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Abstract
  The strategic value of information systems (IS) and impact of information technology (IT) on the competitive advantages of businesses has increased the need for effective strategic information systems planning. Many strategic information systems planning methodologies emphasize the rational and formal aspects of organizational life, while ignoring the complexity of an actual organizational situation that is characterized by human behavioural problems and power-relations. Furthermore, while numerous researchers have examined various issues relating to strategic information systems planning, relatively little empirical research has focused on the impacts of organizational context and interactive behaviour on strategic information systems planning. This study investigates the effects of factors relating to interactive behaviour and organizational context through a survey of 239 high ranking IS executives. Statistical analysis indicates that the success of strategic information systems planning was positively influenced by some factors relating to organizational context and interactive behaviour, including perceptions of CEO, the relationship between CEO and CIO, IS maturity, task coordination and the expert power. The implications of this finding for IS practice and future research are also examined herein.
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1. Introduction

Strategic information systems planning (SISP) was consistently identified as one of the most critical issues facing IS executives and academic researchers (Galliers, 1991; Earl, 1993; King, 1995; Lederer et al., 1996; Segars and Grover, 1999; Doherty et al., 1999; Teo and Ang, 2000; Li and Chen, 2001). According to surveys of information systems management issues in the recent decade, SISP remains among the major issues facing IT/IS executives and corporate general managers (Niederman et al., 1991; Wang, 1994; Brancheau et al., 1996; Mata and Fuerst, 1997; Watson et al., 1997; Gottschalk, 2001). SISP has been defined as ‘the process of identifying a portfolio of computer-based applications that will assist an organization in executing its business plans and realizing its business goals’ (Lederer and Sethi, 1988). Lee and Gough (1993) defined SISP as a facet of business strategic planning which aims to achieve business goals by effectively integrating organizational management and various information systems into an adaptive and ongoing process. SISP is an interactive learning process that creates a strategy for business process redesign and incorporates information technology. This strategy provides viable options for information systems design, implementation and operation (Reponen, 1993). Baker (1995) argued that SISP involves the identification of prioritized information systems that are efficient, effective and/or strategic in nature together with the necessary resources (e.g., human, technical and financial), management of change considerations, control procedures and organizational structure needed to implement these IS. Teo and King (1997) defined SISP as ‘the process of formulating IS objectives, defining strategies and policies to achieve them, and developing detailed plans to achieve the objectives’. The SISP process involves a long-range planning horizon for funds, human services, technical expertise, and hardware and software capabilities needed to take advantage of any opportunities that may arise. 

Many researchers have examined various SISP issues during the recent decade, for example evaluating effectiveness of IS planning (Premkumar and King, 1994; Tang and Tang, 1996), assessing the usefulness of strategic IS plans (Teo and Ang, 2000), identifying SISP prescriptions (Lederer and Sethi, 1996) and profiles (Segars and Grover, 1999), implementing predictors of IS plans (Gottschalk, 1999a), determining factors of alignment between business planning and IS 

planning (Teo and King, 1997), examining relationships between planning 

sophistication and IS success (Sabherwal, 1999), assessing the effect of IS maturity (Cerpa and Verner, 1999), and improving planning approaches (Doherty et al., 1999; Min et al., 1999). Although extensive research has been conducted in the area of strategic IS planning, there is little empirical research focused on examining the relationship between organizational context and SISP success, or that between interactive behaviour and SISP success. 
This study examined the factors of organizational context and interactive behaviour that affect the success of strategic IS planning through an empirical investigation. The rest of this paper is organized as follows. The second section reviews literature dealing with the importance of SISP, and the importance of stakeholders’ involvement and interaction in SISP. The third section then proposes a research model and research hypotheses based on previous studies involving behavioural, organizational and IS theory. Subsequently, the fourth section describes the research methodology employed herein, particularly the sampling frame and sampling procedure, measurement of research variables, and development of instruments. Next, section five describes the analytical method employed herein and presents the results of data analysis. Section six summarizes the results of statistical analysis and presents some discussions and suggestions. Finally, concluding remarks and some implications for practitioners and researchers are set out in section seven.

2. Background and research questions

The literature related to the importance of strategic IS planning and the importance of stakeholders’ involvement and interaction in SISP provide the conceptual bases for this study.

2.1. Importance of strategic IS planning

Without appropriate IS planning, organizations may fail to realize the anticipated benefits of there IS investments (Clemons and Weber, 1990; Lederer and Sethi, 1996; Salmela et al., 2000). According to Burch (1990), an improper SISP frequently leads to incomplete system projects, resulting in incompatible, redundant and inflexible information systems. SISP is a long-term process for organizations to construct their information systems. In addition to effectively managing the investments of IT/IS, SISP can also allocate resources optionally. Factors providing incentives for businesses to engage in SISP are summarized as follows.

· Increasing strategic role of information systems： IS not only creates highly efficient daily operations, but also improves the competitive edge of a business. IT/IS has found increasingly diverse applications such as knowledge management, electronic commerce, virtual organizations, business process reengineering and customer relationship management, network marketing, and supply chain management. Such applications allow organizations to elevate their performance and gain a more competitive edge.

· Accelerated pace of information technology： Organizations must reevaluate available information systems to maintain their competitive edge in light of accelerated pace of IT (i.e. hardware, software, database, and network), such as Internet, Intranet, client-server architecture, object-oriented database, gigabit networking, groupware, multi-media technology, wireless communication. 

· Constant fluctuation of business environment： Environment turbulence increases the risk of IS investment failure (Auer and Reponen, 1997; Salmela et al., 2000). The business environment is constantly fluctuating, as evidenced by the transformation of politics, economics, society, and increasing synergy between industries. IS/IT is widely recognized as an effective means of dealing with such changes. Further, the need for an SISP process may evolve from changes in organizational structures. For example, changes in centralization – decentralization may put an organization in a situation where organization actors have to learn new skills and knowledge (Auer and Reponen, 1997).  

· Resource constraints：Organizations must efficiently allocate information resources owing to resource constraints such as cost, manpower, material resources, software and hardware.

· Integration of existing and new IS applications： The increasing use of IT/IS and growing information requirements necessitate the eradication of incompatible systems. Business must develop proposed IS applications and integrate existing and new systems (Sambamurthy et al., 1994).

SISP has evolved from a technological and methodological focus towards a creative process which concentrates on setting business directions and organizational design/change (Gaillers, 1992). Restated, SISP methodologies can be expanded to include individual, behavioural, organizational and environmental factors (Chan et al., 1990;Cavaye and Cragg, 1993). Interaction between business strategy and IS strategy causes organizational changes to include tasks and skills, organizational structure, members, managerial styles and shared value. Despite the use of align mode and impact mode of SISP methodologies for many years, organizations can still not effectively resolve untangling IS-related problems (Lee and Gough, 1993; Mentzas, 1997). This failure is largely owing to that most methodologies pay too little attention to the relationship between IS and organizational factors. The SISP process is extremely context dependent and should be consider IS strategy from the organizational perspective (Reponen, 1993; Hackney and Little, 1999). Organizational context could set enormous barriers to develop IS management and use practices (Galliers, 1991; Kim, 1993). Flynn and Goleniewska (1993) also contended that, whatever 

SISP approaches is chosen by organizations, it will then to be adapted to suit the environment, culture, experience and skills existing in the organization. Since the strategic information systems planning was implemented in the organizational context. There are many organizational factors that may affect the planning process and effectiveness. In view of the foregoing, the first question that this study attempted to answer was:  

Question 1:What is the relationship between organizational context and the success of strategic IS planning?
2.2. Importance of stakeholders’ involvement and interaction in strategic IS planning 

A successful SISP process requires both increased managerial learning and increased interaction and collaboration among different stakeholder groups (increased communication and the interpretation of different views). According to Lederer and Gardiner (1992), top management support and participation is a key determinant associated with successful SISP. Fink (1994) contended that strategic systems and competitive edge applications are more readily identified by operating managers rather than by highly placed executives and IS managers. Ruohonen (1991) further argued that SISP is a political group process which includes three critical stakeholder groups: top management, user management and IT/IS management. The development of an IS plan involves many participants’ working cooperatively, not independently. A plan developed independently by business specialists is likely to become technologically infeasible, and a plan developed independently by information specialists is likely to become excessively technical (Min et al., 1999). SISP requires views from a range of stakeholders (i.e., individual level mental models) and the interaction of these stakeholders to achieve common goals (i.e., shared mental models at the organizational level) (Kim, 1993; Auer and Reponen, 1997; Hackney and Little, 1999). Different managerial groups should participate in planning, increasing mutual understanding of the use of the information resource (Reponen, 1993; Lederer and Mendelow, 1998).
Different groups own various objectives and perceptions in the planning process. That is, they possess the hetero-homogeneous feature (Huysman, 1994). In the SISP process, an interactive working model increasing understanding among different groups, bringing together different perceptions and perspectives in an organization. Therefore, strategic applications and IS plans in line with organizational objectives can be identified by interactive learning and collaboration. Constructive interaction style is critical to effective problem solving (Cooke et al,　1994). Each stakeholder group in the SISP process is perceived to have a specific interest, different background and expertise (King, 1988; Earl, 1993). Consequently, interaction among different groups not only generates creative ideas but also reduces conflict (Hackney and Little, 1999). Furthermore, a general consensus and acceptable results for all group members can be reached, ensuring that all the members in an organization participate in SISP effectively. An interactive planning process among interested groups could help an organization to improve its managerial capability, change organizational structures and reach a common view of IS use and management (Auer and Reponen, 1997; Kearns and Lederer, 2000)

Existing empirical research relating to SISP, which focuses on available resources (human resources, finance etc.) and information input (business goals and plan), are mainly on the input side of SISP. Additionally, the theoretical framework of SISP always provides a ‘what’ perspective. That is, it provides a formal, rational, and top-down approach to information systems planning, ignoring different backgrounds, requirements, perceptions and desired results of those participating in planning information systems. This approach may lead to difficulty in communication, task coordination, generating conflicts among stakeholder groups. The interactions among and collaboration of stakeholder groups are very important for effective SISP. The second research question was therefore proposed:

Question 2:What is the relationship between interactive behaviour and the success of strategic IS planning?
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3. Research model and research hypotheses

In order to examine these two questions in above section, a research model was first built, using  organizational, behavioural, and IS planning theory as reference disciplines. The model was developed based on previously used or suggested theoretical frameworks. Organizational theory and participative decision making provide the theoretical basis for the hypothesized relationships between CEO’s perceptions, the CEO/CIO relationship, organizational centralization, IS maturity, stakeholder participation and SISP success. Behavioural theory and group/team theory provides the rationale for the 

hypothesized relationship between communication effectiveness, task coordination, stakeholder conflicts, power and SISP success. The initial research model is presented in Figure 1, and each of the constructs in the model and research hypotheses is described and rationalized below.

