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Abstract In today’s dynamic and often unstable business environment, Information technology (IT) 

and how IT is controlled has become pervasive due to the high dependency of IT within organizations. 
The IT-investments are increasingly becoming more important within the overall budget for many 
organizations today and are distributed all over the organizations. This dependency requires the 
importance of aligning between IT units and how the strategy for business direction can be realized. Thus, 
the alignment between IT and business is the primary goal of IT. A clear and well-defined structure of 
what factors affect the organization to ensure control over IT is utterly important.  Today, no 
straightforward structure of factors to ensure successful achievement of IT governance goals within 
organizations exists. This thesis aims to assess and analyze the importance of IT governance factors to 
successfully achieve IT governance goals. The survey data gathered from 40 IT governance experts are 
presented in this thesis. The results show that there exist differences on how factors affect, with factors 
concerning the boards’ responsibility being the most important and critical factors for successfully 
achieving IT governance goals. This thesis also identifies and discusses some of the factors that may be 
less important and hence seldom prioritized within organizations. 

Keywords IT governance, Strategic alignment, Value delivery, Risk management, IT Resource 

management, Performance measurement, Survey, Affecting factors, Focus areas, IT Governance experts 

 

 
Sammanfattning I dagens dynamiska och oftast turbulenta verksamhetsmiljöer så har 

Informations Teknologin (IT) och hur IT kontrolleras blivit allt viktigare då ett starkare beroende av IT-
verksamheten har kommit att växa in i organisationer. IT-investeringarna är den största kostnaden för 
många företag i dagsläget och hanteras och distribueras av alla delar i företag och inte bara utav IT-
avdelningen. Detta beroende kräver att realisering av hur IT och strategier för hur verksamheten skall 
styras blir viktigare inom organisationer. Därför är det primära målet med IT-styrning hur man kan alliera 
IT och verksamheten. En tydlig och väldefinierad struktur för vilka faktorer som påverkar en 
framgångsrik måluppfyllelse inom IT-styrning för att garantera kontroll över hur IT hanteras är ytterst 
viktigt. Idag finns ännu ingen enkel rättfram struktur av faktorer som garanterar framgångsrik IT-styrning 
inom organisationer. Syftet med denna tes är att utvärdera och analysera viktigheten av olika IT-styrnings 
faktorer för att uppnå en framgångsrik IT-styrning. De data som utvunnits ur denna studie från 40 IT 
styrnings experter presenteras i denna rapport. Resultaten påvisar att det existerar skillnader gällande hur 
olika faktorer kan påverka, där faktorer som berör ledningens ansvarstagande av IT-styrning anses vara de 
mest viktiga och därmed kritiska faktorerna för framgångsrik måluppfyllelse. Denna rapport identifierar 
och diskuterar även kring de faktorer som må vara mindre relevanta och därför sällan prioriteras inom 
organisationer. 
 

Nyckelord IT-styrning, Strategisk anpassning, Värdeskapande, Riskhantering, IT-resurshantering, 

Prestandamätning, Undersökning, Påverkande faktorer, Fokusområden, IT-styrnings experter 
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Abbreviations  

 

COBIT Control Objectives for Information and Related Technology, the only complete  
 process-oriented standard for controlling and auditing IT operations 

ICS Industrial Information and Control Systems, a department at the Royal Institute  
 of Technology, Sweden 

IS Information Systems, a professional discipline that concerns with the strategic, managerial 
and operational activities involved in processing, distributing and using information 

ISACA A comprehensive association for management, security, quality, audit and  
 control within the IS/IT area  

ITG Information technology Governance, a subset discipline within corporate  
 governance focusing on IT systems performance and risk management 

ITGI Information Technology Governance Institute, the leading IT governance 
 community that exists to assist enterprises to control their IT performance  

ITIL Information technology Infrastructure Library, a subset of principles for how to  
 manage IT-infrastructure 

ITREM IT Resource Management, a subset of the IT governance concept with focus on how 
resources are being managed 

KTH The Royal Institute of technology, a university in Stockholm, Sweden, and is  
 one of Scandinavia’s largest institutions of higher education in technology 

PM Performance Measurement, a subset within the IT governance concept that focuses on 
measurements of the performance of IT  

RM Risk Management, a subset within the IT governance concept that is focusing on how risks 
are being managed 

SA Strategic Alignment, subset within the IT governance concept that focuses on aligning the 
business and IT strategies 

VD Value Delivery, a subset within the IT governance concept that aims to control how value 
is being delivered through IT 
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Outline 

 
Chapter 1 – Introduction 
An introduction to the subject will be written here, and the purpose along with the aim and objectives will 
also include within this chapter. Additionally the delimitations are explained. 
 

 
Chapter 2 - Theoretical Background 
This chapter will give an account of relevant theories. The chapter will explain what corporate governance 
is, what IT governance is along with the five IT governance focus areas. Furthermore, it also explains what 
IT governance is not. The chapter ends with a short description of the two main best-practice frameworks 
that supports the process of IT Governance within organizations today. 

 

 
Chapter 3 – Methodology 
This chapter contains information on how the research strategy was designed. The methodology chapter 
starts with the project model and an explanation of every phase, and continues with an identification of 
how data was collected and the validity and reliability of the survey. Finally, the research and analysis tool 
will be offered. 

 

Chapter 4 – Empirical data 
The acquisition of both data collections is described in this chapter. It goes into detail on how the empirics 
from the first data collections were gathered in order to set premises for the entire study. The subsequent 
section in this chapter details the demographic data along with the results from the second empirical data 
collection. 

 

 
Chapter 5 – Results and Analysis 
The results from both surveys are presented and analyzed in descriptive statistical graphs and tableaus. The 
outcome for each factor within respective IT governance domain and the results that composes this study 
will be presented under respective sub section. Responds to the aim with this thesis will be exposed in this 
chapter. The notification of the purpose with this thesis is further discussed in chapter 6. 

 
 

Chapter 6 - Discussion  
This chapter will discuss the results of this study and highlight relevant and interesting findings throughout 
the project. 

 
 

Chapter 7 – Conclusions 
This chapter describes the conclusions that can be drawn from this study and answers the question posed in 
the introduction section in chapter 1.  
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1 Introduction 
 

This report is the result of the 20 last weeks of studies on the Master program of Computer and System 
Science at Stockholm University.  The report represents a master thesis, executed at the department for 
industrial information- and control systems (ICS) at the Royal Institute of Technology (KTH) in 
Stockholm.  

This chapter presents the background along with the purpose, aim and objectives of this thesis. 
Additionally the delimitations for this thesis will be explained. 

 

1.1 Background 
 
Information technology (IT) is more important than ever before and is today an integral part in the 
support, sustainability and growth of the business within many organizations. The development has gone 
from only being a cost saving issue to a foremost contribution in the achievement of business goals. Top 
managements are realizing more than ever the significant impact that IT has on the success of the 
organization as a whole. In order to make informed decisions about how to best leverage IT, the 
understanding of the complexities of IT are required. There are many threats and neglected errors that 
lead to increase in IT risks, therefore organizations needs to ensure that decisions about deploying IT are 
aligned with the organizations strategic business objectives to create business value. Hence, to establish IT 
operations that are cooperated with business operations remains today as one of the biggest challenges. 
Recently, a series of published articles within the area has occurred but there is still much work to do to 
progress and improve these theories. A recurring factor for organizations becoming more successful in 
maximizing their business value through IT is to have a clear and distinct picture of the organizations 
business goals and how IT processes can support the work against these goals that results in a cooperated 
harmonization amongst business and IT [2][3][4].  

 
IT governance (ITG) is one of the most cherished IT concepts ever and is not an isolated discipline. IT 
governance is a framework for how IT should be governed, and how IT processes should be governed to 
achieve enterprises´ IT goals. The main subject of IT governance is the accountability of IT processes and 
how to direct and control IT effectively to increase business value. The IT governance concept is grouped 
into five distinct focus areas – or clear IT governance domains - each of them linked to a core IT 
governance goal; Strategic alignment, Value delivery, Risk management, Resource management and Performance 
measurement, whereas each focus area contains of its own different factors to influence the goal. In order to 
achieve good IT governance both IT and business need to evolve in the process of IT governance within 
an organization, hence successful implementation of IT governance leads to the achievement of IT 
governance goals. 
 
How to implement IT governance successfully in order to achieve IT governance goals has naturally 
become progressively more important as the corporate IT environments become more complex, while 
the IT content in business processes has increased radically. And it will be even more important in the 
future, particularly as new rules stand at the door with the increased requirements for risk management, 
governance and control right down to process level. Even though IT investments are managed by all 
enterprise parts and is one of the largest costs it still is seen as a centralized part within the overall 
organization. And since IT is as much critical as the business is for enterprises inclusive development, IT 
processes should have a good overall structure and should be seen as an integrated part within the entire 
business [1][2][3][4][6][12][15].  

 
IT governance has gone from being a “should have” to a “must have” within organizations as they seek 
changes and continuous growth by developing solutions for organizational processes and IT strategies  
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that are in line with the application solutions to harmonize the business strategy with IT. IT governance is 
all about the accountability of IT within the business and how solutions are supported by decision-
makings from the board of who is responsible for what. Hence a focus on how IT can contribute to 
business advantages leads to decision-makings of how these business goals can be realized and idealized. 
Organizations can through decision-makings decide what realization method to use to maximize business 
value through IT and contribute with a portfolio of what factors support the achievement of IT 
governance goals. There are many factors within every focus area; some affect a little while others affect 
more, but this is not clarified even though the numerous published theories [4][12][14] 

 

 

 

 

1.2 Purpose and aim 

The purpose with this thesis is to identify IT governance factors that organizations should consider that 
leads to a successful achievement of IT governance goals. The aim with this thesis is to assess the 
importance of factors to achieve IT governance goals. 

 

1.3 Objectives 

1. Gather all relevant information concerning the research area from articles and literature 
2. Define the concept of IT governance and create an understanding of its theoretical structure. 
3. Assess the relative importance of IT governance processes by surveying IT experts. 

 

1.4 Delimitations 

The following delimitations were drawn for this project: 
1. Only firms within audit, tax and advisory services with a global network were asked to 

participate in the survey. 
2. Experts who possess experience and knowledge within IT governance, and can therefore define 

the impact of these factors on the achievement of IT governance goals, were asked to participate 
in the survey. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
What factors need to be considered to successfully achieve IT 

governance goals? 
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2 Theoretical framework 
 
In order to understand IT governance and its role within enterprises in a broader sentence, the issue of 
corporate governance needs to be addressed. A followed description of what IT governance is along with 
a brief significant description of the ITG focus areas will be presented in this chapter. Finally, what IT 
governance is not along with a general overview of different best-practice frameworks that support IT 
Governance will be presented. 

 

2.1 Corporate governance 
 
The corporate governance concept became a dominant business topic during recent pressures- the stream 
of corporate scandals in 2002 with Enron, Worldcom and Tyco involved. In the first six months of 2002 
the S&P 500 fell 16 percent and the heavy technology stock market Nasqad fell up to 36 percent. The 
widely publicized scandals during the bursting of the dot.com tech bubble created an atmosphere of 
doubt and distrust amongst the investing public, which led to a more focus on the corporate 
accountability [1][9].  

The Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development’s (OECD) published in 1999 a set of 
standards and guidelines for good corporate governance, and aimed that principles within corporate 
governance include rights and responsibilities for shareholders, protection of the rights of shareholders 
and other stakeholders i.e. employees and customers [1][9][11][13].  
OECD describes corporate governance as:   

 

”Corporate governance is the system by which business corporations are 
directed and controlled. The corporate governance structure specifies the 
distribution of rights and responsibilities among different participants in the 
corporation, such as the board, managers, shareholders and other 
stakeholders, and spells out the rules and procedures for making decisions on 
corporate affairs. By doing this, it also provides the structure through which 
the company objectives are set, and the means of attaining those objectives and 
monitoring performance [13].” 

 

The core of the description is the responsibility to secure, build and ensure business value for 
stakeholders and other shareholders. Corporate governance formulates an organizations long-term 
strategy, risk management and value delivery. Even though there are no agreements on what optimal 
governance structure is, it is universally acknowledged that more business problems and lower firm 
performance is associated with weaker governance. Previous studies confirm that outstanding corporate 
governance gives good stock earning rates and shareholder rewards [3][9][11][13].  

 
Linking corporate governance and IT Governance 

Weill and Ross constructed a framework for how to link corporate governance and IT governance. The 
framework illustrates the link between corporate governance and governance for business key assets, and 
is presented in the figure below (cf. figure 1) [9]. 
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              Figure 1- Framework linking corporate governance to IT governance [9] 

The senior executive team articulates strategies and desirable behaviors to accomplish board mandates. 
Weill and Ross (2004) state that desirable behaviors embody organizations belief and culture admitted 
through strategies, corporate value statements, organizational structures and rituals. The top of the 
framework describes the board’s relationship, and the lower half describes the six key assets that 
enterprises need in order to accomplish their strategies and generate business value. These assets are used 
both independently and together, and the key elements of each asset are: 

1. Human assets: people, skills, competencies 
2. Financial assets: cash, investments, cash flow 
3. Physical assets: buildings, equipment, security, maintenance 
4. IP assets: intellectual property, services, copyrights 
5. Information and IT assets: information, process performance, Information systems (IS) 
6. Relationship assets: relationships within the enterprise, suppliers, competitors [9] 

In order to govern the six assets mentioned above, mechanisms are required within the enterprise to 
perform better. Even though some mechanisms will always be unique to each asset, like IT governance is 
for IT, some common mechanisms lead to better coordination of the six assets. Hence the creation of 
common governance mechanisms across these six key assets will increase integration and will result in a 
smaller number of mechanisms, which will be easier to communicate and implement. The senior 
management team is trained and educated about how the mechanisms of governance can be combined 
and how to work for the enterprise essentially, and is an ongoing task for achieving effective governance 
[9]. 

 
There are several ways of looking at the linkage between corporate governance and IT governance. Van 
Grembergen, Guldentops and Da Raes describe the linkage in another way by using Shleifer and Vishny’s 
(1997) typical three key questions that the board should address to link corporate governance eloquently 
with IT governance (cf. figure 2) [23].  

