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This study, utilizing Preston and Karahanna’s framework for shared vision development 

and Agency Theory, explores the impact of vision development factors and factors associated 

with incentive plans on shared vision and alignment.   Results of the study confirm the strong 

relationship between shared vision and alignment, and indicate that having an effective 

management team is important with respect to developing and maintaining shared vision and 

alignment within the organization.   Several vision development factors such as using the 

language of the business, participation on the top management team (TMT), and having 

knowledge of the business impact shared vision through their influence on teamwork.  Also, 

results of this study suggest that participation on the TMT by the CIO/IT leader is more 

important than the individual’s position in the organizational hierarchy.  In addition, attributes 

associated with incentive plans such as achievable and clear measures, measures linked to 

organizational goals, measures that align the interests of the individual with those of the 

organization, regular plan reviews, and using a balanced scorecard approach with respect to 

incentive plan design positively impact teamwork and shared vision.   For practitioners, this 

highlights the importance of incentive plans as powerful tools that can be used to reinforce 

shared vision, effective teamwork, and alignment within the organization.   Also, the CIO/IT 

leader needs to be knowledgeable of the business and must fill the role of both a technologist 

as well as an enterprise leader.  This person must be an evangelist communicating the value 

and benefits of IT to the rest of the organization.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background 

The issue of alignment has been one of great interest to researchers and practitioners 

for the last decade.  Information technology (IT) practitioners have consistently rated business 

and IT alignment as one of their top management concerns (e.g., Banker et al. 2011; Kappelman 

et al. 2013; Luftman and Ben-Zvi 2010a, 2010b, 2011; Luftman and Kempaiah 2007a, 2007b; 

Luftman and Mclean 2004; Luftman et al. 2006, 2009).   A major motivation driving research 

into IT and business alignment is an attempt to better understand the connection between 

alignment and overall business performance (e.g., Avison et al. 2004; Chan and Reich 2007; 

Joshi et al. 2003; Reich and Benbasat 2000) with the premise being that with better alignment 

comes enhanced operational and business performance (Joshi et al. 2003).   

However, some have argued that alignment may not actually be the right question.  

Some researchers maintain that alignment research is mechanical and fails to capture true 

business dynamics (e.g., Hirschheim and Sabherwal 2001).  Others maintain that alignment is an 

unobtainable goal since the business strategy is often either unknown or in a constant state of 

flux (Chan and Reich 2007).   Still others maintain that alignment is not desirable. Businesses 

should strive to remain flexible, able to react quickly in order to meet the challenges of 

changing market conditions (Chan and Reich 2007).  
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1.2 Society for Information Management Trend Study 

Founded in 1969, the Society for Information Management (SIM) is a community of over 

4,500 senior IT executives where members can share their experiences and ideas with the 

community at large.  The society provides a variety of online tools and meetings, face-to-face 

meetings, and publications for its members.  The SIM IT Trend Study has been conducted for 

the past three decades and looks at a variety of technology, business and management issues 

facing the IT executive.  One purpose of the SIM IT Trend Study, other than to report on 

technology and business trends important to practitioners, is to highlight possible patterns, 

trends, and areas for further research.   

As we look back on the SIM IT Trend Studies spanning the past decade, the issue of IT 

and business alignment has consistently been identified as a top three concern (e.g., Banker et 

al. 2011; Kappelman et al. 2013; Luftman and Ben-Zvi 2010a, 2010b, 2011; Luftman and 

Kempaiah 2007a, 2007b; Luftman and Mclean 2004; Luftman et al. 2006, 2009).  This may be 

due, in part, to the fact that achieving alignment represents only part of the problem.   

Technology and subsequently IT are constantly advancing.  New technologies appear on the 

market and users are constantly becoming more knowledgeable with respect to their wants 

and needs.  In addition, market and business environments constantly evolve.  Companies must 

respond to new competitive threats, changing regulatory demands, and new opportunities.  

Hence, alignment is not simply an end state, it is a dynamic process (e.g., Hirschheim and 

Sabherwal 2001; Huang and Hu 2007; Semler 1997).  Business and IT exist in a constant struggle 

not just to achieve alignment, but to maintain alignment in a rapidly changing business and 

technology environment (Hirschheim and Sabherwal 2001; Huang and Hu 2007).   
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1.2.1 2013 SIM IT Trends Study  

The 2013 SIM Trend Study focused on five key areas: IT management key issues and 

concerns, the largest/most significant investments, IT budget and staffing trends, the Chief 

Information Officer (CIO) role, and IT organizational characteristics.  A questionnaire was 

distributed to 4,913 SIM members spanning a wide range of industries (Table 1.1)  (Kappelman 

et al. 2013).  Responses from the 484 unique organizations were used to identify key issues and 

concerns, largest/most significant investments, IT business and staffing trends, and IT 

organizational characteristics.  The responses from the 285 CIO/IT leaders were used to better 

understand the role of the CIO (Kappelman et al. 2013). 

Table 1.1. Responses by Industry (Kappelman et al. 2013) 
Industry Percentage Industry  Percentage 

Financial Services / Insurance 14.3% Construction 1.7% 
Healthcare/Medical 10.7% Other 1.7% 
Manufacturing 10.7% Hospitality/Travel/Leisure 1.4% 
Education 7.0% Medical Technology / BioMedical 1.2% 
Government  5.8% Real Estate 1.2% 
IT Services / Consulting 5.4% Utilities 1.2% 
Retail/Wholesale 5.4% Aerospace / Defense 1.0% 
Not-For-Profit 5.2% Electronics / Semiconductor 1.0% 
Business Professional Services 4.5% Telecommunications 1.0% 
Energy 3.7% Agriculture 0.8% 
Transportation/Distribution 3.1% Automotive 0.8% 
Consumer Goods 2.7% Food Services 0.6% 
Media / Entertainment 2.5% Printing / Publishing 0.6% 
Technology  2.3% Mining / Minerals 0.4% 
Chemical Industry 1.9%   

 

1.2.1.1 Key Concerns/Issues 

Respondents were asked to identify the top issues facing their organizations.  Several 

interesting patterns emerged from the data collected (Table 1.2).  First, as stated earlier, 

alignment of IT with the business can be seen ranking in the top three positions since 2003.  It 
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has occupied the number one position in 7 of the last 11 trend studies.  Secondly, from the 

responses one can see a striking shift in concerns occurring between 2008 and 2009, the period 

during which there was a significant downturn in the global economy.  Not surprising, issues 

such as business agility, business productivity, and business cost reduction moved up sharply.   

Finally, looking year-to-year, the top concerns for 2013 are very similar to those in 2012.  

However, business productivity, and business cost reduction and controls did fall from the 

number one position down to three and four respectively, and revenue generating IT projects 

fell from forth position to tenth.  This could potentially be an indicator of a slow global 

economic recovery (Kappelman et al. 2013).   

Table 1.2. Top 10 Key Issues and Concerns (Kappelman et al. 2013) 
IT Management Concerns 2013 

2012 

2011 

2010 

2009 

2008 

2007 

2006 

2005 

2004 

2003 

Alignment of IT with the Business 1 2 1 3 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 
Business Agility (4) 2 3 2 2 3 13 17 7  5 7 
Business Productivity (3) 3 1 4 1 1 7 4     
Business Cost Reduction & Controls 
(3) 

4 1 4 1 1 4 4     

IT Cost Reduction & Controls  5 5 10 8 5 7 4 5 10 8 5 
Time to Market/ Velocity of Change 
(4) 

6 3 2 2 3 13 17 7  5 7 

Security (2) 7 9 8 9 9 8 6 3 2 3 3 
IT Service Delivery  8 NEW 
IT Efficiency  9 10 6 3 6 Previously combined with IT 

Reliability 
Revenue Generating IT Projects 10 4 9 6 8 17      
(1) Blank cells indicate that issues were not included in the survey for that year. 
(2) Security and Privacy were combined in prior years. 
(3) Business productivity and cost reduction were combined in prior years. 
(4) Business agility and speed to market were combined in prior years.  

In 2013, in addition to providing the key issues and concerns for the organization, 

respondents were also asked to report on those issues that were most important or worrisome 

to them personally.   The resulting discontinuity was surprising (Table 1.3) (Kappelman et al. 
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2013).  From the responses, it appears that the issues and concerns that the IT leaders report as 

important for the organization do not map well to their own personal concerns.  At first glance 

one might interpret the results as an indication of a significant lack of alignment.  As such, this 

discontinuity merits further investigation. 

Table 1.3. 2013 Key Issues for the IT Leader and The Organization (Kappelman et al. 2013) 
Personally Most 

Important/Worrisome 
to IT Leader ISSUE 

Most Important 
To The 

Organization 
1 Alignment of IT and/with the business *1 
2 Security (previously combined with Privacy) *7 
3 IT Talent / Skill Shortage 16 
4 Business Continuity / Disaster Recovery 14 
5 Prioritization Process for IT Projects 11 
6 Business Agility *2 
7 IT Service Delivery *8 
8 Change Management 19 
9 Time to Market / Velocity of Change *6 

10 CIO Leadership Role 23 

Comparing top issues for the IT leader and those for the organization, both of which 

from the perspective of the IT leader, the number one issue is alignment of IT with the business.  

This by itself is not surprising given how highly IT and business alignment has rated for the last  

decade (e.g., Banker et al. 2011; Kappelman et al. 2013; Luftman and Ben-Zvi 2010a, 2010b, 

2011; Luftman and Kempaiah 2007a, 2007b; Luftman and Mclean 2004; Luftman et al. 2006, 

2009).  However, looking beyond the alignment issue, the IT leader and the organization have 

no other top five issues in common.  Moreover, three of the IT leader’s top five issues and 

concerns (i.e., IT talent/skill shortage, business continuity/disaster recovery, and prioritization 

for IT projects) do not appear in the organization’s top 10 at all.  The IT leader and the 

organization share only five of the top 10 issues (Kappelman et al. 2013).   
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Upon further examination, it appears personal priorities for the IT leaders tend to be 

more operational in nature than organizational priorities (Kappelman et al. 2013).  Items that 

appear in the organization’s top 10 list that are missing from the IT leader’s personal top 10 list, 

tend to be more strategic.  Missing from the IT leader’s personal list are #3 Business 

Productivity, #4 Business Cost Reduction and Controls, #5 IT Cost Reduction and Controls, #9 IT 

Efficiency, and #10 Revenue Generating Projects.  While it is quite possible that some of these 

(e.g., business productivity, business cost reduction, and controls) may be perceived by the IT 

leader as outside the control of the IT organization, it seems clear that, for the most part, 

missing issues tend to be more strategic in nature (Kappelman et al. 2013).  

1.3 Research Questions 

The discontinuities observed in the key issues and concerns give rise to some very 

interesting questions.  These results seem to indicate some level of misalignment between the 

IT leader’s key issues and concerns and those of the organization.  However, two factors are 

important to note.  First, alignment of IT with the business was reported as the number one key 

issue and concern for both the organization and the IT leader.  Nearly 44 percent of 

respondents selected alignment of IT with the business as a key issue and concern for the 

organization and 30.2 percent selected it as a top personal priority (Kappelman et al. 2013).  

This indicates that the issue of achieving and maintaining alignment is recognized by the IT 

leader as important for both the organization and for them personally.  Second, given that data 

collected represent the IT leader’s view of both the key issues and concerns for the organization 

and for them personally, the fact that a discontinuity exists is interesting.   
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The results seem to lead to a troubling contradiction.  The IT leader believes that 

alignment is an important issue both personally and for the organization.  The IT leader is aware 

of organizational priorities.  Yet, the IT leader’s priorities are different from those of the 

organization.   

1.4 Alignment  

The term alignment has been used freely by both practitioners and researchers to 

explain team and organizational performance.  Alignment is a nebulous term that, in the 

information systems (IS) literature, has been conceptualized in many different ways.  It has 

been described as fit (e.g., Henderson and Venkatraman 1993; Hirschheim and Sabherwal 2001; 

Johnson and Lederer 2010), integration (e.g., Henderson and Venkatraman 1993), linkage (e.g., 

Lederer and Mendelow 1987; Reich and Benbasat 1996), bridge (e.g., Ciborra 1997), harmony 

(e.g., Luftman et al. 1999), and fusion (e.g., Smaczny 2001).  To date, no single comprehensive 

model of the alignment construct has emerged (Preston and Karahanna 2009a; Reich and 

Benbasat 2000). 

Many studies have attempted to isolate alignment.  However, alignment occurs at many 

different levels and permeates activities throughout the organization (Huang and Hu 2007; 

Semler 1997; Tarafdar and Qrunfleh 2009).  This view is consistent with systems theory where 

alignment of the parts impact alignment of the organization as a whole (Boulding 1956; Huang 

and Hu 2007; Semler 1997).   It is also consistent with research on total quality management 

where alignment of the business system is key to maximizing organizational performance 

(Semler 1997).  When considering alignment with organizational objectives, priorities of 

individuals, the focus of incentive plans, and the basis for group metrics are just a few of the 

7 



 

things that must be aligned within the organization.   If any one component is not aligned, then 

that potential source of conflict can cause misalignment to spread through the organization to 

other areas (Semler 1997).   

Based on what was observed in the 2013 SIM IT Tread Study and a review of the 

literature, it appears that alignment can be viewed as having two aspects (Figure 1.1): 

conceptual alignment and alignment of actions. Conceptual alignment refers to the conceptual 

understanding of objectives between individuals or groups (i.e., I know what needs to be done).  

Results of the 2013 SIM study suggest CIO/IT leaders are knowledgeable of organizational 

objectives.  The CIO/IT leader understands the meaning and implications of the organizational 

objectives; and therefore, it appears the CIO/IT leader is conceptually aligned with the 

organization. 

   

 

 

 

 

 

The second aspect of alignment is alignment of actions.   Alignment of actions occurs 

when a linkage can be established between objectives and the action being taken.  For 

example, if a corporate objective is to increase customer satisfaction and the CIO/IT leader and 

IT organization spearhead the implementation of a customer relationship management (CRM) 

system in order to better service customers, then there is an alignment between the corporate 

 

Figure 1.1. Aspects of Alignment 
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objectives and actions.  However, there are areas in the 2013 SIM IT Trends Study where a 

connection seems to be lacking between personal priorities and organizational objectives could 

signal a potential misalignment of actions (Kappelman et al. 2013).   This notion of conceptual 

alignment and alignment of actions is similar to the distinction drawn by Semler (1997) when he 

distinguishes between the behavior required to meet organizational objectives (i.e., ideal 

behavior) and the actual behavior of the individuals. 

1.4.1 Factors That Cause Misalignment 

As mentioned earlier, alignment permeates activities throughout the organization 

(Huang and Hu 2007; Semler 1997; Tarafdar and Qrunfleh 2009).  A lack of alignment in one 

area can cause conflicts leading to misalignment in other areas.  If there is a lack of knowledge 

or understanding of organizational objectives, conceptual alignment is not reached and 

alignment of actions is unlikely (i.e., if I don’t know what to do, it is unlikely that I will chose to 

do the right thing).  However, even if there is conceptual alignment, things can occur that 

prevent those ideas from being translated into action.  For example, if an individual’s incentive 

plan is not aligned with organizational objectives, then the incentive plan may actually create a 

conflict between what is best for the organization and what is best for the individual.   Another 

area that could trigger a misalignment of actions is resource allocation. If resources are not 

allocated at a level needed to achieve the understood corporate objectives, then this 

insufficient resource allocation could trigger a misalignment in actions. 

Therefore, understanding the factors impacting conceptual alignment may provide 

insight into why there appears to be such a discontinuity between organizational and personal 

priorities, as reported by the IT leaders.   In particular, this study investigates the impact of 
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vision development factors (Preston and Karahanna 2009a) and the individual’s incentive plan 

on development of a shared vision and alignment.   

RQ1: How do factors associated with vision development impact shared vision? 

RQ2: What impact does the individual’s incentive plan have on development of shared 

vision? 

1.4.2 Conceptual Model 

This study utilizes Preston and Karahanna’s (2009a) framework for shared vision 

development together with Agency theory as the theoretical lens through which to better 

understand the impact of incentive plan characteristics on the development of shared vision. In 

this study I, consistent with Preston and Karahanna’s (2009a) framework, maintain that 

conceptual alignment, represented as shared vision, is established through development of a 

shared understanding of objectives.  Therefore, this study explores how different aspects of 

vision development lead to a shared vision (Hambrick 1997; Preston and Karahanna 2009b).  In 

addition, this study uses agency theory to explore how factors associated with an incentive plan 

impact the development of  conceptual alignment, and thus impact both the conceptual 

alignment (Burn and Szeto 2000) and alignment of actions (Figure 1.2). 
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1.5 Benefit to Research and Practice 

Insights gained from this study have benefit for both researchers and practitioners.  It 

supports prior research that shows the strong connection between shared vision and 

alignment.  In addition, this study also explores how alignment is more than just a connection 

between IT and business plans, but rather alignment permeates many facets of the 

organization and a lack of alignment in one area may manifest itself in other areas.  In 

particular, this research explores the impact of incentive plans on both conceptual alignment 

(shared vision) and alignment of actions.  This is one of the first studies in IS to extend the 

notion of alignment across the organization to show the far-reaching nature of alignment.  It 

illustrates the importance of a well-structured incentive plan that is aligned with organizational 

goals and objectives, and including the CIO/IT leader on the top management team.   This 

 
Figure 1.2. Conceptual Model 
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research opens the door to future research into areas such as IT metrics, vacation/overtime 

policies, resource allocation, and risk assessment, and their ultimate impact on alignment.  

For practitioners, it illustrates the connectedness of activities, actions, processes and 

policies within the organization.  This research illustrates how a misalignment in one area can 

lead to a misalignment other areas (Semler 1997).  Findings of this study help in to provide 

guidance to organizations and senior executives with respect to evaluating overall 

organizational alignment.  It broadens the perspective of alignment illustrating how factors 

impacting alignment extend throughout the organization.  It illustrates how an observed 

misalignment in one area of the organization may actually be triggered by some activity 

occurring in another area.   

It highlights how participating in strategy development may indeed be as important as 

the strategy itself by showing the importance of including the CIO/IT leader on the top-

management-team and in strategy development (Ensley and Pearce 2001).   It provides 

evidence that participation on the TMT may be more important than where an individual 

reports in the organizational hierarchy.  Finally, it aids in guiding policy decisions regarding the 

future design and maintenance of compensation and evaluation plans.   

The next chapter focuses on a review of the literature relevant to this study.  The areas 

covered will include research on critical success factors and the critical success factor method, 

alignment, and shared vision.  In addition, research that focuses on the impact of incentive 

plans on employee performance is reviewed.    
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Introduction 

In order to provide the appropriate context, research related to critical success factors 

and the critical success factor method is discussed followed by the literature related to 

alignment literature and shared vision.  Next, a discussion of the literature related to incentive 

plans and the impact of incentive plans on decision making is presented.    

2.2 Critical Success Factors 

Companies and IT leaders struggled with issues related to effectively identifying and 

delivering information that executives need in order to effectively manage the business.   In an 

attempt to address this problem, MIT’s Sloan School of Management in the 1970s developed 

the critical success factors method  (Rockart 1979).   Critical success factors (CSFs) are defined 

as “the limited number of areas in which results, if they are satisfactory, will ensure successful 

competitive performance for the organization” (Rockart 1979, pg. 85) .  CSFs are those key 

areas that, due to their importance, deserve constant and careful attention.  In a study by Poon 

and Wagner (2001) which involved in-depth interviews of corporate executives, they found that 

organizations that were able to successfully manage their CSFs performed better than those 

that did not.  Moreover, they found that successful management of CSFs was often an all or 

nothing proposition.  In their study they found that companies tended to either manage their 

entire CSFs well or none of them well.  
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2.2.1 The Critical Success Factor Method 

The CSF method refers to the way that CSFs are identified, how they are measured, and 

how status and results are reported.  CSFs and the appropriate measurement techniques are 

typically defined through a series of interviews with the executive.  First, the executive is 

interviewed in order to identify and clarify goals.  Once the goals are identified, the underlying 

CSFs are identified.  These CSFs are the things that must be done in order to achieve the 

specified goals.  Once this is complete, the CSFs are reviewed and corresponding measurement 

and reporting procedures are developed (Rockart 1979).  

2.2.2 Critical Success Factors Origins and Use 

CSFs can originate from a variety of areas.  They can be driven from the environment 

where the company competes or from inside the organization.  For example, the structure of a 

particular industry or industry segment may drive certain CSFs.  In this case executives from 

different companies competing in the same industry may share many of the same CSFs. They 

can also be driven by the competitive strategy of a particular company, industry position, or 

geographical location.  In addition, environmental and temporal factors may also influence 

particular CSFs (Rockart 1979).   

Many CSF studies focus on defining the critical activities that will lead to successful 

execution of IS projects and initiatives (e.g., Ariyachandra and Frolick 2008; Finney and Corbett 

2007; Guynes and Vanecek 1996; Lu et al. 2006; Ngai et al. 2004; Poon and Wagner 2001; Selim 

2007; Wong 2005).  In a study conducted by Ariyachandra and Frolick (2008), CSFs that 

influence the success of business performance management (BPM) systems were investigated.  

They point out in their study that one value BPM systems bring is that they aid in the 
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development of strategic alignment throughout the organization.  However, development of 

such systems is often problematic.  In their study they identify 11 CSFs that aid in the successful 

launch and development of BPM systems.  These CSFs include identifying a champion, 

managing resistance and support, sufficient allocation of resources, assembling a strong team 

with the required skills, support in the user community, effective communication, a clear link to 

business strategy, an existing data management infrastructure to support the project, and use 

of an evolutionary development methodology.  

Finney and Corbett (2007) examined existing literature to attempt to identify the CSFs 

used in enterprise resource planning (ERP) implementations.  After an extensive literature 

review, the top ten CSF categories that were identified include top management commitment 

and support, change management, software configuration, training and job redesign, strong 

project team, implementation strategy and timeframe, visioning and planning, balanced team, 

and project champion.  One interesting finding from their study was that there was a general 

lack of broad stakeholder input in the definition of the CSFs.  Although, ERP implementations 

may indeed impact a broad range of stakeholders, the CSFs were often heavily biased toward 

the needs of management. 

Guynes and Vanecek (1996) conducted a field study of 16 large corporations with IT 

executives who were identified as having an interest in data management issues.  In this study 

they defined and compared CSFs in the areas of data administration and database 

administration.  The goals of the study were to determine if there was a difference between 

CSFs for data and database administration, and identify the overlap.  They identified the top 

five factors for each area of interest.  The overlapping CSFs for data and database 
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administration include educating analysis in data analysis methodology, integrating the 

applications logical data models into an overall enterprise data model, and developing logical 

data tools. 

A research study conducted by Lu et al. (2006) considered CSFs used in conjunction with 

inter-organizational information systems (IOS).  Their study focused on the IOS used by Cisco 

Systems and Xiao Tong in China.  The CSFs they identified fell into three clusters (i.e., decision 

motivation, implementation process and infrastructure condition) and  included intensive 

simulation, shared vision, cross-organizational implementation team, high integration with 

internal information systems, inter-organizational business process re-engineering, advanced 

legacy information system and infrastructure, and shared industry standards.   

Other areas where researchers have identified and studied the impact of CSFs include 

web-based supply chain management (Ngai et al. 2004), executive information systems (EIS) 

(Poon and Wagner 2001), e-learning acceptance (Selim 2007), and knowledge management 

(KM) systems (Wong 2005). 

Although, a large portion of the CSF research has focused on activities leading to the 

successful execution of IS projects and initiatives (e.g., Ariyachandra and Frolick 2008; Finney 

and Corbett 2007; Guynes and Vanecek 1996; Lu et al. 2006; Ngai et al. 2004; Poon and Wagner 

2001; Selim 2007; Wong 2005), they can be applied much more broadly to meet the  needs of 

executives at any level of the organization (Rockart 1979; Teo and Ang 1999).   For example, 

Teo and Ang (1999) use CSFs to study alignment between IS plans and business plans.  In their 

study they find that the top CSFs required to achieve alignment between IT and business plans 

are commitment to the strategic use of IT, IS management’s knowledge of the business, and top 
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management’s confidence in the IS department.  Also, a study by Wong (2005) found that CSFs 

were appropriate and useful regardless of the size of the organization.  Small and medium sized 

companies benefit as much from the use of CSFs as do larger corporations.  

2.2.3 Critical Success Factors versus Goals  

It is important to clearly distinguish between CSFs and goals.  CSFs and goals are two 

different things.  Examples of typical organizational goals might include meeting revenue 

targets, achieving a defined level of market penetration, and hitting sales targets.  CSFs, on the 

other hand, are the things that must be addressed in order to make it possible to achieve the 

desired goals.  Examples of CSFs might include the availability and efficient the use of resources, 

improved cost control, and maintaining high quality standards  (Rockart 1979).  

Given this distinction between CSFs and goals, one is led to question if some portion of 

the discontinuities observed in the 2013 SIM IT Trends Study with respect to the key issues and 

concerns were due in part to comparing organizational goals with a form of CSFs (Table 2.1).   In 

other words, do the organization’s key issues and concerns represent the organizational goals, 

while the issues important to the IT leader represent those things that must be done in order to 

achieve the goals?  This could, at least in part, explain why the organization’s key issues tend to 

be more strategic in nature (i.e., goals or objectives) and the individual’s key issues are more 

operational (Kappelman et al. 2013).  

17 



 

 

However, even if it is the case that organizational key issues and concerns are goals and 

personal issues are more closely related to CSFs, it is important to understand the factors 

driving the CIO/IT leaders’ personal priorities.   By definition, there should still be a clear well 

defined link between individual CSFs and organizational  goals (Poon and Wagner 2001; Teo and 

Ang 1999).    

2.3 Alignment 

Researchers have struggled with the notion of IT and business alignment in an attempt 

to better understand the connection between alignment and overall business performance 

(e.g., Avison et al. 2004; Chan and Reich 2007; Joshi et al. 2003; Reich and Benbasat 2000) with 

the premise being that with alignment comes enhanced operational and business performance, 

Table 2.1. Comparison Organization’s and Individual’s Top 10 Key Issues and Concerns 

Personally 
Most 

Important 
/ 

Worrisome 
to IT 

Leader 

ISSUE  
Organization’
s Key Issues 

and Concerns 
ISSUE 

1 Alignment of IT and/with the 
Business 

 1 Alignment of IT and/with the 
Business 

2 Security  2 Business Agility 
3 IT Talent / Skill Shortage  3 Business Productivity 

4 Business Continuity / Disaster 
Recovery 

 4 Business Cost Reduction & 
Controls 

5 Prioritization Process for IT Projects  5 IT Cost Reduction & Controls  

6 Business Agility  6 Time to Market/ Velocity of 
Change 

7 IT Service Delivery  7 Security 
8 Change Management  8 IT Service Delivery  
9 Time to Market / Velocity of Change  9 IT Efficiency  

10 CIO Leadership Role  10 Revenue Generating IT Projects 
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and misalignment brings a degradation of performance (e.g., Dehning et al. 2003; Grover 1993; 

Henderson and Sifonis 1988; Johnson and Lederer 2010; Joshi et al. 2003; Liang et al. 2007; 

Reich et al. 1990).  Researchers have found evidence supporting strong alignment between the 

business and IT implies a closer working relationship between the business and IT (Reich et al. 

1990), facilitates more business-centric IT investments (Henderson and Sifonis 1988), and 

contributes to the development of impactful and innovative enterprise-wide IT systems 

(Dehning et al. 2003).  A study by Byrd et al. (2006) of manufacturing firms found that strategic 

alignment positively influences the organization’s ability to leverage IT investments. 

Although alignment is a term that is freely used by practitioners and researchers to 

explain the effectiveness and performance of teams and organizations, it is actually a very 

loaded term.  When exploring alignment issues, problems can arise related to achieving 

alignment, staying aligned and being able to recognize whether or not one is aligned.  The 

alignment of IT with business strategy has been an issue that has challenged both practitioners 

and researchers for decades.  Although both groups recognize the importance of alignment, 

understanding what needs to be done to achieve, maintain and measure alignment has proven 

elusive.   Concerns regarding IT and business alignment have persisted for decades and will, in 

all likelihood, continue to persist into the future (Campbell 2005; Kappelman et al. 2013; 

Preston and Karahanna 2009a).   

Practitioners have consistently rated the issue of IT and business alignment as a top 

management concern (e.g., Banker et al. 2011; Kappelman et al. 2013; Luftman and Ben-Zvi 

2010a, 2010b, 2011; Luftman and Kempaiah 2007a, 2007b; Luftman and Mclean 2004; Luftman 

et al. 2006, 2009).   In the 2013 SIM IT Trend Study, practitioners from 484 different 
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organizations identified IT and business alignment as the most important issue facing their 

organization.   In addition, when they were asked to identify their own most important or 

worrisome issue, they also selected IT alignment with business (Kappelman et al. 2013).  

2.3.1 Conceptualization of Alignment 

Alignment is a very broad and nebulous term (Chan and Reich 2007; Preston and 

Karahanna 2009a).  There have been many different conceptualizations of alignment and many 

terms used to describe alignment  (e.g., Chen et al. 2010; Ciborra 1997; Henderson and 

Venkatraman 1993; Luftman et al. 1999; Reich and Benbasat 1996; Smaczny 2001).  Moreover, 

it may prove easier to identify situations of misalignment than to actually identify alignment or 

the actions that should be taken to achieve alignment. 

When practitioners are asked to define alignment answers vary.  Some describe 

alignment as business and IT working together to reach a common goal (Campbell 2005; 

Campbell et al. 2005) while others use the analogy that it is everyone rowing in the same 

direction (Chan and Reich 2007).  The rowing analogy is particularly interesting on several 

levels.  First, it seems to imply that alignment is defined by a lack of misalignment (i.e., it is easy 

to tell when someone is rowing in the wrong direction).  It also implies that groups are in a state 

of alignment as long as they are each playing their assigned role and performing as expected.  

This role could be one where the group is directly responsible for adding strategic value or by a 

group working behind the scenes to provide operational support for the organization.    Both of 

these situations, whether outwardly strategic or acting in a support role, with respect to the 

rowing analogy could be viewed as “aligned” (Chen et al. 2010). 
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Similarly, in the IS literature alignment has been conceptualized and defined in various 

ways (e.g., Ciborra 1997; Henderson and Venkatraman 1993; Luftman et al. 1999; Reich and 

Benbasat 1996; Smaczny 2001).  One could argue that due to the many different 

conceptualizations of alignment, there is a lack of a clear alignment research stream in the IS 

literature.  Terms that have been used to discuss alignment include fit (e.g., Henderson and 

Venkatraman 1993; Hirschheim and Sabherwal 2001; Johnson and Lederer 2010), integration 

(Henderson and Venkatraman 1993; King 1978; Teo and King 1997), linkage (e.g., Lederer and 

Mendelow 1987; Reich and Benbasat 1996), bridge (e.g., Ciborra 1997), harmony (e.g., Luftman 

et al. 1999), and fusion (e.g., Smaczny 2001).  To date, no single comprehensive model of the 

alignment construct has emerged (Preston and Karahanna 2009a; Reich and Benbasat 2000). 

2.3.1.1  Alignment as Fit 

Henderson and Venkatraman (1993) maintain that strategic alignment is built upon two 

fundamental building blocks: fit and integration (Figure 2.1).  Fit encompasses the notion that 

the strategy must encompass both the internal and external domains.  The external domain is 

the market or competitive environment within which the business competes.   Business issues, 

challenges, and opportunities that present themselves in the external domain include those 

having to do with new market opportunities, product and service offerings, competitive 

positioning, and competitive challenges.  The internal domain is focused inside the business or 

organization.  Elements of the internal domain include organizational structure, business 

processes, products, and services.   

