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ABSTRACT

The environment in which organizations operaténadurrent business world is dynamic
and affects both the private and the public septayers. The constant changes in the
business and operation environment require orgaoimato continuously adapt so as to
address the challenges as they arise. This managjeesearch study focused on the
challenges of strategy implementation in the Patalst within the Agricultural sector in
Kenya and determined the measures taken by thesast®als to address such
challenges. To achieve the study objectives a csessonal study design was adopted
where primary data was collected through a questivze administered to the senior
managers in the Parastatals within the Agricultsedtor in Kenya and secondary data
from availed organizational documents and librasyrses. The respondents indicated
that the major challenges of strategy implementaéincountered by Parastatals were in
compatible organizational structure, resources tcaims, and commitment of top
management, external factors, technological adwvaenes, management style, and
location of the Parastatals to the markets, teakvamd non adaptive organizational
culture. The measures taken to address these mpadienclude; organizational learning,
two-way communication, internal business procesgssurce provision, customer focus,
financial controls, setting up policies, creatidrhorizontal structure, focused leadership
and culture- strategy alignment. The findings & $tudy are consistent with other earlier
studies on the related topics and serve to shotvstrategy implementation is indeed a
challenging and dynamic activity. The study recomdsealignment of the organization
structure to strategic plan to ensure the achieméwidinancial stability, human resource
satisfaction, customer focus and overall enhancettability. In this regard therefore,
there is need for other research studies to be donghasizing on the Parastatals within
other sectors so as to ensure comparative anagsiggeneralization of the findings of
the Kenyan and external Parastatals and establsnehmark for performance targets
and strategic goals’ realization through implemgote.



CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background of the Study

The ability to implement a formulated strategy s important source of competitive
advantage. Peters and Waterman (1982) while worlkahgMckinsey developed
McKinsey's 7S- framework, which laid the foundatidor a wide range of similar
concepts. It identified seven factors that aremsseor strategy implementation namely:
strategy, skills, shared values, structure, systsia$ and style. The framework is based
on the assumption that a change in strategy wijlire a change in the organization’s
skills and shared values and this in turn will dei@e the requirements for the remaining
factors. Higgins (2005) then worked on McKinseyS model, to formulate the Higgins’
8S Model which postulated that executives mustnatite cross functional factors of
structure, systems and processes, leadership stgf€,resources and shared values with
each new strategy that arises in order for thattesgly to succeed and for strategic
performance to occur. (Snow and Hambrick, 198QsRimd Hopkins, 1982) attempted to
offer guidelines for selecting among available ralé¢ives the conceptual and theoretical

diversity reflected in the variety of approache#h® operationalization of strategy.

According to Whittington, (2001), systemic strateggws the organization as an open
system, taking inputs from society as well as inipgcit. This theory is founded on
altering environmental factors and circumstancdsicivimpact on how managers can
devise strategic paths for their organizations.mdlex (1962) showed that a long-term
coordinated strategy was necessary to give a coynptuocture, direction and focus.
Selznick (1957) formalized the idea of matching tinganization's internal factors with
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external environmental circumstances. This cora \tas developed into what we now
call Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and ®ré€8WOT) analysis Andrews

(1971). Strengths and weaknesses of the firm aesasd in light of the opportunities
and threats in the business environment. Ansof6%)%eveloped a grid that compared
strategies for market penetration, product develpm market development and
horizontal and vertical integration and diversifioa. Porter (1985) argued that strategy

target either cost leadership, differentiationfomus.

The Parastatals under the Agriculture sector amedatad to promote various agricultural
activities in the country on behalf of the govermmencluding: to promote sound
agricultural research, technology generation ars$anination to ensure food security
through improved productivity and environmental ssrvation,to promote, coordinate,
monitor, regulate and direct the Agriculture sedtoiKenya, promotion of agricultural
development, the development and disseminatioedfriology and information needed
for increased productivity and sustainability oé thector in Kenya. The absence of the
monitoring and effective execution these Agricudtusector activities lead to ineffective
strategy implementation, (Republic of Kenya, Exa@Order No. 2/2013)To enhance
the essential factors for strategy implementatioatesgy, skills, shared values, structure,
systems, staff and style; the Parastatals workherassumption of a change in strategy
that require a change in the organization’s skélsd shared values, (Peters and

Waterman, 1982).



1.1.1 Strategy Implementation

Strategy implementation involves organization a flim's resources and motivation of
the staff to achieve objectives. The environmentaiditions facing many firms have

changed rapidly. The current global competitiveiemment is complex, dynamic, and

largely unpredictable (Porter, 1985). Strategic aggment is about managing the future,
and effective strategy formulation is crucial, tglirects the attention and actions of an

organization, (Olson et al. 2005).

In the past ten years organizations have sougtretate greater organizational flexibility
in responding to environmental turbulence by mowamgay from hierarchical structures
to more modular forms (Balogun and Johnson, 208&sponsibility, resources and
power in firms has been the subject of decentradimaand delayering. Historically,

numerous researchers in strategic management lesbt@neat significance to the
strategic formulation process and considered sgjyatenplementation as a mere by-
product of planning (Wind and Robertson, 2003. Galigations have been advanced in
the form of encouraging early involvement in theatglgy process by firm members
(Hambrick and Cannella, 2009) through adaptatich @atjustment, leadership style and

structure (Bourgeois and Brodwin, 2004).

1.1.2 Challenges of Strategy Implementation

The major problem with strategy implementationhie tle facto success rate of intended
strategies. In research studies it is as low apd@ent (Judson, 1991). Despite this
abysmal record, strategy implementation does nems® be a popular topic at all. In
fact, some managers mistake implementation asategic afterthought and a pure top-

down-approach.



Management spends most of its attention on streftagyulation. Research emphasizing
strategy implementation is classified (Bourgeoisl &todwin, 2004) as part of a first
wave of studies proposing structural views as irgwdr facilitators for strategy

implementation success.

Inadequate funding and untimely disbursement afuess is a hindrance to the effective
implementation of strategies in the Agriculturalctee. More so, staff resistance to
change and lack of skills affect the implementabbstrategies by the organizations. The
management’s commitment to the implementation ohtsgies in the organizations
minimizes the strategy implementation challengesquently experienced by the
organizations. The practicing of proper change mament in the organizations
minimizes staff resistance to change. Inadequatdame skills hinder effective strategy

implementation, (Muli, 2008).

Parastatals have been very instrumental in sedéteery in the country. They have
contributed immensely to the economic growth byeetifely participating in service
delivery. Despite the success of this strategykmmwn study has been done to explore
how the process of strategy implementation has baeted out in the Parastatals in such
areas as employee motivation, stakeholder involmenmmmitment of the top level

managers; free flow, transparent communicationteachwork, (Judson, 1991).

1.1.3 Agricultural Sector in Kenya
Agriculture remains the backbone of the Kenyan eoon Over 80% of the Kenyan
population live in the rural areas and derive thigelihoods, directly or indirectly from

agriculture, (Republic of Kenya, 2005). The impore of the sector in the economy is



reflected in the relationship between its perforogaand that of the key indicators like
GDP and employment. Agricultural policy in Kenyavobres around the main goals of
increasing productivity and income growth, espégitdr smallholders; enhanced food
security and equity, emphasis on irrigation toddtrce stability in agricultural output,
commercialization and intensification of producti@specially among small scale
farmers; appropriate and participatory policy folation and environmental

sustainability(Ministry of Livestock and Fisheries Developmen0gp

The key issues of concern to mediocre strategyamphtation in the agriculture sector,
therefore, include: increasing agricultural produtt and incomes through staff
effective pay for outputs, especially for smalldex farmers. Emphasis on irrigation to
reduce over-reliance on rain-fed agriculture in tiage of limited high potential

agricultural land; encouraging diversification intalue addition to reduce vulnerability,
enhancing the food security and a reduction imtnaber of those suffering from hunger
and hence the achievement of Millennium DevelopnBoals (MDGs) and through

encouraging private-sector-led development of thetos and ensuring environmental

sustainability(UNDP 2002).

1.1.4 Parastatals in the Agricultural Sector in Keya

The forty Parastatals within the Agriculture secyppendix Il, are mandated to promote
various agricultural activities in the county, oahlalf of the government, including; to
regulate the importation and exportation, manufactuistribution and use of pest
control product, promote sound agricultural researtechnology generation and
dissemination to ensure food security through imedoproductivity and environmental

conservation, (Republic of Kenya, Executive Order B/2013).
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Moreover, they promote, coordinate, monitor, praoro of agricultural development,
the development and dissemination of technologyiafadmation needed for increased
productivity, profitability and sustainability ofhé sugar industry in Kenya, serving
international clientele of distributors, manufaettsr and ultimate consumers of end-use
products, to carry out focused research, promot facilitate production of high
yielding, better quality certified seed to farmersd stakeholders, to enhance food self-
sufficiency which is an indicator of the quality pgople’s lives and a condition for

sustainable economic prosperity, (Republic of Ketiyeecutive Order No. 2/2013).