 

                          Figure 2 - Corporate and IT governance questions [23] 
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2.2 IT Governance 
 
The IT investments are the biggest expense for many organizations today, and are managed by all aspects 
of a business and not just by the IT department. This leads to a difficulty when trying to justify the 
centralization of IT. Studies show that organizations that perform best are those who have distributed 
controlled processes and structures all the way to board level so that they are linked to performance and 
can harmonize the IT organization with the business goals, in order to achieve IT governance goals 
[1][2][3].  

The origins of IT governance occurred in the early 90’s were theorists started to discuss how to control 
and measure IT in line with the organizations visions and principles. This progressed later into a more 
front-end planning by putting processes in place. Today, IT governance is more preventive, rather than 
taking actions afterwards, hence it became a framework for how to do business, make decisions and 
monitor progresses- to control IT. The leading community, the IT Governance Institute (ITGI) was 
founded in 1998 by the Information System Audit and Control Association (ISACA) in recognition of the 
increasing criticality of information technology to enterprise success, which led to the awareness of the IT 
governance concept and how IT and business could be aligned towards the overall enterprise goals. The 
IT governance concept has in recent years become one of the most famous concepts ever 
[1][2][3][4][7][12][14]. 

IT governance means that there are guidelines, structures and rules for the information technology within 
an organization or a business to ensure interoperability and institutionalization between core business and 
IT operations to increase business value. The board members and executives, who are the highest levels 
within an organization, are the ones who decide and specify these guidelines and rules. It is also the 
boards’ and executives responsibility to handle that those guidelines and rules for IT are anchored and 
complied within the whole business strategies and objectives [2][3]. In order to make these guidelines and 
rules for IT practically applicable, and to ensure that they are complied, they need a structure to follow. 
The structure includes well-defined and established factors. This means that factors and their structures 
need to be supported by an organizational culture [1][3][14]. 

The IT governance theories are partly driven by external rigid demands, but besides that, more and more 
companies acknowledge that well defined factors can contribute to the overall cost efficiency and IT 

performance which lead to the achievement of ITG goals [1][2][4].  

The IT governance concept is significantly divided into five focus areas all used as five core IT 
governance goals and driven by stakeholder value:  

 

 

Figure 3 - IT governance focus area [6] 
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Value delivery and risk management are outcomes whilst strategic alignment, resource management and 
performance measurement are drivers. In order to obtain good IT governance, factors from both IT and 
business needs to be involved in the process of achievement of IT governance goals. The ITG goals can 
be achieved when decisions of what factors to extract are well informed and able to act rationally without 
tacit vagueness. The ITGI separates the focus areas and their belonged factors that support the decision 
making to achieve every goal along with their divided purpose and associated factors in more detail in 
subsection 2.6 [6]. 

The five IT governance focus areas are representing five IT governance outcomes and are together a 
continuous lifecycle within organizations (cf. figure 4) which can be entered at any point. 
 

  
                             Figure 4 – The IT governance lifecycle [6] 
 

The lifecycle usually starts with the strategy and its alignment throughout the enterprise and delivers the 
value and the strategy promised, and addressing the mitigated risks when implementation occurs. 
Additionally, the strategy needs to be monitored and the results measured, reported and acted upon at 
regular intervals. If needed, the strategy is reevaluated and realigned generally on annual bases. This 
lifecycle does not take place in vacuum; hence each enterprise operates in an environment that is 
influenced by: 

 Stakeholder values 

 The mission, vision and values of the enterprise 

 The community, and company ethics and culture 

 Applicable laws, regulations and policies 

 Industry practices [6] 

It is utterly importance to understand these influences described ahead and that IT governance itself is 
also a process in which the strategy drives the IT processes and obtains resources necessary to execute 
their responsibilities. The IT processes report against these responsibilities through: process outcome, 
performance, mitigated and accepted risks, and through consumed resources [6][9][15].  

The ITGI summarizes conditions for good IT governance as: 

 IT governance shall affect all IT decisions that are made throughout the business on all 
levels. 

 IT governance must involve and absorb the business’s management team. 

 IT operations and processes within the organization are defined. 

 IT governance must be consistent with the rest of the organization and support the overall 
strategic business objectives. 

 There are processes and practices with clear roles, and guidelines, rules and established 
relationships empowered. 

 To follow up, audit and give feedback for IT operations that are made continuously [2][9]. 
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Regardless the needs there are many different definitions and opinions of what IT governance is. The 
definitions can be found in numerous books and articles. The subsection below presents the diversity of 
IT governance definitions [1][2][3][4][7][12][14]. 

 

2.3 The diversity of IT governance 
 
The literature and articles of IT governance includes a range of definitions providing perspectives on the 
concept of IT governance where the available definitions differ considerably. But when a researcher is 
choosing one specific definition amongst them all, the researcher specifically scopes the boundaries and 
intent of the research. Presented below are some famous renowned IT definitions of IT governance, 
written by IT governance theorists [1][2][3][4][7][12][18][14]: 
 

“IT governance is the organizational capacity exercised by the Board, 

executive management and IT management to control the formulation and 

implementation of IT strategy and in this way ensure the fusion of business 

and IT” [1] 

“Specifying the decision rights and accountability framework to encourage 

desirable behavior in using IT” [9] 

“The responsibility of the board of directors and executive management. It is 
an integral part of enterprise governance and consists of the leadership and 
organizational structures and processes that ensure that the organization’s IT 
sustains and extends the organization’s strategies and objectives” [2] 

 

The definition of IT governance differ but can still be concluded that IT governance deals with the 
organizational aspects of IT and exercised by management, to control the formulation and 
implementation of IT strategies and processes to ensure interaction between business and IT I intend in 
this report to use the definition of IT governance that is in line with the IT Governance Institute (ITGI) 
[2] definition of IT governance.  

Research within IT governance is largely based on case studies and empirical data. Like the diverging 
definitions of what IT governance is, the views of how to achieve effective or good governance also 
differ. Effective or good governance is the result of ensured value and benefits that are realized by the 
implemented processes, that resources are used optimally, and that the IT business mission is clearly 
defined with good organizational structure and good leadership; to prioritize existing processes in order to 
interact effectively to increase business value [4][18].  

 

2.4 The difference between IT governance and IT management 

 
There is not always a clear distinction between what IT governance is and what IT governance is not; but 
Peterson (2003) visualized the distinction as a relationship according to the figure below [1]. 
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Figure 4 - The different between IT management and IT governance [9] 

IT management is not IT governance, and focuses on the internal effective supply of IT services and 
products and the management of present IT operations. IT governance, in turn, is much broader and 
concentrates on transforming and performing IT to meet present and future demands of the business 
(internal focus) and business customers (external focus). The IT governance is somewhat also dependent 
of the external regulatory demands, but this does not undermine the importance and complexity of IT 
management. The difference between them could help organizations provide a better view of what IT 
governance is and what determines who should make decisions to achieve IT governance goals [1][9]. 

 

2.5 IT Governance frameworks 
 
ITIL and Cobit are the most renowned frameworks that support the implementation of effective IT-
processes. Both are based on best practices, with governance principles, whereas ITIL has a more detailed 
structure than Cobit. ITIL describes how processes should be performed rather than what. The focus of 
ITIL is to increase the quality of IT services by streamline the operational aspects. Cobit, on the other 
hand, is describing what processes should be performed in order to gain a structured approach for 
governing IT. ITIL and Cobit are described more in subsections below [2][5]. 

 
Cobit 
 
Cobit is short for Control Objectives for Information and Related Technology and is the only complete 
process-oriented standard for ruling and reviewing IT-activities. Cobit is the standard reference 
framework to ITG and was introduced in 1996 by the Information Systems Audit and Control 
Association (ISACA). The founders were a group of IT auditors, who recognized the increasing need for 
control within IT organizations and decided to create a network for information and guidance in the field. 
In 1998 ISACA, today, a global organization with over 75 000 members in more than 160 countries, 
established the IT Governance Institute (ITGI), who is now responsible for Cobit. In late 2007 the ITGI 
released the most recent Cobit edition (4.1) [5][6]. 
 
The framework is, as mentioned above, developed by the ITGI as a single gathered best-practice 
document within this area. Cobit is designed as a support to the board in their work to ensure that IT 
delivers value, and that IT is in line with the overall business objectives, where resources are allocated to 
mitigate risks. Across the four domains Cobit defines 34 IT processes, or High Level Control Objectives, 
as they are called by their own document that are generally used. Each process is associated to different 
business needs that can be satisfied by effectively administrate every processes [6]. 

 
Cobit defines its IT activities as process-oriented in a generic process model within four different 
domains. These domains are; Plan and Organize (PO), Acquire and Implement (AI), Deliver and Support (DS) 
and Monitor and Evaluate (ME). Cobit is a process based framework which involves those IT functions that 
usually are found within an IT organization, thus seeks to give a understandable common reference model  
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for both the operational side of IT and business managers. The basic principle of the Cobit framework is 
that IT resources are managed by IT processes to achieve IT goals that respond to the business 
requirements, as illustrated by the Cobit cube below (cf. figure 6) [6]. 
 
 

 
Figure 5 - The Cobit cube screening the basic principle of the Cobit framework [6] 

ITIL 

 
The Information Technology Infrastructure Library (ITIL) was originally developed by the Central 
Computer and Telecommunications Agency (CCTA) and later in the late 1980’s become part of the UK 
Office of Government Commerce (OCG). ITIL details establishment and maintenance of service level 
agreements (SLA) and aids the creation of processes related to delivery and support. The intention is to 
comprehensively compile experiences from work to deliver cost-effective and qualitative IT-services, and 
several organizations are involved in the process of developing ITIL, including the qualified and 
international nonprofit oriented organization itSMF.  The Information Technology Infrastructure Library 
consists of a series of books giving advice on how to provide IT service with quality, hence the term 
library [7][8][12].  

At the moment there are five volumes of how ITIL is organized:  

1. Service Strategy 
2. Service Design 
3. Service Transition 
4. Service Operation 
5. Continual Service Improvement [8] 

ITIL focuses on the operational, organizational and functional attributes required for optimized 
operations management. These areas also have a number of supporting subcategories. ITIL however, 
does not cover the strategic impact of IT and the relation between IT and the business [8]. 

 
2.6 Affecting factors 
 
The purpose with this study is to identify IT governance factors that organizations should consider that 
leads to a successful achievement of IT governance goals and furthermore to assess the importance of each 
factor. In this section the 35 factors that have been extracted from the document of the ITGI “Board Briefing 
on IT Governance” are presented. Each domain and their goal are initially presented in detail. The ontext is 
followed by a model representing the structure and junction amongst each IT governance goal and the 
goals’ associated factors. 
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Strategic alignment - SA 
 
Alignment of IT has been synonymous with IT strategy and encompasses more on the strategic 
integration between future IT- and future enterprise organization, consequently leading to the key 
question whether an enterprise’s investment in IT is in harmony with its strategic objectives (intention, 
current strategy and enterprise goals) and thus building the capabilities necessary to deliver business value 
considerably referred to as harmonized alignment. The main goal with the strategic alignment domain is 
to always move in the right direction and always being better aligned than the competitors and specifically 
concern about defining, maintaining and validating the IT value proposition. In order to ensure that all 
elements of the IT environment within the IT strategy is supporting the overall strategic objectives, 
factors that support the decision making to achieve the goal of the strategic alignment domain need to 
issue [6]: 

 

 Business objectives and competitive environments 

 Current and future technologies and the costs, risks and benefits they can bring to the business 

 The capability of the IT organization and technology to deliver current and future levels of 
service to the business, and the extent of change and investments this might imply for the whole 
enterprise 

 Cost of current IT and whether this provides sufficient value to the business 

 The lessons learned from past failures and successes [6] 
 
 

The model below is presenting an oversight of the strategic alignment domain. The first level is 
representing the goal and the underlying levels are identifying the seven factors that are associated with 
this goal. The model is based on the concepts and relationships described within the strategic alignment 
field above. 

 

1.

It is clear what IT is doing

Strategic Alignment

7.

IT is a regular item on the 

agenda of the board and is 

addressed on a structured 

manner

6.

The board articulates and 

communicates the business 

direction to which IT should be 

aligned

5. 

The enterprise and IT align their 

objectives

4. 

The making of major IT-

decisions is time-efficient

3. 

IT core competencies are 

maintained at a sufficient level to 

meet required enterprise strategic 

objectives

2. 

IT projects deliver what they 

promised

 
Figure 6 - Model: Strategic Alignment 
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Value delivery - VD 
 
Delivering value concerns the execution of the value proposition throughout the delivery cycle by 
ensuring that IT value is delivered on-time and within budget with appropriate qualities to achieve the 
promised benefits and to optimize costs, and provide intrinsic values of IT. The elements within the 
strategy for achieving value delivery are either subjective or difficult to measure whereas all elements are 
translated into business terms as i.e. competitive advantage, elapsed time for order/service fulfillment, 
customer satisfaction and the productivity and profitability of employees. Toward the achievement of 
effective IT value delivery, both the actual costs and the return on investments need to be managed. Thus 
factors that support the decision making to achieve the value delivery goal need to issue relatively 
expectations such as [6]: 

 

 Fit for purpose and meeting business requirements 

 Flexibility to adopt future requirements 

 Throughput and response times 

 Ease of use, resiliency and security 

 Integrity, accuracy and currency of information [6] 
 
 
Figure 7 is presenting an oversight of the value delivery domain where the first level is representing the 
goal and the next levels are identifying the seven factors that are associated with the value delivery goal 
described above. Hence, this model is based on the conceptualization specified under the subsection 
above (“Value Delivery”). 
 

 

8.

The management of IT 

investment agreements is 

evaluated

Value delivery

14.

The board has a clear view on 

the major IT investments from a 

risk and return perspective
13.

The board provides clear well-

articulated strategies for how IT-

projects can prevent deliver 

failures

12.

IT projects deliver what they 

promised

11.

IT meets business expectations 

to create competitive advantages

10.

IT projects do not often go over 

budget

9.

