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‘The beginning of administrative wisdom is the awareness that there is no one optimum type of management system.’
Burns and Stalker [1, p. 125]
Abstract
The impacts of information technology on business performance has been a focus of research in recent years. In this regard,
contingency models based on the notion of “ t” between the organization’s management of IT, its environment, strategy,
and structure seem to show promise. Six perspectives are examined as they pertain to the relationships between the rm’s
environmental uncertainty, its strategic orientation, its structure, its strategic management of IT, and its performance, namely
moderation, mediation and matching as bivariate approaches to t, and covariation, proÿle deviation and gestalts as systems
approaches. These relationships are analyzed by means of an empirical study of 110 small enterprises. Results obtained from
applying and comparing the six perspectives illustrate their signi cant di erences and con rm the need for conceptual and
methodological rigor when applying contingency theory in strategic information technology management research. ? 2001
Elsevier Science Ltd. All rights reserved.
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1. Introduction
Since the publication, in 1961, of Burns and Stalker’s
pioneering work, the idea that there is no one best way to
manage an organization has been the underlying assumption
of a great number of research models, in several areas of
study. Organization theorists have focused on the study of
contingency models that share the “underlying premise that
context and structure must somehow t together if the organization is to perform well” [2, p. 514]. In strategic man∗ Corresponding author. Tel.: +1-418-656-7940; fax: +1-418656-2624.
E-mail address: francois.bergeron@fsa.ulaval.ca (F. Bergeron).

agement, the general axiom of contingency theory is that no
“strategy is universally superior, irrespective of the environmental or organizational context” [3, p. 424]. Contingency
models, which hypothesize that there is no best way to organize, have also been proposed and tested in IS, be it for
studying strategies for information requirements determination [4], individual impacts of information technology [5],
IT impact on learning [6], the impact of IT problem solving
tools on task performance [7,8], or IT impacts on organization performance [9 –11].
While they agree that contingency theory has been an important contributor to the advancement of knowledge, several authors have deplored the fact that researchers were
not cautious or consistent enough in de ning the concept of
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t — which is central to any contingency model — and in
selecting the most suitable data analysis approach to a given
de nition of t [2,12–14]. De nitional rigor is critical, since
di erent conceptual de nitions of t imply di erent meanings of a contingency theory and di erent expected empirical results [2]. This lack of de nitional and methodological
rigor has led to inconsistent results and could eventually alter the very meaning of a theory [3,13,15,16].
Along the years, much e ort has been put on understanding and clarifying the theoretical and methodological issues
associated with contingency models. In organization theory
for instance, Drazin and Van de Ven [2], and Van de Ven and
Drazin [16] have examined di erent approaches to de ning
t and to testing t-based hypotheses. In a conceptual article, Venkatraman [3] proposed a classi catory framework
for the concept of t, wherein six di erent perspectives of
t are de ned. This was done in an e ort toward de nitional
clarity of the concept of t and to help researchers draw the
appropriate links between the verbalization of t-based relationships and the statistical analyses chosen to test these
relationships. The six t perspectives and the related statistical analysis methods were illustrated by referring to previous studies in the domain of business strategy. Building on
this work, Chan et al. [17] performed a comparative analysis
of two of the six perspectives of t de ned by Venkatraman
[3], in the particular context of the relationship between IT
and organizational performance.
The present study pursues the previous e orts in conducting a comparative analysis of all six t perspectives in
the context of the IT–performance relationship. Moreover,
it examines the contingency relationships between strategic
orientation of the rm, strategic IT management, organizational structure, environmental uncertainty, and business
performance. These relationships are analyzed by means of
an empirical study of 110 rms. Alternative perspectives
of t are rst presented followed by the study’s theoretical
background, methodology, a discussion of the results and
their implications.
2. Alternative perspectives of ÿt
2.1. A classiÿcatory framework for ÿt perspectives
Venkatraman [3] proposed a framework that comprises
six di erent perspectives from which t can be de ned and
studied; these are t as (a) moderation, (b) mediation, (c)
matching, (d) covariation, (e) pro le deviation, and (f )
gestalts. The framework classi es each perspective along
three dimensions: the degree of speci city of the functional
form of t, the number of variables in the equation, and the
presence — or absence — of a criterion variable. The following paragraphs describe each perspective of t according
to these three dimensions, along with its particular conceptualization of t, the corresponding verbalization of hypothesized relationships, and the appropriate analytical schemes
for testing the relationships.

Fig. 1. Fit as moderation.

Fig. 2. Fit as mediation.

2.1.1. Fit as moderation
In this criterion-speci c perspective, t is conceptualized
as the interaction between two variables. Fig. 1 illustrates
this perspective of t. The verbalisation of the relationship
between the strategic orientation of a rm and strategic IT
management would be as follows: The interactive e ect of
the strategic orientation of a rm and its strategic IT management will have implications on rm performance. The
relationship between the other two variables (structure and
environmental uncertainty) and strategic IT management
would be verbalised in the same way. When this perspective
of t is adopted, correlations for various subsamples, is the
appropriate testing technique.
2.1.2. Fit as mediation
This criterion-speci c perspective adopts a conceptualisation based on intervention. That is, according to the mediation perspective, there exists an intervening variable between one or several antecedent variables and the consequent
variable. As illustrated in Fig. 2, the corresponding verbalisation of the relationships would be as follows: strategic
IT management is an intervening variable between strategic
orientation, structure, environmental uncertainty, and rm
performance. The appropriate analytical scheme here is path
analysis.
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le of strategic IT management, environmental uncertainty,
structure, and strategic orientation, has a signi cant e ect
on performance. When adopting this perspective, a subsample of high performers is selected from the larger sample.
The management pro le — in terms of the independent variables under study — of these high performers is estimated.
Then, the degree of adherence to the ideal pro le is obtained
by calculating the Euclidean distance in an n-dimensional
space.

Fig. 3. Fit as matching.

