before they occur. Second, thedg found out that there is no
operational forum where CBOs can interact and shafermation. This study

therefore recommends development of a framework #wuld lead to the

establishment of an operational CBO council sooagrovide a forum where CBOS
share information especially on success and clgdleim implementation and sources
of funding. Third, a national social marketing ipglis recommended to guide and
govern implementation of social marketing actidtia the country, for both CBOs

and those interventions financially supported byegoment agencies.

The research findings of this study address sont@eokarlier identified knowledge
gaps and thus contribute to the frontiers of knogk First, the study has advanced
a detailed conceptual framework of strategic soaiatketing and empirically tested
it. The findings of the study indicate that stga¢esocial marketing impacts positively
on the performance of CBOs. These empirical resa¢ of great importance given
that major published reports have been written emaluated based on the donor
requirements. Further, the inclusion of operaéngironment in the tested conceptual
framework, previously not included in other studiesnphasizes its relevance in
programme design and implementation. The linkihgstoategic social marketing,
operating environment and performance of CBOs &ultlse existing theories such as

social network theories and well as resource based of the firm.

Second, this study focused on CBOs as the unihalyais and not individuals though
HIV and AIDs is a behavioural issue. This providegdence that contributes to
proper programme design and implementation. TleivdJuation of social marketing
programmes has always been beneficiary-orientedhis Btudy provided an

organization-oriented evaluation as recommendedMViayta (2008). Finally, the

extant literature lacks substantial scholarly dbotion on Strategic Social Marketing
in Africa especially on CBOs. Overall, the studgntributes to strategic social
marketing literature as well as CBOs by providingp&ical evidence on the effects of

strategic social marketing on performance of CBOKénya context.
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5.6 Suggestions for Further Research

This study found out that strategic social marlgtinfluences performance of
community based HIV and AIDS organizations. Itherefore recommended that an
investigation into the influence of strategic sbcmarketing on performance of other
CBOs involved in other social activities such as diBd Malaria prevention to be
carried out. Further research should also beezhout to evaluate impact of strategic
social marketing on marketing activities carried by government agencies such as
free primary education and health care. The Biolu of other variables in the
conceptual framework such as manager's charadtsrisind the location of the
community based may also bring useful insightsis $tudy therefore recommends an
empirical inquiry into this. In addition, a resela on the implication of social
marketing on CBOQO'’s positioning should also be eatrout. As the current study
found out that many CBOs cease to exist after sary of operations, it is

recommended that a research on the causes oftlerbed out.
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APPENDICES

Appendix 1 Questionnaire

Dear respondents,

This questionnaire is designed to collect data f@mmmunity Based HIV and AIDS
organizations (CBOs) in Nairobi, which will be aym#d to establish the influence of
Strategic Social Marketing and operating environtrenthe performance of CBOs.
The data will be used for academic purposes onty wifi be treated with utmost
confidence. Your participation in facilitating tseudy is highly appreciated. There is
no right or wrong answers to the questions. Thestiprenaire comprises five parts,
kindly fill in your responses as honestly as pdssibnstructions are provided at the
beginning of each section.

Part I: Background Information

a) Organization Profile

1. Name Of OrganiZation...........cceeiieeeeaiiiaeeeeee e e e
2. Age of organization?

a) 2 years and below [ ]

b) 3- 6years [ ]

c) 7-10years [ ]

d) 11 -14 years [ ]

e) Over 14 years [ ]

3. Tick the constituency where the CBO is located.

Kamukunji [ ] Makadara [ ]
Starehe [ ] Westlands [ ]
Langata [ ] Kasarani [ ]
Dagoretti [ ] Embakasi [ ]

4. What are the funding sources of the CBO? [tick appately]

a) Community members [ ]
b) The government [ ]
c) International Donors [ ]
d) Local donors such individual from the private secto [ ]

e) The church and other religious institutions 11

Others (Please SPECITY).....cccciiiiii i er e e e e e
5. Tick the HIV and AIDs services provided by your angzation to the community?
a) HIV and AIDS awareness [ ]
b) HIV and AIDS prevention [ ]
c) Care and support [ ]
d) Treatment access [ ]
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Respondent profile

B Lo} o 0 11 1 PR

Gender. Male [ ] female [ ]

Highest level of education attained. [tick wherprapriate]

Standard 8 [ ] KCSE or equivalent [ ]

Diploma [ ] Certificate [ ]

Masters Degree [ ] PhD degree [ ]

Bachelor's Degree [ ]

9. How long have you worked in this organization?

a) 2 years and below [ ]

b) 3- 6 years [

c) 7-10years [
[
[

0 N O T

d) 11 -14 years
e) Over 14 years

— el e e

Part II: Strategic social marketing
10.Please indicate how the following statements applyour organization?T{CK
the number that best represents your choice).
a) Policy:

Key: 1= Not at all 2= to a very small exter2= to a small extent

4= a large extent 5 =to a very large extent
Descriptions and characteristics 1| 2| 3] 4 5
The CBO analyzes the needs of its beneficiariesrbe¢
designing any programme.
Members of the community are given a chance totifyen
their needs by the CBO.
The CBO is involved in policy advocacy amongstitsll
stakeholders.
The CBO participates in HIV and AIDS policy
development at the national level.
The CBO holds community forums to discuss newly
developed policies.
The CBO helps members to evaluate the impact of
policies on the community.
The CBO has measurable policy objectives develaped
a participatory manner.
The CBO evaluates the outcomes of policies at|the
community level.

—h

128



b) Strategy

Descriptions and characteristics 1

The CBO has a mission statement that summarisesnea
for its existence.

The mission is known and agreed to by staff

The mission is linked to the goals of the orgamirat

The organization carries out customer behavioutyaisa
before delivering services.

The CBO identifies other behaviours that compett wi
expected behaviour.

The CBO evaluates its strengths before strategy
development.

The CBO evaluates its weaknesses before strategy
development.

The CBO evaluates its threats before strategy
development.

The CBO evaluates its readiness before strategy
development.

The organization carries out environment analydis o
other competing behaviours.

The CBO has clear strategic goals to be achieved.

Strategic objectives are developed in a particiyato
manner.

The CBO involves all stakeholders in strategy
development.

The CBO has clear strategies that it uses to aehiev
objectives.

The CBO has practical HIV and AIDS intervention mi
to be used to achieve the objectives.

X

The CBO have clear laid out procedure of selecting
interventions.

Responsibilities are clearly defined indicating wkato
perform them and by when.

Time frame for programmes are clearly defined

The CBO ensures that programmes outputs, outcomes
and impacts are shared with community members.

CBO discusses openly with community members |the
products and services available to achieve theratksi
behavioural goals.

c) Implementation(social marketing mix):

Descriptions and characteristics 1

Outcomes are clearly stated

Outputs are clearly defined
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The organization clearly indicates the expectedaicip of
programmes interventions.

Each intervention is simplified into specific rolesd
responsibilities.

The organization clearly defines the financial tgses
required for each programme.

The organization clearly defines the human resau
required for each programme.

rce

The organization clearly defines the capital equapty
required for each programme.

The CBO has clear indicators to evaluate successdf
programme.

The organization has a clear defined HIV and Al
service offered to the community.

DS

HIV & AIDS Services offered by the CBO have pri

expressed in terms of time, sacrificing the exgstin
behaviour, etc.

HIV & AIDS Services provided by the CBO are
accessible to community members.

The CBO informs community members of the availgble
HIV and AIDS services.

CBO has lasting relationships with all stakeholders
including donors, government agencies, community

leaders and other organizations.

The organization has a clear understanding of \whhgs

to sustain certain behaviours.

Part Ill: Internal environment

11.To what extent do you agree with the following staénts relating to your CBOS’

internal environment?
choice).

(PleaselCK the number that best represents your

Key: 1= Not at all 2=to a very small extef3t to a small extent

4= a large extent 5

= to a very large extent

Descriptions and characteristics 1| 2| 3] 4 5

The CBO has a strong leadership to guide its ojoast

The responsibilities for

are known and distributed appropriately.

leadership and decisiorkimg

Staff members are willing to take on leadership.

resources.

Leadership is effective in acquiring and protecting

Leadership practices participatory management

Leadership is flexible, and it welcomes change
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Staff are willing to express new ideas to thospdsitions
of power
The organization has a strategic plan.

The organization has a formal structure that suppgwal
achievement.

The CBO'’s structures support its mission and i@go
The structure of the organization allows free fl@i
information throughout the organization and betwgen
other stakeholders.
The structure allows proper coordination within the
organization.
The organization has proper staffing systems sueh a
recruitment, reward and lines of accountability.
The CBO has well trained staff.

The employees feel well compensated and equitably
treated.

The employees feel equitably treated.
The employees within the CBO have high levels| of
commitment and positive attitude towards change |and
performance

The CBO's staffs have positive attitude towardsngjea
The CBO has a clearly defined culture outlininguesl
and practices of the organization.

The CBO'’s staff identify with the organization’slves
and practices.

The CBO has clearly defined procedures and sysiems
governing all its activities.

The CBO undertakes adequate budgetary planning.
The CBO undertakes regular budgetary review.

The organization has proper financial control syst
such as bookkeeping and financial statement.

CBO has appropriate information management systems.

\* 2}

11%

Part IV: External Environment

12.To what extent do you agree with the following etaénts relating to your CBOs
environment (PleasBCK the number that best represents your choice).
Key: 1= Not at all 2= to a very small exter2= to a small extent
4= alarge extent  5=to a very large extent
a) Dynamism vs. complexity
Descriptions and characteristics 1| 2| 3] 4 5
The CBO is conversant with current status of itsrafing
environment.
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The current economic environment is threatening |the
achievement of the organization’s objectives

The current technological environment is faciligtithe
achievement of the organizations objectives.

The current laws in Kenya(for example new constot)t
have an influence on the CBO'’s activities

The natural environment has affected how the CBO
carries out activities.

The current cultural environment has an influencehe
CBO'’s activities.

There are many competing behaviours that are guttin
pressure on the community members

Due to environmental pressure, members of |the
community abandon some positive courses of action.

Community members are sensitive to the price oHhé
and AIDS services offered by the CBO.

There is increased demand for CBO’s HIV and AIDS
services/products from people who never used t& see
them.

The new consumers are seeking different serviaas [fr
the one that the CBO is currently offering.

b) Heterogeneity

Descriptions and characteristics 1

Different groups demand different services from [the
CBO.

[72)

Laws and policies passed by the government puspre
on the CBO'’s activities.

Community members demand products/services which
are unrelated to the services and products offeyethe
CBO.

Donors through their stringent funding rules restr
operation of CBOs.

