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Abstract

The main goal of the current study was to estalitihrelationship that exists between generic egias and
firm’s performance in the banking sector. The stueljewed literature on generic strategies emplppdnks in
Ghana in line with Porter’s typology. The researdmaployed descriptive survey design and purelyntjtzive
approach with data collected from 200 respondditts.outcome of the study revealed that cost leagers the
most outstanding competitive strategy, whilst olletidferentiation and low cost strategies are mostnmonly
used in the banking industry. The study concluded generic strategies are the most influential petitive
strategies for performance of banking firms in Ghahhe author recommended that all staff shouldanem
focus in designing services that make them unique bthers to achieve the overall differentiatitrategy and
make all staff be committed to cost control inaaas to achieve low cost strategy.

Keywords: Generic Strategies, Strategies, Cost Leadershipys—and Differentiation

1.0. Introduction
Johnson and Scholes (2002) referred to stratedieascope and direction over a long-term to achfewes
advantage, via the configuration of resources uadgrallenging environment to meet stakeholderirement.
Competitive edge over rivals (Stickland and Gami@@08). Thompson and Sticker (2007) explained that,
strategy depicts organizational selection from agnearious options and signals firm commitment tecsfic
product or service, applying the market competitivientations and establishing ways of executirgrth

Besanko, Dranave, Shanley, and Schaefer (2006}ifidenbusiness approaches used for finding varied
generic strategic approaches, and stated that mampetitive strategies impact organization perforoeain
varied ways. The main goal of any organizationoidricrease its market share and to become atteatbiv
investors through profitability (Thompson et alQ0Z). Competition among banking firms in Ghananiemse
necessitated by the evaluation of porter's gersrategies adopted by industry players to remampetitive.
This research is focused on examining genericegii@s in the banking sector and how it impacts hoir t
performance.

2. Literature Review

2.1. Generic Strategies

The generic strategies also known as competitiagegties was propounded and published by MichaPBloger
in 1980. Porter (1980) said that strategy focusedifferentiation, Cost leadership or focus, thabaganization
must tactically select any one or risk wasting teses. Porter’'s generic strategy though a thedliowa firms to
comprehend competitiveness of a firm, recommendhiag gaining competitive advantage emanates fran th
competitive strategies employ by the firm to deal Wweakness, strength threats and opportunitieesé'h
strategies bear the name generic because, it caseaeor applied by all firms, business, and inistbeing it
service marketing, non-profit, public, private aménufacturing (Hill & Jones, 2001). Hill and Jon@§01)
stated that, all the generic strategies impactilwnsfmaking consistent selection of market, chat@roduct
and unigue competences.

Porter’s generic strategy typology shows that firsugcess depend on the choice of focus, cost tehipe
and differentiation (Anupkuma, 2005). Research&isn( Nam & Stipert, 2004; Spanos, Zarakis & Lioukas
2004) revealed that firms which have low perforneamace those which have chosen to use only oneeof th
generic strategy. Kim et al. (2004) indicated timadnufacturing organizations utilizes both costiézahip, and
differentiation and focus. Acquaah, Adjei and MdnsBonsu (2008) argued that cost leadership and
differentiation are positively related to performanin the manufacturing and service sectors in @héam
another study, Kim et al. (2004) studied businessustomer firms and noted that significant perfance were
recorded for those firms that adopted differerdimatiand cost leadership strategies in Korea. Againa
Ghanaian study, Aukkh, Kotabe and Teegen (200Zgrdifitiation and cost leadership were found to have
positive association with export firm’'s performanéavour (2011) studied competitive strategies, emjpt by
Kenyan Banks, the study concluded that serviceewdfitiation and focus strategies were broadly eyeplo
Livvaran (2007) said that porter’s typology is ause firm’'s superior performance and has since gkes
many scholars to inquire into it.

