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Abstract
This study sought to analyze the effect of orgaiipal factors on the relationship between divératfon
strategies and competitiveness sugar firms in Kefijfs@ main objective was to establish the effect of
organizational factors on the relationship betwaigarsification strategies and competitivenessugias firms in
Kenya. The specific objectives were to: establish éffect of age of the firm on the relationshigween
diversification strategies and competitiveness sfigas in Kenya, to establish the effect of siZele firm on
the relationship between diversification strategiad competitiveness sugar firms in Kenya and lnal find
out the effect of management structure on theioglship between diversification strategies and cstitipeness
sugar firms in Kenya. The study adopted descriptiveelational survey design and this being a cessudy;
all the sugar firms in the Kenya were studied. gsin questionnaire, primary data was collected ftom
production and marketing managers as key informaingsich of the sugar firms. The production andketing
managers of every sugar firm were selected to pakein the study as they are perceived to be kedgdable
on the issues under study and for which they aheeresponsible for their execution or they peadlgrexecute
them. The questionnaire was pre-tested on a pagphandent who are not part of the study respondautts
knowledgeable in the study aspects in order torerthieir validity and relevance. Secondary data esracted
from annual reports, publications and documentaghais was also used to gather background infoométy
reviewing literatures relevant to the study. Rexd of the measures used to measure the studylesriavere
also used to construct the questionnaire to erfsise and construct validity. The data collected aaalyzed
using descriptive and inferential statistics. Cractids alpha coefficient was used to measure thebitty of the
scale, which was used to assess the interval ¢ensisamong the research instrument items. To mé@terthe
effect of organizational factors on the relatiopshetween diversification strategies and competitéss, the
researcher used Karl Pearson’s first order padafficient (i, ,). Organizational factors had no overall
moderating role on the relationship between difieedion strategies and competitiveness in thay thad an
overall significance value greater than the setlper of 0.05 (Overall significance = 0.069). Howeven
individual significance, the degree of moderati@mi@s from one organizational factor to anothere Tihdings
of this study are of great benefit to practitionersademicians in the area of knowledge developnfiemhers
and other stakeholders in the sugar industry.
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1.1 Introduction

Sugar firms in Kenya have resulted in diversifythgir operations in an effort to build a compettiedge over
their competitors. Diversifying means developingide range of products, interests or skills in ortebe more
successful or reduce risks. It involves buyingdifferent investments alternatives to spread tsk& of
investments (Nickels, 2002). It is a strategy ubgdmany firms not to become too dependent on omlg o
product line, but get involved with new productsmad at penetrating new markets (Nickels, 2002).
Diversification merits strong consideration whernegesingle business company is faced with dimimighi
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market opportunities and stagnation of sales imgiple business (Thompson et al, 2005). According t
Thompson et al (2010), diversification is due firaen expands into industries whose technologies proadiucts
compliments its present business. When a firmvisrdifying into closely related business, it opaas avenues
for reducing costs which can be a major driverttatsgic diversification. Concentric or relatedatisification is
seen where the firms have diversified into reldbedinesses like the generation of power and waigeq
which in turn help in cutting down the productioasts. It is on this view that this study on theeeffof
concentric diversification on competitiveness ajaufirms is aimed at accessing how concentricrdifieation
strategy has influenced the sugar firms’ competditass in Kenya.

Competitiveness on the other hand, is where aifirable to create more economic value than othempeting
firms (Barney, 2010). Economic value is the diffexe between perceived benefits gained by a custtimer
purchases a firms product or service and the ftdhemic cost of these product and services (Bard@gy).
Competitiveness in Sugar firms was measured by #i®iity to turn input into output in the most iefént and
economic way. According to Pearce & Robinson (2020cheme developed by Michael Porter, for a fivat
seeks to build competitive advantage, it shoulivestfor overall low-cost leadership in the industtige firm
should be able to use its low cost advantage togehwer prices and yet enjoy higher profit masgifhis
enables the firm to be able to defend it in prig@snand attack its competitors to gain market shacegrowth
in sales which shows that the firm is competitiPedrce and Robinson, 2010). In this study, conmpetiéss of
sugar firm was used to refer to being able to pecedquality sugar at lowest cost possible hencegbable to
charge lower price of the commodity and yet enjmhér profit margins than the rivals. Competitivesién this
study was characterized by market share, growthaiadl production expansion.