If IT is viewed solely in terms of the internal domain, then IT is reduced to being a cost of 

doing business and not a strategic component of the business.  Therefore, in order for there to 
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be alignment between IT and the business there must be a “fit” between the external needs, 

how the firm is to be positioned, and the internal capabilities, how the infrastructure should be 

managed (Henderson and Venkatraman 1993).   

 

2.3.1.2 Alignment as Integration 

Integration also involves both the external and internal domains.  In order for there to 

be strategic alignment within the organization there must be strategic and operational 

integration. Strategic integration, focused primarily on the external domain, must be a well-

defined and understood link between the business strategy and the IS strategy.  The IS strategy 

must be capable of supporting and in some cases augmenting the business strategy.   

Operational integration, dealing primarily with the internal domain, requires that the 

organizational infrastructure and business processes be integrated with IS infrastructure and 

 
Figure 2.1. Strategic Alignment (Henderson and Venkatraman 1993) 
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processes.  According to Henderson and Venkatraman  (1993), strategic alignment rests on a 

balance between both fit and integration within the internal and external domains. 

2.3.1.3 Alignment as Linkage 

Alignment has also been conceptualized as the linkage between the objectives of the 

business and the IT organization (Reich and Benbasat 1996).  Reich and Benbasat define linkage 

as “the degree to which the IT mission, objectives, and plans support and are supported by the 

business mission, objectives, and plans” where the term “objective” refers to the goals and 

strategies of the organizational unit (1996, pg. 56) (Table 2.2).  

Linkage must be present at various levels throughout the organization.  There must be a 

linkage between business and IS plans.  There must be a consistent and mutual understanding 

of the objectives between business executives and IT leaders.  The long-term vision of the 

business should be consistent and linked to the IS vision.  Both business executives and IT 

leaders must be sensitive to issues related to alignment and linkage throughout the 

organization (Reich and Benbasat 1996). 

Table 2.2. Research Framework for Linkage (Reich and Benbasat 1996) 
Dimension of 

Linkage 
Potential Factors Influencing 

Linkage 
Linkage 

Intellectual 
Dimension 

Methodologies for formulation of IT 
and business mission, objectives 
and plans and completeness of 
those planning activities. 

Degree to which the IT and 
business mission, objectives 
and plans are internally 
consistent and externally valid. 

Social Dimension Participants, timing, decision 
making used in the formulation of 
mission, objectives and plans for the 
business and IT. 

Levels of understanding of 
business and IT mission, 
objectives, and plans by 
business executives and IT 
leaders.  
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Reich and Benbasat (1996) further define linkage as having two dimensions: intellectual 

linkage and social linkage.  Intellectual linkage refers to the business plans and IS plans being 

internally consistent (i.e., they are consistent with the stated mission and objectives of the 

business) and externally valid (i.e., they are complete and balanced with respect to the external 

business and IT environment).  Social linkage refers to the business executive and the IS leaders 

sharing a mutual understanding of each other’s objectives and plans (Reich and Benbasat 

1996).  

2.3.1.4 Alignment as Bridge 

Alignment has been described as a bridge connecting strategy and technology.  

However, the concept of a bridge brings to mind two fixed endpoints.  With respect to 

alignment, the business and technology endpoints tend to be in a constant state of flux.  They 

shift and move constantly stressing the bridge that is attempting to connect and span the two 

(Ciborra 1997).   Problems occur when the business strategy, external environment and 

technology are assumed to be static and stable endpoints between which the alignment bridge 

should be somewhat easy to construct.  However, in the real-world of business the act of 

achieving alignment requires constant adjustment and reaction as the strategic and technology 

endpoints  of the bridge shift (Ciborra 1997).  As such, achieving alignment is not an end-state, 

but is a continuous process.  

2.3.1.5 Alignment as Harmony 

Alignment has also been defined as achieving a state of harmony within the 

organization.  A state of harmony exists when IT is applied in an appropriate and timely way in 

order to support business objectives, strategies, and goals.  IT should be in harmony and 
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supportive of the business, but also the business should be in harmony and supportive of IT 

(Luftman et al. 1999).  An interesting aspect of this conceptualization is that the concept of 

harmony implies a bidirectional relationship between the organization and IT. 

Luftman et al. (1999) explore enablers and inhibitors to achieving alignment, or 

harmony, between the business and IT.  They find that, as the business and IT strategies evolve 

over time, alignment is dynamic and evolving.  Achieving alignment requires focus and effort 

ideally aimed toward the maximization of the enablers and minimizing the inhibitors (Luftman 

et al. 1999).  

There are six enablers and six inhibitors of alignment many of which mirror each other 

(Table 2.3).  The six enablers include senior executive support for IT, IT involvement in strategy 

development, IT understanding the business, business-IT partnership, well-prioritized IT 

projects, and demonstrable IT leadership.  The inhibitors include a lack of close relationships 

between business and IT personnel,  IT’s inability to prioritize, IT’s failure to meet 

commitments, IT’s lack of understanding of the business, lack of senior executive support for IT, 

and a lack of IT leadership (Luftman et al. 1999).  In this context, similar to that discussed in the 

conceptualization of alignment as a bridge, alignment is a constant struggle to maintain 

alignment in a changing environment. 

 

Table 2.3. Enablers and Inhibitors of Alignment   
ENABLERS INHIBITORS 

Senior Executive support for IT  IT/business lack close relationships 
IT involved in strategy development IT does not prioritize well 
IT understands the business IT fails to meet commitments 
Business-IT partnership IT does not understand the business 
Well-prioritized IT projects Senior executives do not support IT 
IT demonstrates leadership IT management lacks leadership 
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2.3.1.6 Alignment as Fusion 

While most people would agree that developing a business strategy or plan without 

seeking input from marketing or sales would be a short-sighted, this is often exactly what 

happens with respect to IT.   The notion of business and IT alignment is often viewed as a 

sequential process.  It creates the image of two things developed in isolation, perhaps in 

parallel, that need to be aligned as some point in the future.   However, in reality, IT needs to 

be thought of as part of the business and not something that needs to be aligned with the 

business as an afterthought.   The capabilities, limitations, and potential contribution of IT 

should be considered when defining the business strategy (Agarwal and Sambamurthy 2002; A. 

Gutiérrez et al. 2009; Huang and Hu 2007; Sauer and Yetton 1997; Smaczny 2001).   

The notion of fusion suggests that the IT function is an integral part of the business.   

Fusion involves the creation of a single integrated strategy based on the internal and external 

environment.   The business strategy encompassing and bringing together all business 

functions, including IT.   In the end, there are not two strategies that need to be aligned.  There 

is a single business strategy that considers the contribution of all functional areas.  The single 

strategy that encompasses all functional areas eliminates the need for a post-strategy 

alignment phase (A. Gutiérrez et al. 2009; Smaczny 2001).   

The integrated strategy facilitates agility.  This enables business and IT to co-evolve in 

response to changes in the environment (Agarwal and Sambamurthy 2002).  Once the business 

strategy is defined, the functional groups, including IT, can then develop plans on how to 

address goals and objectives contained in the overall business strategy (e.g., Huang and Hu 

2007; Tarafdar and Qrunfleh 2009). 
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2.3.2 Alignment Perspectives 

There have been two predominant perspectives on how to study alignment (Preston 

and Karahanna 2009a; Reich and Benbasat 2000).  One perspective is based on looking at 

dimensions and combinations of dimensions related to the business and IT.  For example, one 

might measure the alignment between business and IT strategy, business and IT plans, and/or 

business and IT processes (e.g., Henderson and Venkatraman 1993; Hirschheim and Sabherwal 

2001; Huang and Hu 2007; Lederer and Mendelow 1987; Luftman et al. 1999; Reich and 

Benbasat 1996).  Another perspective, is to explore the degree to which information is shared 

between business and IT leaders (e.g., Huang and Hu 2007; Johnson and Lederer 2010; Jones et 

al. 1995).   According to the later perspective, the issue is to determine whether or not IT and 

business leaders share a common view of plans, strategies, and objectives.  For example, one 

might consider whether or not business and IT leaders share a common vision with respect to 

the role of IT within the business and how IT will contribute to overall organizational success 

(Preston and Karahanna 2009a; Reich and Benbasat 2000).   

Interestingly, merged with the notion of alignment is the desire to position IT in a 

strategic role within the organization.  Many studies begin with the premise that IT is moving 

from more of a tactical support role to one that is more strategic in nature (e.g., Henderson and 

Venkatraman 1993), while others recognize that many IT organizations occupy a supporting 

role within the organization (e.g., Hirschheim and Sabherwal 2001; Huang and Hu 2007).   This 

strategic positioning of IT seems, at times, to obscure the notion of alignment.  In reality, the 

role IT plays in an organization depends on many factors.  As Weiss et al. (2006) point out “one 

size does not fit all.”  There are multiple business/IT alignment profiles that may be 
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appropriate.  Therefore, regardless of whether IT is used as a strategic weapon, business 

enabler or technical resource, as long as the role meets the needs of the company, business 

and IT can be aligned (Pearce and Barkus 2004; Weiss et al. 2006).  

2.3.2.1 Alignment of Strategy, Plans, and Process 

Henderson and Venkatraman (1993) consider alignment as a combination of the 

dimensions of strategy as well as infrastructure and processes.  They propose a strategic 

alignment model that considers four fundamental domains, business strategy, IT strategy, 

organizational infrastructure and processes, and IT and processes.  As discussed earlier, using 

this model they explore the idea of strategic alignment in terms of strategic fit and functional 

integration.  Strategic fit considers the internal and external domains.  The IT strategy should be 

defined in terms of the external domain, the business environment where the business 

operates, and the internal domain, how information systems should be configured and 

managed.   Also, the strategies should reflect the requirements of the external environment.  

The IT strategy should deal with how IT will directly support the business strategy.    Effective 

alignment requires balance across all four domains (Figure 2.1) (Henderson and Venkatraman 

1993). 

Chan et al.(1997) advocate moving beyond written plans and exploring “realized” 

business and IT strategy, alignment, and performance.  The thought being that comparing 

business and IT plans may provide valuable insights, but may only be an indication of intent.  

The plans may or may not ultimately be realized.  As such, Chan et al.(1997) suggest that 

examining investment decisions and actual deployments may be a more accurate depiction of 

strategy and alignment.  
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Luftman et al.(1999), utilizing a variation of Henderson and Venkatraman’s (1993) 

strategic alignment model, take a balanced view of alignment considering both how IT is 

aligned with the business as well as how the business is aligned with IT.  In their model they 

look at three components in each of the four domains identified by Henderson and 

Venkatraman: 

• Business Strategy – scope, distinctive competencies, and governance (business) 
• Organization Infrastructure and Processes – administrative structure, processes, and 

skills 
• IT Strategy –technology scope, systematic competencies, and governance (IT) 
• IT Infrastructure and Processes – architecture, processes, and skills  

 
 
Viewing alignment as dynamic, Luftman et al. (1999) identify actions that management 

can take in order to facilitate alignment.  As a result, 12 factors, six enablers and six inhibitors, 

are identified that impact alignment (Table 2.3).  

Hirschheim and Sabherwal (2001) recognize the dynamic nature of achieving and 

maintaining alignment.  As such, they view alignment as a constant struggle to maintain the 

appropriate mapping between IT strategy and plans to an evolving business strategy.  In their 

proposed framework they define three types of business strategy:  

• Defender – protect the company’s position in a narrowly defined niche market and 
focus on delivering high quality at a low price 

• Prospector - continuously seek new opportunities and be an agent of change within a 
defined target market 

• Analyzer –a mix of defender and prospector where the focus is to maximize 
opportunities for growth while minimizing risk  

 
 

The IT strategy must map well to the chosen business strategy and is defined by the role 

of IT, sourcing strategy, and the IT structure. The IT role type can be opportunistic, 
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comprehensive, or efficient.  IT sourcing can be insourcing, selective or balanced sourcing, or 

outsourcing.  The IT structure can be decentralized, shared, or centralized (Table 2.4).  

Table 2.4. Three IT Alignment Profiles (Hirschheim and Sabherwal 2001) 
Alignment Profile Infusion Alliance Utility 
Business Strategy Prospector Analyzer Defender 
IS Strategy     
- IS Role Opportunistic Comprehensive Efficient 
- IS Sourcing Insourcing Selective Sourcing Out Sourcing 
- IS Structure  Decentralized Shared Centralized 

According to Hirschheim and Sabherwal’s (2001) study, alignment is achieved when the 

business and IT aligned with respect to one of the three profiles: infusion, alliance, or utility.   

Organizations that adopt an infusion profile strive to achieve alignment through business 

leadership.  Organizations fitting this profile should adopt a prospector business strategy and an 

IT strategy which incorporates an opportunistic role, utilizes a high level of insourcing, and has a 

decentralized structure.  Alliance profiles are used by organizations attempting to achieve 

alignment through partnering.  Organizations with this profile adopt an analyzer business 

strategy together with an IT strategy that focuses on playing a comprehensive role, utilizes 

selective sourcing, and a shared IT structure.  Finally, organizations adopting a utility profile 

strive for alignment through low cost delivery.   In this case the preferred business strategy is 

that of a defender along with IT being efficient, favoring outsourcing, and maintaining a 

centralized structure.  In this model, misalignment occurs when there is a shift in business 

strategy and the IT strategy fails to respond across all three IT dimensions.   Three common 

situations that arise include paradoxical decisions, excessive transformations, and uncertain 

turnarounds (Hirschheim and Sabherwal 2001).   
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Paradoxical decisions can be due to organizational inertia, sequential attention to goals, 

knowledge gaps between the IT leaders and upper management, and split responsibilities 

which can lead to misalignment.  Organizational inertia exists when the organization resists the 

change that is required.  Sequential attention to goals involves the IT strategy changing one 

dimension at a time, while leaving other dimensions misaligned.  Knowledge gaps occur when 

the IT leader remains focused on an old strategy, while the organization has moved to a new 

business strategy.   Split responsibilities occur when one part of the organization makes a 

change, but the change is not consistent across all parts of the organization (Hirschheim and 

Sabherwal 2001).   

Excessive transformations arise due to split responsibilities or underestimating 

problems.  In this case, there is an over compensation in IT strategy due to an organizational 

change resulting in an alignment imbalance.  For example, the change from a prospector to an 

analyzer business strategy may require IT to shift from an insourcing strategy to one that is 

more selective.  However, with an excessive transformation, IS may over compensate and move 

to more of an outsourcing strategy which effectively over-shoots the mark related to sourcing 

and leads to misalignment.   Finally, uncertain turnarounds are often caused by organizational 

inertia, a desire to return to the previous state, or by underestimating problems (Hirschheim 

and Sabherwal 2001).  

In another study considering the alignment of IT plans to organizational priorities, 

Lederer and Mendelow (1987)  found that involving IT leaders in the strategy formulation 

process reduces difficulties associated with  the identification of top management objectives.  

They conducted interviews with IT leaders from 20 small to medium size companies in order to 
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discover issues that exist when trying to identify and track management objectives.  They 

discovered that problems in obtaining linkage between the IT plan and organizational 

objectives fall into two general categories: plan formulation and plan communication.   

Issues related to plan formulation include the lack of a formal strategic plan, changing 

business objectives, and the exclusion of IT management from the strategic planning team.   

Issues related to plan communication include a lack of understanding of IT by top management, 

a failure to communicate organizational objectives in terms IT can relate to, IT not being told of 

organizational objectives, different interpretations of objectives by IT and non-IT management, 

IT viewed as “techies” and not really business managers, confidentiality concerns of top 

management regarding issues related to strategy, top management intimidated by technology, 

IT personnel not receptive to what they are told by top management, and requests for 

information by IT being viewed as threatening (Lederer and Mendelow 1987).   

In addition to identifying problems, respondents also suggested possible actions that 

could be taken to alleviate or minimize the issues.   These ranged from making IS part of the 

corporate planning process, having the IT leader report directly to the CEO, or automating 

functions in an attempt to avoid problems where possible.   One of the most interesting 

findings of this study was that all respondents who indicated that they were involved in 

strategy formulation indicated that they experienced no difficulty identifying top management 

objectives.    Moreover, all respondents who indicated that they were not included in strategy 

formulation indicated that they did have problems identifying top management objectives,  

thus supporting the apparent need for IT to have a place on the executive management team 

(Lederer and Mendelow 1987). 
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As discussed earlier, Reich and Benbasat (1996) define alignment between business and 

IT in terms of linkage.  Linkage is defined as “the degree to which the IT mission, objectives, and 

plans support and are supported by the business mission, objectives and plans” (Reich and 

Benbasat 1996, pg 56). Linkage has an intellectual and social dimension.  The intellectual 

dimension refers to the content of IT and business plans being internally consistent and 

externally valid.  The social dimension refers to the IT leader and business executives having a 

mutual understanding of each other’s plans.   

In their study of Canadian life insurance companies, Reich and Benbasat  (1996) 

considered the level of mutual understanding that IT and business leaders had of each other’s 

plans, the consistency of their long-term visions, and the self-reported rating of linkage.  In 

addition, they also examined the written business and IT plans for consistency.   The purpose of 

the study was to identify the two dimensions of linkage, while specifically focusing on the social 

dimension and ways that it might be measured.   

As a result, they found evidence of two distinct aspects of the social dimension: short-

term and long-term linkage.  They discovered that an understanding of each other’s objectives, 

consistency of long-term vision, and self-reported ratings of linkage were good potential 

measures.  However, they found that the comparison of written plans was not practical due to 

a lack of long-term IT plans and difficulties obtaining plans for any sizeable sample.   In addition, 

questioning individuals regarding plans seemed impractical in that often respondents had not 

revisited the plans after their initial creation (Reich and Benbasat 1996).  

2.3.2.2 Alignment of Knowledge and Understanding 
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The other alignment perspective primarily focuses on shared knowledge and 

understanding between IT leaders and business leaders regarding plans and objectives (Preston 

and Karahanna 2009a).  Much of this research stems from the notion that a shared knowledge 

and understanding between different groups improves operational performance and reduces 

cognitive dissonance (Nelson and Cooprider 1996).   It should be noted that there are areas of 

overlap with respect to alignment perspective when looking at particular studies. 

Shared knowledge goes beyond simply good communication channels.  In order for 

there to be shared knowledge, each party must have a good understanding of each other’s 

constraints, challenges, and goals.  The shared knowledge must include the appropriate level of 

context.  A detailed understanding of a particular domain is not required, but the shared 

knowledge needs to be sufficient such that each party can develop an appreciation for each 

other’s area (Nelson and Cooprider 1996). 

As mentioned earlier, Reich and Benbasat (1996) define alignment in terms of linkage.  

Linkage has an intellectual and social dimension.  They found that shared understanding and 

good communication between IT and business leaders, a well-defined connection between the 

IT and business planning processes and IT project success can have a positive impact on 

alignment (Reich and Benbasat 2000).  

A study by Johnson and Lederer (2010) found support for shared understanding 

between the CEO and CIO positively influencing IS alignment.   Mutual understanding is defined 

as the degree of agreement between the CEO and CIO on a given topic.  IT strategic alignment is 

defined as the fit between business and IT strategies.   Mutual understanding was found to 
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positively influencing six of eight alignment dimensions which in turn positively impact the 

contribution IT makes to the business (Johnson and Lederer 2010). 

Huang and Hu (2007) present a case study of a United States biochemical company 

where a balanced scorecard approach  (Kaplan and Norton 1996) was used to facilitate 

alignment throughout the organization.   Their study examined four elements related to 

business and IT alignment.  These elements include integrated planning, effective 

communication, active relationship management, and institutionalized culture of alignment.  

They maintain that the issue of business and IT alignment is a company-wide issue which 

requires broad participation and requires continuous effort.  Non-IT business leaders need to 

strive to become more IT aware and IT needs to be more business aware.   Achieving and 

maintaining alignment is a process and a corporate mindset that requires continuous effort and 

attention (Huang and Hu 2007).  

2.4 Shared Vision 

Visions need to be meaningful, ethical, inspiring, imaginable, desirable, feasible, flexible, 

and easily communicated (Gill 2003).  A shared vision is much more than simply an 

organization’s vision statement.  While clarity of vision is the number one attribute that 

managers look for in their leader (Kouzes and Posner 2009), shared vision cannot be announced 

one day from some office within the organization.  A shared vision represents a meeting of the 

minds.  This meeting of the minds may be between the CIO/IT leader and the organization’s  

top management team with respect to organizational objectives and the role of IT in realizing 

those objectives (Feeny et al. 1992; Gill 2003; Kouzes and Posner 2009; Senge 1990).  It must be 
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memorable.  The shared vision clarifies direction, motivates individuals, and aids in the 

coordination of activities throughout the organization (Gill 2003). 

When there is a shared vision within an organization among the individuals, attitudes 

are transformed.  Individuals no longer refer to “their company” or “their vision,” but it 

becomes “our company” and “our vision.”  When a group has a shared vision each member of 

the group holds a shared responsibility for the success of the whole, not just their particular 

piece (Jerez-Gómez et al. 2005; Senge 1990).  Everyone understands and truly believes that the 

vision takes priority over individual self-interest (Conger and Kanungo 1987). A shared vision 

builds trust within the organization and people perform not because they are told to, but 

because they want to (Hodgkinson 2002; Tsai and Ghoshal 1998). 

From where the shared vision originates is less important than the process by which it is 

developed and comes to be shared (Kouzes and Posner 2009; Senge 1990).  A shared vision is 

not decreed, it is an ongoing process (Hodgkinson 2002; Kouzes and Posner 2009; Mintzberg 

1984).  In order to create a shared vision of the future, leaders must engage their employees in 

the present (Kouzes and Posner 2009). Individuals are not asked to surrender their personal 

visions in order to follow someone else’s vision, rather individual visions merge and the shared 

vision becomes the vision of the organization (Kouzes and Posner 2009; Senge 1990).  

Individuals are led on a journey such that everyone has the opportunity to participate and help 

shape the path.  By doing this, individuals develop a sense of ownership and enthusiasm toward 

the common shared vision.  In a sense, the journey becomes more important than the 

destination (Mintzberg 1994).   
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2.4.1 Shared Vision / Alignment 

If there is no shared vision, then alignment is not possible.  In a 2002 study of over 

12,000 organizations, it was found that more than one-third of the executives had a different 

vision of the future of their businesses than those of their colleagues (Gill 2003), which may 

explain why alignment remains a top concern.   

Strategies emerge from the shared vision and evolve over time.  Strategies provide the 

roadmap, the way in which the vision will be realized (Gill 2003). As such, the notion that a 

business strategy and an IT strategy can be developed separately and aligned at a later time 

appears inherently flawed.  It is unrealistic to believe that the world stops and holds still during 

the planning process and for the duration of strategy execution.  Changes in business 

environment, regulatory conditions, and technology dictate changes in vision and ultimately 

strategy (Mintzberg 1994).   Strategy emerges from vision and the IT and business strategies 

must evolve together iteratively as the vision evolves (Mintzberg 1994; Preston and Karahanna 

2009b). 

Preston and Karahanna (2009) define “IS strategic alignment as the congruence 

between an organization’s business strategy and the IS strategy” (Preston & Karahanna, 2009b, 

pg. 1).  In a study of 243 organizations they found shared vision to be one of the most 

important factors influencing IS strategic alignment.  Moreover, they found that factors 

impacting alignment tend to do so through their impact on shared vision (Preston and 

Karahanna 2009b).   

Burn and Szeto (2000) used Henderson and Venkatraman’s (1993) strategic alignment 

model  to study differences in IT and business executive perspectives on factors that contribute 
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to strategic alignment.   While they discovered that the perspectives were for the most part 

consistent between the two groups, they did note that both the IT and business executives 

mentioned that a lack of shared vision can negatively impact alignment within the organization.  

In addition, considering the alignment research discussed earlier, there are aspects of 

shared vision in many of the proposed alignment models and frameworks.  Reich & Benbasat 

(1996; 2000) define the social dimension of alignment as the state in which business and IT 

executives understand and are committed to  both the business and IT missions, objectives, and 

plans.  They maintain that shared understanding and shared knowledge of each other’s domain 

has a great impact on IT and business alignment.  Johnson and Lederer (2010) stress the 

importance of a shared understand between the CEO and the CIO in achieving alignment.  And, 

Nelson and Cooprider (1996) discuss the need for shared knowledge between the IS group and 

other functional groups that extends to an understanding of each other’s constraints, 

challenges, and goals in order to achieve alignment.  

2.4.2 Commitment to the Shared Vision 

In his discussion of shared vision, Senge (1990) defines seven attitudes that can arise 

toward the vision (Table 2.5).  These attitudes range from apathy to commitment.  Individuals 

committed to the vision are willing to do whatever is necessary in order to obtain the vision 

while those enrolled believe in the vision and are willing to do what is required, but within 

defined limits.  Those who are genuinely compliant understand the benefits of the vision and 

will do what is expected.  The genuinely compliant represent those good employees who are 

consistently willing to give 110 percent.  Formal compliance is when the individual sees the 

vision, but does not personalize the vision.  The individual who is formally compliant is willing to 
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do what is expected, but little more.  Grudging compliance comes about when the individual 

does not buy in to the vision.  They will do what is required in order to keep their job, but little 

more.   Non-compliant individuals do not see and refuse to follow the vision.   Apathetic 

individuals put in their time and express no opinion one way or another with respect to the 

vision (Senge 1990).   

Unfortunately, it is often the case that few individuals in the organization are truly 

enrolled with respect to the vision and even fewer are committed.  It is not easy to determine 

what an individual’s attitude is toward the vision.  Judging by actions alone, it is particularly 

difficult to distinguish between those who are genuinely compliant and those who are enrolled 

(Senge 1990).  

2.4.3 Shared Vision Research 

The value and impact of shared vision has been studied in a variety of contexts (e.g., 

Ajmal and Koskinen 2008; Burn and Szeto 2000; Gill 2003; Hilgers et al. 2004; Huffman 2003; Li 

2005; Sinkula et al. 1997; Wang and Rafiq 2009) ranging from the efficient diffusion of 

information technology into the organization to the creation of learning communities.   

New technologies emerge constantly and selecting the appropriate technology that fits 

the needs of an organization is challenging.   Hilgers et al. (2004) investigated the impact of 

Table 2.5. Senge’s (1990) Attitudes Toward a Vision 
Commitment Wants it.  Will make it happen. 
Enrollment Wants it.  Will do whatever can be done within certain limits. 
Genuine Compliance  Sees the benefits of the vision.  Does what is expected and more. 
Formal Compliance  Sees the benefits of the vision.  Does what is expected. 
Grudging Compliance Does not see the benefit of the vision.  Does only what is necessary. 
Non-Compliance Does not see the benefit of the vision.  Will not do what is expected. 
Apathy Is neither for nor against the vision.  No interest one way or another.  

Just putting in time. 
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shared vision on information technology selection and diffusion within an organization.  In their 

study they found that a common strategic and technical vision can help in both technology 

selection and dissemination of that technology throughout the organization.  If individuals 

understand how the information technology “fits” with and supports organizational objectives, 

there is more acceptance and less resistance to that technology. 

In the area of leadership and change management, Gill (2003) considered factors 

needed in order to execute a successful organizational change initiative.  This study supports 

the notion that a shared vision is important in driving change.  A shared vision clarifies the 

direction of change and ensures that all activities, ranging from product development to 

recruitment, are in line with the vision.  The shared vision serves to motivate people into action, 

align individuals, and helps to coordinate activities throughout the organization.   

Huffman (2003) considered challenges facing secondary education school 

administrators who were trying to lead reform efforts.  His proposed framework maintains that 

the creation of shared values and shared vision provides focus and direction for stakeholders 

and aids in the creation of learning communities. 

Having a shared vision is critical to facilitate effective knowledge sharing within the 

organization (e.g., Ajmal and Koskinen 2008; Li 2005; Lin et al. 2010; Parolia et al. 2007).  Li 

(2005) considered the impact of shared vision on knowledge sharing within large organizations.  

In particular, this study looks at the impact of trust and shared vision on knowledge sharing 

both within the organization between subsidiaries and beyond organizational boundaries with 

external partners.  While results of the study indicate that both trust and shared vision impact 

knowledge sharing in inter- and intra-organizational settings, differences related to context 
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were also found to exist.  Results of this study suggest that trust is more important than shared 

vision in inter-organizational knowledge transfer, while shared vision is more important in intra-

organizational knowledge transfer.  

Organizational learning and the creation of learning communities is another area where 

the impact of shared vision has been studied.  Wang and Rafig (2009)  looked at the tension 

created in diverse organizations between exploitative and exploratory learning.  Exploratory 

learning involves search, experimentation, discovery, and risk taking, while exploitative learning 

involves refinement, optimization, efficiency, and execution.  In essence, exploratory learning 

can be thought of thinking outside the box and looking for new opportunities, while 

exploitative learning is working within well-defined boundaries and constrains to optimize 

organizational performance.  Results of their study suggest that shared vision between 

individuals can serve to provide direction and ease tension within diverse organizational 

environments. 

Sinkula et al. (1997) proposed a framework to study the impact learning orientation has 

on market information generation and dissemination in market-based organizations.  They 

identified three core factors that are needed to promote learning within this type of 

organization: commitment to learning, open-mindedness, and shared vision.  Commitment to 

learning refers to the willingness of the organization to promote a learning culture.  Open-

mindedness refers to the ability to question the well-accepted mental model that guides the 

organization.  Open-mindedness allows the organization to question and potentially unlearn 

things that were one time taken for granted.   Finally, shared vision provides direction.  Shared 

vision provides individuals within the organization focus and purpose.  It acts as a filter helping 
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to identify those things that are important to the business and need to be learned.   Results of 

the study indicate that a leaning orientation positively impacts both market information 

generation and dissemination.  

Few studies actually consider the factors that influence the development of shared 

vision.  Preston and Karahanna (2009a) propose a framework for creating shared vision 

between the CIO and the top management team (TMT).  They describe six visioning 

mechanisms and identify five visioning configurations used by organizations.  According to their 

framework, there are tradeoffs that the CIO must make depending on organizational context 

and constraints.  

The six visioning mechanisms include shared language of the business, visioning network 

hierarchy, CIO educational leadership, common interests, CIO strategic knowledge, and trust in 

the CIO.  Shared language of the business refers to the CIO utilizing the vocabulary of the 

business when communicating with the TMT.  For example, IT capabilities and opportunities 

should be discussed in terms of the potential business impact as opposed to strictly in terms of 

technical implications.   Visioning network hierarchy refers to the organizational structure of 

the company.   Here it is thought that if the CIO reports to the CEO and is considered a part of 

the TMT, then the CIO is more likely to have an understanding of the challenges facing the 

business and the needs of the organization.  CIO education leadership refers to the CIO 

effectively communicating the capabilities of IT to the TMT and carefully managing 

expectations.   They maintain that common interests between the CIO and other members of 

the TMT are also important to creating shared vision.  CIO strategic knowledge refers to the 

CIO’s knowledge of business strategy, understanding of the competitive environment, and the 
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implications of IT’s impact on the business.   The more knowledgeable the CIO with respect to 

the business, the more likely they will be included in shaping the vision.  Finally, trust in the CIO 

is critical to the relationship between the CIO and the TMT (Preston and Karahanna 2009a). 

Other factors mentioned in the literature that positively impact the development of 

shared vision include team development, broad participation in vision development, and 

communication (e.g., Chan et al. 2006; Gutiérrez et al. 2009; Hambrick 1997; Hilgers et al. 2004; 

Huffman 2003; Kouzes and Posner 2009).   In Huffman’s (2003) study of factors impacting 

shared vision creation in the context of leading school reforms, he finds that institutions that 

utilize broad stakeholder inclusion in vision development are more successful than those who 

limit participation.  In addition, Wang and Rafiq (2009) find that broad organizational 

involvement in vision development, communication, dissemination, and implementation of 

organizational goals plays an important role in adoption of a shared vision throughout the 

organization.  