2.1.1. Cost Leadership
Cost leadership refers to being a low cost producer particular industry with an acceptable lesthuality.
The goal is to attract customer based in prices@afly, when the target market is price sensi(Rerter, 1985).
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Under this circumstance, the firm relies on ecomsmdf scale, technology, raw material accessibiiity
exploiting cost advantage. According to Porter (98cost leadership places emphasis on aggressive
construction of efficient scale facilities, vigopursuit of cost reduction from experience, tighst and over-
head control, avoidance of managerial customer watsp and cost minimization in areas like reseaot
development (R & D), service, scale force, adviergisand so on” (p. 35). Porter (2001) opined thabhieving
competitive advantage is through providing low psi¢than rivals. But lower prices are achieved vapction
and distribution cost reduction (Porter, 2001).

Outsourcing is one the strong means of reducing afosalary, whilst holding to your workforce siaed
productivity (Zahra, 2000). El-kelety (2006) statdht cost leadership targets cost control and rexhg
efficiency by firm's supply chain. Cheah, Kang a@hew (2007) posited that, low cost strategy allows
management to concentrate on cost competitiontlzatdcost leadership is a defensive mechanism fieoats.
Cost advantage factors include propriety techngleggnomies of scale, preferential access to raignaés and
economies of scope (Porter, 1985). In a Japanesty,sGrant (2005) contended that many industriks i
automobile and music have achieved their goalsutitrothe combination and reconciliation of technglog
growth, low cost and high quality. Full cost leatep potentials are realized through elements ganizational
structure such as focus on narrow range of busifisstions, reporting relationship, and corporataffs
(Barmey & Hesterley, 2006). Kotler and Armstron@@2) argued that low-cost is achieved through itistion
and production in order to price lower than rivaitgl gain large market share.

In Nairobi-Kenya, Gitonga (2003) discovered thatvdoost strategy is applicable even in hospitality
industry. Cost leadership places emphasis on effggi (Brakaj, Kume & Cipi, 2015). Hyat (2001). Asglithat
low-cost strategy helps firms to achieve compatitadvantage by having the lowest industry cost.t Cos
leadership can be attained via having large matkate (Hyatt, 2001). In an industry only one firamde a cost
leader (Sy, 2002 & Venu, 2001). In pursuance oflthve-cost strategy, Porter (2008) stated that fisheuld
either offer good product or service which worttyipg for or offer better quality product or serviaelower
price. Maburg (2000) proffered that low-cost stggtés achieved through employee commitment to lostc
strategy and low-cost production. According to Hel@lay, and Peter (2007) argued that low pricecimses
demand for firm’'s product to increases firm's markbare. The advantage of low-cost strategy is tbat
leaders can put entry against the new entrantsmdporequire huge capital outlay to enter the ingistmarket
(Hyatt, 2001).

In the healthcare, cost leadership was found ta brong predictor single-strategy performance (Ha&h
Powers, 2010; Allen & Helms, 2006). Johnson e{2011) posited that, cost leadership has to do wifinm
becoming a low-cost one in its operations througheeéence, product and service design. Low-cost raw
materials and inputs economies of scale and lowieeq Firms pursuing low-cost strategy put emphasi
reducing cost at every bit of the way in the vathain activities (Lynch, 2003).

2.1.2. Focus Strategy

According to Porter (1985), focus strategy is faxlen specific market niches and customer. Hari3imell,

and Down (2006) stated that focus strategy is aifination of differentiation and low cost strategid_ynch
(2003) said that since focus concentrates on péaticiche in the market and service, it can atsmtas niche
strategy. Firms can make good use of differentiatind low cost strategies in respect of focuseqggatLynch,
2003). The risk associated with niche strateghas thange in customers taste and preference aasvehange

in firms and market environment can cause the gisam@nce of niche (Lynch, 2003). Focus strategywall
firms to concentrate on serving customers in narsegment (Davidson, 2001). Focus approach considers
market that is not well to by differentiation amv-cost strategies (Johnson, et al. 2011). Johretcad, (2011)
noted that focus strategy offer limited collectmfrproducts/services to specific customers.

Thomas, Strickland, and Gamble (2008) stated tiexetare some conditions that focus strategy needs
have to make it effective: the market that is thageshould be large enough to offer growth opputites and
yield reasonable profit; the market leader failrécognise that their presence in the niche iscatitio their
success; the industry has several segments aneshittie focusing firm gained loyalty and reputatapable of
warding off market challenges. Focus strategy wéredffixed to differentiation or fostered to cosadlership is
focused on serving the needs of a specific markgingnt (Pearce, Minttal, and Robinson, 2010). Th@m
differences between differentiations and low-cdasategy are the target market's scope. Hahn andePow
(2010) recommended focus strategy for situatioas ¢bst leadership and differentiation cannot agp{Porter,
1985).