End users are satisfied with the 

quality of the IT service

 
Figure 7- Model: Value Delivery 
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Risk management – RM 
 
Risk management is since the protection of infrastructure initiatives in the US and UK pointed out as an 
utterly dependency of all enterprises IT infrastructure and vulnerability of new technology risks. The 
universal need to demonstrate good enterprise governance of shareholders and other stakeholders is the 
driver for increased risk management activities within organizations. Enterprise risk comes in many 
varieties and not only in financial risks; therefore regulators are specifically concerned about operational 
and systemic risks whereas technology risks and information security issues are prominent. The 
management of risks requires awareness by senior corporate officers to embed risk management 
responsibilities into the organization.  Effective risk management initially begins with a clear 
understanding of the enterprise’s appetite for risks that focus on the effort of all risk management within 
IT contexts that impact future IT investments and the protection of IT assets. Risks should be managed 
within organization by factors to ensure [6]: 

 

 There is transparency about significant risks, and clarifying risk-taking or risk-avoidance 
policies of the organization – determining the enterprise’s appetite for risks 

 There is awareness of the final responsibility for risk management by making sure that 
constraints of delegation are communicated and clearly understood 

 There is capacity to generate cost-efficiency 

 There are proactive and transparent approaches to create exploited competitive advantages 

 There are escalated embedded operations to respond to rapidly changing risks [6] 
 
Figure 8 below is representing the structure and junction between the goal with the risk management 
domain and the underlying factors. As depicted, the first level is the goal and the next level is presenting 
the seven factors associated with this domain. 

 

 

15.

Incorporated regular assessments 

of risk relevance are carried out

Risk Management

21.

The board is regularly briefed on 

IT risks to which the enterprise 

is exposed, including compliance 

risks
20.

The board is aware of potential 

conflicts between the enterprise 

divisions and the IT function

19.

How risks can be avoided is 

clarified

18.

Education within the 

organization to establish 

common language is carried out

17.

IT management follow-up on 

risk exposures

16.

The risk management 

responsibilities are embedded 

within the organization

 
Figure 8- Model: Risk Management 

 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 

 
Industrial Information and Control systems (ICS) 

Marlene Gevriye  
December, 2010 

 

20 

 
IT Resource management – ITREM 
 
Most enterprises fail to maximize the efficiency of their IT assets and optimize their costs related to these 
assets, therefore the biggest challenge in recent years has been to know where and how to outsource and 
also to know how to manage the outsourced services in a way to deliver the promised values to 
satisfactory prices -the optimal investment. Effective spending of IT operational governance requires 
effective control of cost bases, i.e. where the focus of IT assets and IT resources are needed most 
(applications, information, infrastructure and people). The resource management within IT governance is 
the responsibility of the board where they need to address factors for effectively achieving resource 
management goals by ensuring that [6]: 

 

 Responsibilities with respect to IT systems and services procurement are understood and 
applied 

 Appropriate methods and adequate skills exist to manage and support IT projects and 
systems 

 Improved workforce planning and investments exist to ensure recruitment and retention of 
skilled IT staff 

 IT education, training and development needs are fully identified and addressed for all staff 

 Appropriate facilities are provided and time is available for staff to develop the skills they 
need [6] 

 
The model below reflects the IT resource management domain described above. The model presents the 
IT resource management as a first level, as a goal, whereas the underlying level is specifying the seven 
factors associated with this goal. Hence, this model may be used as an oversight for this domain and what 
factors that are supporting the goal. 
 

22.

The management and support of 

IT systems is carried out by IT 

staff with appropriate and 

adequate skills

IT Resource 

Management

28.

The board is assured of the fact 

that suitable IT resources, 

infrastructures and skills are 

available 
27.

The board is aware of the latest 

developments in IT from a 

business perspective

26.

Skilled IT resources are attracted 

to the organization successfully? 

The enterprise´s internal IT skill-

set is increasing

25.

The internal knowledge is 

leveraged to increase stakeholder 

value

24.

The IT staff has access and are 

offered appropriate working 

tools to develop the needed skills

23.

The workforce planning is 

improved to ensure maintenance 

of skilled staff

 
Figure 9 - Model: IT Resource Management 
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Performance measurement - PM 
 
Organizations need to mobilize intangible and hidden assets to compete in today’s information-based 
global economy. The key issue with performance measurement is to track and monitor strategy 
implementation, project completion, resource usage, process performance and service delivery, using, for 
example, balanced scorecards that translate strategy into action to achieve goals measurable beyond 
conventional accounting. In order to ensure that all elements are assisting performance measurement, 
factors that support decision making to achieve the goal of the way of doing business and measure 
performance need to issue the followed perspectives [6]: 
 

 Financial perspectives – to satisfy stakeholders 

 Customer perspectives – to achieve financial objectives by serving customer needs 

 Internal process perspectives – to satisfy shareholders and other stakeholders by surpass 
internal business processes 

 Learning perspective – to achieve goals through the innovation of the organization [6] 

 

Figure 10 presents an oversight of the performance measurement domain where the first level is 
representing the goal and the next levels are identifying the seven factors that are associated with 
achieving the goal of performance measurement as described above. Hence, this model is based on the 
conceptualization specified under the subsection above (“Performance measurement”). 

 

 

29.

The current performance of IT 

is measured

Performance 

Measurement

35.

The board obtains IT 

performance reports illustrating 

the value of IT from a business 

driver perspective 
34.

The board obtains regular 

progress reports on major IT 

projects

33.

The org. is getting independent 

assurance on the achievement of 

IT objectives and the 

containment of IT risks

32.

The org. has a view on how and 

how much the enterprise invests 

in IT compared to other like org.

31.

IT assets are being well-managed

30.

The current capabilities are 

analyzed to identify gaps

 

Figure 10 - Model: Performance Measurement 
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3 Methodology 
 
This chapter contains information on how the strategy for this thesis was designed. The methodology 
chapter starts with the project model and an explanation of every phase, and continues with an 
identification of how data was collected, and the validity and reliability of the survey. Finally, the study 
and analysis tool will be offered. 

 

3.1 Project model 
 
In this section the project model used for this study is demonstrated according to the basic regulations for 
writing a Master thesis at the institution for Industrial Information and Control systems (ICS). The figure 
below (cf. figure 11) displays the model and beneath the figure all executed activities within the different 
phases are explained. 

 

 
      

    

Phase 1                
Phase2                  Phase 3                  Phase 4              Phase 5                         
Project                 Theory                   Data                        Analysis              Project  
initiation                                             collection                                           closure            
 

 
Figure- 11 The project model  

Project initiation 
 
In this first phase of the project, the scope of the entire project was defined along with its purpose, aim 
and delimitations. There were continuously scheduled meetings with the supervisor to illuminate how the 
project model will be defined in order to meet the expectations of the outcome. Routines were defined, 
risk analysis was made, and research routines were chosen. The establishment and approval of the project 
plan ended this phase. 

 
Theory 
 
In the theory phase, studies of relevant literature and articles were made in order to assimilate necessary 
knowledge to this research. The theory section in this thesis, chapter 2 gives an account of the studies of 
literatures and articles performed in this phase.  

 
Data collection 
 
The data collection phase was executed in two steps. First a quantitative survey was conducted with 40 
experienced and knowledgeable IT governance experts. After that the results from the survey was 
gathered they were analyzed and interpreted into descriptive statistical data. For a further description of 
the survey see section 3.2.  Step two within this phase was to conduct qualitative personal interviews with 
three IT governance experts, all from different organizations with different background and experiences 
within the ITG area. The intention with conducting these personal interviews was to discuss the statistical 
results freely for a deeper understanding of the results. 
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Analysis 

The first quantitative data collection was interpreted and analyzed into descriptive statistics in order to 
reveal significant relevancies of the different factors within each domain. The analysis process was an 
iterative progress since initially only the first data collection was conducted and analyzed. The results and 
analyzed data from the first data collection was later used in the second data collection process to achieve 
enforcement of the validity and reliability of the results to this study (cf. chapter 5). 

Project closure 
 
In this final phase the presentation material was created and the results presented at department for 
Industrial Information and Control Systems at the Royal Institute of Technology (KTH). This phase was 
ended by the approval of this Final Report by the examiner at KTH. 

 

3.2 Data collection 

Thesis strategy  
 
Yin identifies surveys as one of the five major research strategies within social sciences. Yin aims that 
surveys are the most effective and popular strategies to use when doing a research and are used when the 
researcher wants to gather information through questionnaires or personal interviews; hence survey 
research is common to collect information [10].  

 
The term survey refers to the selection of a relatively large sample of people from a predetermined 
population followed by the collection of a relatively small amount of data from those individuals. The 
survey research is well suited for descriptive studies to explore aspects of a situation. The survey for this 
thesis aims to be a descriptive research for observing an accurate certain phenomena as a part of cross-
sectional survey. Cross-sectional survey is a survey that aims to examine a situation by describing 
important factors associated with that situation where the researcher gathers the information needed for 
the study from respondents in a single occasion [10][16][19]. 

 
Both questionnaires and personal interviews were chosen methods for this study, whereas 40 
questionnaires were set up in advance and sent out to four pre-defined organizations as a first step. The 
advantages with doing a survey research through questionnaires for this thesis are that data is based on 
real-world observations – empirical data. The disadvantage is that it is hard to control high response-rates 
to the survey. 

The questionnaires were later accompanied by personal interviews after agreeing with the respondents to 
have a meeting with one expert at a time in different locations to ask questions about the results from the 
questionnaires and discuss freely around them [16][17].  

The larger advantages with conducting a personal interview is that complicated questions can be asked 
compared to the questionnaires and the possibility of more complete answers around the issues is higher. 
The disadvantage, on the other hand with conducting a personal interview is that a so-called “interview 
effect” can occur. An interview effect is when the interviewer affects the respondent dishonestly in a way 
by getting too much help with answering the questions [17].  

 

Quantitative and Qualitative data 
 
It is common to distinguish between scientific methodological approach as qualitative and quantitative, 
where a qualitative study means that results are defined in words and a quantitative study defines 
numerical data. Since both approaches are being used through this survey, it’s worth to illustrate the 
advantages, disadvantages, and differences between a quantitative and a qualitative approach [17][28]. 
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The qualitative approach is an open-method where information is being structured, categorized and 
directed after it has been collected. The advantages with the qualitative approach are that they don’t 
impose the respondent to answer stated questions with predefined given responses, this gives the 
respondent the opportunity to speak and discuss freely, which asserts high intern validity (cf. 3.3). 
Another advantage is that information gained from a certain respondent is unique and flexible. The 
disadvantages with the qualitative approach are the qualification of being time-consuming and therefore 
researchers must content themselves with few respondents. This leads to problems with the respondents’ 
representativeness and generalization – the extern validity [17]. 

In contrast to the qualitative approach the significance of using a quantitative approach is the closed-
method to categorize and structure -before information is gathered; relevant responses are defined in 
advance. This conveys a method that controls what information the respondent can give – a relative 
reserved method. An obvious advantage of using a relative reserved method is how information is 
standardized and easy to process. The selection is representative which contributes to increased possibility 
of generalization. It is common to mention that this methodological approach has high extern validity (cf. 
3.3) [28].   

The disadvantages are that it is impossible to go deeper in the survey since a variation amongst 
respondents is difficult to achieve. A quantitative survey may never guarantee standardized questions that 
respondents experience relevant or real. That is why this method has problems with the intern validity. 
The aim with using a qualitative interview after a quantitative survey in this thesis is to increase 
information-value and create deeper and more complete perceptions of the studied phenomena  
[16] [17][28]. 

 

Primary and Secondary data 
 
Primary data is information from primary sources and is directly compiled by the analysts for a specific 
study. Secondary data is information from secondary sources where the analysts do not directly compile 
information. Secondary data includes both unpublished and published work and can be gathered from 
numerous sources such as articles, literature and other publications. However, the gathering of new data 
and information is vital for scientific development and therefore both primary and secondary data is 
essential in this study. In this study, the primary data was generated by the surveys and personal interviews 
described in section 3.2. The secondary data comes from already available academic and scientific 
literature and articles (see chapter 2) [16][28].  

 

3.3 Selection 

 

The nature of expertise 

Expertise is a concept with individual attributes that will and can affect the reliability and the quality of 
the performance of a study. The studies of ubiquitous expertise raise one question: 

1. How do we classify a participant as an expert or a novice in order to allocate them to an 
experimental group? [20] 

To answer the question, experiences in terms of years in a job and qualifications (academically and other 
affiliated institutionalized) are used to identify experts. Experts are developed over time with specific 
practices in substantial agreements where they often are questioning, striving and hardworking individuals 
who seldom work in isolation. Furthermore, experts know how to make superior decision-makings and 
how to learn from past decisions to make appropriate changes in future decision strategies. Nonetheless, 
even if they may not learn in the most efficient fashions they still are responsive to past failures and  
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success. Shanteau (1984, 1987) summarized through elaborated discussions that experts appear with 
characteristics as i.e. [19][20]: 

 Generally highly developed perceptual/attention abilities 

 Good sense of what is relevant and irrelevant when making decisions 

 The ability to simplify complex problems 

 Can effectively communicate their expertise to others 

 Are able to handle adversity better than non-experts 

 Are effective and selective in picking decision problems [19][20] 
 

Population  
 
A population is the entire studied unit that the researcher wants to study – the people in interest. When 
the population is known and the researcher knows what certain phenomena to be studied, the population 
is distinct and can be generalized. The population of this study is individuals with IT governance expertise 
and is a representative selection for this research. For a further description on what an expert is, please see 
the subsection above. The participants within this survey were a composition of individuals who were 
qualitatively selected by the head of each organization. By letting the responsible head of each 
organization qualitatively select each respondent lead to the contribution of avoidance of selection-biases; 
for this reason adequate reliability occurs [22][26].  
 

Sampling method 

Random sampling – or probability sampling - is generally employed when quantitative methods are used 
to collect data. Non-random sampling – or non-probability sampling - is commonly applied when 
qualitative methods are used to collect data for exploratory work.  

