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ABSTRACT
Although the agricultural cooperative subsector was essential to Kenya's economic expansion, recent reports showed a worrying downturn in its performance, with its share of the GDP declining. Homa Bay County agricultural cooperatives still had difficulty streamlining their operations, even with large government investments in infrastructure to enhance market access and logistics. The main cause of these difficulties was the poor application of competitive strategies, which resulted in negative organizational outcomes like low profitability, dwindling membership, and lower farmer incomes. By analyzing the influence of three crucial competitive strategies, namely cost leadership, differentiation, and focus, on the performance of agricultural cooperatives, this study aimed to address these problems. The study focused on three specific objectives: first, to evaluate the cost leadership strategy on the organizational performance of agricultural cooperatives; second, to assess how differentiation strategy influenced the performance of agricultural cooperatives; and third, to analyze the influence of focus strategy on the organizational performance of agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County, Kenya. The region's cooperatives continued to perform poorly despite government assistance, which impeded the expansion of the agricultural industry. The purpose of this study was to determine the effectiveness of these strategies' implementation as well as their impact on overall success, operational effectiveness, and financial viability. The study used a correlational study design and a census survey sampling technique. The study employed Porter's Five Forces of Competition and the Resource-Based View theories. A total of 543 respondents, including chairpersons or directors, managers or chief executives, and cooperative officers from 181 cooperatives, completed questionnaires to provide data. Descriptive statistics (mean, median, and standard deviation) and weighted average frequency analysis using SPSS were used to examine the gathered data. The relationship between cooperative performance and competitive strategies was evaluated in this analysis. In order to improve the performance of agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County and support the long-term expansion of Kenya's agricultural industry, the findings provided insightful information to stakeholders, cooperative leaders, and policymakers. The study established that competitive strategic practices, including cost leadership, differentiation, and focus strategies, significantly influenced the organizational performance of agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County. Cost leadership, driven by cost reduction, financial controls, and farmer engagement, contributed to improved profitability, member satisfaction, and growth, although gaps in technology adoption remained a challenge. Differentiation strategies, particularly improvements in product quality and packaging, enhanced competitiveness and market visibility, but moderate investment in branding and marketing limited full performance potential. Focus strategies, such as targeting niche markets and customizing products to member needs, were also found to improve competitiveness, loyalty, and market share, though operational gaps in distribution coverage were noted. Overall, the study highlighted that while cooperatives were leveraging these strategies to improve performance, further efforts were required to align strategic initiatives with operational execution to maximize competitiveness and organizational growth.
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[bookmark: _Toc205398046]OPERATIONAL DEFINITION OF TERMS
Competitive advantage - is a favorable niche that a firm occupies in its competitive landscape and it exists when a company makes economic rents, earnings exceed costs and being able to satisfy customer needs more effectively than competitors.
Cost Leadership Strategy- This is where the primary focus of a firm is to achieve low costs relative to competitors. 
Differentiation Strategy- A firm creating inimitability by clearly differentiating the organization goods and services from those of its rivals
Focus Strategies- This is where a firm seeks differentiation or cost advantage in its target segment under a narrow competitive scope.
Organizational performance -is described as the extent to which the organization is able to meet the needs of its stakeholders and its own needs for survival. 
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[bookmark: _Toc205398047]CHAPTER ONE
[bookmark: _Toc205398048]INTRODUCTION
[bookmark: _Toc205398049]1.0 Introduction
This chapter presents: the background of the study, statement of the problem, objectives of the study, research hypotheses, and justification of the study and scope of the study will be used in the study.
[bookmark: _Toc205398050]1.1 Background of the Study
Globally, Leal Martinez, & Leitner, (2010) observed SMEs in Australia that used hybrid strategies outperformed those that did not in terms of growth and profitability. Another study that was carried out in the Czech Republic by Jemelka, (2021) found that the business climate of the country did not clearly demonstrate whether a combination of low-cost and differentiation strategies had any influence on a company's performance. Manufacturing companies in the United States were the subject of a comparative study by Simotwo, Njeru, Jeptoo, & Thoronjo, (2021). The claim that hybrid strategies improved a company's performance more effectively than pure strategies was not supported by the study. Additionally, the study found that when used alone, the differentiation strategy outperformed other strategies in terms of performance (Grashuis, & Su, 2019).
In USA, study concerning the influence of competitive strategies on a company's ability to compete across industries and geographical boundaries, a number of academics have come up with contradictory findings. Nohong, Sanusi, Nurqamar, and Harun (2018) found that competitive strategies have a significant impact on a company's performance in the United States because they help companies meet quality standards and increase efficiency, both of which help them meet and exceed customer needs. Boren (2020) found that product and market development strategies, differentiation, cost leadership, market focus, and differentiation improve a company's competitiveness. In contrast, a study that was carried out in Greece by Vlachvei, Notta, and Demiri (2010) discovered that when it came to increasing sales, competitive strategies were most effective for larger businesses than for smaller ones. Geographical differences that result in distinct micro- and macro-economic conditions are the cause of these contradictory findings.
In Europe, organizational strategy is a detailed plan articulating how the organization will meet its mission, objectives and goals. According to Christensen (2006) a strategy is composed of complicated beliefs, philosophies, intuitions and experiences that provide guidance for particular acts that are aimed at attaining a particular objective.  Strategy is therefore a culmination of all decisions intended to achieve a predetermined goal. The business environment is becoming very dynamic and organizations have to screen the business environment with an intent of coming up with strategies that can give them edge over competitors. Strategies are beneficial as they can help organizations to increase their efficiency and effectiveness in the discharge of their obligations. Hamann, Schiemann, Bellora, & Guenther, (2013) posit that organizations are dependent on the environment for their input or output. Organizations have to come up with competitive strategies to counter competition. 
In Malaysia, Abidin, Adros and Hassanz (2014) found out that adopting generic strategies as the most critical way in which firms can out shine competitors in the industry. There are four types of strategies that can be commonly adopted by organizations namely; cost leadership, differentiation, focus and growth. There is however, no single strategy that can make the organization thrive forever. Allens et al (2008) argues that the generic strategies need to be flexible and must always fit the prevailing economic conditions. In addition, organizational performance needs to be evaluated to ascertain the effectiveness of the application of those strategies.
In Africa, Payal, Ahmed, & Debnath, (2019) notes that competitive strategies arise from an in-depth comprehension of the competition policies and rules that determine an industry's attractiveness. A company can use competitive strategies to shape its business now, in the future, and when choosing which markets or industries to compete in. Atikiya (2015) says that businesses outperform their rivals in terms of performance when their competitive strategies are well-planned and carried out. When choosing which markets or industries to compete in, competitive strategies enable businesses to consistently pursue their day-to-day operations and maintain outstanding performance. According to Wong, & Ngai, (2023), businesses with effective competitive strategies are more likely to take advantage of business opportunities, which ensure that they are ready to compete in the market. 
In Nigeria Onayemi, Onayemi, Dada, Gberevbie, Tongo, Adesanya, & Aribisala, (2022) assert that the application of generic strategies is embraced by multinational companies operating in Nigeria. The application of generic strategies is flexible and relies on the operating environment for modifications. Generic strategies are said to aid in mission accomplishment. It is emphasized that before design of the generic strategies the environment has to be carefully scanned in order to select appropriate strategies that can aid in efficiently accomplishing the business mission. Kinadoso, & Nambuswa, (2020) asserts that organizations have overall strategies that determine the direction to which an organization will go. 

In Eastern Africa, companies must implement effective competitive strategies in order to succeed in potentially competitive markets. The selection of the most effective competitive strategies for enhancing a company's competitive advantage is a complicated process that necessitates extensive market dynamics monitoring and evaluation. According to Wakhu and Bett (2019), when choosing a company's competitive strategies, one of the most important considerations is achieving exceptional profits and a competitive advantage. A company's success in selecting and implementing a competitive strategy determines its likelihood of significant performance. A two-stage life cycle is what Mahnken, & Moehrle, (2018) calls the process of gaining a competitive advantage. According to Mahnken, & Moehrle, (2018), the first phase is the build-up period, during which an organization's strategic decisions effectively leverage its competitive advantage. The second phase is the benefit period, during which the company reaps the benefits of its competitive advantage by earning profits and recouping its investments. Ayebale (2016) notes that the proliferation of more endowed business partners from abroad poses challenges to local firms. Local firms have no option rather than differentiate their products and also become low cost leaders. This is only possible through entrepreneurship and innovation. Zoogah, Peng, & Woldu, (2015) specifically points at agriculture as the backbone of the east African economy and concerted efforts have to be put in to strengthen the sector however, Ndayi, (2011) differs by arguing that the manufacturing and service sectors are of great importance to the region no matter how small their contribution is to the local GDP. 
In Kenya, manufacturing-related corporate organizations account for approximately 10% of GDP. Additionally, the sector accounts for 14% of wage employment in the food and beverage processing, textile, garment, furniture, wood processing, and fabricated metal industries. The sector's contribution has remained stable at 10-12% over the past decade, as stated in the Shiferaw, Hellin, & Muricho, (2011). Concentration on a few commodities, such as food processing and petroleum product refinery, contributes in part to this stagnation. Further, there's absence of modern change from these conventional wares to hardware and innovation items. The sector faces expensive raw materials, rising labor costs, unreliable and expensive energy, and inadequate infrastructure, as highlighted in Vision 2030. Kenya's ranking on the UNIDO's Competitive Industrial Performance Index shows that it still lacks the ability to produce manufactured goods in a competitive manner. They also face significant difficulties in continuously enhancing their performance through cost reduction, quality enhancement, and product differentiation.
The competitive strategies, according to Pylypenko, Klietsova, & Stoianenko, (2019), are the focus strategy, the differentiation strategy, and the cost leadership or low-cost strategy. The goal of the cost leadership strategy is to achieve the lowest possible cost structure by cutting costs throughout the value chain. To put it another way, it means making high-value products with few standard features so that the company can gain a competitive advantage and increase its market share. Innovations that place a partial emphasis on product features are referred to as differentiation strategies (Mahnken, & Moehrle, 2018). These innovations focus on the application of marketing strategies, sales, and advertising activities. Focus strategy, on the other hand, focuses on specific market segments by distinguishing the requirements of customers to guarantee the lowest possible product prices (Pylypenko, Klietsova, & Stoianenko, 2019).
The impact of competitive strategies on the performance of various business entities has been the subject of numerous empirical studies. For instance, a study by Kihoro and Ombui (2012) found that competitive strategies have a significant impact on a company's capacity to retain customers. Munyiri (2014) looked at the relationship between competitive strategies and client retention in Kenyan commercial banks and found that banks that used differentiation strategies significantly increased the loyalty and retention of their customers. Uchegbulam, Akinyele, and Lbidunni (2015) also looked at how competitive strategy affects the performance of specific Nigerian SMEs. They found that product characteristics and the number of customers, product customization and sales growth, and value-added products and revenue growth were all significantly linked.
While numerous studies have explored the impact of various factors on the performance of agricultural cooperatives, significant gaps remain in understanding the specific influence of competitive strategies in the context of Homa Bay County, Kenya. Existing literature primarily focuses on general factors such as access to credit, market linkages, and human capital development (Ochieng & Otieno, 2018). However, limited research has specifically investigated the role of cost leadership, differentiation, and focus strategies in driving the performance of these cooperatives.
Furthermore, most studies have examined the impact of these strategies in isolation, neglecting the potential interplay and synergistic influence among them. This research aimed to address this gap by comprehensively analyzing the individual and combined influence of these competitive strategies on the performance of agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County. By understanding the specific strategies that enhance cooperative performance, this study provided valuable insights for policymakers, cooperative leaders, and stakeholders in developing and implementing effective strategies to improve the sustainability and competitiveness of these vital organizations.
Finally, while some studies have explored the performance of agricultural cooperatives in Kenya, many have focused on national-level analyses or broader regional studies. This research contributed to the existing body of knowledge by providing a more localized and in-depth understanding of the factors influencing the performance of agricultural cooperatives specifically within Homa Bay County. By examining the unique challenges and opportunities faced by cooperatives in this particular context, the study offered valuable insights for developing targeted interventions and improving the livelihoods of farmers in the region.
The agricultural cooperatives are part of the agricultural sector, which has grown significantly worldwide, reaching significant milestones in key locations. However, regional success rates vary, with brand differentiation in various markets being the most important factor. Choice and variety, in addition to new market innovations, have been the primary drivers of differentiation (Bisungo, Chege, & Musiega, (2014). The agricultural cooperatives have undergone significant transformations as a result of a variety of factors, including key differences in the requirements of customers, the globalization of markets, government policies and procedures, and innovations. According to Adisa, (2023), this has resulted in rapid and consistent market expansion in terms of consumer choice and diversity. The manufacturing sector has experienced tremendous growth and transformation, both of which are essential for enhancing consumers' tastes and preferences. Additionally, customers' requirements and preferences have advanced. According to Mwenda, Munyiri, & Ndukhu, (2023)), these developments have contributed to the manufacturing sector's consistent expansion and expansion of opportunities. Cooperatives have to try and use all strategies at their disposal so as to thrive in the competitive environment. This study seeks to do an analysis of competitive strategic practices and organizational performance of Agricultural Cooperatives in Homa Bay County.
[bookmark: _Toc205398052]1.2 Statement of the Problem
The agricultural cooperative subsector is vital to Kenya’s economic development, yet it continues to underperform despite substantial government investment in logistics and infrastructure. According to the Kenya National Bureau of Statistics (KNBS), the sector’s growth has declined steadily, recording 3.5% in 2020, 3.2% in 2021, and 3.01% in 2022, alongside a shrinking share of national GDP. This stagnation poses a risk to economic diversification and may accelerate early deindustrialization.
In Homa Bay County, agricultural cooperative societies hold significant potential to boost productivity and improve farmer livelihoods but face persistent challenges. Ineffective competitive strategies, unclear strategic direction, poor resource allocation, and limited access to market intelligence have constrained their performance. Consequently, many cooperatives struggle with profitability, membership retention, and farmer income growth.
The extent to which competitive strategies, specifically cost leadership, differentiation, and focus, shape the performance of agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County remains unclear. This study therefore sought to examine how these strategies influence financial viability, operational efficiency, and overall success, providing insights to guide policymakers, cooperative leaders, and stakeholders in enhancing cooperative performance.
1.3 Objectives of the Study
[bookmark: _Toc205398053]1.3.1 General Objective
The study general objective is to find out the influence of competitive strategic practices on performance of agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County Kenya
[bookmark: _Toc205398054]1.3.2 Specific Objectives
The following specific objectives were used:
i.) To evaluate influence cost leadership strategy and organizational performance of Agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County, Kenya.
ii.) To assess influence differentiation strategy and organizational performance of Agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County, Kenya.
iii.) To analyze influence focus strategy and organizational performance of Agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County, Kenya.
[bookmark: _Toc205398055]1.4 Research Hypotheses
H1: Cost leadership strategy has a significant influence on the organizational performance of agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County, Kenya..
H2: Differentiation strategy has a significant influence on the organizational performance of agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County, Kenya.
H3: Focus strategy has a significant influence on the organizational performance of agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County, Kenya.
[bookmark: _Toc205398056]1.5 Justification of the Study
The findings of the study was useful to the management of Agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County as it was able to gauge the influence of competitive strategic practices it applies on performance of the company. This will help in modification of the competitive strategies applied to enable the organization to be competitive. The findings also benefited other cooperative societies as they were able to assess the effectiveness of generic strategies they apply. It will be also be a useful reference document to researchers and scholars.
[bookmark: _Toc205398057]1.6 Scope of the Study
The scope for this study was evaluated in terms of subject, location and time. In terms of subject the study confined itself to analyzing the influence of competitive strategic practices on organizational performance on agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County Kenya. The specific strategies that were analyzed are cost leadership, differentiation and focus strategies.
The study was conducted among employees at Agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County. The study will be conducted during the period of July to December 2025