According to Thompson et al. (2008) focus stratggeted at gaining competitive advantage centenedost
leadership and differentiation. This situation asgible if the following conditions are met: targsdrket is large
enough to yield expected profit and allows firmsgi@w in future; when it is expensive for other ustry
players to place capabilities in place to meet gheticular requirement of buyers; finally when therket
leaders consider such segments are bases of tisegss; and the industry has multiple but varieties thereby
permitting focuser to choose a comparatively ativamiche right for its strengths and capabilit{@&hemawat,
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2010) stated that focus strategy allows a firm b & sub-segment that they can better serve. H2801)
revealed that focus strategy is concerned with anibg a narrow competitive scope in an industryp@rt the
claim of Thompson et al. (2008), Porter (2005) shat the success of focus strategy is contingarihdustry
segment adequate enough to have potentials fortigrbut not regarded by major industry players. Baon
(2001) differentiation focus and cost focus.

In differentiated focus, the firm aims to accombpldifferentiation within a selected segment, whdest
focus tries to attain an advantage in a choseneegby decreasing cost (Wit & Meyer, 2002). If angany can
achieve both differentiated focus and cost focugsimarket segment, and it is operational attvectihe focuser
will perform above average in the industry (Wit &eler, 2002). The focus strategy is entirely madrirzd
attending to a particular target in a manner thastops the expectation of customers by allowing tirms’
improve customer satisfaction (Gan et al. 2006¢uSers must be focus oriented towards meeting nefetthe
segment alongside cost leadership and selectivketnfor selective product/services. Jobber (20(ped that
differentiation focus is relevant in seek out diffietiation advantage with single or small numbemfrket
segments, whilst cost focus targets cost advartegjagle or small number of targeted segmentsi{@nt2004).
2.1.3. Differentiation Strategy
According to Johnson et al. (2011), differentiatgirategy encompasses distinctiveness in doing thamgethat
is appropriately valued by customer to enable anpmn price. This strategy entails designing anddpoing
matchless products/service (Porter, 1985). Emplmsihe uniqueness should be put on unique feathresd
image, superior products/service, robust channslork (Johnson et al. 2011). There are several ihadgs
and means that a company can distinguish itselpanduct/service from competing firm’s as follows:

1. During differentiation, customer perception a@nthge of the firm is paramount because the unique
features and supposed difference make the custdmeghtful towards the purchase process (Allen &nije
2006).

2. The differentiation established by the assammtbetween buyers and the firm via adaptation to
customers’ characteristics and personalizatiorradyct.

3. Differentiation is also effective by concentngtion the relationship between organizational fione
areas, product mix, channel mix, and after salegcss.

Porter (1985) posited that differentiation have ddeantage brand loyalty, quality, low brand etastiand
higher revenue compared to rivals. As opposed wodost, differentiation is focusing on creating queness
value (Hlavacka et al. 2001). Differentiation igated to improve satisfaction in customers (Ovatial. 2009).
Providing distinct but wide-ranging new productisees and fine-turning the already existing sersipeoducts
creates customer satisfaction since they have roptioselect from (Abratt & Dion, 2006), Reilly (200
postulated that differentiation is one of the majpusiness strategies. Hlavacka et al. (2001) rede#iat
customer loyalty is high with successful implardatof differentiation strategy. According to HahdaPowers
(2010) found areas of differentiation strategy I tbanking industry, including: service quality,oguct
development, technology, distribution, pricing, memtation and customer relationship management. The
differentiation strategy aims to define what digtirshes one firm from the other (Reilly, 2002).

Companies must be ready to add premium to theic@sacticing differentiation (Hyatt, 2001). Unicquess
of firm’s product and service build and sustainstomer loyalty and influences customers to pay pigtes for
its products and services (Hlavacka et al. 20Gd)nsSon and Scholes, (2009) revealed that firmslleto pass
on price increase to customers when suppliers aser@rices because of the uniqueness of the predndte.
The benefits of differentiation strategy includegamizational reputation in respect of innovatiow ajuality,
scientific research, highly skilled sales team,ative new product development team, and strong ymtod
(Johnson & Scholes , 2009). Hyatt (2001) concluthed value added by the distinctiveness of firnreduct
enables the firm to charge a superior price for it.