Donors demand participation in CBO’s resource
allocation activities.

Donors demand accountability of funds offered te |th
CBO.

Donor demand output and outcomes from the CBOs
within specified time which at times limits the
performance of the organizations.

Employees demands favourable working conditions [and
good pay even when the organization does not have
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| enough funds. L]

c) Capacity and domain consensus
Descriptions and characteristics 1| 2| 3] 4 5
The CBO has a wide variety of sources of both foen
and non financial resources.

The CBO have sustainable financial and non findncia
resources to support implementation of interverstion
Through its networks and collaborations, the CBG &a
wealth of non financial resources such as emplqyees
volunteers and informed members of the community.
The CBO has a good reputation among its partners
There is a clear definition of what the CBO shodil
within the community among the other stakeholders.
The CBO through participatory methods is able| to
identify the stakeholders and the responsibilibdesach.

Part V: CBO performance

13.To what extent do you agree with the following staénts relating to your CBO'’s
performance (Plea3dCK the number that best represents your choice).
Key: 1= Not at all 2=to a very small exter?= to a small extent

4= alarge extent  5=to a very large extent

a) Effectiveness
Descriptions and characteristics 1| 2| 3] 4 5
The CBO has created a high level of HIV and AIDS
awareness within the community.
The CBO has enabled a substantial number of contgnuni
members to change behaviours that could put thém| in
risk of contracting HIV and AIDS.
The CBO has facilitated a substantial number| of
community members to sustain new behaviours |that
prevent them from contracting HIV and AIDS.
The CBO has enabled community members to have g new
outlook of their health.
The CBO has ensured that a large number of comgnunit
members infected and affected by HIV and AIDS |get
support e.g. emotional and financial.
The CBO has ensured that both infected and affected
members of the community have access to food, estjelt
and other basic amenities.
The CBO has ensured that a large number of comgnunit
members infected with HIV and AIDS have access to
ARV and other forms of treatment.
Through its initiatives, the CBO has facilitated
community members infected or affected by HIV and
AIDS to start income generating activities

133



There has been replication of CBOs activities and
strategies by other stakeholders in other partghef
country.

The CBO has increased the number of locationsfér®f
its services

The number of community members seeking services
offered by CBO has increased over time.

b) Efficiency :

Descriptions and characteristics 1

Staff members are used by the CBO to the besteaif th
abilities.

The CBO makes maximal use of its facilities such as
buildings and equipment.

The CBO makes optimal use of its financial resasirce

High quality administrative systems are in place
(financial, human resources, programme, strateigy,te
support efficient service delivery.

The CBO compares progress and achievement magde i
the organization from time to time.

CBO'’s programmes are evaluated on the basis afdke

The CBO delivers its services and products promptly
without any delay.

CBO’s equipment and systems are well maintaine
avoid unnecessary delay in service delivery rasmlt
from breakdown.

The organization always achieves its objectivefiwithe
set time frame.

Theorganization controls overhead cc

c) Relevance :

Descriptions and characteristics 1

Programmes run by the CBO are regularly reviewed to
reflect changing environment.

Programmes run by the CBO are regularly reviewed to
reflect changing capacities.

Benefician-needs assessments are conducted reg

Services offered by CBO are constantly reviewed to
reflect changing client needs.

Services offered by CBO are constantly reviewed to
reflect changing client type.

The CBO regularly reviews the environment to adispt
strategy.

The CBO’s stakeholders have expressed their
satisfaction with how the organization is runnirtg |i
affairs.

The CBO'’s partners have changed their attitude rtdsva
the organization from negative to positive.

The funding that the organization has been recgiyin
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from the stakeholders has increased over the iast]
years.

proposal and bids from the CBO over the last figarg.

There has been increased level of acceptance of

There has been increased number of new fundefst
organization over the last five years.

ot

willing to support the initiatives of the CBO.

The number of old funders to the CBO are contiryuall

Peer organizations value their relationship witte
CBO.

th

Peer organizations highly recognize the CBQO’s inl¢
the implementation of projects targeting the comityun

U

The organization adequately balances stakeholders’
demands.

d) Financial viability:

Descriptions and characteristics 1

CBO's existing funding sources offer sustained suj

The CBO consistently obtains new funding sou

The CBO have sustainable financial resources
continuity of programmes even with the exit of K
donors.

ey

The CBO has more revenue than expenses.

CBO'’s assets are greater than liabilities.

depreciation on a regular basis.

The CBO keeps surplus financial resources to |use
during economic depressed periods.
The CBO monitors finance, capital assets gand

The CBO has wide sources funds including new pk|
from the community and private sector.

yer

The amount of resources mobilized from the Ig
partners and the community have increased ovdastg

cal

D

five years.
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Appendix Il Interview Schedule for CEOs

©CoNoOrWNE

10.

Position

Gender

Length of service in the organization

Highest level of education

Age of the organization

Constituency

What are the Sources of funds for this organization
What areas of HIV and AIDS is your CBO involved in?
Strategic social marketing

a)
b)

c)
d)

Does the CBO analyze the needs of the beneficiaries

Do members of the community participate in iderridy their need? How

often?

At any time, does the CBO participate in Policyelepment process? At what
level?

Does your organization hold forums with communitgmbers to discuss new
policies, laws and how they will affect them?

Does the CBO have measurable policy objectives?

Does your organization have a mission, goals,egratgoals, strategies and
procedures

Does the organization carry out SWOT analysis awd bften?

Do you involve all stakeholders in strategy develept, development and
selection of intervention mix for HIV and AIDS adgties as well as clear

definition and distribution of responsibilities?

Does the CBO communicate to members of the commuamtthe products

and services available, programme outputs, outcemes

For each programme or project are resources refaiearly defined and how
success would be evaluated?

Does the CB clearly define HIV and AIDS productsce, place, promotion,

people, process?

Does the organization have lasting relationshigh i interested groups?

Internal Environment

a)

b)
c)

d)
e)

f)

g)

Does the CBO have strong leadership, good in detisnaking and are
accepted by the staff members as well as the cortyrmaembers?

Do the leaders of the CBO allow participation aadrses for funds?

Does the organization have a strategic plan andtsiie that support mission
and goal achievement?

Does the structure allow information sharing, camation and interaction?
Does the organization have clear systems — HRnpignbudgeting, financial
control and information management?

Does the organization have well trained staff, wight attitude, committed
and positive?

Does the organization have shared values thatcaepted by all members?

11.External Environment

a)

b)

How do changes in the following environmental aspaffect activities of the
CBO - Palitical, legal, socio-cultural, technologgonomic and legal?

Have there been an increase in the number of padpteseek services from
you? New or Old?
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¢) What are some of behaviours among the communitias @BO serve that are
affecting your activities negatively?

d) Do different stakeholders demand different servatber than what you offer?

e) How do the following affect your operations — lawdapolicies governing
CBOs, donor demands, expectations and rules, eepldgmands?

f) What are the sources of your resources? Are theygr?

g) Do you have networks with other organizations aodod community? What
have you gained from this?

h) Is there agreement among the CBOs operating inatieison what you should
do and what they should do?

1) Who are your stakeholders, what are their roleshaddo you identify them?

12.CBO performance

a) What level of awareness has the CBO created indhemunity:

b) Has the CB been able enable members of the comyntmitthange
behaviour and maintain the new positive behaviour?

c) Does the CBO support those infected and affectedHby and AIDS?
How?

d) Have other organizations come for learning visite your organization?

e) Have the CBO started similar offices in differemtations? Why?

f) Does the CBO have optimal use of its resourceantiral, human and non
financial

g) Does the CBO evaluate progress and compare whaexpested with the
achievement

h) Does the CBO have equipment? Are they maintained

i) Does the CBO achieve its objective within set tiared are services
offered promptly?

j) Are the programmes run by the CBO regularly revigvie line with
changing environment, client type, client needswadl as change in
capacity?

k) Has the CBO been able to increase the number ardplevel of funding
from new and old donors and accepted bids and pedpa the past 5
years?

[) The CBO highly recognized by stakeholders such hes government,
community, donors as well as other organization

m) The CBO has enough resources to carry out itsineitoday and into the
future when donors exit?

n) Does the CBO have strategies to mobilize resouroeslly and
internationally?

0) What is the status (quantity and value) of youraaigations assets,
liabilities and expenditure?

Appendix Il A List of Active CBOs in Nairobi Cou nty
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MAKADARA EMBAKASI

1. Agenda for Change Makadard. Action for Research & Development
Combination Youth Group (AFORD)

2. Aids ResponsTean 2. Angaza Child Trus

3. Association of Marginalised3. Bema Children’s Project
Women Of Kenya

4. Assouted W.S.H.G 4.Charisma Tumaini Centre

5. Bystorm Aids Awareness Group 3Community Education And Health

Care Project

6. Community Implementing Initiative 6. Community Nurturing Int.

7. Community Intergrate | 7. Dandora Youth Mul-Purpose Sel
Development Initiatives Help Group(D.Y.M.S)

8. Complicity Awareness Organizatign &iscordant Couples Of Kenya

(Discok)

9. Cowget Community Basedd. Food for the Hungry Kenya
Organization

10. Duol Self Help Harambee Gro 10. Glowamo «rganizatiol

11.Emerging Leadership Initiatives 1Grace Care Group

12. Family Life Community Basi| 12. Homeless Persons Organiza
Education

13. Global Vision Caring Network 13nter-Christian Charity

Organization(ICCQO)

14.Hope and Joy Self Help Group
Fuata Nyayo

14.Jansta Provide and Special Centre

15. Jisaidie Develoment Networ

15. Journey by Christian Women Grc

16.Lets Live International 1l&ariobangi South Housing
Cooperative Society

17.Life Focus Network 17Kenya Airports Employees
Association

18.Make a Better World(Kenya) 181ocs  Community  Development
Buream

19.Mary Immaculate VCT INECLETAH

20.Mater Men Post Test CI| 20.Nekhonga Self Help Developme

(MAMEN) Initiation(NESEHEDE)

21.Nairobi First Love Church 2Network of Youth Action Against
AIDS In Kenya

22.Nairobi Monthly Meeting 22.Njomamu SHG

HIV/AIDS Project

23.Nairobi South Youth Self Hel| 23. Nofi Njiru Organic Farming Integrat
Group

24.New Baraka United Self Help24.Operation Hope
Group

25.New Mukuru Kayaba - Group B

28rganic farmers

26.Nyando South "B" Progressiv
Youth Group

€26. Progressive Care Coalition

27.0rganization for Defaulters Tracin
And Promotion of ARVs Adherenc

e

@®7.Soweto PMTCT Self Help Group

28.Partners in HIV Prevention Or

J.