The stringent simple random sampling technique is used in this study’s first step, the survey, where each 
individual within this population is selected by chance and is equally as likely to be picked as any other 
ITG expert. The study’s second step, the personal interview, was conducted on individuals chosen 
through a purposive sampling technique where a specific population was identified and only they were 
included in this second survey [16][17][19][27]. 

 

Evaluation of the validity and reliability of the survey  
 
Validity and reliability are two important aspects that need to be taken into consideration when 
conducting an empirical study [10][17]. 

The term validity aims to show how well you have explored a phenomenon that is intended to explore, in 
other words, it refers to whether you actually measure what is intended to be measured. The definition 
can be explained in three different aspects, but this study will only rely on two of them: intern validity and 
extern validity [10][17].  Intern validity refers to whether the results are perceived as real. The concept of 
what is right is not a single defined approach; it is the probabilistic of how a phenomenon is explained – 
non-objectively.  
 
The truth and what is right is a concept that can be admitted by numerous persons who agree, or by 
comparing a phenomenon with recognized research theories. Hence, testing of validity always means that 
the results are compared in relation to other persons. The most common way to validate the results is to 
confront what has been investigated with the result that has been gained as a researcher and to naturally 
compare the results with other researches [10][17]. In this thesis, the survey has been used as a tool to  
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assess the impact of different indicators on successful achievement of ITG goals. Hence the survey itself 
is based only on ITG theories written by the ITGI the validity for this thesis is acceptable.  

 
While intern validity is about whether a phenomenon has been explained in the right way; external validity 
concerns to what extend findings from one study can be generalized from few investigated units to other 
non-investigated units. The generalization of extern validity occurs mainly within quantitative studies, 
since qualitative studies only identify few studies, which cannot represent other persons than the persons 
that have been investigated, and qualitative studies seldom carry out comprehensively selections to study. 
It is extremely important, irrespective of the study, to always take into account what representative 
selection to conduct the study on [10][17]. 
 
The objective of reliability is to ensure that the investigation can be trustful, i.e. the investigation has been 
conducted in a credible way. In order to conduct a trustful investigation, the objective is to be sure that, if 
a later investigator followed the same procedures as described in this research, and conducted the same 
studies all over again, the same findings and conclusions should be established. It is important to 
illuminate the importance of how the research method could affect the result. Hence the general way of 
approaching reliability it to create the different steps in the study as operational as possible [10][17]. 

 

 

3.4 Tools 

Inquiry 

 
The inquiry and tool for this study was used as a part of an ongoing research project at ICS. The purpose 
and aim with this thesis as described before (cf. 1.2), was to identify ITG factors that organizations should 
consider that leads to the successful achievement of ITG goals, furthermore to assess the importance of 
factors in the achievement of ITG goals.  The inquiry contained of extracted factors from the theories of 
the ITGI “Board Briefing on IT Governance”, where each and every factor has a certain affect in the 
achievement of IT governance goal (cf. section 2.6 Affecting factors).  

The respondents were asked to assess the factors relevance through rating scales to what extent they 
affect the achievement of ITG goals. Rating scales are interchangeably more commonly used within 
questionnaires as likert scales, as it allows the respondent to specify their level of agreement in a 
statement. The scaling used in this study was: 1=not at all; 7= to a great extent.  

The inquiry’s structure was modified as comprehensive as possible. The last question asked the 
respondent to weight all five ITG outcomes concurrently (Strategic alignment, Value delivery, Risk management, 
IT Resource management, Performance measurement). The intention with letting ITG experts weight the 
outcomes was to establish knowledge of the relevance of the total outcomes within the organization. By 
studying the relevance of each outcome, more knowledge on how they prioritize these outcomes is 
gained. The respondent had to weight the goals/domains against each other and range them by 1= the 
most important; 5= the least important. For a complete version of the inquiry please see Appendix B. 

 

Descriptive statistics 

Descriptive statistics summarizes data by drawing main conclusions from generally presented 
quantitatively collection of data. The analysis for this thesis is inferred and realized in several descriptive 
statistical models by using SPSS - a statistical software tool for academics and other organizational 
institutions to attain data processing diagrams. The descriptive statistical analysis models used for the 
analysis in this research are [22]: 
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 Mean-value 
 
The means is an arithmetic value that is used to represent an average for a set of 
values, i.e. all 40 experts quantitatively appreciated the relevance/value of every factor 
and hence the means of each observed factor could be calculated [22][26] 
 

 Confidence Interval 
 
The confidence interval is constructed to across many separate data analyses from 
research to contain the true value of a parameter that approximately match the 
confidence level. The confidence interval has a lower bound and an upper bound to 
identify the divisions of the means of e.g. a factor. The interval estimates an alleged 
95 percent confidentiality [22][26]. 
 

 One-way ANOVA  
 
Analysis of variance (ANOVA) is a technique used to determine whether the means 
of more than two factors are equal or not. One-way ANOVA models deals with the 
results of a straightforward experimental manipulation where the term derives from 
the fact that variables from a group differs systematically in only one respect: that 
there is at least one independent variable with a means that is different from at least 
one another.  
 
The one-way ANOVA model provides a statistical test of a null hypothesis referred 
to p=0.05. This approves whether or not the means of several elements are all equal. 
The null-hypothesis is false and therefore rejected when the significant value (p) is 
smaller than 0.05. A discarded null-hypothesis assigns a proof that there are 
significant differences within a group of independent variables in relation to the 
dependent variable within the same group [22][24][27].  
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4 Empirics 
 

The empirics for this study are divided into two main sections: the first and second data collection, where 
both data collections were conducted through inductive approaches.  

An inductive approach is, in short terms, a methodology where reasoning’s are drawn by generalized 
conclusions from finite collections of specific observations. In other words, the premises in inductive 
approaches indicate supportive conclusions but do not entail them; rather gives suggestions for truth 
conclusions and does not ensure the truth of these. Inductive approaches are suitable when the creation 
of data is needed- inducted from progressed studies of empirical data [37].  

The first section consists of 40 inquiry surveys executed on ITG experts within global audit, tax and 
advisory -organizations and forms the basis for this study’s acquisition of objectives. The second section 
consists of three personal interviews, conducted with three high-positioned ITG experts in three different 
global audit, tax and advisory –organizations. The data obtained by the studies are analyzed using 
descriptive statistical analysis tools in Chapter 5 Results and Analysis.  

 

4.1 Empirics from first data collection – Survey 

In order to give a more complete depiction of the results a concise overall presentation of the information 
of all IT governance experts along with their roles within their organization and what license they have 
obtained during their years within the work of IT governance projects will be stated. 

In this thesis, a study into what affecting factors can imply for a successful achievement of IT governance 
goals was made and compared against pre-written theories. The framework constructed and used in this 
study was an inquiry as described above (cf. section 3.4) or seen in Appendix B; containing of 35 factors 
within the five ITG domains whereas each factor had a purpose and drives somehow in the achievement 
of each ITG goal. To attain an understanding of the affecting factors a survey was conducted with 
respondents that are continuous involved in ITG projects and also worked as sensed ITG experts. 
 
The first data collection was done through 40 surveys within the audit, tax and advisory –sector. The main 
purpose with this first collection was to gather information on what factors ITG experts estimated being 
more relevant in the achievement of ITG goals and to further analyze these results in order to use them in 
the second data collection. The criteria for the characteristics needed to be stated as an expert is briefly 
described in section 3.3 (cf. the nature of expertise). By using a survey as a research approach in the 
conduction of the first data collection was an obvious chosen approach in the first place, since an overall 
database could be gathered within a convenient time frame. The data composed by the first data 
collection resulted in a total of 1400 variables used as data and information guidance to illustrate the main 
aspects of what factors affect more versus what factors affect less in the process of achieving ITG goals. 
The summary of the overall impression attained from the first survey is presented in appendix E. 

The background of the respondents ranged from how many years they have been working and what 
licenses they have acquired to what industries they work within. The time period which they have worked 
within the ITG concept varied depending on what organization they were working in and what their main 
function was within the IT department. The respondents within this thesis were all qualitatively selected 
and therefore they all have been working within the IT governance concept somehow ever since they 
were positioned in the organization. 

The questionnaires for the survey were compiled according to the respondents demographic in order to 
improve the empirical material for this thesis. Since all respondents and their results are not compared to 
each other but are used as an entire population, a brief summary of the respondents’ background is given 
in table 1. 
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  SURVEY   

  
Years of 

experience of 
work with IT 
governance? 

 
How often do 
you work in 

projects within 
the IT 

governance 
domain? 

 
 

You are 
licensed in? 

 
What industries do 
you primarily work 

in? 

 
 

Survey 

participants 
N=40 

 
37,5 %    >5 years 
52,5%    1-5 years 

10%   <1 year 

 
40% Daily 

27,5% Weekly 

27,5% Monthly 
5% Yearly 

 

 
60% CISA 
10% CISM 

10% CGEIT 
2,5 % CISSP 
2,5% CRISC 
2,5% ITIL 
40% No 

license yet 

 
65% Bank and 

Finance 

40% Manufacturing 
20% Insurance 

17,5% Commercial 
5% Public Sector 

 
Table 1 – A brief summary of the respondents’ demographics 

4.2 Empirics from second data collection – Personal interviews 

With having a defined framework of results for what factors affect the achievement of successful ITG 
governance goals, three personal interviews were conducted to discuss and test the extensive results 
furthermore. If these results are properly answered then the results can be used to discuss and identify 
what affecting factors need to be addressed in order to successfully achieve ITG governance goals and to 
successfully implement ITG within an organization. As the first survey being a quantitative approach, this 
second survey was a follow-up and performed as a qualitative approach to increase knowledge and extent 
the meaning of all factors affection. By making a qualitative approach after a quantitative the validity and 
reliability of this survey is more likely to be satisfactory. 

The three respondents that performed in this personal interview session were also all qualitatively selected 
as the respondents from the first survey were. The respondents have more than 3 years of experience of 
work within the ITG concept and they all work directly with ITG projects daily and therefore were 
obvious protagonists for this survey (cf. table 2).  

 P1 P2 P3 

What is your function 
within this organization, 
and for how long have 
you been working within 
this function? 

 
Senior Consultant - 

2008 

 
Senior Manager 

 
Senior Associative 

Consultant 

How many years of 
experience do you have 
with work within the 
ITG-domain? 

 
Since 2004 

 
Since 1998 

 
Since 2006 

How long has it been 
since you’ve worked in a 
project within the ITG-
domain? 

 
It occurs daily 

 
Work with ITG 

projects daily 

 
Daily 

 
You are licensed: 

Has a PhD within 
research within ITG 

 
ITIL, MSD, 
PRINCE 2 

 
CISA within ISACA 

What industries do you 
porimarily work within? 

Public sector, Bank 
and Finance, Daily 

trade. 

Bank and 
Finance, Market, 

Daily trade 

Bank and Finance, 
Trade industry 

 
Table 2 – Specific demographics of protagonists for the personal interviews 
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The respondents were discussing the outcome and their aspects of the first empirical collection. The 
results were interpreted and compiled equally in all interviews to create statements of how the 
respondents illustrate the differences and correspondents of all 35 factors. Critical discussions occurred 
whether the factors that were less valued and the factors that were more valued, really were as critical as 
scaled. During the interviews not only discussions of the values of all individual factors occurred, but also 
discussions around how factors can together enhance a successful achievement of ITG goals. This 
discussion is briefly discussed in chapter 6 (cf. Empirical outcomes). The reliability of the first empirical 
collection was in conclusion discussed. This second empirical collection utilized as a comparison by 
placing the respondents opinions and their statements towards the theories. 

Furthermore, the respondents were asked to answer similar questions to the first survey in order to attain 
more knowledge around how factors and the focus areas for IT governance are valued and prioritized. 
However the number of questions of the interview was downsized and limited where only few aspects 
were chosen and discussed. The respondents were asked to answer and illuminate what only factor within 
each focus area they consider to be the outmost relevant and therefore outmost prioritized in order to 
achieve ITG goals. Additionally, they were asked to answer what only focus area they witness and assess to 
be the main and foremost goal within the ITG concept. The results from the second empirical collection 
are further discussed in chapter 6 (cf. Empirical outcomes). 

A transcription of the personal interviews is presented in Appendix C for a more complete view on the 
discussions occurred in during the second empirical gathering. 
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5 Results and Analysis 
 

This chapter will give an account of the results from the survey. The outcome for each factor within 
respective IT governance domain and the results that composes this study will be presented under 
respective sub section. Each and every factor determines an independent variable and each IT governance 
goal/domain determines the dependent variable in the diagrams. The subsequent section shows the 
average results from the last question in the inquiry where the respondents had to weight the relevance of 
each IT governance outcome. Finally, the last subsection is an analysis of the survey’s results. The results 
presented in this chapter resolve the aim and the research encouragement of this thesis along with the 
description of what factors affect successful achievement of IT governance goals and will be presented as 
a straight up and down context in graphical forms and tableaus.  

A multiple comparison amongst all 7 factors within each domain has been conducted but is presented in 
appendix A as it is not included in the focal analysis within this study, hence presented as extra data 
analysis tool for the second data analysis.  

 
5.1 Survey outcomes 

 
Strategic Alignment 
 
Figure 12a shows graphically the means and confidence interval of the total survey for the SA-domain. As 
presented by the diagram, the 7 extracted factors within the SA domain differ significantly. Factor 4 (The 
makings of major IT-decisions are time-efficient) with a mean-value 3.23 is considered as the least important 
factor for successfully achieving strategic alignment goals and factor 6 (The board articulates and communicates 
the business direction to which IT should be aligned) is considered to be the most important factor with a means 
of 5.35. 

.   

Figure 12a - Bar chart for factors within the SA-domain 

Statistically founded values within figure 12b below are the means of each and every factor within the SA-
domain along with the lower and upper bound of the confidence interval of every factor. Factor 4 is the 
least affecting factor within the SA-domain and has a confidence interval 2.68< SA 4 > 3.78, and factor 6 
has a confidence interval 4.81 < SA 6 > 5.89. The columns at the far end on the right are presenting in a 
structured manner the maximum and minimum values that IT governance expert assigned all factors.  
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Figure 12b - Descriptive statistics for factors within the SA-domain 

The ANOVA-tableau for the SA-domain in appendix D (cf. figure SA1) presents the significant relevant 
differences amongst all means for all 7 factors within this domain. The result from the ANOVA-analysis 
show a significant value p=0.000 and approves that there is at least one factor that is significant different 
from any other factor in the SA-domain. This (p) value strengthens the result that factor 4 is a less 
important factor and consequently that factor 6 is a more important factor in the achievement of goals 
within the strategic alignment domain. 