According to Johnson, Scholes and Whittington (308Bferentiation strategy aims to achieve contpedi
edge by providing services and products that afferdnt, with different benefit and are broadly wed by
customers. Hitt, Ireland and Hoskisson (2009) dtalext differentiation is contingent as key comipes and
strategic customers by defining what they need \eadde. The major assumption behind the differeiotmat
strategy is that buyers are willing to pay a premprice for unique products (Ngigi & Njeru, 2014).

2.3. Organizational Performance

2.4. Generic Strategy and Firm’'s Performance

Johnson et al. (2011) argued that there is pogiglaionship between the combination of generatsgies and
firms performance. But then, strategy chosen shbaiee relations with firm’s goals and objectivesprform
well on the market (Hahn & Powers, 2010). Accordimgdahn and Powers (2004), a study on generiteglies,
competitive methods and firms showed that, in faianbusiness low-cost strategy is highly apprdpridgan
differentiation and focus’ Campbell-Hunt (2010) danted a met-analysis on the relationship betwéaegy
and firm and found hybrid strategies to be morerayppate that pure strategies in number of researcin a
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Greek study, Spanos et al. (2004) indicated thdiritlystrategies is superior to pure strategic faming
competitive advantage. A strategic mix of portdypgology is more profitable ones it includes casdership
(Spanos et al. 2004). Kim et al. (2003) explairtat firms which integrate strategies to include Hoovgt and
differentiation outstrip those with those who usaeric strategy.

Leitner and Guldenberg (2010) stated that hybriainaof generic strategies have oral considerationst
leadership for efficiency and differentiation fonigueness. Regardless of the industry type, hykirigtegies
impacts on firm's performance. An innovation to atee differentiation is a step towards competitivesney
addressing customer’s needs better and difficuibiteate (Pertusa-Ortaga et al., 2009). For firgrewth and
profitability, hybrid strategies are highly apprizte (Leitner & Guldenberg, 2010). In a small anddmm
firms, Leitner and Guldenberg (2010) said that mlzimed strategy results in high financial perforg®than
individual-based generic strategy. Hybrid strateg@eate flexibility, competitiveness, broader viend
distinctiveness of product (Pertusa et al., 20@j)cumstances may require the combination of theege
strategies (Allen & Helms, 2006).

2.5. Conceptual Frame Work

Cosl Leadership

Marketing

Ve
Differentiation Firm's Performance

Resources
Allocation

The conceptual framework is done in relation todeénition of strategy by Scholes and Johnson 2200
The generic strategies are challenged by the poovef resources and the environment of the banks.
Hypotheses
H;: Cost leadership will have positive relationshiphwBank performance.

H,: Differentiation strategy will have positive ratatship with performance in Banks.
Hs: Focus strategy will have positive relationshiphABanks performance.

3.0. Methodology

This section provide details of steps specifictdligen, methods, data collection tools, populatiod sampling
strategy, and data analysis. Methodology is franmkvad which should be conducted. The methods tloeeef
are the procedures and techniques employed tactalhe analyze data.

3.1. Research Design and Approach

The design refers to the plan of how the study tipes are responded to. Research designs are diwide
exploratory, descriptive, and explanatory (Sauradeal., 2009). For the reason of this study, exgtiary design
was applied and used. The reason was to explaireffarch in question rather than to describe tleagmena.
Explanatory design is quantitative in nature antbwed the researcher to test relationship between th
independence (generic strategies) and dependentyfperformance) variables.