2.1.3. Fit as matching
This perspective is a “major point of departure from the
previous two perspectives because t is speci ed without
reference to a criterion variable, although, subsequently, its
e ect on a set of criterion variables could be examined”
[3, p. 430]. Here, t is a theoretically de ned match between two variables. As illustrated in Fig. 3, adopting this
perspective, one would state that t in an IT management
context exists when strategic IT management matches environmental uncertainty (or matches structure, or strategic
orientation). Whether the match improves rm performance
would then be tested. Venkatraman identi es three analytical
schemes for supporting the matching perspective: deviation
score analysis, residual analysis, and analysis of variance.
2.1.4. Fit as covariation
This perspective de nes t “as a pattern of covariation
or internal consistency among a set of underlying theoretically related variables” [3, p. 435]. In the context of IT
management, it would mean that it is the appropriate coalignment of environmental uncertainty, structure, strategic orientation, and strategic IT management that will in uence
performance (see Fig. 4). In this perspective, Venkatraman
identi es second-order factor analysis as the appropriate
analysis technique for testing the propositions.
2.1.5. Fit as proÿle deviation
Fit as pro le deviation is de ned as the internal consistency of multiple contingencies [2]. In this criterion-speci c
perspective, an ideal pro le is assumed to exist, and deviations from this ideal pro le should result in lower performance. Venkatraman’s [3] graphic representation of t as
pro le deviation is reproduced in Fig. 5. In terms of the research variables of interest in the present study, adopting
a pro le deviation perspective would imply the following
verbalization: the degree of adherence to a speci ed pro-

2.1.6. Fit as gestalts
This perspective is based on an internal congruence conceptualization, whereby t is seen as a pattern. Venkatraman
adopts the de nition proposed by Miller [15], who conceptualizes t as a set of relationships which are in a temporary
state of balance. Adopting this perspective implies that “instead of looking at a few variables or at linear associations
among such variables we should be trying to nd frequently
recurring clusters of attributes or gestalts” [15, p. 5], as cited
by Venkatraman [3, p. 432]. Fig. 6, borrowed from Miller
[15], illustrates the notion of gestalt, in a three-dimensional
space. As shown in the gure, this perspective of t “seeks
to look simultaneously at a large number of variables that
collectively de ne a meaningful and coherent slice of organizational reality” [15, p. 8]. Numerical taxonomic methods
such as cluster analysis and q-factor analysis are the appropriate statistical techniques for developing the pro les.
2.2. An examination of two perspectives of ÿt
In their study of the relationship between IT and rm
performance, Chan et al. [17] assessed two t perspectives:
the moderation perspective and the matching perspective, to
determine which approach would receive the most support
from the data. Chan and Hu [11, p. 353] verbalise the moderation perspective of t in the context of their study as follows: “moderation implies that the form and=or strength of
the e ect that company IS strategy has on IS e ectiveness is
contingent on business strategy; similarly, the form and=or
strength of the e ect that business strategy has on business
performance is contingent on IS strategy”. The authors verbalize the matching perspective in the context of their study
as how close the score of strategic orientation of the rm
and the strategic orientation of IT are in a given rm. From
their analysis of the data gathered from 164 business units,
the authors conclude that the moderation conceptualization
of t was the approach that was best supported.
3. Theoretical and empirical background
The contribution of IT to organizational performance is
a domain where the notion of t is particularly relevant.
In this regard, researchers in the eld of strategy, organizational theory and IS have looked to the contingency effects of the relationships between the rm’s environment,

128

F. Bergeron et al. / Omega 29 (2001) 125–142

Fig. 4. Fit as covariation.

such as the rm’s environmental uncertainty, strategic orientation or structural sophistication [11,18]. The contribution
of IT to organizational performance was chosen to illustrate
the di erences that exist between the six perspectives of t.
The following paragraphs review the research that has been
conducted in this area.

Fig. 5. Fit as pro le deviation.

Fig. 6. Fit as gestalt.

strategy, structure, and information systems. More precisely,
previous theoretical and empirical work has hypothesized
that the use and strategic management of IT contributes to
business performance, dependent upon contingent factors