28t.John Community Health Centre
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(PIHPO)

29.Premier Youth Community Base
Organization

229. Twisia Squators S.H.G

30. Ridge Pole Social Organizati

30. Wecare VCT Support Gro

31.Save Environment CBO

3Youth Empowerment Centre

32.Sinai Pos-Test Club Network

32.Youths in TourisnKenye

33.Solidarity for Economic Efforts Ir
Kenya (SOFEK)

i
Kasarani

34. Thome Witus Welfare Wome
Group(TWIME)

nl. Abukoshe
Association

Abamalando Welfa

35.Urban Development Programmd
Kenya

2. Aids Orphans Care nd Suppor
Programme (AOCASP)

36.U-Tena Youth Group

3.Army Against AIDS (triple A)

37.U-Turn Perfomance Arts Group

4Comboni Missionary Sisters Heal
Programme

Kamukunji 5. Cornerstone VCT
1. Community Servants Women Group. Echoes of Joy Education Centre
2. Discordant Couples Of Kenyar. Face of Hope
(DISCOK)
3. Faasik CBO 8. Gamumo Self Help Group
4. Fulhamo women grot 9. Glucola YouthGroug
5. Horn of Africa Community Based10.Gukisa Women Group
Health Project
6. Imani Disabled SHG. 11mani Scouts Brigade Self Help Grou
7. Indigenous Tabernacle Council 012. Kanya Women Kasarani S.H.G
Kenya
8. Jomads Mixed Group 18asa Emmanuel (CBO)
9. Kamukunji Community Basei| 14. Kasa SH(
Organization Network (KCBOf
NET)

10. Kamukunji Jua Kali Youth Initiative

15.Kasarani Alliance For People Livin
With Aids

11. Kasiri Community Project VCT Sit

16. Kasokoka(Kahawa,Soweto,Kon

[€

th

(KACOPRO) kamae)
12.Kenya Arid Regions Children Fund  IRenya Arid Regions Children Fund
13.Maendeleki Self Help Group 1Borogocho a Community
Development Reform Project
14.Maisha Young Women Group 19fe Christian Education Centre
(LCEC)

15.Mama Fatuma Goodwill Children
Home

0. Mahu Youth Group

16.Mother/Child With Aids Suppor
Organisation

t21.Meaper Women Self Help Grod
Ruaraka

17.Ngazi Moja Foundation

2Mulufu S.H.G

18. Nightngale fbo

23Neema Fellowship Women Group

19. Organisation of People Living Wit
Aids In Kamkunji (OPLAK)

h24.Network of Community Base
Organization And SHG In Kenya

20.Pamoja  Welfare  Developme

nt 28VK Ngunguru Dancers S.H.G
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Initiative
21.Sahal Aids Awareness Programme  [R@abenge Young Turks Association
22. Shauri Moyo Baptist Chur: 27.Nyayo Youth Develoment
Association
23.Solidarity for Ecofriendly Efforts 28)asis Africa Programme
24 Sports and Peace Developm|29.St Francis Community Based Hee
(SPADE) Care Programme (St. Francis CBHC
25.Tamasher 2000 Youths S-H Group  3eenagers Plus Community Based
Organization
26.Tana Alim Centre For Researgl31.The Elite Care
Training And Development
27.Umma CBC( 32.Vision Volunteers Organisation
28.Umoja S.H.G. Dagoretti
29.Urban Developement Programme|df. A global Healthcare Public Foundation
Kenya
30. Voice of hope community project 2Brotherly Post Test Club
31.Waia Vision SHG 3. Dagolight Agape Christian
Community Development Centre
32.Wanag Youth Asssociatir 4. Dagoretti Youth Developers Gro
33. YMCA Shauri Moyo Branch 5.Eugine Angolo Charity Foundation
34.Youth Voices Initiative (CBC 6. Food for the Hungry Keny
Starehe 7. Fountain of Joy Programme
1. Bravo Sports & Art Talent Stars| 8. Kabiria Youth Group
Street and Slum Initiative Project
(SSIP)
2. Casino Support Group 9Karika Ageing &  HIV/AIDS
Community Based Organization
3. Children Mercy Missions Kenya 1Benya Red Cross Karen Langata
Branch
4. Chillers Youth Volunteer Outreacghll.Lenana Slum Orphans
And Network Club (CYVONEC)
5. Community Health Foundationl2.Local Aid Organisation
VCT
6. Eneo Joy Community Developmt | 13. Midhill Nursing Hom
S.H.G
7. Faith Miracle Centre Fellowshipl4.Msingi wa Tumaini Jipya
Ministries
8. Family Education Welfare 1Blairobi Family Support Services
9. Fourty Nine Self Help Grou)| 16.Ray of Hope Clinic & Communit
(FOSHEG) Centre
10. Friends of Ngaira 1Redeemed Gospel Church INC
Waithaka Branch
11.Gaheno SHG 1&Riruta United Methodist Women CBO
12.Global Youth Network 19Riruta Youth Development
13.Groots Mathare Mothers20. Samaritan Community Network
Development Centre
14. Huruma Muslim Develomen 21. September 10 Rescue Ce
15.Immanuel Deaf Youth 2Zrinity VCT Centre
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16. Ithike Withayu Women Group

2¥ineyard of Hope Support Group

17.Jordan Welfare Group

2¥/ision Youth Power Group

18. Kasaru Welfare Grot

25.Zamm Care Cent

19.Kielelo Ziwani Women Group

Westlands

20. Koboshia HIV&AIDS Defeater

1. Agape Self Help Grot

21.Lea Toto Starehe Office 2Ananda Marga Ten Sisters 'HIV' Self
Help Group/ Universal Relief Team
22.Maji Mazuri Headstart CBO 3Bread for Children Kenya
23.Mathare Huruma Men Living Hope4. Coptic Hospital
HIV/AIDS Group
24.Mathare Intellectulal Parents And. FETCH( forum for
Siblings Organisation. Educating,Training,Caring &
Hospitality)
25.Mathare Juakali Mabatini Youth6. Food for the Hungry Kenya
Group
26.Nairobi Metropolitan Juakali 7. Gatagati Group Kibagare
Association
27.Ngara East Upendo Women Grc | 8. Jambo Women Grol
28.Nyaplateau People Living With HIV9. Kabete Trio Women Group
In Kenya
29.0ne-Stone Youth Group 1Bangemi Women Empowerment
Center
30.0ngea Health Support Group Tumaini Toto Self Help Group
31.People with Disability Small12.Vigulu Women Group
Traders Organization
32.Positive Rolr Model Ambasador| 13. Woman of Wort
Poroma
33. St. Judes self help organization Y4uth in Focus Foundation
34. Starehe Kapino Networking ground
35.Streets  And  Slums Initiative
Programme
36.University Students Developers
Initiatives
37.Urban Rural Initiative For Overg
Development
Langata
1. Discordant Couples of Kenya ZProject Circle Management
3. Food for the Hungry 4.Providence Whole Care Internationa
5. Foundation of People Living With6. Riziki Kenya
HIV/AIDS In Kenya (FOPHAK)
7. IQRA Self Help Grou 8. Strategic Community Developme
Network (SACODEN)
9. Kianda Residents Communityl0. TAPWAK
Based Organization
11.Kibera Mashimoni Youth Group 1Zumaini Home Based Care People

Living With HIV/AIDS

13. KICOSHEP- KENYA

14. Unity Weep Centt

15.Laini Saba Project Centre & Home 1Humoni

Community  HIV/AIDS
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Care

Counselling Project

17.Malasa Women Project

18/akibe Hiv/Aids Community Support
Project

19. National Alliance < Orphans Anc
Women In Kenya — NOWEK

20. Youth

Enterprises Mpanc

Association

21.Ngei Development Youth Grou
(NIDYG)

p22.Zinduka Afrika

23.Partners of Hope CBO

Source: NACC, December, 2012

142



Appendix IV Sample Distribution

Constituency | Population(N)| Sample | Achieved Achieved
(n) sample(n) sample (%)

Dagoretti 80 42 38 20.8
Embakasi 44 23 21 115
Kamukunji 30 16 16 8.7
Kasarani 36 18 18 9.8
Langata 45 24 21 115
Makadara 42 22 20 10.9
Starehe 43 23 16 8.7
Westlands 30 15 13 7.1
TOTAL 350 183 163 89%
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Appendix V Hypotheses for the Variables and theiConstructs

The hypotheses related to the constructs of tliy stariables included:

Hsl

Hsz

Hs3

Hs4

HS5

There is a statistically significant relationshigtween the Policy and CBO’s
Effectiveness

There is a statistically significant relationshigtween the Policy and CBO’s
Efficiency

There is a statistically significant relationshigtween the Policy and CBO’s
Relevance

There is a statistically significant relationshigtween the Policy and CBO’s
Financial Viability

There is a statistically significant relationshigtween the Policy and CBO’s
Performance

There is a statistically significant relationshjetween the Strategy and
CBO'’s Effectiveness

There is a statistically significant relationshyetween the Strategy and
CBO's Efficiency

There is a statistically significant relationshyetween the Strategy and
CBO'’s Relevance

There is a statistically significant relationshyetween the Strategy and
CBO'’s Financial Viability

There is a statistically significant relationshyetween the Strategy and
CBO's Performance

There is a statistically significant relationsbigtween the Implementation and
CBO'’s Effectiveness

There is a statistically significant relationsbigtween the Implementation and
CBO's Efficiency

There is a statistically significant relationsbigtween the Implementation and
CBO'’s Relevance

There is a statistically significant relationsbigtween the Implementation and
CBO'’s Financial Viability

There is a statistically significant relationsbigtween the Implementation and
CBO'’s Performance

There is a statistically significant relationshipetween the External
Environment and CBO’s Effectiveness
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Hee2

Hee3

Hee4

Hee5

Hie]_

Hie2

Hies

|'|ie4

Hie5

Hieml

|'|eem2

There is a statistically significant relationshipetween the External
Environment and CBO’s Efficiency

There is a statistically significant relationshipetween the External
Environment and CBO’s Relevance

There is a statistically significant relationshipetween the External
Environment and CBO’s Financial Viability

There is a statistically significant relationshipetween the External
Environment and CBO'’s Performance

There is a statistically significant relationshipetween the Internal
Environment and CBO’s Effectiveness

There is a statistically significant relationshipetween the Internal
Environment and CBO’s Efficiency

There is a statistically significant relationshipetween the Internal
Environment and CBO'’s Relevance

There is a statistically significant relationshipetween the Internal
Environment and CBO’s Financial Viability

There is a statistically significant relationshipetween the Internal
Environment and CBO'’s Performance

The Internal Environment has a significant modegateffect on the
relationship between strategic social marketing@amiormance of CBOs.