3.1. Success of strategic IS planning

The complexity of SISP requires measuring its success multidimensionally (King, 1988; Fizgerald, 1993; Lederer and Sethi, 1996). Two measures have been used to assess this success in previous studies. One measure of planning success is the fulfillment of objectives (Venkatraman and Ramanujam, 1987), and this measure has been used to assess IS planning effectiveness (Prekumar and King, 1994). Another previously employed measure of SISP success is planner satisfaction (Flynn and Goleniewska, 1993; Lederer and Sethi, 1996). Recent research on SISP has conceptualized planning system success in terms of four interrelated dimensions: alignment, analysis, cooperation and capabilities (Segars and Grover, 1998). The first three constructs represent ‘goals’ for SISP while the last construct represents ‘improvement’ in SISP over time. The research model in this study presents the success of SISP as a multi-dimensional construct that can be expressed through the following measures, which are based on those used by Sears and Grover (1998), and Premkumar and King (1994):

· The ability to align IS plans with strategic business plans.

· The ability to analyze the information requirements of an organization.

· The ability to achievement a general agreement regarding development priorities and implementation schedules.

· The ability to support and develop effective strategic IS planning.

3.2. Organizational context factors

Since IS planning is performed in an organizational context, organizational characteristics may significantly influence the quality and effectiveness of IS planning (Premkumar and King, 1994). Five organizational characteristics—CEO’s perceptions, CEO/CIO relationship, organizational centralization, IS maturity, and stakeholder participation were examined herein.

3.2.1. CEO’s perceptions of IT/IS importance

Top management support is necessary for a successful SISP (Earl, 1993), since top management is responsible for a wide range of organizational processes and activities. Top management must not only realize that IT is not a panacea for all organizational problems, but should also view IT as a resource to be deployed judiciously to support or enhance business strategies, including streamlining business operations, reengineering business processes, forging electronic links with suppliers and customers, and so on (Teo and Ang, 1999). Lederer and Mendelo (1988) argued that top management failed to recognize the strategic impact of IS because of low awareness of IS and poor IT knowledge. Schein (1992) contended that top management and the IT community could be viewed as two subcultures, each viewing IT differently. The findings of a recent survey conducted by Tai and Phelps (2000) also suggest that the IS perceptions of CEOs and CIOs differ. Since top management’s perception of the importance of IT/IS is a prerequisite for securing the commitment, support and involvement of top management.  Thus, we hypothesized:
Hypothesis 1:CEO’s perception of the importance of IT/IS is positively correlated with the success of strategic IS planning.

3.2.2 The CEO/CIO relationship

Tai and Phelps (2000) argued that unsuccessful information technology projects are result from conflicts between CEOs and CIOs. These conflicts may result from differences in visions of IT and in views of organizational IS issues (Fenny et al., 1992; Remius, 1997). Insufficient communication between IS managers and CEOs indicates that the organization does not value IS or IS planning sufficiently highly (Cerpa and Verner, 1999). To improve their relationship with IS managers, CEOs must understand what IS and IT can do for the company and be willing to take advantage of IS/IT opportunities when they arise. Furthermore, CIOs must understand the goals of their business, and be able to recognize appropriate IS opportunities and threats (Palvia et al., 1992;Jones et al., 1995). SISP involves aligning IS plans with strategic business plans, and significant attention has been devoted to developing and evaluating methodologies to assist this alignment (Fenny et al., 1992). The relationship between the CEO and CIO can be crucial to the alignment and success of the strategic use of IS (Lederer and Mendelow, 1987; Watson, 1990; Jones et al., 1995; Cerpa and Verner, 1999). Thus, we hypothesized:
Hypothesis 2: CEO/CIO relationship is positively correlated with the success of strategic IS planning? 

3.2.3. Organizational centralization
SISP is not merely a creative process (Sullivan, 1988) but also an interactive learning process which involving multiple participants and stakeholders (Reponen, 1993). Different stakeholders will have different reasons for wanting an SISP study, and may well be seeking different outcomes from the process (Galliers, 1991). Earl (1990) indicated that IS executives were concerned mostly with strategy implementation, while general managers especially emphasized IS planning issues relating to organizational environment  and user managers are always dissatisfied with IS planning. Organizational centralization refers to the extent to which the right to make decisions is concentrated in the hands of a few individuals (King and Sabherwal, 1992). Strategic IS plans will face problems achieving internal consistency and effective implementation if the organizational decision-making process is overly centralized. Thus, we hypothesized:
Hypothesis 3:Organizational centralization is negatively correlated with the success of strategic IS planning. 

3.2.4. IS maturity

The results of a case study conducted by Cerpa and Verner (1999) showed that one of the most key issues for SISP is how the maturity of the IS function influenced the planning process. As the IS function had grown to maturity and as some IS planning methodologies were adopted by the IS strategic planner, the SISP process was also maturing (Cerpa and Verner, 1999). In organizations with greater IS maturity, top management may be more likely to consider strategic IS decisions important, and thus more accessible to IS executives (Johnston and Carrico, 1988; Lederer and Mendelow, 1988; Sabherwal and King, 1995). SISP studies should consider organizational experience in SISP and organizational maturity in the utilization of information technology (Mclean and Soden, 1977; Lederer and Sethi, 1996). Thus, we hypothesized:
Hypothesis 4:IS maturity is positively correlated with the success of strategic IS planning. 

3.2.5. Stakeholder participation
The lack of top management involvement and commitment to SISP activities has been considered one of the major problems in formulating an acceptable IS strategy (Galliers, 1991; Lederer and Sethi, 1992; Lederer and Salmela, 1996). The participation of user management and IS managers and professionals can significantly facilitate the planning (King, 2000). Ruohonen (1991) suggested that the key stakeholder groups in the SISP process are top management groups, user management groups and IT/IS management groups. Prekumar and King (1994) also contended that the participation of the IS manager in strategic business planning and active interaction between IS and business planners as possible strategies to improve communication between the BP and ISP systems. As discussed above, the stakeholder participation is important for effective SISP. Thus, we hypothesized:
Hypothesis 5:Stakeholders participation is positively correlated with the success of strategic IS planning.

3.3. Interactive behaviour factors
Four behavioural factors —communication, coordination, conflict and power were investigated herein. These concepts are well established in behaviour theory , as discussed below.

3.3.1. Communication effectiveness

SISP needs increased interaction and co-operation among different managers and managerial groups, and the interpretation of various views from organizational interest groups (Ruohonen, 1991). Strategic planning aims to reduce uncertainty, coordinate the efforts of organizational members, and establish dialogue and lines of communication among various organizational subgroups (Segars and Grover, 1999). Frequent communication among stakeholders enables them to share a common frame of reference with regard to various organizational issues. This common frame of reference is necessary for the internal consistency and external validity of output plans from IS planning (Henderson and Sifonis, 1988). Meanwhile, a common frame of reference also enables goal adjustment, task coordination and inter-group learning. Prekumar and King (1994) indicated that poor communication of business related information by senior management to IS planners could significantly affect the quality of IS planning. In some firms, business strategies and plans exist in the minds of a few senior managers and are not communicated to others. Top managers lack sufficient knowledge of the strategic use of IT, while IS managers are unfamiliar with business strategy issues and need to learn more about managerial issues. User managers or business-unit managers need to know how to plan and implement strategic IS. Since knowledge and expertise differs among stakeholders groups, better communication not only facilitates the integration of different stakeholder views, but also facilitates cooperation among stakeholders. Thus, we hypothesized:
Hypothesis 6:Communication effectiveness is positively correlated with the success of strategic IS planning.

3.3.2. Task coordination

Planning is a group activity that requires extensive communication and coordination (Rathwell and Burns, 1985). Sales et al. (1992) suggested that teamwork performance is affected by the interactive process, and also clearly indicates that communication and coordination are key to the success of teamwork. Coordination is a major component of the cooperative competency that is established in organizational theory, which is the specification and execution of roles with minimal redundancy and verification (Mohr and Spekman, 1994). The main objective of SISP is to build a strategic IS plan that is satisfactory to different groups. However, SISP is so complex that it cannot be accomplished if the organization lacks coordinative mechanisms. During planning, stakeholder groups are mutually interdependent and each has specific tasks and responsibilities. To achieve planning goals and ensure the IS plan is implemented as expected, organizations require effective coordination. Thus, we hypothesized:
Hypothesis 7:Task coordination is positively correlated with the success of strategic IS planning.

3.3.3. Conflict among stakeholder groups 

SISP needs innovation and the development of innovative IT/IS applications. Therefore, appropriate conflict among different planning groups can enhance the creativity of the planning team (Robbins, 1989). If an organization is conflict free then ‘group thinking’ occurs. In interactive planning processes, conflicts may emerge owing to perceptual differences, and incompatibility among stakeholder groups in activities, resource sharing and goals. Some conflict benefits SISP by generating an innovative and competitive environment, but excessive conflict may compromise the effectiveness of SISP. Wu (1993) indicated that conflicts should be resolved through an interactional approach, facilitating cooperation, coordination and innovation. Various conflicts exist, including personal, inter-personal, intra-group and inter-group, intra-department and inter-department, and inter-organization. Since the SISP process should involve multiple stakeholder groups, inter-group conflict is inevitable and deserves increased attention. Thus, we hypothesized:
Hypothesis 8:Cconflict among stakeholders is negatively correlated with the success of strategic IS planning? 