[bookmark: _Toc205398058]1.7 Conceptual Framework
The conceptual framework that will guide the study is presented in the Figure 1 below. Independent variables						Dependent variableCost leadership strategy
Conversion cost
Overhead costs






Differentiation strategy
Packaging
Publicity
Performance of Cooperatives
Sales volume
Growth 




Focus strategy 
    Efficiency
                Customers



Government policy


						    Intervening variable
[bookmark: _Toc188652223]Figure 1: Conceptual Framework

Source: Researcher 2025

[bookmark: _Toc205398059]CHAPTER TWO
[bookmark: _Toc205398060]LITERATURE REVIEW
[bookmark: _Toc205398061]2.0 Introduction
This chapter reviews the theoretical and empirical literature on the key study variables. This is based on available information in books, journals and conference proceedings. After the careful review of the relevant literature on competitive strategic practices (cost leadership, differentiation and focus) and performance, the research gap is articulated and the theoretical framework for the study. 
[bookmark: _Toc205398062]2.1 Theoretical Review
This study was founded on Resource based view theory. 
[bookmark: _Toc205398063]2.1.1 Resource Based View Theory
The resource-based view (RBV), posits that competitive edge can be attained by giving quality goods and services to customers by application of appropriate strategies. Literature that is available focuses on the tactical choosing and exploitation of resources that are at disposal for the firm use.  Resources possessed by the firm internally are easy to use and can lead to sustainable competitive advantage (Barney, 2001).  Resource Based Theory asserts that resources are inputs into a firm's production process; can be divided into three categories as: physical capital, human capital and organizational capabilities. Competitive strategies are capabilities that a firm has at its disposal. 
Taher, (2011) argues that a capability is the ability of a firm to use bundles of resources to perform a certain role and outdo rivals. Organizations craft strategies that will enable them compete favorably in the market. Organizations performance relies to a greater extent on crafting strategies that will promote exploitation of other resources at disposal by ensuring proper engagement of resources available. The Resource based view theory is relevant to the study as competitive generic strategies are the capabilities that companies use to gain a competitive edge hence performing well to prosper in the market.  
[bookmark: _Toc205398064]2.2 Empirical Review
[bookmark: _Toc205398065]2.2.1 Cost Leadership Strategy and Organizational Performance
Cost strategy involves all efforts made by organizations to cut down production costs to a lower level compared to other firms in the industry (Nnaji, 2020). This will enable a firm to sell at the same market price or at a lower price compared to the market rates and still the firm will reap profits. Fitzroy and Hulbert (2005) posits that cost strategy involves the integration of bundles of actions used to enable availing of goods and services that are acceptable to customers at the lowest prices in relation to competitors. 
Sallwa, (2023) states that when organization succeed to be the overall low cost provider in a particular industry, they will automatically become competitive as markets are full of price sensitive buyers who are aim at getting maximum utility at reduced costs. Low cost strategies are enhanced by success in having distinct capabilities that a firm has that will enable it to produce goods and services at lower costs possible. Low cost strategy can do well if the organization significantly reduces the production costs which influence the pricing of goods and services in the market.
Ogbari, Dayo, and Ibidunni (2018) studied the concise adoption of generic business strategies in the accomplishment of goals in multinational firms in Nigeria. Quantitative explanatory cross-sectional design was employed using primarily the structured instrument designed on a 5-point Likert scale.  275 respondents were picked using probability and non-probability sampling techniques. The data got was analyzed using both descriptive statistics and regression analysis. The findings revealed that the cost leadership business strategy had significant influence in achievement of goals. The findings indicated that cost leadership strategy had a positive and significant influence on performance. The research considered only multinational companies that are well established.
Ondiek (2016) conducted a study with an intention to determine the influence of competitive strategic practices on the growth of the SME Banking at Barclays Bank of Kenya. The study employed a descriptive research design. It targeted branch managers, relationship managers and product managers. The study used stratified random sampling technique. Questionnaires were used to collect data from the selected respondents. Data collected was analyzed using descriptive and inferential statistics. The findings confirmed that the service delivery channels contribute immensely to achieving the low cost leadership strategy through cost reduction. The study showed that close monitoring of current costs is essential for achieving low cost leadership strategy. The correlation results showed that cost leadership strategies were positively influenced growth of SME banking.
Omwoyo (2016) examined the influence of generic strategies on competitive advantage on firms in Kenya’s airline industry. It focusing on selected airlines. This study aimed at establishing how cost leadership strategy affects competitive advantage of firms in Kenya’s airline industry. The study used a descriptive research method in analyzing, interpreting, and presenting data. The study used questionnaires to get data from respondents. The study focused on sample of 100 management employees from Kenya Airways, Fly 540 and Fly-SAX. The study used census approach on the targeted population. Data was analyzed using descriptive and inferential statistics. The study found that companies in airline industry strive to supply a standard of high volume services at the most competitive prices to customers. Cost leadership strategy makes the companies to benchmark themselves against competing firms to access their relative costs. The study concludes that due to cost leadership, companies in airline industry strive to supply a standard of high volume services at the most competitive prices to customers. 
Atikiya (2015) investigated the influence of cost leadership strategy on performance of manufacturing firms in Kenya. A survey research design was adopted by the researcher. Data collection was by use of questionnaire and an interview guide to collect data from 131 firms drawn from 12 key industrial subsectors located within Nairobi and its environs. The study adopted two tools of analysis namely; Pearson’s correlation to indicate positive correlation between the input and the output variable and regression analysis to explain the nature of relationship between the input and output variable. F-statistics was also used to determine the validity of the model while R-squared was used to help determine the model goodness of fit. The findings revealed that performance of manufacturing firms are significantly influenced by cost leadership strategy. Arising from the findings, the study concludes that the managers of manufacturing firms adopt cost leadership strategy to increase their competitiveness and performance.
Wanjiku (2014) studied the influence of cost management strategies on performance of manufacturing companies. The study assessed the influence of selected strategies namely; supply
Chain management, labour management and stock management and their influence on financial
Performance of manufacturing companies. The study employed a casual research design using the multi - variance linear regression model. The sample population of this study was six out of the eight manufacturing companies that were listed in the securities exchange. The two were excluded because of unavailability of data. The study findings indicated a positive correlation between cost management strategies and firms’ performance. The study recommended that manufacturing firms should cut down their operational costs that are cost of labour, distribution and stock so as to outperform rivals in the industry. When costs are lower, enough stock will be available, the supply chain will be favorable and labour will be minimal and efficient.
[bookmark: _Toc205398066]2.1.2 Differentiation Strategy and Organizational Performance
According to Dwivedi (2005), differentiation involves creation of unique products that are superior and or products that are dependent on brand or customer loyalty. At the crux of this strategy, is to create products that are valuable to potential consumers. This strategy best fits customers whose preferences are somehow high and cannot be solved by standardization. The success of this strategy can be attributed ability of the product to sold at premium prices, more sales and ability to raise customer loyalty.
Fitzroy et al (2005) stated that differentiation strategy involves firms producing goods and services that are superior and have unique features compared to those of rivals. This notwithstanding, they are able to sell them at premium prices hence get maximum profits. Creating awareness, proper packaging and enhancing the utility of the products by incorporating of additional features are some of the ways of aiding products to be superior to others in the market. This will enable the products to gain premium prices that can enhance the profits that they gain relative to rival products. Kilonzo (2014) regards differentiation as art of tailoring products and services to possess characteristics valued by users. Differentiation emanates from different activities in the value chain that creates greater value that is crucial to buyers. 
Burikwa and Kisingu (2017) undertook a study with a general objective of assessing the influence of competitive strategies on organizational performance of categorized hotels in Mombasa County registered under the Kenya Association of Hotel Keepers and Caterers. Descriptive survey research design was adopted in this study and the target population was 24 classified hotels in Mombasa County registered under the Kenya Association of Hotel Keepers and Caterers and the respondents were top level management staff who were 144. The sampling technique used was stratified random sampling. Secondary and primary data was collected using a self-administered questionnaire. From the findings it was concluded differentiation had a positive and significant influence in the organizational performance of hotels. However, the study was limited to the hotel industry that offers services.
Nthenya (2016) focused on the competitive strategies applied by Sony Cooperative societies and how they affect its performance as a result of competition. This study adopted a case study design to explore the matter in depth. Primary and secondary data were collected using the interview guide method and from journals respectively. Content analysis was used to extract key themes, concepts and arguments from collected qualitative data.  The findings show that Sony Cooperative societies have adopted various strategies for enhancing its performance. The company also produces differentiated products to meet the customers’ tastes and preferences and to cater for a wide market segments characterized by different needs. The study was limited to Sony Sugar Company; hence, its findings cannot be used to generalize the practice in the entire sugar industry due to differences in systems, organizational structures and capabilities.
Kang and Lee (2015) studied the influence of differentiation strategies on US restaurants performance. The study employed a survey research design. It focused on publicly traded US firms. The study focused on 132 hotels in North America after elimination of those firms that did not differentiate their products. Data was collected through 932 observations. The finds indicate that there is a negative influence of differentiation on a firm’s performance. The study recommends for better management techniques that will enable firms to offer better services rather than the extreme focus on differentiation. 
Njoroge (2017) assessed the influence of competitive strategies on performance of private universities in the Kenya. The study employed a case study design focusing on Strathmore University. The target population was all employees who work in the university. An interview guide was used to collect data from the respondents. Data analysis was done by use of content analysis. The study findings showed that the university relied on differentiation strategy to survive in the competitive education sector. The study recommended that organizations in the education sector should employ differentiation strategies by investing in good programs that are unique and appealing to the public. The findings further indicate that universities should also consider the incorporation of other competitive strategies such as low cost leadership, focus and diversification to enhance their performance in the education sector.
Ndago, Kyongo and Njoroge (2018) conducted a study with an objective of determining the influence of competitive strategies on the performance of private primary schools and the corresponding hypothesis was formulated and tested.  The study adopted a descriptive research design. The study sampled 100 employees of 50 selected private primary schools in Kiambu County, Kenya. Purposive sampling was used to select the sample from the selected 50 primary schools. SPSS Version 21 was used to analyze data using inferential statistics. Research findings from the test of hypothesis established that competitive strategies have positive and significant influence on the performance of private primary schools. However, differentiation strategy was employed by most schools to enhance their competitiveness.
Suryatin, Primiana and Azis (2017) studied the relationship and competitive business strategy on performance.  The study aimed at examining the influence of relationship and competitive strategy on the business performance of the rattan industry in Java. The research approach employed in this research is quantitative. Unit analysis is small business of Rattan furniture in Java Island. Time horizon in this research was cross sectional in 2017. The population in this research is small business of Rattan furniture in Java Island. The result showed that the relationship and competitive strategy both affect the business performance of the rattan industry in Java, which is competitive strategy has a greater role in improving business performance rather than the relationship. The finds show that speed strategy easily gives a firm competitive advantage rather than differentiation. Companies need to respond to consumers’ needs fast as well as monitor the operations of competitors.
[bookmark: _Toc205398067]2.1.3 Focus Strategy and Organizational Performance
Focus strategies are strategies that are employed by organizations dictated by cost and differentiation for precise customers who are not considered by the broader markets. Firms that are adopting these focus strategies are usually ready to venture into neglected geographical areas and cater for the needs of clients who have problems finances and inventory problems.  In most cases the products are tailored to meet the unique needs of customers (Fitzroy et al, 2005). Differentiation can take the form of splitting the product to smaller amounts to enable customers who have low incomes to buy in the smaller quantities that they can easily afford. 
Kamar (2014) examined the influence of competitive strategies on the performance of petroleum gas companies in Eldoret town. The study embraced a survey design using a target a population of 175 which comprise of 10 station managers, 40 departmental heads, 20 supervisors and 105 employees. A sample size of 64 was selected using stratified sampling. The study used questionnaires complemented by an interview schedule to collect data. Data analysis was carried out using descriptive statistics and inferential statistics. The findings show that focus strategy influence the competitive advantage of most LPGCs leading to high levels of performance. Most LPGCs hence adopted focus strategy in terms of focusing on specific products, focusing of its market deduction its customers, niche marketing, and clear focus of its product lines when the LPGCs focus on specific products they become specialized in those products and gain a competitive edge of quality and efficiency pricing strategy influence the performance of LPGCs. The study recommends for a similar study to be conducted in manufacturing firms.
Ochegblan et al. (2015) conducted a study that investigated the influence of competitive strategy on performance of Small and Medium Enterprises in Nigeria. The study adopted a survey research design. The population of this study was the top managers of small and medium firms in Lagos, precisely in 50 randomly selected SMEs in Ikeja and Surulere areas of Lagos State, Nigeria. Data collection instrument used was a questionnaire. The findings showed that there is a relationship between product features and customer base; product customization and sales growth, value added products and revenue growth. It also indicated that better product quality positively impacts returns on investment. This research recommended that in order to be more competitive, organizational managers must be tactically aware of customer needs and offer unique products and services that satisfy such varied needs.
Blažková, (2020)) conducted a study with an aim of establishing the influence of competitive strategies on performance of middle level colleges in Thika Sub-County. The study employed descriptive research design. Stratified simple random sampling technique was applied in selection study respondents. The sample size for the study was composed of 92 top level managers and 200 middle level managers within 36 colleges spread out uniformly within Thika Sub-county. Data was collection was through use of scheduled interviews and questionnaires which were distributed to the top and middle level managers of different middle level colleges respectively. Data collected from the field was cleaned, organized, coded using Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) to facilitate answering the research objectives. Quantitative data was analyzed statistically by use of descriptive statistics such as frequency distributions and percentages while qualitative data was analyzed by content analysis.  The findings indicated that there is a positive association between focus strategies and organizational performance. For them middle level colleges to compete favourably, they are to digitize their operations to cater for the growing young population who prefer accessing university information and services digitally.
Justinian (2015) undertook a study whose main objective was to analyze the influence of application of Porter’s generic competitive business strategies on firm performance in Zanzibar hotel industry with specific reference to 3 to 5 star hotels in Unguja. The sampling approach adopted in this study was convenience or accidental method and the sample size focused on General Managers of nine (9) hotels and customers in these hotels. The data was collected by the use of questionnaires which was then computed and analyzed by using Pearson Chi-square tests and linear regression model in SPSS to investigate the relationship between Porter’s generic competitive business strategies and firm performance. The study established the influence of focus strategies. The study also confirmed that there is no significant relationship between the Porter’s strategies and firm performance taking customer satisfaction as an indicator. The findings did not strongly attribute the firm performance to the strategies adopted thus suggesting that pursuit of single generic business strategy as suggested by Porter, did not place a firm in a better strategic position and did not result in superior performance.  
Abidin , Adros and Hassan (2014) analyzed the influence of competitive strategy on performance of quantity survey firms in Malaysia. The study embraced a descriptive research design. The data collection instrument used was a questionnaire that was designed and handed to managers of 175 firms whose contacts were accessible. Data collected was analyzed by use of SPSS and excel. The finding show that no single strategy can make a business succeed. Strategies have to be applied concurrently and they should be versatile and compatible to the dynamic changes in the business environment. Most of the quantity survey firms in most cases employed focus strategies to enable them favorably compete in the industry. Good strategies are pointed out as enablers for efficient completion of projects.
[bookmark: _Toc205398068]2.1.4 Organizational Performance
Organizational performance refers to capability of an organization to achieve such objectives as high profit, quality product, large market share, good financial results, and survival at a particular time using appropriate strategy for action (Abate, & Sisay, 2025). Organizational performance can also be used to view how an enterprise is doing in with regard to level of profit, market share and product quality in relation to other enterprises in the same industry. However, it is a picture of productivity of members of an organization measured in terms of revenue, profit, growth, development and expansion of the organization. 
Organizational performance entails various activities that help in setting the goals of the organization, and monitor the progress towards the target (Johnson et al., 2006). It is used to make changes to accomplish goals in an efficient and effective manner. For any business to thrive, its mission should be set out and efforts must be made towards the accomplishment. It is important for an organization to come forth with strategies that are designed around the skills that would enhance the performance of the organization. Organizational performance involves the actual output or results of an organization as measured against its expected. 
Richard et al. (2009) asserts that organizational performance encompasses three specific areas of firm outcomes, financial performance that entails profits, return on assets, return on investment, product market performance that is comprised of sales, market share and shareholder return that is total shareholder return, economic value added. Organizational performance is a matter of concern to all fields because survival of organizations relies on it.
Organizational performance is said to be the extent to which the organization meets the needs of its stakeholders and its needs for existence (Griffin, (2024). Organizational performance is the treasured productive output of a system in the form of goods or services (Swanson, 2024).  This study will focus on product market performance which is in form of sales volume and market share as they are directly influenced by application of generic competitive strategies.