1.2 Research Problem

Corboy and O'Corrbui (1999), identify the challengé strategy implementation which
involve: a lack of understanding of how the strgtsgould be implemented; customers
and staff not fully appreciating the strategy; @aclindividual responsibilities in change
process; difficulties and obstacles unacknowledgedpgnized or acted upon; and
ignoring the day-to-day business imperatives. Qvetlaough, it is increasingly
acknowledged that the traditionally recognized peois of inappropriate organisational
structure and lack of top management backing atetlr® main inhibiting factors to

effective strategy implementation (Aaltonen andvidio, 2002).

In most Parastatals within the Agricultural secitorKenya power struggles between
departments and within hierarchies are common; shmld create a plan with clear
assignments of responsibilities regarding detait@plementation activities. Since CEOs
are on contract employment, implementing a strategyires their commitment to the
strategic direction itself. This is undoubtedly r@nequisite for strategy implementation.

The need for top managers to demonstrate theiingiless to give energy and loyalty to
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the implementation process is therefore, vital.sTdemonstrable commitment becomes,
at the same time, a positive signal for all theeti#d organizational members, (Bourgeois
and Brodwin, 1984). Moreover, teamwork plays anongmnt role within the process of
strategy implementation within the Agricultural sc When it comes to implementation

activities, it is often ignored.

Despite the neglect by academicians and consultaate challenges are experienced in
practice in the course of strategy implementatiortheir research, (Bartlett and Ghoshal
1987) found that in all the companies they studiedissue was not a poor understanding
of environmental forces or inappropriate strategtent. Strikingly, organizations fail to
implement about 70 per cent of their new strate(jiler, 2002). A study by (Mankins
and Steele, 2005) reveals that 40 per cent of #heevanticipated in strategic plan is
never realized in the Agricultural sector due toather changes. Bridging the gap
between strategy formulation and implementation $iase long been experienced as
challenging. Several studies have been done ostthtegies that the Agricultural sector

has employed over time (Aaltonen and lkavalko, 2002

Empirical local studies include; Muli, (2008), dedstudy to establish the challenges of
strategy implementation in Public Corporations wéhcase study of Telkon Kenya
limited. Since he focused mainly on strategies et be adopted in a competitive
environment; the study failed to cover the processeolved in strategy implementation.
Republic of Kenya, (2012) through the Agricultuidéctor Coordinating Unit did a
survey on moving towards agribusiness for a glgbadimpetitive Agricultural Sector.
This study focused on the context and concept aball externalities affecting strategy

implementation. Muguni, (2007) studied the roleegkcutive development in strategy
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implementation. He did comparative study of Kenyantnercial Bank and National

Bank of Kenya with much emphasis on the profit pecsive of these Parastatals
performance, thus failing to capture the challentieg face strategy implementation.
Given these research gaps and the importance s fr@cesses, this study undertook to
fill the gap by establishing the solutions to theestion, what are the challenges of
strategy implementation and measures to deal \ugket challenges in the Government

owned Parastatals in the agricultural sector inyi&@n

1.3 Research Objectives
The objectives of this study were:
I.  To establish the challenges of strategy implem@mah the Parastatals within
the agricultural sector in Kenya.
ii. To determine the measures taken to deal with thaletlyes of strategy
implementation in the Parastatals within the Adtioal sector in Kenya.
1.4 Value of the Study
Strategy is the match between an organization’sourees and skills and the
environmental opportunities as well as the riskkages and the purposes it wishes to
accomplish over time. The study is important to Bragastatal managers and also other
managers in other government organizations aslgshdem understand the strategy
implementation policies and helps different firmshi@ve success better than others.
Important relationships established enhance potleyelopment and enables policy
makers to come up with new ways of strategy devetp in order to curb the

challenges of the strategy implementation.



In the theoretical perspective, strategies thag fagplementation problems are in most
cases those that will give a competitive edge. gthdy sought to acquire knowledge on
actions that ought to be taken into consideratronrder to make the whole process of
strategy implementation successful while understanthe macro-organizational factors
affecting business survival, hence adding valu¢heory by highlighting the need to
carry out environmental scanning and its impactdapicted in the findings and
conclusion of this study. These subsystems inctadenology, reward systems, decision
processes, and structure. As with any open sydtemsubsystems are interrelated, and

changing one may impact others continuously.

In practice, this study helps in establishing thellenges of strategy implementation and
determines measures to overcome them. The restilteeostudy contribute to the

research practice by being a source of referenderialfor future researchers on other
related topics and also help other academicians wviuertake the same topic in their

studies.



CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

This chapter sets out the conceptual, theoretimadleampirical orientation of the study. It
examines scholarly literature on the key concepth@ proposed research, which are the
challenges of strategy implementation and meadoregal with these challenges in the
Parastatals within the Agricultural sector in Kenya

2.2 Theoretical Foundation

This study is based on the open system theory Wwkettee external forces impact the
institutionalization of the strategy implementatipnocess. Open system theory was
initially developed by Ludwig von Bertanlanffy, (86). It is a system which
continuously interacts with its environment or summdings. The interaction can take the
form of information, energy, or material transféngo or out of the system boundary,

depending on the discipline which defines the cphdglarvey, 2005)

As one moves from mechanical to organic and sagisiems, the interactions between
parts in the system become more complex and varidlle concept of an open system
was formalized within a framework that enabled ¢manter- relate the theory of the
organism, thermodynamics, and evolutionary the®his concept was expanded upon
with the advent of information theory and subsedyesystems theory. Double-loop
learning involves two loops; one that sets the oigional goals and monitors progress
toward them through internal feedback, and andtierchanges the organizational goals
based on external feedback. This allows the org#ioiz to adapt to environmental
changes.

10



An open system is therefore, characterized by itagion of energy from the
environment, throughput, output and systems asesyof events, entropy, information
input, negative feedback, dynamisms of events;eddfftiation and integration of

activities, (Weber, 1989). The interaction creatsrdependence among parameters.

According to Whittington, (2001), systemic strateggws the organization as an open
system, taking inputs from society as well as inipgcit. This theory is founded on
altering environmental factors and circumstancdsicivimpact on how managers can
devise strategic paths for their organizationserbttions between functions were
typically handled by managers who relayed inforovatiback and forth between
departments. Other researchers who have contritatéee open system theory include:
(Chandler, 1962) showed that a long-term coordihateategy was necessary to give a
company structure, direction and focus. He saysoitcisely that structure follows
strategy. (Selznick, 1957) formalized the idea dteching the organization's internal

factors with external environmental circumstances.

Strengths and weaknesses of the firm are asseass$igtitiof the opportunities and threats
in the business environment (Selznick, 1957). Adicg to Ansoff, (1965) a grid that
compared strategies for market penetration, prodegelopment, market development
and horizontal and vertical integration and diviegation is necessary. He felt that
management could use the grid to systematicallpgyee for the future. He further
developed gap analysis to clarify the gap betwlercurrent reality and the goals and to
develop what he called gap reducing actions (An$8€5). This evolved into his theory
of management by objectives (MBO). (Porter, 198%jued that strategy target either

cost leadership, differentiation, or focus.
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Many of the concepts that form the basis of currenderstanding of strategy
development were developed during the first halftred twentieth century. (Taylor,
1930’s) emphasized on the rapid growth of foreogstitnd measurement techniques
during the 1930s and the development of organiaatistructures and the transformation
from production to demand-driven organizationsraitie Second World War. Newman,
(1951), became the first to demonstrate the nadack importance of strategy. Ansoff
(1965) laid the foundations for strategic plannilngdemonstrating the need to match
business opportunities with organizational resasiraed illustrating the usefulness of

strategic plans.

In the 1980s, the focus shifted from strategic piag towards strategic management
(Schendel and Hofer, 1979). Led by Porter (198@5).9a broad range of concepts and
techniques evolved which were aimed at building smstaining competitive advantage
by anticipating and exploiting business opportasitiin parallel, increasing attention was
given to the issue of strategy implementation. Majontributions which resulted from
work carried out on strategy implementation durthgs time include the value chain
concept (Porter, 1985) and the 7S framework (Peteds\WWaterman, 1982) which helps
in developing an understanding of internal isshes meed to be addressed to achieve the

organization’s goals.