3.3.4. Power 

SISP heavily emphasizes the distribution of power. Indeed, the primary force driving some SISP exercises may be power and power games. Ruohonen (1991) indicates that stakeholder groups may behave in strongly contradictory ways when dealing with power (positional power and expert power). Power relations, which imply human and social relationships, were considered a key determinant of inter-group interaction. Power pervades all organizational activity and discussion, and so power could be expected to be an important element of strategic planning for information systems. Three types of power exist in planning, including expert power, positional power and external power (Robbins, 1992; Hardy and Redivo, 1994; Mintzberg et al., 1998).. Expert power comes from the skills, expertise, experience and knowledge of group members, while positional power is derived from the position in the organizational hierarchy of group members. Additionally, consultants and external vendors were considered to be key external powers affecting the IT/IS plan (Lederer and Salmela, 1996). Thus, three hypotheses concerning power were made:

Hypothesis 9a:Expert power is positively correlated with the success of strategic IS planning.

Hypothesis 9b:Positional power is positively correlated with the success of strategic IS planning.

Hypothesis 9c:External power is positively correlated with the success of strategic IS planning.

4. Research methodology

Two methodologies considered appropriate for this study were the survey and case study methodologies. Premkumar and King (1994) contended that survey approaches are useful for studying numerous variables using a large sample size and rigorous statistical analysis, providing greater external validity and easier generalization of results. Researchers have found that case-oriented research faces difficulties in generating results that are valid across a wide variety of organizations (Premkumar and King, 1994). After evaluating the research objectives, along with concerns of general ability and external validity, a field survey was determined to the most appropriate research methodology for this study.

4.1. Sampling frame and sampling procedure

This study was conducted in Taiwan. However, the research population was not selected randomly from the population of all Taiwanese organizations undertaking strategic IS planning. Instead, the focus was on large firms because of the greater likelihood that they would have reasonable experience of strategic IS planning and thus have reached an equilibrium state in their SISP process (Lederer and Sethi, 1988; Hann and Weber, 1996; Segars and Grover, 1999). Moreover, strategic IS planning is more likely to have been formalized in large organizations, making it more amenable to description via survey instruments (Hann and Weber, 1996). 

The sampling frame adopted is the Top Corporate 1000 published by Tien-Sha Magazine in 2000, which provided a list the 1000 largest corporations in Taiwan, but did not contain information on IS departments with IS executives such as number of IS employees and the name of IS directors. To ensure the questionnaire was received by IS executives and that a better response rate was obtained, two research assistants spent three weeks telephoning these 1000 companies. The research assistants first introduce themselves and asking whether they had formal IS department? If the company has no any formal IS department in organization, it will be removed from the sample. Only those companies with formal IS departments qualified as participants, and were then asked to provide the name of the highest IS executive to whom a questionnaire should be mailed. This procedure generated a sample of 827 firms from various industries. The decision to use the IS executives as informants herein is supported by previous research conducted by Sabherwal and King (1995), Teo and King (1997), and Gottschalk (1999). Sabherwal and King (1995) used IS executives as informants because of their ability to answer IT strategy related questions. According to Teo and King (1997), the use of a single key informant avoids the problem of potential perceptual differences among key informants. 

4.2. Instrument development

To maximize the reliability and validity of the research instrument, and to strongly embed the research within the existing literature, the questions used were adapted from published research where possible. Once the draft questionnaire was designed, it was further refined through rigorous pre-testing. The pre-testing focused on instrument clarity, question wording and validity. Two rounds of pre-testing were conducted using personal interviews, with participants being invited to critique the questions and wordings, and suggest the addition of deletion of questions. During the first round of pre-testing, five MIS doctoral students and three MIS professors were interviewed. The comments of these eight individuals resulted in revisions to the construct measures. During the second round of pre-testing, a revised questionnaire were pre-tested by fourteen senior IS executives from five different industries (including manufacturing, banking, hospital, retail and insurance). Each of these managers was actively involved in SISP and had significant experience in IS management. The managers were given the questionnaire and asked to examine it for meaningfulness, relevance, and clarity. After revising the questionnaire a second time according to the results of this test, questionnaires were mailed to the 827 IS executives. A cover letter explaining the objective of the study and a stamped return envelope were enclosed. Follow-up letters were sent about three weeks after the initial mailings.

4.3. Measurement of research variables

Measures were developed and refined according to the guidelines provided by Churchill (1968) and Gerbing and Anderson (1988). The research variables were defined as briefly as possible with multiple indicator items. From the literature on organizational, behavioural and IS theory, we adopted the variables that have been used and validated by other researchers. Variables that have not been used previously are evaluated and adopted from the relevant literature in terms of how they might be operationalized. All items were measured using a five point Likert-type scale, ranging from (5) strongly agree to (1) strongly disagree, or (5) extremely high to (1) extremely low. Appendix provides the operationalizations of all the research variables.
4.3.1. Measurement of SISP success

The benefits of planning can not be quantified using simple financial measures such as return on investment, payback, or internal rate of return (Segars and Grover, 1998). An intuitive and widely applied metric for measuring strategic IS planning success  based on the notion of ‘goal-centered judgment’ (Segars and Grover, 1999), an evaluative perspective that aims to assess achievement in relation to targets (Ramanujam and Venkatraman, 1987). Prekumar and King (1994) described IS planning success in terms of two dimensions: the ‘means’ dimension, which is represented by the ‘quality of the IS planning process’, and the ‘ends’ dimension, which is represented by ‘planning effectiveness’. Segars and Grover (1998) proposed four dimensions for measuring the success of SISP, including alignment, analysis, cooperation, and capability. Planning alignment was defined as ‘the degree of closeness between IS and corporate strategies’, while planning analysis was defined as ‘the ability to understand the internal operations of an organization in terms of its processes and procedures’. Meanwhile, planning cooperation was defined as ‘the achievement of general agreement concerning development priorities, implementation schedules’, and planning capability was defined as ‘an improvement, over time, in the capability of the planning process to support effective IS planning’. These dimensions are consistent with the two theoretical approaches of  ‘ends’ (the output of the planning system) and ‘means’ (the evolution of the process) and encompass most of the themes and objectives that reflect SISP effectiveness (Segars and Grover, 1999). Herein, the success of strategic IS planning was measured using 27 items that evaluated dimensions-alignment, analysis, cooperation and capability by integrating the existing works of Segars and Grover (1998), and Premkumar and King (1994). Appendix provides the operationalizations of SISP success.
4.3.2. Measurement of organizational context factors

CEO’s perceptions were measured based on Teo and King’s (1997) study, using the following terms: recognition of the strategic potential of information technology, commitment to the functions of information systems, recognition that information systems are critical to organizational success, views on information systems spending as a strategic investment, recognition that the impact of IT on competitive advantage, recognition that SISP is a key activity in organization and commitment to the IS function. Meanwhile, the CEO/CIO relationship was measured using four items based on Jones's et al work (1995). Since the informants were CIOs, the CEO/CIO relationship was measured via CIO’s perceptions of four aspects of the relationship, namely: communication, mutual dependency, education, and depth-in interviews between CEO and CIO. Organizational centralization was defined as ‘the extent to which the right to make decisions is concentrated in the hands of a few individuals’, and was measured using a five-item scale that assesses the extent to which the responsibility to decision-making responsibility is centralized at the top-most levels of management. The measure from King and Sabherwal’s (1992) study, itself amended from Hage and Aiken's (1968) study, was used as a guide to help specify the domain of this construct. Measures applied included assessing the extent to which responsibility for decision-making concerning capital budgeting, new product introduction, entry into major new markets, pricing of major products, and hiring and firing of senior personnel was centralized at the upper-most levels of management. IS maturity was measured using a five-item measure based on King and Sabherwal’s (1992) instrument, and included: the importance of IT for organization, IT supporting numerous functions in the company, IT being available throughout the organizational premises, IS planning considering business issues, and the CIO having knowledge of business plans. Stakeholder participation was measured herein using an approach based on that developed by Segars and Grover (1999), who identified two measures of participation, including the variety and breadth of planners' involvement in strategic planning. The variety of planners’ involvement includes different departmental areas such as finance, human resources, marketing and so on. Meanwhile, the breadth of planner involvement refers to different organizational levels, involving top management, middle management, line managers and operational personnel. 

4.3.3. Measurement of interactive behaviour factors 
Communication effectiveness was measured using four items based on Davision's (1997) study of cognitive aspects of communication, using the following terms: understanding the wordings of statements that come from other stakeholder groups with different areas of expertise, the effectiveness of interacting with other stakeholder groups, the motivation that state their opinions in the planning process, and the degree that hard to state their opinions and suggestions in planning process. Meanwhile, conflict among stakeholders was measured in terms of incompatibility of activities, resource sharing, goals and perceptions. The measures of the extent of stakeholder conflict used four items derived from existing works of Barki and Hartwick (1994), Jehn (1995) and Lee and Kim (1999) in terms of incompatible of planning goals, perceptual differences, ideas and opinions and resource allocation. Task coordination was defined as ‘the extent to which activities, people and routines work together between stakeholders to accomplish overall objectives’ (Sivadas and Dwyer, 2000). A four-item measure borrowed from Lee and Kim (1999) and Sivadas and Dwyer’s (2000) was modified to become suitable for assessing task coordination among stakeholder groups in SISP. Finally, three aspects of power were measured, including expert power, positional power and external power (Hardy and Redivo, 1994; Mintzberg et al., 1998). Expert power describes planning participants who possess IT/IS expertise or organizational-specific knowledge, information and experience, and who influence decision-making during planning. Meanwhile, positional power refers to those planning participants who occupy higher managerial positions and control resources, and their influence on decision-making in planning. External power refers to the degree of influence of external vendors and consultants on decision-making in the planning process.

5. Data analysis and results

This section initially discusses some characteristics of the respondents, then examines the validity and reliability of research variables. Finally, the results of hypotheses testing are examined.   