1.1.2 Literature Review

Diversifying is developing a wide range of produdtgerests or skills in order to be more successfueduce
risks (Nickels, 2002). However some scholars Bdner and Zemsky (2006), argues that firms divgrgihen
they have valuable and difficult-to-imitate resagdhat are valuable across industries, or are leongmtary to
resources in other industries, and where theses gainnot be realized by contracting among indeperfdens.
Firms also diversify when they have effective inrresource-allocation mechanisms. Diversificatioerits
strong consideration whenever a single businesganynis faced with diminishing market opportunitesd
stagnation of sales in principle business as pexgpdy (Thompson et al, 2005). Diversification iedla firm
expands into industries whose technologies andystedcomplement its present business. When diyergif
into closely related business, it opens new avefaregducing costs then this can be a major drivestrategic
diversification (Arthur, 2004).

When a firm has a powerful and well known brand eahmt can be transferred to the product of theroth
business, then this may drive a firm to diversifiiompson et al, (2005) are of the view that a fierrerages its
existing competencies and capabilities by expanditg businesses where these same resource stseaigth
valuable competitive assets. Diversification sgas involve buying different investments altdiviess to
spread the risk of investment as argued by (Nicl2€82). Diversification strategies help the firot to become
too dependent on only one product line but the fitmuld get involved with new products and aim evn
markets (Kotler, 1991), he also observes divewdifim as a strategy for a company’s growth andstdtat by
starting up or acquiring business outside the cayigecurrent products and markets, diversificatigt aim at
the development of new products with a view to gapyy new markets. This study has covered various$ of
diversification strategies that the sugar firm&enya use in their efforts to build a competitidge over their
rivals. These diversification strategies includeamtric or related, vertical and horizontal divfezation.

1.1.3 Concentric diversification

A related diversification strategy involves buildithe company around businesses whose value ghadsess
competitively valuable strategic fits. Strategicekists whenever one or more activities comprigifithe value
chain of different businesses are sufficiently #amas to present opportunities for the diversigyfinm (Arthur,
2004). Concentric diversification is a grand swgtehat involves the operations of a second busirikat
benefits from access to the firm’s core competsn@earce and Robinson, 2010). Concentric diveasibn is
where a firm can diversify into a relatedsimess. Itis also referred to as relateckrdification and its
where a firm diversifies to a company whoskieahain posses completely valuable strategic(ftrthur,
2005).

According to Thompson et al, (2004) Strategic fitstes when the value chain of different businegaesent
opportunities for cross-business resource trankfer cost through combining the performance oftedavalue
chain activities, cross business use of potebtiahd names, and cross-business collaborationitd hew or
stronger competitive capability. Achieving supererformance through diversification is largelysed on
relatedness. Related diversification allows thefio reap the competitive advantage benefits disskansfer,
lower cost, common brand names and still spreadéhtrestors risk over a broad business base (Thomesal,
2004). On the other hand, Barney (2007) suggeatsré¢itatedness hypothesis loosely claims that rbukiness
firms holding portfolios of similar or related bassses might obtain efficiency advantages unavaitabnon-
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diversified firms and firms with unrelated portimdi. This gives the diversified firm competitive adtage over
the undiversified one. If all the business in whighfirm operates shares a significant number ofitisip
production technologies, distribution channels, ilsimcustomers, then the diversification strategycalled
related constrained as suggested by Barney (200€gsence, synergy is the ability of two or moaetgp of an
organization to achieve greater total effectiveneggether than would be experienced if the effattshe
independent parts were summed.