3.1. Environment, strategic IT management and
performance
Fighting to survive and prosper in markets that are ever
more dynamic, unstable, and competitive, rms perceive uncertainty in their environment. For organization theorists,
environmental uncertainty has long been assumed to play an
important role in technology–structure relationships [19]. A
turbulent environment may induce rms to a more extensive
use of information systems [20,21]. For instance, prior studies have shown that rms use their IT resources to counter
forces in their industry such as the bargaining power of suppliers and customers [22,23]. In a risky environment, IT
should be more exible and managers more alert to adapt
information systems to external changes [24]. Increased instability in the environment is also seen as causing information acquisition to be more continuous, variant, and wide
ranging [25]. In that sense, the management of IT must be
strategically oriented.
In strategic management and organization theory, the concept of environmental uncertainty is critical in the explanation of the strategy–performance relationship. For instance,
adopting a t as matching perspective, Miller [19] found
a positive relationship between the environment-strategy
match and performance. Specifying t as pro le deviation,
Venkatraman and Prescott [26] found a positive impact of
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the environment-strategy t on performance. In the information systems area, while many studies have examined
the relationship between IT and rm performance, and
several have studied the relationship between rm strategy, IT, and rm performance, the relationships between
environment, IT, and performance have not received much
attention. To our knowledge, one empirical IS study has
directly attempted to con rm the performance impacts
of the IT-environment t, Sabherwal and Vijayasarathy
[27] con rming the use of telecommunication links with
suppliers as a mediating variable between environmental
uncertainty and organizational performance. Environmental
uncertainty has however been included as a contingency
variable in models of IT-structure and IT-strategy t, but
results have been mixed. For instance, Raymond et al. [18]
found relationships between IT management sophistication,
organizational structure and performance in small rms
to be una ected by environmental uncertainty. Similarly,
Teo and King [28] could not con rm any in uence of environmental uncertainty upon the integration of business
and IS planning. Choe et al. [29] did nd however that
external factors such as environmental dynamism and hostility in uenced the facilitators of strategic IS alignment
such as the IS manager’s involvement in business strategy
planning.
3.2. Strategy, strategic IT management and performance
Since the early 1960s, pioneering work by researchers
such as Chandler [30], Anso and Stewart [31], and Steiner
[32] has brought forth the notion of strategy as a unifying
concept that links the functional areas of an organization
and relates its activities to its external environment. Devising and implementing strategy are considered to be the most
important tasks of managers [33]. While there exists in the
literature many de nitions of strategy, a commonly accepted
one originates from Porter [34]. In this author’s view, strategy involves taking o ensive or defensive actions to create
a defendable position in an industry, to cope successfully
with competitive forces and thereby yield a superior return
on investment for the rm.
Various approaches to strategy measurement have been
developed over time, be it narrative (e.g. [32]), classi catory (e.g. [35,36]), or comparative (e.g. [37]). They have
been used to study the relationship between strategy and
organizational pro t, among other research aims, with the
premise that the strategic orientation of a rm could be a crucial aspect in determining bottom line results (e.g. [32,38]).
Indeed, a rm strongly oriented toward di erentiation, cost
leadership, or focus, can achieve a competitive advantage.
This translates into higher rates of sales, pro ts and returns.
In a study on strategic management, Miller [39] found a
positive association between strategy and performance under various conditions: Venkatraman [37], Zahra and Covin
[40], and Parnell et al. [41] also found various dimensions of strategy to be positively related to organizational
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performance. For small rms in particular, performance
impacts of strategy have been found in conjunction with
structural complexity [39] and the chief executive’s personality [42].
While much has been written on the importance of the
t between the IS function and organizational strategy, the
dominant perspective deems information technology to play
a moderating role. In this view, IT enables business strategies and allows the rm to adopt a stronger competitive
posture [43]. Also, the performance e ects of managing
IT strategically apply to small- and medium-sized rms
as well as large ones [9]. For example, having to make
large-scale IT investments prevents smaller rms from accessing value chain alliances and thus bene ts their larger
competitors [44]. More directly, Bergeron and Raymond [9]
found the moderation model to best explain the performance
impacts of aligning business strategic orientation with strategic IT management, whereas the matching perspective was
not well supported. Similar result was obtained by Chan et
al. [17] with regard to the t between strategic orientation
and IS strategic orientation. Using a mediation perspective,
Teo and King [28] con rmed the existence of four types
of integration between business planning and IS planning
(administrative, sequential, reciprocal, and full integration);
their proposition that greater t supports a rm’s business
strategies more e ectively was con rmed by the signi cant positive relationship of planning integration with IS
contributions to organization performance.
3.3. Structure, strategic IT management and performance
The structure of a rm is the complex set of goals, functions and relationships among units that allow an organization to react e ectively to market demands. It is dependent
upon the level of coordination, formalization, and specialization of organizational tasks. Factors such as technology,
environmental uncertainty, and strategy may be linked to
organizational structure [45 – 47].
In particular, the t between IS structure and organizational structure has long been considered to play a role in
information success. In fact, the rm’s structure is seen to
act as a foundation for its strategy and its technological
choices [48]. Information technology is thought to enable
decentralization of control and delegation of decision authority by facilitating the dissemination and sharing of information throughout the rm [49,50]. A complex structure
implies more elaborate coordination, control, and communication mechanisms which in turn requires enabling information technology [51].
As noted by Iivari [12], the empirical literature on
IT-structure t had been dominated by the mediation perspective, with performance omitted from the research setting
(e.g. [52]). Later, Brown and Magill [53] used a gestalts
approach to identify centralized, decentralized, hybrid, and
split con gurations of the alignment between the IS structure (locus of responsibility for managing IT and IT use)
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and the organization. Using a matching approach, Fiedler et
al. [54] produced a taxonomy of IT structure (centralized,
decentralized, cooperative, and distributed computing) in
relation to formal organizational structure, again with no
attempt being made to measure performance. Also from a
matching perspective, Raymond et al. [18] found the t between IT management sophistication and formal structure
to be signi cantly greater among high-performing small
rms than among low-performing ones, thus con rming the
performance impacts of t.
4. Methodology
4.1. Sample and data collection
A cross-sectional survey was conducted, with a target
population consisting of 1000 small enterprises. Half were
manufacturing rms listed in Dun & Bradstreet’s Directory
and the other half were service rms listed in Scott’s Directory [55]. All these organizations have between 10 and
300 employees, with annual sales under $50 million. In order to obtain a representative sample, 1000 organizations
were selected using a systematic sampling technique (an organization taken at random from the rst k units and every
kth organization thereafter), following Cochran’s [56] and
Kerlinger’s [57] recommendations. The questionnaire used
for data collection was pre-tested with ve CEOs through
on-site interviews. Following this pre-test, some minor modi cations were made to the questionnaire.
A fax-mailing of the questionnaire was conducted to
speed up the data collection process, to lower administration
costs, and to get possibly higher returns than a mail survey,
as observed previously by Dickson and Maclachlan [58].
CEOs (or a representative manager) were asked to ll out
the questionnaire and to send it back preferably by fax to the
researchers. A toll free 1–800 line had been set up for this
purpose, expecting that small business owner-managers
would prefer not to assume any direct cost in participating in the survey. One week after the fax-mailing, a fax
follow-up was sent out to all organizations reminding them
the importance of their participation in the study. Two
weeks after the rst mailing, follow-up phone calls were
made to a sample of 293 CEOs who had not yet returned
their questionnaire. The main reasons invoked for not participating in the study were: an internal policy not to answer
surveys, time constraints, too many solicitations to answer
surveys, and privacy concerns.
One hundred and fty-one questionnaires were sent back,
for a gross response rate of 15.1%. Out of those, a total of
41 questionnaires were eliminated for various reasons: they
were incomplete, they came from organizations with no
computer systems, they had less than 10 employees or they
had more than $50 million in revenues. The nal response
rate was 11%. The rms operate in a variety of sectors
including manufacturing (49.1%), wholesale=distribution

(24.4%), services (11.4%), and others (15.1%). The average rm in the sample has 54 employees, and a mean IS
budget of $84 000. The respondents were: CEOs (63.9%),
vice-presidents (7.1%), directors of nance (15.0%), other
managers (13.3%).
4.2. Measurement
The measures of environmental uncertainty, strategic orientation, structural complexity and performance originate
from concepts developed in the organization theory and
strategic management literature, and have had their validity
con rmed in prior empirical studies. As presented in Table
1, all variables show an adequate level of reliability in terms
of their coecient.
4.2.1. Environmental uncertainty
The uncertainty in the rm’s external environment is
a concept that was rst examined as a determinant of
structure, in that greater uncertainty is assumed to render
administrative tasks more complex and less routine [1].
Environmental uncertainty was measured in this study by
using an instrument validated in the small business context
by Miller and Droge [59], using ve 7-point scales to assess the degree of change and unpredictability in the rm’s
markets, competitors, and production technology.
4.2.2. Strategic orientation
The concept of strategy has been viewed — and thus
measured — in many di erent ways. Venkatraman [37]
identi ed four such inter-related perspectives used by previous researchers, namely the scope of a strategy (“means
and ends” versus “means”), its hierarchical level (corporate,
business or functional), its domain (“parts” or “holistic”),
and its temporal status (intentions versus realizations).
Strategic orientation was measured in this study with
Venkatraman’s instrument, which determines the “realized”
business strategy in holistic terms, focusing on the means
adopted to achieve the desired goals. Twenty-nine items
rate the rm’s strategies on 7-point scales, tracing its course
of action in terms of six underlying dimensions, namely
aggressiveness, analysis, defensiveness, futurity, proactiveness and riskiness. The unidimensionality and convergent
validity of the strategic orientation construct were reafrmed by a con rmatory factor analysis; however, as in a
prior study [9], the riskiness dimension was found to be
unreliable ( = 0:40) and removed from the nal measure.
4.2.3. Structural complexity
The organization’s structure is characterized by its level of
decentralization, formalization, and complexity. However,
these three fundamental dimensions of structure constitute
distinct, independent concepts and thus cannot be aggregated [60]. Given the research aims and small business context, the third dimension was chosen as the most relevant
surrogate for structure, and evaluated in this study by the
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Table 1
Descriptive statistics of the research variables (n = 110)
Variable
(acronym, range, )

Mean

Median

SD

Min.