 
Value Delivery 

The VD-domain gave considerable results (cf. figure 13a). Factor 10 (IT projects do not often go over budget)  
resulted in being the least affecting factor with a means 3.48. The most affecting and important factor 
within the VD-domain on the other hand, was factor 14 (The board has a clear view on the major IT investments 
from a risk and return perspective) with a means 4.98.  

 

Figure 13a - Bar chart for factors within the VD-domain 

Figure 13b originates with results showing the lower and upper bounds of each factors’ confidence 
interval. Factor 10 formulates a confidence interval 2.86 < VD 10 > 4.09 and factor 14 has a confidence 
interval between 4.44 < VD 14 > 5.51; thus being resulted as the least important respective the most 
important factor within the VD-domain. As depicted before, the columns at the far right end are 
presenting in a structured manner the maximum and minimum values that IT governance experts 
assigned all factors. 
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Figure 13b - Descriptive statistics for factors within the VD-domain 

The ANOVA-tableau for this domain presents widely the significant variance of relevancy amongst all 7 
factors within the VD-domain. To sum up, the p-value on the outer right column 0.001 validates that 
there is a significant difference amongst at least one factor within the VD-domain. This (p) value is less 
than 0.05 and therefore derives that factor 10 is the least important and factor 14 the most important 
factor in successfully achieving goals within the VD-domain. For a more close insight into the tableau 
please see Appendix D (cf. figure VD1). 

 
Risk Management 
 
The RM-domain was the third domain that showed significant differences in the results from the survey. 
Figure 14a shows that almost all 7 factors are highly valued within the RM-domain and the least and the 
more important factor to achieve the goal can be extracted from the diagram with minimal differences. 
Factor 21 (The board is regularly briefed on IT risks to which the enterprise is exposed, including compliance risks) with a 
means 5.50 is the most important factor; both factor 18 (Education within the organization to establish common 
language is carried out) and 20 (The board is aware of potential conflicts between the enterprise divisions and the IT 
functions) had the lowest means of 4.03 and hence are exclusively the least important factors within this 
domain. As both factors share the same mean-value they still can be differentiated by analyzing their 
confidence interval, as stated in figure 14b below. 

 

 
Figure 14a - Bar chart for factors within the RM-domain 

 
The lower and upper bounds of any confidence interval within the RM-domain can be extracted in figure 
14b below. Factor 18 and 20 had the same means and parable relevance within the RM-domain but still 
can be exclusively differentiated through their error bounds for each confidence interval. Factor 18 had a  
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confidence interval 3.47< RM 18 > 4.58 and factor 20 had confidence interval 3.39< RM 20> 4.66. 
Finally, factor 21 had the highest means of all and a confidence interval 5.05< RM 21 > 5.95. 
 

 

Figure 14b - Descriptive statistics for factors within the RM-domain 

The ANOVA-tableau for the RM-domain in Appendix D (cf. figure RM1) committed that there is a 
significant difference amongst all 7 factors within this domain since p= 0.001 and is smaller than 0.05. 
This is, as the previously portrayed, a value that intensifies the rendering of data that factor 21 is more 
important than the other listed 6 factors within the RM-domain. 

 
 

IT Resource Management 
 
The ITREM-domain demonstrated week significant differences amongst all 7 included factors. As the 
diagram in figure 15a demonstrates, all factors relevance are extremely similar according to the means and 
also that the confidence value of all 7 factors overlap evidently. The means and confidence interval differ 
but to a very small extent. Factor 26 with a means 4.33 is the most important factor in the achievement of 
the ITREM goal. Factor 27 is the least important factor with a means 3.58. 
 
 

 

Figure 15a - Bar chart for factors within the ITREM-domain 

By having a diagram stated as figure 15a above, the figure 15b becomes more useful in analyzing the 
results as data becomes more specific and structured and much easier to interpret than the illustrated 
diagram above. The data within the tableau identifies the confidence interval of all factors where factor 26 
has a confidence interval 3.83< ITREM 26 > 4.82 and factor 27 has a confidence interval 3.01< ITREM 
27 >4.14. Both figure 15a and figure 15b present values being so closely related; the ANOVA-tableau can 
further validate these values by evaluating the significant p-value. 
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Figure 15b - Descriptive statistics for factors within the ITREM-domain 

The ANOVA-analysis tableau for the ITREM-domain (cf. figure ITREM1) reveals that p= 0.207. This 
value is more than 0.05 and therefore improves that there actually does not exist significant differences 
amongst the relevancy of all 7 factors within this domain. For further discussions of this outcome please 
see Appendix A.  
 
 
 
Performance Measurement 
 
Figure 16a show us that the highest means within the PM-domain is factor 34 with a mean-value 4.95. On 
the other hand, the lowest means within the PM-domain is factor 32 with a means 4.18. The diagram for 
the PM-domain also demonstrates as the ITREM-domain above an obvious overlapping structure 
amongst the 7 factors for this domain.  

 

 
Figure 16a - Bar chart for factors within the PM-domain 

In figure 16b, the lower and upper bounds of all confidence intervals can be easily interpreted for a more 
deep structure of the outcome. Factor 32 with the lowest means has a confidence interval 3.64< PM 32 > 
4.71, and factor 34 with the highest means has a confidence interval 4.45< PM 34 > 5.45. The significant 
relevancy of the different factors cannot be seen here; therefore an ANOVA-analysis is needed to 
improve the interpretation of data. 
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Figure 16b - Descriptive statistics for factors within the PM-domain 

The ANOVA analysis for the PM-domain in appendix D (cf. figure PM1) demonstrates p= 0.222 and 
hence is a higher value than 0.05. This leads to the conclusion that there is not a significant difference 
amongst the relevancy of any factor within the PM-domain to achieve the goal successfully. The non-
significant values are further discussed in appendix A. 

 

 

Overall relevance for every ITG-domain 

The final question for the survey asked the respondents to response on what goal/domain they consider 
to be the most important goal to fulfill when implementing IT governance within the enterprise. Figure 
17 shows the results of the distributions of each domain’s relevance within organizations in a circle 
diagram. 

 
 
 

Figure 17 - The results for relevancy of each domain within the IT governance concept 

The SA-domain (25.7 %) resulted as the most important goal/domain when implementing ITG for 
increasing business value; followed by the VD-domain with 23.8 % as the second most important 
domain/goal. The least important domain/goal was the ITREM-domain with 12.5 %, followed by the 
PM-domain with 18.6 %. The RM-domain (19.4 %) resulted as being the third most important domain 
when implementing ITG for increased business value.  
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5.2 Analysis of the Scaling and Values  

The total means for all 35 factors within the five domains were fairly steady and varied amongst the 7-
scaling criteria. None of the factors resigned a means lower than factor 4 which had a means 3.23, and 
only one factor (factor 21) exceeded the highest means 5.50 with minimal marginal’s. The homogeneous 
results from the survey may seem perplexing however they still demonstrate significant differences within 
every domain. The total values gained from the means, confidence interval and ANOVA-analyses gives an 
estimation of situated and interesting results within respective domain. Obvious variations can be seen 
particularly in the SA-domain where the highest versus the lowest means differ with approximately two 
scales, but the means of the other four domains differed with approximately only one scale. Another 
interesting finding with the results is that no domain was more superior to any other; the spectrum was 
that all domains overalls have their weaknesses as well as their strengths, but oddly enough none of the 
factors achieved to be as important to reach a means of 6 or 7.  

 
The most important factor for every domain was factors 6, 14, 21, 26, 34; the contrary were factors 4, 10, 
18, 20, 27. Worth noticing is that both factor 18 and 20 had the same low means, but could be exclusively 
differentiated by their confidence interval-values. Important to also observe is that all factors overlapped 
in some way, except from factor 4 within the SA-domain that did not. As it does not overlap and is the 
only factor with the lowest means of all along with p=0.000; the results demonstrated a truth that it really 
is the least important factor. The SA-, VD-, and RM-domain demonstrate p=0.05 and therefore reveal 
results that prove that there are significant differences amongst their factors relevance. Furthermore, the 
SA- and VD- domain appears to be the most interesting domains when enterprises implement IT 
governance to increase business value with an overall relevancy of (SA) 25.7 % respectively (VD) 23.8%.  

 
The largest deficiencies seem to appear in the ITREM- and PM-domain where their p-value does not 
result in less than 0.05 and therefore appear as non significant in the comparison amongst their belonged 
factors. Additionally, the relevancy of these two domains was ranked as the least relevance domains when 
implementing IT governance for increased business value – 12.5% respectively 18.6% (cf. figure 17). 

 
The width of confidence interval for all five domains varied and can be distinctively analyzed as they all 
outline diverged values. The error bars in the confidence interval divulge the punctuation and distribution 
of the total means for each factor, i.e. factor 10 had the absolute smallest width with 0.83 and therefore 
contains an interval with least disseminated results that can be interpreted as a trustful result. This 
punctuation parameter of means is followed by factor 1 and 2 (0.91), factor 21 (0.90), factor 25 (0.98), and 
factor 33 (0.87); approving the acquaintance that the means of these factors appear less scattered than the 
other factors. The means and confidence interval identified for the SA-domain (cf. figure 12a) shows a 
clear differentiation amongst the factors that do not overlap. However, the PM-, ITREM-, and RM- 
domains clearly overlap as seen above (cf. figure 14a, 15a, 16a). 

 
The results were overall enormously comparable and hence became a well-defined basis for the upcoming 
second data collection. The results are further discussed in chapter 6 along with the outcomes from the 
personal interviews. 
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6 Discussions 
 
This chapter initially treats the discussions around the affective factors and ITG focus areas occurred 
during the personal interviews with the three qualitatively selected IT governance experts. And 
continues with a discussion of how the modeling of the studies different operations as the choice of the 
surveys methodology may affect the outcome. Centrally are the conceptions of validity and reliability.  
The results presented in this chapter resolve the purpose of this thesis. 
 

6.1 Discussing the empirical outcomes 
 
The inductive study employed in this thesis empirical collection was conducted through surveys and 
three personal interviews with purposely IT governance experts. The studied variables were IT 
governance factors within the five focus areas that affect successful achievement of IT governance goals 
and hence all factors were necessarily valued. The factors were evaluated statistically by the calculation 
of their means, confidence interval, and in the end calculated into a significant value by a one-way 
ANOVA-analysis. The outcomes from the first data collection (cf. chapter 5 Results and Analysis) 
showed that there are factors with significant more relevancy in order to implement successful IT 
governance within an organization that contributes to the achievement of IT governance goals. Worth 
noticing is that the survey for the first data collection showed outcomes that factors involved in the 
accountability of the board always resulted in higher values. The majority of all IT governance experts 
alleged on overall the relevance of each factor and the prioritization o every focus area relatively similar 
as depicted in the first empirical data collection [1][2][3][21][22]. 
 

 
The importance of each ITG domain 
 
As previously described, the IT governance concept is divided into five focus areas, also referred as 
domains or goals. All domains have their own values and how they are prioritized and valued is a 
question for every organization to figure out. However, some domains are more decisive than others, 
but none of any of these five domains can survive alone since they all are a part of the IT governance 
lifecycle. The ITG expert P2 addressed that even though they all are important and it is very hard to 
differentiate amongst them, some domains still have more power to make a difference when governing 
IT successfully within organizations. He further discussed that the strategic alignment being the 
outmost important domain for successfully implementing IT governance and that the performance 
measurement is a help-function for achieving any IT governance goal. An understanding of how they all 
together are subsets of the overall IT governance structure need to exist to achieve good exertion. 
 
The study showed (cf. figure 17) that the IT resource management domain resulted in being the less 
important domain within the IT governance concept and that the strategic alignment domain is the 
most important one. All ITG experts (P1, P2, P3) from the second empirical collection agreed, but in 
either way the domain needs to be considered as the other domains can’t succeed if they don’t use the 
right resources to achieve all IT governance goals. The capabilities need to be there to support the 
needed IT governance processes for implementing IT governance successfully. By using right resources 
within their strategies a contribution with a growing profitability and an optimal implementation may 
emerge.  
 
One explanation for the low values of the IT resource management and performance measurement 
domains may be that their goals and aims are misunderstood. According to the ITG expert P1, these 
two domains occur in practice as non-strategic domains and are more operative and obvious documents 
to measure. They are considered to be “hygienic-factors” that should be dealt and do not contribute 
with a specific value but is essential to be there to measure and manage the entire organizations overall 
value. P3 addressed how unstable and non-strategic factors within the ITREM- and PM – domains need 
deeper insight of their terms since they practically appear to be the two domains with least knowledge 
of their importance. The SA and VD-domains are far more protruding within IT governance and  
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both ITREM and PM are domains that belongs to the more daily work that are intrinsically not taken 
into account as they are not visions of real ITG goals. He further discusses how for instance the SA 
domain is very obvious and strives for business value but perhaps not as much as the VD domain. 

 
IT governance as a responsibility 
 
As previously mentioned, the role of IT is to introduce new systems with process standards to distribute 
new global operating systems within the entire business and not only within IT, in order to deliver a far 
more effective organization. Hence IT is assigned to drive the business to work properly. The role of IT 
should therefore be critically viewed and escaladed through the total business against something fast 
and static [1][2][3][12].  
 
The bar charts and tableaus for every factor within each IT governance domain in chapter 5 improve 
the importance of the boards’ accountability. ITG expert P2 says that “it is quite reasonable that factors that 
entail the board and their accountability is valued and prioritized highly within ITG since the accountability of the entire 
ITG implementation and the decision making of what factors to consider should always be on higher levels, i.e. on the 
boards agenda. Furthermore, the board is the link between the core business and the IT.”   
 