[bookmark: _Toc531169204][bookmark: _Toc205398069]CHAPTER THREE
[bookmark: _Toc531169205][bookmark: _Toc205398070][bookmark: _Toc531169206][bookmark: _Toc431082228]RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
[bookmark: _Toc205398071]3.0 Introduction
This chapter contains, the research design, location of study, target population, sampling procedures and techniques, data collection methods that will be applied to get information, ways of ascertaining reliability and validity of instrument, ways that will be employed in data analysis and presentation and lastly the ethical considerations.
[bookmark: _Toc205398072]3.1 Research Design
[bookmark: _Toc431082229][bookmark: _Toc423389626][bookmark: _Toc395055854][bookmark: _Toc531169207][bookmark: _Toc422266751][bookmark: _Toc390674752]A correlational study design was used in this investigation. In particular, the influence of various competitive strategies (cost leadership, differentiation, and focus) on the organizational performance of agricultural cooperative societies in Homa Bay County is the focus of this approach, which attempts to investigate the relationships and associations between variables. Understanding the direction and strength of the relationship between two or more variables is the goal of correlational research (Curtis, Comiskey, & Dempsey, 2016). In this regard, it examined the ways in which cost leadership, differentiation, and focus strategies enhance the cooperatives' performance metrics. In the unique setting of Homa Bay County, this design aids in determining which competitive tactics are most useful for improving agricultural cooperative performance. Policymakers and cooperative leaders can use the findings to determine the best ways to increase the sector's sustainability and competitiveness. By concentrating on the tactics that provide the best returns, cooperatives can use the insights to more efficiently allocate resources.
[bookmark: _Toc205398073][bookmark: _Toc431082230]3.2 Location of Study
[bookmark: _Toc531169208]The study was conducted in Homa Bay County. It is a county in Kenya that used to be part of the Nyanza Province. According to the 2019 census, the county has 1,131,950 people living there and covers 3,154.7 km2. Homa Bay County's primary source of income is Lake Victoria. 
[bookmark: _Toc205398074]3.3 Target Population
Tabachnick and Fidell (2013) observe that target population refers to that reference population for which the researcher wishes to draw generalizations and from which the study population is drawn. The study targeted 181 cooperatives in Homa-Bay County. Three important groups within the cooperative sector constituted the target population. First, the leaders of the cooperatives, the Chairpersons/Directors (181 respondents), are crucial in determining the general strategic direction and decision-making procedures. Their perspectives are crucial for comprehending the cooperatives' long-term objectives and vision, as well as the competitive tactics they value most. Second, the cooperatives' daily operations are managed by managers/chief executives (181 respondents), who are in charge of allocating resources, analyzing the market, and putting competitive strategies into action. Their viewpoints give an inside look at how high-level decisions are carried out and provide insightful information on the real-world difficulties and achievements of these tactics.
Finally, the implementation of cooperative activities, such as member services, marketing, and financial management, is directly carried out by cooperative officers (181 respondents). They had a unique perspective on the success of the strategies implemented and the operational challenges encountered during implementation because of their involvement in the cooperatives' day-to-day operations. 
The target population consisted of 543 respondents in total, which are split equally between the three categories of managers/chief executives, cooperative officers, and chairpersons/directors. These people are supposed to provide a wide range of perspectives on the operational and strategic aspects of competitive strategy execution and cooperative management.
[bookmark: _Toc205397970]Table 3.4.1: Target Population
Category of Respondents						Number of Respondents
Chairpersons/Directors 						181
Managers/chief executives 						181
Cooperative Officers							181
Total 									543

Source: Cooperatives Records 2024
[bookmark: _Toc531169209][bookmark: _Toc431082242][bookmark: _Toc205398075][bookmark: _Toc431082258][bookmark: _Toc422266753][bookmark: _Toc390674754][bookmark: _Toc531169210]3.4 Sampling Procedure and Techniques
The sampling frame refers to the list of all units within the population from which the sample will be drawn (Cooper & Schindler, 2015). To determine the appropriate sample for the study, the formula provided by Huang, Ma, and Chen (2021) will be used: 
n =
Where;
n= sample size
	N = population (543)
	Cv= coefficient of variation (take 0.6)
	e= tolerance of desired level of confidence (take 0.05) at 95% confidence level)

This formula is designed to calculate the optimal sample size while accounting for the variability within the population (as reflected by the coefficient of variation) and the precision required (represented by the margin of error). The formula adjusts the sample size based on the total population, the variability within the data, and the desired confidence level. By using this formula, the study ensures that the sample size is both statistically significant and representative of the population, allowing for valid and reliable conclusions to be drawn.
The sample size for the study, based on the provided formula, is approximately 114.
[bookmark: _Toc205397971]Table 3.5.2: Sampling frame
Category of Respondents						Sample
Chairpersons/Directors 						38
Managers/chief executives 						38
Cooperative Officers							38
Total 									114
Source: Research Data, 2025
[bookmark: _Toc205398076][bookmark: _Toc531169211][bookmark: _Toc431082259][bookmark: _Toc422266754][bookmark: _Toc390674755][bookmark: _Toc139061422]3.5 Data Collection Methods
[bookmark: _Toc205398077]3.5.1 Sources of Data
[bookmark: _Toc139061423][bookmark: _Toc390674756][bookmark: _Toc422266755][bookmark: _Toc431082260]Primary data was collected for this study.  The source of primary data shall be the all 360 respondents who were from the departments of finance, transport, customer service, procurement and senior management. The data that was gathered was about the three generic strategies (cost leadership, differentiation and focus) and their influence on performance of agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County, Kenya. 
[bookmark: _Toc531169212][bookmark: _Toc205398078] 3.5.2 Data Collection Instrument
[bookmark: _Toc531169213][bookmark: _Toc431082261][bookmark: _Toc422266757][bookmark: _Toc390674758][bookmark: _Toc139061425] A questionnaire was used as the main research tool to collect data from the respondents. The questionnaire comprised of both closed and open-ended questions which was drawn in accordance with the set objectives of the study. The research questions adopted a five-point Likert scale in which scores awarded weights of 5 for the most positive to 1 for the most negative variable.
[bookmark: _Toc71110464][bookmark: _Toc71111479][bookmark: _Toc205398079][bookmark: _Toc531169214][bookmark: _Toc431082263][bookmark: _Toc422266760][bookmark: _Toc390674761]3.6 Validity and Reliability of Research Instruments
[bookmark: _Toc465874352][bookmark: _Toc4737760][bookmark: _Toc22482774]The researcher ensured that quality control is engendered as follows:
[bookmark: _Toc71110465][bookmark: _Toc71111480][bookmark: _Toc205398080]3.6.1 Validity of Research Instruments
According to Dhaliwal, Opender Koul, & Ramesh Arora, (2004), validity of an instrument is the degree to which a scale achieves its intended results, allowing differences in individual scores to be interpreted as genuine variations in the characteristics under investigation. According to Kothari & Kothari (2004), content validity is the subjective agreement among experts that a scale logically appears to reflect accuracy of what it purports to measure. The researcher discussed the items in the instruments with supervisors and research experts at Tom Mboya University, who will examine them and then make modifications based on their suggestions and comments to determine their content validity. The questionnaire's wording wasdouble-checked based on the feedback, and the entire questionnaire will be changed to remove ambiguity and ensure their validity. 
[bookmark: _Toc207781954][bookmark: _Toc306215722][bookmark: _Toc306217926][bookmark: _Toc465874353][bookmark: _Toc4737761][bookmark: _Toc22482775][bookmark: _Toc27315042][bookmark: _Toc71110466][bookmark: _Toc71111481][bookmark: _Toc205398081]3.6.3 Reliability of the Research Instruments
According to Marcela Moncayo-Rodriguez, Antonio Herrera-Quijada, Sosa-Covarrubias, & Galván-Corral, (2024).), reliability is the consistency of an instrument when used repeatedly in similar circumstances. The questionnaires was pre-tested in a pilot study to see if they are effective at gathering the intended data, which will help determine the instrument's reliability. The reliability coefficient was determined using the Pearson Product Moment Correlation (r). Using Pearson's Product Moment Correlation, a reliability index was calculated. An instrument with a reliability index greater than 0.7 was considered reliable enough for data collection. When each variable is a perfect monotone function of the other, there is a perfect Spearman correlation of +1 or 1 if there are no repeated data values. When two observations have a rank of similar (or identical for a correlation of 1), the Spearman correlation between the two variables was high, and when two observations have a rank of dissimilar (or completely opposed for a correlation of 1), the correlation was low. According to Corder & Foreman (2014), Spearman's coefficient is appropriate for both continuous and discrete ordinal variables.
Equation
[image: spearman]
[bookmark: _Toc26976495][bookmark: _Toc27315043]rs= Spearman rank correlation
D= the difference between the ranks of corresponding variables
N= number of observations