1.1.3.4 Vertical diversification

Vertical diversification is a grand strategy basedthe acquisition of firms that supply the acqugrfirm with
inputs or new customers for its outputs (PearceRuiainson, 2010). Vertical diversification occurkem a firm
goes back to the previous stage of its productiwigie or moves forward to subsequent stage o$ainee cycle,
production of raw materials or even distributiontted final product (Gregory et al, 2005). Nicke2902) argue
that diversification is as one of the time-honoutedets of sound investing ‘don’t put all your edgsone
basket’ and when a firm diversifies closer to tloerses of raw materials in the stages of productipiis
following a backward vertical integration strategy.

According to Barney (2007), backward integratidoat the diversifying firm to exercise more contovier the
quality of the supplies being purchased. Backwantggration also may be undertaken to provide a more
dependable source of the needed raw materials.dfdrintegration allows a manufacturing companydsuae
itself of an outlet for its products and it alséowmls a firm to have more control over how its prouare sold
and serviced (Barney, 2007). Furthermore, a compaeny be better able to differentiate its produntsnfthose
of its competitors by forward integration. By opamiits own retail outlets, a firm is often bettéleato control
and train the personnel selling and servicing dfgigment (Barney, 2007). According to Pearce andif&on
(2010), some firms employ vertical integration &ghes to eliminate the "profits of the middlemahRifms are
sometimes able to efficiently execute the taskad@erformed by the middleman and the middlemefiitpro
helps the firm in lowering the production costs imgkthe firm to be competitive in terms of low césadership
(Pearce and Robinson, 2010).

1.1.3.5 Horizontal diversification

According to Pearce and Robinson, (2010), horiddntaegration is a grand strategy based on growtbugh
the acquisition of similar firms operating at than® stage of production-marketing chaldorizontal
diversification occurs when a firm adds new produst services that are technologically or comméycia
unrelated to the current products or services hatt inay appeal to customers (Baldwin et al, 200@jernal
horizontal diversification occurs when a firm estea different, but usually related, line of busmdsy
developing the new line of business itself. Intédigersification frequently involves expandingienf's product
or market base (Thompson et al, 2004). On the oflaed, External horizontal diversification is whexe
company enters a new area of business by purchasiother company or business unit. Mergers and
acquisitions are common forms of external diveeaiiion (Thompson et al, 2004).

1.2 Firms’ Competitiveness

A firm is said to be competitive over rivals whensi able to create more economic value than atherpeting
firms (Barney, 2010). Economic value is the differe between perceived benefits gained by a custtimer
purchases a firms product or service and the fudnemic cost of these product and services. Ber®@Rg)
argues that competitiveness grows fundamentallyobtite value that a firm is able to create forhitg/ers, do
more business with the existing ones, and redueéots of customers. Once more and more custorsecsipe
benefits they gain by purchasing a sugar firms pecgdhen they tend to buy more of the product Whéads to
gaining more market share which is an indicatazashpetitiveness (Barney2010).

According to Thompson et al (2006), firms with highative market shares normally have greater cdithpe
strength than those with lower shares. Market sbanebe defined as the percentage of a market amabior
by a specific entity and it is an advantageous whymeasuring business competitiveness since iess |
dependent upon macro environmental variables sactha state of the economy or changes in tax policy
(Gregory, 200k Market share is a key indicator of firm compggtiess in that it shows how well a firm is
doing against its competitors. Sharma and Kesr#9g), argues that diversifying entrants enter laigger scale
and are more likely to survive and grow than undified entrants; consequently diversifying entsapbse a
bigger threat, in increasing rivalry and challemgincumbents’ market share, than undiversifiedams. This
means that a more diversified firm is more competiand can survive the stiff competition in thdustry.
Additionally, according to Robert (2004) growtheas to extend firms potentials in the face of cetitpn. As
the firm extends its potentials more than its gyahe rate of growth is said to be on the increaskthis shows
that the firm is more competitive. The firm’s atyilto increase in resources, human, physical aed &aancial,
then the growth rate of the firm is said to haweréased and it's a sign of being competitive.

Finally, production is the conversion of inputsoimutputs using physical resources, so as to peavid desired
utilities of form, place, possession or state aoabination thereof to the customers while meethreg other
organizational objectives of effectiveness, efficig, adaptability and competitiveness (Chary, 2004)
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Production expansion therefore refers to increaghé capacity of a firm to be able to convert inipto output
using it physical resources. Once a firm is ableldoso better than its rivals, then the firm ids@ai be more
competitive than its competitors.