According to the IT governance theorist Kurtén R. the core of the boards’ responsibility is to make 
decisions of how to secure and build up the business value for stakeholders. This means that the board 
needs to formulate the business long-term strategies for managing risks, deliver value and follow-up and 
measure the use of resources along with the performance. Additionally, the ITGI defines the boards 
accountability as being vital to an organizations success as they are responsible for the business overall 
goal and formulates strategies for how the business should utilize IT [3]. 
 
The interview with P1 led to a discussion around how the boards’ accountability is inert and is a factor 
that needs to be in place in order to create a good ITG model. By using Cobit as a supported best 
practice framework to make decisions and define the roles and responsibilities within the ITG process, 
good IT governance can be implemented to intensify the business for future demands. P2 further stated 
that the organization sees it as the board really is the one who is responsible for an ideal and good IT 
governance implementation and therefore it has an enormous denotation that the outcomes shows that 
the board is more prioritized. The factors that involve the accountability of the board were and are 
strongly chosen since ITG should be a notice and an attention from the boards’ side. If the 
accountability is not on the boards’ agenda then IT will be rejected and will not be prioritized within the 
business which leads to the case where IT itself acquire less strong relevance and therefore loses its link 
to the business goals that are definitely foremost important. P3 described how a natural step is therefore 
to lift in the board or other constellations to ensure that those who really govern the business always 
have IT on-track in order to align IT strategically with the business direction. 
 

 
Affecting factors 
 
The strategy for how IT governance is handled should generally be at the forefront and as a result 
positive effects of any factor can be found, even for those factors with lower values. All factors are 
supporting the business objectively somehow. None of the factors give zero-effect but each factor 
individually can be a complement to another factor and together deliver stronger. 
 
Factor 35 for example; the board obtains IT performance reports illustrating the value of IT from a business driver 
perspective; is so sincere but usually the organizations are not sufficiently mature to practically hold these 
types of reports.  P3 discussed how the results were really showing the affection of the different factors 
and how they operatively communicate to achieve ITG goals. He further stated whether the result from 
the first survey is pretty likely the effects within practical IT governance or not and addresses that the 
results are obtaining high credibility. However, that it may be important do differentiate specifically 
amongst education within the organization to establish common language (factor 18) the board is aware of potential 
conflicts between the enterprise divisions and the IT function (factor 20), where factor 18 creates more value than  
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factor 20 and therefore is more important. A combination of factor 22 and 26 will give more likely 
effects together than individually. 
 
Factor 4, as illustrated in figure 8a and 8b (cf. section 5.1 strategic alignment) resulted in the first survey 
to be the least important factor to strategically align the business and IT. To make major IT-decisions more 
time-efficient (factor 4) seems to be the only variable that really showed any significant values of being the 
absolute least important; not only within the SA-domain but also as an overall factor within IT 
governance. A reason for that could be that the aspect of being time-efficient is also a “hygienic-factor” 
instead of being an important factor that mainly needs to be considered. 
 
An interesting observation when comparing the results from first and second data collection was that 
the enterprise and IT align their objectives and that the board articulates and communicates the business direction to which 
IT should be aligned were the significant variables that were valued to be the two outmost important 
factors when strategically aligning core business and IT. That IT meets business expectations, and that IT 
projects deliver what they promised along with the boards view on major IT investments resulted in both the first 
survey and the second personal interviews to be the three most important factors to successfully achieve 
goals within the value delivery domain. Additionally, that incorporated regular assessments are carried out along 
with that the board is regularly briefed on IT risks also resulted in both surveys to be the two most important 
factors to manage risks. Very important variables for achieving IT resource management goals defines 
how to get right resources and persons  and how conscious the board is of the management and how to get the right 
resources for managing resources. Variables such as the current performance of IT is measured and the current 
capabilities are analyzed to identify gaps are very similar and do not comprise with larger differences 
individually and could therefore be merged in order to make a difference together when conducting 
performance measurements. 
 

 

6.2 Validity  
 
The subsections below are discussions around the validity of which can be attributed to this study. All 
conceptions are structured in accordance to the review of the concepts in section 3.3. 

 
Intern validity 
 
This study relies mainly on the intern validity by controlling against established perceptions of 
renowned researchers and other theories. The design of this study’s framework is strongly attached to 
the accepted documents of IT governance as defined by the IT Governance Institute (ITGI) in Board 
Briefing on IT Governance. IT governance experts have also followed this study.  
 
The method triangle is a methodological way to validate the outcome of the study by questioning an 
issue using distinctive methodological utensils. In this thesis this has occurred through using both 
inquiries and personal interviews. The motive for this methodology was still as previous mentioned to 
make a possible descriptive study [25].  
 
Thus using this methodology, some part of the validity was sacrificed in order to consequently achieve a 
higher reliability. To achieve a high validity of sources for the survey, respondents with good knowledge 
of the subject and primarily with knowledge that none will misinform or with obvious motives to lie 
were selected. The respondents were exclusively responsible somehow for the IT governance area 
within respective organization, where the respondents naturally felt to answer as sincerely as possible to 
contribute to useful empirics.  

 
 
Extern validity 
 
The concept of extern validity refers to the degree of whether the results from a study of a few units can 
be generalized to apply to similar, non-observed units (cf. section 3.3). In the present study the sample  
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selected was admittedly and certainly rather specialized for a given target, which generally lowers the 
extern validity of the study.  
 
The results are however only prospective to be generalized of similar organizations, and hence the 
extern validity may not be an excessive issue in this context. An argument would be that it would be less 
problematic and therefore more probably if the study was more extensive to ensure higher extern 
validity. 

 
 

 
6.3 Reliability 
 
I have tried within this study to as possibly as could minimize eventual effects when conducting surveys 
and interviews. As several interviewees in the same study may result in a lower reliability I myself 
interviewed all respondents in the second empirical collection along with the consciousness of behaving 
and be dressed similarly at all three occasions. None of the respondents are alike in all respects, however 
different effects are impossible to eliminate.  
 
The different steps in the study were created to be as operational as possible in order to minimize 
effects in context and hence all interviews were conducted at the place of work of each respondent. By 
carrying through the interview at the respondents’ workplace, stress is minimized and external factors 
are lesser to interrupt which leads to that the respondents feel confident. However, this measure was 
not implemented on the first empirical collection- the survey – as it was incontrollable to manipulate the 
environment of these respondents. 
 
A study based on a questionnaire is more likely to contribute with limits in terms of applicability within 
different organizations. In order to make this study as conceivable as possible, all questions were 
defined comprehensively as even as general statements may confuse the respondents and become 
problematic. As the factors were pre-defined and the answers only were aimed to be valued would give 
a negative effect on the reliability of the study. This may however be considered against the large 
methodological benefits of using numerical values in a statistical analysis.  
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7 Conclusions 
 
 
This chapter describes the conclusions and lessons that can be drawn from this study and answers the 
question asked along with the introduction in chapter 1.  
 
 

7.1 Conclusions for the thesis 
 
The results showed that there is no single factor for each domain that can independently be a critical factor 
for achieving ITG goals successfully. However, the results showed that several factors combined could 
contribute to attain these goals effectively. The only problem question asked in this thesis may be answered 
by the results from the conducted surveys within audit, tax and advisory service companies. The question 
was the following: 
 
 What factors need to be considered to successfully achieve IT governance goals? 

 
The conclusions to be drawn from the results are that some of the factors really are clearly differentiated 
from others. The most interesting result from the first empirical gathering is according to my opinion the 
clear trend occurring in the analysis of all factors. As much as the majority of all respondents seem to have 
the perception of how factors that involve the boards’ responsibility are paid attention to and are the 
highest priority for ideal IT governance. This may be an indicator to several concerns. Partly since a group 
of multiple factors together can be really important and strengthen how visions are achieved. Another 
explanation is that the majority of ITG experts within organizations experience more mature IT governance 
within their organization due to the long-term visions and objectives when decision-making of which 
factors to prioritize are managed and controlled from higher levels. As for the theories saying this too, 
presumes of these factors being the most affecting factors for successfully achieving ITG goals are likely to 
be accurate.  
 
The values of the different factors that ITG experts experienced in the first empirical gathering were 
fragmented in certain domains. However, if we as an alternative consider the results and values from the 
personal interviews, we find even more obvious and less fragmented unambiguous conclusions within all 
domains. The fragmented results from the first data gathering in contrast to the second data gathering, 
depends probably partly on how the ITG experts that included in this selection interpreted respective 
factor. Due to the fragmented results in the first empirical gathering, the personal interviews strengthened 
the relevancy of each factor and how they resulted initially. 
 
An interesting aspect that also was surveyed and gave important documentation to this study was how 
organizations prioritize the five domains within their ITG strategies. It is evident that the strategic 
alignment, value delivery and risk management domains are far more clarified within the organization and 
therefore easier to grasp. This may be an explanation to why they were valued to be the most prioritized 
domains according to the ITG experts. Worth noticing is that even though the IT resource management 
and performance management domains resulted to be less prioritized, they still are as necessary as the first 
three mentioned. The truth is that the first three domains were highly valued because their strategies are far 
clearer than the later two domains in real life, and maybe because these three domains practically deliver real 
values.  
 
However the later two domains (ITREM, PM) are also critical domains but unfortunately with unspoken 
strategies. The importance is to clutch knowledge around all domains and how their strategies together can 
correspond to organizations goals and visions to achieve ideal and optimal IT governance. The biggest 
challenge when prioritizing certain factors or any other variable to implement successful IT governance 
within organizations is what other factor or any other variable to sacrifice for optimal value creation.  
Ultimately, it is about whether the prioritized factors will contribute objectively within organizations or not 
since all domains are part of the objective image of successful IT governance.  
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7.2 Suggestions for improvement and further research 

Even though the different steps for this thesis was planned and thought through before the execution of 
every phase, there is always suggestions and room for improving the study. The weaknesses in this thesis 
can be used as examples for what could have been done differently. 

A weakness that was discovered when doing the descriptive analysis was the number of respondents and 
how a higher number of respondents would perhaps given more accurate results. Another weakness is that 
this study is based on the truthfulness of all respondents even though some numerous actions were 
designed to enhance the creditability of this thesis (cf. section 3.3). A weakness that was an attention from 
the respondents’ perspective from both surveys was how the factors were defined. If some of the factors 
were less fuzzy and more clearly defined than maybe the results would have presented less overlapping 
amongst the factors and some factors would have been evaluated to become more important in achieving 
ITG goals. Less overlapping may clarify the results and better illuminate the differences amongst each 
factors’ affection and therefore reduce similarities with other factors. While the factors are rewritten to give 
more clarity of their impact they even could have been written in Swedish for a more complete perception. 

Since this thesis contributed with dualistic results; the importance of factors when implementing successful 
ITG and how the five ITG domains are prioritized within organization; a further research suggestion may 
be that after improving the factors definitions. An additional research can be made to study and analyze 
how and which e.g. only three factors within each domain are sufficient enough to achieve the goals. This 
states that as the results in my study testified that there are approximately three factors that are critical 
enough to prioritize to achieve ITG goals, they can be grouped and adapted according to specific 
organizations where interesting control variables within IT governance are predefined and investigated. The 
second suggestion is to study and analyze which factors the board considers being critical affecting factors 
and furthermore to study how the board prioritizes the outcomes of the five ITG focus areas within 
organizations. 

These suggestions for further research may be interesting not only academically but also interesting for 
organizations. 
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APPENDIX A – A multiple comparison amongst the ITG factors 

This Appendix constitutes of a brief presentation of the multiple comparison tableau presented in 
Appendix D along with a short discussion of the resolved values. 

When statistical values are conducted in a study, a multiple comparison is an issue that is suitable 
to test a set of statistical inferences simultaneously. Inference errors such as confidence intervals 
that fail to include the corresponding population parameters that incorrectly reject the null-
hypothesis are more likely to occur when considering families as a whole. Several techniques 
within statistics have been developed to prevent this from happening, allowing significances’ for 
multiple comparisons to be directly compared [41]. 

As the tableaus for the multiple comparisons are presented for each IT governance domain, the 
effect of several factors may appear more significant differentiated than other. In the one-way 
ANOVA tableau for the Strategic alignment domain (cf. figure SA1), there are significant 
relevance’s amongst the 7 factors presented in this domain due to the fact that P < 0.05. 
Additionally, the comparison amongst each individual independent variable within the SA-domain 
gave results that showed underlying effects and differences amongst them, compared individually. 
From the table presented, a clear difference is appearing between factor 4 and the majority of the 
residual 6 factors. This evident that factor 4, as stated in chapter 6, is carrying on a underlying 
effect of being the less significant variable when trying to successfully achieve IT governance goals. 
On the other hand, it further approves that the factors that also are significant relevant to attaining 
the SA-goal is factor 5, 6, and 7 due to the fact (cf. Appendix D, SA2) that these three factors 
don’t show any significant differentiation between them and therefore they may be grouped to 
complement each other and strengthen their striving for meeting requirements that are ideal goals 
within organizations. 

The VD-domain also attained a p<0.05 as a total domain, however, a multiple comparison 
between every factor individually showed that only factor 10 showed as being different from factor 
11, 12, and 14 and therefore this may imply the fact that it is also a factor with least impact in 
achieving ITG goals. No other significant values p<0.05 could be found in this domain. 

The Risk Management domain also showed significant differences in effects. Factor 21 was in this 
domain the only variable that differentiated from any other factor (factor18, 19, and 20). What 
relationships can be viewed here when considering the discussions appeared in chapter 6? The 
answer is that this manifest the previous discussed results that factor 21 is carrying on a underlying 
effects of being very important when organizations wish for implementing ITG successfully. 

As for the ITREM and PM domain, no significant differentiation appeared and this should be 
questioned. For what reason is this? Are there really no factors that are more or less significant 
than any other factor within these domains? A general statement, drawn from the second empirical 
gathering, the personal interviews, is that the real-life experiences of these two domains may be 
misunderstood. There is a misunderstanding around the significance of these two domains 
questioning around what they constitutes of, who is responsible for what and what activities 
belong here?  