Max.

Environmental uncertainty (ENVI, 1–7, 0.62)
Strategic orientation (STRA, 1–7, 0.85)
Structural complexity (STRU, 1–7, –a )
Strategic IT management (SITM, 1–7, 0.95)
Performance (PERF, 1–7, 0.89)

3.9
5.0
2.3
5.5
4.7

4.0
5.1
2.1
5.6
4.7

1.0
0.7
1.0
0.8
1.1

1.2
2.4
1.0
3.5
2.0

6.0
6.4
7.0
6.9
7.0

a Structural complexity score resulting from a linear transformation of the proportion of managerial personnel to total personnel (to obtain
a 1–7 range similar to the other four variables).

size of the rm’s managerial hierarchy, i.e. the ratio of managers to total employees [59], also known as the rm’s administrative intensity [61]. While there are alternative measures of complexity, this ratio is particularly relevant in
the context of smaller rms, as an indicator of the delegation of decision-making authority from the entrepreneur or
owner-manager to professional managers who specialize in
certain complex tasks [62,63]. In fact, Miller and Toulouse
[42] found the relative pro tability, sales growth and return
on investment of dynamic small rms to be higher among
those that had recruited a proportionally higher number of
professional managers.
4.2.4. Performance
The concept and measurement of organizational performance have long been a subject of debate in business research. In most IS studies, the assessment of performance
has been based on an objective approach, using a set of nancial ratios such as return on investment (ROI) and return on assets (ROA) or volume measures such as revenue
and sales growth [64]. Such accounting measures have been
criticized because they focus only on the economic dimensions of performance, neglecting other important goals of
the rm; also, the data are often unavailable or unreliable
[65]. This is particularly true in the small business context
where these data are either not provided or have been subject to managerial manipulation by the owner for a variety
of reasons, such as the avoidance of corporate and personal
income taxes [66].
To relieve this measurement problem, strategic management researchers have proposed an alternative approach,
based on subjective measures of organizational performance
[67]. Strategic management researchers such as Miller [39]
and Venkatraman [37] used such an approach to examine
the relationship between strategy and performance. As the
latter’s instrument was validated in a small business context by Raymond et al. [18], it was deemed appropriate for
the present study. The CEO was thus asked to indicate on
7-point Likert scales how his or her rm performed relative to the industry average or to other rms in the same
market during the last 5 years, in terms of long-run prof-

itability, growth of sales, and nancial resources (liquidity
and investment capability).
4.2.5. Strategic IT management
Strategic IT management (SITM) is de ned here as a
multi-dimensional construct that characterizes the extent to
which organizations are deemed to plan, implement and use
information systems in a competitively oriented manner. The
SITM measure was developed and validated as a rst step
in this study. A list of 66 IT management issues potentially
critical to small business performance was extracted from a
review of the literature. The issues were grouped a priori on
four dimensions: IT planning and control [24,68], IT acquisition and implementation [69], strategic use of IT [24,70],
and IT environment scanning [34,71,72]. An initial instrument was built from this list and pre-tested by having 26
small rm CEOs (half-manufacturing, half-services) indicate which items were most critical to their rm. A nal instrument was obtained by retaining the 29 items mentioned
by more than one respondent. As presented in the appendix,
the SITM construct was then measured by having the respondent evaluate on 7-point scales to what extent these
items constituted a strength or a weakness for the rm, relative to the competition. A comparative approach was used
to render the evaluation more objective as was done in a
previous study by Bergeron and Raymond [9].
Using Bentler and Weeks’ [73] structural equation modeling approach as implemented in the EQS software [74], a
second-order con rmatory factor analysis of the SITM construct was performed. This was done to test a posteriori the
unidimensionality and reliability of the construct, and its
validity as to the four hypothesized dimensions. As shown
in Fig. 7, the results of the factor analysis con rmed the
unidimensionality of the construct, as Bentler’s comparative t index for the SITM measurement model attains the
recommended 0.9 level. Construct reliability was assessed
with the  coecient, that is, the ratio of construct variance
to the sum of construct and error variance, and is greater
here than the recommended 0.8 value. Finally, the values
of the four path coecients linking SITM to its four dimensions and the latter’s respective reliability coecients
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Fig. 7. Second-order con rmatory factor analysis of the strategic IT management measure.

provide con rmation of the hypothesized structure of the
construct.

5. Results
As mentioned earlier, each perspective of t calls
for a particular type of data analysis. Accordingly, the
data were analyzed by computing zero-order and partial
product-moment correlation coecients for the environment uncertainty, strategic orientation, structural complexity, strategic IT management, and performance. Additional
results were obtained by forming subsamples based on
the median (high–low) performance and strategic IT management, comparing correlations and means with Z and
t tests (subgroup analysis). Path analyses were also done
by means of structural equation modeling (PLS method).
Note that, given a sample of small rms, organizational
size is not a factor as this variable (in terms of number of
employees) did not correlate signi cantly with any of the
research constructs.
The rst results of note concern the interrelationships
between environmental uncertainty (ENVI), strategic
orientation (STRA), structural complexity (STRU),
and strategic IT management (SITM). As shown in
Table 2, STRA is highly intercorrelated with SITM
(r =0:48; p ¡ 0:001), con rming the congruence of strategy
and IT in the sampled small rms. In this sense, “strategic
alignment” de ned as the t existing between strategic orientation and strategic IT management is achieved by many
of these organizations. An additional signi cant intercor-

relation between ENVI and STRU (r = 0:22; p ¡ 0:01)
would indicate that small businesses respond to environmental uncertainty somewhat more in structural terms (i.e.
by increasing the managerial hierarchy to deal with more
complex and specialized tasks) than in strategic or technological terms. One may also note that there is no signi cant
association between strategic orientation and structural
complexity (r = −0:14; p ¿ 0:05).
5.1. Moderation approach to ÿt
According to the moderation approach to t, the impact of a predictor variable such as environmental uncertainty, strategic orientation, or structural complexity on
performance (PERF, the criterion variable) is dependent
on the level of a third variable, namely strategic IT management (the moderator). It is assessed by evaluating if
the direction and strength of the relation between predictor
and criterion variables vary across di erent levels of the
moderator. This is done here by calculating the correlation of environment uncertainty, strategic orientation, and
structural complexity with performance for two subsamples based on the median IT score (the “high” SITM rms
showing more strong points in their management of IT than
the “low” SITM rms).
As shown in Table 3, IT’s moderating e ect is observed
most by looking at the structure–performance relationship.
This e ect is also present for rm’s strategy but not for
its environment. While STRU is positively associated to
PERF in the high-SITM rms (r = 0:09), this relationship becomes signi cantly negative in the low-SITM rms
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Table 2
Intercorrelations of the independent variables
Correlation with