5.1. Sample characteristics

Of the 827 questionnaires distributed, 239 completed usable questionnaires were returned, for a response rate of 28.9%. This was a high rate considering that the questionnaire was seven pages long. The high response rate indicates that the respondents found the topic important and interesting. The respondents are all IS executives, and had worked in the information systems field for an average of 14.7 years. Table 1 lists respondent company characteristics, including industry type, sales revenue, number of employees and number of IS employees. Part (a) of Table 1 displays survey respondent profile by industry. The respondents came from diverse industries, with manufactures representing 37.23 percent, banking/finance/insurance 22.59 percent, computers/communication 7.53 percent, and the remainder from various other backgrounds such as real estate, construction, health and transportation.  This implies that SISP is carried out in a wide variety of firms. Part (b) of Table 1 presents survey respondent profile by sales revenue, 46.4 percent had annual sales revenue of between 100 million and 500 million, 35.6 percent were between 50 million and 100 million, and the remainder exceeded 1 billion. Finally, parts (c) and (d) of Table 1 list the total number of employees and IS employees, respectively, for each organization.  
5.2. Validity and reliability test of research variables

5.2.1. Validity of research variables

The content validity of questionnaire was established through a series of personal interviews with multiple IS executives. Since a single item might not fully tap a construct or might be subject to misinterpretation by the respondents, multiple items were used for each construct. Construct validity was determined using factor analysis of the multiple items comprising each construct. Specifically, principal component analysis with varimax (orthogonal) rotation was used to determine if all items measuring a construct cluster together, that is, all items measuring a construct should load onto a single factor. Items with loadings of less than 0.5 on any factor or with loadings greater than 0.5 on more than one factor were dropped from subsequent analyses. The eigenvalue of all factors are greater than one. The results of the factor analyses for organizational and behavioral variables, as shown in Table 2 and Table 3, confirm that each construct is distinct from other constructs. 
5.2.2. Reliability of research variables
 Internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) was calculated in order to assess the reliability of all constructs. Several authors have proposed different acceptable levels of reliability coefficients. For example, Nunnally (1978) suggested a coefficient of 0.5 or higher and DeVellis (1991) proposed that a value of 0.7 or higher would suffice. Magal et al. (1988) contended that when using a not validated data gathering in exploratory research, a reliability coefficient of 0.5 or higher is acceptable. As shown in table 4, the results in our study indicate that all the constructs have sufficiently high alpha values and therefore considered to exhibit adequate reliability.

Table 1. Characteristics of respondents (n=239)

	Demographic characteristics
	Frequency
	Percentage

	(a) Industry type
	
	

	Manufacturing
	89
	37.2

	Banking/finance/insurance
	54
	22.6

	Oil/petroleum related
	8
	3.3

	Real estate/construction
	12
	5.0

	Transportation
	6
	2.5

	Retail/wholesale
	9
	3.8

	Computers/communication
	18
	7.5

	Health/Foods
	11
	4.6

	Utility
	9
	3.8

	Others
	23
	9.6

	(b) Sales revenue
	
	

	$50 million – less than $100 million 
	85
	35.6

	$100 million – less than $500 million
	111
	46.4

	$500 million – less than $1 billion
	21
	8.8

	$1billion – less than $2 billion
	14
	5.9

	$2billion – less than $3 billion
	3
	1.3

	$3billion – less than $5 billion
	2
	0.8

	$5 billion Above
	3
	1.3

	(c) Number of employees 
	
	

	Less than 100 
	11
	4.6

	100 – less than 500
	81
	33.9

	500 – less than 1000
	57
	23.8

	1000 – less than 3000 
	59
	24.7

	3000 – less than 5000
	7
	2.9

	5000 – less than 10000
	14
	5.9

	10000 and Above 
	6
	2.5

	Missing Data
	4
	1.7

	(d) Number of IS employees
	
	

	Less than 10 
	88
	36.8

	10 – less than 30
	52
	21.8

	30 – less than 50 
	17
	7.1

	50 – less than 100
	30
	12.6

	100 and above 
	52
	21.7


Table 2 Factor analysis of organizational context factors
	Organizational factors
	Items
	Communalities
	Factor1
	Factor2 
	Factor3
	Factor4
	Factor5

	CEO’s perceptions
	CEOPER1
	0.746
	.811
	
	
	
	

	
	CEOPER2
	0.769
	.810
	
	
	
	

	
	CEOPER3
	0.699
	.780
	
	
	
	

	
	CEOPER4
	0.711
	.753
	
	
	
	

	
	CEOPER5
	0.712
	.740
	
	
	
	

	
	CEOPER6
	0.615
	.683
	
	
	
	

	Organizational centralization
	ORGCEN1
	0.744
	
	.859
	 
	 
	 

	
	ORGCEN2
	0.762
	
	.841
	
	
	 

	
	ORGCEN3
	0.679
	
	.816
	 
	 
	 

	
	ORGCEN4
	0.642
	
	.800
	 
	 
	 

	
	ORGCEN5
	0.529
	
	.693
	 
	 
	 

	IS maturity
	ISMATU1
	0.725
	 
	 
	.837
	
	

	
	ISMATU2
	0.662
	
	
	.722
	
	

	
	ISMATU3
	0.606
	
	
	.693
	
	

	
	ISMATU4
	0.597
	
	
	.604
	
	

	
	ISMATU5
	0.449
	
	
	.532
	
	

	CEO/CIO relationship
	CEOCIOR1
	0.767
	
	
	
	.777
	 

	
	CEOCIOR2
	0.646
	
	
	
	.719
	 

	
	CEOCIOR3
	0.602
	
	
	
	.654
	

	
	CEOCIOR4
	0.469
	
	
	
	.513
	

	Participation of stakeholders
	PARTIC1
	0.768
	
	
	
	 
	.818

	
	PARTIC2
	0.726
	
	
	
	
	.767

	Eigenvalue
	
	7.494
	3.315
	1.600
	1.127
	1.092
	1.023

	Variance explained
	
	34.062
	15.067
	7.272
	5.123
	4.963
	3.156


Note: Only factor loadings greater than 0.5 are shown.

Table 3 Factor analysis of interactive behaviour factors

	Behavioural factors  
	Items
	Communalities
	Factor1
	Factor2 
	Factor3
	Factor4
	Factor5
	Factor6

	Conflict 
	CONFLI1
	0.727
	.823
	
	
	
	
	

	
	CONFLI2
	0.737
	.823
	
	
	
	
	 

	
	CONFLI3
	0.697
	.819
	
	
	
	
	 

	
	CONFLI4
	0.655
	.728
	
	
	
	
	 

	Task coordination
	TASCOR1
	0.792
	
	.844
	
	
	
	 

	
	TASCOR2
	0.705
	
	.789
	
	
	
	 

	
	TASCOR3
	0.635
	 
	.768
	
	
	
	 

	
	TASCOR4
	0.595
	
	.726
	
	
	
	 

	Communication effectiveness
	COMEFF1
	0.639
	
	
	.695
	 
	 
	 

	
	COMEFF2
	0.587
	
	
	.685
	
	
	

	
	COMEFF3
	0.580
	
	
	.664
	
	
	

	
	COMEFF4
	0.590
	
	
	.662
	
	
	

	Expert power
	EXPPOW1
	0.716
	
	
	
	.817
	 
	 

	
	EXPPOW2
	0.587
	
	
	 
	.761
	
	

	External power 
	EXTPOW1
	0.769
	 
	 
	 
	
	.865
	 

	
	EXTPOW2
	0.675
	
	
	
	
	.791
	

	Positional power 
	POSPOW1
	0.793
	
	
	
	
	 
	.879

	
	POSPOW2
	0.696
	
	
	
	
	
	.765

	Eigenvalue
	
	
	2.922
	2.823
	2.076
	1.520
	1.504
	1.431

	Variance explained
	
	
	16.232
	15.684
	11.531
	8.442
	8.356
	7.952 


Note: Only factor loadings greater than 0.5 are shown.
Table 4 Reliability of measures

	Measure (Acronym)
	No. of Items
	α
	
	Measure (Acronym)
	No. of Items
	α

	Organizational Variables
	
	
	
	SISP Success (SISPSU)
	27
	0.95

	CEO’s perceptions (CEOPER)
	6
	0.91
	
	Alignment (ALIGNM)
	5
	0.88

	CEO/CIO relationship (CEOCIOR)
	4
	0.78
	
	Analysis (ANALYS)
	9
	0.90

	Organizational centralization (ORGCEN)
	5
	0.86
	
	Cooperation (COOPER)
	6
	0.87

	IS maturity (ISMATU)
	6
	0.80
	
	Capability (CAPABI)
	7
	0.91

	Participation of stakeholders (PARTIC)
	2
	0.73
	
	
	
	

	Behavioural Variables
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Communication effectiveness (COMEFF)
	4
	0.71
	
	
	
	

	Task coordination (TASCOR)
	4
	0.84
	
	
	
	

	Conflict (CONFLT)
	4
	0.86
	
	
	
	

	Expert power (EXPPOW)
	2
	0.62
	
	
	
	

	Positional power (POSPOW)
	2
	0.69
	
	
	
	

	External power (EXTPOW)
	2
	0.60
	
	
	
	


5.3. Hypotheses testing

The hypotheses were tested using multiple regression analyses. For each research hypothesis, regression models were run separately for each of the dependent variables: SISP success and its components. We then tested each hypothesis to determine which factors were more important for the success of strategic IS planning. Five multiple regression models were used to test the proposed hypotheses. For each model, the ordinary least squares method (OLS) was used to estimate the regression coefficients (βi) in an equation of the following form. Table 4 shows acronym of research variables: 

SISPSU=(+(1CEOPER+(2CEOCIOR+(3ORGCEN+(4ISMATU+(5PARTIC+(6COMEF+(7TASCOR+(8CONFLT+(9EXPPOW+(10POSPOW+(11EXTPOW+(
ALIGNM=(+(1CEOPER+(2CEOCIOR+(3ORGCEN+(4ISMATU+(5PARTIC+(6COMEF+(7TASCOR+(8CONFLT+(9EXPPOW+(10POSPOW+(11EXTPOW+(
ANALYS=(+(1CEOPER+(2CEOCIOR+(3ORGCEN+(4ISMATU+(5PARTIC+(6COMEF+(7TASCOR+(8CONFLT+(9EXPPOW+(10POSPOW+(11EXTPOW+(
COOPER=(+(1CEOPER+(2CEOCIOR+(3ORGCEN+(4ISMATU+(5PARTIC+(6COMEF+(7TASCOR+(8CONFLT+(9EXPPOW+(10POSPOW+(11EXTPOW+(
CAPABI=(+(1CEOPER+(2CEOCIOR+(3ORGCEN+(4ISMATU+(5PARTIC+(6COMEF+(7TASCOR+(8CONFLT+(9EXPPOW+(10POSPOW+(11EXTPOW+(
As Table 6 shows, the overall regression model is significant (F=39.227, p<0.001). The value of R2 (0.64) suggests that 64 percent of the variance is explained by eleven variables. In each regression equation, the adjusted R2 was high enough to suggest a meaningful relationship between the independent variables and the success of SISP. Another concern issue pertaining to the regression model is the multicollinearity that may exist among the independent variables. As Table 5 shows, two problematic correlations were found between the CEO’s perceptions and the CEO/CIO relationship (r=0.658), and between CEO’s perceptions and IS maturity (r=0.582). The remaining correlation coefficients among independent variables are lower than 0.5. According to Neter et al. (1985) with Lee and Kim (1999), high multicollinearity is not treated as a problem when the purpose of the regression analysis is make references on the response function or prediction of new observations.