The theories are very clear and describe what to consider and what goals are a part of these two 
domains, however, they don’t seem to work properly in real-life. The experts that participated in 
the personal interviews were all agreed that these domains are underlying domains, as help-
functions, when organizations implement IT governance. They addressed how these two domains 
barely are discussed during their work within ITG projects but are merged into the other three 
more important domains (SA, VD, RM). 
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APPENDIX B – Survey framework for Inquiry 

 

 

Survey on identifying important factors to achieve IT governance goals 

This survey is a part of my master thesis project, which is a part of an ongoing research project 
at the department of Industrial Information and Control System (ICS) at KTH, Stockholm.  

The survey aims at identifying important factors needed to achieve IT governance goals. The 
survey is addressed to IT professionals who posses experience and knowledge to assess the 

impact of these factors on the achievement of IT governance goals.  

The survey is grouped into five IT governance domains, each of them linked to a core IT 
governance goal; Strategic Alignment, Value delivery, Risk Management, IT Resource 

Management and Performance measurement. The goals will now in a slightly simplified manner 
be explained: 

Strategic Alignment: This goal is achieved if the linkage of business and IT plans are ensured. 
Moreover, the IT value proposition is defined, maintained and validated; and IT operations are 

aligned with enterprise operations. 

Value delivery: This goal is achieved if the value proposition throughout the delivery cycle is 
executed, ensuring that IT delivers the promised benefits against the strategy, concentrating on 

optimizing costs and proving the intrinsic value of IT. 

Risk Management: This goal is achieved if senior corporate officers are aware of the risks by, 

a clear understanding of the enterprise’s appetite for risk, understanding of compliance  
requirements, transparency about the significant risks to the enterprise and embedding of  risk 

management responsibilities into the organization. 

IT Resource Management: This goal is achieved if the investments are optimal in, and the 
management is proper of critical IT resources: applications, information, infrastructure and 

people. Key issues are related to the optimization of knowledge and infrastructure. 

Performance Measurement: This goal is achieved if the strategy implementation, project 

completion, resource usage, process performance and service delivery are tracked and 
monitored, using, for example, balanced scorecards that translate strategy into action to achieve 

goals measurable beyond conventional accounting.  

If you have any questions, please send an e-mail to my supervisor Waldo Rocha Flores, 
waldorf@ics.kth.se or call +46 08 790 69 16 

Thank you for participating in the survey! 

/ Marlene G. 
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General information about you and your background 

 How many years of experience do you have of working with IT governance? 
 

o More than 5 years 
o 1 to 5 years 
o Less than 1 year or has never worked with IT governance 

 

 How long has it been since you worked in an project in the IT governance domain 
(or the related security and or assurance domain)? 
 

o Days 
o Weeks 
o Months 
o Years 

 

 You are a: 
 

o CISM 
o CISA 
o CGEIT 
o Other: 

 

 Please indicate the industry you primarily work in: 
 

o Manufacturing  
o Commerce  
o Telecommunication  
o Energy  
o Banking  
o Insurance  
o Public Administration  
o Software Vendor/Developer  
o Other:__________________ 
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Please, ask yourself to what extent the following statements achieve the IT 
governance goal of (Scale:  1= not at all; 7= to a great extent): 

 

Strategic Alignment: 

1.1 It is clear what IT is doing  

1.2 IT projects deliver what they promised  

1.3 IT core competencies are maintained at a sufficient level to meet required enterprise 

strategic objectives. 
 

1.4 The making of major IT-decisions is time-efficient  

1.5 The enterprise and IT align their objectives  

1.6 The board articulates and communicates the business direction to which IT should be 

aligned 
 

1.7 IT is a regular item on the agenda of the board and is addressed in a structured manner  

 
 

Value delivery: 
 

2.1 The management of IT investment agreements is evaluated   

2.2 End users are satisfied with the quality of the IT service   

2.3 IT projects do not often go over budget   

2.4 IT meets business expectations to create competitive advantages   

2.5 IT projects deliver what they promised   

2.6 The board provides clear well-articulated strategies for how IT-projects can prevent 

deliver failures. 
  

2.7 The board has a clear view on the major IT investments from a risk and return 

perspective 
  

 
 

 
Risk Management: 

 
3.1 Incorporated regular assessments of risk relevance are carried out   

3.2 The risk management responsibilities are embedded within the organization   

3.3 IT management follow-up risk exposures   

3.4 Education within the organization to establish common language is carried out   

3.5 How risks can be avoided is clarified   

3.6 The board is aware of potential conflicts between the enterprise divisions and 

the IT function 
  

3.7 The board is regularly briefed on IT risks to which the enterprise is exposed, 

including compliance risks 
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IT Resource Management: 
 

4.1 The management and support of IT systems is carried out by IT staff with appropriate and 

adequate skills 
 

4.2 The workforce planning is improved to ensure maintenance of skilled staff  

4.3 The IT staff has access and are offered appropriate working tools to develop the needed skills  

4.4 The internal knowledge is leveraged to increase stakeholder value  

4.5 Skilled IT resources are attracted to the organization successfully? The enterprise’s internal IT 

skill set is increasing 
 

4.6 The board is aware of the latest developments in IT from a business perspective  

4.7 The board is assured of the fact that suitable IT resources, infrastructures and skills are 

available (including external resourcing) to meet the required enterprise strategic objectives  
 

 
 

Performance Management 

5.1 The current performance of IT is measured.  

5.2 The current capabilities are analyzed to identify gaps.   

5.3 IT assets are being well-managed.  

5.4 The organization has a view on how and how much the enterprise invests in IT compared to other 

like organizations 

 

5.5 The organization is getting independent assurance on the achievement of IT objectives and the 

containment of IT risks   

 

5.6 The board obtains regular progress reports on major IT projects  

5.7 The board obtains IT performance reports illustrating the value of IT from a business driver 

perspective (customer service, cost, agility, quality, etc.) 

 

 
 

Finally, which goal do you think is the most important to fulfill when implementing 
enterprise IT governance (1= the most important; 5: the least important)? 

 
Strategic alignment   

Value delivery   

Risk management   

Resource management   

Performance measurement   
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APPENDIX C – Framework and outcomes of Personal interviews                    

INTERVIEW P1 
 
What position do you have in your organization? 
And how long have you worked in this 
organization? 
 

Senior Consultant - 2008 

For how many years have some form of IT 
governance occurred in your work? 
 

Since 2004 

How long ago were you involved in a project that 
includes IT Governance? 
 

Occurs daily 

You are certified/licensed in? Has a PhD in IT Governance and is not in need of 
a license. He has no license in present and has no 
plans to have any in the future either. 

In which sectors / industries does your work occur 
within? 
 

 
Public sector, Bank and Finance, Daily trade. 

 

1. Are all goals important/ having the same value for successful IT 
governance? 

It depends on the company but in general, all of them have equal value. I appreciate, however, Strategic 
Alignment as the most important goal for successful IT governance and believe that Risk Management is 
not so important. 

 

2. How would you discuss the relationship between the non-significant 

values in the ANOVA tableau for both the PM and ITREM domain and 
the low priority that emerged in the circle diagram for them? 

IT Resource Management and Performance Measurement are non-strategic domains to some extent as they 
are quite obvious and operational documents that you are measuring. They are so-called “hygiene factors” 
to be handled, as they have no direct value, but must only be considered to i.e. manage the organization's 
overall value. 

 

3. Do you agree on the results gained from the first survey: that the factors 

that resulted to be more prioritized are certainly more important than 
the others in the organization? Likewise for those with lower values, are 

they really as non-sensitive to the point emerged in this study results? 

Strategic Alignment, Value Delivery, and Risk management factors are more relevant in whole, but good 
ITG is something that is learned through experience and with experience you can adapt IT governance 
models that correspond to the needs and visions. 
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4. Do you think that the factors with less impact are generally extracted 
from the ITG process within the organization or do you see any 

solution to how these factors could affect more positively? Is it possible 
to improve their existence and influence, i.e. the effect? Are they 

implied? 

Strategic Alignment and Value Delivery is the main goal they want to achieve with using IT governance, 
and how to really prioritize and manage the various domains is a process in itself as each organization builds 
and models according to their needs depending on experience. 

 

5. How do you interpret the overlaps as shown in the diagrams? Why do 
you think these overlaps occur? 

The overlap shows that one factor alone cannot be strong and influence a lot, but it is a combination of 
several factors for each domain that result in goal achievement. Therefore, multiple factors can together be 
really important and reinforce successful goal achievement. If you had clarified all the factors, and written 
them in Swedish it perhaps had been more clearly about what (adequate), three factors are really the only 
three variables you need to have for successful IT governance and just really had to take a stand to. 

 

6. The results indicate that factors that affect the Board and its 

responsibility of ITG are valued higher than any other factor. Why? 

It's very reasonable that this is so, for it is and should be the responsibility of the board.  The higher in the 
hierarchy / value source you go, the more responsibility is assigned (triangle). It feels so inert, if you 
compare that the board communicates "The business direction" where the board gives directions on how 
things are preceded. Is it important or not? For example, to be time-efficient when making IT decisions that 
are taken for granted. 

(Marlene: but then this takes us again back to the factor 4 - time efficiency?) 

 No I do not think it feels so important. 

Responsibility in IT governance is a factor in itself, which must be in place and play a large role in creating a 
good IT governance model. Therefore, COBIT provides good support for defining roles and 
responsibilities for delivering IT governance and is an ultimatum to really support the implementation of 
ITG. 

 

7. When p<0.05 the hypothesis that there is no significant difference 

between the relevancy of any factor within the domain is rejected. The 
hypothesis testing is 95% probable (confidence level). Would you be 

able to see non-probable effects of the factors that has a significant level 
<0.05? Is the hypothesis rejected even though it is true? 

No, but none of these factors is one factor that gives zero effect, but each factor in itself may be in addition 
to another factor, and therefore can together deliver stronger. 
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8. Factor 10 is considered to be the least significant/relevant/important 
factor to achieve goals within the VD-domain, but holds however the 

maximum width (1.23). Do you think this is a coincidence when the 
error bars indicate a high degree of uncertainty?  

No I do not think it is a coincidence that this factor has resulted in being the least important factor for 
value creation, for if we weighted this factor and compare it with the other six factors in this domain that is 
the budget issue; it is not the highest priority. The question may be implicit and may therefore be the reason 
that the answers were so scattered, but the financial issue in itself is again less important than, say, factor 9, 
11 and 12 which are factors that are most often derived by exceeded or budget to achieve right and desired 
results. 

 

9. If you could rate the strength of this study’s results between (reliability) 

5=Very strong; 3= Partly strong; 0=Not strong? 

Without looking at the results: Strategic Alignment, Value Delivery, and IT Resource Management are the 
most relevant domains of IT governance. The questions are a bit fuzzy and therefore the study results in a 
2-3. I would almost think that the ANOVA analysis is perhaps is a bit too weak; it requires more data to get 
more honest answers. 

 

10.  Comments on factor 4 

It does not feel important, I think, for making decisions and anchor decisions within a time frame is not so 
much influence. Again it is a "hygiene factor. 

 

11. Other comments 

I think that factor 5 is very important. Factor 22 is really important because that is how you have the right 
people and resources and together with 28 that the board is aware of how to deal and get the right 
resources they become very strong. But factor 22 still feels more important. Factor 35, for example, is so 
sincere, but often you're not mature enough as an organization to hold these kinds of reports. So either 
factor 29 or factor 35, but finally I think factor 35 but carries a risk, so it feels like factor 29 still somehow 
important. 

Do you feel that any of the last factors are fuzzy and unclear; is this the reason you are thinking a little extra? 

These are a bit fuzzy in general, and I myself have worked with them, and it applies both in IT governance 
and in COBIT. 

Performance Measurement and IT Resource Management in a whole is very fuzzy and unclear, both in 
COBIT and IT governance. 

The factor per domain that I would say is definitely important and gives the most impact for a successful 
achievement of IT governance are: 

Strategic Alignment= factor 5; Value Delivery= factor 11; Risk Management= factor 15;  
IT Resource Management = factor 22; Performance Measurement= factor 29. 
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INTERVIEW P2 

 
What position do you have in your organization? 
And how long have you worked in this organization? 
 

Senior Manager 

For how many years have some form of IT 
governance occurred in your work? 
 

Since 1998 

How long ago were you involved in a project that 
includes IT Governance? 
 

Work with IT governance daily 

You are certified/licensed in? ITIL, MSD, PRINCE 2 
In which sectors / industries does your work occur 
within? 
 

Bank and Finance, Market, Daily Trade 

 

1. Are all goals important/ having the same value for successful IT 
governance? 

It was hard to differentiate between these domains, as they all are important; however I think that Strategic 
Alignment is the outmost important domain for successfully implementing IT governance within an 
organization. PM is worth mentioning to be a help function for achieving ITG goals. All domains are 
dependent of each other as they all complement each other for successful implementation of ITG. For 
achieving good work an understanding of how they all together are subsets of the overall ITG structure. 

 

2. How would you discuss the relationship between the non-significant 

values in the ANOVA tableau for both the PM and ITREM domain and 
the low priority that emerged in the circle diagram for them? 

I understand if the ITREM resulted as the less important domain within ITG, and I agree, but it need to be 
considered somehow as the other domains can’t succeed if they don’t use the right resources to achieve 
ITG goals. The capabilities need to be there to support the processes needed for implementing successful 
ITG. For instance, if an organization has a goal or a strategic alignment but uses the wrong resources then 
they probably won’t succeed with their strategy, but if they use the right resources within their strategy then 
they will grow profitability and it will help contribute for an “A-one” implementation. 

 

3. Do you agree on the results gained from the first survey: that the factors 
that resulted to be more prioritized are certainly more important than 

the others in the organization? Likewise for those with lower values, are 
they really as non-sensitive to the point emerged in this study results? 

Factor 5 and 6 are two sides of a same issue and are definitely the most important factors within the SA 
domain. Clearly, factor 13 and 14 are critical within organizations but if the IT capabilities and resources 
aren’t there to manage these factors and deliver then they can say what they want.  

 

 



 
 
 
 
 

 
Industrial Information and Control systems (ICS) 

Marlene Gevriye  
December, 2010 

 

55 

 

4. Do you think that the factors with less impact are generally extracted 
from the ITG process within the organization or do you see any 

solution to how these factors could affect more positively? Is it possible 
to improve their existence and influence, i.e. the effect? Are they 

implied? 