Strategic
orientation
(n = 110)

Structure
(n = 110)

Strategic
IT manag.
(n = 110)

SITM
for
higha PERF
(n = 54)

SITM
for
low PERF
(n = 56)

Zb

Environment uncertainty (ENVI)
Strategic orientation (STRA)
Structural complexity (STRU)

0.11
—
−0:14

0.22c
−0:14
—

0.14
0.48d
−0:08

0.17
0.47d
0.15

0.16
0.41d
−0:27e

0.06
0.40
2.18e

a High=low:

based on median performance score.
positive Z score indicates that the correlation is greater in the high-PERF rms than in the low-PERF rms [75, pp. 166 –167].
c p ¡ 0:01.
d p ¡ 0:001.
e p ¡ 0:05.
bA

Table 3
Correlations of the independent variables with performance
Correlation with
performance

Zeroorder
(n = 110)

Partial,
control
for SITM
(n = 110)

Partial,
control for
all variables
(n = 110)

For
higha
SITM
(n = 55)

For
low
SITM
(n = 55)

Zb

Environment uncertainty (ENVI)
Strategic orientation (STRA)
Structural complexity (STRU)
Strategic IT management (SITM)

−0:00
0.40c
−0:05
0.42c

−0:07
0.25d
−0:02
—

−0:09
0.26d
0.03
0.28d

−0:08
0.34d
0.09
0.23e

−0:03
0.19
−0:27e
0.07

−0:25
0.83
1.87e
0.84

a High=low:

based on median Strategic IT Management score.
positive Z score indicates that the correlation is greater in the high-SITM rms than in the low-SITM rms [75, pp. 166 –167].
c p ¡ 0:001.
d p ¡ 0:01.
e p ¡ 0:05.
bA

(r =−0:27; p ¡ 0:05). This would indicate that adding more
managerial resources would in fact be dysfunctional, i.e.
would decrease performance if the small rm does not possess the IT management capability required to support its increased structural complexity. One also sees that the signi cant positive correlation of strategic orientation with performance for the high-SITM rms (r =0:23; p ¡ 0:05) then becomes non-signi cant for low-SITM ones (r =0:07). Again,
this would mean that to be e ective, strategy requires the
small rm to have attained a certain threshold of IT management expertise.
Strategic IT management’s role as moderator can also
be analyzed by looking at its interaction with a predictor
variable, i.e., in the form of a joint, multiplicative e ect.
Thus, according to the interaction perspective, the products
of environment uncertainty, strategic orientation, and structural complexity with IT should have an e ect on performance. Three “ t variables” corresponding to these products were thus computed and correlated with performance,
after controlling for the linear and quadratic e ects of their
two components to establish the presence of multiplicative
e ects [3].
Results presented in the top half of Table 4 show that
the interaction of structure with strategic IT management

Table 4
Correlation of IT t variables with performance
Correlation of
IT t variables
with performance
Interaction approach
(ENVI*SITM)
(STRA*SITM)
(STRU*SITM)
Matching approach
(ENVI − SITM)2
(STRA − SITM)2
(STRU − SITM)2

Zero order

Partiala

0.18b
0.48c
0.30c

−0:03,
0.01
0.17d

0.28c
−0:02
0.36c

0.02,
−0:01
−0:17d

a Controlling for linear (i.e. for SITM and ENVI, STRA or
STRU) and quadratic (i.e. for SITM2 and ENVI2 ; STRA2 or
STRU2 ) e ects of the t variable’s original components.
b p ¡ 0:05.
c p ¡ 0:001.
d p ¡ 0:10.

has the most impact, as performance increases with the
STRU∗SITM product (r = 0:17; p ¡ 0:1), but not with
ENVI∗SITM (r = −0:03) nor with STRA∗SITM (r = 0:01).
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Fig. 8. Path analysis of t as mediation (∗∗∗ p ¡ 0:001).

Thus, while increasing structural complexity by itself would
have no e ect on performance (Table 3), small rms doing
so in conjunction with a stronger IT focus would achieve
a more competitive position in terms of growth and profitability.
5.2. Mediation approach to ÿt
In approaching t as mediation, strategic IT management is viewed as an intervening mechanism between antecedent variables (environment uncertainty, strategic orientation, and structural complexity) and performance (the
consequent variable). In other words, greater environmental
uncertainty, strategic orientation, and structural complexity
lead to more strategic IT management, which in turn leads to
better performance. One way to assess IT’s intervening effect is by calculating the partial correlations of environment,
strategy and structure with performance (PERF), using IT
as the control variable, and comparing with the zero-order
coecients for these same variables (indirect e ects versus
total e ects).
As presented in Table 3, the results con rm that strategic
IT management mediates the e ect of strategy on performance, but does not play this role for the rm’s environment
and structure. On one hand, ENVI and STRU are both uncorrelated with PERF (r = −0:00; −0:05), and controlling
for SITM does not change this result (r = −0:07; −0:02).
In other words, there are neither direct nor indirect (through
IT) e ects of environmental uncertainty and structural complexity on small business performance.
On the other hand, the strong correlation between STRA
and PERF (r = 0:40; p ¡ 0:001) decreases but remains signi cant when adding the intervening e ect of SITM (r =
0:25; p ¡ 0:01). Strategic orientation thus has both a direct
and an indirect e ect (through strategic IT management) on
organizational performance. The mediating e ect on strat-