3.2. Population and Sampling

Polit and Beck (2004) defined sampling as a prooéselecting a section to represent a whole. Adiogrto
Sauders et al. (2007), sampling is the procedureladting group of people, case, objects or subjast a
representative of the study. A sample is a seleaiforepresentation of the population which isadsio gather
information about the entire population (Sauderal.€2009). The sampling size chosen was consideteduate
enough to obtain the responses to the researckepnotSaunders et al. (2009) refers to populata eomplete
set of objects or cases from which a sample istadledNVhether human or non-human. In this study, the
population is made of staff from different positsoimcluding: management HODs and frontline staffe Total
population was 400. This is because Yamare (196&)amployed. n = N/1+N(e)

Sample size was therefore calculated as

400/1+400(0.08)

= 400/1+400(0.002)
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=400/2

=200

3.5. Sources of Data

Saunders et al. (2007) refers to data as statistits and opinions gathered and recorded for aizabgnd
references. This study combined both primary arcbrs#tary data. Secondary data is defined as callecte
originally for a purpose other than this currentdst Saunders et al. (2007) related that secondiaiey can be
explanatory or descriptive. It may also be raw ummarized. (Kervin, 1999). Secondary data can begd
into multi-source data, documentary-based or subased data (Saunders et al., 2006). Tor the parpbthis
research, secondary data was sourced from revieddngnals articles, textbooks and online librafike
Ebscohost and social science research Network ($SRNmary data collected from the answers the
respondents provided during the survey. Close eggedtionnaire was the only tool used for the suwih
Likert scale and Yes or No.

3.6. Methods of Data Collection

Questionnaires, observation and interviews are oasthof data collection (Saunders et al. 2007). The
researchers used survey method with questionnaitheaonly tool. This is because all the participamere
literates, as such, there was the need using iatesv The questionnaire multiple choice but closgées type to
reflect the research approval of quantitative netea

3.7. Data Analysis

Data was analysed using statistical means sineadtpurely quantitative. After the questionnaireswallected
analysis was performed by coding it into SPSS smi#w The reliability of the variables was examingal
Cronbach’s alpha to determine the acceptabilitiefimal consistency). The statistics analysis togdse mean
and standard deviation and person’s colorationrtestbetween the generic strategies and firms’goaténce.
Demographic data were run on simple percentage$ragdency to determine each group representation.
Hypothesis

H,: Cost Leadership strategy correlates positivet wanks performance

H,: Focus strategy correlates positively with bapéformance

Hs: Differentiation strategy correlates positivelythvbanks performance

Findings

Table 1: Mission statement

Variable Frequency Percentage (%)
Yes 200 100

No - -

Indifferent - -

Total 200 100

Table 2: Vision Statement

Variable Frequency Percentage (%)
Yes 200 100

No - -

Indifferent - -

Total 200 100

Form table 1 and 2 above, the respondents unaniynageeed that the bank has both mission and vision
statements. It is therefore wholly appropriateh® tesearch to conclude that the bank has a foosys where
is going, have a reason for existence as a badkhave guiding ‘angels’.
Competition
Competition amongst firms is key to effective maske&ompetition is the reason for buyers gettingdydeals.
It equally promotes innovation in an industry th®reminimizing cost, wastages but resulting in high
productivity. Below is the level of competition tihe banking industry.

Table 3. Competitive Scope

Variable Frequency Percentage (%)
Very broad 130 65

Broad 50 25
Moderate 18 9
Narrow 2 1

Very narrow - -

Total 200 100
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The researcher sought to understand the level wipettion in the banking sector in Ghana. The study
showed that the banking industry has intense cdtiggetmay be motivated by the relaxed policieshef Bank
of Ghana. Table 3 stated that, there is very bamadpetition with highest response rate of 65% arddb as
25%. Meanwhile, only 9% of the respondents said pmdition is moderate, with 1% saying competition is
narrow. However, “very narrow” has 0% to signifiaththere is competition at all cost.
Table 3: Reliability of Generic Strategies

Strategic choice Cronbach’s Alpha
Overall cost leadership 0.802
Overall differentiation 0.805
Focus 0.845
Organizational performance 0.787

Descriptive analysis

Value of Mean of research variable statement

The descriptive analysis was used for the studytidfzants’ degree of agreement on low cost, déffdiation
and focus strategies were based on computatioreahracore. In this study, the mean rating indexsidened
were, 1.0 (lowest) to 5.0 (highest) as propose&ibyuira (2014). The mean and standard deviatigesi§ied
whether respondents alternated acceptably overs¢hée. The values of mean and standard deviations f
dependent variables in this paper are presentediaw tables.