The External Environment has a significant modegateffect on the
relationship between strategic social marketing @erfiormance of CBOs.
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Appendix VI Principal Factors for Study Variables

Table A Principal Factors for Policy

Rotated Component Matrix ~ Policy dimension of strategic social marketing
Component
1 2
Q17 ~ .865 151
Q15 .838 241
Q16 policy development process .823 .199
Q14 — 766 134
Q13 747
Q12 _ .686 .189
Q11 L Consumer Research 110 .893
Qo | 237 853
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
a. Rotation converged in 3 iterations.
Table A Principal Factors for Strategy
Rotated Component Matrix 2~ for strategy dimension of strategic social marketin g
Component
1 2 3
Q29 .805 .136 152
Q36 ) 786 277 221
Q32 770 .296
Q34 .758 .257 .178
Q28 > Operational/ 742 .220 292
Q30 Tactical Plans 741 .165 .332
Q35 737 .333 217
Q33 .702 .286 .315
Q31 .686 .136 .344
Q20 227 .885 201
Q19 }strategic direction .181 .883 211
Q18 J 279 844 105
Q23+ 314 .220 .845
Q25 }SWOT analysis .334 .189 .827
Q24J 360 170 817
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
a. Rotation converged in 5 iterations.
Table A Principal Factors for Implementation
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Rotated Component Matrix “~ implementation dimension of strategic social market ing
Component
2
Q38 179
Q37 .262
Q39 | roles and expectations .139 234
Q40 .164 .255
Q42 .287
Q41_J .276 .292
Q43 .293 .268
Q47 N .826 152
Q48 |Services offered .818 127
Q46 797
Q45 ) .780 176
Q49 Relationships .159 877
Q50 J 141 846

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

a. Rotation converged in 5 iterations.




Table A

Principal Factors for Internal Environment

Rotated Component Matrix 2~ for internal environment a dimension of operating e nvironment
Component
1 2 3 5
Q55 .864 173
Q54 836
Q56 .820 131 .150
Q52 > Leadership 776 247 .186
Q51 .696 .167 .222 .240
Q57 .664 .292 .238 .162
Q53 .631 151 122 .209
Q59 ™ .103 .847 .158 .215 .105
Q60 101 .840 .136 .233 211
Q61 >Structure .226 .810 .302 137
Q62 .200 .764 .200 .138
Q58 — .626 .138 .405
Q67 ) 232 .808 269
Q68 .242 125 775 314
A\
Q69 ( staff attitude 341 327 .708 -125 207
Q70 and culture 344 .262 .698 321
Q66— 132 152 641 417 -.225
Q64 7 .215 .150 732 .158
Q63 FHR policies 284 282 662 187
Q65 J 118 .223 404 .605
Q72 | budgeting and 352 175 168 179 811
Q73 — management 258 248 223 192 797
Q75  systems .287 312 272 .368 .381

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

a. Rotation converged in 5 iterations.
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Table A Principal Factors for External Environment

Rotated Component Matrix ?for external environment a dimension of operating e nvironment
Component
1 2 3 4 5 6
Q94 .871 194 .077 157 .243 .109
Q93 stakeholders’ demands .867 .206 .153 .251 .045
Q92 .811 .200|{ .133 111 .285 .057
Qo1 .760 .059| .210 .203 .239 194
Q% ——— .656 .092| .120 .091| -.274 -173
Q99 .200 .793| .088 .186| -.051 .169
Q100 115 .764| .164 .098 .029 .257
Q101 -.039 .754| .326 .053 .165 .059
Q98 N\ CBO’s reputation and image 147 .700| .276 .058 .203 161
Q97 .363 .607| -.060| -.066 .108 -.305
Q96 438 .575| .050| -.107 .160 -.232
Q76 _J .072 .561| .057 .459 .198 .027
Q87 ™ .059 197\ .756| -.164 .200 .159
Q86 .169 .304| .724| -.009 .033 .225
Q88 > consumers’ demands and 144 .096| .658 .234 .206 -.062
Q90 expectations .071 .125| .646 .450 .039| 9.963E-5
Q85 — .099 .054| 572 .250| -.090 .365
Q77 /M .133 174 .106 .814| -.051 113
Q80 socio-economic environment .245 -.026| .105 .649 .376 -.064
Q81 _J .213 .054| .226 .623 451 .158
Q79 N .285 .255| .099 .109 .756 -.024
Q78 %techno-legal environment .287 .291| .157 .346 .560 .067
Q89 J .239 .084| .443 .210 .528 .084
Q82 1_ competition .030 174 .086| -.006 .379 .766
Q84 - .058 .105| .286 114 -.164 .755

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

a. Rotation converged in 7 iterations.
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Table A Principal Factors for Effectiveness

Rotated Component Matrix # -for Effectiveness dimension of CBOs’ performance
Component
1 2
Q103 - .882
Q104 797 .184 172
Q102 Output 767 137 116
Q105 .758 .234 .307
Qo6 _J .623 .268
Q110 - .768
Q109 Outcome .308 .739 -.244
Q111 % .632 .368
Q108 .189 617 .260
Qio7 J .195 .516 .235
Q112 llmpact 122 179 .827
Q113 J 298 174 807
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
a. Rotation converged in 5 iterations.
Table A Principal Factors for Efficiency
Rotated Component Matrix * — for efficiency dimension of CBOs’ performance
Component

1
Q119 ~ .837 115
Q122 797 .270
Q121 ~Management Control Systems 743 .295
Q123 737 .145
Q120 ~ 717 278
Q114 1 832
Q116  [Resource Utilization 291 761
Q115 317 757

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

a. Rotation converged in 3 iterations.
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Table A Principal Factors for Relevance

Rotated Component Matrix - for relevance a dimension of CBOs’ performance

Component
1 2

Q125 .898 155

Q127 .882 .158 A11
Q124 .824 213 .102
Q126 \ Programme reviews .820 .133 .133
Q128 .809 167 .232
Q129 778 291 167
Q130 .733 .342 126
Q131 .594 .528 145
Q136 M .250 .875

Q135 Linkages .837 181
Q138 .324 .651 152
Q137 _J 272 .599 .354
Q133 ) 211 .878
Q132 ffunding sources 123 .128 .838
Q134 J .126 341 .764

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

a. Rotation converged in 5 iterations.
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Table A Principal Factors for Financial Viability

a

Component Matrix “ — for financial viability dimension of CBOs’ Perfo rmance
Component
1
Q146 821
Q139 .817
Q140 .817
Q142 .782
Q141 Financial Sustainability .735
Q145 714
Q147 712
Q143 .708
Q144 537

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

a. 1 components extracted.
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Appendix VIl Item-Total Statistics
Table B, ltem-Total Statistics for Policy

Item-Total Statistics for policy

Cronbach's
Scale Mean if |Scale Variance if| Corrected Item- | Squared Multiple| Alpha if Item
Item Deleted Item Deleted | Total Correlation Correlation Deleted
Q10 23.96 35.110 461 426 871
Q11 23.93 36.377 .369 .383 .878
Q12 24.60 31.415 .608 462 .857
Q13 25.14 31.566 .609 476 .857
Q14 24.48 31.720 .653 541 .852
Q15 24.53 30.374 787 .681 .837
Q16 24.65 30.093 741 734 .841
Q17 24.54 30.336 767 774 .839
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TableB,

Item-Total Statistics for strategy

Iltem-Total Statistics

Corrected Item- [Squared Cronbach's

Scale Mean if [Scale Variance |Total Multiple Alpha if Item
Item Deleted if tem Deleted [Correlation Correlation Deleted
Q18 72.50 156.622 .581 .695 951
Q19 72.63 155.814 .584 .736 951
Q20 72.60 156.724 .603 774 951
Q21 72.93 153.488 .697 .543 .949
Q22 72.92 158.679 AT76 433 .953
Q23 72.70 156.582 721 .781 .949
Q24 72.77 156.016 .709 731 .949
Q25 72.72 157.068 .705 .733 .949
Q26 72.74 155.254 .793 .808 .948
Q27 72.68 153.996 .785 751 .948
Q28 72.80 153.801 772 728 .948
Q29 73.01 153.592 707 .689 .949
Q30 72.93 154.668 .759 729 .948
Q31 72.98 154.833 711 .596 .949
Q32 72.96 154.702 717 .646 .949
Q33 72.61 156.411 761 721 .948
Q34 72.71 154.688 .723 .718 .949
Q35 72.80 154.393 757 .782 .948
Q36 72.79 152.663 775 .768 .948
TableBs ltem-Total Statistics for Implementation

154




Iltem-Total Statistics - for implementation

Cronbach's
Scale Mean if |Scale Variance if| Corrected Item- | Squared Multiple| Alpha if Item
Item Deleted Item Deleted | Total Correlation Correlation Deleted
Q37 51.12 72.281 714 .759 901
Q38 51.09 72.627 .686 .794 .902
Q39 51.12 72.548 .690 .679 .902
Q40 51.20 72.434 .690 .620 901
Q41 51.26 70.356 .639 482 .903
Q42 51.28 71.500 .625 512 .903
Q43 52.14 67.912 579 458 .908
Q44 51.44 69.075 .763 .662 .898
Q45 51.06 71.996 .666 .631 .902
Q46 51.21 72.478 .574 .560 .905
Q47 50.98 72.950 .635 .648 .903
Q48 50.91 74.072 571 .606 .905
Q49 51.21 73.367 465 482 .910}
Q50 51.20 73.261 .507 493 .908
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Table B

Item-Total Statistics for Internal Environment

Item-Total Statistics for internal environment

Cronbach's
Scale Mean if |Scale Variance if | Corrected Item- | Squared Multiple | Alpha if Item
Item Deleted Item Deleted | Total Correlation Correlation Deleted
Q51 92.60 227.044 .621 .738 .937
Q52 92.61 227.660 .595 .738 .937
Q53 92.64 228.132 511 .555 .938
Q54 92.67 227.692 .526 .692 .938
Q55 92.55 228.262 .523 771 .938
Q56 92.45 227.830 .566 .706 .937
Q57 92.64 225.220 .602 .669 .937
Q58 93.29 219.392 .566 .603 .938
Q59 92.94 219.299 .647 .809 .936
Q60 92.87 218.915 674 .814 .936
Q61 92.94 219.897 711 779 .935
Q62 92.90 223.143 .630 .625 .937
Q63 93.31 224.535 514 491 .938
Q64 93.39 225.462 447 .459 .939
Q65 93.94 219.583 547 .549 .938
Q66 93.33 222.863 .483 .518 .939
Q67 92.96 221.184 .612 .758 .937
Q68 92.73 221.161 .649 .755 .936
Q69 92.85 221.983 .670 724 .936
Q70 92.82 218.670 742 .821 .935
Q71 92.75 218.569 .784 .817 .935
Q72 92.85 220.859 .644 .784 .936
Q73 92.98 220.043 .658 779 .936
Q74 92.86 225.134 .576 .509 .937
Q75 93.13 221.125 .662 .570 .936
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Table B