According to Pearce and Robinson (2010), for a finat seek to build competitive advantage, it lnasse one
of the three generic strategies. It should strovediverall low-cost leadership in the industry, fiien should be
able to use its low cost advantage to charge I@riees or enjoy higher profit margins. This enatifes firm to
be able to defend it in price wars and attack d@mpetitors to gain market share and growth in saleh
shows that the firm is competitive (Pearce and Redm, 2010). Striving to create and market uniqoelyct for
various customer groups through differentiationhis second generic strategy as stated by Portar (8893).
This is where the products are designed to appeaigtomers with a special sensitivity for a pattc product
attribute to build customer loyalty. Such loyalttesnslates into a firm’s ability to charge a premiprice for its
products and the product attributes also helpshéndevelopment of marketing channels through witidk
delivered (Barney 2010). Finally, the firm shouldw to have special appeal to one or more grafijgsistomer
or industrial buyers, focusing on their cost offetiéntiation concerns which attempts to attenchéorteeds of a
particular market segment (Ma, Hao 2007). The sfutposes that any useful strategic undertakingiadoby
the sugar firm, such as diversification strategibsuld enable the firm to effectively build itsnapetitiveness.
1.3 Organizational factors

For the purpose of this study, organizational fect@re conceived as environmental or situatiormles that
affects an organization’s strategic effectivenédse study therefore suggests that organizationgbifa are
likely to have significant influence on the link theen diversification strategies and competitivenékhis
therefore suggest that organizational factors is #tudy will serve as moderating variables betwésn
independent and dependent variables of the stuuky.ofganizational variables to be used in thisysaré: the
age of the firm; size of the firm; management gtiiee and the financial ability of the firm. Orgaaional
factors have an important role in shaping the cditipeness of any organization including the sufiyans.

Age of the firm refers to the number of years thgas firm has been in existence and sugar firmiegeeasured
as the number of years the firm has been in busindss study proposes that, the older the diwargiffirm,
the bigger the impact of diversification strategisthe competitiveness and vice versa. Kuria@Q@tgue that
the more the age of the firm, the more likely ityngchieve effective market productivity and comjpetness.
This is because an older firm in relation to itsals has well established distribution and markgthannels as
well as big customer base that facilitate divetaifion and finally its competitiveness againstritals. This
study proposes that the more the age of a firmmbee likely it may have achieved effective divécsition
strategies to influence competitiveness of the sfiga.

Another organizational factor of interest to thigdy is the size of the firm. The size of the dsisiing firm in
relation to other firms in the same industry walatively influence the effect of diversificatiotrategies on
competitiveness of the firm. Size of the firm mag bperationalized in terms of the firm’s total asser
example capital (machine and physical structuiesihtes and human resources that a firm has itiaelo its
competitors. In addition, the number of employeades and the branch outlets are all appropriaiedtors of
organizational size. If the diversifying firm isgger in size than its rivals, then the diversificatstrategies may
have more effect on the competitiveness of the.fifhis is because it uses its size in favour oediification
strategies which leads to being more competitiantlis rivals. On the contrary Chen et al (2004\wéver
argue that size erodes not only performance bui #ie competitiveness of the larger firms due te th
organizational diseconomies which increases asigigeincreases. This however is not the case iardugs in
that size of the firm favours competitiveness dudég large customer base and resources. Thergfrestudy
proposes that the size of the sugar firm will iefice the link between diversification strategiesl an
competitiveness of the sugar firms.

The sugar firm management structure is very immbiitashaping of the competitiveness of sugar firfitss is
the division of authority, responsibility and d@i@mong the members of an organization. Walter 01
proposes that, it is the method by which the stafépartments, division and regions work and imtewdth one
another. Management structure may be centralizetafichical) or decentralized (flat), centralizeidusture
restricts decision making process to the top mamegé which in turn affects negatively the perforemmand
competitiveness of the firm because of time washafpre a decision is arrived at. Flat managemeuttsire
promotes a decentralized decision making processdrgasing staff participation in the decision imgkand
this increases the efficiency and competitivendsthe firm. The study suggests that the type of agament
structure in the sugar firms will influence theat@nship between diversification strategies anthpetitiveness
of the sugar firms.