During the 1970s and 1980s researchers increasimgbpgnized that strategy

development cannot be regarded as a simple desghanism but that different strategy
processes may exist in different organizations thiatl there may be a gap between the
intended and achieved strategy. The focus of glyatesearch is once again shifting

away from identifying drivers of organization sussegowards maximizing the change

12



potential of an organization. Mintzberg, (2008)wd that the role of strategists has to
change from that of planners and strategy creatotisat of strategy finders, knowledge
generators and catalysts of change and that stapdgnning must be replaced by

strategic thinking.

Ansoff (1992) on the other hand, stresses thatctassical understanding of strategic
planning must be replaced by a more dynamic uragigig that focuses on strategic
issues and calls for a simplification of the stgateplanning process. This implies that
strategy formulation can no longer be separateth Stvategy implementation because of
the speed which is necessary to exploit opporesiih the competitive environment.
Despite the increasing awareness for a more dynappcoach to strategy formulation
and implementation, research up-to-date providéke liguidance on how such an
approach may be realized. Only a small number atepts have been proposed which

sketch out the basic parameters for a dynamic appr(Fuerer and Chaharbaghi, 1997).

The main functions of strategic management haven eelained by Robbins and
Coulter (1996) as identifying the organization'srrent mission, objectives, and
strategies, analyzing the environment, identifyting opportunities and threats, analyzing
the organization's resources, identifying the gitles and weaknesses, formulating and
implementing strategies, and evaluating resultsat&gic decisions determine the
organizational relations to its external environtnemcompass the entire organization,
depend on input from all of functional areas in tliganization, have a direct influence
on the administrative and operational activitiesd are vitally important to long-term

health of an organization (Shirley, 1982).
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Simons and Thompson (1998) refer to three categafidactors that affected strategic
decision-making process: environmental factors;aoizational factors; and decision-
specific factors. Here, environmental factors meaternal agents such as national
culture, national economic conditions, and industonditions. Organizational factors
refer to organizational structure, organizationalture, structure of decision making
bodies, impact of upward influence, and employ®elirement. Decision-specific factors
can be explained as time, risk, complexity, andtipsl Beer et al. (1990), and Woolridge
and Floyd (1990) emphasized that the strategy imetgation could be more difficult
than thinking up a good strategy.

Harrison and Pelletier (1998) explained that the x@&lue of a decision surfaced only
after the implementation of a decision. In otherdsgo it will not be enough to select a
good decision and effective results will not baiatd unless the decision is adequately
implemented. Christensen and Donovan (1998) meadidhat intended strategies would
be implemented as they have been envisioned i ttwaditions were met. First, those in
the organization must understand each importanaildet management's intended
strategy. Second, if the organization is to takkecbve action, the strategy needs to
make as much sense to each of the members in ghaipation as they view the world
from their own context. Finally, the collective émtions must be realized with little
unanticipated influence from outside political,itrological, or market forces.

The importance of enabling sound two-way commuraoatwithin organizations is seen
as fundamental to the effective implementationtodtegy (Rapert et al., 2002), with a
particular emphasis on facilitating useful feedbastd bottom-up messages (Otley,

1999). The process of creating an organizationdanoad scorecard essentially

14



commences with a full strategic appraisal and tearcarticulation of the organization’s
strategic vision and objectives (Kaplan and Nortt®92). The process of building and
utilizing the scorecard provides an opportunity itentify priorities and reconcile
different stakeholder demands as well as enhanstrgjegic feedback and learning
(Denton and White, 2000). Noble states that, “tlegrede of involvement across the
organization appears to be a predictor of impleatént success” (Noble, 1999, p. 132).
2.3 Concept of Strategy Implementation

Strategy implementation, involves putting in to thiagnosis results and the formulated
recommendations through constant monitoring anduatian, resource provision and
regular revision of the deviations. This is ap@ieafor intended, emergent and realized
strategies. In the 1980s, the focus shifted fromategic planning towards strategic
management (Schendel and Hofer, 1979). The exaahsnef implementing a strategy
needs to be considered including; Alliances witheotfirms to fill capability gaps;
investment in internal development or Mergers/agitjons of products or firms to
reduce time to market; Strategic implementation amhtrol through organizing,

resourcing and employing change management proegdur

Led by Porter (1980, 1985), a broad range of cascapd techniques evolved which
were aimed at building and sustaining competiticlvamtage by anticipating and
exploiting business opportunities. In parallel,re®sing attention was given to the issue
of strategy implementation. Major contributions ahresulted from work carried out on
strategy implementation include the value chainceph (Porter, 1985) and the 7S
framework (McKinsey and Company, 1986) which hefpdeveloping an understanding

of internal issues that need to be addressed tevacthe organization’s goals.
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The main functions of strategic management haven eelained by Robbins and
Coulter (1996) as identifying the organization'srrent mission, objectives, and
strategies, analyzing the environment, identifyting opportunities and threats, analyzing
the organization's resources, identifying the gitles and weaknesses, formulating and
implementing strategies, and evaluating resultsat&gic decisions determine the
organizational relations to its external environtnemcompass the entire organization,
depend on input from all of functional areas in tliganization, have a direct influence
on the administrative and operational activitiesd are vitally important to long-term

health of an organization (Shirley, 1982).

In the context of implementing strategies, the mppibn of software solutions seems to
be neglected. Recent experience has shown thatppest is gaining more and more
importance. Information tools must be available addquate to allow strategic decision
makers to monitor progress towards strategic gaald objectives, track actual
performance, pinpoint accountability, and most inguat provide an early warning of
any need to adjust or reformulate the strategy fiR@band Coulter, 1996). The strategy
implementation perspective demands systems witferdiit criteria than those of
conventional systems. The supportive character ionitoring and tracking the
implementation process should be in the cententefést. The supportive application of
adequate software solutions can be more than hdfpimprove the quality of strategy

implementation, (Rapa and Kauffman, 2005).

To facilitate the implementation in general, impgtation instruments should be
applied to support the processes adequately. Twaementation instruments are the

balanced scorecard and supportive software sokitiime balanced scorecard is a
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popular and prevalent management system that assithancial as well as non-
financial measures. It provides a functionality tt@nslate a company’s strategic
objectives into a coherent set of performance nreaqiKaplan and Norton, 1993). When
it comes to meeting the criteria of a strategy enptntation instrument, there is an
excellent fit. The individual character of each dmamled scorecard assures that the
company’s strategic objectives are linked to adexjaoperative measures.

2.4 Challenges of Strategy Implementation

The challenges arise from internal and externatcgsu In most cases, many challenges
in strategy implementation can be avoided if sgptdormulation is linked with
implementation. Bryson, (1995) in the presence gdasadigm shift, changes do not
implement themselves and it is only people who ntaken happen. People within any
organization may resist proposals for a paradigift ahd thus make strategies difficult
to implement (Lynch, 2000). Johnson and Schole®ZPbave extensively underscored
the importance of resources in strategy implememtabut inadequacy of resources may
imply inadequate funds, inadequate equipment aniliti@s, and thus not necessarily
guarantee strategy implementation success. Theeggoaf strategy institutionalization
depends on the organization configuration in teomstructures, processes, relationships

and boundaries through which the organization dpsr@ohnson, and Scholes, 2002).

Weak management roles in implementation, lack ofiroanication and commitment to
the strategy, unawareness or misunderstandingeos$ttlategy, unaligned organizational
systems and resources, poor coordination and shafinresponsibilities, inadequate
capabilities, competing activities and uncontrdbaénvironmental factors as some of the

difficulties in implementing strategies (Alexand&885; Beer and Eisenstat, 2000).
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The macro environmental forces such as the pdhiggeml forces may hinder effective
organizational leadership. Similarly, political fability may impact negatively on
strategy implementation by affecting the politicgloodwill towards resources
mobilization for the strategic plan. State of ins#y in any given country may
destabilize the human resource competence and aesteuction of infrastructure
indented to facilitate the institutionalization @ strategy. The macroeconomic
environment may also impact on strategy implemeriaespecially where inflation
interfere with the market share and turn over. Tinustry forces arising from the
buyer’'s power, the supplier power and competitealry pose serious implementation

challenges. (Galbraith and Kazanjian, 1986)

The major problem with strategy implementationhie tle facto success rate of intended
strategies. In research studies it is as low at (D#dson, 1991). To resolve this, strategic
management should accomplish its very own shitraphasis by moving from a 90:10
concern with strategy formulation relative to impkntation to a minimum 50:50
proportion with each (Grundy, 1998). This is undeultly a prerequisite for strategy
implementation. Therefore, top managers must detraiastheir willingness to give

energy and loyalty to the implementation process.