Item-Total Statistics for Financial Viability

Item-Total Statistics for financial viability

Cronbach's
Scale Mean if |Scale Variance if| Corrected Item- | Squared Multiple | Alpha if Item
Item Deleted Item Deleted | Total Correlation Correlation Deleted
Q139 17.60 47.797 747 .644 .875
Q140 17.99 49.068 .739 .656 .876
Q141 17.68 49.132 .652 554 .882
Q142 18.12 50.010 .704 .686 .879
Q143 17.99 50.451 .612 .665 .885
Q144 17.54 52.089 452 .300 .899
Q145 17.25 49.078 .629 448 .885
Q146 18.01 48.475 .764 .639 .874
Q147 17.61 50.004 .623 461 .885
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Table B

Item-Total Statistics for External Environment

Item-Total Statistics

Cronbach's
Scale Mean if |Scale Variance if| Corrected Item- [ Squared Multiple| Alpha if Item
Item Deleted Item Deleted | Total Correlation Correlation Deleted
Q76 83.67 300.369 .518 488 .913
Q77 83.64 301.601 441 486 .914
Q78 84.37 283.297 .655 .584 .910
Q79 84.31 292.325 .586 .615 912
Q80 85.00 295.975 A74 .601 .914
Q81 84.37 288.742 .601 .664 911
Q82 83.33 305.480 .362 .505 .915
Q84 83.27 308.914 .280 .530 .916
Q85 83.59 303.774 .389 518 .915
Q86 83.38 300.336 .543 671 .913
Q87 83.52 301.251 431 .634 .914
Q88 83.39 300.944 499 437 913
Q89 84.17 289.337 591 572 911
Q90 83.63 299.123 494 501 913
Q91 84.18 277.966 .691 .702 .909
Q92 84.42 280.073 717 .803 .909
Q93 84.03 276.240 726 .953 .908
Q94 84.09 276.652 .735 .950 .908
Q95 84.29 300.950 317 .382 917
Q96 85.06 300.472 478 .670 .914
Q97 85.11 304.210 .390 .680 .915
Q98 83.97 293.042 597 .613 911
Q99 83.31 300.253 .553 .662 .913
Q100 83.29 300.937 .539 .646 913
Q101 83.48 300.720 .508 .619 913
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Table B

Item-Total Statistics for Effectiveness

Item-Total Statistics for effectiveness

Cronbach's

Scale Mean if |Scale Variance if| Corrected Item- | Squared Multiple | Alpha if Item

Item Deleted Item Deleted | Total Correlation Correlation Deleted
Q102 40.37 52.469 .525 465 .816
Q103 40.51 52.597 .436 591 .820
Q104 40.53 50.621 .508 599 .810
Q105 40.52 50.338 .665 .626 .807
Q106 40.63 51.123 511 407 .815
Q107 41.61 47.993 .456 .286 .821
Q108 41.05 48.479 .526 .354 .813
Q109 41.40 47.884 469 .356 .820
Q110 41.48 48.733 .453 .358 .820
Q111 42.26 47.550 470 .332 .820
Q112 40.84 51.703 .436 422 .820
Q113 40.83 50.637 .531 535 .813
Table B ltem-Total Statistics for Efficiency

Item-Total Statistics efficiency
Cronbach's

Scale Mean if |Scale Variance if| Corrected Item- | Squared Multiple| Alpha if Item

Item Deleted Item Deleted | Total Correlation Correlation Deleted
Q114 32.06 49.873 .450 .326 .888
Q115 32.34 45.052 .635 497 .877
Q116 32.02 46.864 .633 527 .876
Q117 32.35 46.871 .657 .510 .874
Q118 32.15 47.682 .693 .550 .873
Q119 32.33 46.159 .650 .558 .875
Q120 32.18 48.703 .635 510 .877
Q121 32.69 44.078 .663 .528 .875
Q122 32.28 47.325 .697 .589 .872
Q123 32.06 48.255 572 436 .880
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Table B

Item-Total Statistics for Relevance

Item-Total Statistics for relevance

Cronbach's
Scale Mean if |Scale Variance if| Corrected Item- | Squared Multiple | Alpha if Item
Item Deleted Item Deleted | Total Correlation Correlation Deleted
Q124 49.65 97.599 .705 794 .909
Q125 49.68 97.453 727 .851 .909
Q126 49.72 98.337 .673 .699 .910
Q127 49.69 97.004 722 .785 .909
Q128 49.80 97.344 727 727 .909
Q129 49.79 97.231 742 725 .908
Q130 49.52 99.337 714 .698 .910
Q131 49.38 97.447 719 .680 .909
Q132 50.83 98.106 .456 522 .920
Q133 51.18 97.653 .520 .626 .916
Q134 50.51 96.474 .544 537 .916
Q135 49.55 100.867 521 .629 .915
Q136 49.52 99.029 .603 717 .912
Q137 49.61 99.300 .610 497 .912
Q138 49.84 99.468 .582 .504 .913
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Appendix VIII Inter-ltem Correlation

Table G

Inter-ltem Correlation Matrix for Policy items

Inter-ltem Correlation Matrix for Policy items

Q10 Q11 Q12 Q13 Q14 Q15 Q16 Q17
Q10  |1.000 591 279 219 302 418 340 345
Q11  |591 1.000 270 190 215 269 278 209
Q12 |279 270 1.000 576 388 537 476 541
Q13 |.219 190 576 1.000 549 522 501 485
Q14 |.302 215 388 549 1.000 689 537 585
Q15 |.418 269 537 522 689 1.000 685 735
Q16 |.340 278 476 501 537 685 1.000 841
Q17 |345 209 541 485 585 735 841 1.000
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Table C» Inter-Item Correlation Matrix For S  trategy

Q18 (019 (020 [Q21 Q22 Q23 |Q24 |Q25 |Q26 |Q27 |Q28 |Q29 |Q30 |Q31|Q32 |Q33|Q34 |Q35 |Q36
Q18 |[1.000 |.740 .756 478 137 312 .364 .365 452 443 |.460 |.354 |.399 [.403|.327 |.425|.418 |.447 |.429
Q19 |.740 1.000 |.816 .529 .218 439 .387 371 444 442 |.393 |.344 |.380 |(.310|.282 |(.437|.371 |.430 |.426
Q20 |.756 .816 1.000 |.530 .163 457 .376 .399 427 |.392 |.406 |.350 |.390 [.343|.299 [(.466|.419 |.521 |.462
Q21 |.478 .529 .530 1.000 |.460 521 .507 .460 526 |.551 |.530 [(.487 |.533 [.471|.542 |.552|.490 |.518 |.539
Q22 |.137 .218 .163 460 1.000 [.434 .353 .394 376 |.373 |.445 (472 |.343 |.395|.446 |.339|.393 |.356 |.345
Q23 |.312 439 457 521 434 1.000 |.774 777 744 |.669 |.522 |.449 |.568 |[.494|.469 |(.556|.456 [.498 |.506
Q24 |.364 .387 .376 .507 .353 774 1.000 [.742 774 |.619 |.528 |.446 |.546 |(.530|.558 |.517|.443 |.521 |.534
Q25 |.365 371 .399 460 .394 77 742 1.000 |.763 |.647 |[.544 |.399 |[.498 |.542].494 |.568(.494 |.511 |.489
Q26 |.452 444 427 .526 .376 744 774 .763 1.000 |.787 |.629 |.536 |.656 |(.637|.565 |[.546|.504 |[.582 |.593
Q27 |.443 442 .392 551 373 .669 .619 .647 .787 |1.000 |.674 |.561 |.674 |.635|.603 [(.621|.609 [.529 |.607
Q28 |.460 .393 406 .530 445 522 .528 .544 .629 |.674 |1.000 |.749 |.750 |[.575|.596 |[.598|.601 |[.590 |.616
Q29 |.354 .344 .350 A87 AT72 449 446 .399 536 |.561 |.749 |(1.000 |.713 |.586|.647 |.532|.541 |.595 |.613
Q30 [.399 .380 .390 .533 .343 .568 .546 498 .656 |.674 |.750 |.713 |1.000 (.635|.652 |.621|.558 |.531 |.621
Q31 |.403 .310 .343 471 .395 494 .530 .542 .637 |.635 |.575 |[.586 |.635 3.00 .606 |.548(.558 |.569 |.639
Q32 |.327 .282 .299 542 446 469 .558 494 565 |.603 |.596 |(.647 |.652 |(.606|1.000 (.631|.584 |.605 |.639
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Q33 |[.425 A37 466 .552 .339 .556 517 .568 546 |.621 |.598 |.532 |.621 |.548|.631 |[1.00|.776 |.656 |.691
0

Q34 |.418 371 419 490 .393 456 443 494 .504 |.609 |.601 |.541 |.558 |.558|.584 |.776|1.000 |.717 |.679

Q35 |.447 430 521 .518 .356 498 521 511 582 |[.529 |.590 |.595 |.531 |.569|.605 |.656|.717 |1.000 |.829

Q36 |[.429 426 462 .539 .345 .506 .534 489 593 |.607 |.616 |.613 |.621 |.639(.639 |.691|.679 |.829 |1.000
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Table C3