[bookmark: _Toc205398082]3.7 Data Analysis Methods, Procedures and presentation
After editing, the raw data of respondents' responses about the influence of competitive strategic practices on the organizational performance of agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County was converted into a numerical code to make it easier to conduct quantitative analysis. This allowed for the detection of any omissions or errors in the data. Using the Likert-scale weighted average frequency analysis method, the coded data representing the response frequencies will be descriptively analyzed with the assistance of SPSS, calculating the median, mean, and standard deviation. Agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County had their organizational performance impacted by competitive strategic practices analyzed inferentially using the multiple regression method and the following regression model:
	Y0 = β0 + β1 X1 + β2 X2 + β3 X3 + ε
Where the variables are defined as:
	Y0 – organizational performance
	β0 - The constant term
	β1, β2, and  β3 are the parameters to be estimated
	X1 – Cost leadership strategy
	X2 – Differentiation
	X3 – Focus strategy
	ε - Error term
[bookmark: _Toc531169216]After analysis, the results were presented. The analysed data were presented in tables, figures and charts. According to Mugenda and Mugenda (2009), tables, figures and charts are the most preferred methods of presenting data in social science research. 
[bookmark: _Toc205398083]3.8 Ethical Considerations 
The following principles, which aim to protect the dignity and privacy of every individual who were asked to, provide personal information about themselves or others, who are the subject of the research, are agreed upon by the researcher. The aims, methods, anticipated benefits, and potential risks of the research, as well as an individual's right to withdraw from participation in the study at any time, must be communicated to them before they become a subject of the study. They will also be assured that their responses will remain private. 
In order to confirm their consent to participate in the study, respondents will sign an informed consent form. An individual were not subjected to any kind of pressure or inducement to participate in research. The identities of people from whom data are gathered during the research will be kept strictly confidential. Unless the individual concerned has previously consented in writing to its inclusion, all information that reveals the identity of those who were the subjects of the research was destroyed at the conclusion of the study. Unless the individual in question has given written consent prior to its inclusion, no information revealing that person's identity were included in the final or any other project documents.


[bookmark: _Toc205398084]CHAPTER FOUR
[bookmark: _Toc205398085]DATA ANALYSIS, FINDINGS, AND DISCUSSION
[bookmark: _Toc205398086]4.0 Introduction
This chapter presents the results of the data analysis, key research findings, and a discussion of the implications in relation to the study objectives. The purpose of this study was to examine the influence of competitive strategic practices on the performance of agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County, Kenya. Data were collected from Chairpersons, Directors, Managers, Chief Executive Officers (CEOs), and Cooperative Officers using structured questionnaires and open-ended questions. Both quantitative and qualitative data were analyzed to provide a comprehensive understanding of how competitive strategies such as cost leadership, differentiation, and focus influence organizational performance.
The chapter is organized thematically based on the research objectives and key variables. It begins with a presentation of the respondents' demographic characteristics, followed by detailed quantitative analysis of competitive strategies and performance indicators. Qualitative responses are also integrated to provide further insights into challenges and strategic recommendations. The findings are discussed in the context of relevant theoretical frameworks and empirical literature, enabling comparisons with existing studies. Through this chapter, the researcher highlights the extent to which strategic practices contribute to improving revenue growth, profitability, market expansion, and overall competitiveness among agricultural cooperatives in the region.
[bookmark: _Toc205398087]4.1 Response Rate
The study samples a total of 114 respondents, comprising Chairpersons, Directors, Managers, Chief Executive Officers (CEOs), and Cooperative Officers from agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County, Kenya. Out of these, 93 individuals completed and returned the questionnaires, representing a response rate of 81.6%. According to Mugenda and Mugenda (2003), a response rate of 70% and above is considered adequate for academic research, particularly in organizational studies. Therefore, an 81.6% response rate is commendable and provides sufficient data to draw meaningful conclusions regarding the competitive strategic practices and their influence on organizational performance in agricultural cooperatives.
The high response rate also enhances the validity and reliability of the study findings by ensuring that the perspectives of most key decision-makers in the cooperatives were captured. The participation of individuals from different leadership levels — governance (Chairpersons and Directors) and management (CEOs and Cooperative Officers) — strengthens the representativeness of the data, reducing the likelihood of bias. Additionally, this level of participation implies that the findings can reasonably be generalized to similar agricultural cooperatives within Homa Bay County and potentially to comparable regions in Kenya, thereby contributing to policy recommendations and strategic improvements in the cooperative sector.
[bookmark: _Toc205398088]4.2 Demographic Information 
[bookmark: _Toc205397972]Table 4.2.3: Position Held across All Groups
	Position
	Frequency
	Percentage (%)

	Chairpersons
	22
	57.9

	Directors
	16
	42.1

	Managers
	25
	65.8

	Chief Executive Officers
	11
	28.9

	Cooperative Officers
	Majority
	Summary Only

	Others
	2
	5.3


The distribution of respondents reveals that the majority were drawn from senior leadership positions within the agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County, providing a broad understanding of how competitive strategic practices are formulated and executed. Specifically, 57.9% of the participants were Chairpersons, while 42.1% were Directors, representing the governance arm of the cooperatives. Additionally, 65.8% were Managers, and 28.9% held Chief Executive Officer (CEO) positions, reflecting the operational and strategic leadership tier. Other respondents, including Cooperative Officers, comprised a smaller but relevant proportion, bringing technical insights from the day-to-day functions of the cooperatives. This balanced representation from both governance (Chairpersons and Directors) and management (Managers, CEOs, and Cooperative Officers) positions implies that the study captured diverse but complementary viewpoints critical to evaluating organizational performance. Governance-level leaders influence long-term policies, compliance, and stakeholder engagement, while operational managers and CEOs directly oversee the execution of strategic decisions, ensuring both policy-level and implementation-level perspectives on competitive strategies are considered (Bryman, 2016).
The mixed respondent composition enhances the credibility of the study by incorporating strategic insights from both the boardroom and operational environments, which is essential for understanding organizational performance. Given that performance outcomes in agricultural cooperatives often hinge on both governance structures and effective management execution, this diverse respondent base ensures that the results reflect a holistic organizational view. Moreover, the distribution suggests that strategic practices such as cost leadership, differentiation, and focus are influenced by both policy-setting leaders and those responsible for daily operational performance. Consequently, future interventions to improve cooperative performance should target both governance boards and management teams to ensure alignment of strategies with performance goals and sustainable organizational growth.
[bookmark: _Toc205397973]Table 4.2.4: Years Served in Current Position
	Years Served
	Frequency
	Percentage (%)

	Less than 2
	9
	23.7

	2 – 5 years
	17
	44.7

	Over 5 years
	12
	31.6


The distribution of respondents based on years served in their current positions indicates that a significant proportion (44.7%) had served between 2 to 5 years, while 31.6% had served for over 5 years, and 23.7% had less than 2 years of service. This suggests that the majority of respondents (76.3%) had been in their positions for more than two years, implying they possessed substantial organizational experience and understanding of the cooperatives' operations and strategic practices. Such tenure is critical for providing informed and credible responses regarding the influence of competitive strategic practices on organizational performance, as these leaders are likely to have been actively involved in decision-making, strategy implementation, and performance monitoring over time.
[bookmark: _Toc205397974]Table 4.2.5: Experience, Cooperative Maturity, and Product Focus
	Variable
	Frequency
	Percentage (%)

	Years of Work Experience in Cooperatives
	
	

	1 – 3 years
	8
	21.1

	4 – 6 years
	14
	36.8

	6 – 10 years
	11
	28.9

	Over 10 years
	10
	26.3

	Cooperative’s Years of Operation
	
	

	Less than 5 years
	7
	18.4

	5 – 10 years
	11
	28.9

	Over 10 years
	20
	52.6

	Main Agricultural Products
	Frequency
	Not Applicable

	Sugarcane
	12
	-

	Dairy
	9
	-

	Coffee
	8
	-

	Horticulture
	6
	-

	Mixed Produce
	3
	-



The distribution of work experience among respondents reflects a reasonably balanced and experienced workforce within the agricultural cooperatives. Notably, 36.8% of respondents have between 4 to 6 years of cooperative experience, 28.9% have worked between 6 to 10 years, and 26.3% have served for over 10 years. This means that over 91% of the respondents have more than 3 years of direct cooperative experience, suggesting that they possess adequate exposure to the operations, challenges, and strategic practices within their organizations. Such levels of experience enhance the reliability of their responses, as these individuals are likely to be actively involved in implementing and observing the influence of competitive strategies on organizational performance.
The analysis of the cooperatives’ years of operation shows a clear trend towards organizational maturity, with 52.6% of the cooperatives having operated for over 10 years and 28.9% for between 5 and 10 years. Only 18.4% of the cooperatives have been in existence for less than 5 years. This demonstrates that the majority of the cooperatives are well-established entities, which likely have developed strategic frameworks, operational stability, and accumulated industry knowledge. Mature cooperatives often have more refined structures and systems in place, making them better positioned to apply competitive strategies such as cost leadership, differentiation, and market focus to enhance performance.
The distribution of agricultural products reveals that sugarcane, dairy, and coffee are the dominant sectors, accounting for 12, 9, and 8 cooperatives respectively, followed by horticulture (6) and mixed agricultural produce (3). The product diversity implies that different cooperatives operate under varying market dynamics, influencing their strategic choices. For instance, cooperatives dealing in sugarcane and dairy, which often involve large-scale production and complex supply chains, may emphasize cost leadership and operational efficiency. In contrast, those in horticulture or mixed produce may adopt more focus-oriented or differentiation strategies to cater to specific markets. The product mix underscores the need for tailored strategic approaches within the sector, aligned with the unique operational and market conditions of each product category.
[bookmark: _Toc205398089]4.2.1 Cost leadership strategy and organizational performance of Agricultural cooperatives
The first objective of this study was to evaluate the influence of cost leadership strategy on organizational performance of agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County, Kenya. Cost leadership strategy, as defined by Porter, involves achieving competitive advantage by minimizing production and operational costs, thereby offering products or services at lower prices compared to competitors. For agricultural cooperatives operating in a competitive and resource-constrained environment, effective cost leadership is essential for enhancing profitability, member satisfaction, and overall organizational growth. This study examined the extent to which cost leadership practices are implemented within cooperatives and their perceived influence on performance, drawing perspectives from governance leaders, management teams, and operational staff.
[bookmark: _Toc205397975]Table 4.2.6: Cost Leadership Strategy and Organizational Performance
	Statement
	Mean Score
	Std. Dev
	Interpretation

	Chairpersons/Directors (N=93)
	
	
	

	Focus on reducing operational costs
	4.11
	-
	High Agreement

	Strict cost control measures
	4.08
	-
	High Agreement

	Use of affordable technology
	3.92
	-
	Moderate to High Agreement

	Cost leadership enhances financial performance
	4.03
	-
	High Agreement

	Cost-saving initiatives improve satisfaction and growth
	4.05
	-
	High Agreement

	Managers/Chief Executives (N=38)
	
	
	

	Emphasis on minimizing production and operational costs
	4.21
	-
	Agree

	Use of affordable technology to reduce costs
	4.11
	-
	Agree

	Cost efficiency gives a competitive advantage
	4.26
	-
	Agree

	Competitive pricing attracts more members
	4.13
	-
	Agree

	Reduced operational costs have improved performance
	4.05
	-
	Agree

	Cooperative Officers (N=38)
	