Table 4: Cost Measures Used under Cost leadership

Variable Number Mean Std. Deviation
Over head office cost control 200 4.12 0.89
Advertising and promotion cost control 200 4.33 00.7

Staff cost control 200 4.20 0.73
Distribution cost control 200 4.00 0.87

R&D cost control 200 4,11 0.66
Customer service and care cost control 200 3.92 97 0.

Sales people’s activities cost control 200 3.88 20.6

From the descriptive analysis of the data of thelyst standard deviation for all cost measures fb0-
to 1.32. According to Cohen (2003), for data staddkviation to be normal it must range betweea 0.tFrom
the table above, it is shown that all the variablesin the ranges recommended by Cohen (2003jefne, the
data will be defined as normal in distribution. Atdmhally, Pearson’s correlation analysis was candd to
understand the association between the researizther understudy.

Table 4: Resources Allocation

Variables Highly Adequate Neutral Inadequate Highly
Adequate Inadequate
Freq. % Freq.| % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. %
Employee 100 50 60 30 23 115 9 4.5 8 4
Finance 60 30 39 19.5 30 15 55 275 16 8
Time 80 40 66 33 12 6 32 16 10 5
Logistics & transport 130 65 30 15 20 10 12 6 8 4
Infrastructure 140 50 46 23 10 5 16 8 8 4

From table 4 above, the respondents generally tadé¢pat there is adequate configuration of resesufor
those strategies to be implemented. Highly adeqalateadequate allocation of resources were togé@do,
which is reasonable to say that the staffing irpees is strategy is enough. Highly adequate andjuate
allocation of financial resources were together 96%ghly adequate and adequate allocation of tinszew
together 146%. Highly adequate and adequate albocalf logistics resources were together 160%. High
adequate and adequate allocation of infrastructeseurces were together 180%. Employee, finano, ti
logistics & transport, and infrastructure resounsese in enough for the execution of the strategies
Table 5: Environmental Challenge

Variables Mean Std. Deviation
Competitive pressure 3.33 1.54
Government intervention 3.35 1.55
Economic changes 3.48 1.22
Technology changes 3.79 1.12
Socio-Cultural situation & changes 3.44 1.38
Average 3.24 0.97

Environmental Challenge
The research sort find out the various environniefatetors that affect the bank’s performance destlite
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application of the competitive strategies. The oegients agreed that, there are host of environineimiéienges
with a total mean value of 3.24. The effects ofheatthe environmental factors are severe since dfieexceed
the mean rating of 1.00. The mean score for varifagcsors are: competitive pressure 3.33, government
intervention 3.35, economic changes 3.48, techryobbgnges 3.79, and socio-cultural situation & ¢fees3.44.

Table 6: Cost Control Strategies

Variables Mean Std. Deviation
Strict supervision 3.33 1.54
High volume sales 3.35 1.55
Training staff 3.48 1.22
Lower fees/charges/price than competitors 3.79 1.12
Process engineering skills 3.66 1.13
Capital investment 3.11 1.12
Emphasis on organization 3.89 0.93
Control report 3.11 1.12
Specialization of Jobs 4.00 1.00
Moderation 4.27 1.29
Use of latest technology 4.00 1.00
Lower cost of channel of distribution 4.15 1.19
Average 4.01 0.88

Cost leadership strategy mean score

According to the mean score analysis, the resefataid that, a large section of the respondentebed that
Ghana Commercial Bank price their products/service®r than competitors products/services to okertaem

as the mean values stood at 4.01. GCB has effdutitzwer cost of channel of distribution with &am score

of 4.15. Emphasis on organization 3.89, Controlorefhas mean value of 3.11, the bank provideststric
supervision with a mean of 3.33. the Bank’s higluiee sales mean stood at 3.35 to reduce cost. ilgagtaff

is practiced by GCB to reduce cost at mean valug 48, lower fees/charges/price than competitoth wiean

of 3.79, it practices process engineering skillthwnhean score of 3.66, capital investment has noéel1,
specialization of Jobs score a mean of 4.00, GC& diz activities in moderation with a mean of 4.6CB
uses of latest technology to lower coast with girorean score of 4.00. The findings above are stggdry a

strong standard deviation value of 0.88.
Table 7: Differentiation

Variables Mean Std. Deviation
Strong research background 3.18 1.25
Rewarding innovative and creative employee 3.64 71.2
Corporate image as selling point 3.88 1.34
Product quality 4.50 0.89
Quality of customer service better than others 4.25 0.97
Quality performance 4.11 0.98
Distinct Technology 2.80 1.05
Practicing TQM 2.63 1.09
Broad service and products for customers 3.95 1.48
Using advertising 3.55 1.17
Average 3.12 0.93