2.4.4 Shared Vision and Teamwork 

Studies have found evidence of a positive reciprocal relationship between shared vision 

and effective teams.  An effective team creates an environment where a shared vision can 

develop and be maintained, while having a shared vision aids in facilitating teamwork (e.g., 

Baum et al. 1998; Ensley and Pearce 2001; Lin et al. 2010; Pearce and Ensley 2004; Weick and 

Roberts 1993).  This is consistent with the notion that there should be broad involvement  in 

vision creation (e.g., Huffman, 2003; H. Mintzberg, 1994; Senge, 1990; Wang & Rafiq, 2009).  

Quality teamwork at the management level of the organization depends heavily on the quantity 

and quality of exchange, collaborative behavior, and the process by which decisions are made 

43 



 

(Hambrick 1997).   In addition, the decision making process helps to build and reinforce a 

shared understanding and shared vision among the team members (Pearce and Ensley 2004). 

Hambrick (1997) identifies five aspects of team building that need to be present for 

there to be a “real” team at the management level.  There must be a clear team identity.  The 

management team needs to view itself as a team and individuals need to know that they are a 

part of the team and clearly know who the other members of the team are.  The team must do 

“real” work and not just communicate status or act as a review board.  The team should come 

together, discuss issues facing the business, and decide on the best course of action.   Roles and 

responsibilities of individuals on the team must be clearly defined and individuals should have 

some degree of cross-functional responsibility for making sure things happen.   In this way the 

team will focus on the needs of the company as a whole as opposed to just their department, 

business unit, or functional group’s needs.   There should be team incentives.   A portion of 

each individual’s incentive should be based on overall corporate performance.  This aids in 

shifting focus from the individual to the company as a whole.  Finally, the CEO or team leader 

needs to drive the team and be on the lookout for opportunities for the team to work together. 

Pearce and Ensley (2004) conducted a longitudinal study to investigate the relationship 

between innovation, shared vision and team dynamics.  In their study they maintained that 

shared vision is critical in influencing team performance.  They studied 71 product and process 

innovation teams and found support for a positive reciprocal relationship between team 

effectiveness and shared vision.  

Ensley and Pearce (2001), in a study involving new venture management teams, 

investigated the relationship between shared strategic cognition and group processes.   They 
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discovered that a shared vision is created largely through discussions and debates.  Resolving 

conflicts leads to a common understanding among members of the management team.   Team 

cohesion and the ability able to sit down together and work through issues in order to make 

decisions are critical to shared vision development.  

Shared vision provides clarity and reduces uncertainty for individuals on a team through 

facilitating team learning (e.g., Lin et al. 2010; Parolia et al. 2007; Senge 1990).  In a study by Lin 

et al. (2010), factors that impact cooperative attitudes and competitive conflict among 

individual team members were considered.  In addition, the impact of cooperative attitudes 

and competitive conflict on perceived job performance and knowledge sharing were studied.  

They found that shared vision was critical to providing team direction and shared vision along 

with cooperative attitudes and competitive conflict, termed coopetition, were important to 

team effectiveness.   

2.5 Incentive Plans 

Base salaries and benefits are used primarily to attract and retain talent while incentive 

plans are used to encourage the behavior needed to accomplish desired goals.  For an incentive 

plan to be effective, it must be linked directly to goals and objectives of the organization.   The 

incentive plan must clearly support the business strategy.  This is the case even if the strategy is 

in a state of formation.  Moreover, an effective incentive plan must be continuously tested to 

ensure that it continues to serve its purpose and serve to promote the desired behavior (Locke 

2004; Nelson 1998).   

The guiding principle at the heart of much of the incentive plan research comes from 

agency theory.  Agency theory maintains that individuals typically make decisions and take 
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actions in order to promote and further their own self-interests (Eisenhardt 1989; Fey and Furu 

2008).  The incentive plan is a powerful tool that can be used to align the self-interests of 

executives with those of the organization.  At a fundamental level the incentive plan has a 

direct impact on the degree to which the TMT is aligned with the shareholders (Carpenter and 

Sanders 2002).    Studies have shown that when compensation is aligned with the goals of the 

business, overall business performance improves (Nelson 1998). 

2.5.1 Types of Measures / Weaknesses 

Incentive plans are constructed using performance measures.  No single measure is 

likely to be complete with respect to guiding and rewarding behavior.  Therefore, a satisfactory 

incentive plan should contain a combination of measures (Ittner et al. 2003; Kaplan and Norton 

1996; Moers 2005; Pearce and Barkus 2004).  There are several different types of 

measurements that can be used to structure an incentive plan.  Each of the types has its own 

strength and weaknesses.   

One type of measure used to structure incentive plans is accounting measures.  

Accounting measures generally map to items typically associated with generally accepted 

accounting principles (GAAP).  Measures of this type may include revenue growth, income 

growth, or earnings per share.  Economic value-add measures go beyond accounting measures 

to reward those things that add value to the organization.  For example, instead of revenue 

growth economic value-add measures might include efficient use of cash or management of 

cash flow.  A balanced scorecard approach uses a combination of measures to drive the 

incentive plan (Kaplan and Norton 1996).  Measures associated with a balanced scorecard 

approach include those in categories such as financial goals, customer perspective, internal 
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process, and learning and growth.  The financial goals in a balanced scorecard approach are 

similar to the accounting and economic value-add measures discussed earlier while customer 

perspective measures focus on issues related to customer satisfaction, quality, and 

responsiveness.  Internal process measures concentrate on internal measures such as those 

associated with production and operations, while learning and growth measures are often 

concerned with employee development through training, skills, and communication (Kaplan 

and Norton 1996; Nelson 1998). 

Developing an effective incentive plan is an extremely difficult endeavor (Boswell and 

Boudreau 2001; Meyer 1976).  Companies often find themselves adjusting and modifying 

incentive plans on a regular basis (Locke 2004; Pearce and Barkus 2004).  While the appropriate 

incentive plan can have a positive impact on the employee and the organization, an incentive 

plan that is not accurately linked to corporate objectives can have a negative impact (Barsky 

2008; Denis et al. 2006; Fey and Furu 2008; Nelson 1998; Pearce and Barkus 2004; Salter 1973).    

For example, if a company links the incentive plan to short-term results and does not 

link some portion of the incentive plan to long-term goals, they may discover executives making 

decisions sacrificing the future for near-term gains.  Incentive plans too heavily focused on 

short-term goals may result in managers making decisions that maximize their own payout as 

opposed to what may be in the best interest of the organization (Denis et al. 2006; Ittner et al. 

1997; Nelson 1998; Salter 1973).  Also, if incentive plans are overly focused at the business unit 

level, as opposed to the overall corporate level, the incentive plan may actually discouraged 

executives from working across business units, subsidiaries, or functional boundaries.  As a 

result, instead of being a unifying force, the incentive plan may actually serve as a force pulling 
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the organization apart (Carpenter and Sanders 2002; Lin et al. 2010; Pearce and Barkus 2004; 

Wang and Rafiq 2009). 

Individuals are continuously seeking cues from the organization with respect to what 

behaviors will be rewarded (Pearce and Barkus 2004).  In addition to making sure that there is a 

link between the incentive plan and the desired objectives that the organization wants to 

achieve, care must be taken to ensure that individual measures are meaningful to both the 

organization and the employee.  The measures must be unambiguous and measureable.  If the 

employee does not understand the measure and the company cannot accurately quantify and 

measure the results, then the measure will be rendered ineffective (McKenzie and Shilling 

1998).  The incentive plan must be clear and focused.   Making the incentive plan too broad 

could result in cognitive overload and result in the employee ignoring the incentive plan all 

together or choosing to focus only on a subset of things that are easiest to achieve (Locke 2004; 

McKenzie and Shilling 1998).   Employees must feel that they are able to influence the outcome 

of measures associated with the incentive plan.  If employees believe that they are far removed 

from the measure (e.g., net income growth, earnings per share) and unable to have an impact, 

then they will assume that the incentive plan is unrealistic and unachievable thus rendering it 

ineffective (McKenzie and Shilling 1998).  

2.5.2 Agency Theory 

A large portion of the research involving incentive plans has utilized agency theory as its 

theoretical lens.  Agency theory was originally used to investigate conflicts between 

management and shareholders in large public corporations.  However, it has since been 

expanded to cover a wide variety of principal-agent relationships (Eisenhardt 1989; Fey and 
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Furu 2008).  Agency theory is concerned with problems that arise between actors involved in 

agency relationships.  In these relationships a principal, such as an owner or employer, 

delegates work to an agent, such as, a manager or an employee who performs the work.  The 

challenge is to ensure that interests are aligned is such a way that the principal gets the 

expected work from the agent (Eisenhardt 1989).  The basic underlying assumptions of agency 

theory are that individuals are influenced by self-interest, bounded by rationality, and are risk 

adverse.  It assumes that organizations are influenced by goal conflicts between members and 

that information is a commodity that can be owned and purchased (Eisenhardt 1989; Fey and 

Furu 2008).  

2.5.2.1 Relationship With Other Theories 

Agency theory is closely related to political theory in that both are based on 

fundamental human behavior.  Both agency theory and political theory assume that two of 

main factors influencing behavior are the pursuit of self-interest and the resolution of goal 

conflicts.  The main difference between these theories is how these issues are resolved.  In 

political theory, bargaining and negotiation are used to resolve conflicts, while in agency theory 

conflicts are resolved through the use of the appropriate incentives (Eisenhardt 1989).    

Agency theory is also closely related to contingency theory (Fiedler 1978).  In both 

agency theory and contingency theory it is assumed that individuals are rational beings and that 

information is distributed asymmetrically.  However, contingency theory is concerned primarily 

with obtaining the most efficient organizational structure and the decision making process 

within that structure, whereas agency theory is concerned with resolving alignment issues 

through the use of incentives within a given organizational structure (Eisenhardt 1989).  
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2.5.2.2 Two Types of Agency Theory Research  

Research utilizing agency theory has progressed along two lines.  Positivist agency 

theory considers situations where the principal and the agent are likely to have conflicting goals 

and the objective is to find ways to limit the agent’s natural self-serving behavior.  The main 

focus is placed on describing the appropriate controls needed to address the agency problem.  

Research in this area focuses on the discovery of information systems or incentives that 

facilitate alignment between the principal and the agent. This approach has been used primarily 

to study the relationships between owners and managers of large organizations  (Eisenhardt 

1989). 

Principal agency theory is concerned with the more general principal-agent relationship.  

As such, it has been extended to study a wide-range of principal-agent relationships such as 

lawyer-client, owner-manager, and employer-employee.  The basic underlying assumptions 

include the agent acts in their own self-interest, there is some type of goal conflict or 

misalignment, and the agent is more risk adverse than the principal.  Hence, by utilizing some 

form of performance or outcome-based incentives, not only can the interests of the principal 

and the agent be aligned, but some of the burden of risk can be shifted from the principal to 

the agent.  The objective of this research is often to identify the optimal contract to address the 

agency problem  (Eisenhardt 1989).  

2.5.2.3 Agency Theory in IS 

Although the use of agency theory in IS research has been somewhat limited, it has 

been used in areas ranging from knowledge sharing and creation (e.g., Chen and Edgington 

2005; Fey and Furu 2008) to issues related to insourcing and outsourcing (e.g., Choudhury and 
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Sabherwal 2003; Ho et al. 2003; King and Torkzadeh 2008).   Fey and Furu (2008) consider the 

impact of incentive plans on knowledge sharing in multinational corporations.  In their study, 

they found that subsidiary general managers were more likely to share information with other 

business units when their incentive plans were tied to overall corporate goals and objectives.   

In another study, Ho et al. (2003) explored the impact of outsourcing on management 

expectations. Their study looked at what happens when the relationship between the principal 

and the agent changes from a supervisor-subordinate relationship to a manager-contractor 

relationship.   Results of their study indicate that factors such as role overload, the relationship 

between the manager and the contractor, and previous outsourcing experience has a 

significant impact on management’s expectations and the perception of contractor 

performance. 

Other research has focused on trying to better understand the role of information 

technology  in facilitating goal convergence (Eisenhardt 1989).   In most cases, this has been 

studied in the context where the principal was recognized as a legitimate management 

authority.  However, Kohli and Kettinger (2004) extended this line of research to consider the 

impact of IT when legitimate management authority is absent.  Their study focused on 

healthcare providers in acute care facilities.  They explored if management (i.e., the principal) 

providing information to a “clan” of physicians (i.e., the agents) could be used to positively 

impact clinical practices and outcomes.  The physicians in their study enjoyed a considerable 

amount of autonomy. What they discovered was that the quality of information delivery, 

legitimacy of the technical messengers, and an environment that promotes clan-based 

discussions greatly enhances the perceived legitimacy of the information being provided.  
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Furthermore, these factors facilitate the use of the information provided by the principal, thus 

positively impacting clinical practices and outcomes.   

Other areas of research that have utilized agency theory include how career concerns 

may impact trade-off decisions between on-time project delivery and quality (Austin 2001), the 

evolution of control mechanisms (i.e., outcome controls, behavioral controls, self-controls) 

when managing outsourced projects (Choudhury and Sabherwal 2003), and the integration of 

agency-centric and activity-centric approaches to organizational modeling and the impact on 

salesforce efficiency (Raghu et al. 2004). 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH METHOD 

3.1 Introduction 

There are a wide variety of classification schemes that have been used to describe and 

organize different research methods.  Galliers (1991) proposed a classification of 14 methods, 

grouping them according to the positivist or interpretivist paradigm (Table 3.1) .   

 

 

 

 

 

When evaluating research methods, one strives to balance generalizability, precision 

and conceptual realism (Runkel and McGrath 1971).  While it is well understood that no one 

method is intrinsically any better than another, the method chosen should be the one that best 

fits the phenomena under study and the research objectives (Benbasat 1984; Benbasat et al. 

2013; Bhattacherjee 2012).   The method should be both relevant to the research question and 

rigorous in its implementation and execution.    

3.2 Discussion and Rationale for Chosen Research Method 

After reviewing the literature and different research methods, a survey method was 

chosen to study the impact of incentive plans on shared vision and alignment.  Surveys can be 

used to study both large and small populations by looking at a representative sample.  They are 

Table 3.1. Research Methods 
Positivist Interpretive 

Laboratory Experiment Subjective / Argumentative 
Field Experiment Reviews 
Surveys Action Research 
Case Studies Case Studies 
Theorem Proof Descriptive / Interpretive 
Forecasting Futures Research 
Simulation Roles / Game Playing 
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useful in finding distributions, relative incidence, and interrelationships among psychological 

constructs.  Surveys tend to be strong with respect to generalizability, but do sacrifice some of 

the precision and contextual realism associated with other methods (Kerlinger and Lee 2000). 

The survey method has many strengths and advantages.  Surveys can be used in 

descriptive, exploratory, and explanatory research.  While best suited for an individual unit of 

analysis, they have also been used to study groups and organizations.  They are excellent for 

measuring data that are not directly observable such as preferences, traits, opinions, attitudes, 

and beliefs.  In addition, surveys are unobtrusive compared to other methods.  Questionnaires 

can often be completed at the respondent’s leisure.  The data collected can be analyzed to 

detect relatively small effect sizes among several variables and can be segmented in order to 

study and compare subgroups within the data (Bhattacherjee 2012).   

Obtaining business leaders to participate in research studies can be challenging.  These 

individuals tend to be very busy and have limited time availability.  This study explores factors 

that influence the development of a shared vision and targets individuals in IT management.   In 

particular, the main focus is to explore and better understand factors associated with vision 

development and incentive plans and their impact on shared vision and alignment.  Therefore, 

given the research objectives of this study and the fact that the primary target of the study is IT 

management, the survey method is appropriate.   

3.3 Research Objectives 

The objective of this research is to better understand how vision development factors 

such as shared language, reporting structure, participation on the TMT, teamwork, educational 

leadership, and strategic knowledge of the business along with factors associated with 
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incentive plans impact shared vision and alignment (Figure 3.1) (Hambrick 1997; Preston and 

Karahanna 2009a).   

It is widely accepted that an incentive plan can either positively or negatively impact the 

employee and subsequently the organization as a whole (Nelson 1998; Semler 1997).  Incentive 

plans can serve to align members of an executive team or create a force that pulls functional 

units, subsidiaries, or business units apart (Carpenter and Sanders 2002).   On the other hand, 

an incentive plan, if used correctly, can be a powerful tool in aligning individual self-interests 

with those of the organization (Eisenhardt 1989; Fey and Furu 2008).  How the IT leader’s 

incentive plan can either serve to reinforce or negatively impact both shared vision and the 

subsequently alignment is investigated.  This study focuses on characteristics of the incentive 

plan that, if structured correctly, should result in a positive impact for the organization.  These 

areas include the type of measurements used, measurements clearly linked to the 

organizational goals and objectives, alignment of self-interests and organizational goals and 

objectives, clear and unambiguous measures, achievability, and regular review  (McKenzie and 

Shilling 1998; Salter 1973).   

3.4 Theoretical Development / Hypotheses  

The research model is shown in Figure 3.1.  This study addresses the research questions 

put forth in Chapter 1.  The following subsections the individual constructs used in the research 

model as well as the hypotheses is defined and discussed. 
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3.4.1 Alignment 

As discussed in Chapter 2, alignment has been conceptualized in the IS literature in 

many different ways (e.g., Ciborra 1997; Henderson and Venkatraman 1993; Luftman et al. 

1999; Reich and Benbasat 1996; Smaczny 2001).  It has been discussed in terms of fit (e.g., 

Henderson and Venkatraman 1993; Hirschheim and Sabherwal 2001; Johnson and Lederer 

2010), integration (e.g., Henderson and Venkatraman 1993), linkage (e.g., Lederer and 

Mendelow 1987; Reich and Benbasat 1996), bridge (e.g., Ciborra 1997), harmony (e.g., Luftman 

et al. 1999), and fusion (e.g., Smaczny 2001). 

 
Figure 3.1. Research Model 
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Several conceptualizations of alignment emphasize consistency between business and IS 

plans (e.g., Henderson and Venkatraman 1993; Reich and Benbasat 1996, 2000).  Preston and 

Karahanna define “IS strategic alignment as the congruence between an organization’s business 

strategy and the IS strategy” (2009b, pg. 1).  Alignment as integration maintains that the 

strategic aspect of integration focuses primarily on the external domain and that there must be 

a well-defined link between business strategy and IS strategy (Henderson and Venkatraman 

1993).  Alignment as linkage consists of an intellectual and a social dimension.  The social 

dimension is defined as a level of understanding between IT and the business executives with 

respect to mission, plans, and objectives and corresponds closely to the notion of shared vision.  

The intellectual dimension refers to the degree to which the IT and business plans are internally 

consistent and externally valid (Reich and Benbasat 1996, 2000).  Alignment as harmony refers 

to a state reached between business and IT within the organization.  A state of harmony in this 

sense means that IT and business objectives, strategies, and goals are mutually supportive.  

In this study, the concept of alignment is split into two components: a conceptual and 

action component.  The conceptual component, shared vision, has to do with an understanding 

and awareness of organizational goals (i.e., the CIO/IT leader knows what needs to be done).  

This is discussed in more detail later.  The action component, which is simply termed alignment, 

represents an alignment of activities (e.g., Henderson and Venkatraman 1993; Preston and 

Karahanna 2009a, 2009b; Reich and Benbasat 1996, 2000).  As noted by Reich and Benbasat 

(1996), it is often impractical to compare written plans since it is often the case that long-term 

IT plans simply do not exist.  In addition, plans, it can be argued, represent the intention for 

action that may be executed at a later time.  However, plans may not actually be translated into 
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action.  Alignment in the context of this study, while similar in some ways to that used in prior 

research, is how well IT priorities correspond to organizational goals and objectives.   By looking 

at priorities as opposed to plans we move a step closer to considering actual actions. 

3.4.2 Shared Vision 

The vision needs to be meaningful, ethical, inspiring, imaginable, desirable, feasible, 

flexible, and easily communicated (Gill 2003).  It must be more than just a vision statement that 

appears on a company website (Senge 1990).  Shared vision clarifies direction, motivates 

individuals, and aids in the coordination of activities throughout the organization (Gill 2003).  

When a group has a shared vision each member of the group holds a shared responsibility for 

the success of the whole, not just their particular piece (Senge 1990).  Everyone understands 

and truly believes that the vision takes priority over individual self-interest (Conger and 

Kanungo 1987). 

Strategies can result directly from a planning process or can emerge through the 

execution of day-to-day activities (Mintzberg 1987a, 1987b).  Within the organization strategies 

dictated from above tend to stifle learning, while those that emerge from below tend to 

promote learning (Hodgkinson 2002; Mintzberg 1987a, 1987b).  In an ideal situation, individuals 

are led on a journey such that everyone has the opportunity to participate and help shape the 

path.  By doing this, individuals develop a sense of ownership and enthusiasm toward the 

common shared vision (Mintzberg 1994).  Strategies emerge from the shared vision and evolve 

over time.  Strategies provide the roadmap, the way in which the vision will be achieved (Gill 

2003).  As external factors impact the business such as changing regulatory constraints, 
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emerging technologies, or shifts in the competitive environment , the vision and the strategy 

evolve together iteratively  (Mintzberg 1994; Preston and Karahanna 2009b). 

3.4.2.1 Defining Shared Vision 

Senge defines shared vision as the ability to “hold a shared picture of the future that we 

seek to create” (1990, pg. 9).  Key to this definition is the statement “we seek to create” (Senge 

1990, pg. 9).  If there is truly shared vision, individuals own the vision and it has become their 

vision of the future (Pearce and Ensley 2004; Senge 1990).  The vision provides direction and a 

sense of purpose and aids in guiding decisions and actions of the individuals within the 

organization (Wang and Rafiq 2009).  It serves to bind the organization together and allow the 

organization to move forward efficiently (Tsai and Ghoshal 1998; Wang and Rafiq 2009).  

Therefore, consistent with prior research, shared vision is defined in this study as a shared 

picture of the future that serves to provide direction and bind individuals together in pursuit of 

common goals. 

3.4.2.2 Shared Vision and Alignment 

Without a shared vision of where the organization is heading, alignment is virtually 

impossible (Burn and Szeto 2000; Gill 2003).  Share vision provides the direction (Wang and 

Rafiq 2009).  It is the compass by which groups and individuals within the organization can 

orient and coordinate activities in pursuit of common goals.  Whereas shared vision binds the 

organization together, the lack of a shared vision means that individuals may pull in different 

directions effectively pulling the organization apart (Tsai and Ghoshal 1998; Wang and Rafiq 

2009). Therefore, consistent with prior research it is hypothesized that: 

H1: A greater shared vision positively influences IT/business alignment. 
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3.4.2.3 Vision Development  

Preston and Karahanna (2009a) propose a framework for creating shared vision 

between the CIO/IT leader and the TMT.  In their framework they defined six visioning 

mechanisms that positively influence shared vision creation.  The six visioning mechanisms 

include shared language of the business, visioning network hierarchy, CIO educational 

leadership, common interests, CIO strategic knowledge, and trust in the CIO (Preston and 

Karahanna 2009a).  The model used in this study incorporates four of Preston and Karahanna’s  

(2009a) six visioning mechanisms: shared language, vision network hierarchy, educational 

leadership, and CIO/IT leader strategic knowledge.  The concept of vision network hierarchy is 

divided into two constructs separating the structural and governance aspect of the 

organizational hierarchy. In addition, the concept of effective teamwork is included in order to 

aid in better understanding the factors that contribute to the creation of a shared vision 

(Hambrick 1997).   This leads to the following hypothesis: 

H2: Vision development factors positively influence the development of shared vision. 

In the following subsections the individual visioning mechanisms used in this study is 

discussed in more detail.  

3.4.2.3.1 Communication and Shared Language 

Shared language refers to the use of a common vocabulary by the CIO/IT leader and 

other members of the TMT.  The CIO/IT leader communicates with the TMT using the 

vocabulary and terminology of the business.  The CIO/IT leader discusses the contribution of IT 

in terms of potential business impacts as opposed to simply discussing the technical 

implications.  By doing this the CIO/IT leader is more likely to be included in business 
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discussions and decisions that may involve IT (Feeny et al. 1992; Lederer and Mendelow 1987; 

Preston and Karahanna 2009a; Preston et al. 2006).  The CIO/IT leader will be better able to 

communicate how IT can help the business in a way the rest of the organization can readily 

understand (Preston and Karahanna 2009a).  As such, the following is hypothesized: 

H2a: Shared language (CIO/IT leader and TMT) positively influences the creation of 

shared vision.  

3.4.2.3.2 Reporting Structure and Participation on TMT 

In Preston and Karahanna’s (2009a) framework, visioning network hierarchy refers to 

the organizational structure of the company.  This notion of visioning network hierarchy refers 

to whom the CIO/IT leader reports in the organization and whether or not the CIO/IT leader 

participates on the TMT.  In this study the visioning network hierarchy is divided into two 

separate constructs.   The first construct captures the structural nature of the visioning network 

hierarchy.  To whom the CIO/IT leader reports is defined as the CIO/IT leader’s position in the 

organizational hierarchy.  The second construct captures the governance aspect of visioning 

network hierarchy.  The CIO/IT leader’s role on the TMT refers to whether or not the CIO/IT 

leader is considered part of and a participant on the TMT.   

When considering reporting structure, the thought is that the higher in the organization 

the CIO/IT leader reports the more connected the CIO/IT leader is with the business and the 

more knowledgeable they are of events impacting the business.  When the reporting structure 

is defined such that the CIO/IT leader has frequent contact with other business executives, they 

will be able to focus more attention on strategic issues facing the organization.  This allows IT to 
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evolve with the business and as conditions warrant (Agarwal and Sambamurthy 2002; Banker et 

al. 2011).  As such, it is more likely that a shared vision will develop.   

However, it is possible that the CIO/IT leader could report to someone other than the 

CEO and still play an impactful role on the TMT.  As such, membership on the TMT implies 

interaction with other top executives and this interaction will expand the CIO/IT leader’s 

visibility and facilitate development of a shared vision (Laplante and Bain 2005; Preston and 

Karahanna 2009a; Preston et al. 2006; Smaltz et al. 2006).  Therefore, the following two 

hypotheses are proposed: 

H2b: The CIO/IT leader’s position in the organization influences the creation of shared 

vision. 

H2c: The CIO/IT leader’s participation on the TMT positively influences the creation of 

shared vision.  

3.4.2.3.3 Teamwork 

In addition to membership on the TMT, how effectively the management team operates 

and how individuals on the team work together can also impact shared vision development.  A 

healthy team environment and team development is critical to the creation of shared vision 

(e.g., Baum et al. 1998; Ensley and Pearce 2001; Howell and Frost 1989; Pearce and Ensley 

2004; Weick and Roberts 1993).  This is consistent with the notion that there should be broad 

involvement in vision creation (e.g., Huffman 2003; Mintzberg 1994; Senge 1990; Wang and 

Rafiq 2009).   

Quality teamwork at the senior management level of an organization depends heavily 

on the quantity and quality of exchange, collaborative behavior and the process by which 
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decisions are made (Hambrick 1997).  Hambrick (1997) identifies five aspects of team building 

that need to be present for there to be a “real” team at the management level: team identity, 

teamwork, team roles and responsibilities, team incentives, and team leadership.    This aspect 

of teamwork is defined as the team coming together to do “real” work.   The team should come 

together periodically, discuss issues facing the company, and decide on the best course of 

action.  This increases the overall team effectiveness and facilitates the development of shared 

vision.  As such, the following is hypothesized: 

H2d: Quality teamwork on the TMT positively influences the creation of shared vision. 

3.4.2.3.4 Educational Leadership 

CIO/IT leader education leadership refers to the CIO/IT leader effectively 

communicating the capabilities of IT to the TMT and managing expectations.   Communicating 

the capabilities of IT and keeping the TMT informed of capabilities, opportunities, and 

challenges positively impacts a shared understanding and vision between the groups (Preston 

and Karahanna 2009a).   Based on this and prior research it is hypothesized: 

H2e: Improved educational leadership of the CIO/IT leader positively influences the 

creation of shared vision. 

3.4.2.3.5 Strategic Knowledge of the Business 

CIO/IT leader strategic knowledge refers to the CIO/IT leader’s knowledge of the 

business strategy, understanding of the competitive environment, and the implications of IT’s 

impact on the needs of the firm.   The more knowledgeable the CIO/IT leader is with respect to 

the business, the more likely he or she will be included in shaping the vision.  Therefore, the 
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CIO/IT leader’s strategic knowledge has a positive impact on shared vision (Preston and 

Karahanna 2009a).  Based on this and consistent with prior studies it is hypothesized: 

H2f: Greater CIO/IT leader’s strategic knowledge positively influences the creation of 

shared vision. 

3.4.3 Incentive Plans – Agency Theory 

Agency theory has been used in a wide variety of research concerned with the impact of 

incentive plans on performance (Eisenhardt 1989; Fey and Furu 2008).  Agency theory is 

concerned with problems that arise between actors involved in agency relationships.  In these 

relationships, a principal, such as an owner or employer, delegates work to an agent, such as 

management or an employee, who performs the work.  The challenge in such relationships is to 

ensure that interests are aligned in a way that the principal gets the expected work from the 

agent (Eisenhardt 1989).  The basic underlying assumptions of agency theory are that 

individuals are influenced by self-interest, bounded by rationality and are risk adverse 

(Eisenhardt 1989; Fey and Furu 2008).   Although the use of agency theory in IS research has 

been somewhat limited, it has been used to study how incentives can be used to impact areas 

such as knowledge sharing and creation between individuals, business units and organizations 

(e.g., Chen & Edgington, 2005; Choudhury & Sabherwal, 2003; Fey & Furu, 2008; Ho et al., 

2003). 

3.4.3.1 Effective Incentive Plans 

Incentive plans can be very effective in improving performance and improving alignment 

throughout the organization (e.g., Carpenter and Sanders 2002; Fey and Furu 2008; Nelson 

1998).  They can be used to encourage desired behavior (Carpenter and Sanders 2002; Fey and 
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Furu 2008; Levy and Williams 2004; Nelson 1998) and contribute to the creation of shared 

vision (Hambrick 1997).  Consistent with agency theory, an effective incentive plan will serve to 

align the interests of the agent with the interests of the principle, the organization (Eisenhardt 

1989).  However, it is important to realize that a poorly designed incentive plan can also be 

damaging to the organization.  A poorly designed incentive plan can serve to create conflicts 

between the self-interest of the individual and the goals and objectives of the organization 

(e.g., Carpenter and Sanders 2002; McKenzie and Shilling 1998; Nelson 1998).  As such, 

consistent with agency theory and prior research on the structuring of incentive plans, I 

maintain that an effective incentive plan will positively impact shared vision.  Thus, leading to 

the hypothesis: 

H3: A well-structured incentive plan for the CIO/IT leader positively influences the 

creation of shared vision. 

The following subsections will explore the elements of an incentive plan in more detail.  

3.4.3.1.1 Measurement Types 

There are several different types of measurements that can be used to structure an 

incentive plan.  Each measurement type has its own strengths and weaknesses.  Incentive plans 

may consist of economic measures, economic value-add measures, or a more balanced 

combination of measures covering strategic, operational and developmental areas (Kaplan and 

Norton 1996; Nelson 1998).   

Economic measures are typically associated with high-level firm performance measures 

such as revenue growth, income growth, or earnings per share.  While these are effective 

measures and would link the incentives to corporate performance, there are often many 
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factors other than individual or group performance that can have significant impact on these 

measures. As such, the risk of using these measures alone is that the individuals may feel that 

the outcome is outside of their control (Boswell and Boudreau 2001; Nelson 1998).   