Inter -Item Correlation Matrix for Implementation

Q37 | Q38 | Q39 | Q40 | Q41 | Q42 | Q43 | Q44 | Q45 | Q46 | Q47 | Q48 | Q49 | Q50
Q37 | 1000 .848| .671| .625| .434| 555 469| 558 .401| .419] 443 395| 284| 346
Q38 848 1.000] .733| .653| 466 .604| 300 537| .354| 373] 389 .336| .263] .301
Q39 671 .733| 1.000| .732| .497| 515 390| 551| .407| .308| .341| 345 355| 406
Q40 625 653 .732| 1.000| 525| 513| .437| 554 .366| .323| .388| .348| .382| .368
Q41 434 466| .497| 525 1.000| 537 .488| 592| 450 .329| .386| 311 335 .351
Q42 555  .604| 515 .513| 537| 1.000] .398| .502| .453| .288| 413 .373| .211| 320
Q43 469 390 .390| .437| 488 398 1.000| .617| .414| .380| .358| 240 .285| .334
Q44 558 537 551 554|592  .502|  .617| 1.000| .641| 555| .461| .450[ .340| .358
Q45 401| .354| .407| 366| 450 453 .414| 641| 1.000| .632| 604 .635| .303| .312
Q46 419 373 308 323 329 288 .380| 555 .632| 1.000| .639| 543 224 231
Q47 443  389| .341| 388| 386 .413| .358| 461| .604| .639| 1.000| .724| 322| 295
Q48 395 .336| .345| 348| 311 .373| 240 450 .635| .543| .724| 1.000[ .278| .283
Q49 284 263 355 .382| .335| 211 .285| 340 .303| .224| .322| 278 1.000| .658
Q50 346| .301| .406| .368| .351| 320 .334| 358 .312| .231| .295| .283| .658| 1.000
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Table G - Inter-item correlation for internal environment

Q51 | Q@52 Q53 Q54 Q55 Q56 Q57 Q58 Q59 Q60 Q61 Q62 Q63 Q64 Q65 Q66 Q67 Q68 Q69 Q70 Q71 Qr2 Q73 Q74 Q75
Correlaion Q51 1.000 .764 441 519 518 597 5271 431 293 272 404 313 371 244 .269 239 .365 434 443 416 535 .396 439 323 .366
Q52 .764]  1.000 558 625 598 .569 491 290 230 217 326 267 318 194 282 222 .308 402 454 520 573 397 333 .285 .399
Q53 441 .558|  1.000 571 485 4T3 415 .087 313 299 240 .343 316 163 194 140 234 334 .390 421 534 401 .358 .21 .344
Q54 519 625 571 1.000 752 634 498 .161 203 218 304 .256 329 083 226 248 148 .281 .39%4 387 477 419 321 258 .363
Q55 518 598 485 .752]  1.000 .764 645 154 160 186 250 223 297 072 A7 188 A27 313 .358 429 446 474 377 333 .350
Q56 597 .569 4T3 634 .764|  1.000 668 223 229 27 .321 291 283 158 193 217 A75 .351 .354 400 512 468 .383 337 373
Q57 527 491 415 498 645 .668|  1.000 193 .360 354 484 .399 213 160 320 .260 287 450 458 431 455 461 434 .348 .353
Q58 431 290 .087 161 154 223 193] 1.000 604 601 595 476 403 .345 417 .329 378 250 .326 .354 .398 332 405 .384 429
Q59 293 230 313 203 160 229 .360 604]  1.000 864 1 620 402 .395 .380 325 449 324 397 .382 452 .362 392 513 .382
Q60 272 217 299 218 186 271 354 601 .864| 1.000 729 646 422 410 .395 319 414 343 371 432 489 447 446 .509 460
Q61 404 .326 240 .304 250 321 484 595 1 .729]  1.000 .716 .391 312 456 .362 474 .388 548 531 533 337 415 417 508
Q62 313 267 343 .256 223 291 .399 476 620 646 .716]  1.000 .363 .355 325 .266 334 .386 479 459 460 331 .388 436 469
Q63 371 318 .316 .329 297 283 213 403 402 422 .391 .363]  1.000 457 418 195 240 239 A79 263 373 .348 .380 .390 .357
Q64 244 194 163 .083 072 158 .160 .345 .395 410 312 .355 457|  1.000 .399 314 .396 .308 126 267 .268 299 .265 327 417
Q65 .269 282 194 226 A7 193 320 417 .380 .395 456 325 418 399 1.000 539 463 .358 357 .399 .342 .326 .390 208 424
Q66 239 222 140 248 188 217 .260 .329 325 319 .362 .266 195 314 .539]  1.000 569 423 408 438 400 155 184 224 378
Q67 .365 .308 234 148 A21 A75 287 378 449 414 474 334 240 .396 463 569  1.000 748 571 618 608 .305 .369 293 .336
Q68 434 402 334 281 313 .351 450 250 324 343 .388 .386 239 .308 .358 423 .748|  1.000 663 .708 658 488 463 319 410
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Q69

Q70

Q71

Q72

Q73

Q74

Q75

443

416

535

.396

439

323

.366

454

520

573

397

333

.285

.399

.390

421

534

401

.358

27

344

.394

.387

AT7

419

321

258

.363

.358

429

446

474

377

333

.350

.354

400

512

468

.383

337

373

458

431

455

461

434

.348

3563

.326

354

.398

332

405

.384

429

397

382

452

.362

392

513

382

371

432

489

447

446

509

460

548

531

533

337

415

417

508

479

459

460

331

.388

436

469

A79

263

373

.348

.380

.390

357

126

267

268

299

265

327

417

.357

.399

.342

.326

.390

.208

424

408

438

400

155

184

224

378

571

618

608

.305

.369

293

.336

663

.708

658

488

463

319

410

1.000

.769

725

405

480

.326

424

.769

1.000

831

523

516

413

542

725

831

1.000

558

565

415

544

405

523

558

1.000

826

530

499

480

516

565

826

1.000

530

535

.326

413

415

530

530

1.000

507

424

542

544

499

535

507

1.000
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Table Cs— Inter-ltem Correlation Matrix for External Environment

Q76 Q77 Q78 Q79 Q80 Q81 Q82 Q84 Q85 Q86 Q87 Q88 Q89
Correlation Q76 1.000 446 448 357 248 392 199 126 129 300 196 259 b
Q77 446 1.000 353 219 444 479 107 224 300 186 101 273 :
Q78 448 353 1.000 603 409 508 288 153 212 312 190 367 K
Q79 357 219 603 1.000 401 438 278 -.007 106 230 306 240 K
Q80 248 444 409 401 1.000 675 135 .050 219 148 104 290
Q81 392 479 508 438 675 1.000 336 167 314 322 266 356 p
Q82 199 107 288 278 135 336 1.000 526 217 282 301 180 :
Q84 126 224 153 -.007 .050 167 526 1.000 452 366 268 199 b
Q85 129 300 212 106 219 314 217 452 1.000 494 375 268
Q86 300 186 312 230 148 322 282 366 494 1.000 681 386 :
Q87 196 101 190 306 104 266 301 268 375 681 1.000 442
Q88 259 273 367 240 290 356 180 199 268 386 442 1.000 p
Q89 271 254 519 538 339 433 270 213 326 298 316 463 1.
Q90 298 368 350 172 328 434 202 250 440 441 327 491 p
Qo1 231 336 438 426 395 446 234 199 302 295 263 335 K
Q92 338 267 451 463 354 440 200 071 150 325 277 299 p
Q93 315 257 531 501 362 431 165 .028 185 327 160 297
Qo4 336 252 512 468 382 421 225 .083 213 298 175 309
Q95 .099 159 181 143 143 078 -.084 .084 -.033 140 077 152
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Q96
Qo7
Q98
Q99
Q100

Q101

279

.307

480

462

401

402

.098

.037

.231

.309

.238

179

.313

.280

.405

.299

.354

.373

.362

.324

.342

.260

.292

.324

.155

.206

131

116

.145

.106

144

.092

.268

.261

.202

.235

.066

.016

.330

219

.310

.235

.006

-.014

.219

.201

.248

.158

113

-.002

.204

.203

.258

.235

.230

130

425

341

406

446

151

.084

.386

.229

.316

.367

.138

.069

.360

.237

.219

.297
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Table Ce:

Inter -item Correlation Matrix

for effectiveness

Q102 Q103 Q104 Q105 Q106 Q107 Q108 Q109 Q110 Q111 Q112 Q113
Correlation Q102 1.000 580 585 596 389 212 253 276 165 216 206 320
Q103 580 1.000 655 595 504 137 170 223 .029 073 161 263
Q104 585 655 1.000 647 388 295 318 343 213 170 269 403
Q105 596 595 647 1.000 509 259 335 317 286 292 311 534
Q106 389 504 388 509 1.000 374 257 287 209 181 211 279
Q107 212 137 295 259 374 1.000 295 300 256 334 282 277
Q108 253 170 318 335 257 295 1.000 406 395 309 398 287
Q109 276 223 343 317 287 300 406 1.000 408 319 103 078
Q110 165 .029 213 286 209 256 395 408 1.000 435 152 294
Q111 216 073 170 292 181 334 309 319 435 1.000 306 378
Q112 206 161 269 311 211 282 398 103 152 306 1.000 580
Q113 320 263 403 534 279 277 287 078 294 378 580 1.000
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Table C7 — Inter -item Correlation Matrix for efficiency

Q114 Q115 Q116 Q117 Q118 Q119 Q120 Q121 Q122 Q123
Correlation Q114 1.000 481 472 317 344 220 350 285 316 166
Q115 481 1.000 572 496 545 371 361 483 382 371
Q116 472 572 1.000 588 552 324 357 378 433 394
Q117 317 496 588 1.000 620 457 397 471 466 386
Q118 344 545 552 620 1.000 531 498 435 471 416
Q119 220 371 324 457 531 1.000 543 568 581 600
Q120 350 361 357 397 498 543 1.000 544 647 397
Q121 285 483 378 471 435 568 544 1.000 636 450
Q122 316 382 433 466 471 581 647 636 1.000 511
Q123 166 371 394 386 416 600 397 450 511 1.000
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Table Cs — Inter -item Correlation Matrix for Relevance

Q124 Q125 Q126 Q127 Q128 Q129 Q130 Q131 Q132 Q133 Q134 Q135 Q13e
Correlation Q124 1.000 877 677 727 645 642 593 550 253 239 284 292

Q125 877 1.000 741 804 712 689 655 575 210 292 253 247

Q126 677 741 1.000 802 624 609 586 509 220 342 234 235

Q127 727 804 802 1.000 734 680 660 588 208 309 267 288

Q128 645 712 624 734 1.000 787 661 560 253 385 358 259

Q129 642 689 609 680 787 1.000 693 632 281 322 313 323

Q130 593 655 586 660 661 693 1.000 751 264 260 306 366

Q131 550 575 509 588 560 632 751 1.000 330 272 334 473

Q132 253 210 220 208 253 281 264 330 1.000 662 556 287

Q133 239 292 342 309 385 322 260 272 662 1.000 643 265

Q134 284 253 234 267 358 313 306 334 556 643 1.000 428

Q135 292 247 235 288 259 323 366 473 287 265 428 1.000

Q136 425 301 380 376 360 437 411 581 206 198 372 758 1.