Finally, the firm’s financial ability is another teworthy organizational factor. The financial alilof the firm
enables the firms to be able acquire modern equipnéor its operations which leads to being more
competitive. The advancement in IT has led to neistipof all aspects of production and marketingriany
organizations sugar firms being no exception. L200F7) suggest that firms need to invest heavilyTin
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infrastructure and specialized software to rectralck, and analyze customer interaction in ordebudd a
competitive edge over their rivals. The investmientT requires large amount of finances hence astign
with better financial ability will have an advang&n the IT investment and will be more competitikkan those
with less amounts of finances. Additionally, arfiwith a strong financial ability is able to acaquimodern
equipments which lead to efficiency in the productiprocess which in turn leads to firm being more
competitive. The study proposes that financial igbibf sugar firm will influence the relationshipetween
diversification strategies and competitivenessefgugar firm.

3.0 Methodology

3.1 Research Design

A research design is the arrangement of conditionsollection, measurement and analysis of dathan aims
to combine relevance to the research purpose Kofpa@i0). This study used descriptive correlatiosaivey
design as it sought to describe and establish dlaionships among the study variables namely agrice
diversification strategy and competitiveness. Dipsiwe correlational survey design allows the reskar to
describe and evaluate the relationship betweensthey variables which are associated with the pmobl
Correlational survey design also allows a researthmeasure the research variables by askingiquesb the
respondents and then examining their relationgdi@¢nnor, 2011).

This being a census study, all the sugar firmseémy& which were registered and licensed by the Ke&uygar
Board as at February 2013, and still in operatiotha time of data collection in the year 2013 wsitadied. A
list of the sugar firms which were registered andrsed by the Kenya Sugar Board indicated thaetaee nine
sugar manufacturing firms in Kenya. Sugar industag deliberately chosen in this study due to teetfzat the
sector has faced a lot of challenges in the regesitto the extent that some sugar firm closedédme need for
the study.

Both descriptive and inferential statistics wereedign the analysis then presented using frequemdyy a
contingency tables. Descriptive statistics wereduse deduce any patterns, averages and dispersiotige
variables. They include measure of locations (meant) measure of dispersions (standard error m&hese
measures were used to describe the characteridtitise collected data. Inferential statistics wewsed to
determine the relationship between the study veesabnd these inferential statistics included datian and
regression analysis. The primary association ambagstudy variables were assessed using correlatidch
were tested at 95 percent confidence level (lef/significance,a= 0.05) and 99 percent confidence level and
the hypothesis tested at 95 percent confidenceé (kwel of significanceg= 0.05).

4. Findings

The results presentation in this section has bese ih accordance with the study variables in teceptual
framework (Figure 1.1). These variables were difieegion strategies, sugar firm competitivenessl dahe
organizational factors. Karl Pearson’s coefficiefitcorrelation has been used to highlight the nelations
within the study variables.

4.1 Diversification strategies

The table 4.1 below shows the Pearson’s correlata@fficient between the various dimensions buddihe
independent variable. The correlation results fivedification strategies shows that usage of firms
competencies and capability in expansions andeetlausinesses owned by the sugar firm had stafigtic
significant positive correlation (r = 0.731 and @lve < 0.05). This goes hand in hand with Thompsbal
(2005) opinion that, a firm leverages its existtmmpetencies and capabilities by expanding intanesses
where these same resource strengths are valuatlgetitive assets. This shows that related busisesamed
by sugar firms were directly linked to competenaes capabilities that the firm had. The effectha$ is that
the competencies and capabilities that a sugar fiaeh helped the firm to use them in their exparsitm
businesses where these competencies and capaldlitevaluable competitive assets. Purchased fithes in
same line and stage of production largely dependettie level of related businesses owned by siiigas.f