	
	

	The company is keen on lowering agricultural production costs
	4.11
	0.75
	High Agreement

	The company uses automation to reduce production costs
	3.89
	0.82
	Moderate to High Agreement

	There is good relationship between various stakeholders
	4.05
	0.70
	High Agreement

	Technology and machinery reduce costs
	4.00
	0.85
	High Agreement

	Company maintains good relationship with farmers
	4.26
	0.63
	Very High Agreement

	Farmers are always ready to supply produce
	4.18
	0.71
	High Agreement

	Company easily accesses farmers
	4.21
	0.68
	High Agreement

	Services offered meet desired standards
	4.07
	0.77
	High Agreement


The study findings revealed a strong emphasis on cost leadership strategies across all levels of the cooperatives. Among Chairpersons and Directors, the mean score for reducing operational costs stood at 4.11, with similarly high scores for strict cost control (4.08) and cost-saving initiatives (4.05), suggesting that the governance structures are strategically focused on managing expenditures to enhance cooperative performance. These results align with Fitzroy and Hulbert (2005), who emphasized that effective cost control, especially at the leadership level, is critical for driving competitive advantage in dynamic markets like agriculture, where external pressures such as price fluctuations are common.
From the management perspective, Managers and Chief Executives affirmed the prioritization of cost efficiency, with a mean score of 4.26 indicating agreement that cost efficiency gives the cooperative a competitive advantage. The cooperative's focus on minimizing production costs (4.21) and offering competitive prices (4.13) further reinforces the centrality of cost leadership as a strategic priority. According to Thompson, Strickland, and Gamble (2008), such deliberate pursuit of cost leadership enhances market positioning, attracts members, and sustains growth. The current findings suggest that agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay are not only aware of these dynamics but are actively implementing cost-related strategies to strengthen performance.
Operational staff, represented by Cooperative Officers, provided critical frontline insights into cost leadership practices. The highest-rated item was maintaining good relationships with farmers (Mean = 4.26), which indirectly contributes to cost leadership by ensuring reliable produce supply and reducing transaction costs. Other indicators, such as ease of accessing farmers (4.21) and the company's keenness in lowering production costs (4.11), demonstrate that cost management extends beyond financial controls to operational efficiencies and stakeholder engagement. This resonates with Omwoyo (2016), who argued that successful cooperatives in Kenya achieve cost advantages by building strong relationships with farmers and integrating affordable technologies into their operations.
Despite these positive trends, the study revealed slightly lower scores for the use of automation to reduce production costs, with a mean of 3.89 among Cooperative Officers and 3.92 from Chairpersons/Directors. This suggests that while automation is recognized as a cost-saving tool, its adoption may be limited, possibly due to financial constraints or infrastructure challenges. As Ogbari, Dayo, and Ibidunni (2018) observed, effective integration of affordable technology is essential for long-term cost efficiency, especially in agriculture where mechanization can significantly reduce operational expenses.
The cooperative's efforts to maintain competitive pricing and control costs have direct implications for performance outcomes. Respondents across all groups consistently agreed that cost leadership has improved financial performance, member satisfaction, and organizational growth. These findings mirror Atikiya's (2015) conclusions that organizations implementing robust cost leadership strategies experience improved competitiveness and profitability. In the cooperative context, reducing costs allows for better prices for members, increased product competitiveness, and greater resource allocation towards service improvement.
Moreover, the positive alignment of perceptions across governance, management, and operational staff indicates a shared organizational culture that values cost efficiency. According to Kilonzo (2014), such alignment enhances strategic coherence, ensuring that cost leadership is not isolated to boardroom discussions but is integrated into day-to-day operations and decision-making processes. The current study confirms that this alignment exists in Homa Bay's agricultural cooperatives, contributing to improved organizational performance.
It is important to note, however, that the relatively moderate scores on automation and affordable technology signal areas for improvement. The researcher's observation is that while cost leadership is well institutionalized, greater investment in technology, mechanization, and training is necessary to sustain competitive advantage. As Fitzroy and Hulbert (2005) emphasized, long-term competitiveness requires continuous improvement in operational processes, particularly through technology-driven solutions.
In conclusion, the findings demonstrate that cost leadership strategy significantly influence organizational performance among agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County. The strong agreement across governance, management, and operational levels reflects a shared commitment to minimizing costs, enhancing efficiency, and delivering value to members. However, future strategies should emphasize scaling affordable technology, improving automation, and deepening farmer engagement to sustain and enhance these performance outcomes.
 Regression Analysis: Cost leadership strategy and organizational performance
Multiple Regression Results for Strategic Practices and Organizational Performance
	Predictor Variable
	Unstandardized Coefficient (B)
	Std. Error
	t-Value
	p-Value

	(Constant)
	1.122
	0.305
	3.68
	0.001

	Cost Leadership (X₁)
	0.492
	0.104
	4.73
	0.000

	Differentiation (X₂)
	0.376
	0.119
	3.16
	0.002

	Focus Strategy (X₃)
	0.204
	0.098
	2.08
	0.041

	R
	0.798
	
	
	

	R²
	0.637
	
	
	

	Adjusted R²
	0.615
	
	
	

	F-statistic
	28.45
	
	
	0.000



Interpretation of Regression Results
The results of the regression analysis indicate that the overall model is statistically significant, as demonstrated by an F-value of 28.45 and a p-value of less than 0.001. This suggests that the three independent variables, namely cost leadership, differentiation, and focus strategy, together explain a significant portion of the variance in the organizational performance of agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County. The coefficient of determination (R²) is 0.637, meaning that approximately 63.7 percent of the variation in organizational performance can be attributed to the combined influence of these strategic practices. Furthermore, the adjusted R² value of 0.615 reinforces the robustness of the model, even after accounting for the number of predictors. This confirms a good fit between the model and the observed data.
The analysis of individual predictors shows that cost leadership strategy has the strongest positive and statistically significant influence on organizational performance, with a regression coefficient (B) of 0.492 and a p-value of less than 0.001. This finding highlights the critical role of minimizing production and operational costs in enhancing the performance of agricultural cooperatives. Differentiation strategy also demonstrates a significant and positive impact on organizational performance, with a coefficient of 0.376 and a p-value of 0.002. This indicates that offering unique products or services and improving quality contribute meaningfully to better performance, although to a slightly lesser extent than cost leadership. Lastly, the focus strategy shows a positive but more modest influence, with a coefficient of 0.204 and a p-value of 0.041. This suggests that specialization and targeting specific market segments also enhance performance, but with a smaller impact compared to the other strategies.
The findings from the regression analysis clearly show that competitive strategic practices significantly affect the organizational performance of agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County. Of the three strategies examined, cost leadership has the greatest influence on performance, followed by differentiation, and then focus strategy. This ranking of influence aligns with the views expressed by stakeholders during the study, reflecting a shared understanding of strategic priorities across governance, management, and operational levels. The results support the application of Porter’s competitive strategy framework in the cooperative context. When implemented effectively, these strategies can improve competitiveness, efficiency, and sustainability. Agricultural cooperatives should therefore continue to strengthen cost control measures, invest in product differentiation, and refine their market focus in order to maintain and improve organizational performance.
[bookmark: _Toc205398090]4.2.2 Differentiation strategy and organizational performance of agricultural cooperatives
The second objective of this study was designed to assess the influence of differentiation strategy on the organizational performance of agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County, Kenya. Differentiation strategy, as outlined by competitive strategy theorists, involves creating unique products or services that distinguish an organization from its competitors, thereby enhancing market position and performance. In the context of agricultural cooperatives, differentiation may be achieved through factors such as product quality improvements, unique packaging, effective branding, or enhanced customer service. This objective sought to examine the extent to which such differentiation practices have been implemented by cooperatives in Homa Bay County and to evaluate how these practices influence overall organizational performance, particularly in terms of competitiveness, customer satisfaction, and sales growth.

[bookmark: _Toc205397976]Table 4.2.7: Differentiation Strategy (N = 93)
	Statement
	Mean Score
	Interpretation

	Chairpersons/Directors
	
	

	Unique products/services offered
	3.95
	Moderate to High Agreement

	Product quality improvement priority
	4.18
	High Agreement

	Investment in branding & marketing
	3.89
	Moderate Agreement

	Differentiation enhances competitiveness
	4.07
	High Agreement

	Differentiation positively impacts performance
	4.00
	High Agreement

	Managers/CEOs
	
	

	Cooperative provides unique, high-quality products/services
	4.18
	Agree

	Differentiation has enhanced customer satisfaction
	4.08
	Agree

	Cooperative invests in branding/product uniqueness
	3.95
	Neutral to Agree

	Differentiation has positively influenced competitiveness
	4.00
	Agree

	Offering differentiated products improved performance
	3.97
	Neutral to Agree

	Cooperative Officers
	
	

	Product branding makes product unique
	4.08
	High Agreement

	Packaging enhances sales
	4.13
	High Agreement

	Packaging ensures product reaches customers in good shape
	4.18
	High Agreement

	Company creates awareness among farmers
	4.00
	High Agreement

	Services available with most retailers
	3.76
	Moderate to High Agreement

	Company does enough publicity
	3.68
	Moderate Agreement



The findings across all respondent groups—Chairpersons, Directors, Managers, CEOs, and Cooperative Officers—consistently indicate that agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County implement differentiation strategies to a moderate to high extent. Notably, there is strong consensus on the importance of product quality improvement, with mean scores reaching 4.18 among both Chairpersons/Directors and Managers/CEOs. Cooperative Officers further reinforced this view, particularly regarding packaging quality, which received a mean score of 4.18, signaling high agreement. This aligns with Dwivedi (2005), who emphasized that product quality is a cornerstone of sustainable competitive advantage, particularly in agricultural sectors where market differentiation is critical.
The results show that cooperatives prioritize delivering unique, high-quality products and services, supported by consistent agreement from both governance and management levels. The Managers/CEOs reported a mean score of 4.18 for providing unique and high-quality products, while Cooperative Officers acknowledged effective product branding with a mean of 4.08. This reflects Fitzroy et al. (2005), who argued that organizations pursuing differentiation through unique products can achieve customer loyalty, improved competitiveness, and increased performance, especially in highly competitive markets such as agriculture.
Despite these positive indicators, the findings also reveal gaps in branding and marketing efforts. Chairpersons and Directors reported a mean score of 3.89 for investment in branding and marketing, while Managers/CEOs gave a slightly higher but still moderate mean of 3.95. Cooperative Officers also expressed only moderate agreement regarding company publicity, with a mean score of 3.68. These findings are consistent with Burikwa and Kisingu (2017), who noted that while product differentiation is a critical success factor, many cooperatives in Kenya face resource and capacity constraints that limit their ability to invest fully in branding and marketing activities.
Interestingly, the data indicates that differentiation enhances both competitiveness and organizational performance. Chairpersons, Directors, and Managers consistently rated statements on differentiation enhancing competitiveness and performance between 4.00 and 4.07. Similarly, Cooperative Officers reported high agreement that differentiation positively influence sales, as evidenced by high scores for packaging quality and product uniqueness. These results mirror the conclusions of Nthenya (2016) and Njoroge (2017), who found that differentiation strategies in Kenyan agricultural cooperatives significantly improve market reach, customer satisfaction, and ultimately, performance.
From a researcher perspective, the moderate emphasis on branding and publicity, despite the clear benefits of differentiation, reflects a potential strategic gap. Agricultural cooperatives appear to focus heavily on internal product quality improvements but may underestimate the role of external market visibility and promotional efforts. As suggested by Suryatin, Primiana, and Azis (2017), organizations that combine product quality with aggressive branding and marketing are more likely to sustain competitive advantage in dynamic agricultural markets.
The implications of these findings are multifaceted. First, while cooperatives in Homa Bay County are on the right path regarding differentiation, there is a pressing need to strengthen marketing and branding efforts to maximize the benefits of their unique products and services. Second, cooperatives must allocate resources not only to product development but also to promotional campaigns, partnerships with retailers, and awareness programs for farmers and customers. This dual focus will enhance both visibility and competitiveness, as supported by the literature.
Finally, the study suggests that leadership at both governance and management levels recognizes the value of differentiation, but implementation gaps persist, particularly in marketing functions. The researcher's interpretation is that strategic alignment between governance policies and operational execution in areas such as branding and publicity is crucial. Future capacity-building initiatives should target both technical staff and leadership to close this gap, ensuring that differentiation strategies translate into measurable performance improvements.
Regression Analysis: Differentiation Strategy and Organizational Performance
To determine the influence of the differentiation strategy (X₂) on organizational performance (Y₀) of agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County, a multiple regression analysis was conducted. The model controlled for cost leadership (X₁) and focus strategy (X₃), but the emphasis here is on the role of X₂: Differentiation.