Q137 404 405 322 337 407 394 453 488 354 389 452 432

Q138 390 378 410 403 408 511 399 439 224 284 339 436
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Table C9 — Inter -Iltem Correlation Matrix for financial viability

Q139 Q140 Q141 Q142 Q143 Q144 Q145 Q146 Q147
Correlation Q139 1.000 740 660 543 457 378 547 553 504
Q140 740 1.000 640 586 484 290 477 575 556
Q141 660 640 1.000 465 293 362 521 485 449
Q142 543 586 465 1.000 781 338 447 568 450
Q143 457 484 293 781 1.000 313 426 581 375
Q144 378 290 362 338 313 1.000 287 507 301
Q145 547 477 521 447 426 287 1.000 576 474
Q146 553 575 485 568 581 507 576 1.000 622
Q147 504 556 449 450 375 301 AT74 622 1.000
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Appendix IX Test For Normality

One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test

External Internal
env Effectiveness Efficiency Relevance |Financial |Policy Strategy Implementation env.
N 163 163 163 163 163 163 163 163 163
Normal Mean 87.45 44.73 35.83 53.45 19.98 27.98 76.82 55.17 96.79
Parameters®®
Std. 17.870 7.655 7.577 10.585 7.868 6.418 13.135 9.101 15.534
Deviation
Most Extreme|Absolute .079 .064 .064 .091 .126 .102 .088 .075 .079
Differences
Positive .046 .050 .034 .038 126 .057 .083 .071 .041
Negative -.079 -.064 -.064 -.091 -.082 -.102 -.088 -.075 -.079
Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z 1.002 .819 .815 1.166 1.607 1.306 1.123 .959 1.003
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .267 514 .520 132 .011 .066 .160 317 .267

a. Test distribution is Normal.
b. Calculated from data.
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Appendix X Test for Linearity

Table Di: Test for linearity: Policy, Strategy and Implemétion against Financial Viability
ANOVA Table — POLICY,
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Financial viability and | Between Groups (Combined) 3001.282 28 107.189 2.044 .004
policy Linearity 1465.975 1 1465.975 | 27.949 .000
Deviation from 1535.307 27 56.863 1.084 .368
Linearity
Within Groups 7028.620 134 52.452
Total 10029.902 162
ANOVA Table — STRATEGY,
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Financial viability and | Between Groups (Combined) 3578.080 43 83.211 1.535 .037
Strategy Linearity 1370.130 1 1370.130 | 25.271 .000
Deviation from 2207.950 42 52.570 .970 .532
Linearity
Within Groups 6451.821 119 54.217
Total 10029.902 162
ANOVA Table — IMPLEMENTATION,
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Financial viability and | Between Groups (Combined) 3568.595 36 99.128 1.933 .004
Implementation Linearity 2176.781 1 2176.781 | 42.449 .000
Deviation from 1391.814 35 39.766 775 .806
Linearity
Within Groups 6461.307 126 51.280
Total 10029.902 162

174




Table D

Test for linearity: Policy, Strategy and Implem#tion against Effectiveness

ANOVA Table — POLICY,
Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Effectiveness and policy Between Groups (Combined) 3657.500 28 130.625 2999 000
Linearity 2561.854 1 2561.854 | 58.816 .000
Deviation from 1095.645
Linearity 27 40.579 .932 .567
Within Groups 5836.623 134 43.557
Total 9494.123 162
ANOVA Table — STRATEGY,
Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Effectiveness and | Between Groups (Combined) 4503.887 43 104.742 2.498 .000
implementation Linearity 2039.550 1 2039.550 | 48.636 .000
Deviation from 2464.337 42 58.675 1.399 .082
Linearity
Within Groups 4990.236 119 41.935
Total 9494.123 162
ANOVA Table — IMPLEMENTATION,
Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Effectiveness and | Between Groups (Combined) 5219.244 63 82.845 1.919 .002
external environment Linearity 2779.941 1 2779.941 | 64.379 .000
Deviation from 2439.303 62 39.344 911 .650
Linearity
Within Groups 4274.879 99 43.181
Total 9494.123 162
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Table Dy Test for linearity: Internal and Operating Envirament, Strategic Social marketing and Effectiveses

ANOVA Table — internal environment

Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Effectiveness and | Between Groups Combined 5434.835
Internal environment i ( : 54 100.645 2678 -000
Linearity 2219.117 1 2219.117 | 59.041 |  .000
Deviation from 3215.718
Linearity 53 60.674 1.614 .018
Within Groups 4059.288 108 37,586
Total 9494.123 162
ANOVA Table — strategic social marketing
Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Effectiveness and | Between Groups (Combined) 6016.999 70 85.957 2.274 .000
strategic social marketing Linearity 2899.606 1 2899.606 | 76.720 .000
Deviation from 3117.393 69 45.180 1.195 211
Linearity
Within Groups 3477.124 92 37.795
Total 9494.123 162
ANOVA Table — operating environment
Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Effectiveness and | Between Groups (Combined) 6787.289 90 75.414 2.006 .002
Operating environment Linearity 2999.527 1 2999.527 | 79.785 .000
Deviation from 3787.762 89 42.559 1.132 .294
Linearity
Within Groups 2706.833 72 37.595
Total 9494.123 162
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Table Dy Test for linearity: Policy, Strategy, Implemenian and Efficiency

ANOVA Table — Policy

Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Efficiency and Policy Between Groups (Combined) 4167.979 28 148.856 3886 000
Linearity 2857.912 1 2857.912 | 74.604 .000
Deviation from 131.067
Linearity 27 48.521 1.267 191
Within Groups 5133.211 134 38.308
Total 9301.190 162

ANOVA Table — STRATEGY,

Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Efficiency and strategy Between Groups (Combined) 5245.025 43 121.977 3.579 .000
Linearity 3329.023 1 3329.023 | 97.667 .000
Deviation from 1916.001 42 45.619 1.338 113
Linearity
Within Groups 4056.165 119 34.085
Total 9301.190 162
ANOVA Table — IMPLEMENTATION,
Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Efficiency and | Between Groups (Combined) 5510.373 36 153.066 5.088 .002
implementation Linearity 4142.508 1 4142.508 | 137.690 .000
Deviation from 1367.865 35 39.082 1.299 .149
Linearity
Within Groups 3790.817 126 30.086
Total 9301.190 162
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Table D;:

Test for linearity: External, Internal Environmem and Strategic Social Marketing and Efficiency

ANOVA Table — External Environment

Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Efficiency and External | Between Groups (Combined) 6592.216
Environment 63 104.638 3.824 .000
Linearity 4494.315 1 4494315 | 164.246 | 000
Deviation from 2097.902
Linearity 62 33.837 1.237 71
Within Groups 2708.974 99 27 363
Total 9301.190 162
|
ANOVA Table — Internal Environment
Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Efficiency and internal | Between Groups (Combined)
environment = - 6541.718 54 121.143 4.741 .000
inearity 5232.720 1 5232.720 | 204.798 .000
Deviation from
Linearity 1308.998 53 24.698 .967 .546
Within Groups 2759.473 108 25.551
Total 9301.190 162
ANOVA Table Strategic Social Marketing
Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Efficiency and Strategic | Between Groups (Combined)
Social Marketing — 6911.407 70 98.734 3.801 .000
y 4462.131 1 4462.131 | 171.780 .000
Deviation from
Linearity 2449.276 69 35.497 1.367 .081
Within Groups 2389.783 92 25.976
Total 9301.190 162
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Table Dy

Test for linearity: Policy, Strategy, Implemenian and Relevance

ANOVA Table — Policy

Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Relevance and Policy Between Groups (Combined) 7630.842 8 272 530 3472 000
Linearity 4695.195 1 4695.195 | 59.809 .000
Deviation from
Linearity 2935.648 27 108.728 1.385 117
Within Groups 10519.464 134 78.503
Total 18150.307 162
ANOVA Table — Strategy
Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Relevance and Strategy Between Groups (Combined) 9991 352 43 232 357 3389 000
Linearity 6497.434 1 6497.434 | 94.766 .000
Deviation from
Linearity 3493.918 42 83.189 1.213 .209
Within Groups 8158.955 119 68.563
Total 18150.307 162
ANOVA Table Implementation
Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Relevance and | Between Groups (Combined)
Implementation — 10912.561 36 303.127 5.277 .000
Y 9029.172 1 9029.172 | 157.186 .000
Deviation from
Linearity 1883.389 35 53.811 .937 .575
Within Groups 7237.746 126 57.442
Total 18150.307 162
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Table D:

Test for linearity: External, Internal environmety Strategic Social Marketing and Relevance

ANOVA Table —external environment

Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Relevance and external | Between Groups (Combined)
environment 12468.912 63 197.919 3.449 .000
Linearity 9064.938 1 9064.938 | 157.959 .000
Deviation from
Linearity 3403.973 62 54.903 .957 .569
Within Groups 5681.395 99 57.388
Total 18150.307 162
|
ANOVA Table — internal environment
Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Relevance and Internal | Between Groups (Combined)
environment - . 13042.787 54 241.533 5.107 .000
inearity 9903.937 1 9903.937 | 209.422 .000
Deviation from
Linearity 3138.849 53 59.224 1.252 .163
Within Groups 5107.520 108 47.292
Total 18150.307 162
ANOVA Table strategic social marketing
Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Relevance and Strategic | Between Groups (Combined)
social marketing — 13981.076 70 199.730 4.407 .000
y 8760.006 1 8760.006 | 193.302 .000
Deviation from
Linearity 5221.070 69 75.668 1.670 .011
Within Groups 4169.231 92 45.318
Total 18150.307 162
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Table Ds:

Test for linearity: External, Internal environmet) Strategic Social Marketing and Financial viabtly

ANOVA Table —external environment

Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Financial viability and | Between Groups (Combined)
external environment 5912.721 63 93.853 2.257 .000
Linearity 3355.392 1 3355.392 | 80.682 .000
Deviation from
Linearity 2557.329 62 41.247 .992 .507
Within Groups 4117.181 99 41588
Total 10029.902 162
|
ANOVA Table — internal environment
Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Financial viability and | Between Groups (Combined)
Internal environment = - 5639.113 54 104.428 2.569 .000
inearty 2920.699 1 2920.699 | 71.840 .000
Deviation from
Linearity 2718.414 53 51.291 1.262 .155
Within Groups 4390.789 108 40.655
Total 10029.902 162
ANOVA Table strategic social marketing
Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Financial viability and | Between Groups (Combined)
Strategic social — 6147.688 70 87.824 2.081 .001
marketing Y 2097.878 1 2097.878 | 49.715 .000
Deviation from
Linearity 4049.809 69 58.693 1.391 .070
Within Groups 3882.214 92 42.198
Total 10029.902 162
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Table Dy:

Test for linearity: Operating Environment and Eiéiency, Relevance and Financial Viability