Economic value-add measures go beyond accounting measures to reward economic 

actions that add value to the organization.  For example, instead of revenue growth these may 

include measures such as the efficient use of cash or management of cash flow.  These 

measures, while similar in nature to the economic measures, are more closely linked to 

individual or group performance.  In other words, the action of the individual or a group within 

an organization has more of a direct impact on the economic value-add measures and may 

therefore be more effective in influencing the desired behavior (Nelson 1998).  However, it is 

unlikely that a single measure will be sufficient. 

The balanced scorecard approach uses a combination of measures in the definition of an 

incentive plan (Kaplan and Norton 1996).  Measures associated with a balanced scorecard 

approach include those in a variety of categories such as financial goals, customer perspective, 

internal processes, and learning and growth.  Financial goal measures are similar to the 

accounting and economic value-add measures discussed earlier, while customer perspective 

measures are focused on issues related to customer satisfaction, quality, and responsiveness.  

Internal process measures concentrate on internal measures such as those associated with 

production and operations, while learning and growth measures are concerned with employee 

development through training, skills, and communication (Kaplan and Norton 1996; Nelson 

1998).  The more balanced the incentive plan, the more it can be tuned and adjusted to achieve 

alignment between the principle and the agent (Davis and Albright 2004; Kaplan and Norton 
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1996; Norreklit 2000). Therefore, the incentive plan type and measure composition impacts 

shared vision leading to the following hypothesis:  

H3a: An effectively balanced incentive plan positively influences the creation of shared 

vision. 

3.4.3.1.2 Measures Clearly Defined and Align Interests 

While the appropriate incentive plan can have a positive impact and aid in aligning the 

interests of the agent and the principle, an incentive plan that is not accurately linked to 

organizational goals and objectives can be damaging to the organization (Barsky 2008; Denis et 

al. 2006; Fey and Furu 2008; Nelson 1998; Pearce and Barkus 2004; Salter 1973).   For example, 

incentive plans that focus too heavily on short-term goals may actually have the opposite effect 

on aligning interests.  In this case, the incentive plan may motivate and reward managers to 

make decisions that maximize their own payout versus what is in the best interest of the 

organization (Nelson 1998).  Also, incentive plans focused too heavily at the business unit level 

may actually discouraged executives from working across business units, subsidiaries, or 

functional boundaries (Carpenter and Sanders 2002; Wang and Rafiq 2009).   

In addition to making sure that there is a link between the incentive plan and the 

desired organizational goals and objectives, care must be taken ensure that individual measures 

in the incentive plan are meaningful to both the organization and the employee.  Measures 

must be unambiguous and measureable.  If the employee does not understand the measures 

and the organization cannot accurately quantify and measure the results, the measure will be 

rendered completely ineffective (Carraher 1991a, 1991b; Dyer and Theriault 1976; Judge 1993).  

The incentive plan must be clear and focused.   Making the incentive plan too broad could 
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result in the employee either ignoring it all together, or focusing on a subset of things that are 

the easiest to achieve (Carpenter and Sanders 2002; Wang and Rafiq 2009).  Therefore, the 

incentive plans should be clearly linked to the organizational goals and objectives and should be 

structured in such a way as to align the interests of the agent, employee, with those of the 

principle, the organization.  Consistent with prior literature the following hypotheses are 

proposed: 

H3b: Measures clearly linked to organizational goals and objectives positively influence 

the creation of shared vision. 

H3c: Measures that align interests of the agent and principle positively influence the 

creation of shared vision. 

H3d: Measures that are clearly defined positively influence the creation of shared vision. 

3.4.3.1.3 Measures are Achievable 

For an incentive plan to influence the behavior of the employee, the employee must feel 

that they are able to have an impact on the outcome of associated measure.  If the employee 

believes that they are too far removed from the measure (e.g., net income growth, earnings per 

share) to have an impact, then the employee will assume that the incentive plan is unrealistic, 

unachievable, or simply a matter of chance and ignore it (McKenzie and Shilling 1998).   

Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

H3e: Measures that are achievable by the individual positively influence the creation of 

shared vision. 

3.4.3.1.4 Regularly Reviewed and Updated 
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As discussed earlier, the CIO/IT leader must be able to adapt to change (Benjamin et al. 

1985; Rockart et al. 1982).  Businesses must respond to continuous changes with respect to 

regulatory constraints, competitive market conditions, and business environment. As such 

these changes may necessitate periodic adjustment in vision and strategy (Mintzberg 1994).  

The business strategy and the vision must be able to evolve iteratively (Mintzberg 1994; 

Preston and Karahanna 2009b).  Therefore, given that the strategy and vision are subject to 

change, it is reasonable to expect that incentive plans require regular monitoring and 

adjustment to account for these changes (Ducharme et al. 2005; Nelson 1998).  In addition, 

research has shown that frequent review of performance measures has a positive impact on 

individual job performance (Bretz et al. 1992; Levy and Williams 2004).  As such, the following 

hypothesis is proposed: 

H3f: Reviewing measures of the incentive plan regularly positively influences the creation of 

shared vision.  

3.5 Hypotheses – Summary 

A summary of the proposed hypotheses that are explored in this study are summarized 

in Table 3.2.   

3.6 Instrument Development  

The instrument used in this study was developed using and adapting validated scales 

where possible.  An initial copy of the questionnaire was reviewed by fellow researchers and a 

pilot study was conducted in order to validate the instrument.  In the following subsections, a 

description of the questionnaire and the pilot study is provided.  Although, the primary target 

of the study were those in IT management, the design of the questionnaire included branching 
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logic in order to enabled the collection of relevant information from both IT and non-IT 

respondents. The final version of the questionnaire is provided in Appendix A.   

 

3.6.1 Adaptive Instrumentation 

Branching logic was used in the collection of information related to the respondent’s 

position in the organizational hierarchy.  If the respondent indicated that they were a member 

of the IT organization, then they were asked to provide the number of levels in the 

organizational hierarchy they were from the top IT person.  If the respondent responded that 

they did not work in the IT organization, then they were asked to specify their role in the 

Table 3.2. Hypotheses 
H1: Shared vision positively influences IT/business alignment. 
H2: Vision development factors positively influence the development of shared vision. 

H2a: Shared language (CIO/IT leader and TMT) positively influences the creation of 
shared vision.  
H2b: The CIO/IT leader’s position in the organization influences the creation of 
shared vision. 
H2c: The CIO/IT leader’s participation on the TMT positively influences the creation 
of shared vision.  
H2d: Quality teamwork on the TMT positively influences the creation of shared 
vision. 
H2e: Educational leadership of the CIO/IT leader positively influences the creation of 
shared vision. 
H2f: CIO/IT leader’s strategic knowledge positively influences the creation of shared 
vision. 

H3: A well-structured incentive plan for the CIO/IT leader positively influences the creation 
of shared vision.  

H3a: Incentive plan type positively influences the creation of shared vision. 
H3b: Measures clearly linked to organizational goals and objectives positively 
influence the creation of shared vision. 
H3c: Measures that align interests of the agent and principle positively influence the 
creation of shared vision. 
H3d: Measures that are clearly defined positively influence the creation of shared 
vision. 
H3e: Measures that are achievable positively influence the creation of shared vision. 
H3f: Reviewing measures regularly positively influences the creation of shared vision.  
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organization.  In this case, they could choose between C-Level management, VP/Director level, 

business unit/department manager, individual contributor or other.  In each case, the 

respondent was asked to specify either their particular title or area in which they worked. 

Next, all respondents were asked to provide the length of time that they had worked 

in their current organization, in their current position and in their current industry.  They were 

also asked to provide the number of levels in the organizational hierarchy they were from the 

top management person (e.g., CEO, Owner, etc.).  With respect to corporate information, 

respondents were asked to provide the organization’s primary industry and estimated annual 

revenue.  The industry segments were chosen based on those used in the 2013 SIM IT Trend 

Study (Kappelman et al. 2013).  Revenue thresholds were used in order to determine the 

relative sizes of the participant organizations.  

3.6.2 How IT People Spend Their Time 

Respondents who identified themselves as working IT professionals were asked how 

they spend their time.  They were presented with twelve areas and asked to select all the areas 

where they spent time.  Selections were chosen from those used in the 2013 SIM IT Trends 

Study (Kappelman et al. 2013) and are shown in Table 3.3.  They were also given the 

opportunity to add two “other” areas.  In addition to identifying where they spend their time, 

respondents were asked to select the areas where they wished they could spend more time.  

Based on their selection of areas where the respondent spends time, they were 

asked to rank the selections in order of importance.  In addition, they were asked to estimate 

the percentage of time spent in each area.   
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Table 3.3. Where IT People Spend Their Time 
Business priorities and strategies 
Business evangelist 
Business research 
IT priorities and strategy 
IT evangelist 
IT governance 
IT HR and talent management 
Software development 
Technical research 
Understanding the needs of business customers 
Understanding the need of IT customers  
(2) Other 

 

3.6.3 Incentive Measurement Types 

In order to identify the incentive measures used in the respondents incentive plan, 

participants were asked to choose all measures that applied from a list of eight types.  

Respondents were also given two “other” categories where they could include measures that 

did not appear on the list.  The measurement types presented are consistent with those 

identified by Nelson (1998) and are shown in Table 3.4. 

Table 3.4. Incentive Measures 
Corporate financial performance 
Division/Department financial performance 
Efficient use of resources 
On-time delivery of products 
Technical achievements 
Customer satisfaction 
Up-time 
Training/Educational programs 
(2) Other  
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3.6.4 Constructs 

Measures used in the study for shared vision, alignment, vision development and the 

incentive plan were defined based on work done in prior research and utilized validated scales 

where possible.  Items were measured using a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = strongly 

disagree to 5 = strongly agree.    Data collected regarding the TMT’s knowledge of IT was done 

using a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = not well informed to 5 = extremely well-

informed.   All measurement items and the sources from which they were adapted for this 

study are presented in Appendix B.  Some of the questions were modified in order to better fit 

the context of the current study. 

3.6.5 Pilot Study 

Following a review by fellow IS researchers, the questionnaire was distributed to 

business professionals for instrument validation.  The pilot study was open for ten days.  

Individuals received a personal message requesting their participation.  Participants for the 

pilot study were chosen from my professional network.  32 individuals with industry experience 

ranging from one to ten years from five different industry segments (i.e., agriculture, chemical, 

aerospace/defense, business/professional services, and consumer goods) responded.   

SmartPLS (Ringle et al. 2005), a partial least squares (PLS) structural equation 

modeling (SEM) application, was used to analyze the data.  The primary focus of the analysis 

was to confirm the reliability and validity of the constructs used in the study.  As a result of this 

preliminary analysis, some questions were modified in order to remove ambiguities and 

improve clarity.  The finalized questionnaire was then prepared for distribution.  
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3.7 Method 

Participants for the study were recruited using a variation of snowball sampling 

(Goodman 1961), which is discussed in more depth in the following section.  Snowball sampling 

and its variations have been used in a variety of different research areas (e.g., Baltar and Brunet 

2012; Sadler et al. 2010; Walsh et al. 2008; Warkentin et al. 2011).  It is a technique that is 

considered appropriate for hard-to-reach and hard-to-involve populations (Baltar and Brunet 

2012; Sadler et al. 2010).   

Participants were offered the opportunity to be entered into a drawing for one of five 

$100 gift cards.  In addition, participants who completed the questionnaire could request a 

personalized report of the study results. 

Initial seed participants were contacted using several techniques in order to address 

some of the concerns related to selection-bias typically associated with snowball sampling.  

Sources for the initial sample included: 

• My professional network (691 first-order connections on LinkedIn) 
o Past members of the Center of Decision and Information Technologies 

(CDIT)  
o Members of Dean’s Advisory Council at Bagley College of Engineering 
o SIM Enterprise Architecture Working Group Members 

• VitalComm, a California-based marketing firm  
o LinkedIn IT group requests for participation 
o Podcast interview with link to study 

• A US-based executive coaching firm, SOLID Executive Partners 
• SIM Members 

 

All participants were encouraged to pass the study on to others who they considered 

appropriate.  
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3.7.1 Snowball Sampling 

Snowball sampling typically begins with a seed group where s individuals are asked to 

participate in the study and then each are asked to recommend k other appropriate 

participants.  Next, those k participates are encouraged to each recommend another k 

participants and so on (Goodman 1961).   

Snowball sampling has been used successfully in reaching narrowly defined 

populations that are hard-to-reach or hard-to-involve (Sadler et al. 2010).  A hard-to-reach 

population may be one where the target participants are thinly dispersed in the larger 

population or are hard to identify.  A hard-to-engage population may be one where the group is 

reluctant to participate due to factors such as time constraints, cultural differences, or social 

issues that discourage participation, or hidden populations (Sadler et al. 2010). In the context of 

the current study where the target population is IT management, this group is considered a 

hard-to-reach and hard-to-engage population.  Individuals in IT management are often 

reluctant to engage in studies without some level of personalized contact. They are busy 

individuals and their participation may be impacted due to time constraints.  Hence, studies 

involving this group can often have extremely low response rates (Baltar and Brunet 2012; 

Sadler et al. 2010).  

Personal communication is a key aspect to snowball sampling.  Individuals contact 

people that they feel are appropriate to participate in the study and those participants contact 

others.  The advantage of this type of sampling comes from leveraging personal communication 

and trust within the localized network of individuals.  For example, in the current study, over 

400 personal emails were sent to individuals asking if they would be willing to participate in the 
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study.  In addition, they were also asked to pass an invitation on to others who would be 

appropriate to participate.  This personalized invitation to participate greatly reduces the 

likelihood that the request would be discarded as spam (Sadler et al. 2010).  

3.7.1.1 Benefits of Snowball Sampling 

There are several benefits to using a snowball sampling technique.  First, snowball 

sampling and variations of snowball sampling (e.g., response-driven sampling (Salganik 2006), 

targeted sampling (Watters and Biernacki 1989), time-space sampling (Muhib et al. 2001)) can 

greatly reduce the time and cost associated with collecting data from a group of sufficient size 

and diversity from the target population.  

Another advantage, as mentioned earlier, is that it is well suited for reaching hard-to-

reach or hard-to-involve populations.  Often once members of a hard-to-reach community are 

engaged, those individuals will have connections within the target community and are in a 

position to aid in recruiting additional participants (Sadler et al. 2010).  

This sampling technique enables the researcher to leverage the trust between 

community members and potential participants.  Since each participants takes on the role of 

recruiter of additional participants, the trust shared between individuals increases the 

likelihood of participation (Sadler et al. 2010).  

3.7.1.2 Disadvantages of Snowball Sampling 

By definition, the initial seed sample should be randomly selected (Goodman 1961).  

However, in most studies, including the current study, the initial seed is selected using a 

convenience sampling method (e.g., Magnani et al. 2005; Sadler et al. 2010; Warkentin et al. 

2011).  As such, snowball sampling is a non-probability method and as such may not recruit a 
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random sample.  This means that there is a danger of selection bias based on the initial seed 

sample.  The sample may contain an over-representation of individuals who share many of the 

characteristics of seed (Magnani et al. 2005; Sadler et al. 2010).   

One way to minimize the impact of selection bias is to utilize a wide variety of 

sources for the initial seed (e.g., Bowen et al. 2004; Choe et al. 2009; Sadler et al. 1998, 2007, 

2010; Wu et al. 2005).  In the current study, multiple sources were used to recruit participants 

for the initial seed.  For example, in addition to my professional network, VitalComm, a 

California-based marketing firm, and SOLID Executive Coaching, a US-based executive coaching 

firm, were used to solicited participation from individuals outside my professional network and 

spanning a broader demographic. 

Another technique to reduce selection bias is to incorporate aspects of response-

driven sampling (Baltar and Brunet 2012; Salganik 2006).  In this approach the seeds are not 

necessarily participants in the research, but instead act as recruiters for research participants.  

In this study, over 90 percent of my professional network were not direct participants in the 

study, but were asked to be recruiters for study participants.   

3.7.1.3 Snowball Sampling in Research 

Snowball sampling has been used in a variety of research areas ranging from medical 

studies (e.g., Bowen et al. 2004; Choe et al. 2009; Magnani et al. 2005; Sadler et al. 1998, 2007, 

2010; Wu et al. 2005) to information systems (e.g., Baltar and Brunet 2012; Chua et al. 2012; 

Walsh et al. 2008; Warkentin et al. 2011).  Within the medical area snowball sampling has been 

used successfully to reach individuals suffering with HIV (Bowen et al. 2004; Magnani et al. 

2005), cancer (Choe et al. 2009; Sadler et al. 2007), and diabetes (Wu et al. 2005).  In 
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information systems research areas ranging from privacy and security (Warkentin et al. 2011) to 

mobile addiction (Walsh et al. 2008) have utilized snowball sampling. 

Baltar and Brunet (2012) investigate the use of Facebook for identifying hard-to-

reach populations.  In their study, they were interested in identifying Argentinean 

entrepreneurs working in Spain.  They began their study by reaching out to 52 virtual groups on 

Facebook to identify Argentineans working in Spain.  They then asked those who responded to 

help identify other Argentineans working in Spain.  As a result they were able to identify and 

contact 2043 potential participants of which 343 were Argentinean entrepreneurs.  They 

distributed their questionnaire and collected 214 responses.  

Warkentin et al. (2011) conducted a study to better understand privacy policy 

compliance of individuals working in the healthcare industry.  They initially contacted 11 

professionals working in a variety of roles and organizations in the healthcare industry.  They 

asked these individuals, their seed group, to participate in the study and to forward the 

questionnaire to others within their organization.  The second-tier group was then asked to 

identify and send the questionnaire to others they knew in the field.  Using this technique 

Warkentin et al. (2011) were able to collect 234 usable responses. 

Walsh et al. (2008) investigated factors related to mobile addiction among Australian 

youth.  Using snowball sampling they initially contacted individuals who were contacts of the 

primary researcher for participation in their qualitative study.  In addition, they asked the initial 

seed group to forward the request for participation to others who they felt would be 

appropriate.  This resulted in a sample of 32 participants who were between 16 and 24 years of 

age.  
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In another study, Chua et al. (2012) explored how clan control is facilitated in complex IT 

projects.  In their longitudinal study they identified cases that exhibited the characteristics of 

the phenomena that they were interested in and contacted company management to help 

setup interviews with employees.  At the end of each interview, they asked participants if they 

could recommend others who might be appropriate to participate.  This resulted in Chua et al. 

(2012) identifying 41 study participants.  
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CHAPTER 4 

DATA ANALYSIS 

4.1 Data Collection 

I leveraged my professional network on LinkedIn, which consists of 691 connections as 

well as membership in 50 different groups, to seed data collection.  The majority of the 

individuals are working professionals in executive management positions.  90.4 percent of 

individuals in the network reside in the US with the remaining residing in Europe and Asia.  

455 personalized emails were sent to individuals active in industry of which 86 

responded that they would participate in the study if appropriate (i.e., they were working in IT 

management) or they would pass the study materials on to individuals that they felt were 

appropriate to participate.  Consistent with snowball sampling, all participants were 

encouraged to help recruit others that they felt were appropriate for the study. 

In addition, past members of the University of North Texas CDIT advisory group were 

contacted to participate and act as recruiters for the study. Members of the Dean’s Advisory 

Council at the Bagley College of Engineering at Mississippi State University, which consists 

primarily of CEOs, investors and retired-CEOs, were contacted to act as recruiters.  VitalComm, 

a California-based marketing firm, was engaged to aid in identifying and contacting individuals 

for participation in the study.  Their efforts included direct marketing (i.e., podcasts focused on 

issues related to IT alignment) and assisting in posting links to the study to IT special interest 

groups.  In addition, SOLID Executive Partners, an executive coaching firm with 18 offices 

throughout the United States, also circulated the study invitation and link to all of its partners 
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who were asked to act as recruiters for the study.   Finally, the link was distributed using a 

mailing list consisting of SIM members and other IT professionals in the Dallas-Fort Worth area.  

4.2 Overall Response Demographics  

446 individuals participated in the study of which there were 356 usable responses.  

Non-IT responses and incomplete responses were removed from the sample.  The distribution 

of responses with respect to their position in the IT organizational hierarchy is shown in Figure 

4.1.  20 percent (74) of the respondents reported being the top IT person in their organization.  

Over one-third (35.6 percent) of respondents, reported being within one level of the top 

position and 62.9 percent were within two levels of the top position.   

 

Levels Count Percentage 
0 74 20.79% 
1 49 13.76% 
2 101 28.37% 
3 73 20.51% 
4 25 7.02% 

5 or 
more  

34 9.55% 

Figure 4.1. Levels from the CIO/IT leader 

Figure 4.2 shows the position of respondents in the organizational hierarchy.  More than 

44 percent of respondents reported that they were in the top three levels of the organization’s 

management hierarchy of which 9.8 percent reported that they are the top management 

person in their organization.   In addition, consistent with prior studies (e.g., Kappelman et al. 

2013), the average length of time the individuals worked in their organization, current position, 

and industry was 5.55, 3.27 and 9.24 years respectively (Table 4.1).  
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Levels Count Percentage 
0 35 9.83% 
1 57 16.01% 
2 65 18.26% 
3 77 21.63% 
4 62 17.42% 

5 or 
more 

60 16.85% 

Figure 4.2. Levels from the Top Management Person 
 

Table 4.1.Average Length of Time 
Current Organization 5.55 years 
Current Position 3.27 years 
Industry 9.24 years 

Participation by industry is shown in Table 4.2.  Over 51 percent (182) of those who 

participated in the study were either in the IT hardware/software (30.6 percent) or IT 

service/consulting (20.5 percent) industries.  6.2 percent worked in financial services, 5.3 

percent in education and 4.5 percent in the electronics/semiconductor industry.  Other well 

represented industries include government, healthcare, business/professional, 

retail/wholesale, manufacturing, and media/entertainment. 

This is particularly interesting given that the seed sample from my professional network 

is heavily weighted (63.5 percent) toward the computer software and semiconductor industries 

(Figure 4.3).  Information technology, which represents over half of the sample collected for the 

study, only accounts for 14.9 percent of my professional network.    The difference in industry 

profile between my professional network and the sample collected provides support that by 

using a variety of recruiting sources (e.g., VitalComm and SOLID Executive Partners) and by 
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seeding the initial group with recruiters, some of the selection bias normally associated with a 

snowball sample may have been reduced  (Bowen et al. 2004; Choe et al. 2009; Sadler et al. 

1998, 2007, 2010; Wu et al. 2005).  

Table 4.2. Participation by Industry 
Industry Count %  Industry Count %  Industry Count % 

IT HW/SW 109 30.6  Manufacturing 10 2.8  Chemical 2 0.6 
IT Services 
Consulting 

73 20.5  Media 
Entertainment 

10 2.8  Aerospace 
Defense 

2 0.6 

Financial 
Services 

22 6.2  Food Services 7 2.0  Transportation 2 0.6 

Education 19 5.3  Consumer Goods 6 1.7  Utilities 2 0.6 
Electronics 
Semi. 

16 4.5  Construction 6 1.7  Agriculture 1 0.3 

Government 13 3.7  Automotive 5 1.4  Hospitality 1 0.3 
Healthcare 13 3.7  Energy 5 1.4  Non-Profit 1 0.3 
Business 
Professional 
Services 

12 3.4  Other 5 1.4  Mining 0 0 

Retail 
Wholesale 

11 3.1  Real Estate 3 0.8     

 

 

Industry  Percentage 
Computer Software 35.3% 
Electronics / 
Semiconductor 

28.1% 

Information Technology 14.9% 
Education 11.1% 
Business Consulting 4.8% 
Financial Services 1.9% 
Legal Services 1.2% 
Energy 0.7% 
Healthcare 0.7% 
Retail / Wholesale 0.7% 
Government 0.5% 

Figure 4.3. Seed Network Profile   

As shown in Figure 4.4, over 95 percent of study respondents worked for either US 

(67.9 percent) or Asian-based (27.6 percent) firms.  Other regions represented include Europe, 

North America (not US), the Middle East and South America.  This distribution is also somewhat 
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different than the distribution of contacts within the seed network where over 90 percent of 

the contacts work for US-based firms. 

Company size in terms of annual revenue (in US dollars) was fairly evenly distributed 

among small, medium and large companies as shown in Figure 4.5. 43.7 percent of the 

respondents worked for companies with less than $10 million in annual revenue.   27.4 percent 

worked for companies with $10 to $100 million of revenue and 28.8 percent worked for 

companies with more than $100 million in annual revenue. 

 

Size (US $) Count Percentage 
< 1 Million 72 20.3% 
1-10 Million 83 23.4% 
10-50 Million 62 17.5% 
50-100 Million 35 9.9% 
100-500 Million 44 12.4% 
> 500 Million 58 16.4% 

Figure 4.5. Firm Size in US Dollars 
 

 

 

Region Count Percentage 
US 241 67.9% 
Asia 98 26.8% 
Europe 8 2.3% 
North America 
(not US) 

4 1.1% 

Middle East 3 0.8% 
South America 1 0.3% 
Africa 0 0% 
Australia 0 0% 

Figure 4.4. Firm Locations 
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4.3 Agency Differences Based on Region 

One of the primary theoretical lenses used in the current study is agency theory 

(Eisenhardt 1989). In emerging economies and areas where there has been a history of state-

owned enterprises, such as in parts of Asia and Eastern Europe, agency problems can be 

dramatically different than those found in the US and western countries (Dharwadkar et al. 

2000).   Due to the fact that culture, regulatory difference, issues of property-rights and 

governance can greatly impact agency problems, the data set was split by region for future 

analysis.      

One example of where the agency problem can be impacted by regional differences 

can be seen in areas where internal and external governance are weak.  In these areas it is 

common to see agency problems greatly transformed and potentially increase in magnitude.   

Areas where there external governance is weak, issues related to property rights and the fear of 

expropriation (i.e., the assumption of control by majority shareholders and denial of all minority 

shareholders rights) can greatly impact the behavior of agents, employees, and shareholders, 

principles.  In areas where weak internal governance is common, the power of a board of 

directors (BOD) may be restricted to the point where they have limited, if any, control over 

management decisions.  These situations can create a unique set of agency problems not 

common in the US and Western European countries where internal and external governance 

are strong (Dharwadkar et al. 2000).  

Cultural differences can also transform agency problems.  In collectivist cultures, such 

as those found in parts of Asia, acting in one’s self-interest is not as prominent as in 

individualist cultures, such as the US.  In collectivist cultures a sense of belonging or being part 
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of the organization may be valued over individual initiative, independence, and personal 

achievement (Hofstede 1980).  As such, the agency problem may be impacted and change. 

Sharp and Salter (1997) compared the likelihood of North American and Asian project 

managers to continue to commit resources to struggling projects which had already consumed 

a large level of corporate investment.  Such an escalation decision is risky with respect to the 

manager’s reputation and future with the firm.  However, if the project turns out to be 

successful, there can be the possibility of reward.  What they found was Asian project managers 

are less likely to escalate projects than their North American counterparts even if there was a 

potential reward if the project was successful (a low agency effect).  In essence they found that 

while agency theory had strong explanatory power when looking at project escalation decisions 

in North America, it had virtually no explanatory power in Asia.  Therefore, in order to avoid 

confounding the data analysis, US only responses were used in further analysis. 

 

4.4 US Only Demographics 

As reported earlier, 241 individuals responded from the US (Figure 4.6).  In this 

sample over 70 percent of the respondents were either the top IT person in their organization 

or were within two reporting levels from the top IT person.  Over one-third of respondents 

reported either being the top IT person (27.39 percent) or one level removed from the top IT 

person (16.18 percent).  

 

 

 

86 



 

 

Levels Count Percentage 
0 66 27.39% 
1 39 16.18% 
2 68 28.22% 
3 38 15.77% 
4 11 4.56% 

5 or 
more  

19 7.88% 

Figure 4.6. Levels from the CIO/IT leader (US Only) 

More than 48 percent of all respondents reported that they were in the top three 

levels of the management hierarchy (Figure 4.7).  10.79 percent of the respondents reported 

that they were the top management person in their organization, 18.26 percent reported 

directly to the top management person, and 19.09 percent were two levels away from the top 

management person  The average length of time individuals worked in their organization, 

current position, and industry was 5.87, 3.60 and 10.83 years respectively (Table 4.3). 

Participation by industry, shown in Table 4.4, is very similar to the distribution for the 

complete sample (Table 4.2).  Considering the top industry segments represented in the US-

only sample, IT hardware/software (28.2 percent) or IT service/consulting (17.0 percent) go 

 

Levels Count Percentage 
0 26 10.79% 
1 44 18.26% 
2 46 19.09% 
3 43 17.84% 
4 41 17.01% 

5 or 
more 

41 17.01% 

Figure 4.7. Levels from the Top Management Person (US Only) 
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down slightly to just over 45 percent when compared to the complete sample.  7.9 percent 

worked in financial services, 6.6 percent in education, and 6.2 percent in the 

electronics/semiconductor industry.   

Table 4.3.Average Length of Time (US Only) 
Current Organization 5.87 years 
Current Position 3.60 years 
Industry 10.83 years 

 

Similar to the complete sample, company size in terms of annual revenue (in US 

dollars) was fairly evenly distributed among small, medium and large companies as shown in 

Figure 4.8. 43.4 percent of respondents reported working for companies with less than $10 

million in revenue and 25 percent worked at companies with $10 to $100 million.  33.7 percent 

reported working at companies with more than $100 million in annual revenue. 

 

 

 

Table 4.4. Participation by Industry (US Only) 
 Industry Count %  Industry Count %  Industry Count % 
IT HW/SW 68 28.2  Consumer Goods 5 2.1  Automotive 2 0.8 
IT Services 
Consulting 41 17.0 

 
Food Services 5 2.1 

 
Transportation 2 0.8 

Financial 
Services 19 7.9 

 Media 
Entertainment 5 2.1 

 
Utilities 2 0.8 

Education 16 6.6  Construction 4 1.7  Agriculture 1 0.4 
Electronics 
Semi. 15 6.2 

 
Energy 4 1.7 

 
Chemical 1 0.4 

Retail 
Wholesale 11 4.6 

 
Manufacturing 4 1.7 

 
Non-Profit 1 0.4 

Government 10 4.1  Other 4 1.7  Hospitality 0 0 
Healthcare 10 4.1  Real Estate 3 1.2  Mining 0 0 
Business 
Professional 
Services 6 2.5 

 

Aerospace Defense 2 0.8 

    

88 



 

 

4.5 Data Analysis 

Data were analyzed using partial least squares (PLS) using SmartPLS (Ringle et al. 

2005), a structural equation modeling (SEM) application.  PLS is considered appropriate for 

studies of high complexity in the exploratory state such as the one described in this study 

(Jöreskog and Wold 1982).  This particular approach is appropriate given that the impact of 

incentive plans on business and IT alignment and has not previously been studied within the 

current context.  Also, PLS is more robust against data structural problems such as skew 

distributions and omission of regressors, makes minimal demands with respect to sample size, 

measurement scales and residual distributions (Chin 1998; Srivastava and Teo 2007).  