A separate t-test was conducted for each factors in the model to determine which organizational and behavioural factors contributed significantly to the success of strategic IS planning. These results are discussed below.

5.3.1. Results for organizational variables 

CEO’s perceptions had a significantly positive effect on the success of SISP, supporting H1 (t=4.279, p<0.1). In the relationship between the CEO’s perception of the importance of IT and the components of the success of SISP, planning alignment was correlated with CEO’s perceptions. The others components of the success of SISP were not significantly correlated with the CEO’s perception of the importance of IT. As proposed in H2, the CEO/CIO relationship shows a strong positive relationship with the success of SISP (t=1.655, p<0.001). The CEO/CIO relationships were also correlated with the components of the success of SISP. Organizational centralization had no effect on the success of SISP, indicating a lack of support for H3. All components of the success of SISP were not significantly to the organizational centralization. IS maturity was positively correlated with the success of SISP, so H4 is supported (t=-0.745, p<0.001). IS maturity was also significantly correlated with the all components of the success of SISP, showing that the IS maturity is a very good predictor of the success of SISP. Stakeholder participation was not positively associated with the success of SISP, contradicting H5. All components of the success of SISP were not significantly related to organizational centralization.

5.3.2. Results for behavioural variables 

Surprisingly, as shown in Table 6, communication effectiveness was not significantly related to the success of SISP; thus, H6 was not supported. The result was contrary to our expectation. Among the components of SISP success, planning alignment and planning analysis and planning cooperation and planning capability were not significantly correlated with communication effectiveness. We found that task coordination was significantly related to the success of SISP (t=2.922, p<0.05), which supports H7. As table 6 shows, task coordination is significantly correlated with planning cooperation and planning capability. However, planning alignment and planning analysis are not significantly related to the coordination. Conflict had no negative effect on the success of SISP, indicating a lack of support for H8. Conflict also was not associated with any components of the success of SISP. Expert power was significantly related to the success of SISP, supporting H9a (t=2.103, p<0.1). However, positional power and external power were not significantly related to the success of SISP. In the relationship between expert power and the components of the success of SISP, only planning alignment was not correlated with expert power. The all components of the success of SISP were not significantly related to the positional power and external power.

Table 5 Intercorrelations of research variables
	Variable
	1
	
	2
	
	3
	
	4
	
	5
	
	6
	
	7
	
	8
	
	9
	
	10
	
	11

	1.CEO’s perceptions
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2.CEO/CIO relationship
	.658
	
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3.Organizational centralization
	-.092
	
	-.036
	
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.IS maturity
	.582
	
	.459
	
	.020
	
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.Participation of stakeholders
	.493
	
	.444
	
	.041
	
	.451
	
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.Communication effectiveness 
	.414
	
	.240
	
	-.039
	
	.343
	
	.358
	
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7.Task coordination
	.531
	
	.464
	
	-.020
	
	.445
	
	.488
	
	.445
	
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8.Conflict among stakeholders
	-.226
	
	-.102
	
	.072
	
	-.227
	
	-.163
	
	-.481
	
	-.366
	
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9.Expert power
	.450
	
	.427
	
	-.041
	
	.398
	
	.386
	
	.243
	
	.436
	
	-.211
	
	1.000
	
	
	
	

	10.Positional power
	-.008
	
	.031
	
	.252
	
	.006
	
	.047
	
	-.193
	
	-.120
	
	.163
	
	-.053
	
	1.000
	
	

	11.External power
	-.006
	
	.115
	
	.018
	
	-.018
	
	.115
	
	-.017
	
	.043
	
	.081
	
	.110
	
	.195
	
	1.000


Table 6 Multiple regression model of hypothesized predictors of SISP success

	
	
	Dependent Variables
	

	
	SISPSU
	ALIGNM
	ANALYS
	COOPER
	CAPABI

	Predictor Variables
	β coeff.
	t-value
	β coeff.
	t-value
	β coeff.
	t-value
	β coeff.
	t-value
	β coeff.
	t-value

	CEO’s perceptions the importance of IT/IS
	0.103
	4.279*
	0.239
	3.444**
	0.021
	2.840
	0.035
	1.732
	0.092
	2.482

	CEO/CIO relationship
	0.233
	1.655***
	0.323
	5.255***
	0.183
	0.292**
	0.125
	0.426*
	0.170
	1.171**

	Organizational centralization 
	-0.030
	8.166
	-0.083
	-1.808
	0.020
	7.205
	-0.035
	4.027
	-0.025
	5.855

	IS maturity
	0.413
	-0.745***
	0.290
	5.103***
	0.429
	0.405***
	0.269
	-0.639***
	0.371
	-0.479***

	Participation of stakeholders
	0.025
	0.505
	0.028
	0.502
	0.040
	0.685
	0.045
	0.692
	-0.057
	-0.918

	Communication effectiveness
	0.032
	0.636
	-0.350
	-0.625
	0.080
	1.343
	0.007
	0.112
	0.039
	0.622

	Task coordination
	0.154
	2.922**
	0.280
	0.544
	0.151
	2.427
	0.247
	3.351**
	0.138
	2.077**

	Conflict among stakeholders 
	0.030
	0.639
	-0.023
	-0.391
	0.032
	0.580
	0.017
	0.271
	0.026
	0.442

	Expert power
	0.099
	2.103*
	0.069
	1.319
	0.054
	0.978**
	0.104
	1.685*
	0.114
	1.938*

	Positional power 
	-0.17
	-0.409
	-0.690
	-1.449
	0.027
	0.542
	-0.020
	-0.355
	-0.014
	-0.271

	External power 
	0.10
	0.243
	0.053
	1.156
	-0.026
	-0.532
	-0.040
	-0.733
	0.054
	1.059

	Adjust R2
	0.640
	0.546
	0.499
	0.369
	0.433

	F-Value
	39.227***
	26.942***
	22.487***
	13.619***
	17.449***


* The significance levels are indicated as follows: * p<0.10; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.001 (2-tailed test)

	
	
	Dependent Variables
	

	Predictor Variables
	SISPSUC
	ALIGNM
	ANALYS
	COOPER
	CAPABI

	CEO’s perceptions (H1)
	P *
	P *
	
	
	

	CEO/CIO relationship (H2)
	P *
	P *
	P *
	P *
	P *

	Organizational centralization (H3)
	
	
	
	
	

	IS maturity (H4)
	P *
	P *
	P *
	N
	P *

	Participation of stakeholders (H5)
	
	
	
	
	

	Communication effectiveness (H6)
	
	
	
	
	

	Task coordination (H7)
	
	
	
	
	

	Conflict among stakeholders (H8)
	P *
	
	
	P *
	P *

	Expert power (H9a)
	P *
	
	P *
	P *
	P *

	Positional power (H9b)
	
	
	
	
	

	External power (H9c)
	
	
	
	
	

	P: positive relationship; N: negative relationship; *: indicates the supported hypotheses

	


Table 7 Summary results of regression analysis

6. Discussion 

This study aimed to answer two research questions: What is the relationship between organizational context and SISP success? and What is the relationship between interactive behaviour and SISP success? Hypotheses 1,2,3,4 and 5 tested the first question. The testing results of the hypotheses reveal that CEO’s perceptions (H1), CEO/CIO relationship (H2), IS maturity (H4) are significantly correlated with SISP success. Meanwhile, the second question was tested by Hypotheses 6,7,8 and 9. The results of hypotheses testing reveal that task coordination (H7) and expert power (H9a) are significantly related to SISP success. Table 7 summarizes the research hypotheses and associated results of statistical tests. These results are discussed below.

6.1. The effects of CEO’s perceptions

The findings of this study reveal that CEO’s perceptions are significantly related to the success of strategic IS planning. CEO’s perceptions of IT/IS importance are a key prerequisite in securing top management participation in and support for IS planning. Insufficient commitment and support results creates problems in the analysis, design, and implementation of the selected IS projects (Salmela et al., 2000). Prekumar and King (1994) indicate that, top management in many organizations lack a clear perception of the role of IS in their business operations and still consider it a staff support function that does not require their involvement or guidance. Insufficient CEO knowledge of IT is often a major problem. By being knowledgeable about IT, CEOs will be better able to evaluate payoffs from IT investments and have more realistic expectations of IT investments (Teo and Ang, 1999). 