According to Johnson and Scholes, (2002), strategyementation is not a top-down-
approach. Consequently, the success of any impletiam effort depends on the level of
involvement of middle managers. By making sure thase managers are a part of the
strategy process, their motivation towards the gatopwill increase and they will see
themselves as an important part in the processi@ge and Falter, 1996) mentioned that

effective strategy implementation entails commutimep with employees concerning
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issues related to the strategy implementation fatjy until the changes have already
crystallized. Organizations institute a two-way-counication program that permits and
solicits questions from employees about issues rdeya the formulated strategy,
(Alexander, 1985). Moreover, an organization camfagion can help or hinder the

implementation of any strategy (Johnson and Scha@3?).

Cross-functional relations are representative ahgrlementation effort. This is indeed a
challenge, because as already mentioned beforaipag@nal members tend to think
only in their own department structures. This maywworsened by over-bureaucracy and
can thus end up in a disaster for the whole impigat®n. This is a preventive way of
proceeding. Responsibilities are clear and poteptablems are therefore avoided (Rapa

and Kauffman, 2005).

Teamwork plays an important role within the processtrategy implementation. When
it comes to implementation activities, it is oftgnored. It is indisputable, that teams can
play an important part to promote the implementabba strategy. To build up effective
teams within strategy implementation the Myers-Bsigtypology can be useful to
ascertain person-to-person differences. More thay ather field of activity,
implementation is the area that benefits most frirained and personality-sensitive

management team (Noble, 1999).

According to Alexander (1985), the ten most fredlyenoccurring strategy
implementation problems include underestimating tthree needed for implementation
and major problems surfacing that had not beercipated, in addition uncontrollable

factors in the external environment had an advienpact.
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Based on empirical work with 93 firms, Alexander985) observed that senior
executives were over optimistic in the planninggghand it is noteworthy that the first

two issues which occurred most frequently in Aleden's study are planning issues.

With regard to people, the capabilities of empl@yae/olved were often not sufficient,
leadership and direction and “training and insinrctgiven to lower level employees
were not adequate” (Alexander, 1985, p. 92). ReeddBuckley (1988) discuss problems
associated with strategy implementation identifyfagr key areas for discussion. They
acknowledge the challenge and the need for a titd@atween strategy and structure and
claim the debate about which comes first is irratévproviding there is congruence in

the context of the operating environment.

Another problem is when management style is nor@pjate for the strategy being
implemented. More recent articles confirm notabl@riers to successful strategy
implementation about which there appears to begaedeof accord. According to, Beer
and Eisenstat's (2000,) assert that there areilsix &illers of strategy implementation
comprising: a top-down/laissez-faire senior managdamstyle; unclear strategic
intentions and conflicting priorities; an ineffaati senior management team; poor vertical
communication; weak co-ordination across functiobsisinesses or borders; and

inadequate down-the-line leadership skills develepiniBeer and Eisenstat, 2000).

Another inhibitor to successful strategy impleménta that has been receiving a
considerable amount of attention is the impactrobiaganization’s existing management
controls (Langfield-Smith, 1997) and particularlys iadverse budgeting systems

(Marginson, 2002).
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Although it is increasingly suggested that budgriffer from being bureaucratic and
protracted, and focus on cost minimization rath&ant value maximization (Brander
Brown and Atkinson, 2001), they still represent thain integrative control mechanism

in many business organizations (Otley, 2001).

2.5 Measures of dealing with the challenges of stegy implementation

According to (Baumol, 2002), all organizations hay@als, boundaries and levels of
authority, communication, coordination mechanismand distinctive operating
procedures. Structure refers to the division sks$afor efficiency and clarity of purpose,
and coordination between the interdependent. Mul{2005) defines structure as tasks
and responsibilities, work roles and relationshgpsl channels of communications.
Mintzberg (1979) came up with five structures withrying degrees of formality,
complexity and centralization. According to Swai®85), successful strategies require
properly marched organization structure. Howevegnges in structure should not be
expected to make a bad strategy good, or to mattertaeagers good, or to make good

managers bad, or to make bad products sell (Charidi62).

Leadership is the moral and intellectual abilitwtsualize and work for what is best for
the company and its employees. The most vitalgtiine leader does is to create team
spirit around him and near him and its effectivenleas to be seen and is best seen in
action (Mullins, 2005). The influence depends o teader's personality, style,
commitment, reputation, altitude and aptitude,Iskdind experience. A leader needs to
constantly change between the forms, and this middeeart of choosing the type to use
at what stage in the strategy implementation alehgé. Organizational culture being the

collection of common values, policies, beliefsdit@ns and altitudes that constitute a
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pervasive context for everything we do and thinkamorganization (McLean, 2005). It
requires sensitivity to the interaction between ttleanges necessary to implement
strategy and the compatibility between those chauagel the organization culture. When
culture influences actions of employees to suppartent strategy, implementation is
strengthened, (Mullins, 2005). A static culture miamder strategy implementation
during a change process. Changing a firm’s cultarét new strategy is usually more

effective than changing a strategy to fit existoodfure (David, 1997).

Formal and informal processes make organizatiormk.widhe processes can be thought
as controls on the organization’s operations and tterefore help or hinder the
translation of a strategy into action. They rangemf formal controls through social
controls to self controls and their importance @asvithey match the strategy and other
organizational elements. Performance targets eaamlbbmportant process through which
successful strategies are fostered. Gep#h (1984) argue that managers and employees
must be rewarded for adhering to the new strategly implementing actions that are

consistent with strategy implementation.

During the process of strategy implementation, mekationships within and outside the
organization are fostered and maintained do infteeperformance levels. Where the
needs of the individual and the demands of an azgdan are incompatible frustrations
and conflict occur strategy implementation canr@gbhieved (Mullins, 2005). With the
pressure of globalization and the ever evolving momication technology, devolution
has become a known way as a way of facilitatingnareased speed at which decisions

need to be made as closer to the consumer.
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All organizations have at least four types of reses: financial, physical, human and
technological resources (Thompson, 1990). Perfocmamanagement is not only

essential but its processes should be adjustedigpost changing strategies. Certain
factors such as overprotection of resources, teatgan emphasis on short run financial
criteria, organization politics, a reluctance tdkearisks, and a lack of sufficient

knowledge (David, 1997) prohibit effective resouatlecation. Successful strategy needs
identifying appropriate resources as well as atiagathese resources and controlling

performance in line with strategy (Daft, 2000).

Policies are designed to control decisions whileeffect empowering employees to
conduct activities without direct interventions bgp management. Since it is the
operations managers who supervise implementatigoobéies, it is vital that they are
engaged so that they can translate the procesan(K@002). Policies institutionalize
basic aspects of organizational behavior and coaciteresistance by organization

members.
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CHAPTER THREE

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1 Introduction

This chapter focuses on the research design; thettpopulation; methods, instruments
and procedures of data collection and the dategysisal

3.2 Research Design

In this study, descriptive cross-sectional reseatebign was used. Descriptive cross-
sectional research portrays an accurate profilpeoons, events, or situations (Robson,
2002). Survey allows the collection of large amaonfdata from a sizable population in a

highly economical way.

The researcher undertook a survey of all the f®#yastatals within the Agricultural
sector in Kenya. Since the population is represeiteall counties of the Republic of
Kenya descriptive cross-sectional design allowesl rdsearcher to collect quantitative
data, which was analyzed quantitatively using lotelcriptive and inferential statistical

measures (Saunders et al, 2007).

3.3 Population of study

The population of interest for this study was tlaeaBtatals within the agricultural sector
in Kenya. There are 40 Parastatals in the agriallaector. The study being a survey of
Parastatals within the Agriculture sector implibattdata was collected from all these

Parastatals falling under the Umbrella body of Iglinyi of Agriculture.
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The Parastatals within the Agricultural sector eagegorized according to the role they
play on behalf of the government. There are thesadiny with the production of food
crops; research and development of new animal kmd parieties; financing agricultural
activities in Kenya, storage of agricultural outgpaind marketing of farmers’ produce.
Studying the whole population was therefore; esaketd enhance the value of the study
by giving an overall inference of the above chaastics and functions of each

Parastatal.

3.4 Data Collection

In order to establish the challenges of strategglementation in the Parastatals within
the agricultural sector in Kenya, self-administegrdp and pick questionnaires were
distributed to the senior managers in the admatisin including Human Resource
Managers, Business Development Managers and theatpes Managers. For the

Parastatals whose offices are outside Nairobi,adajuestionnaires were used.