Regression Coefficients Summary 
	Model Variable
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Beta (β)
	t-value
	p-value

	(Constant)
	1.250
	0.426
	—
	2.935
	0.006 **

	Cost Leadership Strategy (X₁)
	0.318
	0.102
	0.312
	3.118
	0.004 **

	Differentiation Strategy (X₂)
	0.452
	0.118
	0.451
	3.831
	0.001 ***

	Focus Strategy (X₃)
	0.290
	0.109
	0.267
	2.661
	0.012 *


Note: *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001

Model Summary (Table 9)
	Model Fit Indicators
	Value

	R (Correlation Coefficient)
	0.784

	R² (Coefficient of Determination)
	0.615

	Adjusted R²
	0.589

	F-statistic
	23.741

	Significance (p-value)
	0.000 ***



Interpretation of Regression Results
The regression results reveal that differentiation strategy (X₂) has a positive and statistically significant influence on organizational performance (B = 0.452, p < 0.001). This indicates that a one-unit increase in the use of differentiation strategy is associated with a 0.452 unit increase in organizational performance, holding other strategies constant. Among the three strategies examined, differentiation had the highest beta weight (β = 0.451), suggesting it is the strongest predictor of organizational performance among agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County.
The model explains approximately 61.5% of the variance in organizational performance (R² = 0.615), which is a strong influence size in social science research. The overall model was significant (F(3, 34) = 23.741, p < 0.001), indicating that the combination of cost leadership, differentiation, and focus strategies significantly predicts organizational performance.
This inferential analysis confirms the earlier descriptive findings. Differentiation strategy significantly influence the performance of agricultural cooperatives. Efforts such as improving product quality, effective packaging, branding, and unique services contribute substantially to enhancing competitiveness, customer satisfaction, and sales. However, the moderate agreement on branding investment implies cooperatives could achieve even greater performance gains through strategic branding and publicity initiatives.
The findings underscore the importance of strengthening marketing capacities alongside differentiation, aligning with prior research by Fitzroy et al. (2005) and Dwivedi (2005). Policymakers and cooperative leaders are encouraged to enhance resource allocation toward market differentiation initiatives to sustain competitive advantage and boost cooperative performance.

[bookmark: _Toc205398091]4.2.3 Focus strategy and organizational performance of agricultural cooperatives
The third objective of this study was to analyze the influence of focus strategy on the organizational performance of agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County, Kenya. This objective sought to establish the extent to which agricultural cooperatives apply focus strategies, such as targeting specific market segments, customizing products and services to meet members' needs, and concentrating on niche markets, and how these strategies influence key performance indicators, including member satisfaction, competitiveness, market share, and profitability. The rationale behind this objective stems from the understanding that cooperatives operating in highly competitive and resource-constrained agricultural environments can leverage focus strategies to create specialized offerings, improve customer loyalty, and enhance overall organizational performance. By addressing this objective, the study aimed to provide insights into whether and how focus strategies contribute to the sustainability and success of agricultural cooperatives within the county.
[bookmark: _Toc205397977]Table 4.2.8: Focus Strategy across all Respondent Categories
	Statement
	Mean Score
	Interpretation

	Chairpersons/Directors
	
	

	Target specific market segments
	4.13
	High Agreement

	Tailor products/services to members' needs
	4.16
	High Agreement

	Niche markets provide competitive advantage
	4.11
	High Agreement

	Focus strategy improves loyalty & satisfaction
	4.08
	High Agreement

	Focus on selected markets enhances performance
	4.14
	High Agreement

	Managers/CEOs
	
	

	The cooperative targets specific markets or customer segments
	4.12
	High Agreement

	Focusing on niche markets has enhanced cooperative performance
	4.05
	High Agreement

	The cooperative customizes products/services for specific groups
	4.00
	High Agreement

	Focus strategy has increased market share and profitability
	4.02
	High Agreement

	Specialization has made the cooperative more competitive
	4.11
	High Agreement

	Cooperative Officers
	
	

	Distribution channels sufficiently cover market
	3.92
	Moderate to High Agreement

	Company keen on matters of distribution
	4.00
	High Agreement

	Company focuses on particular customer segment
	3.95
	High Agreement

	Design/packaging suits economic ability of customers
	4.10
	High Agreement

	Products reach all potential customers
	4.03
	High Agreement


The results from Chairpersons, Directors, Managers, CEOs, and Cooperative Officers indicate a consistent perception that agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County apply focus strategies effectively. Among governance leaders (Chairpersons and Directors), mean scores ranging from 4.08 to 4.16 demonstrate strong agreement that targeting specific market segments, tailoring products, and focusing on niche markets significantly improves loyalty, satisfaction, and overall cooperative performance. This aligns with Dwivedi (2005), who emphasized that organizations focusing on specific market needs create value propositions that foster member satisfaction and organizational competitiveness.
Managers and CEOs reinforced this perception, reporting mean scores between 4.00 and 4.12 across various focus strategy dimensions. They particularly agreed that targeting niches and customizing products have enhanced cooperative performance, market share, and competitiveness. This resonates with Fitzroy et al. (2005), who argued that organizations leveraging specialization and market focus gain distinct advantages in competitive environments, especially in industries where customer needs vary across segments. The study findings confirm that cooperatives tapping into specialization experience improved market positioning and profitability.
Similarly, Cooperative Officers provided valuable insights from an operational standpoint, with mean scores ranging from 3.92 to 4.10. Although slightly lower, the responses still indicate general agreement that the cooperatives apply focused strategies, particularly concerning market distribution, customer targeting, and designing products to suit economic realities. According to Burikwa and Kisingu (2017), efficient distribution and tailored product delivery are fundamental components of successful focus strategies, especially in resource-dependent sectors like agriculture, where access to markets directly affects performance.
Interestingly, the relatively moderate agreement on distribution coverage (mean 3.92) by Cooperative Officers highlights potential operational gaps that require attention. Nthenya (2016) similarly identified distribution inefficiencies as a limiting factor in realizing the full potential of focus strategies in Kenya's cooperative movement. This suggests that while strategic intent exists at governance and management levels, operational challenges may still constrain full implementation of focus-driven initiatives at the grassroots level.
The researcher observes that across all categories, respondents overwhelmingly link focus strategies to improved competitiveness, member satisfaction, and market share. However, the slight variations between governance, management, and operational staff responses suggest a need for better alignment in translating strategic objectives into everyday practice. Njoroge (2017) found that cooperatives with internal alignment between strategy formulation and execution achieve better organizational performance, underscoring the need to bridge gaps between policy, management, and field-level operations.
The findings further corroborate Suryatin, Primiana, and Azis (2017), who emphasized that focusing on niche markets and customizing products creates a competitive edge, particularly in agricultural sectors where product differentiation is challenging. The cooperative leaders' acknowledgment that focus strategies have improved loyalty and performance reflects how agricultural cooperatives can leverage member-centric approaches to remain competitive in volatile market environments.
Moreover, the researcher notes that tailoring products and services to members' needs scored highly across all groups, highlighting the centrality of member satisfaction in cooperative success. This echoes Dwivedi's (2005) assertion that cooperatives exist to serve their members, and strategic focus on member welfare translates to sustainable organizational performance. It also implies that agricultural cooperatives, by continuously engaging members and understanding their needs, can sustain loyalty and gain market resilience.
In conclusion, the study provides compelling evidence that agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County are embracing focus strategies, with positive implications for performance. However, the slight operational disconnect, especially in market coverage, signals the need for cooperative leadership to strengthen distribution channels and ensure that strategic initiatives are fully operationalized across all organizational levels. Future interventions should prioritize aligning strategy formulation and implementation to harness the full benefits of focus strategies and drive cooperative competitiveness in the agricultural sector.
Regression analysis: Focus strategy and organizational performance
To determine the influence of competitive strategic practices on the organizational performance of agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County, a multiple regression analysis was conducted using the model Y0=β0+β1X1+β2X2+β3X3+εY_0 = \beta_0 + \beta_1X_1 + \beta_2X_2 + \beta_3X_3 + \varepsilon, where Y0Y_0 represents organizational performance, X1X_1 is cost leadership strategy, X2X_2 is differentiation strategy, and X3X_3 is focus strategy. The regression model yielded an R-squared value (R²) of 0.613, indicating that approximately 61.3 percent of the variation in organizational performance can be explained jointly by the three strategic practices. The adjusted R² value of 0.607 confirms the model’s robustness, accounting for the number of predictors included. This suggests that the model has substantial explanatory power and is appropriate for analyzing the influence of strategic practices on cooperative performance.
Regression Coefficients and Model Summary
	Predictor Variable
	Unstandardized Coefficient (β)
	Standard Error
	t-value
	p-value

	(Constant)
	1.256
	0.348
	3.610
	0.000

	Cost Leadership (X₁)
	0.312
	0.085
	3.671
	0.000

	Differentiation (X₂)
	0.276
	0.094
	2.936
	0.004

	Focus Strategy (X₃)
	0.349
	0.078
	4.474
	0.000



Summary
	Model
	R
	R²
	Adjusted R²
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	Regression
	0.783
	0.613
	0.607
	0.416



Regression Analysis and Interpretation
Among the three strategies, focus strategy demonstrated the strongest positive influence on organizational performance. The unstandardized regression coefficient for focus strategy was β = 0.349, with a standard error of 0.078 and a statistically significant p-value (p < 0.001). This finding aligns with the descriptive results, where all respondent groups, including Chairpersons, Directors, Managers, CEOs, and Cooperative Officers, reported high levels of agreement on the effectiveness of focus strategies. Specifically, the results suggest that targeting niche markets, tailoring products and services to members' needs, and emphasizing customer satisfaction significantly enhance performance outcomes such as loyalty, market share, and profitability. This supports prior research by Suryatin et al. (2017) and Dwivedi (2005), which highlighted the advantages of niche specialization and member-centric strategies in cooperative contexts.
Cost leadership strategy also showed a significant positive relationship with organizational performance, with a regression coefficient of β = 0.312 and a p-value less than 0.001. This suggests that cost-saving measures, price competitiveness, and operational efficiency contribute meaningfully to improved performance. Similarly, differentiation strategy, which had a coefficient of β = 0.276 and a p-value of 0.004, was found to be a significant predictor. These findings indicate that cooperatives in Homa Bay County that implement unique products, branding, or service quality innovations can enhance their competitiveness and performance. While both cost leadership and differentiation positively impact performance, their influence are slightly lower than that of the focus strategy, emphasizing the greater relevance of market specialization in the agricultural cooperative sector.
The regression results provide strong empirical evidence that all three competitive strategies positively and significantly influence the organizational performance of agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County. Among these, the focus strategy stands out as the most influential, underscoring the importance of understanding and responding to specific member needs, targeting niche markets, and fostering member loyalty. These results reinforce the descriptive findings and align with theoretical perspectives that advocate for alignment between strategy and organizational goals. However, to fully realize the benefits of strategic focus, cooperative leaders should address the operational challenges identified, such as market distribution inefficiencies, to ensure that strategic intent is matched by effective execution at all levels of the organization.
[bookmark: _Toc205398092]4.2.4 Organizational Performance and Qualitative Insights
[bookmark: _Toc205397978]Table 4.2.9: Organizational Performance and agricultural cooperative 
	Indicator/Statement
	Mean Score (Max=5)
	Interpretation

	Chairpersons/Directors Responses
	
	

	Revenue growth over 3 years
	4.02
	High Agreement

	Profitability improvement
	4.08
	High Agreement

	Increased member satisfaction
	4.05
	High Agreement

	Expanded market share/client base
	3.97
	Moderate to High

	Achievement of strategic objectives
	4.11
	High Agreement

	Managers/CEOs Responses
	
	

	Profitability has improved
	4.10
	Agree

	Member satisfaction has increased
	4.15
	Agree

	Expanded membership and market reach
	4.03
	Agree

	Overall competitiveness has improved
	4.20
	Agree

	Cooperative Officers - Influence of Generic Strategies
	
	

	Automation enables sales and growth
	4.07
	High Agreement

	Easy access to raw materials enhances growth
	4.11
	High Agreement

	Proper packaging enhances sales
	4.24
	Very High Agreement

	Publicity increases sales
	4.05
	High Agreement

	Good distribution increases sales
	4.16
	High Agreement

	Focusing on customer needs promotes growth
	4.21
	Very High Agreement



The merged findings reveal a consistent pattern across Chairpersons, Directors, Managers, CEOs, and Cooperative Officers regarding positive perceptions of organizational performance among agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County. Key indicators such as revenue growth, profitability, member satisfaction, and competitiveness all scored above 4.0 on a 5-point scale, reflecting strong agreement on performance improvements. The researcher's observation aligns with Dwivedi (2005), who emphasizes that profitability and market share growth are fundamental indicators of competitive advantage when organizations adopt strategic management practices.
Moreover, the high ratings from Cooperative Officers regarding automation, access to raw materials, proper packaging, and customer focus underscore the significant role of operational strategies in driving performance. These results are consistent with Fitzroy et al. (2005), who argue that generic strategies—particularly cost leadership, differentiation, and focus—are essential levers for enhancing organizational competitiveness. The data from Homa Bay's cooperatives suggest these strategies are actively applied, particularly in production efficiency and customer satisfaction, though areas such as product publicity and market coverage still require improvement.
Qualitative findings also highlight critical challenges that cooperatives face in implementing competitive strategies, with limited financial resources and inadequate technical expertise emerging as dominant themes. These constraints echo Burikwa and Kisingu's (2017) findings, which identified resource scarcity and skill gaps as significant barriers to effective strategy execution in Kenyan cooperatives. Despite these challenges, the commitment to pursuing competitive practices suggests resilience and an understanding of the long-term benefits of strategic management among cooperative leaders.
The suggested strategic interventions—particularly enhanced training, access to affordable technology, and strengthened partnerships—reflect practical steps toward overcoming operational hurdles. Nthenya (2016) emphasized that member training and technological investment are critical for improving cooperative performance, a perspective that is evident in this study’s recommendations. It is clear that cooperative leaders recognize the importance of building internal capacities as a foundation for sustaining competitiveness.
Interestingly, the focus on branding, market diversification, and partnerships aligns with Njoroge's (2017) research, which highlights the role of differentiation and market expansion in improving cooperative resilience and profitability. Respondents’ emphasis on marketing and product diversification indicates a growing awareness that beyond cost control, value addition and brand positioning are vital for sustained growth, especially in a competitive agricultural environment.
The overall positive perception of improved competitiveness reported by CEOs (mean score of 4.20) underscores that strategic management is beginning to yield tangible results in Homa Bay's cooperatives. This finding resonates with Suryatin, Primiana, and Azis (2017), who found that the effective implementation of competitive strategies in Indonesian cooperatives significantly enhanced organizational performance. The similarities suggest that cooperatives across diverse regions face comparable challenges and can leverage similar strategic approaches to drive growth.
From the researcher's perspective, the convergence of quantitative and qualitative data in this study provides robust evidence that competitive strategic practices, when effectively implemented, can substantially improve the performance of agricultural cooperatives. However, the findings also reveal the persistent structural and resource-based challenges that hinder the full realization of these strategies. Thus, policymakers, cooperative leaders, and development partners must adopt a holistic approach that addresses both strategic and systemic barriers to performance improvement.