Differentiation strategy man score

The researcher wanted to know the degree to resptmdigreed with various research variable statemen
relating differentiation strategy of the bank. Tmalings of the study was based on the Likert scaked by the
research with an overall differentiation strateggmscore of 3.12. It was found that the bank’srgtresearch
background had a mean value of 3.18, rewardingviaive and creative employees scored 3.64 mean, and
corporate image as selling point got a mean of .3&8B’s product quality offers it a strong meandds0, the
bank’s quality of customer service better than ®&Re25. Quality performance mean of the bank seiofl11,
GCB has weak distinct technology that differensatdrom other banks with mean 2.80, practicingltguality
management at mean value of 2.63, their broadcgeand products for customers put the bank at d gating

at 3.95. GCB also uses advertising to differentiatdf from competitors at mean score of 3.55.
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Table 8: Focus

Variables Mean Std. Deviation
Providing specialised services to clients 3.93 0.79
Building high market stake 3.61 0.87

Offer exceptional client service 3.47 0.85
Making service for price markets 3.44 0.94
Target particular markets 3.44 0.94
Rigorous training for sale and distribution empleye 3.44 0.94

Industry reputation building 2.71 1.22

Total 3.44 0.88

Among the research variable statements of focuadesty, providing specialised services to client93B
had the greatest mean value, follow by buildinghhigarket stake of 3.61 mean. However, building t&pon in
the industry had the lowest mean values of 2.7hefOfactors such as: Target particular marketgroigs
training for sale and distribution employees, anakMg service for price markets have all got themealues
of 3.44. Meanwhile, offering exceptional client\gee has a mean value of 3.47. Generally, all factxcept
building industry reputation have significant impas focus strategy on firm’'s performance.

Table 9: Correlation Analysis
Results of regression analysis performed to deternthe effect of differentiation strategies on péred
quantitative performance.

Firms performance
R R Adjusted R Standard error of estimation F

Cost leadership strategy 0.181 0.033 0.019 0.79 8911
Focus strategy 0.166| 0.028 0.123 0.67 6.45
Differentiation strategy 0.194| 0.035 0.135 0.68 08.9
P=<0.05: independent variables-Cost leadershiusfand differentiation.
Table 10:

Cost Focus Differentiation Increase | Increase in| Increased in| Improved Socially Affordability — of Increase in

Leadership in revue customer profit customer Responsible GCB service than| market

loyalty margin service other players share

Cost leadership 1
strategy
Focus strategy 0.086 1
Differentiation 0.067 0.786 1
strategy
Increase in market| 0.064 0.339 0.262 1
share
Increase in revue 0.078 0.439 0.305 0.550 1
Increase in| 0.072 0.608 0.395 0.439 0.064 1
customer loyalty
Increased in profit| 0.073 0.439 0.064 0.459 0.229 0.499 1
margin
Improved customer| 0.862 0.445 0.242 0.452 0.354 0.439 0.064 1
service
Socially responsible|  0.077 0.24. 0.344 0.333 0.305 0.345 0.305 0.248 1
Affordability of | 0.087 0.433 | 0.242 0.345 0.305 0.395 1
GCB service than
other players

Significance P<0.01

The result showed that there is a positive sigaifiaelationship between the generic strategiesbamés
performance.
Dependent Variable-Firms’ performance.
The outcome of the study shown in table 10 abowst leadership strategy was able to explicate 39862f
differentiation, and 2.5% of focus of GCB performarwith 0.019, 0.123, 0.135 respectively of adjas®
which is positive and shows that, there is a sigaiift association between variables.
Table 10: Effects of Competition on GCB