The more firms purchased by the sugar firm whiahiarthe same line and stage of production, thgetathe
number of related businesses owned by sugar fifoeswersa (r = 0.745 and p-value = 0.01). This dwed in
hand with Thompson et al, (2004) proposition th8trategic fit exists when the value chain of difer
businesses present opportunities for cross-busimesseurce transfer, low cost through combining the
performance of related value chain activities, srbasiness use of potential brand names, and-busésess
collaboration to build new or stronger competitaegpability. Generally, most of the diversificatistrategies
indicators had very strong positive correlationi¢ating that the move in the same direction to anether. This
is good indicator that as the firm diversifiesndt only improves on its performance but also tiverdification
strategies produce positive results to the welhdpedf the sugar firm. Firms performs middlemen task
marketing of its products had also a very strongitp@ correlation with related businesses whosgputu
becomes input in sugar production process (r =70.88d p-value = 0.01).This concurs with Pearce and
Robinson (2010) suggestion that firms are sometms to efficiently execute the tasks being penked by the
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middleman and the middlemen profits helps the finntowering the production costs making the firmke
competitive in terms of low cost leadership.
Table 4.1: Correlation results for diversification strategies
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Business owned and related to sugar production.
1
Related businesses whose output is input in the
sugar. .697 1
Ever merged or bought other businesses.
301 .292 1
Firm uses its competencies & capability in
expansions. :
731 | .626| .226 1
Firms purchased and at the same stage of .
production. 556 | .447| .163| .543 1
Firms purchased not in the same stage of produc . .
149 | .210| .313| .192]| 335 1
Control over raw material supplied and purchase( . .
070 | .014| .369| .090| 316 | .210 1
Performs middlemen tasks in marketing. . .
575 | .687| .163| .529| 594 | .234| .110 gl
Purchased firms in same line & stage of productiq ) )
745 | .499| .347| .691| 744 | .098]| .196 | .520

Source; Research data

4.2 Competitiveness

Sugar firm competitiveness was the dependent Jariabthe study and the dimensions characterizingere

the market share, growth rate and production expanghe correlation results in Table 4.2 for thenf

competitiveness shows that all the dimensionsraf iompetitiveness move in the same direction aeg all

had very strong positive correlation. The factol®se correlation was very strong was the dependeinsales
turnover on the market share (r = 0.934) and thpexéence of the production cost on the sales tem@v=

0.885) this suggests that the amount of saledithamakes is dependent on the market share ofitimatand as
the sales turnover increases, the production nedaetincreased to meet the demand which in turd tea
increase in production costs. This concurs withnBgr(2010) who proposes that once more and moteroess

perceive benefits they gain by purchasing a firneglpct, then they tend to buy more of the produattvleads
to gaining more market share which is an indicafarompetitiveness.
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Table 4.2: Correlation results for firm competitiveness
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Firm has more market share thg
rivals. 1
Posts more sales earnings than
rivals. .894 1
Grown rapidly after
diversification. .596 467 1
Increased business after
diversification. .866 775 775 1
Creates more economic value. 722 592 592 626 1
Posts higher Sales turnover tha
rivals. .934 731 453 674 .703 1
Production capacity has
increased. 415 .046 A17 .539 .187 .460 1
Cost reduced after
diversification. .408 612 .365 .730 707 .885 572 1
Cutting edge over rivals.
.750 .679 .000 .763 .802 .000 .540 .7638