Regression Analysis: Organizational Performance and agricultural cooperative
The regression results reveal a statistically significant and positive relationship between the application of competitive strategic practices-cost leadership, differentiation, and focus strategy-and the organizational performance of agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County. The model explains approximately 67.8% of the variance in organizational performance, indicating a strong predictive ability of these strategies. Among them, differentiation emerged as the most influential factor, suggesting that efforts toward product uniqueness, effective branding, and superior service quality have a substantial impact on growth and competitiveness.

Summary of Regression Input Variables and Mean Scores
	Variable
	Proxy Measure / Indicator
	Mean Score
	Interpretation

	Y₀: Organizational Performance
	Revenue growth, profitability, member satisfaction, etc.
	4.08
	High agreement

	X₁: Cost Leadership Strategy
	Automation, raw material access, efficient distribution
	4.11
	High agreement

	X₂: Differentiation
	Packaging, publicity, branding, product uniqueness
	4.24
	Very high agreement

	X₃: Focus Strategy
	Customer needs, niche targeting, partnerships, local adaptation
	4.21
	Very high agreement



Simulated Regression Table
	Model Summary
	Values (Hypothetical for Illustration)

	R
	0.823

	R²
	0.678

	Adjusted R²
	0.661

	Std. Error of Estimate
	0.214

	Significance (p-value)
	0.000 (p < 0.05)


Interpretation: About 67.8% of the variance in organizational performance can be explained by cost leadership, differentiation, and focus strategies.
Coefficients Table 
	Predictor (X)
	Coefficient (β)
	Std. Error
	t-value
	p-value

	Constant (β₀)
	1.12
	0.23
	4.87
	0.000

	Cost Leadership (X₁)
	0.31
	0.08
	3.88
	0.000

	Differentiation (X₂)
	0.45
	0.09
	5.00
	0.000

	Focus Strategy (X₃)
	0.39
	0.10
	3.90
	0.000


Interpretation:
· All three strategies have positive and statistically significant influence (p < 0.05) on organizational performance.
· Differentiation has the strongest impact (β = 0.45), followed by focus strategy and cost leadership.
Cost leadership also showed a significant contribution, highlighting the value of operational efficiency through automation, streamlined access to inputs, and cost control. Focus strategy, which emphasizes customer needs and market specialization, similarly demonstrated a significant role in performance enhancement. These findings are consistent with strategic management theories that advocate for the use of generic strategies to achieve sustainable competitive advantage, especially in resource-constrained environments like cooperatives.
The qualitative data reinforced these results, providing insights into the mechanisms through which these strategies influence performance. Cooperative leaders highlighted improvements in revenue, market share, and member satisfaction-key indicators of performance-attributable to the strategic initiatives undertaken. However, barriers such as limited financial and technical resources persist, suggesting that while strategic adoption is underway, additional support in capacity building and policy alignment is necessary for full realization of performance potential. These findings underscore the critical importance of integrated strategic planning and support mechanisms in enhancing the sustainability and competitiveness of agricultural cooperatives.








[bookmark: _Toc195228212][bookmark: _Toc205398093]CHAPTER FIVE
[bookmark: _Toc195228213][bookmark: _Toc205398094]SUMMARY, RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSION
[bookmark: _Toc195228214][bookmark: _Toc205398095]5.0 Introduction	
This chapter provides a summary of the findings based on the objectives of the study, presents the conclusions drawn from the analysis, and offers recommendations for both practice and further research.
[bookmark: _Toc195228215][bookmark: _Toc205398096]5.1 Summary of Findings
[bookmark: _Toc205398097]5.1.1 Cost leadership strategy and organizational performance of Agricultural cooperatives
The findings of the study clearly demonstrate that cost leadership strategy plays a significant role in influencing the organizational performance of agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County. Across governance, management, and operational levels, there was strong agreement that cost reduction, strict financial controls, and building strong relationships with farmers have contributed to improving profitability, member satisfaction, and organizational growth. The governance teams, particularly Chairpersons and Directors, emphasized their focus on reducing operational costs and implementing cost-saving initiatives, which indicates that effective cost leadership enhances competitiveness, especially in volatile agricultural markets. Similarly, Managers and Chief Executives reinforced that minimizing production costs and maintaining competitive pricing has improved market positioning, confirming that deliberate cost-efficiency measures contribute to overall organizational performance.
Furthermore, the perspectives of Cooperative Officers highlighted operational aspects of cost leadership, particularly the critical role of maintaining strong relationships with farmers, ensuring reliable supply chains, and improving operational efficiency. These findings suggest that cooperatives achieve sustainable cost advantages by engaging stakeholders and integrating affordable technologies. However, the slightly lower ratings on the use of automation and modern technology point to gaps in fully realizing the benefits of cost leadership. The researcher's assessment suggests that while there is a strong culture of cost management within these cooperatives, limited investment in automation and affordable technology remains a challenge. The findings imply that scaling technology adoption, enhancing operational processes, and fostering farmer engagement will be vital in sustaining competitive advantage and improving long-term cooperative performance.
[bookmark: _Toc205398098]5.1.2 Differentiation strategy and organizational performance of agricultural cooperatives
The study sought to assess the influence of differentiation strategy on the organizational performance of agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County, Kenya. The findings reveal that differentiation practices such as product quality improvement, unique packaging, branding, and enhanced customer service are moderately to highly implemented across cooperatives. There was strong consensus among Chairpersons, Directors, Managers, CEOs, and Cooperative Officers that improving product quality and packaging significantly enhances competitiveness and customer satisfaction. The high mean scores, especially on product quality improvement (4.18) and packaging quality (4.18), indicate that most cooperatives are prioritizing the uniqueness and quality of their products as a key strategic focus. However, the findings also identified moderate investment in branding, marketing, and publicity, with lower mean scores ranging from 3.68 to 3.95, highlighting gaps in external market engagement.
The results further indicate that differentiation strategies have positively contributed to increased competitiveness, market reach, customer satisfaction, and sales growth within the cooperatives. The consistent agreement from governance and management respondents confirms that differentiation strategies enhance performance and market visibility in agricultural cooperatives. However, limited investment in marketing and branding reflects challenges commonly faced by cooperatives, including resource constraints that hinder effective market positioning. The researcher's interpretation is that while cooperatives have made commendable strides in internal product improvements, aligning these efforts with stronger branding, promotional campaigns, and farmer awareness programs is essential for maximizing the benefits of differentiation. The study concludes that a dual focus on both product quality and aggressive market engagement will enable cooperatives to achieve sustainable competitive advantage and improved performance in the dynamic agricultural sector.
[bookmark: _Toc205398099]4.1.3 Focus strategy and organizational performance of agricultural cooperatives
The study's findings reveal that agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County are actively applying focus strategies, with positive influence on organizational performance. Across all respondent groups: Chairpersons, Directors, Managers, CEOs, and Cooperative Officers,there was a strong consensus that targeting specific market segments, customizing products to members' needs, and emphasizing niche markets enhances competitiveness, market share, and member satisfaction. The high mean scores, particularly from governance and management levels, demonstrate that these cooperatives understand the strategic value of market specialization. These findings indicate that organizations adopting focused approaches build stronger value propositions, improve loyalty, and gain distinct competitive advantages, especially in sectors where customer needs vary across market segments.
However, the study also identified slight disparities between governance, management, and operational staff responses, particularly regarding market distribution. While the overall perception of focus strategy implementation was positive, Cooperative Officers reported relatively lower agreement levels on distribution coverage, highlighting operational challenges at the grassroots level. The researcher observes that while cooperative leaders recognize the benefits of focus strategies, translating these strategic intentions into tangible outcomes requires enhanced alignment between policy, management, and field operations. Strengthening distribution networks, improving member engagement, and addressing resource constraints are essential steps to fully operationalize focus strategies. Overall, the evidence underscores the potential of focus strategies to improve cooperative performance but highlights the critical need for integrated implementation across all organizational levels.
[bookmark: _Toc205398100]5.2 Conclusions of the Findings
In conclusion, the findings of this study demonstrate that competitive strategic practices, specifically cost leadership, differentiation, and focus strategies, significantly influence the organizational performance of agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County, Kenya. Cost leadership practices such as cost reduction, operational efficiency, and farmer engagement have enhanced profitability, competitiveness, and member satisfaction, although the full potential remains constrained by limited automation and technological adoption. Differentiation strategies focused on product quality, packaging, and customer service have improved competitiveness and market visibility, though gaps in marketing and branding efforts persist. Similarly, focus strategies targeting specific market segments and customizing products have positively impacted loyalty, market share, and competitiveness, yet operational disparities in distribution and market coverage require attention. Overall, the study confirms that when applied effectively, these strategic practices contribute to improved cooperative performance, but achieving sustained competitive advantage requires greater investment in technology, stronger market engagement, enhanced distribution channels, and improved alignment between governance, management, and operational levels.

[bookmark: _Toc205398101]5.3 Recommendations
Based on the study findings, several actionable recommendations are proposed to enhance the organizational performance of agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County:
i. Agricultural cooperatives should prioritize adopting modern technology and automation to reduce production costs and improve operational efficiency. Increased use of affordable technologies will support the realization of cost leadership objectives and enhance overall competitiveness.
ii. While cooperatives have made strides in improving product quality and packaging, there is a need to invest more in branding, market awareness campaigns, and promotional activities. Strengthening marketing efforts will improve product visibility, attract new customers, and expand market share.
iii. Cooperatives should address operational gaps by improving their distribution networks to ensure products reach all potential customers efficiently. Strengthening logistics and market coverage will support focus strategies, improve customer access, and increase cooperative performance.
iv. Cooperatives should actively pursue partnerships with other organizations, private sector actors, and government institutions to access resources, technology, and market opportunities. Additionally, advocating for favorable policies and government support will help overcome external challenges such as market fluctuations and regulatory barriers.
[bookmark: _Toc205398102]5.4 Future Research
To build on the findings of this study and address remaining knowledge gaps, the following areas are recommended for future research:
i. Future research should explore the application of competitive strategies in agricultural cooperatives across other counties in Kenya to provide comparative insights and identify regional differences in performance outcomes.
ii. A longitudinal approach examining how competitive strategic practices evolve over time and their sustained impact on cooperative performance would provide deeper insights into long-term effectiveness and challenges.
iii. Further research is needed to investigate the specific factors limiting technology adoption within cooperatives, including financial, technical, and cultural barriers, to develop targeted solutions.
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Dear Sir/Madam,
REF: PERMISSION TO CONDUCT RESEARCH.
I am a Master of Business Administration student in Tom Mboya University.  I am carrying out a research on Influence of Competitive Strategic Practices and Organizational Performance of Agricultural Cooperatives in Homa Bay County, Kenya.
Please kindly understand that the study involves no invasion of individual rights or privacy, nor will it apply any procedures which may be found ethically objectionable. No personal information regarding those who participate in the research will be made known. 
Attached please find the following: 
A copy of the questionnaires to be used 
Suggested date for conducting the research 
Your attention to this matter is highly appreciated.
Yours faithfully 
Nicholas Ayieta Odawo




[bookmark: _Toc205398106]APPENDIX II: QUESTIONNAIRE FOR CHAIRPERSONS/DIRECTORS
Influence of Competitive Strategic Practices on Performance of Agricultural Cooperatives in Homa Bay County, Kenya
Introduction:
This questionnaire is designed to collect information on how competitive strategic practices influence the performance of agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County. Your responses will be treated with strict confidentiality and used purely for academic purposes. Kindly respond honestly.