Consistent with prior research, the analysis was conducted in a two-step process 

(Anderson and Gerbing 1988; Hair et al. 2009).  In the first stage, the measurement model was 

evaluated to determine reliability and validity of the constructs.  Next, the structural model was 

evaluated in order to examine the predictive relevance of the model (Henseler et al. 2009) 

 

 

 

Size (US $) Count Percentage 
< 1 Million 45 18.8% 
1-10 Million 59 24.6% 
10-50 Million 41 17.1% 
50-100 Million 19 7.9% 
100-500 Million 27 11.3% 
> 500 Million 49 20.4% 

Figure 4.8. Firm Size in US Dollars (US Only) 
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4.5.1 Measurement Model 

Table 4.5 shows the standard loadings, Cronbach’s alphas, average variance 

explained (AVE) and the composite reliability.  Factor loadings are considered acceptable that 

are 0.7 or larger (Henseler et al. 2009).  All of the loadings presented in Table 4.5 are 0.76 or 

greater, which is an indication of good discriminate validity (Henseler et al. 2009).  The 

Cronbach’s alphas, which are a widely accepted measure of reliability, are all above the 

minimum desired value of 0.7 (Nunnally and Bernstein 1994).  All but three of the values are 

between 0.8 and 0.9 which is considered satisfactory and no values are less than 0.6 which 

indicates a lack of internal validity (Henseler et al. 2009).   

Composite reliability is a commonly referenced measure of internal consistency.  

Values for composite reliability should be above 0.6 for any construct.  In this model all values 

are above 0.85 which is an indication of satisfactory internal consistency (Henseler et al. 2009).  

AVE is a test for convergent validity and should be greater than 0.5 which indicates that at least 

50 percent of the variance is explained.  In this model all values are greater than 0.61, which 

indicates good convergent validity.  It should be noted that shared language, number of levels 

from the CEO and incentive plan mix, which measures the balance of the incentive plan, are 

represented with single items. 

Factor correlations are shown in Table 4.6.  Values on the diagonal (shaded values) 

have been replaced by the square root of AVE for each of the constructs.  Since the square root 

of AVE for each construct is greater than the correlation of that variable with all other latent 

variables the Fornell-Larcker (1981) criterion is satisfied.   This is a further indication of good 

discriminate validity (Henseler et al. 2009). 
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Table 4.5. Factor analysis 
Scale Item Std. Loading Cronbach’s Alpha AVE Composite Reliability 

ALIGN-1 
ALIGN-2 
ALIGN-3 

0.86 
0.90 
0.85 

0.84 0.76 0.90 

SV-2 
SV-3 
SV-4 
SV-5 

0.76 
0.80 
0.83 
0.81 

0.82 0.65 0.88 

SLAN-1 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
PARTTMT-3 
PARTTMT-4 
PARTTMT-5 

0.79 
0.84 
0.83 

0.76 0.67 0.86 

LEVELCEO 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
TMWK-1 
TMWK-2 
TMWK-3 
TMWK-4 

0.86 
0.84 
0.83 
0.80 

0.85 0.69 0.90 

EDLEAD-1 
EDLEAD-2 
EDLEAD-3 
EDLEAD-4 

0.79 
0.81 
0.78 
0.75 

0.79 0.61 0.86 

BUSKNOW-1 
BUSKNOW-2 
BUSKNOW-3 
BUSKNOW-4 

0.82 
0.78 
0.79 
0.81 

0.82 0.64 0.88 

IP-MIX 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
IPLINKED-1 
IPLINKED-2 
IPLINKED-4 
IPLINKED-6 

0.81 
0.80 
0.80 
0.79 

0.81 0.64 0.87 

IPALIGN-2 
IPALIGN-3 
IPALIGN-5 

0.82 
0.84 
0.83 

0.77 0.69 0.86 

IPCLEAR-2 
IPCLEAR-3 
IPCLEAR-4 
IPCLEAR-5 

0.86 
0.86 
0.88 
0.88 

0.89 0.75 0.92 

IPACHIEVE-1 
IPACHIEVE-3 
IPACHIEVE-5 

0.88 
0.80 
0.84 

0.80 0.71 0.88 

IPREVIEW-1 
IPREVIEW-2 
IPREVIEW-5 

0.86 
0.85 
0.86 

0.82 0.73 0.89 
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Table 4.6.  Factor Correlations 
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ALIGN .87              
SV .58 .80             
SLAN .38 .50 1.0            
PARTTMT .50 .55 .36 .82           
LEVELCEO -.03* -.08* .02* -.14 1.0          
TMWK .55 .70 .50 .53 -.04* .83         
EDLEAD .44 .61 .35 .58 -.08* .63 .78        
BUSKNOW .54 .55 .32 .57 -.11* .56 .63 .80       
IPMIX .28 .32 .17 .32 -.11* .37 .37 .27 1.0      
IPLINK .55 .62 .46 .54 -.02* .59 .55 .56 .39 .80     
IPALIGN .49 .57 .29 .40 -.02* .55 .53 .53 .32 .67 .83    
IPCLEAR .52 .61 .39 .44 .01* .53 .47 .48 .37 .68 .62 .87   
IPACHIEVE .53 .64 .34 .43 -.08* .54 .45 .54 .28 .62 .66 .69 .84  
IPREVIEW .44 .56 .43 .45 -.10* .53 .46 .38 .33 .61 .58 .67 .54 .85 
Square root of AVE is shown on the diagonal 
* not significant to p < 0.05 

 

4.5.2 Common Method Bias 

Common method bias was addressed using several techniques.  Statistical techniques 

such as confirmatory factor analysis was used as was the creation of psychological separations 

by inserting contextual shifts in the questionnaire (Craighead et al. 2011).  According the 

Harman’s one-factor test (Harman 1976) if common method bias is present, either a single 

factor will emerge from factor analysis or one general factor will account for the majority of the 

variance.  Analysis shows that the 14 factors account for 75.67 percent of the total variance and 

no single factor accounted for the majority.  Therefore, there is no general factor and common 

method bias is unlikely. 
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4.5.3 Structural Model  

Having established reliability and validity of the outer model, Figure 4.9 shows the R-

square values and the path coefficients of the inner-path model.  The R-square values indicate 

64.7 percent and 33.4 percent of variance is explained with respect to shared vision and 

alignment.  However, only four of the 13 hypotheses are significant.  Shared language is a 

significant predicator of shared vision with a p < 0.05 and a path coefficient of 0.13, teamwork 

is a significant predictor of shared vision with p < 0.001 and a path coefficient of 0.28.  

Achievable measures associated with the incentive plan is a significant predictor of shared 

vision with p < 0.001 and a path coefficient of 0.22.  Shared vision is a significant predictor with 

p < 0.001 and a path coefficient of 0.58. 

 
Figure 4.9. Structural Model  
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4.5.4 Hypotheses Summary 

As a result of the analysis four of the 13 proposed hypotheses are supported.  Shared 

vision was found to positively influence alignment (H1).  Shared language (H2a) and teamwork 

(H2d) were found to positively influence shared vision.  Also, achievable measures related to 

the incentive plan were found to positively influence shared vision.  A summary of the 

hypotheses is shown in Table 4.7. 

 

 

Table 4.7. Hypotheses Summary 
Hypothesis Path 

Coefficient 
P value 

H1 Shared vision positively influences IT/business alignment. Supported 0.58 <0.001 
H2a 
 

Shared language (CIO/IT leader and TMT) positively influences the 
creation of shared vision.  

Supported 0.13 <0.05 

H2b The CIO/IT leader’s position in the organization influences the 
creation of shared vision. 

Not 
supported 

  

H2c The CIO/IT leader’s participation on the TMT positively influences 
the creation of shared vision.  

Not 
supported 

  

H2d Quality teamwork on the TMT positively influences the creation of 
shared vision. 

Supported 0.28 <0.001 

H2e Educational leadership of the CIO/IT leader positively influences 
the creation of shared vision. 

Not 
supported 

  

H2f CIO/IT leader’s strategic knowledge positively influences the 
creation of shared vision. 

Not 
supported 

  

H3a Incentive plan type positively influences the creation of shared 
vision. 

Not 
supported 

  

H3b Measures clearly linked to organizational goals and objectives 
positively influence the creation of shared vision. 

Not 
supported 

  

H3c Measures that align interests of the agent and principle positively 
influence the creation of shared vision. 

Not 
supported 

  

H3d Measures that are clearly defined positively influence the creation 
of shared vision. 

Not 
supported 

  

H3e Measures that are achievable positively influence the creation of 
shared vision. 

Supported 0.22 <0.001 

H3f Reviewing measures regularly positively influences the creation of 
shared vision.  

Not 
supported 
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4.6 Further Investigation 

Once the initial data analysis was complete, the data were examined to determine if any 

mediating conditions were present.    The following sections provide the theoretical justification 

for potential mediating conditions. 

 

4.6.1 Teamwork 

In the current study teamwork was added to the vision development constructs used by 

Preston and Karahanna (2009a).  Studies have found strong empirical evidence of a relationship 

between teamwork and shared vision.   In several longitudinal studies the relationship has been 

found to be reciprocal in nature.  Effective teams create an environment where a shared vision 

can emerge and at the same time having a shared vision can aid in the building of a strong 

cohesive team (e.g., Baum et al. 1998; Ensley and Pearce 2001; Lin et al. 2010; Pearce and 

Ensley 2004; Weick and Roberts 1993).  This is consistent with shared vision research that 

maintains that development of a shared vision requires good communication and broad 

involvement (e.g., Huffman, 2003; H. Mintzberg, 1994; Senge, 1990; Wang & Rafiq, 2009).   

In addition, factors such as active participation on the team, good team communication, 

and regular team meetings to discuss issues facing the business and make decisions have been 

cited as elements that contribute to the creation of a strong team (Hambrick 1997). Based on 

this, it was decided to position teamwork was a mediator between shared vision and business 

knowledge, shared language, and participation on the top-management team.   This 

modification to position teamwork as a mediator is shown in Figure 4.10. 
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Figure 4.10. Teamwork as a mediator. 
 

4.6.2 Balanced Measures 

A balanced score card approach to developing incentive plans allow the use of a wide 

range of performance measures (Kaplan and Norton 1996).  Balanced score card measures 

include items is categories such as financial goals, customer perspectives, internal processes, 

and learning and growth.  As such, an incentive plan based on a balanced set of measures can 

be used to better facilitate alignment between individual and organizational goals (Kaplan and 

Norton 1996).  In a study by Huang and Hu (2007), evidence was found to indicate that use of a 

balanced scorecard approach can facilitate alignment throughout the organization.  Based on 

this, a balanced incentive plan should positively impact the alignment of the individual’s goals 

with those of the organization and should also positively impact the linkage between incentive 

measures and organizational goals.  This change is shown in Figure 4.11. 
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Figure 4.11. Balanced Plan influencing Linked to Organization and Alignment 
of Agent/Principle Goals 

 

4.6.2 Achievable Incentive Plan 

Goals, such as an on-time product delivery or achieving a measure related to an 

incentive plan, serve as motivators for performance (Bandura 1997).  As such they can be used 

to help strengthen efficacy (i.e., the sense to deliver the desired result) among both teams and 

individuals.  Moreover, if goals are determined to be achievable, then they can positively 

impact individual or team performance (Bandura 1997; Knight et al. 2001). 

Incentive plans, when designed correctly, can be used to encourage the desired 

behavior (Locke 2004; Nelson 1998).  For example, incentive plans can be used to encourage 

top management to be aligned and work well with shareholders (Carpenter and Sanders 2002).  

Also, incentive plans can be used to strengthen cohesion on the management team.   Incentive 

plans that are structured correctly can encourage individuals from different functional areas, 
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departments or subsidiaries to work together in the collective best interest of the organization 

(Carpenter and Sanders 2002; Lin et al. 2010; Pearce and Barkus 2004; Wang and Rafiq 2009).  

Therefore, a well-structured incentive plan with achievable goals will positively impact and 

strengthen the management team.  

As mentioned earlier, if the employee does not understand incentive measures and the 

organization cannot accurately quantify and measure the results, then the measure will be 

rendered ineffective (Carraher 1991a, 1991b; Dyer and Theriault 1976; Judge 1993).  If the 

individual does not understand the performance measure, then the notion of achievability of 

the measure becomes meaningless.  Therefore, clarity of the measure positively impacts the 

perception that the measure is achievable.   

Similarly, providing an individual with feedback with respect to their job performance 

serves to reinforce the desired behavior.  By reviewing the incentive plan measures with the 

employee, the employee is better able to judge progress toward meeting the defined 

objectives.  Research has shown that frequent review of performance measures ultimately has 

a positive impact on job performance (Bretz et al. 1992; Levy and Williams 2004).  As such, 

frequent review of the incentive plan provides useful feedback to the individual with respect to 

their status on achieving the desired goals and positively impacts the perception that the 

measure is achievable.   This change is shown in Figure 4.12. 
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Figure 4.12.  Review of Plan and Clear Measures influence Achievable Measures  

 

4.7 Alternative Structural Model  

Based on the previous discussion the alternative model is shown in Figure 4.13.  R-

square values for shared vision, teamwork and alignment indicate that 59 percent, 49.7 

percent, and 33.5 percent of the variance is explained by the model respectively.  In addition, 

the R-square value associated achievable measures indicate that review of the incentive plan 

and clear measures account for 48.5 percent of the variance of achievable measures. Balanced 

plan accounts for 15.2 percent and 10.2 percent of the variance with measures linked to 

organizational goals and alignment of agent and principle goals respectively.   
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Figure 4.13. Alternative Structural Model 

 

In the alternative model (Figure 4.13) 12 of the 14 paths are significant.  Shared vision 

positively influences alignment with p < 0.001 and a path coefficient of 0.58.  A balanced 

incentive plan positively influences both the linking of measures to organizational goals and the 

aligning of the agents and principles goals with p < 0.001 and path coefficients of 0.39 and 0.32 

respectively.  Linking measures to organizational goals and teamwork positively influence 

shared vision with p < 0.001 and path coefficients of 0.22 and 0.40 respectively.   Education 

leadership positively impacts shared vision with p < 0.01 and a path coefficient of 0.38.  

However, neither the individual’s position in the organizational hierarchy nor alignment of 

agent and principle goals are significant predictors of shared vision.   

Teamwork moderates the relationship between the vision development factors: shared 

language, participation on the TMT, and business knowledge.  Shared language and business 
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knowledge positively influence teamwork with p < 0.001 and path coefficients of 0.27 and 0.23 

respectively.  Participation on the TMT positively impacts teamwork with p < 0.01 and path 

coefficient 0.20. 

Regular review of the incentive plan positively impacts the perception of the 

achievability of the plan with p < 0.05 and path coefficient of 0.14.  Clarity of measures 

positively influences the perception of achievability of the incentive plan with p < 0.001 and 

path coefficient of 0.59.  Finally, the perception of achievable measures positively influences 

teamwork with p < 0.001 and path coefficient of 0.24. 

Table 4.8 shows a summary of the paths in the alternative model. The hypotheses 

numbers used in the Table 4.8 are presented to provide reference back to the original proposed 

model.  
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Table 4.8. Path Summary – Alternative Structural Model  
Alternative Paths Path 

Coefficient 
P value 

H1 Shared vision positively influences IT/business 
alignment. 

Supported 0.58 <0.001 

H2a 
 

Teamwork (CIO/IT leader and TMT) positively influences 
shared vision.  

Supported 0.27 <0.001 

H2b The CIO/IT leader’s position in the organization 
influences the creation of shared vision. 

Not 
supported 

  

H2c The CIO/IT leader’s participation on the TMT positively 
influences teamwork. 

Supported 0.20 <0.01 

H2d Quality teamwork on the TMT positively influences the 
creation of shared vision. 

Supported 0.40 <0.001 

H2e Educational leadership of the CIO/IT leader positively 
influences the creation of shared vision. 

Supported 0.18 <0.01 

H2f CIO/IT leader’s strategic knowledge positively 
influences teamwork. 

Supported 0.23 <0.001 

H3a Incentive plan type positively influences the link of 
measures to organizational goals. 

Supported 0.39 <0.001 

H3a’ Incentive plan type positively influences the alignment 
of agent and principle goals 

Supported 0.32 <0.001 

H3b Measures clearly linked to organizational goals and 
objectives positively influence the creation of shared 
vision. 

Supported 0.22 <0.001 

H3c Measures that align interests of the agent and principle 
positively influence the creation of shared vision. 

Not 
supported 

  

H3d Measures that are clearly defined positively influence 
achievable measures. 

Supported 0.59 <0.001 

H3e Measures that are achievable positively influence 
teamwork. 

Supported 0.24 <0.001 

H3f Reviewing measures regularly positively influences 
achievable measures. 

Supported 0.14 <0.05 

Note: H3a’ represents an additional path in the alternative model 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS AND LIMITATIONS 

The objective of this study was to gain a better understanding of the factors impacting 

the development of shared vision and alignment.   In particular, this study focused on the 

impact of vision development factors  (Preston and Karahanna 2009a), teamwork, and the 

factors associated with incentive plans.   This study explored two main research questions.  

First, how do factors associated with vision development impact shared vision?  Second, what 

impact does the individual’s incentive plan have on the development of share vision?  During 

the course of this study two models were empirically tested.  Both models are based on a 

shared vision framework proposed by Preston and Karahanna (2009a) and agency theory 

(Eisenhardt 1989).  In the alternate model, 12 of 14 hypotheses were supported.  

 

5.1 Shared Vision and Alignment 

Strategy emerges from shared vision, and both the strategy and vision evolve over time 

iteratively in response to factors such as changing business and competitive conditions, 

regulatory requirements, and technological advances (Mintzberg 1994; Preston and Karahanna 

2009a).  Strategy provides the roadmap while shared vision marks the destination (Gill 2003).  

Without a clear and shared understanding of the destination, alignment is unlikely.  Consistent 

with prior research (e.g., Burn and Szeto 2000; Johnson and Lederer 2010; Nelson and 

Cooprider 1996; Preston and Karahanna 2009a, 2009b; Reich and Benbasat 2000; Reich et al. 

1990), this study found support for the positive influence of shared vision on alignment (H1).   
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5.2 Vision Development 

This study utilizes a variation of Preston and Karahanna’s (2009a) framework as the 

theoretical lens to investigate vision development factors influence on shared vision and 

ultimately alignment.  This study included four of the six factors defined by Preston and 

Karahanna including shared language of the business, visioning network hierarchy, CIO 

educational leadership, and CIO strategic knowledge.   However,  vision network hierarchy was 

represented using two constructs in order to capture both organizational structure and 

governance (e.g., Feeny et al. 1992; Laplante and Bain 2005; Smaltz et al. 2006).  The number of 

levels from the CEO or top manager represents the structural position of the IT leader in the 

organizational hierarchy. Participation on the top-management-team captures the governance 

component.   

Teamwork also was added to as a factor influencing shared vision development.  

Numerous studies have found strong evidence supporting a positive reciprocal relationship 

between shared vision and teamwork.  Having an effective team creates an environment where 

shared vision can emerge, while having a shared vision among team members facilitates 

teamwork (e.g., Baum et al. 1998; Ensley and Pearce 2001; Lin et al. 2010; Pearce and Ensley 

2004; Weick and Roberts 1993). Consistent with prior research, this study found support for 

H2d providing evidence that having an effective team promotes the development of shared 

vision. 

When the CIO/IT leader discusses the contribution of IT in terms of potential business 

impacts as opposed to simply discussing the technical implications, the CIO/IT leader is more 

likely to be included in business discussions (Feeny et al. 1992; Lederer and Mendelow 1987; 
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Preston and Karahanna 2009a; Preston et al. 2006).  In order for the management team to be 

effective, they must come together on a regular basis to discuss issues relevant to the business, 

and make business decisions.  The CIO/IT leader’s ability to frame IT issues in the language of 

the business makes these issues more understandable and relevant to other members of the 

team (Hambrick 1997).  The current study found evidence that supports when the CIO/IT leader 

communicates in terms of the business it positively impacts effective teamwork (H2a).   

This study capture both structural, the number of levels in the organizational hierarchy 

away from the CEO, and governance, participation on the TMT, aspects of the visioning network 

hierarchy.  The higher the CIO/IT leader reports in the organization, the more exposure they will 

have to issues facing the business and the more impact they can have with respect to strategy 

development to address those issues (Agarwal and Sambamurthy 2002; Banker et al. 2011).  

However, it is possible that the CIO/IT leader could report to someone other than the CEO and 

still play an impactful role in the organization and on the TMT.  As such, membership on the 

TMT provides interaction with other top executives and this interaction will expand the CIO/IT 

leader’s visibility into issues in other areas of the organization (Laplante and Bain 2005; Preston 

and Karahanna 2009a; Preston et al. 2006; Smaltz et al. 2006).  Also, participation on the TMT 

can help to build a common understanding of issues across the organization (Hambrick 1997). 

Past studies have considered the impact of reporting structure for the CIO/IT leader 

(e.g., Banker et al. 2011; Feeny et al. 1992; Smaltz et al. 2006) and its impact on areas such as 

shared vision development and firm performance.  Results in this area have been mixed.   In 

this study reporting level of the CIO/IT leader was not found to be a significant predictor of 

shared vision (H2b).  However, participation on the TMT was found to be a significant 
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predicator of effective teamwork (H2c).  This is consistent with past research (e.g., Feeny et al. 

1992; Preston and Karahanna 2009a; Preston et al. 2006; Smaltz et al. 2006) and suggests that 

participation on the TMT may indeed be more important than the reporting structure within 

the organization (Laplante and Bain 2005).  

The struggle to understand the changing role of the CIO/IT leader has plagued 

researchers for decades (e.g., Benjamin et al. 1985; Chun and Mooney 2009; Feeny et al. 1992; 

Grover et al. 1993; McLean and Smits 2012; Rockart et al. 1982; Weill and Woerner 2013).   The 

CIO faces many challenges.  The CIO must be adaptable and the role itself must evolve to 

address advances and challenges in the business and technology environment.  The CIO/IT 

leader needs to be a person who understands both the business and technology and can 

identify opportunities that may arise that can benefit the business (Benjamin et al. 1985; 

Grover et al. 1993; McLean and Smits 2012; Rockart et al. 1982; Smaltz et al. 2006).    The 

CIO/IT leader is not just a technologist, but is an enterprise leader that educates others in the 

organization with respect to the value of IT to the business.  They must effectively describe IT in 

terms of strategic benefit to the organization and value to the individual.  They are often called 

upon to establish training programs, train and support employees on new platforms, and 

manage help desks (Laplante and Bain 2005).  Consistent with prior research (e.g., Feeny et al. 

1992; Preston and Karahanna 2009a; Preston et al. 2006; Smaltz et al. 2006), this study found 

evidence to support working to educate the organizational community with respect to the 

value and benefits of IT positively impacts the development of shared vision (H2e).  Therefore, 

suggesting that the role of IT evangelist is an important attribute for a successful CIO/IT leader. 
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Having a good strategic knowledge of the business and the competitive environment 

facing the business, can enable the CIO/IT leader to be a more effective member of the TMT.   

This knowledge enables the CIO/IT leader to better understand how IT can make valuable 

contributions and have a positive impact on the business (Feeny et al. 1992; Lederer and 

Mendelow 1987; Preston and Karahanna 2009a; Smaltz et al. 2006).  This expanded base of 

knowledge allows the CIO/IT to engage with other TMT members on issues related to functional 

areas outside of IT as well as broader issues related to the business.  This facilitates the CIO/IT 

leader’s inclusion in discussions and decision making activities impacting the business as a 

whole (Hambrick 1997).  This study found evidence supporting that having good strategic 

knowledge of the business positively impacts effective teamwork (H2f).  Therefore, suggesting 

the more knowledgeable the CIO/IT leader is related to issues facing the business, the more 

effective they can be as a member of the TMT.  

 

5.3  Incentive Plans 

For an incentive plan to be effective, it must be linked directly to goals and objectives of 

the organization.   The incentive plan must clearly support the business strategy.  This is the 

case even if the strategy is in a state of formation.  Moreover, an effective incentive plan must 

be periodically tested to ensure that it continues to serve its intended purpose and promote 

the desired behavior (Locke 2004; Nelson 1998).   

Incentive plans are constructed using performance measures.  It is unlikely that any 

single measure exists that will be complete with respect to guiding and rewarding behavior.  

Therefore, a satisfactory incentive plan should contain a combination of measures (Ittner et al. 
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2003; Kaplan and Norton 1996; Moers 2005; Pearce and Barkus 2004).  A balanced score card 

approach to developing incentive plans allow the use of a wide range of performance measures 

such as financial goals, customer perspectives, internal processes, and learning and growth 

(Kaplan and Norton 1996).  An incentive plan based on a balanced set of measures can be used 

to facilitate alignment between the goals of the individual and those of the organization (Kaplan 

and Norton 1996).  This study, consistent with prior research, supports the position that a 

balanced incentive plan can be effective in linking individual measures to organizational goals 

(H3a) as well as aligning the interests of the individual with those of the organization (H3b). 

While incentive plans can have a positive impact and aid in aligning the interests of the 

individual with those of the organization, an incentive plan that is not accurately linked to 

organizational goals and objectives can have potentially a negative impact to the organization 

(Barsky 2008; Denis et al. 2006; Fey and Furu 2008; Nelson 1998; Pearce and Barkus 2004; 

Salter 1973).   Incentive plans focused too heavily on short-term goals may motivate and 

reward managers to make decisions that maximize their own payout versus what is in the long-

term best interest of the organization (Nelson 1998).  Also, incentive plans focused too heavily 

at the business unit level may serve to discouraged individuals from working across business 

units, subsidiaries, or functional boundaries (Carpenter and Sanders 2002; Wang and Rafiq 

2009).   

This study, consistent with prior research, found evidence to support that when 

incentive plan measures are linked to organizational goals there is a positive impact on the 

development of shared vision (H3b).  This indicates that the incentive plan can be a powerful 

tool to reinforce organizational direction.   Interestingly, measures that are intended to align 
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the interests of the individual and the organization were not found to be significant predicators 

of shared vision development (H3c).   Thus, suggesting that effort in designing incentive plan 

measures should focus primarily on supporting the goals of the organization. 

Goals, such as an on-time product delivery or achieving a measure related to an 

incentive plan, can serve as motivators for performance (Bandura 1997).  As such they can be 

used to help strengthen efficacy among both teams and individuals.  Moreover, goals that are 

believed to be achievable can positively impact individual and team performance (Bandura 

1997; Knight et al. 2001).  In this study, consistent with prior research, when incentive plan 

measures are achievable there is a positive impact on effective teamwork (H3e). 

If performance measures are not clear and understandable or the organization cannot 

accurately quantify and measure the results, then the measure will be rendered ineffective 

(Carraher 1991a, 1991b; Dyer and Theriault 1976; Judge 1993).  A lack of clarity can render the 

idea of achievability of a performance measure meaningless.  Consistent with prior research, 

this study found evidence that supports that clarity of incentive plan performance measures 

positively impact the perception that the plan is achievable (H3d).   

Similarly, by providing feedback to the individual with respect to job performance can 

reinforce the desired behavior.  By reviewing the incentive plan measures with the employee, 

the employee can better judge progress toward meeting the defined objectives associated with 

their incentive plan.  Consistent with prior research, this study found evidence that supports a 

regular review of the incentive plan can positively impact the achievability of the performance 

measures (H3f). 
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5.4 Implications for Research 

This study supports the relationship between alignment and development of a shared 

vision and highlights the position that factors impacting shared vision and alignment permeate 

different aspects of the organization.  For example, growth and learning activities related to 

team building as well as policies governing the development and management of effective 

incentive plans can have significant impact on both alignment and development of shared 

vision.   Thus, results of this study opens up new areas of exploration into factors that 

potentially impact business and IT/alignment. 

The study highlights the importance of having an effective management team that 

meets regularly to discuss and make decisions regarding issues facing the business. It 

reconfirms the impact of effective teamwork on shared vision  (e.g., Baum et al. 1998; Ensley 

and Pearce 2001; Lin et al. 2010; Pearce and Ensley 2004; Weick and Roberts 1993) and 

suggests that teamwork plays a significant role together with shared vision with respect to 

alignment within the organization.  Results of this study suggest that factors associated with 

shared vision development such as shared language of the business, participation on the TMT, 

and the CIO/IT leader’s knowledge of the business may actually impact shared vision through 

their impact on teamwork at the TMT level.   This supports prior research showing the 

reciprocal relationship between shared vision and teamwork.  The better team members work 

together, the more likely a shared vision will develop and the existence of a shared vision 

facilitates effective teamwork. 

The study provides evidence that participation on the TMT may be more important than 

where the CIO/IT leader is position in the organizational hierarchy.  For example, a CIO/IT 
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leader who reports to the CEO and does not have a seat at the TMT Table may not have as 

much influence as the CIO/IT leader who is a member of the TMT and reports to the CFO.  This 

is consistent with the position taken by Laplante and Bain (2005) who write that the 

“chemistry” between individuals may be more important than their reporting relationship.     

This study utilizes agency theory  (Eisenhardt 1989) and found evidence supporting that 

aligning the interests of the individual, the CIO/IT leader, with the interests of the organization 

through the use of a well-structured incentive plan positively impacts effective teamwork, 

shared vision, and ultimately business and IT alignment.   This study proposes an initial 

framework for studying the impact of incentive plans.  This provides an opportunity for further 

exploration of the impact of incentive plans on organizations, teams, and individuals.    

The study shows how using a balanced scorecard approach (Kaplan and Norton 1996) 

when structuring an incentive plan can have a positive impact on alignment of individual and 

organizational goals.  In addition, if the incentive plan is balanced and measures are tightly 

linked to the organizational goals, it can positively impact the development of shared vision.  

Also, this study shows how reviewing the incentive plan regularly and having clear 

measures positively influence the perception of achievability of the plan.  Furthermore, when 

the measures are perceived as achievable, there is a positive impact on teamwork.   

 

5.5 Implications for Practice  

This study has several implications for organizations as well as the CIO/IT leader.  First, it 

highlights how development of shared vision and alignment should not be viewed in isolation.  

In particular, this study found that factors such as forming an effective team and constructing 

111 



 

an effective incentive plan can impact shared vision and alignment.  Factors that impact 

alignment permeate the organization and executives should take care to make sure that all 

actions, policies, and processes reinforce the desired vision and organizational goals.  

Findings of this study highlight the importance of including the CIO/IT leader on the 

TMT.  Participation on the TMT allows for information to be shared across the organization.  

Participation on the TMT may indeed be more important than where the CIO/IT reports in the 

organizational hierarchy.  It enables the CIO/IT leader to communicate to other members of the 

TMT where IT can be leveraged in order to positively impact the business.  Also, participation 

on the TMT keeps the CIO/IT leader informed of issues facing other functional groups as well as 

the organization as a whole.  This two-way communication facilitates building an effective TMT 

and ultimately positively influences both shared vision and alignment.  

The incentive plan is a powerful tool that can either have positive or negative impact on 

the organization.  As such, the design of the plan and its measures deserve a significant amount 

of attention.  An incentive plan is a tool that can be used to positively impact the effectiveness 

of the TMT and facilitating the development of a shared vision and alignment.  A balanced 

incentive plan that is mapped well to organizational goals can be used to reinforce the vision 

and positively impact alignment.   

In addition, results of the current study suggest that incentive plan measures should be 

clear, easily understandable and reviewed regularly.  Regular review provides the individual 

with a source of feedback and will ultimately have a positive impact on the effectiveness of the 

team.  
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The CIO/IT leader is both a technologist as well as an enterprise leader.  They must be 

an evangelist communicating the value and benefits of IT to the rest of the organization.   The 

CIO/IT leader, in order to be an effective member of the TMT, must be able to communicate in 

the language of the business and have a good understanding of the high-level issues facing the 

business.   

 

5.6 Limitations and Future Research 

One limitation of this study was the use of snowball sampling.  The main disadvantage 

of snowball sampling is the possibility of selection bias (Baltar and Brunet 2012; Magnani et al. 

2005; Sadler et al. 2010).  While steps, such as using a diverse seed sample (e.g., Bowen et al. 