Given that CEO’s perceptions are a key predictor of SISP success, how to improve perceptions becomes a key issue. According to Earl (1989) ‘Information Management Education (IME)’ is necessary in parallel with SISP activities to enable communication and interpretation of new SISP concepts. Education events such as seminars, introductory lectures, workshops and in-depth interviews between CEO and CIO are commonly used methods of supporting SISP. Furthermore, self-learning approach and group learning approaches are considered to be two educational means of improving CEO’s perceptions of the importance of IT/IS (Lee and Gough, 1993). Self-learning is a process in which a manager learns about selected topics regarding the strategic potential of IS by using an interactive computer-based learning system. Meanwhile, group learning is a process in which a small group of top managers discuss and learn about selected topics under the guidance of a facilitator.

6.2. The effects of the CEO/CIO relationships 

The findings herein indicate that the CEO/CIO relationship is significantly related to the success of strategic IS planning and its four constructs of SISP success. That is, the CEO/CIO relationship is a good predictor for alignment, analysis, cooperation and capability. The need to align IS plans with business plans has been emphasized in previous studies (Teo and Ang, 1999; Kearns and Lederer, 2000). Alignment requires business and IS executives to assume joint responsibility for achieving benefits through IS investments. Such a collaborative and symmetric approach to planning can yield significant IS-based competitive advantages (Kearns and Lederer, 2000). According to a study by Tai and Phelps (2000), the CEO/CIO relationship is worsening: 58% of managers said that ‘talking to there IS department is a source of regular anxiety’. If the relationship between CEO and CIO is poor, then the alignment is impossible. The CEO/CIO relationship may be influenced by CEO attributes such as background, experienced IT project success and leadership style (Fenny et al., 1992). Jones et al. (1995) suggested that the CEO/CIO relationship can be 

improved by increasing the amount of time the CIO spends communicating with the CEO, educating the CEO about IS opportunities and threats, and having the CIO learn about the business. 

6.3. The effects of IS maturity

Results in this study demonstrate that IS maturity is significantly correlated with SISP success. As the IS function gains experience with developing important information systems, and as the CEO and users recognize the strategic potential of IT, a shift may be expected from internally oriented toward applications that enhance business competitiveness (King and Sabherwal, 1992). Most of the respondents in this study were come from the banking, computers, communication and manufacturing. The utilization of IS functions by these industries is very high in Taiwan, and in these industries IT/IS always supports numerous business functions (such as human resources, marketing, accounting/finance, production and R&D). Numerous large businesses have well established IT architectures and infrastructures. Recently, owing to the increasing importance of the Internet, most of these industries have established their own web sites to implement electronic commerce strategies. Consequently, we can understand that the utilization of IT/IS is a major concern for the business operation and competitiveness of Taiwanese organizations.  

6.4. The effects of task coordination

SISP is a complex (Ruohonen, 1991), ongoing (Lee and Gough, 1993) and iterative (Auer and Reponen, 1997) process that cannot be handled by just one person in an organization. An improved coordinative mechanism can help the planning team to achieve their IS decision-making goals, for example in IS investment policy-making, priority-setting for IS projects and human resource planning. How can the effectiveness of task coordination among stakeholder groups be improved? Two organizational mechanisms are meant to facilitate planning, ‘steering committees’ and ‘strategic IT/IS planning team’. Steering committees can provide guidance, interpret input information, and translate this information into a more useful form during planning (King, 1995), which are comprised of high-level managers, IT managers, unit managers, financial managers, and so on. Furthermore, Earl (1993) suggests that an organizational approach is the most effective means of implementing SISP. This approach stresses the importance of teamwork in IS strategy making. The strategic IT/IS planning team was comprised of business managers IS managers, user managers, and unit managers to achieve a consensus view through effective communication and interaction.  

6.5. The effects of expert power  

Different stakeholder groups have different knowledge and expertise. For example, the CIO has IT knowledge and experience, the CFO (Chief Financial Officer) has organization-specific knowledge concerning finance and accounting, and CEO possesses business executive knowledge and experience, all accumulating their SISP knowledge over time through interactive learning. Different kinds of knowledge exist in the minds of different interest groups, each of whom have their own expertise, positions, perceptions, and power. Therefore, these differences may be result in difficulty in cooperation. If power relations are not taken into consideration during planning then this may affect the effectiveness of SISP. 

The testing results herein provide practitioners with a set of considerations that may deserve special attention. Specifically, if the expert power of IT managers surpasses that of top management, then the output of the planning process, the IS plan, will toward the development of technology aspects. Meanwhile, if the expert power of top management surpasses that of IT executives, then the IS plan will toward the development of business aspects. Consequently, expert power must be integrated during the SISP process to achieve the goals of BP-ISP integration. To achieve the goals of IS planning, effective management of power structures during planning and the right power balance is required.   

6.6. Discussion of the non-significant factors 

The non-significant factors herein also merit some discussion. General, we expected that SISP success would improve with communication effectiveness. However, the result of statistical test demonstrates that communication effectiveness did not significantly influence the success of SISP. A possible explanation is that an egocentric outlook is frequently found in interdepartmental relationship in Taiwanese organizations (Tan and Tan, 1996). Consequently, obtaining a consensus from all departments with regard to IS priorities may be difficult. Although communication effectiveness is not directly related to SISP success, effective communication is a key influence on the quality of interaction among stakeholder groups participating SISP projects. Typical activities relate to communication involving meeting, interviews, and document analysis (Auer and Reponen, 1997). Computer-based aided tools may be applied for communication, including groupware and intranet (Brown, 2000). Furthermore, though the evidence shows that conflict was not negatively related to SISP success, inter-group conflict may deserve special attention to reach consensus among stakeholder groups during SISP. 

The statistical evidence demonstrates that organizational centralization is not significantly related to SISP success and its components. Two possible explanations for this phenomenon are proposed herein. First, most samples herein involve banking, finance, computers, and manufactures. These industries strongly emphasize empowerment. Therefore, the major decisions regarding new product introductions, entry into new markets, and the research and development of new products, are authorized to professional managers. Second, the sample population of this study is large businesses in Taiwan. The scale and systems of large organizations differ from those of SMEs, and the division of labor is more widespread. Consequently, centralized organization is not present in most large organizations in Taiwan. Finally, though positional power and external power are not significantly related to the success of strategic information systems planning. We must understand that the process of information systems strategy formulation not only arises from the interaction of power structures within organizations, but that changes in information technology may create new power structures. For effective strategic information systems planning, organizations need to achieve the right power balance.

7. Conclusion

An extensive range of literature exists in the area of strategic information systems planning  (e.g., Lederer and Sethi, 1996; Chan et al.1998; Pant and Hsu, 1999; Hackney and Little, 1999; Gottschalk, 1999; Salmela et al., 2000). However, there is little empirical research specially focuses on the two issues of interactive behaviour and organization context. In this paper, we examined the effects of interactive behaviour and organizational context on the success of strategic IS planning. The findings of this study have the following implications for practitioners and researchers. 

7.1. Implications for practitioners

SISP, a dynamic process (Huysman et al., 1994), is affected by external and internal factors (Lederer and Sethi, 1996; Cerpa and Verner, 1999). IS strategic planners need to be aware of the factors affecting the process, and must constantly monitor their effects. The findings herein have the following implications for practitioners who are initiating or currently conducting SISP exercises. 

First, the factors examined herein provide practitioners with a set of considerations that may deserve special attention. Specifically, IS executives should scrutinize these factors in anticipation of the challenges facing them. IS executives or business planners might develop strategies to ensure that they are prepared to deal with these challenges. Second, SISP is essentially a process of organizational change. Introducing IS creates not only a technical change, but also a dramatic organizational change such as behaviour, working style, beliefs and various social and political perspectives. Such a change focuses mainly on human factors. Conventional SISP methodologies advocate that the procedure begin with a set of clearly defined business strategies, missions and goals, which consider business and IT trends. The IT/IS strategies and goals must be formulated based on this strategy, and the information needs are then processed and represented as the information architecture. However, those methodologies stress the rational and formal aspects of organizational life, while neglecting the complexities inherent in a real-world organization, which is characterized by power-relation and human behavioural problems (Huysman et al., 1994). Appropriate considerations of organizational and behavioural constructs are prerequisites for effective strategic information systems planning.
7.2. Implications for researchers

Future research should focus on three areas, as motivated by limitations of the present study. First, future researchers might attempt to understand the conclusions about the organizational and behavioural factors of this research through structured interviews in case studies of IS directors from ongoing or recently completed SISP projects. Researchers might ask subjects why these factors are associated with SISP success. Second, according to the management literature, we found that the organizational characteristics and internal environment of large organizations and SMEs differ significantly in organizational structure, management style, stakeholder groups and business processes. Some IS literature also indicated that the differences existed between larger organizations and SMEs in IS/IT applications (Levy et al., 1999; Duhan et al., 2001). Therefore, similar studies targeting SMEs should be pursued in the future to examine these differences. Third, future researchers could consider more general behavioural factors such as leadership, coalition, trust and political behaviour. 
7.3. Limitations

This study has the following limitations: First, the subjects of this study are IS executives in Taiwan. Consequently, cultural differences may exist between 

Taiwan’s situation and other countries. Second, this study use a single-respondent per firm. The use of single respondents helped in obtaining the necessary response rate, but the results would have been stronger if multiple respondents had been used to measure the research constructs (Sabherwal, 1999). Furthermore, the CEO was not used as an informant herein because of the CEO possibly not being familiar with some of the detailed characteristics of SISP examined in our research variables. Additionally, SISP success herein includes technology-led measure items, thus making it difficult for CEOs to respond knowledgeably. Previously, most respondents in SISP empirical research were CIOs (Prekumar and King, 1994; King and Teo, 1997; Segars and Grover, 1999; Gottschalk, 1999). In contrast, IS executives are more likely to be aware of and knowledgeable about the research variables, especially the measurement of SISP success. Third, in addition to the factors proposed herein, numerous other organizational factors also affecting SISP success. These factors may correlated with the external or internal environment. This study did not test all organizational factors, but focused particularly on factors that may influence interaction among planning participants. Forth, the sampling population included large businesses in Taiwan. However, the IS maturity of large organizations is greater than that of SMEs, meaning that the results herein may have limited generalizability for SMEs. 
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Appendix: Questionnaire items 

Items measuring the factors of organizational context

CEO’s perceptions of the importance of IT/IS

(Five-point Likert scale anchored by ‘Strongly Disagree’ and ‘Strongly Agree’)
1. In our company, CEOs recognize that information systems are critical to the success of organization.
2. In our company, CEOs recognize the strategic potential of information technology.
3. In our company, CEOs recognize the impact of IT on competitive advantage.
4. In our company, CEOs view information systems spending as a strategic investment. 
5. In our company, CEOs recognize that SISP is a key activity in organization.