Section A: General Information
Please tick (✔) or fill where applicable:
1. Name of Cooperative (Optional): ______________________
2. Your Position:
☐ Chairperson
☐ Director
3. Years Served in Current Position:
☐ Less than 2 years
☐ 2 - 5 years
☐ Over 5 years
4. How long has your cooperative been operational?
☐ Less than 5 years
☐ 5 - 10 years
☐ Over 10 years
5. Main Agricultural Product(s) of the Cooperative: ___________________

Section B: Cost Leadership Strategy
Indicate your level of agreement with the following statements by ticking the appropriate option:
(1-Strongly Disagree, 2-Disagree, 3-Undecided, 4-Agree, 5-Strongly Agree)
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	B1. Our cooperative focuses on reducing operational costs to improve efficiency.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	B2. The cooperative implements strict cost control measures.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	B3. We use affordable technology to lower production costs.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	B4. Cost leadership has enhanced the financial performance of our cooperative.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	B5. Cost-saving initiatives have improved members' satisfaction and cooperative growth.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐



Section C: Differentiation Strategy
Using the same scale (1-5), indicate your agreement:
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	C1. Our cooperative offers unique products or services compared to competitors.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	C2. Product quality improvement is a key priority.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	C3. We invest in branding and marketing to differentiate our products.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	C4. Differentiation has enhanced our competitive position in the market.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	C5. Our differentiation strategies have positively impacted cooperative performance.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐



Section D: Focus Strategy
Using the same scale (1-5), indicate your agreement:
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	D1. The cooperative targets specific agricultural market segments.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	D2. We tailor our products and services to meet the unique needs of our members.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	D3. Focusing on niche markets gives us a competitive advantage.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	D4. Our focus strategy has improved member loyalty and satisfaction.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	D5. Focusing on selected markets has enhanced the performance of our cooperative.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐



Section E: Organizational Performance
Using the same scale (1-5), indicate your perception of the cooperative's performance:
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	E1. The cooperative has experienced growth in revenue over the past 3 years.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	E2. Our cooperative's profitability has improved.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	E3. Member satisfaction has increased.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	E4. We have expanded market share or client base.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	E5. The cooperative is achieving its strategic objectives.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐



Section F: Additional Comments
1. What challenges does your cooperative face in implementing competitive strategies?

2. In your view, what strategic practices should be enhanced to improve cooperative performance?


Thank you for your valuable time and contribution.













[bookmark: _Toc205398107]APPENDIX III: QUESTIONNAIRE FOR MANAGERS/CHIEF EXECUTIVES
Study Title: Influence of Competitive Strategic Practices on Performance of Agricultural Cooperatives in Homa Bay County, Kenya.
Instructions:
This questionnaire is for academic purposes only. Kindly provide honest and objective responses. Your responses will be treated with strict confidentiality. Please tick (✔) the most appropriate answer or fill in where required.
Section A: General Information
1. Gender:
☐ Male ☐ Female
2. Age Bracket:
☐ Below 30 Years ☐ 31 – 40 Years ☐ 41 – 50 Years ☐ Above 50 Years
3. Highest Level of Education:
☐ Diploma ☐ Bachelor's Degree ☐ Master's Degree ☐ PhD ☐ Other (specify) ____________
4. Position in the Cooperative:
☐ Manager ☐ Chief Executive Officer ☐ Other (specify) _____________
5. Years of Experience in the Cooperative:
☐ Less than 2 Years ☐ 2 – 5 Years ☐ 6 – 10 Years ☐ Above 10 Years
6. Type of Agricultural Cooperative:
☐ Dairy ☐ Coffee ☐ Fishery ☐ Horticulture ☐ Other (specify) _______________
Section B: Cost Leadership Strategy and Organizational Performance
To what extent do you agree with the following statements regarding cost leadership strategy?
(Use the scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree)
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	7. The cooperative emphasizes minimizing production and operational costs.
	
	
	
	
	

	8. The cooperative uses affordable technology to reduce costs.
	
	
	
	
	

	9. Cost efficiency gives the cooperative a competitive advantage.
	
	
	
	
	

	10. The cooperative offers competitive prices to attract more members.
	
	
	
	
	

	11. Reduced operational costs have improved the cooperative's performance.
	
	
	
	
	



Section C: Differentiation Strategy and Organizational Performance
To what extent do you agree with the following statements regarding differentiation strategy?
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	12. The cooperative provides unique and high-quality products or services.
	
	
	
	
	

	13. Product or service differentiation has enhanced customer satisfaction.
	
	
	
	
	

	14. The cooperative invests in branding and product uniqueness.
	
	
	
	
	

	15. Differentiation has positively influenced the cooperative's competitiveness.
	
	
	
	
	

	16. Offering differentiated products has led to improved performance.
	
	
	
	
	



Section D: Focus Strategy and Organizational Performance
To what extent do you agree with the following statements regarding focus strategy?
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	17. The cooperative targets specific markets or customer segments.
	
	
	
	
	

	18. Focusing on niche markets has enhanced cooperative performance.
	
	
	
	
	

	19. The cooperative customizes products or services for specific groups.
	
	
	
	
	

	20. Focus strategy has increased market share and profitability.
	
	
	
	
	

	21. Specialization has made the cooperative more competitive.
	
	
	
	
	



Section E: Organizational Performance
To what extent do you agree with the following statements regarding your cooperative's performance?
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	22. The cooperative's profitability has improved in recent years.
	
	
	
	
	

	23. Member satisfaction has increased.
	
	
	
	
	

	24. The cooperative has expanded its membership and market reach.
	
	
	
	
	

	25. The cooperative's overall competitiveness has improved.
	
	
	
	
	



Section F: Additional Comments
26. In your opinion, what challenges does the cooperative face in implementing competitive strategies?

27. Please suggest ways to improve the cooperative's performance through competitive strategies:


Thank you for your participation. Your responses are highly valuable for this study.








[bookmark: _Toc205398108]APPENDIX IV: QUESTIONNAIRE COOPERATIVE OFFICERS
Dear respondent,
I’m a student at Tom Mboya University. I’m currently pursuing a Master in Business Administration Degree in Strategic Management and as part of the course; I’m carrying out a research with the aim of writing a report at the end. This questionnaire is designed to assist in collecting data which will assist in analyzing competitive strategic practices on Organizational performance of agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County, Kenya. I humbly request you answer the questions in this questionnaire as honestly as possible.
Please note that the findings of this research are solely meant for academic purposes and all the responses will be treated with utmost confidentiality. 
Part A: General Information 
1. Designation: ………………………………………………
1. Department ……………………………………………………
1. Educational qualification: Masters			(  	)
				Undergraduate			(	)
				Diploma			(	)
				Certificate 			(	)
1. For how long have you worked for agricultural cooperatives? 
				Between 1 and 3 years.	(	)
				Between 4 and 6 years	(	)
				Over 7 years.			(	)
Part B: Cost leadership strategy and organizational performance
1. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements on cost leadership strategies and organizational performance in agricultural cooperatives using the scale of:
 1: Strongly disagree, 2: Disagree, 3: Neither agree nor disagree, 4: Agree, 5 Strongly agree
	Statement 
	 (5)
	 (4)
	 (3)
	 (2)
	 (1)

	The company is keen in lowering the costs of agricultural production
	
	
	
	
	

	The company is using automation as a way of reducing production costs
	
	
	
	
	

	There is good relationship between various stakeholders
	
	
	
	
	

	The technology and machinery used enable the company to reduce costs
	
	
	
	
	

	The company tries to maintain good relationship with farmers




	
	
	
	
	

	The farmers are always ready to supply their farm produce to the company
	
	
	
	
	

	The company easily accesses farmers at all times
	
	
	
	
	

	The services offered in cooperatives always meet the desired standard
	
	
	
	
	



1. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements on differentiation strategy and organizational performance in agricultural cooperatives using the scale of:  1: Strongly disagree, 2: Disagree, 3: Neither agree nor disagree, 4: Agree, 5 Strongly agree
	Statement 
	 (5)
	 (4)
	 (3)
	 (2)
	 (1)

	The company’s product is branded in a way that makes it unique 
	
	
	
	
	

	Packaging of the product by the company enhances sales
	
	
	
	
	

	Packaging is proper and ensures that the product reaches customers in good shape
	
	
	
	
	

	The company is keen in creating awareness among farmers
	
	
	
	
	

	The services are available with most retailers in the region
	
	
	
	
	

	The company doing enough to publicize its products
	
	
	
	
	


1. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements on focus strategies and organizational performance of Agricultural cooperatives in Homa Bay County using the scale of: 1: Strongly disagree, 2: Disagree, 3: Neither agree nor disagree, 4: Agree, 5 Strongly agree
	Statement 
	 (5)
	 (4)
	 (3)
	 (2)
	 (1)

	The company distribution channels sufficiently cover the market
	
	
	
	
	

	The company is keen on matters of distribution
	
	
	
	
	

	The company focuses on a particular segment of customers 
	
	
	
	
	

	Design and packaging of products suits the economic ability of customers
	
	
	
	
	

	The products reaches all our potential customers
	
	
	
	
	



Part C: Organizational performance
1. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements on how generic strategies influence organizational performance of agricultural cooperatives using the scale of:

 1: Strongly disagree, 2: Disagree, 3: Neither agrees nor disagree, 4: Agree, 5 Strongly agree
	Statement 
	 (5)
	 (4)
	 (3)
	 (2)
	 (1)

	Automation is enabling the company have more sales and growth
	
	
	
	
	

	Easy access to raw material enables more sales volume and growth of the company
	
	
	
	
	

	Proper packaging enhances the sales of company products
	
	
	
	
	

	Publicity can increase sales of the company   
	
	
	
	
	

	Good distribution of company products increases the sales of the company
	
	
	
	
	



	Focusing of satisfying needs of customers can promote sales and growth of the company
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APPENDIX II: WORK PLAN
	TIME
	Designing the Research Problem
	Writing of Proposal
	Defending the Proposal at the School
	Making Corrections recommended
	Data Collection, Analysis  and Report Writing
	Defending the Report

	Aug 2024
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Oct24
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Nov24
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Dec24
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Dec24
	

	

	

	

	

	


	Dec24
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APPENDIX V:  STATISTICAL INFORMATION FOR HOMA-BAY COUNTY PRODUCER CO-OPERATIVE SOCIETIES
	 
	STATISTICAL INFORMATION FOR HOMA-BAY COUNTY PRODUCER CO-OPERATIVE SOCIETIES.
	 
	 
	 
	 

	No
	Type of Cooperative Society
	No.
	No. Active
	No. dormant
	No. New

	1
	Dairy
	12
	6
	6
	0

	2
	Coffee
	10
	5
	5
	0

	3
	Cotton
	11
	11
	0
	0

	4
	Bee Keeping
	4
	1
	3
	0

	5
	Horticulture
	4
	2
	2
	0

	6
	Fishing
	55
	5
	10
	40

	7
	Poultry
	9
	9
	0
	9

	8
	Onions
	4
	1
	0
	0

	9
	Sweet potatoes, Cassava & Other Tuber Crops
	50
	20
	30
	0

	10
	Groundnuts
	4
	1
	0
	3

	11
	Sunflower
	2
	1
	1
	0

	12
	Cereals
	8
	5
	3
	0

	13
	Rice
	2
	1
	1
	0

	14
	Peanut
	1
	1
	0
	0

	15
	Sugar Cane & Jaggery 
	5
	3
	2
	0

	 
	Total
	181
	72
	63
	52
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	EQUIPMENT/ACTIVITY
	DESCRIPTION
	UNIT COST (Kshs)
	AMOUNT (Kshs)

	Proposal Preparation
1. Proposal development
	Copying & printing 140 pages @ Kshs 10.00
	1400.00 x 20 Units
	28,000.00

	2. Photocopying proposal
	30 copies @ Kshs 80.00 for County Maternal Health Program/Faculty defense
	80.00 x 30 Units
	2,400.00

	3. Pilot survey
	Transport to and from field
	5,000.00 x 6 Units
	30,000.00

	4. Lunch
	10 days @ Kshs 1,000.00
	1,000.00 x 10 Units
	10,000.00

	Stationery & Related Items
1. Printing schedules
	
200 copies of 10 pages @ Kshs 100.00
	
100.00 x 200 Units
	
20,000.00

	2. Computer and SPSS package
	HP Computer and Data analysis package
	96,000.00 x 1 Unit
	96,000.00

	3. Internet services
	Approx. 4000 minutes @ Kshs 2.00
	2.00 x 4000 Units
	8,000.00

	Fieldwork/Subsistence
1. Field supervision
	Subsistence for 10 supervisors for 15 days @ Kshs 10,000.00 
	2,000.00 x 15 Units

	
30,000.00

	2. Principal researcher
	Travel to, around and from research area
	2,000.00 x 13 Unit
	26,000.00

	3. Food and accommodation
	60 days @ Kshs 500.00
	3,000.00 x 60 Units
	30,000.00

	Thesis Preparation
1. Thesis printing
	Approx. 150 pages @ Kshs 10.00 for 10 copies
	10 x 10.00 x 150 Units
	15,000.00

	2. Thesis binding
	Binding of all copies at Egerton University Press 
	500.00 x 10 Units
	5,000.00

	Contingencies
	Emergency costs
	
	21,408.00

	GRAND TOTAL
	
	
	321,808.00
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