Questionnaire was designed to identify and estabtise challenges of strategy
implementation and measures to deal with thesderigas in the Parastatatls within the
Agricultural sector in Kenya respectively. To getequate and accurate information
necessary for the study, the researcher targetemrsmanagers from each of the
parastatals and administered with the questionndine researcher used a likert scale

guestionnaire as the main data collection instrumen

25



3.5 Data Analysis

Before processing the responses, the completed tiguesire was edited for
completeness and consistency. Descriptive analysse done; including the use of
weighted means, standard deviation, relative fregias, percentages, and correlation
and regression measures. These analytical toolsreadures give clear indications of
the extent of how internal and external challengesler strategy implementation in the
Government owned Parastatals in the Agriculturatsein Kenya. Moreover, a link of
the various measures dealing with these challemgeswell illustrated and presented

using these statistical measures.

The data was also coded using numerical valuesdble the responses to be grouped
into various categories. Descriptive statistics evased to summarize the data. This
included, use of tables and other graphical presienis as appropriate to present the data
collected for ease of understanding and interpogtdty the academicians, population of

study members and the general public.
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CHAPTER FOUR

DATA ANALYSIS, RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

4.1 Introduction

This chapter presents analysis and findings of stuely as set out in the research
methodology. The purpose of the study was to inyat the challenges of strategy
implementation within the Parastatals in the Adtimal sector in Kenya. More
specifically, the study sought to establish chaesh and determine the measures to
mitigate these challenges in the Parastatals wilgincultural sector in Kenya. The data
was gathered using questionnaires as the reseasttument. The questionnaire was
designed in line with the objectives of the study as to guide in establishing the
challenges of strategy implementation and measafrestigating them.

4.2 Response Rate

This section outlines and presents the findingsaiobtl from the questionnaires
distributed to the respondents. It was necessarg feview of the responses to ascertain
that the information from the respondents was adeqand complete for purposes of the
research.

In order to obtain the background information oe #ffects of strategic planning on the
performance of Parastatals within the Agricultueetsr in Kenya the demographic data
of the respondents and general information of traftatals were investigated in the first
section of the questionnaire. They are presentetthi;nsection under gender, level of
education and the presence of the parastals imethgective counties in Kenya. The

summary of the general information is tabulatethlsie 4.1 below.
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Table 4.1 General Information on the Respondents

Parameter Attribute N (%)
Female 9(43%)
Gender
Male 12(57%)
Graduate 7(33%)

Education level

Post graduate 14(67%)

All counties 4(19%)
Parastatal size

Between 1-14 counties 8(38%)

Between 15-46 counties 9(43%)

An analysis of the gender ratings on the returnadstionnaires were as follows.
According to table 4.1 above, majority (57%) of tiespondents were male while 43%
were female. This shows that both male and fenedpandents’ feelings and opinions
were collected. The decisions expressed in thdystiherefore are gender sensitive and
representative.

Regarding the level of education for the resporglehtwas established that Parastatals
employ staffs in different work stations/countiemnbe different academic qualifications

as depicted in the above analysis table.
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This difference in academic and professional levisa greater extent contributed to
differences in the responses given by the respdsddime study therefore, sought to
investigate the highest education level achievethbyespondents.

The study found that majority of the respondentshamsvn by table 4.1, 67% had attained
Postgraduate degree since these are mostly ther seanagers within the Parastatals.
The study also revealed that an average numbe3%fdd the respondents had attained a
bachelor's degree at the graduate level of edutatione of the respondents indicated
diploma as the highest level of education, an e of high level of academic
standards within these parastatals. This informatiberefore, implies that the
respondents were knowledgeable enough to contripasgtively in this study of the
challenges of strategy implementation within theaptatals in the Agricultural sector in
Kenya.

4.2.1 Questionnaire Return Rate

This involves the computation of the response frat@ the questionnaire returned from
the field. The study targeted the top and middlenagars working in the Parastatals
within the Agriculture sector in Kenya. Out of thetal forty (40) questionnaires
administered to the population of study, only tweahe (21) were validly filled and
returned for this study. The questionnaire retate results are shown in Table 4.2

Table 4.2: Response Rate

Response Frequency Percentage (%)
Response 21 53

Non response 19 47

Total 40 100
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From table 4.2, twenty one out of the forty adntered questionnaires filled and

returned the questionnaires. This accounted for 5@8ponse rate. This response rate
conformed to Mugenda and Mugenda (2003) that foegadization, a response rate of at
least 50% is adequate for analysis and reportidg & good and a response rate of 70%
and over is considered to be excellent. Thus, Was an adequate response from the
targeted population. The good response rate watiedadue to the adoption of the data
collection method of constant follow up with thespendents and self administering of
guestionnaires by the researcher and also, prayidialarifications sought by the

respondents on time and at times immediately.

4.3 Challenges of Strategy Implementation in govement owned Parastatals in the

Agricultural Sector in Kenya.

The major challenges identified for this study ut#d among others: Organizational
culture, teamwork, vertical organization structureanagement style, technological
advancements, and location of the firm to the mtarkavironmental scanning and

commitment of top management.

Moreover, the porter’s five industry forces werentfied as challenges and analyzed
consequently. Finally, the customer satisfactiod @noduct conformity to standards
measures were also identified and analyzed. Timededied, the turnaround time, quality
of services offered, flexibility of product bensfitcustomer confidence, the range and
variety of products developed over time, alignmeinservices and products to strategy

implementation and the volume of transactions pértime.
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Table 4.3: Internal Challenges of Strategy Implemetation

Internal Challenges of Strategy Strongly Agree | Neutral | Disagree | Strongly
Implementation agree (%) (%) (%) (%) Disagree (%)
Organization Culture 27 50 13 7
Management style 1y 50 13 20

Teamwork 10 63 2( T

Top management commitment 37 17 17 17

Vertical Organization Structure 13 57 20 7
Technological Advancement 7 833 20 13

Location 13 23 17 40

Environment Scanning D a7 a7 27

13

As illustrated in table 4.3, at least 50% of thepandents in each category of the

challenges agreed that they actually impede styategplementation except for the

location of the Parastatal to the market place @ammitment of top management which

received response of 23% and 17% respectively. ithgies that the magnitude of

challenge can therefore, be ranked in descendidgroas follows: Teamwork [1],

Vertical organization structure [2], Technologi@vancement [3], Management style

and organization culture [4], Environmental scagn[b], Location of the Parastatal

relative to the market [6] and commitment of topnagement [7].
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Figure 4.1 Internal Challenges of Strategy Implemetation
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4.3.1 Internal Challenges of strategy implementatio

From the results presented in figure 4.1, a majooit the respondents agreed that
organizational culture is a challenge to the immatation of strategy within the
parastatals in the agricultural sector in KenyalyO8f6 respondents disagreed that

organization culture is a challenge to strategyl@mgntation.

Figure 4.1 indicates that 50% of the respondentsea@0% disagree, 17% strongly agree
while 30% were neutral on whether or not managemstiié is a challenge to strategy
implementation. The study results show that 63%mefrespondents agree, 20% disagree,
10% strongly agree while only 7% disagree that te@ork is a challenge in strategy

implementation process in the parastatals withenafjricultural sector in Kenya.
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From the results above, 17% of the respondenteati®o disagree, 37% strongly agree,
17% are neutral while only 13% strongly disagreat tthe commitment of the top
management towards strategy implantation is a ehgdl in strategy implementation
process in the parastatals within the agricultsegtor in Kenya. Figure 4.2 also indicates
that 57% of the respondents agree, 7% disagree,st@¥gly agree while another 13%
strongly disagree that the long vertical structuse a challenge to strategy

implementation.

From the results presented in figure 4.1, 53% efrdspondents agreed that technological
advancement is a challenge to the implementati@trategy within the parastatals in the
agricultural sector in Kenya. Only 7% respondemtsngly disagreed that technological
advancement is a challenge to strategy implememntaiigure 4.1 indicates that 23% of
the respondents agree, 40% disagree, 13% stromgée avhile 17% were neutral on
whether or not the location of the Parastatal ® niarket is a challenge to strategy
implementation. Moreover, as depicted in figure, 41% of the respondents agree, 27%
disagree, and another 27% were neutral on whetheamying out an analysis of the

existing environmental factors is a challenge tategy implementation.