egy is ITs alone, as the partial correlation does not change,
when including ENVI and STRU as added control variables (r = 0:26; p ¡ 0:01). Note also that the strong correlation between SITM and PERF is reduced but remains
signi cant when controlling for the other three variables
(r = 0:28; p ¡ 0:01), indicating that information technology
would have a positive impact on performance, irrespective
of its level of t with the small rm’s environment, strategy
and structure.
The preceding results are con rmed in a more global way
by the results of the path analysis presented in Fig. 8. When
strategy, structure and environment are simultaneously taken
into account, the path coecients denote the existence of a
partial mediating model for the rst dimension only, as the
paths linking the other two dimensions to IT and performance are non-signi cant. This means that strategic orientation has both a direct and an indirect (through its impact
on strategic IT management) e ect on performance. Note
also that the indirect e ect is approximately as strong as the
direct e ect in terms of explaining variance in performance,
highlighting the essential role of strategic IT management
in transforming strategic objectives into e ective realities.
5.3. Matching approach to ÿt
In the matching approach, t is a theoretically de ned
match, alignment or congruence between IT and another
related variable, say strategy, without reference to a criterion
variable. Subsequently however, its e ect on performance
can be veri ed by hypothesizing that the match between IT
and the other variable will be better among good than poor
performers. As indicated by Venkatraman [3], one way to
con rm this is by using an analysis of variance approach.
Here, one can compare correlations of IT with environment,
strategy and structure across the high- and low-performing
subsamples.
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Looking at the right side of Table 2, one rst sees
that the correlations between STRA and SITM are highly
signi cant in both the high- and low-PERF groups, but
are of approximately equal strength (r = 0:47; p ¡ 0:001;
r = 0:41; p ¡ 0:001). Hence, from a matching perspective,
the t between strategy and IT management, while strong,
has no impact on performance. A possible explanation could
be that, contrary to the moderation perspective, matching
entails that a “low–low” combination, that is, a rm weaker
on both strategy and IT management, would be as e ective
as a “high–high” combination, which seems less plausible a
priori. The link between STRU and SITM in the high-PERF
group (r = 0:15; p ¿ 0:05) di ers signi cantly from that of
the low-PERF group (r = −0:27; p ¡ 0:05), as evidenced
by a Z value of 2.18 (p ¡ 0:05) that tests for a di erence
between correlations in the two groups. Here, the dysfunctional impact on performance of a mismatch between the
organization’s management of IT and its structure would
come into play, be it a “high–low” combination where more
competitively oriented IT management practices are combined with a simpler structure, or inversely a “low-high”
combination.
The match between IT and another variable can be analyzed by using another approach, based on di erence scores
between two variables. The di erence score indicates a lack
of t, i.e. the higher the di erence, the higher the mismatch
between IT and the other variable, which leads to decreasing
performance. Three additional t variables corresponding to
the squared di erence between ENVI, STRA, or STRU and
SITM were thus computed and correlated with performance,
after controlling for the linear and quadratic e ects of their
two components (partial correlation).
Looking at the bottom half of Table 4, it is again the
structure–technology mismatch which is important in that it
is the only one out of the three to lower performance, as evidenced by a partial correlation of −0:17 (p ¡ 0:1) between
this t variable (STRU − SITM)2 and performance. This
result concurs with the previous one for the matching approach, con rming the need to meet increases in structural
complexity with a stronger organizational stance on strategic IT issues that are now critical to small businesses. As
the (STRA − SITM)2 score is uncorrelated to performance
(r = −0:01), this again con rms that the matching approach
is unsuited to the t between strategy and strategic IT management.
5.4. Systems approach: ÿt as covariation
Following Van de Ven and Drazin [16] on the need for
a “systems” approach, a multivariate perspective was used
to test t among environment uncertainty, strategic orientation, structural complexity, and strategic IT management.
As discussed earlier, one such perspective views t as “a
pattern of covariation or internal consistency among a set of
underlying theoretically related variables” [3]. As shown in
Fig. 9, t is speci ed as “coalignment”, an unobservable or
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Fig. 9. Path analysis of t as covariation. Numbers in parentheses
to the right of the weights are loadings.

latent construct whose meaning is derived through the observable variables, namely ENVI, STRA, STRU and SITM.
By using structural equation modeling, covariation is formally represented by the variables’ standardized weight in
forming the coalignment construct, and its e ect on performance can be directly assessed by the path coecient
linking the two constructs. Given weights equal to 0.62 for
SITM and 0.57 for STRA (versus 0.17 for ENVI and −0:06
for STRU), it is thus strategy and technology (as opposed to
environment and structure) that contribute to coalignment in
this case. A highly signi cant path coecient con rms the
positive impact of coalignment, as this construct explains
24% of the variance in performance. In view of this, internally consistent, concurrent e orts by small rms to enhance
both their strategic orientation and IT management would
result in higher growth and pro ts.
5.5. Systems approach: ÿt as proÿle deviation
Another approach views t in terms of adherence to an
ideal pro le or pattern on a series of underlying dimensions
[2]. The more an organization deviates from the ideal on
any or all of the dimensions the lower the expected performance. Following Venkatraman and Prescott [26], the top
10% of the sampled rms in terms of performance were
used as a calibration sample (n = 11); mean scores along
the environment uncertainty, strategic orientation, structural
complexity and strategic IT management dimensions were
calculated to specify the “ideal” pro le empirically (rather
than theoretically). The bottom 10% were also removed so
as not to skew the sample downwards (n=11, hold-out sample). As shown in Fig. 10 and following Drazin and Van de
Ven [2], t (or more appropriately “mis t”) was measured
for the 88 remaining rms (110 − 22) in the sample as the
Euclidean distance from the individual pattern of scores to
the ideal pattern along the four dimensions. This distance or
pro le deviation measure is thus hypothesized to be negatively and signi cantly correlated to performance.
Mis t was, in fact, demonstrated as the pattern analysis
procedure yielded a correlation equal to −0:28 (p = 0:004).
Note that this procedure assumes that deviations from the
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Fig. 10. Schematization of t as pro le deviation.

ideal pro le on any dimension have an equal e ect on performance. Given their fundamental nature as underlying dimensions of organizations, there is a priori no theoretical or
empirical reasoning on which to justify weighting them differentially, e.g., to justify the assumption that deviations in
strategic IT management are more important in determining
performance than deviations in strategic orientation, structural complexity, or environmental uncertainty [3]. Looking
at the mean scores presented in Fig. 10, one notes however
that it is on the technology and strategy dimensions, as opposed to structure and environment, that the top-performers
tend to di er most from the remaining rms. This implies
that rms seeking to achieve more growth and pro tability should strive to reduce the gap between themselves and
the top-performers in terms of IT management and strategic
orientation.
5.6. Systems approach: ÿt as gestalts
When t is determined by the degree of internal coherence among a set of theoretical attributes, one is not looking
at linear associations among these but is trying instead to
nd clusters of attributes or “gestalts” [15]. In this perspective, as opposed to pro le deviation, there is no referent pattern anchored to a criterion such as performance; di erent
internally consistent patterns or con gurations may thus be
equally e ective. Con gurations were determined by submitting the sample to a hierarchical cluster analysis (Ward’s
method, Euclidean distance), using the technology, strategy,
structure and environment attributes as clustering variables.
As shown in Table 5(a), a 4-cluster solution was retained,
based on cluster homogeneity and ease of interpretation [76].
Table 5(b) presents the four con gurations or clusters of
rms, in terms of the cluster centers on each dimension.