6. In our company, CEOs are committed to the information systems function.
CEO/CIO relationship

(Five-point Likert scale anchored by ‘Strongly Disagree’ and ‘Strongly Agree’)
1. Interviews-in-depth were existed between CEO and CIO.

2. CEO relies on CIO for information about MIS needs.

3. CIO spends time educating CEO about IS opportunities and threats.

4. CEO frequently communicates with the CIO for the IS plans.

Organization centralization

(Five-point Likert scale anchored by ‘Strongly Disagree’ and ‘Strongly Agree’)
1. The extent to which the responsibility to make decisions concerning new product introduction is centralized at the highest levels of management.

2. The extent to which the responsibility to make decisions about entry into major new markets is centralized at the highest levels of management.

3. The extent to which the responsibility to make decisions about pricing of major product lines is centralized at the highest levels of management. 

4. The extent to which the responsibility to make decisions concerning capital budgeting is centralized at the highest levels of management.

5. The extent to which the responsibility to make decisions concerning hiring and firing of senior personnel is centralized at the highest levels of management. 

IS Maturity

(Five-point Likert scale anchored by ‘Strongly Disagree’ and ‘Strongly Agree’)

1. Extent to which information technology is available throughout the company premises.

2. Extent to which information technology supports various functions in the company.

3. Extent to which information technology is perceived in the company as important and able to make a significant impact.

4. Extent to which IS planning takes the company’s business plans into consideration.

5. IS manager’s knowledge about the company’s business plans. 

Participation of stakeholder groups

(Five-point Likert scale anchored by ‘Strongly Disagree’ and ‘Strongly Agree’)

1. The planning process contains a variety of functional managers (such as production, human resource, marketing, and finance) in the organization.

2. The planning process contains various levels of management (such as top management, middle management, line management, and operational personnel).   

Items measuring the factors of interactive behaviour

Communication effectiveness

(Five-point Likert scale anchored by ‘Strongly Disagree’ and ‘Strongly Agree’)
1. Understanding the wording of statements that come from other stakeholder groups with different areas of expertise is extremely difficult.

2. Planning participants had problems in stating their opinions and suggestions during the planning process.

3. Interacting with other stakeholder groups owing to various terminologies used during the planning process is extremely difficult. 

4. Planning participants were not motivated to state their opinions during planning.
Task coordination 

(Five-point Likert scale anchored by ‘Strongly Disagree’ and ‘Strongly Agree’)

1. In the planning process, goals are achieved by effective interaction and communication.

2. In the planning process, most exceptional problems are solved through mutual discussion.

3. In the planning process, the problems of incompatibility of activities and resource sharing are solved by negotiation.

4. In the planning process, coordination mechanisms are used to solve conflicts among stakeholder groups.

Conflict among stakeholders

(Five-point Likert scale anchored by ‘Strongly Disagree’ and ‘Strongly Agree’)
1. In planning process, some conflict exists owing to planning objectives differing among stakeholder groups.

2. In planning process, some conflict exists owing to expertise and perceptions differing among stakeholder groups.

3. In planning process, some conflict exists owing to ideas and opinions differing among stakeholder groups. 

4. In planning process, some conflict exists owing to stakeholders not being satisfied with resource allocation.

Expert power 

(Five-point Likert scale anchored by ‘Extremely Low’ and ‘Extremely High’)
1. The influence of planning participants with organizational-specific knowledge, experience and information on decision-making in the planning process. 
2. The influence of planning participants with IT/IS expertise on decision-making in the planning process.

Positional power

(Five-point Likert scale anchored by ‘Extremely Low’ and ‘Extremely High’)
1. The influence of planning participants with the higher position on decision-making in the planning process.

2. The influence of planning participants who control important resources on decision-making in the planning process.

External power

(Five-point Likert scale anchored by ‘Extremely Low’ and ‘Extremely High’)
1. The degree of influence of external vendors on decision-making in the planning process.

2. The degree of influence of external consultants and experts on decision-making in the planning process.

Items measuring the success of strategic information systems planning

-- Adapted from Segars and Grover (1998) & Prekumar and King (1994)
Planning alignment

(Five-point Likert scale anchored by ‘Entirely Unfulfilled’ and ‘Entirely unfulfilled’)
1. Aligning IS strategies with the strategic plan of the organization.

2. Adapting the objective of IS to changing the organization.

3. Identifying IT-related opportunities to support the strategic direction of the firm.

4. Adapting technology to strategic change.

5. Assessing the strategic importance of emerging technologies.
Planning analysis

(Five-point Likert scale anchored by ‘Entirely Unfulfilled’ and ‘Entirely unfulfilled’)
1. Understanding the information needs of organizational subunits.

2. Identifying opportunities for internal improvement in business processes through IT

3. Development of a ‘blueprint’ which structures organizational processes.

4. Generating new ideas to reengineer business processes through IT.

5. Development of a company-wide information architecture.

6. Analysis of hardware and software requirements.

7. Analysis of human resource requirements for the IS function.

8. Assessing of hardware and software market and formulating acquisition plans for systems.

9. Review, feedback and refinement of plans.
Planning cooperation 

(Five-point Likert scale anchored by ‘Entirely Unfulfilled’ and ‘Entirely unfulfilled’)
1. Avoiding the overlapping development of major systems.

2. Achieve a general level of agreement regarding the risks among system projects.

3. Establish a uniform basis for prioritizing projects.

4. Coordinating the development efforts of various organizational subunits.

5. Identifying and resolving potential sources of resistance to IS plans.

6. Developing clear guidelines of managerial responsibility for plan implementation.

Planning Capability 

(Five-point Likert scale anchored by ‘Strongly Disagree’ and ‘Strongly Agree’)

1. Ability to identify key problem areas.

2. Ability to identify new business opportunities.

3. Ability to align IS strategy with organizational strategy

4. Ability to anticipate surprises and crises.

5. Ability to understand the business and its information needs.

6. Flexibility to adapt to unanticipated changes.

7. Ability to gain cooperation among user groups for IS plans.

References

1) AUER, T. and REPONEN, T. 1997, Information systems strategy formulation embedded into a continuous organizational learning process, Information Resources Management Journal, 10(2), 32-43.

2) BAKER, B. 1995, The role of feedback in assessing information systems planning effectiveness, Journal of Strategic Information Systems, 4(1), 61-80.

3) Barki, H. and Hartwick, J. 1994, Measuring user participation, user involvement, and user attitude, MIS Quarterly, 18(1), March, 59-82.

4) Brancheau, J.C., Janz, B.D. and Wetherbe, J.C. 1996, Key issues in information systems management: 1994-95 SIM delphi results, MIS Quarterly, 20(2), 225-242.

5) Brown, B. 2000, The artful use of groupware: an ethnographic study of how Lotus Notes is used in practice, Behaviour and Information Technology, 19(4), 263-273.

6) Burch J.G. 1990, Planning and Building Strategic Information Systems, Journal of Systems Management, July, 21-27.
7) Cerpa, N. and Verner, J.M. 1998, Case study: the effect of IS maturity on information systems strategic planning, Information and Management, 34, 199-208.

8) Chan, Y.E., Huff, S.L. and Copeland, D.G. 1998, Assessing realized information systems strategy, Journal of Strategic Information Systems, 6, 273-298.

9) Churchill, G.A. 1968, A paradigm for developing better measures of marketing constructs, Journal of Marketing Research, 16, 64-73.

10) Clemons, E.K. and Weber, B.W. 1990, Strategic information technology investment: guidelines for decision making, Journal of Management Information Systems, 7(2), 9-28.

11) Davision, R.M. 1997, An instrument for measuring meeting success, Information and Management, 32(4), 163-176.

12) DeVellis, R.F. 1991, Scale development theory and applications, (SAGE, London).

13) Doherty, N.F., Marples, C.G. and Suhaimi, A. 1999, The relative success of alternative approaches to strategic information systems planning: an empirical analysis, Journal of Strategic Information Systems, 8, 263-283.

14) DUHAN, s., Levy, M. AND Powell, P. 2001, information systems strategy in knowledge-based SMEs: the role of core competencies, European Journal Of Information Systems, 10, 25-40.
15) Earl, M.J. 1989, Management Strategies for Information Technology, (Prentice Hall, Englewood Cliffs, New York).
16) Earl, M.J. 1990, Approaches to strategic information systems planning experience in twenty-one United Kingdom companies, Proceedings of 11th International Conference on Information Systems, Cophnhagen, 271-277.
17) Earl, M.J. 1993, Experiences in information systems strategic planning, MIS Quarterly, March, 1-24.

18) Fenny, D.F., Edwards, B.R. and Simpson, K.M. 1992, Understanding the CEO/CIO relationship, MIS Quarterly, 16(4), 435-448.

19) Fink, D. 1994, Information Systems Planning in a Volatile Environment, Long Range Planning, 27(6), 108-114.

20) Fitzgerald, E.P. 1993, Success measures for information systems strategic planning, Journal of Strategic Information Systems, 2(4), 335-350.

21) Flynn, D.J. and Goleniewska, E. 1993, A survey of the use of strategic information systems planning approaches in UK organizations, Journal of Strategic Information Systems, 2(4), 292-319.

22) Galliers, R.D. 1991, Information systems strategic planning myths reality and guidelines .for successful implementation systems planning, European Journal of Information Systems, 1(1), 55-64.

23) Galleirs, R.D. 1992a, Managing and organizing for information technology success----the key issues, Proceedings of the Information Technology for the Power Industry Conference, London, UK, 23, September.

24) Gerbing, D.W. and Anderson, J.C. 1988, An updated paradigm for scale development incorporating unidimensionality and its assessment, Journal of Marketing Research, 25, May, 186-192. 