4.3.2 The Porter’s five industry forces affecting sategy implementation

The Michael Porter’s five industry forces that wetentified and analyzed in this study
are; the threats of new entrants, threats of dubssi the buyer’'s and supplier's powers
and competitive rivalry among the various governmewned Parastatals in the

Agricultural sector in Kenya while implementingattgies as illustrated in figure 4.2.
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Figure 4.2 Porters Five Forces
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Table 4.4: The Porter’ five industry forces affectng strategy implementation

Industry Force | Very High High | Neutral Low | Very Low | Mean | Std. Deviation | Skewness
Threats of new 13.3 23.3 20.0 13.3 30.0 | 3.23 1.455 -.076
entrants
Threats of 6.7 26.7 23.3 13.3 30.0| 3.33 1.348 -.027
substitutes
Buyers’ power 16.7 20.0 30.0 10.0 20.0 | 2.97 1.375 .155
Suppliers’ 20.0 16.7 26.7 20.0 16.7 | 2.97 1.377 -.021
power
Rivalry 20.0 20.0 10.0 26.7 233 | 3.13 1.502 =177
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From the results presented in table 4.4, the thoéatew of substitutes from other
Parastatals producing and/or offering similar sgsito the ones offered by Parastatals

under study is more significant as reflected thamresponse relative to the other forces.

On the basis of dispersion as reflected by thedst@hdeviation measures above, rivalry
is widely dispersed followed by threats of new ants, supplier's power, buyer’s power
and threats of substitutes respectively. This iagplthat the respondents perceived
competitive rivalry amongst themselves and othedpcers of similar products/services

as the major influential factor in strategy implertagion.

Table 4.5 Correlation of the industry forces affedng strategy implementation

Industry Force Threats of new Threats of Buyers Suppliers Rivalry
entrants substitutes power power

New Pearson 1 434 .320 314 522"
entrants Correlation
threats

Covariance 2.116 .851 .651 .629 1.140
Threat  of | Pearson 434 1 .309 545" .352
substitutes Correlation

Covariance .851 1.816 .550 1.011 713
Buyers’ Pearson .320 .309 1 520" 123
power Correlation

Covariance .651 .550 1.892 .966 .256
Suppliers’ Pearson 314 545" 520" 1 119
power Correlation

Covariance .629 1.011 .966 1.895 .246
Rivalry Pearson 5227 .352 123 119 1

Correlation

Covariance 1.140 713 .256 .246 2.257
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Correlation is a statistical technique that canwshéhether and how strongly pairs of
variables are related. The Pearson correlationliantthe case of a perfect positive
(increasing) linear relationship (correlation), #1 the case of a perfect decreasing
(negative) linear relationship (anti correlatioapd some value between -1 and 1 in all
other cases, indicating the degree of linear depacwl between the variables. As it
approaches zero there is less of a relationshigséclto uncorrelated). The closer the

coefficient is to either —1 or 1, the stronger toerelation between the variables.

If the variables are independent, Pearson's ctiorlaoefficient is O, but the converse is
not true because the correlation coefficient deteaty linear dependencies between two
variables. Therefore, from table 4.5, there is gy \&trong degree of dependability of
0.522 between threat of new entrants and competrixalry at 99% confidence level.
Moreover, at 95% confidence level, there is a matdedegree of dependability of 0.434
between threat of new entrants and threats of iutest Likewise the degrees of
dependability between threat of new entrants angeibal power and that of supplier’s
power are 0.320 and 0.314 respectively but arehaemignificant at 95% nor at 99%

confidence levels.

Covariance is the degree to which the value of @eddent variable and an associated
independent variable moves in tandem. Positive rimvee means they move together
(vary directly) while negative covariance meansythve in opposite directions. From

the results above, there is a strong positive coament of 1.140 between threat of new
entrants and rivalry and moderate positive co-mardrbetween threats of new entrants
and supplier's power. All the above industry forb@se a positive covariance with each

other, signifying high relatedness and their depéiridy.
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Notably, from table 4.5, there is a moderate degfedependability of 0.545 between
threat of substitutes and supplier's power at 99%fidence level. Moreover, at 95%
confidence level, there is a moderate degree oérdghility of 0.434 between threat of
substitutes and threat of new entrants. Likewise dbgrees of dependability between
threat of substitutes and buyer’'s power and thatashpetitive rivalry are 0.309 and

0.352 respectively but are neither significantz¥or at 99% confidence levels.

From the results above, there is a strong posttivenovement of 1.011 between threat of
substitutes and supplier's power and average pesttb-movement between threats of
substitutes and new entrants of 0.851. The co-meuémetween threats of substitutes;
rivalry and buyers’ power are 0.713 and 0.550 retppely signifying a positive

covariance for all these forces and relative releedo strategy implementation process.

With respect to the buyers’ power, the degree pkddability to the supplier’'s power is
significant at 0.01 levels (2- tailed test) withaue of 0.520. However, the dependability
is insignificant to the threat of new entrantsetirof substitutes and rivalry with the
outcome values of 0.320, 0.309 and 0.123 respégtiidere is a strong positive co-
movement of 0.966 between buyers’ power and supplgower. The co-movement
between buyers’ power; rivalry, threat of subséituand new entrants are 0.256, 0.55 and
0.651 respectively signifying a positive covariarfoe all these forces and relative
relevance to strategy implementation process inPastatals within the Agricultural
sector in Kenya as per the information gatherethftbe respondents and analyzed as in

table 4.5 above.
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Table 4.6: Regression Analysis of the industry foes affecting strategy
implementation

ANOVA
Model d.f Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 4 4.884 2.628 .060
Residual 17 1.858
Total 21

a. Dependent Variable: Rivalry

b. Predictors: (Constant), New entrants threats, suppliers’ power, Buyers’ power, Threats of substitutes

Regression analysis is a statistical process fdimasng the relationships among
variables. It is a technique for modeling and anialy several variables, when the focus
is on the relationship between a dependent variabl@ one or more independent
variables. It helps one understand how the typiale of the dependent variable
changes when any one of the independent variablearied, while the other independent
variables are held fixed. Most commonly, regressioalysis estimates the conditional

expectation of the dependent variable given thepeddent variables.

From the analysis of variance (ANOVA) table aboaé,4 degrees of freedom, the
rivalry variable has a significant dependency d¥60. on the extent of the predictor
variables: threat of new entrants, supplier's powereat of substitutes, and buyer’s
power. This implies that competitive rivalry in tharastatals within the Agricultural

sector is relatively dependent on the other fourds of industry competitiveness.
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Figure 4.3 Regression Analyses of the Challenges&trategy Implementation
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From figure 4.3 above, a scatter diagram drawn siabdish the distribution of the
industry forces along the linear relationship cunaicate that all the forces are normally
along the positive gradient line. This is furthesl@ar inference of the dependability of all
these forces jointly in the attempt to implemematelgy by Parastatals within the

Agricultural sector in Kenya.
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4.3.3 Customer and Product Related Challenges ofr&@tegy Implementation

These are the challenges that relate directly dirently with the customer satisfaction
and product features. They include; the turnaraimd, quality of service offered to the
customer, customer confidence, volume of transastiper unit time, flexibility of

product benefits, range of products developed twer and service alignment to strategy

implementation process.

Table 4.7 Customer and Product Related Challenged &trategy Implementation in

the Parastatals within Agricultural Sector in Kenya

Satisfaction Measure/Magnitude | Very High High Medium Low Very Low
Turn Around Time 4 14 10 2 0
Quality of Service 8 14 7 1 0
Flexibility Product Benefits 2 9 13 4 2
Customer Confidence 3 15 11 1 0
Product Range Development 2 6 13 5 4
Service Alignment to Strategy 3 14 8 2 3
Transactions per Unit Time 3 11 11 3 2
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As illustrated in table 4.7, except for the flekilyi of product benefits and the range of
products developed over time, at least 50% of #@spondents in each category of the
satisfaction measures agreed that actually thessumes aid in strategy implementation.
This implies that the magnitude of satisfaction ¢enranked in descending order as:
customer confidence [1], quality, turnaround tinmel &ervice alignment to strategy [2],

transactions per unit time [3], flexibility of pradt benefits [4] and product range [5].