Variables Number Mean Std. Deviation
Increase in market share 200 2.33 0.54
Increase in revue 200 3.33 1.55
Increase in customer loyalty 200 3.34 1.22
Increased in profit margin 200 3.45 1.65
Improved customer service 200 2.56 0.82
Socially responsible 200 3.66 1.12
Affordability of GCB service than other players 200 3.55 0.93

Socially responsible 3.66 (1.12), affordability ®CB service than other players 3.55 (0.93), in@dadn
profit margin 3.45 (1.65), Increase in customeraloy 3.34 (1.22), increased in revue 3.33 (1.58)proved
customer service 2.56 (0.82), and increased in edatkare 2.33 (0.54)
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Testing hypothesis

The author applied regression analysis to teshypetheses.

H,: Cost Leadership strategy correlates positivetphwank’s performance

H,: Focus strategy correlates positively with bandésformance

Hs: Differentiation strategy correlates positivelythvbank’s performance

Table 11: Generic Strategies and GCB performance & Multiple Regression Analysis

Non Standardised Standardised t Sig.
Beta Standard error Beta
Constant 3.184 0. 203 0.142 15.71 0.00
H,: Cost Leadership strategy0.300 0.144 0.780 0.0040
correlates positively  with
banks performance
Non Standardised Standardised t Sig.
Beta Standard error Beta
Constant 3.255 0.180 0.188 18.40 0.00
H,: Differentiation strategy 0.220 0.087 0.741 0.0050
correlates positively  with
banks performance
Non Standardised Standardised t Sig.
Beta Standard error Beta
Constant 2.98 0.223 0.190 12.77 0.00
Hs: Focus  strategy 1.120 0.120 1.103 0.0044
correlates positively  with
banks performance

All the three hypothesis were accepted by the atihio of the Beta values. Hence (Mith Beta at 0.142),
H, (with Beta at 0.188), and Hwith Beta at 0.190), were positive and provedigmificant positive association
between the variables.

Multiple regression analysis was conducted to distalthe association between varied generic stiedeg
which are the independent variables of the study, the firm’s performance-which the dependent \meia
Considering the generic strategies and constartesi performance of GCB, it is encouraging withtcos
leadership as a greater contributor to firm’s sascand higher financial performance. The confiddagel of
cost leadership was 0.0040, 0.0050 for differeiotieind focus at 0.0044. Increase in performaryciew-cost
is at 0.300, differentiation at 0.220 and 0.12Qufbmcrease in performance. When cost leadershipased per
unit, there is matching increase of 0.300 in Gramaiommercial banks’ performance. When differeiatiat
strategy increased per unit, there is matchingei®e of 0.220 in Ghanaian commercial banks’ pedooa.
When focus strategy increased for each unit, tleeoorresponding increase of 0.120 in Ghanaian cemiad
banks’ performance.

Discussion

The main goal of the current study was to estabéishelationship between generic strategies and'dirm
performance in the banking sector. The result efrisearch entirely supported that, the generategfies are
basis for banks’ financial and non-financial pemfiance. This is consistent with the traditional ustinding by
Porter (1980) that the generic strategies incrdiases performance, increase market share and tatufity
(Hoque, 2004).

Conclusions

Generic strategies have the goal of sustaining etithfe advantage and obtaining profitability. Geoe
strategies were observed to be most widely resedrtbpic in the literature of business and comipetit
strategy. The outcome of the findings on the coitipetstrategies used in Ghana Commercial Bank (@B
can be inferred that cost leadership, focus anféréifitiation strategies are highly practiced. THei@e is that
any firm that prefers to focus should focus on oarrsegment with that segment endeavour to obtain
differentiation or cost advantage. This enable ftira to enjoy high level of customer loyalty andsthwill
discourage new entrants from direct competitionmBithat prefers cost leadership strategy shouttettrate
on achieving competitive edge by having industigisest cost. With the lowest cost in the industhg firm
can sell its services/products at prices below stryuaverage to achieve high market share. Alsdowascost
firm, firm can sell for profitability at average dostry prices. Nonetheless, the firm must do emwitental
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assessment to identify the source of industry camops, and then develop appropriate strategies rigtch
firm’s capabilities in order to gain competitivevathtage.
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