25) Gottschalk, P. 1999a, Implementation predictors of strategic information systems plans, Information and Management, 36, 77-91.

26) Gottschalk, P. 1999b, Strategic information systems planning: the IT strategy implementation matrix, European Journal of Information Systems, 8, 107-118.
27) Gottschalk, P. 2001, Key issues in IS management in Norway: an empirical study based on Q-methodology, Information Resources Management Journal, 14(2), 37-45.

28) Hackney, R. and Little, S. 1999, Opportunistic strategy formulation for IS/IT planning, European Journal of Information Systems, 8, 119-126.

29) Hann, J. and Weber, R. 1996, Information systems planning a model and empirical Tests, Management Science, 42(7), 1043-1664.

30) Hage, J. and Aiken, M. 1969, Routine technology, social structure, and organizational goals, Administrative Science Quarterly, 14, 368-379.

31) Hardy, C and Redivo, F. 1994, Power and Organizational Development: A Framework for Organizational Change, Journal of General Management, 20(2), 29-41. 

32) Henderson, J.C. and Sifonis, G. 1988, The value of strategic IS planning: understanding consistency, validity, and IS markets, MIS Quarterly, 12(2), 187-199.

33) Huysman, M.H, Fischer, S.J and Heng, M.S. 1994, An Organizational Learning Perspective on Information Systems Planning, Journal of Strategic Information Systems, 3, 165-177.

34) Jehn, K.A. 1997, A qualitative analysis of conflict types and dimensions in organizational groups, Administrative Science Quarterly, 42, September, 530-557.

35) Jones, M.C., Taylor, G.S. and Spencer, B.A. 1995, The CEO/CIO Relationship Revisited: An empirical assessment of satisfaction with IS. Information and Management, 29, 123-130.

36) Johnston, H.R. and Carrico, S.R. 1988, Developing capabilities to use information strategically, MIS Quarterly, 12(1), March, 37-48.

37) Kearns, G.S. and Lederer, A.L. 2000, The effect of strategic alignment on the use of IS-based resources for competitive advantage, Journal of Strategic Information Systems, 9, 265-293.

38) Kim, D.H. 1993, The link between individual and organizational learning, Sloan Management Review, 35(1), 37-50. 

39) King, W.R. 1988, How effective is your information systems planning. Long Range Planning, 21(5), 103-112.

40) King, W.R. and Sabherwal, R. 1992, The factors affecting strategic information systems application, Information and Management, 23, 217-235.

41) King, W.R. 1995, The payoff from IS strategic planning, Information Systems Management, 12(3), 66-68.

42) King, W.R. 2000, Assessing the efficacy of IS strategic planning, Information Systems Management, 17(1), 81-83.

43) Lederer, A.L. and Gardiner, V. 1992, Strategic information systems planning: the Method/I approach, Information Systems Management, 9(3), 13-20. 

44) Lederer, A.L. and Mendelow, A.L. 1988, Convincing top management of the strategic potential of information systems, MIS Quarterly, 12(4), 525-534.

45) Lederer, A.L. and Sethi, V. 1988, The implementation of information systems strategic planning methodologies. MIS Quarterly, 12(3, 445-461.
46) Lederer, A.L. and Sethi, V. 1996, Key prescriptions for strategic information systems planning, Journal of Management Information Systems, 13(1), 35-62.

47) Lee, G.G and Gough, T. 1993, An integrated framework for information systems planning and its initial application, Journal of Information Technology, August, 227-240.

48) Lee, J.N. and Kim, Y.G. 1999, Effect of partnership quality on IS outsourcing: conceptual framework and empirical validation, Journal of Management Information Systems, 15(4), 29-61.

49) Levy, M., Powell, P. and Galliers, R. 1999, Assessing information systems strategy development frameworks in SMEs, Information and Management, 36 247-261.
50) Li, E.Y. and Chen, H.G. 2001, output-driven information systems planning: a case study, Information And Management, 38, 195-199.

51) Liebeskind, J.P. 1996, Knowledge, strategy, and the theory of the firm, Strategic Management Journal, 17, 93-107.

52) Magal, S.R., Carr, H.H. and Watson, H.J. 1988, Critical factors for information center managers, MIS Quarterly, 12(3), 413-425.

53) Mata, F.J. and Fuerst, W.L. 1997, Information systems management issues in Central America: A multinational and comparative study, Journal of Strategic Information Systems, 6, 173-202.

54) McLean, E.R., and Soden, J.V. 1977, Strategic planning for MIS, (John Wiley, New York).

55) Mentzas, G. 1997, Implementing an IS strategy --- a team approach, Long Range Planning, 30(1), 84-95.

56) Min, S.K., Suh, E.H. and Kim, S.Y. 1999, An integrated approach toward strategic information systems planning, Journal of Strategic Information Systems, 8, 373-394. 

57) Mintzberg, H., Ahlstrand, B. and Lampel, J. 1998, Strategy Safari., (Prentice Hall, New York).

58) Mohr, J. and Robert, S. 1994, Characteristics of partnership success: partnership attributes, communication behavior, and conflict resolution techniques, Strategic Management Journal, 15(2), 135-149.

59) Niederman, F., Brancheau, C.J. and Wetherbe, J.C. 1991, Information systems management issues for the 1990s, MIS Quarterly, 15(4), 475-500.

60) Neter, L., Wasserman, W. and Kutner, M.H. 1997, A linear model, 3rd Edition, (Homewood, IL:Richard D. Irwin, Inc.).

61) Nunnally, J.C. 1978, Psychometric theory, (McGraw-Hill, New York)

62) Palvia, P.C., Perkins, J.A. and Zeltmann, S.M. 1992, The PRISM systems: a key to organizational effectiveness at federal express, MIS Quarterly, 16(3), 277-292.

63) Pant, S. and Hsu, C. 1999, An integrated framework for strategic information systems planning and development, Information Resources Management Journal, 12(1), 15-25.

64) Premkumar, G. and King, W.R. 1994, The evaluation of strategic information systems planning, Information and Management, 26, 327-340.

65) Premkumar G. and King, W.R. 1994, Organizational characteristics and information systems planning: an empirical study, Information Systems Research, 5(2), 75-109.

66) Rathwell, M.A. and Burns, A. 1985, Information systems support for group planning and decision making activities, MIS Quarterly, 9(3).

67) Remius, B. 1997, The IT system that couldn’t deliver, Harvard Business Review, May-June, 22-34. 

68) Reponen, T. 1993, Strategic information systems--a conceptual analysis, Journal of Strategic Information Systems, 1(2), June, 100-104.
69) Robbins, S.P. 1992, Organizational behavior, (Prentice Hall, New York).

70) Ruohonen, M. 1991, Stakeholders of information systems strategic planning：theoretical concepts and empirical examples, Journal of Strategic Information Systems, 1(1),  15-28.

71) Sabherwal, R. and King, W.R. 1995, An empirical taxonomy of the decision-making processes concerning strategic applications of information systems, Journal of Management Information Systems, 11(4), 177-214.   

72) Sabherwal, R. 1999, The relationship between information system planning sophistication and information system success: an empirical assessment., Decision Sciences, 30(1), 137-167.

73) Salmela, H., Lederer, A.L. and Repoen, T. 2000, Information systems planning in a turbulent environment. European Journal of Information Systems, 9, 3-15.

74) Sambamurthy, V., Zmud, R.W. and Byrd, T.A. 1994, The comprehensiveness of it planning processes: a contingency approach, Journal of Information Technology Management, 5(1), 1-10.

75) Schein E.H. 1992, Organizational culture and leadership, 2nd ed., (Jossey-Pass Inc., San Francisco). 

76) Segars, A.H. and Grover, V. 1998, Strategic information systems planning success: an investigation of the construct and its measurement, MIS Quarterly, June, 139-163.

77) Segars, A.H. and Grover, V. 1999, Profiles of strategic information systems planning, Information Systems Research, 10(3), 199-232.

78) Sivadas, E. and Dwyer, F.R. 2000, An examination of organizational factors influencing new product success in internal and alliance-based processes, Journal of Marketing, 64, January, 31-49.

79) Sullivan, C.H. 1988, The changing approach to systems planning, Journal of Information Systems Management, Summer, 9-12.

80) Tai, L.A. and Phelps, R. 2000, CEO and CIO perceptions of information systems strategy: evidence from Hong Kong, European Journal of Information Systems, 9, 163-172.

81) Tan, J.E. and Tang, M.T. 1996, A study of information systems planning and its effectiveness in Taiwan, International Journal of Information Management, 16(6), 429-436.

82) Teo, T.S.H. and Ang, J.S.K. 1999, Critical success factors in the alignment of IS plans with business plans, International Journal of Information Management, 19, 173-185.

83) Teo, T.S.H. and Ang, J.S.K. 2000, How useful are strategic plans for information systems, Behaviour and Information Technology, 19(4), 275-282.

84) Teo, T.S.H. and King, W.R. 1997, An assessment of perceptual differences between informants in information systems research, International Journal of Management Science. 25(5), 557-566.

85) Wang, P. 1994, Information systems management issues in The Republic of China for the 1990s, Information and Management, 26, 341-352.
86) Watson, R.T. 1990, Influences on the IS Manager’s perceptions of key issues: information scanning and the relationship with the CEO, MIS Quarterly, 14(2), 217-231.

87) Watson, R.T., Kelly, G.G., Galliers, R.D. and Brancheau, J.C. 1997, Key issues in information systems management：an international perspective, Journal of Management Information Systems, 13(4), 91-115.

88) Wu, P.N. (1993), Organizational behavior, (Hwa-Tai Publishing Corp., Taipei).  

PAGE  
1

_1054130261.ppt








SISP Success

		Planning Alignment

		Planning Analysis

		Planning Cooperation

		Planning Capabilities



Organizational Context 

		CEO’s Perceptions

		CEO/CIO Relationship

		Organizational Centralization 

		IS Maturity

		Stakeholder Participation



Interactive Behaviour

		Communication Effectiveness

		Task Coordination

		Conflict among Stakeholders

		Power 