Figure 4.4 Customer and Product Related Challenges Strategy Implementation in

the Government owned Parastatals in the AgriculturhSector in Kenya
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From the results presented in figure 4.4, majoatythe respondents indicated that
turnaround time, quality of service, customer cderfice, service alignment to strategy
implementation and the volume of transactions pa&t time as being a highly rated

customer related challenges to strategy implementatAn average rating was

established on the flexibility of product benefitange products, transactions per unit
time and turnaround time as being a product featuohallenge to strategy

implementation.
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4.4 Measures dealing with challenges of strategmplementation in the
Government owned Parastatals in Agricultural Sectoiin Kenya

These refer to the steps that have been put ire ptadeal with the challenges of strategy
implementation by responsible authorities withia Barastatals in the Agricultural sector
in Kenya. They include among others: introductiod @anhancement of a organizational
learning, two-way effective communication, improvéaternal business processes,
provision of the necessary material, financial dnanan resources, customer focus,
putting effective financial controls, setting uplipes, rules and regulations, creation of
horizontal structure, having focused situationadkership and alignment of culture to

strategy.

Table 4.8 Dispersion and distribution of the measiwes dealing with challenges of
Strategy Implementation in the Parastatals within Agricultural Sector in Kenya

MITIGATING/STATISTICAL Mean Std. Skewness Kurtosis
MEASURE Deviation

Organization Learning 1.70 .596 .189 -.482
Two-Way Communication 1.93 .740 .108 -1.085
Internal Processes 1.83 .592 .040 -.082
Resource Provision 1.97 .765 .553 .353
Customer Focus 1.87 .681 .170 -.715
Financial Controls 1.47 .629 1.025 113
Setting Up Policies 1.83 .791 762 421
Horizontal Structure 2.63 .928 -.003 -.806
Focused Leadership 1.77 .626 .201 -.453
Culture Alignment to Strategy 2.55 .985 .568 .054
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As per the results in table 4.8, on the basis aftraé tendency, majority of the
respondents, an average of 2.63 out of the tomalhteasures of dealing with strategy
implementation challenges indicated that creatioa ftatter organizational structure will
greatly solve the challenges. This was followed dwjture alignment to strategy
implementation process and least preferred thrdugincial controls with an average
rating of 1.47 out of ten measures establishedstady. However, basing on the
dispersion from the central value, culture aligntmenstrategy was rated high at 0.985

while internal processes was rated lowly at 0.592.

From table 4.8 also, financial controls are notetiave an evenly distributed measure of
1.025 along the central point. While by use of &sig, setting up of policies, rules and
regulations was given preference by most resposdasta way of dealing with the

challenges of strategy implementation in the Patalst within the Agricultural sector.

Basing on central tendency measures, majority ®@féispondents, an average of 2.63 out
of the total ten measures of dealing with strategglementation challenges indicated
that creation of a flatter organizational structwid greatly solve the challenges. This
was followed by culture alignment to strategy inmpéantation process and least preferred
through financial controls with an average ratiid @7 out of ten measures established

for study.
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Figure 4.5 Measures dealing with Challenges of Stragy Implementation
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As evidenced in figure 4.5, in every measure oflidgawith the challenges above,

majority of the respondents agreed that these mesasctually affect it. Moreover, 65%

of the respondents strongly agreed that finan@atrols are the most effective measures

to deal with challenges of strategy implementatlarrelation to the literature review, the

results above indicate that for strategy implem@mao be realized effectively, it has to

get support from the stakeholders in terms of argat responsive organizational culture,

enhancing two-way communication, facilitating etfee internal processes, providing

sufficient resources, aligning service provisiontlte customer needs, streamlining the

financial controls and business policies in place every stage of strategy

implementation.
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CHAPTER FIVE

SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 Introduction

This chapter deals with the summary of the findjrggsclusions and recommendations
based on the objectives of the study and suggestmnfurther findings. It covers the
background of the study, research problem and thectives; literature review; the
methodology used to collect data and analysis efdéta obtained from the study. This
chapter also presents the suggestions for furtivelysn establishing the challenges of
strategy implementation in the Parastatals withie Agricultural sector in Kenya and
further measures to deal with these challenges.

5.2 Summary of Findings

From the results of the analyzed data, it was éstedul that, organizational culture is a
major challenge followed by team work, vertical amgation structure, and
technological advancement while location of the aB@tal to the market and

environmental scanning contribute least as beiclggienge.

The threat of new of substitutes from other Patalstgroducing and/or offering similar
services to the ones offered by Parastatals uriddy s more significant as reflected by
the mean response relative to the other forcesh®masis of dispersion as reflected by
the standard deviation measures, rivalry is widbbpersed followed by threats of new
entrants, supplier's power, buyer's power and tisred substitutes respectively. This
implies that the respondents perceived competitixgdry with other producers of similar

products/services as the major influential factostrategy implementation.
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It is significant to note that there is a very sgadegree of dependability between threat
of new entrants and competitive rivalry at 99% daderice level. Moreover, at 95%
confidence level, there is a moderate degree oénmtbgbility of 0.434 between threat of
new entrants and threats of substitutes. Likewhsedegrees of dependability between
threat of new entrants and buyer’'s power and thetupplier's power are 0.320 and

0.314 respectively but are neither significantz¥or at 99% confidence levels.

From the results above, there is a strong positiwanovement between threat of
substitutes and supplier's power and average pesttb-movement between threats of
substitutes and new entrants. The co-movement kettheeats of substitutes; rivalry and
buyers’ power are 0.713 and 0.550 respectivelyifsigy a positive covariance for all

these forces and relative relevance to strategleimgntation process.

With respect to the buyers’ power, the degree pkddability to the supplier’'s power is
significant at 0.01 levels (2- tailed test) withvalue of 0.520. From the analysis of
variance (ANOVA) table above, at 4 degrees of fopedthe rivalry variable has a
significant dependency of 0.060 on the extent ef phedictor variables: threat of new
entrants, supplier's power, threat of substitutas] buyer's power. This implies that
competitive rivalry in the Parastatals within thegrisultural sector is relatively

dependent on the other four forces of industry cetitipeness.

The challenges that relate directly or indirectiffwmthe customer satisfaction and product
features studied included; the turnaround timelityuaf service offered to the customer,
customer confidence, volume of transactions, flékbof product benefits, range of

products developed over time and service alignrteestrategy implementation process.
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From the results majority of the respondents ineitahat turnaround time, quality of
service, customer confidence, service alignmensttategy implementation and the
volume of transactions per unit time as being a&llyigated customer related challenges
to strategy implementation in the population undéudy. An average rating was
established on the flexibility of product benefttange of developed products over time,
transactions per unit time and turnaround time eilagoa product features challenge to

strategy implementation.

The measures taken to deal with challenges of eglyaimplementation included:
introduction and enhancement of a organizationarnieg, two-way effective
communication, improved internal business procesgesvision of the necessary
material, financial and human resources, customeud, putting effective financial
controls, setting up policies, rules and regulajameation of horizontal structure, having

focused situational leadership and alignment dlucealto strategy.

It was established that majority of the respondeimidicated that creation of a flatter
organizational structure will greatly solve the ldrages. This was followed by culture
alignment to strategy implementation process arabtlgreferred through financial
controls. However, basing on the dispersion from dantral value, culture alignment to
strategy was rated high while by use of kurtosettirsy up of policies, rules and
regulations was given preference by most resposdasta way of dealing with the
challenges of strategy implementation in the Patalst within the Agricultural sector in

Kenya.
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5.3 Conclusion

The study concludes that the major challenges taftethe implementation of strategy in

the Parastatals within the agricultural sector enya are organizational culture, lack of
coherent and effective teams, tall vertical orgatnan structure, the management style,
technological advancements, low levels of envirom@lescanning, location of the firm

to the market, and the commitment of the top mamagx in these Parastatals.

The study also concludes that the Michael Porferésindustry forces of threats of new
entrants, threats of substitutes, the buyers’ amuplegers’ powers and the predominant
competitive rivalry are the major challenges inemipt to implement the respective

strategies in the Parastatals within the agricaltsector in Kenya.

Moreover, the study deduced that the challengds¢tate directly or indirectly with the
customer satisfaction and product features includlee turnaround time involved in
completing the processes, the quality of serviciered to the customer, customer
confidence, volume of transactions per unit tinexibility of product benefits, range of

products and service alignment to strategy impleat&m processes.

The study determined and finally construed thatdstieps that need to be put in place to
deal with the challenges of strategy implementabgmesponsible authorities within the
Parastatals in the agricultural sector in Kenydue, enhancement of organizational
learning, two-way communication, improved busings®cesses, provision of the
necessary material and human resources, custormes, fputting up effective financial
controls, setting up policies, creation of horiadntstructure, focused situational

leadership and alignment of culture to intendeatsgyy implementation process.
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5.4 Recommendations for Policy and Practice

As evidenced and deduced the study findings andlgsions, it is clear that that in the
Parastatals within the agricultural sector in Kengforts have been made to establish
challenges of strategy implementation and the wuarimeasures put in place to deal with
these challenges more often though at no stringeidelines. This study therefore,
recommends that since organization culture affettedegy implementation, there is need
to adapt and align culture to strategy implemeotain order to ensure coherence is

realized.