ANOVA Table —Operating environment

Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Efficiency and operating | Between Groups (Combined)
environment 7692.324 90 85.470 3.825 .000
Linearity 5769.902 1 5769.902 | 258.215 .000
Deviation from
Linearity 1922.422 89 21.600 .967 .563
Within Groups 1608.867 72 22.345
Total 9301.190 162
|
ANOVA Table — Operating environment
Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Relevance and operating | Between Groups (Combined)
environment = - 15050.090 90 167.223 3.884 .000
inearity 11287.840 1 11287.840 | 262.151 .000
Deviation from
Linearity 3762.250 89 42.272 .982 .536
Within Groups 3100.217 72 43.059
Total 18150.307 162
ANOVA Table Operating environment
Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Financial viability and | Between Groups (Combined)
Operating Environment — 7174.569 90 79.717 2.010 .001
Y 3761.815 1 3761.815 | 94.858 .000
Deviation from
Linearity 3412.754 89 38.346 .967 .563
Within Groups 2855.333 72 30.657
Total 10029.902 162
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Appendix Xl Test for Homogeneity of Variances

Test of Homogeneity of Variances — with policy

Levene Statistic dfl df2 Sig.
Efficiency 1.941 24 134 .010
Performance 1.403 24 134 A17
Effectiveness 2.142 24 134 .003
Relevance 1.915 24 134 .011
Financial Viability 1.547 24 134 .063

Test of Homogeneity of Variances — with Strategy

Levene Statistic dfl df2 Sig.
Efficiency 2.284 35 119 .001
Performance 1.461 35 119 .069
Effectiveness 1.562 35 119 .040
Relevance 1.304 35 119 .148
Financial Viability 1.369 35 119 .109

Test of Homogeneity of Variances — with Implementat  ion

Levene Statistic dfl df2 Sig.
Efficiency 1.800 29 126 .014
Performance 1.764 29 126 .017
Effectiveness 1.318 29 126 151
Relevance 2.364 29 126 .001
Financial Viability .954 29 126 .539
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Appendix XII

Stepwise Regression Analyses

Table G: Stepwise regression: Policy, Strategy and P olicy Predicting
Effectiveness
Model 1 Model2 Model 3

R 519 575 .578
R2 270 331 334
R2 change 270 .061 .003
F 59.498 39.532 26.45
F- change 59.498 14.446 712
Sig (p) .000 .000 .400
Constant 1.532

B .258 .248 .078
S.e. .067 .094 .092
B (beta) .325 .253 .084
T 3.88( 2.62 .844
Sig (p. .00C .000( .40(

Predictors: Policy

Predictors: Policy; Implementation

Predictors Policy; Implementation Strategy

DependentVariable: Effectiveness
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Table G,:

Stepwise regression: Policy, Strategy and P

olicy Predicting

Efficiency
Model 1 Model2 Model 3

R .661 .701
R2 .445 491
R2 chang: 44r .04EL,
F 129.28¢ 77.10¢
F- chang: 129.28¢ 14.27(
Sig (p. .00c .00cC
Constar 1.33¢

B .607 .244
s.e. .080 .065
B (beta) .520 .259
T 7.594 3.778
Sig (p) .000 .0000

Predictors: Policy

Predictors: Policy; Implementation

DependentVariable: Efficinecy

185




Table Gj:

Stepwise regression: Policy, Strategy and P

olicy Predicting

Relevance
Model 1 Model2 Model 3

R .701 717
R2 497 515
R2 chang: 497 .017
F 159.37° 84.85¢
F- chang: 159.33° 5.69¢
Sig (p. .00c .01¢
Constar 1.44:

B .667 .140
s.e. .073 .059
B (beta) .615 .160
T 9.188 2.386
Sig (p) .000 . 018

Predictors: Policy

Predictors: Policy; Implementation

DependentVariable: Relevance
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Table G 4:

Stepwise regression: Policy, Strategy and P

Financial Viability

olicy Predicting

Model 1 Model2 Model 3

R .466 487
R2 217 .238
R2 chang: 217 .02(
F 44,62 24.92(
F- chang: 44.62" 4.29¢
Sig (p. .00C .040
Constar -.38¢

B 494 .189
s.e. 113 .091
B (beta) .367 174
T 4,378 2.073
Sig (p) .000 .040

Predictors: Implementation

Predictors: Implementation; Policy

DependentVariable: Financial Viability
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Table G s:

Stepwise regression: Policy, Strategy and P

olicy Predicting

Performance
Model 1 Model2 Model 3

R .698 .733
R2 .488 537
R2 chang: .48¢ .04¢
F 153.30! 92.66.
F- chang: 153.30¢ 16.88¢
Sig (p. .00C .00C
Constar .55¢

B 523 .208
s.e. .063 .051
B (beta) .546 .026
T 8.351 4,110
Sig (p) .000 .000.698

Predictors: Implementation

Predictors: Implementation; Policy

DependentVariable: Performance
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Table G 4:

Stepwise regression: Internal and External

Environment Predicting

Effectiveness
Model 1 Model2 Model 3

R 541 .565

R2 .293 319

R2 chang: .29¢ .05¢

F 66.66( 37.447

F- chang: 66.66( 29.21:

Sig (p. .00(C .014
Constar 1.62¢ 224

B .352 .091

s.e. .079 .218

B (beta) .394 2.473

T 4471 .014

Sig (p) .000 .000.
Predictors: External Environment

Predictors: External Environment; Internal Enviram
DependentVariable: Effectiveness
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Table G 7:

Stepwise regression: Internal and External

Environment Predicting

Efficiency
Model 1 Model2 Model 3

R .750 .793
R2 .563 .629
R2 chang: .56¢ .06¢€
F 207.07: 135.55:
F- chang: 207.07. 71.52(
Sig (p. .00C .00C
Constar -.14:<
B .629 .369
s.e. .079 .069
B (beta) .516 .348
T 7.924 5.345
Sig (p) .000 .000.
Predictors: Internal Environment
Predictors: Internal Environment; External Enviramh
DependentVariable: Efficiency
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Table G g:

Stepwise regression: Internal and External

Environment Predicting

Relevance
Model 1 Model2 Model 3

R .739 791
R2 .546 .626
R2 chang: .54¢ .08C
F 193.36: 133.90:
F- chang: 193.36: 59.46(
Sig (p. .00C .00C
Constar .12¢€
B 546 .378
s.e. .074 .065
B (beta) 481 .383
T 7.358 5.862
Sig (p) .000 .000.
Predictors: Internal Environment
Predictors: Internal Environment; External Enviramh
DependentVariable: Relevance
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Table G o:

Stepwise regression: Internal and External

Financial Viability

Environment Predicting

Model 1 Model2 Model 3

R 578 A3
R2 .335 .376
R2 chang: .33¢ .041
F 80.93" 48.18¢
F- chang: 80.93: 32.75:
Sig (p. .00C .0C1
Constar -.961

B 481 .387
s.e. .103 119
B (beta) .393 275
T 4,660 3.256
Sig (p) .000 .001

Predictors: External Environment

Predictors: External Environment; Internal Enviramh

DependentVariable: Financial Viability
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Table G 1¢:

Stepwise regression: Internal and External

Environment Predicting

Performance
Model 1 Model2 Model 3

R .749 .819
R2 561 .670
R2 chang: .561 .10¢
F 205.72: 162.73.
F- chang: 205.72: 42.99(
Sig (p. .00C .00C
Constar 247
B 449 .389
s.e. .061 .053
B (beta) 448 447
T 7.304 7.289
Sig (p) .000 .000.
Predictors: Internal Environment
Predictors: Internal Environment; External Enviramh
DependentVariable: Performance
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Appendix XllI Pearson’s Moment Correlations

Policy Strategy Implem SSM Effect. Efficiency | Relevanc | Financial @ Perf
Policy Pearson
] 1 .620(**) 575(*%) 782(**) .510(**) .563(**) .520(**) .390(**) .585(**)
Correlation
Sig. (~tailed; : .00C .00C .00C .00C .00C .00C .00C .00C
N 163 163 163 163 163 163 163 163 163
Strategy Pearson
) .620(**) 1 T22(*%) .936(**) A63(**) .598(**) .598(**) .370(**) .605(**)
Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) | .000 : .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 168 168 163 163 162 162 162 162 163
Implementation Pearson
) 575(*%) T22(*%) 1 .880(**) 498(**) .667(**) .705(**) A66(**) .698(**)
Correlation
Sig. (~tailed; .00C .00C . .00C .00C .00C .00C .00C .00C
N 163 163 163 163 163 163 163 163 163
Strategic Socia Pearson
Marketing(com Correlation 782(**) .936(**) .880(**) 1 549(*) .693(**) .696(**) 458(*%) 713(%%)
posite Index
Sig. (~tailed; .00C .00C .00C : .00C .00C .00C .00C .00C
N 163 163 163 163 163 163 163 163 163

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveH@iled).
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Internal | External Operating
Effectiveness | Efficiency | Relevance | Financial | PERF env env. env
Internal Pearson
] ] A483(**) .750(**) .739(*%) B540(**) | .749(**) 1 .673(**) .902(**)
Environment Correlation
Sig. («-tailed) | .00C .00C .00C .00C .00C .00C .00C
N 163 163 163 163 163 163 163 163
External Pearson
) ) 541(**) .695(**) 707(*%) B78(**) | .749(*) B673(**) |1 .927(**)
environment Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)| .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 163 162 162 163 162 163 162 162
Operating Pearson
) ) .562(**) .788(**) .789(**) .612(**) | .818(**) 902(**) | .927(*%) 1
environment Correlation
Sig. (=-tailed) | .00C .00C .00C .00C .00C .00C .00C
N 163 163 163 163 163 163 163 163

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveH@&iled).
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Appendix XIV Research Settings

Comprogay | 0 2 4 b
' Lo g

2
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Appendix XV Cronbach’s Alpha (&) test

Pilot Test Final study
Construct/dimensions Number  of| Cronbach Number of| Cronbach

scale items | alpha () scale items | alpha )
Policy 6 0.7345 8 0.8689
Strategy 16 0.8254 19 0.9516
Implementation 14 0.9099 14 0.9099
Strategic social Marketing 41 0.9121 41 0.9615
Internal Environment 20 0.874 25 0.9393
External environment 15 0.816 25 0.9159
Operating environment 50 0.8459 50 0.9524
Effectiveness 6 0.792 12 0.8290
Efficiency 5 0.830 10 0.8877
Relevance 10 0.907 15 0.9170
Financial viability 5 0.865 9 0.8940
CBO performance 46 0.8967 46 0.9543
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