2004; Choe et al. 2009; Sadler et al. 1998, 2007, 2010; Wu et al. 2005) and the use of recruiters 

as seeds (Baltar and Brunet 2012; Salganik 2006) were taken in this study to minimize the 

impact of selection bias, it remains a concern.    Future research may consider additional 

methods to address the impact of selection bias through the generation of a larger sample, 

replication of results using other methods (Atkinson and Flint 2001), and comparing sample 

demographics to population demographics (Baltar and Brunet 2012). 

With respect to incentive plans, this study focused on incentive plan structure (i.e., 

balance) and factors such as achievability, clarity, regular review, the link to organizational goals 

and alignment of agent and principle interests associated with incentive plan measures.   Other 

factors that have been associated with incentive plans and incentive plan effectiveness that 

warrant future research include fairness (Miceli et al. 1991), predictability (Miceli et al. 1991), 

organizational culture (Levy and Williams 2004), economic conditions (Levy and Williams 2004), 
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overall pay package effectiveness (Balkin and Gomez-Mejia 1990), and incentive-to-base plan 

ratio (Montemayor 1996).  In addition, areas for future study that may impact shared vision 

development and alignment may include resource allocation, IT metrics, and human resource 

(HR) policies. 

Finally, in this study visioning network structure included the structural nature of the 

organizational hierarchy as well as governance within the organization.  Future studies may 

consider other factors associated with the visioning network structure such as the social aspect 

(i.e., non-work related interaction) as well as the CIO relational capital (i.e., the degree of trust 

between the CIO/IT leader and other members of the TMT) (Preston and Karahanna 2009a; 

Preston et al. 2006).  
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APPENDIX A 

SURVEY INSTRUMENT 
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QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
1. Are you an IT employee (either in the IT department / function of your organization or as an 
IT employee in another part of the organization)? 
 YES  
 NO  
 
Answer If 1. Are you an IT employee (either in the IT department / function of your organization 
or as an IT employee in another part of the organization)? NO Is Selected 
1a. What is your role in your organization? 
 C-Level Management: (please specify title) ____________________ 
 VP / Director: (please specify area) ____________________ 
 Business Unit / Department Manager: (please specify business unit / department) 

____________________ 
 Individual contributor: (please specify area) ____________________ 
 Other: (please specify) ____________________ 
 
Answer If 1. Are you an IT employee (either in the IT department / function of your organization 
or as an IT employee in another part of the organization)? YES Is Selected 
1a. How many levels between you and the top IT person (e.g., CIO)? 
 0 - I am the top IT person  
 1  
 2  
 3  
 4  
 5 or more 
 
1b. How many levels between you and the top Management person (e.g., CEO, General 
Manager, etc.) in your organization? 
 0 - I am the top Management person  
 1  
 2  
 3  
 4  
 5 or more  
 
2. How long have your been with your current organization? 
Years 
Months  
 
3. How long have you been in your current position? 
Years  
Months 
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4. How long have you worked in industry? 
Years  
Months  
 
5. What is your organization's primary industry? 
 Agriculture  
 Chemical Industry  
 Aerospace / Defense  
 Automotive 
 Business Professional Services  
 Consumer Goods  
 Construction  
 Electronics / Semiconductor / Telecommunications  
 Education  
 Energy  
 Financial Services / Insurance  
 Food Services  
 Government  
 Healthcare / Medical Technology / Biomedical  
 Hospitality / Travel / Leisure / Tourism 
 IT Hardware / Software 
 IT Services / Consulting 
 Manufacturing  
 Media / Entertainment / Printing / Publishing  
 Mining / Minerals 
 Real Estate  
 Not-for-Profit  
 Retail / Wholesale  
 Transportation Distribution  
 Utilities  
 Other (please specify) ____________________ 
 
5a. Where is your organization’s corporate or main headquarters located? 
 United States  
 North America (other than USA)  
 Europe 
 Asia  
 Middle East  
 South America  
 Africa 
 Australia  
 Other____________________ 
 
6. What is your organization's approximate annual revenue? 
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 less than 1 Million 
 1-10 Million 
 10-50 Million 
 50-100 Million  
 100-500 Million 
 over 500 Million  
 
Answer If 1. Are you an IT employee (either in the IT department / function of your organization 
or as an IT employee in another part of the organization)? YES Is Selected 
7. How do you spend your time (select all that apply)?     
 In the first column select all activities that you spend your time on.    In the second column 
indicate whether or not you feel you have enough time to spend on that activity. 
 
 Things I spend time on (1) Things I wish I could spend 

more time on (2) 
Business priorities and 
strategy  

    

Business evangelist     
Business research      
IT priorities and strategy     
IT evangelist      
IT governance      
IT HR and talent management      
Project management      
Software development      
Technical research      
Understanding the needs of 
business customers  

    

Understanding the needs of 
IT customers  

    

Other (please specify)     
Other (please specify)      

 
Answer If 1. Are you an IT employee (either in the IT department / function of your organization 
or as an IT employee in another part of the organization)? YES Is Selected 
7a. "Drag and drop" the following ordering (those items selected as “Things I spend time on” in 
question 7) the activities by importance. 
 
Answer If 1. Are you an IT employee (either in the IT department / function of your organization 
or as an IT employee in another part of the organization)? YES Is Selected 
7b. Enter the percentage (%) of your time that you spend on the activity (selected as “Things I 
spend time on in question 7). 
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8. Select the answer (5 point Likert scale: Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree) that best 
describes the extent to which you agree with the following statements. 

- The business has a formal strategic plan. 
- There is a formal IT/IS strategic plan. 
- IT/IS decisions are tightly linked to the organization’s strategic plan. 
- The IT/IS strategy is aligned with the business strategy. 
- The strategic plan of the business takes the IT/IS strategy into consideration. 
- IT is well-informed of changes in business strategy. 
- A change in business strategy would trigger a change in the IT/IS strategy. 
- The business and IT/IS strategies are developed independently. 
- The business strategy guides most decisions within the company. 
- The IS strategy guides most decisions in IT. 
- Members outside of IT are familiar with the IT/IS strategy. 

 
9. Select the answer (5 point Likert scale: Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree) that best 
describes the extent to which you agree with the following statements. 

- There is a strong feeling across the organization that there is a common purpose. 
- There is a clear vision driving strategic goals. 
- Most people agree on what is important for the organization. 
- Our division / department share the same vision as other divisions / departments. 
- People in the organization view themselves as partners in charting the course for the 

organization. 
- There are times when individuals seem to be pulling the organization in different 

directions. 
 

10. The following questions concern interaction between the CIO / IT Leader and the TMT (top 
management team). Select the answer (5 point Likert scale: Strongly Disagree to Strongly 
Agree) that best describes the extent to which you agree with the following statements. 

- The CIO / IT leader and the TMT use common terminology when discussing issues. 
- The CIO / IT leader primarily uses business terminology when interacting with other TMT 

members. 
- The CIO / IT leader avoids overly technical terminology when interacting with the TMT. 
- At times, members of the TMT seem to have trouble understanding IT issues. 
- At times, the TMT has difficulty understanding how IT issues relate to the business. 
- The CIO / IT leader is a member of the TMT. 
- The CIO / IT leader participates in making decisions that impact business strategy. 
- The CIO / IT leader and the TMT members:    

o interact on a formal basis. 
o meet regularly to discuss issues facing the business. 
o meet regularly to discuss issues related to IT. 

 
11. Select the answer (5 point Likert scale: Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree) that best 
describes the extent to which you agree with the following statements. 

- The CIO / IT Leader   
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o provides insight to the TMT on emerging information technology. 
o educates the TMT about capabilities of  
o works to manage expectations of the TMT with respect to the capabilities of IT. 
o works to manage the expectations of the TMT with respect to the limitations of 

IT. 
o highlights to the TMT areas where IT can have an impact on the business. 

- The CIO / IT Leader is    
o knowledgeable with respect to the business’ present and future products, 

services, markets and business strategies. 
o knowledgeable with regard to industry practices 
o knowledgeable of the business’ competition. 
o well-informed on areas where IT can impact the business. 
o kept informed to challenges facing the business. 
o well-informed of business initiatives outside of IT. 

 
12. Select the answer (5 point Likert scale: Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree) that best 
describes the extent to which you agree with the following statements. 

- Members of the TMT     
o work well together to make plans for the organization. 
o coordinate activities between groups / departments. 
o make good decisions and solve problems well. 
o share information about important events.  
o meet regularly to make decisions regarding the business. 
o trust each other. 

 
13. Select the answer (5 point Likert scale: Not well informed to Extremely well informed)  that 
best describes the extent to which you believe that the TMT is informed of issues facing IT. 

- How knowledgeable is the TMT about:    
o the potential and limitations of IT.  
o potentials and limitations of “next generation” or “emerging” IT 
o how your competitors are applying IT. 
o challenges facing the IT organization. 
o technology related risks facing the organization. 

 
The following questions are concerned with your incentive / performance plan.  The term 
"measures" refers to those specific areas by which your performance is measured and 
rewarded. 
 
14. My incentive / performance plan (how performance is measured) is based on (select all that 
apply): 
 Corporate financial performance (1) 
 Division / Department financial performance (10) 
 Efficient use of resources (2) 
 On-time delivery of projects (3) 

120 



 

 Technical achievements (11) 
 Customer satisfaction (4) 
 Up-time (5) 
 Training / education programs (6) 
 Other: (please specify) (7) ____________________ 
 Other: (please specify) (8) ____________________ 
 Other: (please specify) (9) ____________________ 
 
15. Select the answer (5 point Likert scale: Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree) that best 
describes the extent to which you agree with the following statements. 

- Measures used in personal incentive plan are linked to organizational goals and 
objectives. 

- My personal incentive plan maps well to organizational goals and objectives. 
- It is clear how achieving my performance measures will impact the organization's goals 

and objectives. 
- My incentive plan is clearly tied to organizational goals. 
- If organizational goals change, then my performance measures will be updated. 
- If I achieve my performance measures, then this will aid in the company achieving 

organizational objectives. 
 
16. Select the answer (5 point Likert scale: Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree) that best 
describes the extent to which you agree with the following statements. 

- The measures in my incentive plan are clear and unambiguous. 
- I clearly understand what I need to do to achieve the measures in my incentive plan. 
- I understand exactly what is expected of me with respect to my incentive plan. 
- It is clear how my performance will be measured. 
- How my performance is measure and rewarded is clearly defined. 

 
17. Select the answer (5 point Likert scale: Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree) that best 
describes the extent to which you agree with the following statements. 

- My personal performance measures do not conflict with organizational priorities. 
- My incentive plan rewards activities that are in the best interest of the organization. 
- Measures in my incentive plan help to align my personal interests with those of the 

organization. 
- Being successful with respect to my incentive plan represents a win-win for me and the 

organization. 
- My incentive plan links my interests to those of the organization. 

 
18. Select the answer (5 point Likert scale: Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree) that best 
describes the extent to which you agree with the following statements. 

- Incentive plan measures are closely monitored. 
- Incentive plans are reviewed on a regular basis. 
- I receive feedback throughout the year on my performance. 
- My boss lets me know how well I am doing toward my objectives 
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- I get regular feedback with respect to progress toward my incentive plan.  
- Measures in my incentive plan are achievable. 
- Factors impacting my performance measures are within my control. 
- My incentive plan is achievable. 
- Achieving my performance plan is within my control. 
- I feel confident that I can achieve the measures defined in my incentive plan. 

 
Thank you for your participation        
 
Would you like to receive a personalized report regarding the study? 
 YES – I’d like to receive a personalized report  
 NO, thanks  
 
Email Address (optional) 
Company Name (optional) 
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Item Qualtrics 
ID Question / Item Source 

 Additional Questions 
 Q16_1 The business has a formal strategic plan.  
 Q16_2 There is a formal IT/IS strategic plan.  
 Q16_8 The business and IT/IS strategies are developed independently.  
 Q16_9 The business strategy guides most decisions within the company.  
 Q16_10 The IS strategy guides most decisions in IT.  
 Q16_11 Members outside of IT are familiar with the IT/IS strategy.  

 Alignment 
ALIGN-1 Q16_3 

IT/IS decisions are tightly linked to the organization’s strategic plan. 
(Preston and 
Karahanna 
2009a) 

ALIGN-2 Q16_4 
The IT/IS strategy is aligned with the business strategy. 

(Preston and 
Karahanna 
2009a) 

ALIGN-3 Q16_5 The strategic plan of the business takes the IT/IS strategy into 
consideration. 

(Preston and 
Karahanna 
2009a) 

ALIGN-4 Q16_6 IT is well-informed of changes in business strategy. Developmental 
ALIGN-5 Q16_7 A change in business strategy would trigger a change in the IT/IS 

strategy. 
Developmental 

 Shared Vision 
SV-1 Q17_1 There is a strong feeling across the organization that there is a common 

purpose. 
(Croteau and 
Raymond 2004) 

SV-2 Q17_2 There is a clear vision driving strategic goals. (A. Gutiérrez et 
al. 2009) 

SV-3 Q17_3 Most people agree on what is important for the organization. (A. Gutiérrez et 
al. 2009) 

SV-4 Q17_4 Our division / department share the same vision as other divisions / 
departments. 

(Tsai and Ghoshal 
1998) 

SV-5 Q17_5 People in the organization view themselves as partners in charting the 
course for the organization. 

(Sinkula et al. 
1997) 

SV-6 Q17_6(R) There are times when individuals seem to be pulling the organization in 
different directions. 

Developmental 

 Vision Development: Shared Language 
SLAN-1 Q18_1 The CIO / IT leader and the TMT use common terminology when 

discussing issues. 

(Preston and 
Karahanna 
2009a) 

SLAN-2 Q18_2 The CIO / IT leader primarily uses business terminology when 
interacting with other TMT members. 

(Preston and 
Karahanna 
2009a) 

SLAN-3 Q18_3 The CIO / IT leader avoids overly technical terminology when 
interacting with the TMT. 

(Preston and 
Karahanna 
2009a) 

SLAN-4 Q18_4 At times, members of the TMT seem to have trouble understanding IT 
issues. 

Developmental 

SLAN-5 Q18_5 At times, the TMT has difficulty understanding how IT issues relate to 
the business. 

Developmental 

 Vision Development: Participate on TMT 
PARTTMT-1 Q18_6 The CIO / IT leader is a member of the TMT. Developmental 

124 



 

PARTTMT-2 Q18_7 The CIO / IT leader participates in making decisions that impact 
business strategy. 

Developmental 

PARTTMT-3 Q18_8 The CIO / IT leader and the TMT members:    
• interact on a formal basis. 

(Preston and 
Karahanna 
2009a) 

PARTTMT-4 Q18_9 
• meet regularly to discuss issues facing the business. 

(Preston and 
Karahanna 
2009a) 

PARTTMT-5 Q18_12 • meet regularly to discuss issues related to IT. Developmental 
  Vision Development: Educational Leadership 

EDLEAD-1 Q19_12 The CIO / IT Leader    
• provides insight to the TMT on emerging information 

technology. 

(Preston and 
Karahanna 
2009a) 

EDLEAD-2 Q19_2 
• educates the TMT about capabilities of IT. 

(Preston and 
Karahanna 
2009a) 

EDLEAD-3 Q19_3 
• works to manage expectations of the TMT with respect to the 

capabilities of IT. 

(Preston and 
Karahanna 
2009a) 

EDLEAD-4 Q19_4 
• works to manage the expectations of the TMT with respect to 

the limitations of IT. 

(Preston and 
Karahanna 
2009a) 

EDLEAD-5 Q19_5 • highlights to the TMT areas where IT can have an impact on 
the business. 

Developmental 

 Vision Development: Business Knowledge 
BUSKNOW-1 Q19_6 The CIO / IT Leader is    

• knowledgeable with respect to the business’ present and 
future products, services, markets and business strategies. 

(Preston and 
Karahanna 
2009a) 

BUSKNOW-2 Q19_7 
• knowledgeable with regard to industry practices 

(Preston and 
Karahanna 
2009a) 

BUSKNOW-3 Q19_8 
• knowledgeable of the business’ competition. 

(Preston and 
Karahanna 
2009a) 

BUSKNOW-4 Q19_9 • well-informed on areas where IT can impact the business. Developmental 
BUSKNOW-5 Q19_10 • kept informed to challenges facing the business. Developmental 
BUSKNOW-6 Q19_11 • well-informed of business initiatives outside of IT. Developmental 

 Vision Development: Teamwork 
TMWK-1 Q20_1 Members of the TMT     

• work well together to make plans for the organization. 
(Vroom 1960) 

TMWK-2 Q20_2 • coordinate activities between groups / departments. (Vroom 1960) 
TMWK-3 Q20_3 • make good decisions and solve problems well. (Vroom 1960) 
TMWK-4 Q20_4 • share information about important events. (Vroom 1960) 
TMWK-5 Q20_5 • meet regularly to make decisions regarding the business. (Vroom 1960) 
TMWK-6 Q20_6 • trust each other. Developmental 

 Vision Development: TMT Knowledge of IT 
TMKNOW-1 Q21_1 How knowledgeable is the TMT about:    

• the potential and limitations of IT. 

(Preston and 
Karahanna 
2009a) 
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TMKNOW-2 Q21_2 
• potentials and limitations of “next generation” or “emerging” 

IT. 

(Preston and 
Karahanna 
2009a) 

TMKNOW-3 Q21_3 
• how your competitors are applying IT. 

(Preston and 
Karahanna 
2009a) 

TMKNOW-4 Q21_4 • challenges facing the IT organization. Developmental 
TMKNOW-5 Q21_5 • technology related risks facing the organization. Developmental 

 Incentive Plan: Linked to Organizational Goals 
IPLINKED-1 Q24_1 Measures used in personal incentive plan are linked to organizational 

goals and objectives. 
Developmental 

IPLINKED-2 Q24_2 My personal incentive plan maps well to organizational goals and 
objectives. 

Developmental 

IPLINKED-3 Q24_3 It is clear how achieving my performance measures will impact the 
organization's goals and objectives. 

Developmental 

IPLINKED-4 Q24_4 My incentive plan is clearly tied to organizational goals. Developmental 
IPLINKED-5 Q24_5 If organizational goals change, then my performance measures will be 

updated. 
Developmental 

IPLINKED-6 Q24_6 If I achieve my performance measures, then this will aid in the company 
achieving organizational objectives. 

Developmental 

 Incentive Plan: Measures Clear/Unambiguous 
IPCLEAR-1 Q25_1 

The measures in my incentive plan are clear and unambiguous. 

(Beehr et al. 
1976; Pandey 
and Wright 2006; 
Rizzo et al. 1970) 

IPCLEAR-2 Q25_2 

I clearly understand what I need to do to achieve the measures in my 
incentive plan. 

(Beehr et al. 
1976; Dyer and 
Theriault 1976; 
Pandey and 
Wright 2006; 
Rizzo et al. 1970) 

IPCLEAR-3 Q25_3 

I understand exactly what is expected of me with respect to my 
incentive plan. 

(Beehr et al. 
1976; Dyer and 
Theriault 1976; 
Pandey and 
Wright 2006; 
Rizzo et al. 1970) 

IPCLEAR-4 Q25_4 

It is clear how my performance will be measured. 

(Beehr et al. 
1976; Pandey 
and Wright 2006; 
Rizzo et al. 1970) 

IPCLEAR-5 Q25_5 

How my performance is measure and rewarded is clearly defined. 

(Beehr et al. 
1976; Pandey 
and Wright 2006; 
Rizzo et al. 1970) 

 Incentive Plan: Alignment of Personal / Organizational Interests 
IPALIGN-1 Q26-1 My personal performance measures do not conflict with organizational 

priorities. 
Developmental 

IPALIGN-2 Q26-2 My incentive plan rewards activities that are in the best interest of the 
organization. 

Developmental 

IPALIGN-3 Q26-3 Measures in my incentive plan help to align my personal interests with 
those of the organization. 

Developmental 
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IPALIGN-4 Q26-4 Being successful with respect to my incentive plan represents a win-win 
for me and the organization. 

Developmental 

IPALIGN-5 Q26-5 My incentive plan links my interests to those of the organization. Developmental 
 Incentive Plan: Reviewed 

IPREVIEW-1 Q27_1 Incentive plan measures are closely monitored. Developmental 
IPREVIEW-2 Q27_2 Incentive plans are reviewed on a regular basis. Developmental 
IPREVIEW-3 Q27_3 I receive feedback throughout the year on my performance. Developmental 
IPREVIEW-4 Q27_4 My boss lets me know how well I am doing toward my objectives. Developmental 
IPREVIEW-5 Q27_5 I get regular feedback with respect to progress toward my incentive 

plan. 
Developmental 

 Incentive Plan: Achievable 
IPACHIEVE-1 Q27_6 Measures in my incentive plan are achievable. (Fong and Shaffer 

2003) 
IPACHIEVE-2 Q27_7 Factors impacting my performance measures are within my control. Developmental 
IPACHIEVE-3 Q27_8 My incentive plan is achievable. (Fong and Shaffer 

2003) 
IPACHIEVE-4 Q27_9 Achieving my performance plan is within my control. Developmental 
IPACHIEVE-5 Q27_10 I feel confident that I can achieve the measures defined in my incentive 

plan. 
(Fong and Shaffer 
2003) 
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ORIGINAL PROPOSED MODEL 

 

PLS 
Quality Criteria 
Overview 

  AVE Composite Reliability R Square Cronbachs Alpha 

Achieve 0.711040 0.880542   0.795986 

Align Goals 0.687471 0.868399   0.772863 

Alignment 0.758682 0.904089 0.334007 0.840654 

Balanced Measures 1.000000 1.000000   1.000000 

Business Knowledge 0.639275 0.876335   0.812596 

Clarity 0.752405 0.923976   0.890256 

Educational Leadership 0.610524 0.862334   0.786877 

IP Review 0.731752 0.891108   0.819326 

Level from CEO 1.000000 1.000000   1.000000 
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Linked Org 0.635055 0.874371   0.808702 

Participate TMT 0.673021 0.860543   0.757310 

Shared Language 1.000000 1.000000   1.000000 

Shared Vision 0.650471 0.881526 0.647258 0.820866 

Teamwork 0.691291 0.899505   0.850848 
 

 

  Communality Redundancy 

Achieve 0.711040   

Align Goals 0.687471   

Alignment 0.758682 0.253004 

Balanced Measures 1.000000   

Business Knowledge 0.639275   

Clarity 0.752405   

Educational Leadership 0.610524   

IP Review 0.731752   

Level from CEO 1.000000   

Linked Org 0.635055   

Participate TMT 0.673021   

Shared Language 1.000000   

Shared Vision 0.650471 0.148674 

Teamwork 0.691291   
 

 
Redundancy 

  redundancy 

Achieve   

Align Goals   

Alignment 0.253004 

Balanced Measures   

Business Knowledge   

Clarity   

Educational Leadership   

IP Review   
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Level from CEO   

Linked Org   

Participate TMT   

Shared Language   

Shared Vision 0.148674 

Teamwork   
 

 
Cronbachs Alpha 

  Cronbachs Alpha 

Achieve 0.795986 

Align Goals 0.772863 

Alignment 0.840654 

Balanced Measures 1.000000 

Business Knowledge 0.812596 

Clarity 0.890256 

Educational Leadership 0.786877 

IP Review 0.819326 

Level from CEO 1.000000 

Linked Org 0.808702 

Participate TMT 0.757310 

Shared Language 1.000000 

Shared Vision 0.820866 

Teamwork 0.850848 
 

 
Latent Variable Correlations 

  Achieve Align Goals Alignment Balanced Measures 

Achieve 1.000000       

Align Goals 0.658074 1.000000     

Alignment 0.534232 0.497216 1.000000   

Balanced Measures 0.277308 0.318216 0.278003 1.000000 

Business Knowledge 0.540080 0.529716 0.549985 0.271315 

Clarity 0.685647 0.620718 0.520904 0.277186 
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Educational Leadership 0.449260 0.524431 0.445854 0.366914 

IP Review 0.539625 0.579413 0.440223 0.333808 

Level from CEO -0.077979 -0.025043 -0.025687 -0.109990 

Linked Org 0.621665 0.671099 0.547497 0.388930 

Participate TMT 0.434480 0.400860 0.500761 0.319199 

Shared Language 0.335825 0.295753 0.377335 0.176855 

Shared Vision 0.636878 0.574374 0.577933 0.322891 

Teamwork 0.541158 0.559140 0.549204 0.366179 
 

 
 

  Business Knowledge Clarity Educational Leadership IP Review 

Achieve         

Align Goals         

Alignment         

Balanced Measures         

Business Knowledge 1.000000       

Clarity 0.481848 1.000000     

Educational Leadership 0.632217 0.487722 1.000000   

IP Review 0.378527 0.670397 0.460228 1.000000 

Level from CEO -0.105462 0.014778 -0.078329 -0.103564 

Linked Org 0.557801 0.675884 0.550882 0.612917 

Participate TMT 0.567563 0.444333 0.580015 0.451112 

Shared Language 0.320803 0.392718 0.354465 0.425420 

Shared Vision 0.547724 0.612031 0.605896 0.557761 

Teamwork 0.557214 0.537893 0.629905 0.530857 
 

 
 

  Level from CEO Linked Org Participate TMT Shared Language 

Achieve         

Align Goals         

Alignment         

Balanced Measures         
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Business Knowledge         

Clarity         

Educational Leadership         

IP Review         

Level from CEO 1.000000       

Linked Org -0.020995 1.000000     

Participate TMT -0.137159 0.540336 1.000000   

Shared Language 0.019709 0.462349 0.356566 1.000000 

Shared Vision -0.083912 0.624327 0.552158 0.495931 

Teamwork -0.041527 0.589139 0.528034 0.495912 
 

  Shared Vision Teamwork 

Achieve     

Align Goals     

Alignment     

Balanced Measures     

Business Knowledge     

Clarity     

Educational Leadership     

IP Review     

Level from CEO     

Linked Org     

Participate TMT     

Shared Language     

Shared Vision 1.000000   

Teamwork 0.700152 1.000000 
 

R Square 
  R Square 

Achieve   

Align Goals   

Alignment 0.334007 

Balanced Measures   

133 



 

Business Knowledge   

Clarity   

Educational Leadership   

IP Review   

Level from CEO   

Linked Org   

Participate TMT   

Shared Language   

Shared Vision 0.647258 

Teamwork   
 

 
Cross Loadings 

  Achieve Align Goals Alignment Balanced Measures 

ALIGN-1 0.415911 0.415571 0.860009 0.217580 

ALIGN-2 0.484750 0.442823 0.899980 0.237786 

ALIGN-3 0.492600 0.439846 0.852330 0.269712 

BUSKNOW-1 0.427838 0.466214 0.441811 0.204957 

BUSKNOW-2 0.377350 0.383996 0.400390 0.183121 

BUSKNOW-3 0.436853 0.377911 0.466735 0.221086 

BUSKNOW-4 0.475259 0.457081 0.445821 0.251731 

EDLEAD-1 0.386962 0.460238 0.350533 0.339855 

EDLEAD-2 0.322282 0.402014 0.303762 0.317276 

EDLEAD-3 0.340218 0.367203 0.313335 0.209122 

EDLEAD-4 0.354546 0.407571 0.426113 0.276135 

IP-MIX 0.277308 0.318216 0.278003 1.000000 

IPACHIEVE-1 0.882295 0.557212 0.417467 0.263193 

IPACHIEVE-3 0.802849 0.590190 0.439531 0.162823 

IPACHIEVE-5 0.842680 0.519585 0.497569 0.271885 

IPALIGN-2 0.537657 0.822670 0.388082 0.295115 

IPALIGN-3 0.552011 0.837859 0.383529 0.224808 

IPALIGN-5 0.547448 0.826814 0.469479 0.272109 
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IPCLEAR-2 0.581414 0.541713 0.438733 0.247310 

IPCLEAR-3 0.617903 0.619602 0.468348 0.263766 

IPCLEAR-4 0.572864 0.477526 0.460896 0.210211 

IPCLEAR-5 0.607287 0.517111 0.439585 0.241273 

IPLINKED-1 0.477979 0.508742 0.397563 0.301271 

IPLINKED-2 0.420094 0.448390 0.366899 0.276030 

IPLINKED-4 0.557478 0.590435 0.488551 0.313681 

IPLINKED-6 0.523082 0.585673 0.486404 0.344209 

IPREVIEW-1 0.397265 0.486818 0.393319 0.267518 

IPREVIEW-2 0.437806 0.460879 0.337361 0.237834 

IPREVIEW-5 0.528611 0.529927 0.395147 0.336467 

LEVELFROMCEO-R -0.077979 -0.025043 -0.025687 -0.109990 

PARTTMT-3 0.392454 0.334424 0.380685 0.285495 

PARTTMT-4 0.297889 0.321424 0.419974 0.240163 

PARTTMT-5 0.370026 0.328663 0.430562 0.256609 

SLAN-1 0.335825 0.295753 0.377335 0.176855 

SV-2 0.523390 0.466221 0.500204 0.301390 

SV-3 0.507705 0.458962 0.433380 0.236380 

SV-4 0.483607 0.427176 0.450439 0.212463 

SV-5 0.535661 0.496547 0.474409 0.284787 

TMWK-1 0.492079 0.455137 0.455994 0.349893 

TMWK-2 0.443435 0.532933 0.405505 0.372593 

TMWK-3 0.439121 0.510628 0.530791 0.236113 

TMWK-4 0.423058 0.358924 0.435013 0.255438 
 
 
  Business Knowledge Clarity Educational Leadership IP Review 

ALIGN-1 0.441405 0.462616 0.362185 0.370609 

ALIGN-2 0.550218 0.436751 0.424734 0.325451 

ALIGN-3 0.443461 0.462161 0.376673 0.453474 

BUSKNOW-1 0.814829 0.358045 0.558395 0.313892 
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BUSKNOW-2 0.778459 0.368371 0.497843 0.272366 

BUSKNOW-3 0.792747 0.403894 0.480828 0.325356 

BUSKNOW-4 0.811607 0.409245 0.486076 0.296205 

EDLEAD-1 0.558768 0.382645 0.788123 0.425282 

EDLEAD-2 0.484846 0.376083 0.814412 0.370967 

EDLEAD-3 0.446108 0.361067 0.775563 0.284760 

EDLEAD-4 0.483791 0.403983 0.745785 0.353488 

IP-MIX 0.271315 0.277186 0.366914 0.333808 

IPACHIEVE-1 0.472982 0.584887 0.355314 0.502071 

IPACHIEVE-3 0.401094 0.525508 0.357378 0.375280 

IPACHIEVE-5 0.490434 0.623476 0.425762 0.483169 

IPALIGN-2 0.470267 0.500807 0.468490 0.499678 

IPALIGN-3 0.427949 0.495969 0.428640 0.458191 

IPALIGN-5 0.417751 0.549877 0.405075 0.483561 

IPCLEAR-2 0.433118 0.856411 0.420803 0.595845 

IPCLEAR-3 0.462421 0.858795 0.450101 0.552150 

IPCLEAR-4 0.418928 0.872909 0.440610 0.536842 

IPCLEAR-5 0.358731 0.881295 0.381306 0.641066 

IPLINKED-1 0.421678 0.494827 0.454777 0.515431 

IPLINKED-2 0.409660 0.519782 0.458409 0.508899 

IPLINKED-4 0.422267 0.606627 0.370798 0.481732 

IPLINKED-6 0.514818 0.534046 0.466652 0.451174 

IPREVIEW-1 0.257701 0.597039 0.320582 0.856600 

IPREVIEW-2 0.289279 0.562856 0.372855 0.848668 

IPREVIEW-5 0.400266 0.564981 0.464810 0.860962 

LEVELFROMCEO-R -0.105462 0.014778 -0.078329 -0.103564 

PARTTMT-3 0.484480 0.316166 0.507644 0.315864 

PARTTMT-4 0.468606 0.352625 0.437987 0.357955 

PARTTMT-5 0.443442 0.419619 0.475605 0.430973 

SLAN-1 0.320803 0.392718 0.354465 0.425420 

SV-2 0.478317 0.478746 0.609525 0.453814 
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SV-3 0.368833 0.512703 0.455186 0.395378 