When compared to the total sample, the rst con guration
(n = 24) is characterized by a higher degree of strategic IT
management and strategic orientation, an average level of
structural complexity, and a low level of environmental uncertainty. The second con guration (n = 12) di ers from the
rst on all four dimensions in that it shows a high degree of
uncertainty and complexity, and an average degree of strategic orientation and IT management. In the third con guration (n = 53), most representative of the sample as a whole,
rms are in the middle-range on the technology, strategy,
and structure dimensions, combined with a high level of environmental uncertainty. The last con guration (n = 21) is
the only one to show weakness in both IT management and
strategic orientation; it also has an average level of structural
complexity and a low level of environmental uncertainty.
The four gestalts thus obtained can subsequently be examined to determine if they are all equally e ective. As
shown in Table 5(b), one sees that the rst con guration
is the most e ective one. The second con guration exhibits
a level of performance that is statistically equal to the rst
one, even though its environment is much more uncertain.
In this case, one can surmise that the rms in the second
group deal with increased uncertainty by placing more emphasis on their managerial resources, and less on strategic
IT management than the rst group. When compared to the
rst group, rms in the third group perform signi cantly
less, given mid-range levels on the strategic, technological
and structural dimensions. These rms operate in an environment that is more uncertain, with the same level of managerial resources, but place less emphasis on IT management, thus possibly explaining their weaker performance.
The fourth con guration is similar to the third one in terms
of e ectiveness. In this last case, the rms lack of orientation in terms of strategy and IT management would be
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Table 5
Results of analyzing t as gestaltsa
(a) Evaluation of 2-, 3-, 4-, and 5-cluster solutions
Step
no.

No. of
clusters
(N )

Frequency of
new cluster

RSb
(heterogeneity
of clusters)

RMSSTDc
(homogeneity
of new cluster)

109
108
107
106
105

1
2
3
4
5

110
57
45
53
12

0.00
0.20
0.32
0.43
0.51

0.951
0.930
0.883
0.852
0.857

(b) Four groups of rms obtained from cluster analysis
Clustering variable
Environment
uncertainty

Strategic
orientation

Structural
complexity

Strategic IT
management

Cluster

Center

d

Center

d

Center

d

Center

d

1
2
3
4

3.3c
5.0a
4.5b
2.7d

Low
High
High
Low

5.4a
5.1b
5.1b
4.4c

High
Mid.
Mid.
Low

2.1b
4.2a
2.0b
2.1b

Mid.
High
Mid.
Mid.

6.1a
5.6b
5.3b
4.9c

High
Mid.
Mid.
Low

(n = 24)
(n = 12)
(n = 53)
(n = 21)

F (anova)

65.1e

12.1e

34.4e

11.1e

(c) Breakdown of performance by cluster
Criterion
variable

Performance

Cluster

Mean

d

S.D.

1f

1
2
3
4

5.26
4.95
4.45
4.41

High
Mid.
Mid.
Mid.

1.18
1.10
1.02
0.84

—
n.sg

(n = 24)
(n = 12)
(n = 53)
(n = 21)

F (anova)

4.1h

h
h

2

3

4

—
n.s.
n.s.

—
n.s.

—

i

a Within

columns, di erent letters indicate signi cant (at p ¡ 0:05) pairwise di erences on Duncan’s multiple range test.
P
P
P
P
P
P
=[ i=1; N j=1; 4 SSb ]=[ i=1; N j=1; 4 SSb ] + [ i=1; N j=1; 4 SSw ] [76, p. 198] where SSb = between groups sum-of -squares,
SSw = within groups sum-of -squares.
P
1=2 [76, p. 197] where SS = sum-of -squares within new cluster, df =
c Root-mean-square standard deviation=[P
j=1; 4 SS= j=1; 4 df ]
degrees of freedom.
d High=Mid.=Low: mean in upper=middle=lower third percentile (33%) of the total sample.
e p ¡ 0:001.
f t-test to compare means (contrasts).
g n.s.: non-signi cant.
h p ¡ 0:01.
i p ¡ 0:05.
b R-squared

precluded by a more stable, less threatening environment,
from having a more negative impact on their performance.
5.7. Aggregate ÿndings
The aggregate ndings of this study are presented in
Table 6. The rst observation is that the environment–
technology t, whatever the bivariate approach taken, does
not appear to predict or explain performance. Second, the
mediation and covariation approaches seem to con rm the

performance implications of the strategy–technology pair
only, whereas the moderation and matching approaches
do the same for the structure–technology pair. The third
observation is that both the pro le deviation and gestalts
perspectives con rm the existence of speci c con gurations
of strategic IT management, strategic orientation, structural
complexity, and environmental uncertainty that are more
e ective than others. Overall, the pattern that emerges most
visibly, as expected from the main body of research on IS
alignment, is that high-performing organizations combine
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Table 6
Aggregate ndings linking IT t to performance
Fit approach
Variable

Moderation

Mediation

Matching

Covariation

Pro le
deviation

Gestalts

Strategic IT management
With environ. uncertainty
With strategic orientation
With structural complexity