Source: Research data

4.3. Organizational factors

The organizational or the firm specific factors efhivere the moderating variables in the study ohetlage of
the firm, size of the firm, management structurd #re financial capability of the sugar firm. Tall& below
shows the correlation results for the organizafidiaators and no statistically significant corréat was
observed as all the variables indicators had atipestorrelation coefficient between themselvessiiie the
fact that they all had positive correlation coeéfit, some had stronger positive relationship,eiemmple, the
management structure and the size of the firm leagl strong positive correlation coefficient (r =4B5). This
could be explained by the fact that as the sizh@fugar firm increases, the need to have a nerentralized
management structure also increases hence theawsery strong positive correlation. The sizehs firm
had also very strong positive correlation with #ge of firm (r = 0.870) and this can be explaingdhe fact
that the size of the firm largely depends on thenlber of year that sugar firm has been in existefites
concurs with Kuria (2010) argument that the moee dlge of the firm, the more likely it may achievieetive
market productivity and competitiveness. This ecduse an older firm in relation to its rivals hasll
established distribution and marketing channelsvals as big customer base that facilitate divecatfion and
finally its competitiveness against its rivals. iFhowever disagrees with Chen et al (2004) whoetbat size
erodes not only performance but also the competittgs of the larger firms due to the organizational
diseconomies which increases as the size increakedinancial ability had the least though positoorrelation
with the management structure (r = 0.266). Thidatpossibly be explained by the fact that the nemetralized
management structure mainly in the privately owfiied lead to more financial ability based on thetfthat all
the profits are retained by the owners of the firms

4.4 Summary and Key Findings

This study on the moderating effect of organizadldiactors on competitiveness of sugar firm in Kaiad a
specific objectives of establishing the moderagffgct of organizational factors on sugar firm cetilpveness
which was latter developed into null hypothesis atadistically tested using the Karl Pearson’s zender and
first order partial correlation analysis. The dissions in the following sections highlight the Keydings of the
study based on the hypothesis. The organizati@tabifs involved in this study were size of the fiage of the
firm, management structure and the financial abditthe sugar firm.
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Table 4.3: Correlation results among organizationafactors
Age of the sugar| Size of the Management Financial
Indicators firm sugar firm structure Ability
Age of the Firm
1
Size of the Sugar Firm 0.870 1
Management Structure
0.701 0.935 1
Financial Ability
0.518 0.379 0.266 1
Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2ed).

Source; Research data

Table 4.4 Summary of the moderating effect of orgamational factors on the relationship between
diversification strategies and competitiveness

Results of zero order Correlation of Diversification strategies and competitiveness

Mean of
Mean of Competitivenesy diversification strategies
Mean of Pearson Correlation
Competitiveness Significance. (2-tailed)
N 1 0.280

. 0.014

18 18
Mean of Pearson Correlation
diversification Significance. (2-tailed) 0.280 1
strategies N 0.014 :

18 18

Correlation is significant at 0.05 lever (2-tailed)

Results of first order partial correlation of Diversification strategies and Competitiveness with Orgaizational

factors.
Control / First order Moderation effect of organizational factors Significan
moderating partial correlation | (compared to zero order simple correlation ce
variable(z) (Frvy.2) coefficient of diversification strategies and firm (p-value =
competitiveness (& = 0.280) 0.05, 2-tailed)
Size of the firm 0.259 Moderately positive 0.024
Age of the firm 0.285 Slightly negative 0.019
Management 0.270 Moderately positive 0.014
structure
Financial 0.274 Moderately positive 0.012
ability
Overall significance = 690

Source; Research data
On aggregate, the organizational factors were faontdave a moderating effect on the relationshipwbeen
diversification strategies and competitivenessugfas firms though the degree and direction of fifecevaried
across the organizational factors. Size, managestemtture and financial ability improved the raaship
between diversification strategies and firm contp@mness (f,, - 0.259,p-value= 0.024,,r,= 0.270,P-value =
0.014 and g, = 0.274, P-value = 0.012) respectively while agg, (= 0.285 p-value = 0.019) of the firm had
slightly negative correlation which means that #dha suppressing effect on the relationship between
diversification strategies and firm competitiveness
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4.5 Conclusion

The study was based on the premise that diversditatrategies influence sugar firms’ competitiess but this
influence is moderated by a number of organizatiawors. The study results supported this prennighat the
relationship between diversification strategies dinch competitiveness was found to be moderated by
organizational factors. It was noted that the dioec and strength of this effect vary across inaiinl
organizational factors but three of these fact@s be controlled by a sugar firm, the size of tine,fthe
management structure and financial ability. A déedized management structure is good for the finmarder

to reduce the negative effects associated withcthgralized and rigid management structure. A laige is
ideal and desirable for the firm since it had a aerately positive moderating effect and financiailigbis
another factor that can be controlled by the fimd had a moderate positive moderating effect.
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