SV-4 0.412185 0.503281 0.379517 0.501092 

SV-5 0.497934 0.480361 0.496354 0.446194 

TMWK-1 0.496298 0.472773 0.574566 0.447919 

TMWK-2 0.478577 0.429836 0.551222 0.496017 

TMWK-3 0.473148 0.484533 0.512653 0.424840 

TMWK-4 0.402578 0.400240 0.452708 0.395351 
 

 
  Level from CEO Linked Org Participate TMT Shared Language 

ALIGN-1 -0.007119 0.450413 0.408837 0.271899 

ALIGN-2 -0.001610 0.521040 0.442433 0.352873 

ALIGN-3 -0.057560 0.457710 0.455708 0.358147 

BUSKNOW-1 -0.065573 0.483256 0.426280 0.318506 

BUSKNOW-2 -0.070728 0.408243 0.401567 0.201301 

BUSKNOW-3 -0.069385 0.477937 0.465976 0.239409 

BUSKNOW-4 -0.126680 0.412845 0.511521 0.256876 

EDLEAD-1 -0.111366 0.505309 0.466230 0.340945 

EDLEAD-2 -0.153184 0.442603 0.418007 0.285086 

EDLEAD-3 0.015964 0.358282 0.451289 0.231736 

EDLEAD-4 0.010021 0.411514 0.478015 0.247236 

IP-MIX -0.109990 0.388930 0.319199 0.176855 

IPACHIEVE-1 -0.091777 0.589697 0.361947 0.328883 

IPACHIEVE-3 -0.032398 0.457210 0.366031 0.238406 

IPACHIEVE-5 -0.070421 0.520395 0.372335 0.278387 

IPALIGN-2 -0.060369 0.549811 0.350977 0.247065 

IPALIGN-3 -0.007721 0.533261 0.308999 0.242562 

IPALIGN-5 0.008063 0.588655 0.337452 0.246111 

IPCLEAR-2 0.018372 0.602963 0.360073 0.351500 

IPCLEAR-3 0.020616 0.608478 0.399779 0.341023 

IPCLEAR-4 -0.001840 0.587888 0.418559 0.304291 

IPCLEAR-5 0.014462 0.546650 0.363113 0.366186 
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IPLINKED-1 -0.042124 0.807698 0.354706 0.439219 

IPLINKED-2 -0.040730 0.796322 0.371567 0.342904 

IPLINKED-4 0.042386 0.797027 0.452107 0.287235 

IPLINKED-6 -0.024412 0.786425 0.531502 0.398742 

IPREVIEW-1 0.059623 0.470385 0.339118 0.368909 

IPREVIEW-2 -0.054283 0.543753 0.360351 0.402216 

IPREVIEW-5 -0.225647 0.549986 0.441078 0.330889 

LEVELFROMCEO-R 1.000000 -0.020995 -0.137159 0.019709 

PARTTMT-3 -0.151689 0.421202 0.790524 0.379987 

PARTTMT-4 -0.104527 0.463998 0.840701 0.217973 

PARTTMT-5 -0.081352 0.445474 0.829070 0.270506 

SLAN-1 0.019709 0.462349 0.356566 1.000000 

SV-2 -0.090166 0.519485 0.456906 0.360558 

SV-3 -0.024365 0.515989 0.412619 0.367856 

SV-4 -0.060850 0.475196 0.420229 0.474963 

SV-5 -0.090814 0.500485 0.485794 0.398139 

TMWK-1 -0.031991 0.517421 0.481207 0.409391 

TMWK-2 -0.126995 0.538617 0.450964 0.389301 

TMWK-3 0.034581 0.488325 0.426247 0.382179 

TMWK-4 -0.012317 0.411964 0.395027 0.470629 
 

 
  Shared Vision Teamwork 

ALIGN-1 0.484902 0.439528 

ALIGN-2 0.511942 0.488794 

ALIGN-3 0.512250 0.504621 

BUSKNOW-1 0.455772 0.476521 

BUSKNOW-2 0.368862 0.419025 

BUSKNOW-3 0.435517 0.421450 

BUSKNOW-4 0.478652 0.460641 

EDLEAD-1 0.479242 0.552335 

EDLEAD-2 0.486062 0.543019 
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EDLEAD-3 0.456440 0.467222 

EDLEAD-4 0.470802 0.402547 

IP-MIX 0.322891 0.366179 

IPACHIEVE-1 0.566724 0.457754 

IPACHIEVE-3 0.513599 0.441773 

IPACHIEVE-5 0.529320 0.470035 

IPALIGN-2 0.488803 0.457729 

IPALIGN-3 0.486788 0.475908 

IPALIGN-5 0.451285 0.456739 

IPCLEAR-2 0.526631 0.488338 

IPCLEAR-3 0.523293 0.460986 

IPCLEAR-4 0.537817 0.460078 

IPCLEAR-5 0.535622 0.457250 

IPLINKED-1 0.483076 0.502071 

IPLINKED-2 0.484115 0.447864 

IPLINKED-4 0.474652 0.432539 

IPLINKED-6 0.541663 0.491385 

IPREVIEW-1 0.414826 0.407952 

IPREVIEW-2 0.433937 0.438299 

IPREVIEW-5 0.557705 0.501353 

LEVELFROMCEO-R -0.083912 -0.041527 

PARTTMT-3 0.461986 0.455872 

PARTTMT-4 0.406110 0.381255 

PARTTMT-5 0.482273 0.453713 

SLAN-1 0.495931 0.495912 

SV-2 0.782140 0.596153 

SV-3 0.808024 0.530377 

SV-4 0.829987 0.549698 

SV-5 0.805207 0.576143 

TMWK-1 0.605562 0.861980 

TMWK-2 0.582674 0.835593 

139 



 

TMWK-3 0.575885 0.827474 

TMWK-4 0.563584 0.799517 
 

 
AVE 

  AVE 

Achieve 0.711040 

Align Goals 0.687471 

Alignment 0.758682 

Balanced Measures 1.000000 

Business Knowledge 0.639275 

Clarity 0.752405 

Educational Leadership 0.610524 

IP Review 0.731752 

Level from CEO 1.000000 

Linked Org 0.635055 

Participate TMT 0.673021 

Shared Language 1.000000 

Shared Vision 0.650471 

Teamwork 0.691291 
 

 
Communality 

  communality 

Achieve 0.711040 

Align Goals 0.687471 

Alignment 0.758682 

Balanced Measures 1.000000 

Business Knowledge 0.639275 

Clarity 0.752405 

Educational Leadership 0.610524 

IP Review 0.731752 

Level from CEO 1.000000 

Linked Org 0.635055 
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Participate TMT 0.673021 

Shared Language 1.000000 

Shared Vision 0.650471 

Teamwork 0.691291 
 

 
Total Effects 

  Achieve Align Goals Alignment Balanced Measures 

Achieve     0.125442   

Align Goals     0.015899   

Alignment         

Balanced Measures     -0.003726   

Business Knowledge     -0.001744   

Clarity     0.052841   

Educational Leadership     0.078841   

IP Review     0.015211   

Level from CEO     -0.018458   

Linked Org     0.025991   

Participate TMT     0.055997   

Shared Language     0.074036   

Shared Vision     0.577933   

Teamwork     0.161681   
 

 
  Business Knowledge Clarity Educational Leadership IP Review 

Achieve         

Align Goals         

Alignment         

Balanced Measures         

Business Knowledge         

Clarity         

Educational Leadership         

IP Review         

Level from CEO         
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Linked Org         

Participate TMT         

Shared Language         

Shared Vision         

Teamwork         
 

 
 
 

  Level from CEO Linked Org Participate TMT Shared Language 

Achieve         

Align Goals         

Alignment         

Balanced Measures         

Business Knowledge         

Clarity         

Educational Leadership         

IP Review         

Level from CEO         

Linked Org         

Participate TMT         

Shared Language         

Shared Vision         

Teamwork         
 

  Shared Vision Teamwork 

Achieve 0.217052   

Align Goals 0.027511   

Alignment     

Balanced Measures -0.006446   

Business Knowledge -0.003017   

Clarity 0.091431   

Educational Leadership 0.136419   
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IP Review 0.026320   

Level from CEO -0.031938   

Linked Org 0.044972   

Participate TMT 0.096891   

Shared Language 0.128105   

Shared Vision     

Teamwork 0.279758   
 

 
Composite Reliability 

  Composite Reliability 

Achieve 0.880542 

Align Goals 0.868399 

Alignment 0.904089 

Balanced Measures 1.000000 

Business Knowledge 0.876335 

Clarity 0.923976 

Educational Leadership 0.862334 

IP Review 0.891108 

Level from CEO 1.000000 

Linked Org 0.874371 

Participate TMT 0.860543 

Shared Language 1.000000 

Shared Vision 0.881526 

Teamwork 0.899505 
 

 
Outer Loadings 

  Achieve Align Goals Alignment Balanced Measures 

ALIGN-1     0.860009   

ALIGN-2     0.899980   

ALIGN-3     0.852330   

BUSKNOW-1         

BUSKNOW-2         
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BUSKNOW-3         

BUSKNOW-4         

EDLEAD-1         

EDLEAD-2         

EDLEAD-3         

EDLEAD-4         

IP-MIX       1.000000 

IPACHIEVE-1 0.882295       

IPACHIEVE-3 0.802849       

IPACHIEVE-5 0.842680       

IPALIGN-2   0.822670     

IPALIGN-3   0.837859     

IPALIGN-5   0.826814     

IPCLEAR-2         

IPCLEAR-3         

IPCLEAR-4         

IPCLEAR-5         

IPLINKED-1         

IPLINKED-2         

IPLINKED-4         

IPLINKED-6         

IPREVIEW-1         

IPREVIEW-2         

IPREVIEW-5         

LEVELFROMCEO-R         

PARTTMT-3         

PARTTMT-4         

PARTTMT-5         

SLAN-1         

SV-2         

SV-3         
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SV-4         

SV-5         

TMWK-1         

TMWK-2         

TMWK-3         

TMWK-4         
 

 
  Business Knowledge Clarity Educational Leadership IP Review 

ALIGN-1         

ALIGN-2         

ALIGN-3         

BUSKNOW-1 0.814829       

BUSKNOW-2 0.778459       

BUSKNOW-3 0.792747       

BUSKNOW-4 0.811607       

EDLEAD-1     0.788123   

EDLEAD-2     0.814412   

EDLEAD-3     0.775563   

EDLEAD-4     0.745785   

IP-MIX         

IPACHIEVE-1         

IPACHIEVE-3         

IPACHIEVE-5         

IPALIGN-2         

IPALIGN-3         

IPALIGN-5         

IPCLEAR-2   0.856411     

IPCLEAR-3   0.858795     

IPCLEAR-4   0.872909     

IPCLEAR-5   0.881295     

IPLINKED-1         
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IPLINKED-2         

IPLINKED-4         

IPLINKED-6         

IPREVIEW-1       0.856600 

IPREVIEW-2       0.848668 

IPREVIEW-5       0.860962 

LEVELFROMCEO-R         

PARTTMT-3         

PARTTMT-4         

PARTTMT-5         

SLAN-1         

SV-2         

SV-3         

SV-4         

SV-5         

TMWK-1         

TMWK-2         

TMWK-3         

TMWK-4         
 

 
  Level from CEO Linked Org Participate TMT Shared Language 

ALIGN-1         

ALIGN-2         

ALIGN-3         

BUSKNOW-1         

BUSKNOW-2         

BUSKNOW-3         

BUSKNOW-4         

EDLEAD-1         

EDLEAD-2         

EDLEAD-3         
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EDLEAD-4         

IP-MIX         

IPACHIEVE-1         

IPACHIEVE-3         

IPACHIEVE-5         

IPALIGN-2         

IPALIGN-3         

IPALIGN-5         

IPCLEAR-2         

IPCLEAR-3         

IPCLEAR-4         

IPCLEAR-5         

IPLINKED-1   0.807698     

IPLINKED-2   0.796322     

IPLINKED-4   0.797027     

IPLINKED-6   0.786425     

IPREVIEW-1         

IPREVIEW-2         

IPREVIEW-5         

LEVELFROMCEO-R 1.000000       

PARTTMT-3     0.790524   

PARTTMT-4     0.840701   

PARTTMT-5     0.829070   

SLAN-1       1.000000 

SV-2         

SV-3         

SV-4         

SV-5         

TMWK-1         

TMWK-2         

TMWK-3         
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TMWK-4         
 

 
  Shared Vision Teamwork 

ALIGN-1     

ALIGN-2     

ALIGN-3     

BUSKNOW-1     

BUSKNOW-2     

BUSKNOW-3     

BUSKNOW-4     

EDLEAD-1     

EDLEAD-2     

EDLEAD-3     

EDLEAD-4     

IP-MIX     

IPACHIEVE-1     

IPACHIEVE-3     

IPACHIEVE-5     

IPALIGN-2     

IPALIGN-3     

IPALIGN-5     

IPCLEAR-2     

IPCLEAR-3     

IPCLEAR-4     

IPCLEAR-5     

IPLINKED-1     

IPLINKED-2     

IPLINKED-4     

IPLINKED-6     

IPREVIEW-1     

IPREVIEW-2     
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IPREVIEW-5     

LEVELFROMCEO-R     

PARTTMT-3     

PARTTMT-4     

PARTTMT-5     

SLAN-1     

SV-2 0.782140   

SV-3 0.808024   

SV-4 0.829987   

SV-5 0.805207   

TMWK-1   0.861980 

TMWK-2   0.835593 

TMWK-3   0.827474 

TMWK-4   0.799517 
 

 
Outer Model (Weights or Loadings) 

  Achieve Align Goals Alignment Balanced Measures 

ALIGN-1     0.860009   

ALIGN-2     0.899980   

ALIGN-3     0.852330   

BUSKNOW-1         

BUSKNOW-2         

BUSKNOW-3         

BUSKNOW-4         

EDLEAD-1         

EDLEAD-2         

EDLEAD-3         

EDLEAD-4         

IP-MIX       1.000000 

IPACHIEVE-1 0.882295       

IPACHIEVE-3 0.802849       
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IPACHIEVE-5 0.842680       

IPALIGN-2   0.822670     

IPALIGN-3   0.837859     

IPALIGN-5   0.826814     

IPCLEAR-2         

IPCLEAR-3         

IPCLEAR-4         

IPCLEAR-5         

IPLINKED-1         

IPLINKED-2         

IPLINKED-4         

IPLINKED-6         

IPREVIEW-1         

IPREVIEW-2         

IPREVIEW-5         

LEVELFROMCEO-R         

PARTTMT-3         

PARTTMT-4         

PARTTMT-5         

SLAN-1         

SV-2         

SV-3         

SV-4         

SV-5         

TMWK-1         

TMWK-2         

TMWK-3         

TMWK-4         
 

 
  Business Knowledge Clarity Educational Leadership IP Review 

ALIGN-1         
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ALIGN-2         

ALIGN-3         

BUSKNOW-1 0.814829       

BUSKNOW-2 0.778459       

BUSKNOW-3 0.792747       

BUSKNOW-4 0.811607       

EDLEAD-1     0.788123   

EDLEAD-2     0.814412   

EDLEAD-3     0.775563   

EDLEAD-4     0.745785   

IP-MIX         

IPACHIEVE-1         

IPACHIEVE-3         

IPACHIEVE-5         

IPALIGN-2         

IPALIGN-3         

IPALIGN-5         

IPCLEAR-2   0.856411     

IPCLEAR-3   0.858795     

IPCLEAR-4   0.872909     

IPCLEAR-5   0.881295     

IPLINKED-1         

IPLINKED-2         

IPLINKED-4         

IPLINKED-6         

IPREVIEW-1       0.856600 

IPREVIEW-2       0.848668 

IPREVIEW-5       0.860962 

LEVELFROMCEO-R         

PARTTMT-3         

PARTTMT-4         
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PARTTMT-5         

SLAN-1         

SV-2         

SV-3         

SV-4         

SV-5         

TMWK-1         

TMWK-2         

TMWK-3         

TMWK-4         
 

 
  Level from CEO Linked Org Participate TMT Shared Language 

ALIGN-1         

ALIGN-2         

ALIGN-3         

BUSKNOW-1         

BUSKNOW-2         

BUSKNOW-3         

BUSKNOW-4         

EDLEAD-1         

EDLEAD-2         

EDLEAD-3         

EDLEAD-4         

IP-MIX         

IPACHIEVE-1         

IPACHIEVE-3         

IPACHIEVE-5         

IPALIGN-2         

IPALIGN-3         

IPALIGN-5         

IPCLEAR-2         
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IPCLEAR-3         

IPCLEAR-4         

IPCLEAR-5         

IPLINKED-1   0.807698     

IPLINKED-2   0.796322     

IPLINKED-4   0.797027     

IPLINKED-6   0.786425     

IPREVIEW-1         

IPREVIEW-2         

IPREVIEW-5         

LEVELFROMCEO-R 1.000000       

PARTTMT-3     0.790524   

PARTTMT-4     0.840701   

PARTTMT-5     0.829070   

SLAN-1       1.000000 

SV-2         

SV-3         

SV-4         

SV-5         

TMWK-1         

TMWK-2         

TMWK-3         

TMWK-4         
 

 
  Shared Vision Teamwork 

ALIGN-1     

ALIGN-2     

ALIGN-3     

BUSKNOW-1     

BUSKNOW-2     

BUSKNOW-3     
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BUSKNOW-4     

EDLEAD-1     

EDLEAD-2     

EDLEAD-3     

EDLEAD-4     

IP-MIX     

IPACHIEVE-1     

IPACHIEVE-3     

IPACHIEVE-5     

IPALIGN-2     

IPALIGN-3     

IPALIGN-5     

IPCLEAR-2     

IPCLEAR-3     

IPCLEAR-4     

IPCLEAR-5     

IPLINKED-1     

IPLINKED-2     

IPLINKED-4     

IPLINKED-6     

IPREVIEW-1     

IPREVIEW-2     

IPREVIEW-5     

LEVELFROMCEO-R     

PARTTMT-3     

PARTTMT-4     

PARTTMT-5     

SLAN-1     

SV-2 0.782140   

SV-3 0.808024   

SV-4 0.829987   
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SV-5 0.805207   

TMWK-1   0.861980 

TMWK-2   0.835593 

TMWK-3   0.827474 

TMWK-4   0.799517 
 

 
Path Coefficients 

  Achieve Align Goals Alignment Balanced Measures 

Achieve         

Align Goals         

Alignment         

Balanced Measures         

Business Knowledge         

Clarity         

Educational Leadership         

IP Review         

Level from CEO         

Linked Org         

Participate TMT         

Shared Language         

Shared Vision     0.577933   

Teamwork         
 

 
  Business Knowledge Clarity Educational Leadership IP Review 

Achieve         

Align Goals         

Alignment         

Balanced Measures         

Business Knowledge         

Clarity         

Educational Leadership         

IP Review         
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Level from CEO         

Linked Org         

Participate TMT         

Shared Language         

Shared Vision         

Teamwork         
 

 
 
 

  Level from CEO Linked Org Participate TMT Shared Language 

Achieve         

Align Goals         

Alignment         

Balanced Measures         

Business Knowledge         

Clarity         

Educational Leadership         

IP Review         

Level from CEO         

Linked Org         

Participate TMT         

Shared Language         

Shared Vision         

Teamwork         
 

 
 

  Shared Vision Teamwork 

Achieve 0.217052   

Align Goals 0.027511   

Alignment     

Balanced Measures -0.006446   

Business Knowledge -0.003017   
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Clarity 0.091431   

Educational Leadership 0.136419   

IP Review 0.026320   

Level from CEO -0.031938   

Linked Org 0.044972   

Participate TMT 0.096891   

Shared Language 0.128105   

Shared Vision     

Teamwork 0.279758   
 
 

 

Inner Model T-Statistic 
  Achieve Align Goals Alignment Balanced Measures 

Achieve         
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Align Goals         

Alignment         

Balanced Measures         

Business Knowledge         

Clarity         

Educational Leadership         

IP Review         

Level from CEO         

Linked Org         

Participate TMT         

Shared Language         

Shared Vision     11.556986   

Teamwork         
 

 
  Business Knowledge Clarity Educational Leadership IP Review 

Achieve         

Align Goals         

Alignment         

Balanced Measures         

Business Knowledge         

Clarity         

Educational Leadership         

IP Review         

Level from CEO         

Linked Org         

Participate TMT         

Shared Language         

Shared Vision         

Teamwork         
 

 
  Level from CEO Linked Org Participate TMT Shared Language 
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Achieve         

Align Goals         

Alignment         

Balanced Measures         

Business Knowledge         

Clarity         

Educational Leadership         

IP Review         

Level from CEO         

Linked Org         

Participate TMT         

Shared Language         

Shared Vision         

Teamwork         
 

 
  Shared Vision Teamwork 

Achieve 3.299057   

Align Goals 0.421026   

Alignment     

Balanced Measures 0.150649   

Business Knowledge 0.040662   

Clarity 0.948958   

Educational Leadership 1.911437   

IP Review 0.402459   

Level from CEO 0.763958   

Linked Org 0.584529   

Participate TMT 1.711964   

Shared Language 2.243350   

Shared Vision     

Teamwork 4.028513   
 

 
Outer Model T-Statistic 
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  Achieve Align Goals Alignment Balanced Measures 

ALIGN-1     34.897431   

ALIGN-2     65.886425   

ALIGN-3     37.556534   

BUSKNOW-1         

BUSKNOW-2         

BUSKNOW-3         

BUSKNOW-4         

EDLEAD-1         

EDLEAD-2         

EDLEAD-3         

EDLEAD-4         

IP-MIX         

IPACHIEVE-1 50.857421       

IPACHIEVE-3 20.266474       

IPACHIEVE-5 31.763399       

IPALIGN-2   26.361326     

IPALIGN-3   23.242175     

IPALIGN-5   28.550641     

IPCLEAR-2         

IPCLEAR-3         

IPCLEAR-4         

IPCLEAR-5         

IPLINKED-1         

IPLINKED-2         

IPLINKED-4         

IPLINKED-6         

IPREVIEW-1         

IPREVIEW-2         

IPREVIEW-5         

LEVELFROMCEO-R         
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PARTTMT-3         

PARTTMT-4         

PARTTMT-5         

SLAN-1         

SV-2         

SV-3         

SV-4         

SV-5         

TMWK-1         

TMWK-2         

TMWK-3         

TMWK-4         
 

 
  Business Knowledge Clarity Educational Leadership IP Review 

ALIGN-1         

ALIGN-2         

ALIGN-3         

BUSKNOW-1 28.291414       

BUSKNOW-2 17.411465       

BUSKNOW-3 22.930189       

BUSKNOW-4 28.175024       

EDLEAD-1     24.588811   

EDLEAD-2     27.665783   

EDLEAD-3     17.547599   

EDLEAD-4     18.508718   

IP-MIX         

IPACHIEVE-1         

IPACHIEVE-3         

IPACHIEVE-5         

IPALIGN-2         

IPALIGN-3         
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IPALIGN-5         

IPCLEAR-2   37.189094     

IPCLEAR-3   30.693325     

IPCLEAR-4   46.226616     

IPCLEAR-5   52.669825     

IPLINKED-1         

IPLINKED-2         

IPLINKED-4         

IPLINKED-6         

IPREVIEW-1       32.795929 

IPREVIEW-2       31.918620 

IPREVIEW-5       45.843554 

LEVELFROMCEO-R         

PARTTMT-3         

PARTTMT-4         

PARTTMT-5         

SLAN-1         

SV-2         

SV-3         

SV-4         

SV-5         

TMWK-1         

TMWK-2         

TMWK-3         

TMWK-4         
 

 
 

  Level from CEO Linked Org Participate TMT Shared Language 

ALIGN-1         

ALIGN-2         

ALIGN-3         
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BUSKNOW-1         

BUSKNOW-2         

BUSKNOW-3         

BUSKNOW-4         

EDLEAD-1         

EDLEAD-2         

EDLEAD-3         

EDLEAD-4         

IP-MIX         

IPACHIEVE-1         

IPACHIEVE-3         

IPACHIEVE-5         

IPALIGN-2         

IPALIGN-3         

IPALIGN-5         

IPCLEAR-2         

IPCLEAR-3         

IPCLEAR-4         

IPCLEAR-5         

IPLINKED-1   24.920309     

IPLINKED-2   21.286387     

IPLINKED-4   22.421049     

IPLINKED-6   27.868449     

IPREVIEW-1         

IPREVIEW-2         

IPREVIEW-5         

LEVELFROMCEO-R         

PARTTMT-3     24.492383   

PARTTMT-4     23.085208   

PARTTMT-5     29.012426   

SLAN-1         
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SV-2         

SV-3         

SV-4         

SV-5         

TMWK-1         

TMWK-2         

TMWK-3         

TMWK-4         
 

 
  Shared Vision Teamwork 

ALIGN-1     

ALIGN-2     

ALIGN-3     

BUSKNOW-1     

BUSKNOW-2     

BUSKNOW-3     

BUSKNOW-4     

EDLEAD-1     

EDLEAD-2     

EDLEAD-3     

EDLEAD-4     

IP-MIX     

IPACHIEVE-1     

IPACHIEVE-3     

IPACHIEVE-5     

IPALIGN-2     

IPALIGN-3     

IPALIGN-5     

IPCLEAR-2     

IPCLEAR-3     

IPCLEAR-4     
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IPCLEAR-5     

IPLINKED-1     

IPLINKED-2     

IPLINKED-4     

IPLINKED-6     

IPREVIEW-1     

IPREVIEW-2     

IPREVIEW-5     

LEVELFROMCEO-R     

PARTTMT-3     

PARTTMT-4     

PARTTMT-5     

SLAN-1     

SV-2 21.505237   

SV-3 25.640952   

SV-4 33.569973   

SV-5 33.939344   

TMWK-1   43.152317 

TMWK-2   35.389162 

TMWK-3   31.198977 

TMWK-4   30.772580 
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ALTERNATIVE MODEL 

 

PLS 

Quality Criteria 

Overview 
  AVE Composite Reliability R Square Cronbachs Alpha 

Achieve 0.710886 0.880438 0.484719 0.795986 

Align Goals 0.687419 0.868378 0.101913 0.772863 

Alignment 0.758689 0.904092 0.334625 0.840654 

Balanced Measures 1.000000 1.000000   1.000000 

Business Knowledge 0.640029 0.876689   0.812596 

Clarity 0.752335 0.923951   0.890256 

Educational Leadership 0.610528 0.862335   0.786877 

IP Review 0.732350 0.891407   0.819326 

Level from CEO 1.000000 1.000000   1.000000 

Linked Org 0.634967 0.874330 0.151505 0.808702 

Participate TMT 0.672619 0.860359   0.757310 

Shared Language 1.000000 1.000000   1.000000 
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Shared Vision 0.650194 0.881413 0.589576 0.820866 

Teamwork 0.691283 0.899499 0.496916 0.850848 
 

 
  Communality Redundancy 

Achieve 0.710886 0.329340 

Align Goals 0.687419 0.069679 

Alignment 0.758689 0.253496 

Balanced Measures 1.000000   

Business Knowledge 0.640029   

Clarity 0.752336   

Educational Leadership 0.610528   

IP Review 0.732350   

Level from CEO 1.000000   

Linked Org 0.634967 0.095300 

Participate TMT 0.672619   

Shared Language 1.000000   

Shared Vision 0.650194 0.076356 

Teamwork 0.691283 0.140648 
 

 
Redundancy 

  redundancy 

Achieve 0.329340 

Align Goals 0.069679 

Alignment 0.253496 

Balanced Measures   

Business Knowledge   

Clarity   

Educational Leadership   

IP Review   

Level from CEO   

Linked Org 0.095300 

Participate TMT   
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Shared Language   

Shared Vision 0.076356 

Teamwork 0.140648 
 

 
Cronbachs Alpha 

  Cronbachs Alpha 

Achieve 0.795986 

Align Goals 0.772863 

Alignment 0.840654 

Balanced Measures 1.000000 

Business Knowledge 0.812596 

Clarity 0.890256 

Educational Leadership 0.786877 

IP Review 0.819326 

Level from CEO 1.000000 

Linked Org 0.808702 

Participate TMT 0.757310 

Shared Language 1.000000 

Shared Vision 0.820866 

Teamwork 0.850848 
 

 
Latent Variable Correlations 

  Achieve Align Goals Alignment Balanced Measures 

Achieve 1.000000       

Align Goals 0.656370 1.000000     

Alignment 0.536091 0.497951 1.000000   

Balanced Measures 0.278814 0.319238 0.277978 1.000000 

Business Knowledge 0.538902 0.529394 0.548355 0.269493 

Clarity 0.688142 0.623156 0.521050 0.277910 

Educational Leadership 0.451125 0.524650 0.445805 0.366906 

IP Review 0.539930 0.579341 0.439429 0.332756 

Level from CEO -0.078134 -0.025397 -0.025660 -0.109990 
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Linked Org 0.622192 0.672696 0.548300 0.389236 

Participate TMT 0.435623 0.401854 0.500396 0.319864 

Shared Language 0.335516 0.295857 0.377303 0.176855 

Shared Vision 0.636913 0.574686 0.578467 0.323658 

Teamwork 0.541741 0.558634 0.548982 0.366388 
 

 
  Business Knowledge Clarity Educational Leadership IP Review 

Achieve         

Align Goals         

Alignment         

Balanced Measures         

Business Knowledge 1.000000       

Clarity 0.480855 1.000000     

Educational Leadership 0.633243 0.487731 1.000000   

IP Review 0.376564 0.670643 0.459541 1.000000 

Level from CEO -0.104331 0.015068 -0.078364 -0.102316 

Linked Org 0.557406 0.676393 0.550445 0.612945 

Participate TMT 0.565168 0.443429 0.580966 0.449606 

Shared Language 0.319948 0.393260 0.354455 0.426284 

Shared Vision 0.545739 0.611927 0.607826 0.556459 

Teamwork 0.556844 0.537705 0.630020 0.530344 
 

 
  Level from CEO Linked Org Participate TMT Shared Language 

Achieve         

Align Goals         

Alignment         

Balanced Measures         

Business Knowledge         

Clarity         

Educational Leadership         

IP Review         
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Level from CEO 1.000000       

Linked Org -0.020566 1.000000     

Participate TMT -0.138025 0.540811 1.000000   

Shared Language 0.019709 0.462215 0.358577 1.000000 

Shared Vision -0.084128 0.624923 0.553114 0.495197 

Teamwork -0.041589 0.589136 0.528921 0.495945 
 

 
  Shared Vision Teamwork 

Achieve     

Align Goals     

Alignment     

Balanced Measures     

Business Knowledge     

Clarity     

Educational Leadership     

IP Review     

Level from CEO     

Linked Org     

Participate TMT     

Shared Language     

Shared Vision 1.000000   

Teamwork 0.700731 1.000000 
 

 
 
R Square 

  R Square 

Achieve 0.484719 

Align Goals 0.101913 

Alignment 0.334625 

Balanced Measures   

Business Knowledge   

Clarity   
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Educational Leadership   