—
No
No
Yes

—
No
Yes
No

—
No
No
Yes

Yes
No
Yes
No

Yes
No
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

a highly strategic orientation with a highly strategic IT management.
One could initially discuss these ndings from a
theoretical=substantive point of view. For instance, one
could attempt to explain the rst observation on the performance implications of the environment–technology t, or
lack thereof, by relating it to the small business context.
One could surmise that the more intuitive, judgmental and
experiential (rather than analytical) management=decision
style of small rm owner-managers [50] does not lead them
to increase their rm’s information processing capability in
response to increased turbulence in their environment (e.g.
globalization), but to respond more in structural terms (e.g.,
hiring managers and delegating specialized tasks to them).
However, given the aim of this study, such a discussion is
moot, as inconclusive, mitigated, and somewhat contradictory empirical results con rm and exemplify the need to discuss the study’s ndings from a de nitional=methodological
point of view on t.
From this point of view, the rst implication to be drawn
is that the study’s results con rm that each approach to
t is theoretically and empirically di erent, thus the need
for a clear theoretical justi cation of the speci c approach
adopted by the researcher. Given a research domain in which
a suciently powerful unifying theory has yet to emerge,
multiple conceptualizations of t, each with their speci c
functional form, can be considered as competing theories
or models [37]. For instance, Raymond et al. [18,77] proposed a conceptualization of t between IT sophistication
and structural sophistication based on a matching perspective. Similarly, Henderson and Venkatraman [43] developed
a strategic alignment model based on the covariation perspective. Hence, the results obtained in this study con rm
that research on testing competing theories is relevant.
The second implication to be drawn from the preceding observations is that they empirically support the critique of pairwise approaches to t made by Van de Ven
and Drazin [16] among others. While such approaches have
been by far the most widely used in contingency studies
on the performance e ects of information technology, they
are based on the implicit premise that t as a whole is reducible to a linear combination of its parts, speci cally that
Performance =f(IT t) = 0 + 1 (Environment-IT t) +
2 (Strategy-IT t) + 3 (Structure-IT t). Here, the aggregate ndings clearly show that there is no total coherence

among the environment–technology, strategy–technology,
and structure–technology pairs, whatever the bivariate perspective used. This confounds our ability to identify performance variations as a result of aligning a rm’s IT management with a single other factor, say its strategy, and to generalize these variations. Note that the reductionism problem is
compounded when the pairwise analysis is made at the disaggregate level, combining for instance the six dimensions
of strategic orientation with the four dimensions of strategic
IT management to produce 24 possible ts, i.e. (strategy-IT
t) =ÿ0 + ÿ1 (strategy1 -IT1 ) + · · · + ÿ24 (strategy6 -IT4 ).
A nal implication regards the future integration of contingency theory into strategic IT management impacts research, and of the systems approach to t in particular.
Following Iivari’s [12] conclusions, this study has increased
the prospects of contingency theory by (1) assessing the t
of strategic IT management in terms of enterprise-level performance, instead of aggregating individual or group-level
measures of user-system t such as user information satisfaction, (2) de ning the relevant IT management characteristics in terms of the critical issues that must be dealt with
at the strategic level, if t is to be achieved, and (3) being
one of the rst empirical investigations to place emphasis
on the systems approach to t, empirically testing its validity by integrating multiple, possibly con icting contingencies, namely environmental, strategic and structural contingencies. However, future research must further demonstrate
the potential of strategic IT management contingency theory
in two essential ways. One is by using organizational assessment typologies that incorporate multiple performance
criteria rather than a single objective or subjective criterion.
The other is by adopting a dynamic rather than a static perspective, with longitudinal rather than cross-sectional operationalizations of t.
6. Conclusion
This study is the rst to encompass the concept of “ t”
in empirical strategic IT management research in such a
comprehensive, systematic manner. While the relatively low
response rate puts some limits on the generalizability of
the study, results reinforce Venkatraman’s contention that
di erent conceptualizations, verbalizations, and methods of
analysis of t will lead to di erent results.
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Relative to the theory, the results suggest that neglecting
to specify the exact perspective of t used in earlier studies may have often lead researchers to obtain contradictory,
mixed, or inconsistent results. These various perspective are
so singular in their nature, consequences, and explanatory
power that they cannot be selected indi erently neither can
they simply be labeled as competing theories. The results of
this study on the conceptualization and analysis of t lead us
to recommend that future research clearly specify the type
of t examined, i.e., moderation, mediation, matching, co-
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variation, pro le deviation, or gestalts. Authors should also
theoretically support their choice before conducting their
study and discuss the results with respect to the theory and
the selected perspective of t. The results also suggest that
a systems perspective of t is richer and will provide fuller
explanation that bivariate approaches. As to the choice of
a particular systems approach, the pro le deviation and covariation perspectives of t appear to be better suited to
theory testing while the gestalts perspective would be more
appropriate to theory building.

Appendix A. Measure of strategic IT management
In comparing your organization with the competition, indicate whether these aspects of your information systems
constitute a strong or weak point of your organization. Refer to this scale to answer:
Very
weak

moderately
weak

slightly
weak

neither
strong
nor weak

slightly
strong

moderately
strong

very
strong

Not
Applicable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

N=A

You must circle “N=A” (non-applicable) for every question that is not applicable to your situation

IT environment scanning:
1. Using an external information network in order to identify your requirements
in information technology.
2. Knowing the information technology used by your competition.
3. Instituting a technology watch in order to change rapidly your information
technology when necessary.
4. Ensuring that your choice of information technology follows the evolution
of your environment.
5. Using the information technologies that will permit a rapid reaction to
environmental pressure.
IT
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

8.
9.

planning and control:
Mastering current information technology products.
Maintaining control over projects involved with the acquisition of new technology.
Being considered as a leader in information technology usage.
Development of a technological culture in your rm.
Having, within the organization, the required human and organizational resources
to manage the information systems.
Having the ability to e ectively identify and ll your needs in information technology.
Strategic planning of information systems in relation to the organization’s business
objectives.
Mastering the technology presently in use in your organization.
Using a distributed system to share information within the rm.

IT
1.
2.
3.

acquisition and implementation:
Structured approach to acquire the needed information technology
Use of speci c selection criteria for the acquisition of new information technology.
Using nancial tools in planning the acquisition of new information technology.

6.
7.

1
1
1

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

N=A

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

6
6

7
7

N=A
N=A

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

N=A

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

N=A

1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5

6
6
6
6
6

7
7
7
7
7

N=A
N=A
N=A
N=A
N=A

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

6
6

7
7

N=A
N=A

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

6
6

7
7

N=A
N=A

7
7
7

N=A
N=A
N=A

2
2
2

3
3
3

4
4
4

5
5
5

6
6
6

140

4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
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Choosing information technology related to the strategic orientation of your rm.
Knowing the impact that IT will have on the di erent functions of your rm.
Evaluating potential problems related with the implementation of a new system.
Knowing the results of a nancial feasibility study before the acquisition of IT.
Identi cation of possible sources of resistance to change before implementation.
Evaluating the employee’s aptitude to use the chosen IT.

Strategic use of IT:
1. Use of IT to reduce your production costs.
2. Use of IT to make substantial savings.
3. Use of IT to improve your rm’s productivity.
4. Use of IT to increase your rm’s pro tability
5. Use of IT to improve the quality of products or services.
6. Use of IT to respect the deadlines requested by your customers.
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