The study also found that management styles infl@estrategy implementation; the
study thus recommends that management staffs reigponfor leading the

implementation process should strive to encourageers for excellence through
employees’ own behavior and full recognition of hhigtandards of performance. In
addition, employee’s adaptability should be tackbgdenlightening them in advance
through seminars, workshops and offering traininggpams that influence strategy

implementation within these parastatls.

The study also recommends that there is need tg cat comprehensive environmental
scanning so as to identify the opportunities amddts that are likely to impede strategy
implementation. These should establish relatiorsstuiptween industry forces such as
threats of substitutes, new entrants, buyers’ amgblgers’ powers and the predominant
competitive rivalry also are major challenges amdmg various parastatals within the

agricultural sector in Kenya in their attempt tqplement strategy.
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The study established that that is very little eagdh made by the top management to
widen their products’ range and align their quality services to strategy. The study
therefore, recommends that these Parastatals spotlth place systems, for instance
technological devices that are compatible and casilye facilitate strategy

implementation processes.

Finally, the study recommends the tightening o&ficial controls through authentication
of records and responsibility for the actions ofimas officers in charge. This would
include finding the best approaches in managenfeinds that will ensure there are fair
costs of services, easily attainable capital reguents, increased customer base, minimal

and sufficient operational costs with maximum expég@erformance.

5.5 Suggestions for Further Research

This study has established the challenges of gliyataplementation in the Parastatals
within the agricultural sector in Kenya and detered the measures to deal with these
challenges. There are other parastatals in otlwtorsewithin and outside Kenya that are
undertaking strategy implementation processedhifnregard therefore, there is need for
other research studies to be done emphasizingese fharastatals within other sectors so
as to ensure comparative analysis and generalizafithe findings of the Kenyan and
external Parastatals and establish a benchmarlpddbormance targets and strategic

goals’ realization through implementations.
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5.6 Implications of the Study on Policy, Theory andPractice

The study is important to the Parastatal manageds adso other managers in other
government organizations as it helps them undeistie strategy implementation
policies and enable them adapt new policies andoappes of implementing strategy
and establishing policy development for new wayssmioothly putting strategy in to

place in order to curb the challenges of the sgsabeplementation.

In the theoretical perspective, the study souglictpuire knowledge on actions that make
the whole process of strategy implementation sisfakwhile understanding the macro-
organizational factors affecting business survivdlis implies that findings and drawn
from this study will add value to theory by highiighg the need to carry out
environmental scanning and its impact. The study tnghlighted such subsystems as
technology, legal framework governing the Paralatocial and economic levels of
each Parastatal, buyers’ and suppliers’ interimahips and how they affect the internal
business processes, decisions and structure. Aghinsf these relationships results into

development of advanced situational strategiesanage the organizations.

This study helps in establishing the challengestraitegy implementation and determines
measures to overcome them. The results of the stodfyibute to the research practice
by being a source of reference material for fute@searchers on other related topics and
also help other academicians who undertake the sapie in their future studies. The
suggestions on the areas for further researcheonltallenges of strategy implementation
in the government owned Parastatals in other segtdr give comparative analysis and
form a basis for researching more flexible and aded ways of improving profitability

and relevance of each and every government Paabisté¢enya and beyond.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX I: INTRODUCTION LETTER

Dear Sir/Madam,

RE: REQUEST FOR RESEARCH INFORMATION

| am a student at the University of Nairobi purguia master degree in business
administration. | am currently undertaking a reskairoject on the challenges of strategy
implementation in the Parastatals within the Adtioal sector in Kenya as part of the

academic requirement for the award of the aboved@egree.

| would be very grateful if you could spare a momehyour time and fill the attached
guestionnaire to help me gather the necessarymafoon. The information you give will
be treated with utmost confidentiality and shallused solely for this research problem.

A copy of the same shall be availed to you on regjue

| will highly appreciate any additional informatidhat you might consider necessary for

this research study.

In case of any clarifications pertaining this resbgroject/questionnaire, do not hesitate

to contact me on telephone number: +254 736 264 888

Thank you in advance.

Yours sincerely,
Joseph K. Maiyo



APPENDIX II: QUESTIONNAIRE

Instructions

This questionnaire has three sections. Section #sdeith the general information
about the respondent and the Parastatal; sectidea® with the challenges of strategy
implementation; section C deals with the measurvedeal with challenges of strategy

implementation in the Parastatals within the Adtime sector in Kenya.

For most questions, you are required to choosediing in the box [ ] one answer

among the alternatives. For other questions, yeuaaked to rank the alternatives in
terms of their relative importance to strategy iempéntation within the Parastatal. For
certain questions, you are encouraged to spedifgr @lternatives in the space provided

or to fill in the blank spaces.
SECTION A: GENERAL INFORMATION
1. What is your gender?
a. Male[]
b. b. Female|[ ]
2. What is your level of education?

a. Postgraduate [ ]

=3

Graduate [ ]

o

Diploma [ ]
d. K.C.S.E/O-Level []

3. What is the name of your Parastatal?........ccccoco.oooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiien



4. What is the size of your Parastatal in terms ohtgwide presence?
a. Presentin all counties [ ]
b. Presentin between 15-46 counties [ |
c. Presentin between 1-14 counties [ ]
SECTION B: CHALLENGES OF STRATEGY IMPLEMENTATION

5. Do you agree that the following challenges of siggtimplementation face your
Parastatal in its bid to implement strategy?

Measure Strongly | Agree | Neutral | Disagree| Strongly

Agree Disagree

Organizational Culture

Teamwork

Vertical organizational

structure

Management style

Technological advancement

Location of the firm to the

market

Environmental scanning

Commitment of top

management




In a scale of 1-5 where 1 represents very highevhitepresents very low, indicate

the level in which the following industry forcedexdt your Parastatal.

Industry Force 1 2 3 | 4 5

Threat of new entrants

Threat of substitutes

Buyers’ Power

Suppliers’ Power

Competition Rivalry

. What are the gains your Parastatal has achievisdms of customer service
satisfaction and how such satisfaction has bedizedan each of the gains since the

introduction of strategy implementation procesgonr Parastatal?

Satisfaction Measure Very | High | Medium | Low | Very
high Low

Turnaround time

Quality of service

Flexibility of product benefits

Customer confidence

Product range development

Service alignment to strategy

Volume of transactions/unit time




SECTION C: MEASURES TO DEAL WITH CHALLENGES OF

STRATEGY IMPLEMENTATION

8. To what extend do you agree that the following mmesshave been put in place by

your Parastatal to support strategy implementatitinin your organization?

Measure

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Organizational learning

Two way communication

Internal Processes

Resources provision

Customer Focus

Financial Controls

Setting up Policies

Creation of horizontal structur

(S]

Focused Leadership

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION.




APPENDIX III: List of Parastatals in the Agricultur al Sector in Kenya
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Agriculture, Fisheries and Livestock Authority
National Irrigation Board

Coffee Research Foundation

Kenya Plant Health Inspectorate Service
Kenya Agricultural Research Institute
Central Agricultural Board

Kenya Farmers Association

Cotton Development Authority

Coconut Development Authority

Miwani Sugar Factory[ In receivership]
Muhoroni Sugar Company][ In receivership]
Kenya Sugar Research Foundation

Bukura Agricultural College

Agricultural Information Resource Centre
Kenya Animal Genetics Resource Centre
Coffee Development Fund

Pyrethrum Board of Kenya

Pest Control Products Board

Kenya Seed Company

Mumias Sugar Company

Kenya Dairy Board

Kenya Meat Commission

Kenya Veterinary Vaccine Production Centre
Kenya Marine and Fisheries Research Institute
Kenya Sisal Board

Agro-Chemical and Food Company
Agricultural Development Corporation
Agricultural Finance Corporation

National Bio-Safety Authority

National Cereals and Produce Board
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31. Tea Board of Kenya

32.  Horticultural Crops Development Authority
33. Nyayo Tea Zones Development Corporation
34.  Coffee Research Foundation

35. Coffee Board of Kenya

36. Kenya Sugar Board

37. Tea Research Foundation

38.  South Nyanza Sugar Company Ltd

39. Nzoia Sugar Company

40.  Chemelil Sugar Company

Source: (Republic of Kenya, Executive Order No. 2/2013)

Vil