IP Review   

Level from CEO   

Linked Org 0.151505 

Participate TMT   

Shared Language   

Shared Vision 0.589576 

Teamwork 0.496916 
 

 
Cross Loadings 

  Achieve Align Goals Alignment Balanced Measures 

ALIGN-1 0.418092 0.415834 0.860159 0.217580 

ALIGN-2 0.485446 0.443552 0.900048 0.237786 

ALIGN-3 0.494692 0.440789 0.852120 0.269712 

BUSKNOW-1 0.428375 0.467155 0.441815 0.204957 

BUSKNOW-2 0.378891 0.384146 0.400435 0.183121 

BUSKNOW-3 0.439081 0.377388 0.466708 0.221086 

BUSKNOW-4 0.475427 0.457612 0.445845 0.251731 

EDLEAD-1 0.388861 0.460746 0.350506 0.339855 

EDLEAD-2 0.321992 0.401580 0.303786 0.317276 

EDLEAD-3 0.342430 0.365905 0.313351 0.209122 

EDLEAD-4 0.356711 0.409526 0.426099 0.276135 

IP-MIX 0.278814 0.319238 0.277978 1.000000 

IPACHIEVE-1 0.877783 0.557614 0.417433 0.263193 

IPACHIEVE-3 0.794811 0.590062 0.439519 0.162823 

IPACHIEVE-5 0.854652 0.519075 0.497536 0.271885 

IPALIGN-2 0.534455 0.827143 0.388085 0.295115 

IPALIGN-3 0.551384 0.830337 0.383530 0.224808 

IPALIGN-5 0.547383 0.829839 0.469441 0.272109 

IPCLEAR-2 0.580687 0.542165 0.438740 0.247310 

IPCLEAR-3 0.618629 0.619023 0.468380 0.263766 

171 



 

IPCLEAR-4 0.576467 0.478692 0.460845 0.210211 

IPCLEAR-5 0.609692 0.517870 0.439563 0.241273 

IPLINKED-1 0.477087 0.508761 0.397577 0.301271 

IPLINKED-2 0.419018 0.448158 0.366888 0.276030 

IPLINKED-4 0.558301 0.591232 0.488566 0.313681 

IPLINKED-6 0.523118 0.587054 0.486398 0.344209 

IPREVIEW-1 0.398529 0.486638 0.393289 0.267518 

IPREVIEW-2 0.437370 0.462473 0.337291 0.237834 

IPREVIEW-5 0.530219 0.530187 0.395105 0.336467 

LEVELFROMCEO-R -0.078134 -0.025397 -0.025660 -0.109990 

PARTTMT-3 0.390924 0.336005 0.380673 0.285495 

PARTTMT-4 0.297483 0.321632 0.419974 0.240163 

PARTTMT-5 0.372218 0.328437 0.430521 0.256609 

SLAN-1 0.335516 0.295857 0.377303 0.176855 

SV-2 0.522373 0.466711 0.500218 0.301390 

SV-3 0.507282 0.458390 0.433377 0.236380 

SV-4 0.482420 0.426856 0.450390 0.212463 

SV-5 0.536728 0.496317 0.474395 0.284787 

TMWK-1 0.493014 0.456342 0.455963 0.349893 

TMWK-2 0.442209 0.533073 0.405489 0.372593 

TMWK-3 0.439109 0.509473 0.530763 0.236113 

TMWK-4 0.424928 0.357854 0.434990 0.255438 
 

  Business Knowledge Clarity Educational Leadership IP Review 

ALIGN-1 0.442346 0.463559 0.362158 0.369433 

ALIGN-2 0.547998 0.437473 0.424701 0.324787 

ALIGN-3 0.440568 0.460947 0.376609 0.453355 

BUSKNOW-1 0.823050 0.358536 0.558340 0.313212 

BUSKNOW-2 0.795602 0.370416 0.497814 0.271193 

BUSKNOW-3 0.781779 0.403480 0.480815 0.325196 

BUSKNOW-4 0.799089 0.408595 0.486082 0.295170 

EDLEAD-1 0.563243 0.383512 0.788071 0.424182 
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EDLEAD-2 0.485914 0.376143 0.814581 0.370370 

EDLEAD-3 0.441969 0.361336 0.775610 0.284995 

EDLEAD-4 0.485456 0.402865 0.745616 0.352905 

IP-MIX 0.269493 0.277910 0.366906 0.332756 

IPACHIEVE-1 0.471739 0.585226 0.355294 0.500965 

IPACHIEVE-3 0.397747 0.527106 0.357374 0.375939 

IPACHIEVE-5 0.488531 0.623536 0.425719 0.481938 

IPALIGN-2 0.469103 0.501718 0.468457 0.499664 

IPALIGN-3 0.426966 0.498528 0.428655 0.456797 

IPALIGN-5 0.418240 0.551205 0.405031 0.483181 

IPCLEAR-2 0.431244 0.855233 0.420805 0.595691 

IPCLEAR-3 0.465344 0.863957 0.450095 0.552515 

IPCLEAR-4 0.415826 0.868551 0.440579 0.536713 

IPCLEAR-5 0.355926 0.881542 0.381275 0.640683 

IPLINKED-1 0.423833 0.494283 0.454786 0.516014 

IPLINKED-2 0.408442 0.519492 0.458445 0.509842 

IPLINKED-4 0.419196 0.606558 0.370734 0.481440 

IPLINKED-6 0.514842 0.535086 0.466611 0.450852 

IPREVIEW-1 0.256445 0.598038 0.320552 0.856431 

IPREVIEW-2 0.287721 0.563322 0.372848 0.854381 

IPREVIEW-5 0.400235 0.564585 0.464795 0.856511 

LEVELFROMCEO-R -0.104331 0.015068 -0.078364 -0.102316 

PARTTMT-3 0.480046 0.315477 0.507615 0.315326 

PARTTMT-4 0.465463 0.352490 0.437962 0.358232 

PARTTMT-5 0.443373 0.419993 0.475580 0.429709 

SLAN-1 0.319948 0.393260 0.354455 0.426284 

SV-2 0.475837 0.479537 0.609550 0.453492 

SV-3 0.367751 0.512220 0.455178 0.395017 

SV-4 0.408806 0.502124 0.379501 0.499786 

SV-5 0.496456 0.480604 0.496322 0.444651 

TMWK-1 0.496971 0.471927 0.574578 0.447099 
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TMWK-2 0.476971 0.430035 0.551249 0.495500 

TMWK-3 0.473215 0.484404 0.512661 0.424695 

TMWK-4 0.402133 0.400606 0.452718 0.395338 
 

 
  Level from CEO Linked Org Participate TMT Shared Language 

ALIGN-1 -0.007119 0.450976 0.407650 0.271899 

ALIGN-2 -0.001610 0.522122 0.443301 0.352873 

ALIGN-3 -0.057560 0.458147 0.455086 0.358147 

BUSKNOW-1 -0.065573 0.483686 0.427161 0.318506 

BUSKNOW-2 -0.070728 0.408198 0.401035 0.201301 

BUSKNOW-3 -0.069385 0.477606 0.466306 0.239409 

BUSKNOW-4 -0.126680 0.413470 0.512773 0.256876 

EDLEAD-1 -0.111366 0.504555 0.467126 0.340945 

EDLEAD-2 -0.153184 0.441380 0.418588 0.285086 

EDLEAD-3 0.015964 0.357851 0.452198 0.231736 

EDLEAD-4 0.010021 0.412651 0.478711 0.247236 

IP-MIX -0.109990 0.389236 0.319864 0.176855 

IPACHIEVE-1 -0.091777 0.590248 0.363643 0.328883 

IPACHIEVE-3 -0.032398 0.457852 0.366735 0.238406 

IPACHIEVE-5 -0.070421 0.521388 0.372423 0.278387 

IPALIGN-2 -0.060369 0.550529 0.352680 0.247065 

IPALIGN-3 -0.007721 0.533725 0.308434 0.242562 

IPALIGN-5 0.008063 0.589844 0.337092 0.246111 

IPCLEAR-2 0.018372 0.602500 0.361114 0.351500 

IPCLEAR-3 0.020616 0.608867 0.398873 0.341023 

IPCLEAR-4 -0.001840 0.588520 0.417518 0.304291 

IPCLEAR-5 0.014462 0.547551 0.361548 0.366186 

IPLINKED-1 -0.042124 0.806911 0.355095 0.439219 

IPLINKED-2 -0.040730 0.792722 0.371539 0.342904 

IPLINKED-4 0.042386 0.799595 0.451439 0.287235 

IPLINKED-6 -0.024412 0.788037 0.531270 0.398742 
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IPREVIEW-1 0.059623 0.470481 0.338269 0.368909 

IPREVIEW-2 -0.054283 0.543113 0.359627 0.402216 

IPREVIEW-5 -0.225647 0.549907 0.440477 0.330889 

LEVELFROMCEO-R 1.000000 -0.020566 -0.138025 0.019709 

PARTTMT-3 -0.151689 0.421555 0.798109 0.379987 

PARTTMT-4 -0.104527 0.464544 0.837396 0.217973 

PARTTMT-5 -0.081352 0.446163 0.824407 0.270506 

SLAN-1 0.019709 0.462215 0.358577 1.000000 

SV-2 -0.090166 0.518559 0.457413 0.360558 

SV-3 -0.024365 0.516068 0.413349 0.367856 

SV-4 -0.060850 0.475189 0.420494 0.474963 

SV-5 -0.090814 0.501515 0.485979 0.398139 

TMWK-1 -0.031991 0.517116 0.482271 0.409391 

TMWK-2 -0.126995 0.538422 0.451319 0.389301 

TMWK-3 0.034581 0.488667 0.427437 0.382179 

TMWK-4 -0.012317 0.412206 0.394999 0.470629 
 

 
  Shared Vision Teamwork 

ALIGN-1 0.485784 0.439345 

ALIGN-2 0.512680 0.488615 

ALIGN-3 0.512086 0.504477 

BUSKNOW-1 0.455926 0.476390 

BUSKNOW-2 0.369707 0.419192 

BUSKNOW-3 0.436155 0.421508 

BUSKNOW-4 0.479093 0.460607 

EDLEAD-1 0.480526 0.552550 

EDLEAD-2 0.488137 0.543110 

EDLEAD-3 0.458016 0.467213 

EDLEAD-4 0.471914 0.402553 

IP-MIX 0.323658 0.366388 

IPACHIEVE-1 0.566887 0.457915 
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IPACHIEVE-3 0.514307 0.441687 

IPACHIEVE-5 0.529767 0.470239 

IPALIGN-2 0.489793 0.457640 

IPALIGN-3 0.486971 0.475408 

IPALIGN-5 0.451279 0.456649 

IPCLEAR-2 0.526640 0.488167 

IPCLEAR-3 0.523821 0.460878 

IPCLEAR-4 0.537337 0.460217 

IPCLEAR-5 0.535697 0.457217 

IPLINKED-1 0.484266 0.502357 

IPLINKED-2 0.485041 0.447946 

IPLINKED-4 0.474416 0.432372 

IPLINKED-6 0.541610 0.491145 

IPREVIEW-1 0.414314 0.407753 

IPREVIEW-2 0.434170 0.438193 

IPREVIEW-5 0.557440 0.501470 

LEVELFROMCEO-R -0.084128 -0.041589 

PARTTMT-3 0.462469 0.455961 

PARTTMT-4 0.406983 0.381238 

PARTTMT-5 0.482072 0.453875 

SLAN-1 0.495197 0.495945 

SV-2 0.786275 0.596195 

SV-3 0.807418 0.530170 

SV-4 0.826310 0.549664 

SV-5 0.804883 0.576373 

TMWK-1 0.606071 0.863136 

TMWK-2 0.583555 0.835390 

TMWK-3 0.576056 0.826476 

TMWK-4 0.563885 0.799492 
 

 
AVE 

176 



 

  AVE 

Achieve 0.710886 

Align Goals 0.687419 

Alignment 0.758689 

Balanced Measures 1.000000 

Business Knowledge 0.640029 

Clarity 0.752335 

Educational Leadership 0.610528 

IP Review 0.732350 

Level from CEO 1.000000 

Linked Org 0.634967 

Participate TMT 0.672619 

Shared Language 1.000000 

Shared Vision 0.650194 

Teamwork 0.691283 
 

 
 
Communality 

  communality 

Achieve 0.710886 

Align Goals 0.687419 

Alignment 0.758689 

Balanced Measures 1.000000 

Business Knowledge 0.640029 

Clarity 0.752336 

Educational Leadership 0.610528 

IP Review 0.732350 

Level from CEO 1.000000 

Linked Org 0.634967 

Participate TMT 0.672619 

Shared Language 1.000000 

Shared Vision 0.650194 
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Teamwork 0.691283 
 

 
Total Effects 

  Achieve Align Goals Alignment Balanced Measures 

Achieve     0.055558   

Align Goals     0.065865   

Alignment         

Balanced Measures   0.319238 0.069945   

Business Knowledge     0.052443   

Clarity 0.592545   0.032921   

Educational Leadership     0.101012   

IP Review 0.142544   0.007919   

Level from CEO     -0.026937   

Linked Org     0.125679   

Participate TMT     0.045354   

Shared Language     0.062263   

Shared Vision     0.578467   

Teamwork     0.229754   
 

 
  Business Knowledge Clarity Educational Leadership IP Review 

Achieve         

Align Goals         

Alignment         

Balanced Measures         

Business Knowledge         

Clarity         

Educational Leadership         

IP Review         

Level from CEO         

Linked Org         

Participate TMT         

Shared Language         
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Shared Vision         

Teamwork         
 

 
  Level from CEO Linked Org Participate TMT Shared Language 

Achieve         

Align Goals         

Alignment         

Balanced Measures   0.389236     

Business Knowledge         

Clarity         

Educational Leadership         

IP Review         

Level from CEO         

Linked Org         

Participate TMT         

Shared Language         

Shared Vision         

Teamwork         
 

 
  Shared Vision Teamwork 

Achieve 0.096043 0.241814 

Align Goals 0.113861   

Alignment     

Balanced Measures 0.120915   

Business Knowledge 0.090659 0.228259 

Clarity 0.056910 0.143286 

Educational Leadership 0.174619   

IP Review 0.013690 0.034469 

Level from CEO -0.046566   

Linked Org 0.217261   

Participate TMT 0.078404 0.197403 
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Shared Language 0.107634 0.270998 

Shared Vision     

Teamwork 0.397178   
 

 
Composite Reliability 

  Composite Reliability 

Achieve 0.880438 

Align Goals 0.868378 

Alignment 0.904092 

Balanced Measures 1.000000 

Business Knowledge 0.876689 

Clarity 0.923951 

Educational Leadership 0.862335 

IP Review 0.891407 

Level from CEO 1.000000 

Linked Org 0.874330 

Participate TMT 0.860359 

Shared Language 1.000000 

Shared Vision 0.881413 

Teamwork 0.899499 
 

 
Outer Loadings 
 

  Achieve Align Goals Alignment Balanced Measures 

ALIGN-1     0.860159   

ALIGN-2     0.900048   

ALIGN-3     0.852120   

BUSKNOW-1         

BUSKNOW-2         

BUSKNOW-3         

BUSKNOW-4         

EDLEAD-1         
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EDLEAD-2         

EDLEAD-3         

EDLEAD-4         

IP-MIX       1.000000 

IPACHIEVE-1 0.877783       

IPACHIEVE-3 0.794811       

IPACHIEVE-5 0.854652       

IPALIGN-2   0.827143     

IPALIGN-3   0.830337     

IPALIGN-5   0.829839     

IPCLEAR-2         

IPCLEAR-3         

IPCLEAR-4         

IPCLEAR-5         

IPLINKED-1         

IPLINKED-2         

IPLINKED-4         

IPLINKED-6         

IPREVIEW-1         

IPREVIEW-2         

IPREVIEW-5         

LEVELFROMCEO-R         

PARTTMT-3         

PARTTMT-4         

PARTTMT-5         

SLAN-1         

SV-2         

SV-3         

SV-4         

SV-5         

TMWK-1         
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TMWK-2         

TMWK-3         

TMWK-4         
 

 
  Business Knowledge Clarity Educational Leadership IP Review 

ALIGN-1         

ALIGN-2         

ALIGN-3         

BUSKNOW-1 0.823050       

BUSKNOW-2 0.795602       

BUSKNOW-3 0.781779       

BUSKNOW-4 0.799089       

EDLEAD-1     0.788071   

EDLEAD-2     0.814581   

EDLEAD-3     0.775610   

EDLEAD-4     0.745616   

IP-MIX         

IPACHIEVE-1         

IPACHIEVE-3         

IPACHIEVE-5         

IPALIGN-2         

IPALIGN-3         

IPALIGN-5         

IPCLEAR-2   0.855233     

IPCLEAR-3   0.863957     

IPCLEAR-4   0.868551     

IPCLEAR-5   0.881542     

IPLINKED-1         

IPLINKED-2         

IPLINKED-4         

IPLINKED-6         
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IPREVIEW-1       0.856431 

IPREVIEW-2       0.854381 

IPREVIEW-5       0.856511 

LEVELFROMCEO-R         

PARTTMT-3         

PARTTMT-4         

PARTTMT-5         

SLAN-1         

SV-2         

SV-3         

SV-4         

SV-5         

TMWK-1         

TMWK-2         

TMWK-3         

TMWK-4         
 

 
  Level from CEO Linked Org Participate TMT Shared Language 

ALIGN-1         

ALIGN-2         

ALIGN-3         

BUSKNOW-1         

BUSKNOW-2         

BUSKNOW-3         

BUSKNOW-4         

EDLEAD-1         

EDLEAD-2         

EDLEAD-3         

EDLEAD-4         

IP-MIX         

IPACHIEVE-1         
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IPACHIEVE-3         

IPACHIEVE-5         

IPALIGN-2         

IPALIGN-3         

IPALIGN-5         

IPCLEAR-2         

IPCLEAR-3         

IPCLEAR-4         

IPCLEAR-5         

IPLINKED-1   0.806911     

IPLINKED-2   0.792722     

IPLINKED-4   0.799595     

IPLINKED-6   0.788037     

IPREVIEW-1         

IPREVIEW-2         

IPREVIEW-5         

LEVELFROMCEO-R 1.000000       

PARTTMT-3     0.798109   

PARTTMT-4     0.837396   

PARTTMT-5     0.824407   

SLAN-1       1.000000 

SV-2         

SV-3         

SV-4         

SV-5         

TMWK-1         

TMWK-2         

TMWK-3         

TMWK-4         
 

 
  Shared Vision Teamwork 
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ALIGN-1     

ALIGN-2     

ALIGN-3     

BUSKNOW-1     

BUSKNOW-2     

BUSKNOW-3     

BUSKNOW-4     

EDLEAD-1     

EDLEAD-2     

EDLEAD-3     

EDLEAD-4     

IP-MIX     

IPACHIEVE-1     

IPACHIEVE-3     

IPACHIEVE-5     

IPALIGN-2     

IPALIGN-3     

IPALIGN-5     

IPCLEAR-2     

IPCLEAR-3     

IPCLEAR-4     

IPCLEAR-5     

IPLINKED-1     

IPLINKED-2     

IPLINKED-4     

IPLINKED-6     

IPREVIEW-1     

IPREVIEW-2     

IPREVIEW-5     

LEVELFROMCEO-R     

PARTTMT-3     

185 



 

PARTTMT-4     

PARTTMT-5     

SLAN-1     

SV-2 0.786275   

SV-3 0.807418   

SV-4 0.826310   

SV-5 0.804883   

TMWK-1   0.863136 

TMWK-2   0.835390 

TMWK-3   0.826476 

TMWK-4   0.799492 
 

 
Outer Model (Weights or Loadings) 

  Achieve Align Goals Alignment Balanced Measures 

ALIGN-1     0.860159   

ALIGN-2     0.900048   

ALIGN-3     0.852120   

BUSKNOW-1         

BUSKNOW-2         

BUSKNOW-3         

BUSKNOW-4         

EDLEAD-1         

EDLEAD-2         

EDLEAD-3         

EDLEAD-4         

IP-MIX       1.000000 

IPACHIEVE-1 0.877783       

IPACHIEVE-3 0.794811       

IPACHIEVE-5 0.854652       

IPALIGN-2   0.827143     

IPALIGN-3   0.830337     

186 



 

IPALIGN-5   0.829839     

IPCLEAR-2         

IPCLEAR-3         

IPCLEAR-4         

IPCLEAR-5         

IPLINKED-1         

IPLINKED-2         

IPLINKED-4         

IPLINKED-6         

IPREVIEW-1         

IPREVIEW-2         

IPREVIEW-5         

LEVELFROMCEO-R         

PARTTMT-3         

PARTTMT-4         

PARTTMT-5         

SLAN-1         

SV-2         

SV-3         

SV-4         

SV-5         

TMWK-1         

TMWK-2         

TMWK-3         

TMWK-4         
 

 
  Business Knowledge Clarity Educational Leadership IP Review 

ALIGN-1         

ALIGN-2         

ALIGN-3         

BUSKNOW-1 0.823050       
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BUSKNOW-2 0.795602       

BUSKNOW-3 0.781779       

BUSKNOW-4 0.799089       

EDLEAD-1     0.788071   

EDLEAD-2     0.814581   

EDLEAD-3     0.775610   

EDLEAD-4     0.745616   

IP-MIX         

IPACHIEVE-1         

IPACHIEVE-3         

IPACHIEVE-5         

IPALIGN-2         

IPALIGN-3         

IPALIGN-5         

IPCLEAR-2   0.855233     

IPCLEAR-3   0.863957     

IPCLEAR-4   0.868551     

IPCLEAR-5   0.881542     

IPLINKED-1         

IPLINKED-2         

IPLINKED-4         

IPLINKED-6         

IPREVIEW-1       0.856431 

IPREVIEW-2       0.854381 

IPREVIEW-5       0.856511 

LEVELFROMCEO-R         

PARTTMT-3         

PARTTMT-4         

PARTTMT-5         

SLAN-1         

SV-2         
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SV-3         

SV-4         

SV-5         

TMWK-1         

TMWK-2         

TMWK-3         

TMWK-4         
 

 
  Level from CEO Linked Org Participate TMT Shared Language 

ALIGN-1         

ALIGN-2         

ALIGN-3         

BUSKNOW-1         

BUSKNOW-2         

BUSKNOW-3         

BUSKNOW-4         

EDLEAD-1         

EDLEAD-2         

EDLEAD-3         

EDLEAD-4         

IP-MIX         

IPACHIEVE-1         

IPACHIEVE-3         

IPACHIEVE-5         

IPALIGN-2         

IPALIGN-3         

IPALIGN-5         

IPCLEAR-2         

IPCLEAR-3         

IPCLEAR-4         

IPCLEAR-5         
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IPLINKED-1   0.806911     

IPLINKED-2   0.792722     

IPLINKED-4   0.799595     

IPLINKED-6   0.788037     

IPREVIEW-1         

IPREVIEW-2         

IPREVIEW-5         

LEVELFROMCEO-R 1.000000       

PARTTMT-3     0.798109   

PARTTMT-4     0.837396   

PARTTMT-5     0.824407   

SLAN-1       1.000000 

SV-2         

SV-3         

SV-4         

SV-5         

TMWK-1         

TMWK-2         

TMWK-3         

TMWK-4         
 

 
  Shared Vision Teamwork 

ALIGN-1     

ALIGN-2     

ALIGN-3     

BUSKNOW-1     

BUSKNOW-2     

BUSKNOW-3     

BUSKNOW-4     

EDLEAD-1     

EDLEAD-2     
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EDLEAD-3     

EDLEAD-4     

IP-MIX     

IPACHIEVE-1     

IPACHIEVE-3     

IPACHIEVE-5     

IPALIGN-2     

IPALIGN-3     

IPALIGN-5     

IPCLEAR-2     

IPCLEAR-3     

IPCLEAR-4     

IPCLEAR-5     

IPLINKED-1     

IPLINKED-2     

IPLINKED-4     

IPLINKED-6     

IPREVIEW-1     

IPREVIEW-2     

IPREVIEW-5     

LEVELFROMCEO-R     

PARTTMT-3     

PARTTMT-4     

PARTTMT-5     

SLAN-1     

SV-2 0.786275   

SV-3 0.807418   

SV-4 0.826310   

SV-5 0.804883   

TMWK-1   0.863136 

TMWK-2   0.835390 
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TMWK-3   0.826476 

TMWK-4   0.799492 
 

 
Path Coefficients 

  Achieve Align Goals Alignment Balanced Measures 

Achieve         

Align Goals         

Alignment         

Balanced Measures   0.319238     

Business Knowledge         

Clarity 0.592545       

Educational Leadership         

IP Review 0.142544       

Level from CEO         

Linked Org         

Participate TMT         

Shared Language         

Shared Vision     0.578467   

Teamwork         
 

 
  Business Knowledge Clarity Educational Leadership IP Review 

Achieve         

Align Goals         

Alignment         

Balanced Measures         

Business Knowledge         

Clarity         

Educational Leadership         

IP Review         

Level from CEO         

Linked Org         

Participate TMT         
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Shared Language         

Shared Vision         

Teamwork         
 

 
  Level from CEO Linked Org Participate TMT Shared Language 

Achieve         

Align Goals         

Alignment         

Balanced Measures   0.389236     

Business Knowledge         

Clarity         

Educational Leadership         

IP Review         

Level from CEO         

Linked Org         

Participate TMT         

Shared Language         

Shared Vision         

Teamwork         
 

 
  Shared Vision Teamwork 

Achieve   0.241814 

Align Goals 0.113861   

Alignment     

Balanced Measures     

Business Knowledge   0.228259 

Clarity     

Educational Leadership 0.174619   

IP Review     

Level from CEO -0.046566   

Linked Org 0.217261   
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Participate TMT   0.197403 

Shared Language   0.270998 

Shared Vision     

Teamwork 0.397178   
 

 

 

Inner Model T-Statistic 
  Achieve Align Goals Alignment Balanced Measures 

Achieve         

Align Goals         

Alignment         

Balanced Measures   5.743361     

Business Knowledge         

Clarity 8.756649       

Educational Leadership         

IP Review 2.086717       

Level from CEO         

Linked Org         

Participate TMT         
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Shared Language         

Shared Vision     11.034090   

Teamwork         
 

 
  Business Knowledge Clarity Educational Leadership IP Review 

Achieve         

Align Goals         

Alignment         

Balanced Measures         

Business Knowledge         

Clarity         

Educational Leadership         

IP Review         

Level from CEO         

Linked Org         

Participate TMT         

Shared Language         

Shared Vision         

Teamwork         
 

 
  Level from CEO Linked Org Participate TMT Shared Language 

Achieve         

Align Goals         

Alignment         

Balanced Measures   7.954443     

Business Knowledge         

Clarity         

Educational Leadership         

IP Review         

Level from CEO         

Linked Org         
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Participate TMT         

Shared Language         

Shared Vision         

Teamwork         
 

 
 

  Shared Vision Teamwork 

Achieve   3.999391 

Align Goals 1.817067   

Alignment     

Balanced Measures     

Business Knowledge   3.471386 

Clarity     

Educational Leadership 2.820126   

IP Review     

Level from CEO 1.179175   

Linked Org 3.496271   

Participate TMT   3.199358 

Shared Language   4.707828 

Shared Vision     

Teamwork 6.481916   
 

 
Outer Model T-Statistic 

  Achieve Align Goals Alignment Balanced Measures 

ALIGN-1     35.228701   

ALIGN-2     63.765408   

ALIGN-3     37.990721   

BUSKNOW-1         

BUSKNOW-2         

BUSKNOW-3         

BUSKNOW-4         

EDLEAD-1         
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EDLEAD-2         

EDLEAD-3         

EDLEAD-4         

IP-MIX         

IPACHIEVE-1 48.550236       

IPACHIEVE-3 19.800262       

IPACHIEVE-5 36.248094       

IPALIGN-2   28.686144     

IPALIGN-3   22.904883     

IPALIGN-5   28.578048     

IPCLEAR-2         

IPCLEAR-3         

IPCLEAR-4         

IPCLEAR-5         

IPLINKED-1         

IPLINKED-2         

IPLINKED-4         

IPLINKED-6         

IPREVIEW-1         

IPREVIEW-2         

IPREVIEW-5         

LEVELFROMCEO-R         

PARTTMT-3         

PARTTMT-4         

PARTTMT-5         

SLAN-1         

SV-2         

SV-3         

SV-4         

SV-5         

TMWK-1         
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TMWK-2         

TMWK-3         

TMWK-4         
 

 
  Business Knowledge Clarity Educational Leadership IP Review 

ALIGN-1         

ALIGN-2         

ALIGN-3         

BUSKNOW-1 31.883718       

BUSKNOW-2 19.795480       

BUSKNOW-3 19.559172       

BUSKNOW-4 25.716091       

EDLEAD-1     23.359502   

EDLEAD-2     27.172081   

EDLEAD-3     17.755697   

EDLEAD-4     17.916898   

IP-MIX         

IPACHIEVE-1         

IPACHIEVE-3         

IPACHIEVE-5         

IPALIGN-2         

IPALIGN-3         

IPALIGN-5         

IPCLEAR-2   38.148333     

IPCLEAR-3   33.663223     

IPCLEAR-4   44.584010     

IPCLEAR-5   53.371979     

IPLINKED-1         

IPLINKED-2         

IPLINKED-4         

IPLINKED-6         
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IPREVIEW-1       33.971385 

IPREVIEW-2       33.827853 

IPREVIEW-5       47.258374 

LEVELFROMCEO-R         

PARTTMT-3         

PARTTMT-4         

PARTTMT-5         

SLAN-1         

SV-2         

SV-3         

SV-4         

SV-5         

TMWK-1         

TMWK-2         

TMWK-3         

TMWK-4         
 

 
  Level from CEO Linked Org Participate TMT Shared Language 

ALIGN-1         

ALIGN-2         

ALIGN-3         

BUSKNOW-1         

BUSKNOW-2         

BUSKNOW-3         

BUSKNOW-4         

EDLEAD-1         

EDLEAD-2         

EDLEAD-3         

EDLEAD-4         

IP-MIX         

IPACHIEVE-1         
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IPACHIEVE-3         

IPACHIEVE-5         

IPALIGN-2         

IPALIGN-3         

IPALIGN-5         

IPCLEAR-2         

IPCLEAR-3         

IPCLEAR-4         

IPCLEAR-5         

IPLINKED-1   25.911141     

IPLINKED-2   21.206506     

IPLINKED-4   23.016274     

IPLINKED-6   27.931484     

IPREVIEW-1         

IPREVIEW-2         

IPREVIEW-5         

LEVELFROMCEO-R         

PARTTMT-3     20.819198   

PARTTMT-4     23.090893   

PARTTMT-5     26.744881   

SLAN-1         

SV-2         

SV-3         

SV-4         

SV-5         

TMWK-1         

TMWK-2         

TMWK-3         

TMWK-4         
 

 
  Shared Vision Teamwork 
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ALIGN-1     

ALIGN-2     

ALIGN-3     

BUSKNOW-1     

BUSKNOW-2     

BUSKNOW-3     

BUSKNOW-4     

EDLEAD-1     

EDLEAD-2     

EDLEAD-3     

EDLEAD-4     

IP-MIX     

IPACHIEVE-1     

IPACHIEVE-3     

IPACHIEVE-5     

IPALIGN-2     

IPALIGN-3     

IPALIGN-5     

IPCLEAR-2     

IPCLEAR-3     

IPCLEAR-4     

IPCLEAR-5     

IPLINKED-1     

IPLINKED-2     

IPLINKED-4     

IPLINKED-6     

IPREVIEW-1     

IPREVIEW-2     

IPREVIEW-5     

LEVELFROMCEO-R     

PARTTMT-3     
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PARTTMT-4     

PARTTMT-5     

SLAN-1     

SV-2 21.207827   

SV-3 27.926874   

SV-4 30.474810   

SV-5 31.304428   

TMWK-1   44.275149 

TMWK-2   36.524477 

TMWK-3   33.012040 

TMWK-4   28.672281 
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