I agree that some factors are being misunderstood and wrongly valued and coordinated. Factor 14 is the 
most important, and also factor 21. Particularly around factor 5 and 6 as they are one of the most important 
things for good business direction, because if the board doesn’t communicate and articulates the way IT 
should be aligned then you cannot align the objectives to something. It’s like the case of IT; some within 
business think that IT is not important as they don’t understand it, the same thing happens here, if some 
factors are not understood then they are deemed to be though as being non-important within the ITG 
domain.  

 

5. How do you interpret the overlaps as shown in the diagrams? Why do 
you think these overlaps occur? 

Some factors are misunderstood and their impacts are misunderstood and therefore they overlap, as they 
cannot manage the executions of direction by their own. I’ve gone through the factors that have to do with 
the board, as they really need to understand and be clearly part of the major transformation programs for 
the control if they are on-track delivered.  

 

6. The results indicate that factors that affect the Board and its 

responsibility of ITG are valued higher than any other factor. Why? 

The reason that the board gets higher value is that the board needs to understand risk values and make 
decisions about how to enhance the business for future demands; furthermore they are responsibility how 
the expenses and investments are handled. The board is the link and its members need to understand the 
risks within the whole business. By having awareness and accountability higher in the organization (the 
board) the appetite for risks and how business value can be increased is more secure and will probability be 
better permeated within the organization. They are the ones who steer the whole organization. The board 
understands and knows which decisions need to be made and therefore they are highly valued and are the 
ones who are responsible how to manage IT and knows what to know with IT. A non-board member 
doesn’t know for instance what risks need to be managed in order to affect the whole business. The Board 
related questions show that the board and their accountability deliver IT value, even in macro level. A 
consequence of not keeping the accountability at the board level is that IT is not performing well. The 
responsibilities for IT governance are held overall in different levels within the organization. The boards’ 
job is to articulate strategies and processes within the organization and should include and understand what 
is going on. The accountability stays at the highest level within an organization (the triangle), if IT is not 
performing maybe a new CIO is brought, but that is not going to change anything as the board is not 
included. The responsibility of implementing ITG and for making sure that it is effective and reporting 
back up, considering multiple levels within an organization; need to be in the hands of the boards as they 
are aware of the overall risks and business strategies, this can prevent for instance system failure. An 
ultimately important factor for successful ITG is that the board is the ones who structure the roles and 
responsibilities and manage who is responsible for what processes, they are responsibility for the big 
accountability. 
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7. When p<0.05 the hypothesis that there is no significant difference 
between the relevancy of any factor within the domain is rejected. The 

hypothesis testing is 95% probable (confidence level). Would you be 
able to see non-probable effects for factors that has a significant level 

<0.05? Is the hypothesis rejected even though it is true? 

All factors may have an effect, but some factors don’t have any major effects. They may be important, bur 
not as important as the others as they don’t stand out. A lot of the factors are equally weighted and can 
contribute for optimal results. Once again, if you have a strategy but don’t use the right resources and don’t 
measure your performance along with the implementation of a strategy, then optimal results cannot be 
obtained. Performance measurement is a measure that helps organizations to get to the ITG goal without 
having to make major measurements, however it gives a step-up for successful implementation. 

 

8. If you could rate the strength of this study’s results between (reliability) 

5=Very strong; 3= Partly strong; 0=Not strong? 

I agree with most of the results, but the negative weakness with this study are that some questions are very 
similar to each other, and therefore it, I find it very challenging to answer them to each other. They all are 
personally important, and have they own strengths but overall this study is very interesting. I would 
probably say 4. 

 

9.  Comments on factor 4 

Being time-efficient is a factor that need to be considered, but is probably the least important factor within 
in the achievement of the Strategic alignment goal. 

 

10. Other comments 

The factors that I would say are the most important and gives the most effects for successfully 
implementing IT Governance are: 

Strategic Alignment= factor 6; Value Delivery= factor 14; Risk Management= factor 21; IT Resource 
Management= factor 28; Performance Measurement= factor 35.  

Factor 22 is a subset of factor 28, but somehow factor 28 is more important than factor 22, and factor 34 is 
a subset of factor 35 since the board need to know whether it is on tracked deliver and that they deliver 
what is intended.  

The role of IT is to introduce new systems with standard processes to deploy a new global operating model 
across the business and not just the IT to deliver a far more effective organization. Therefore IT is given 
major responsibilities to run the business, and should be governed to work properly; hence the role of IT is 
critical and escalates the business against something fixed. 

IT should be treated as any other subset within the business and be governed from the top level to work. 
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INTERVIEW P3 

 
What position do you have in your organization? 
And how long have you worked in this 
organization? 
 

Senior Associative Consultant, 2008  

For how many years have some form of IT 
governance occurred in your work? 
 

Since 2006 

How long ago were you involved in a project that 
includes IT Governance? 
 

Sometimes per month 

You are certified/licensed in? CISA within ISACA 
In which sectors / industries does your work occur 
within? 
 

Bank and Finance, Daily trade 

 

1. Are all goals important/ having the same value for successful IT 
governance? 

I think, spontaneously now, that they all have their own value in itself but it can be difficult to reach some 
of these if you do not have for example Strategic Alignment, so it is important to have it in place first, to 
measure something that is operated outside the business to support. So I think it has a real value to reach a 
higher level of maturity through Strategic Alignment, as it still is important and deliver more value than the 
other domains. 

 

2. How would you discuss the relationship between the non-significant 
values in the ANOVA tableau for both the PM and ITREM domain and 

the low priority that emerged in the circle diagram for them? 

I think that if you do not have deep insight around the terms concerning ITREM and PM; these can be the 
two domains that someone knows the value of. SA and VD are more projecting thoughts when it comes to 
IT governance, ITREM and PM are domains belonging to the more daily work that are really not taken into 
account and does not look like real ITG "controls". Strategic Alignment is really obvious and seeks value 
creation (maybe not as much as VD), and that risk assessment is really important within ITG. 

 

3. Do you agree on the results gained from the first survey: that the factors 
that resulted to be more prioritized are certainly more important than 

the others in the organization? Likewise for those with lower values, are 
they really as non-sensitive to the point emerged in this study results? 

The strategy for how IT governance should be handled in general should be at the forefront and thus one 
can find positive effects of even the elements with lower value. They support the business objectively in any 
way. Some factors, such as 29 and 30 are very similar and do not make much difference and therefore could 
go together to jointly make a difference. 
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4. Do you think that the factors with less impact are generally extracted 
from the ITG process within the organization or do you see any 

solution to how these factors could affect more positively? Is it possible 
to improve their existence and influence, i.e. the effect? Are they 

implied? 

No, but factor 4 can as an individual factor be removed. Otherwise you can combine factors to enhance 
their efficiency. Factors within the ITREM and PM domains may seem vague and unclear and therefore can 
create confusion about how they can contribute to the management process of IT value creation. 

 

5. How do you interpret the overlaps as shown in the diagrams? Why do 
you think these overlaps occur? 

Certain factors may overlap because they affect each other and together can enhance the effectiveness and 
therefore are not alone more important than the others. I could say that there are causal relations, i.e. that 
certain factors go hand in hand and cannot work or have an effect on its own, but together with another 
factor. One scenario I would say is that the factor 2 goes hand in hand with the PM domain and is therefore 
not so important in the Strategic Alignment context. 

 

6. The results indicate that factors that affect the Board and its 

responsibility of ITG are valued higher than any other factor. Why? 

Well, because the anchoring is very important to have on the table at board level since they still are the ones 
who are sitting on money and mandates, and decide how to handle and work on different things within IT 
governance. IT can be noticed that organizations where IT governance issues are handled at the lower 
levels in the organization, strategies do not get out in the entire organization. But the higher up you have IT 
in the organization (for example at board level) there is more likely to have a more mature IT and control as 
opposed to the organizations where the IT manager probably is not involved in board level and therefore it 
is harder to understand financial resources. So it's really important that it is anchored in the lead quite easily. 

It looks as if the board are the ones who should be responsible in ideal IT governance within the 
organization and therefore it has a great importance that the results show that the board has a higher 
priority. These factors are strongly selected because IT governance should be acknowledged and addressed 
by the board, because if it is not so, it follows that IT will be unsecured and it will lead to that IT in itself 
may be a less strong relevance and lose the link with the business goals that definitely is important. A 
natural step is to lift the board or any other constellated configuration that really can control the business 
and control that IT is on the track to be incorporated. 

 

7. When p<0.05 the hypothesis that there is no significant difference 

between the relevancy of any factor within the domain is rejected. The 
hypothesis testing is 95% probable (confidence level). Would you be 

able to see non-probable effects of the factors that has a significant level 
<0.05? Is the hypothesis rejected even though it is true? 

No, the results just show how different factors affect operationally and communicate to achieve its 
objectives. As the effects of any factor has been prioritized and valued it is a quite likely effect of practical 
IT governance. But I would say that factor 18 is more important than factor 20. And that a combination of  



 
 
 
 
 

 
Industrial Information and Control systems (ICS) 

Marlene Gevriye  
December, 2010 

 

59 

 

factor 26 and factor 22 are factors that give the likely effects and therefore I believe that the zero-
hypothesis should be rejected for these two. 

 

8. Factor 10 is considered to be the least significant/relevant/important 

factor to achieve goals within the VD-domain, but holds however the 
maximum width (1.23). Do you think this is a coincidence when the 

error bars indicate a high degree of uncertainty? 

Yes I believe it is partly a coincidence, the budget issue is not important for heavier quality. On the other 
hand one should not exceed the budget and should try to stay within the price limits given. Factor 10 in 
itself does not support the business and is in a whole not crucial for the achievement of any objective. 

9. If you could rate the strength of this study’s results between (reliability) 

5=Very strong; 3= Partly strong; 0=Not strong? 

For the results of your study in this case is that SA, VD, RM are given more priority over ITREM and PM, 
and therefore so must study the whole a 3-4. SA and the VD are very clear domains and imply that it is 
easier to differentiate them from the others. 

 

10.  Comments on Factor 4 

The time issue is not so important and would probably be the factor that is least important to link IT and 
business goals. 
 

15.  Other comments 

The factors for each domain that I would say are the least important and will have the least impact on a 
successful achievement of IT governance goals are: 

Strategic Alignment= factor 4; Value Delivery= factor 10; Risk Management= factor 18; IT Resource 
Management= factor 27; Performance Measurement= factor 34.  

And the factors that I believe gives the most impact for a successful achievement of IT governance goals 
are:  IT Resource Management = factor 23; Performance Measurement= factor 32. 

I think that specifying requirements is important and must be in IT (factor 3) even if you yourself do not 
run the business; you must have required skills to pursue a more mature governance model. It is also 
important to monitor risk (factor 17) and that we have end users who are happy with the quality of services 
(factor 9). Within the IT Resource Management and Performance Measurement domain,  there is really no 
factor that stand out like very much. New employees must go through a risk education (factor 8) according 
to mandate. Others may base their risk knowledge according to their experiences and may not need to go 
through a risk education to ensure that they understand risk management. 
 
But I still think it is very interesting that SA, VD, and RM are slightly easier to grasp and their important 
linkage to IT and the governance of IT; but PM is still the domain that is the “bottom” to these. However, 
I think PM is a pretty important part of IT governance as it is the domain within IT governance that 
somehow holds a well-defined unspoken strategy that might work very well if you understand it,  
but if you do not measure so you do not know how good or bad it works within an organization, and then  
it can be difficult to take the next step. Therefore, it is worth reviewing how it really works and measure 
how IT is delivered internally. 
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APPENDIX D – One-way ANOVA analysis and Multiple comparison  
                              Tableaus, results based on a 95% confidence level 

 

Strategic Alignment 

 

 
Figure SA1 – The One-way ANOVA-analysis tableau for the Strategic alignment domain 

 
ANOVA 

 

 
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 142,680 6 23,780 9,333 ,000 

Within Groups 693,048 272 2,548   

Total 835,728 278    

              

 

Figure SA2 – Multiple comparison tableaus for the factors within the Strategic alignment domain 

 

(I) Factor 

(J) 

Factor 

Mean Difference (I-

J) Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

1 2 ,600 ,357 ,629 -,46 1,66 

3 ,625 ,357 ,582 -,44 1,69 

4 1,594
*
 ,359 ,000 ,53 2,66 

5 -,500 ,357 ,801 -1,56 ,56 

6 -,525 ,357 ,762 -1,59 ,54 

7 -,325 ,357 ,971 -1,39 ,74 

2 1 -,600 ,357 ,629 -1,66 ,46 

3 ,025 ,357 1,000 -1,04 1,09 

4 ,994 ,359 ,086 -,07 2,06 

5 -1,100
*
 ,357 ,036 -2,16 -,04 

6 -1,125
*
 ,357 ,030 -2,19 -,06 

7 -,925 ,357 ,133 -1,99 ,14 
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3 1 -,625 ,357 ,582 -1,69 ,44 

2 -,025 ,357 1,000 -1,09 1,04 

4 ,969 ,359 ,103 -,10 2,04 

5 -1,125
*
 ,357 ,030 -2,19 -,06 

6 -1,150
*
 ,357 ,024 -2,21 -,09 

7 -,950 ,357 ,112 -2,01 ,11 

4 1 -1,594
*
 ,359 ,000 -2,66 -,53 

2 -,994 ,359 ,086 -2,06 ,07 

3 -,969 ,359 ,103 -2,04 ,10 

5 -2,094
*
 ,359 ,000 -3,16 -1,03 

6 -2,119
*
 ,359 ,000 -3,19 -1,05 

7 -1,919
*
 ,359 ,000 -2,99 -,85 

5 1 ,500 ,357 ,801 -,56 1,56 

2 1,100
*
 ,357 ,036 ,04 2,16 

3 1,125
*
 ,357 ,030 ,06 2,19 

4 2,094
*
 ,359 ,000 1,03 3,16 

6 -,025 ,357 1,000 -1,09 1,04 

7 ,175 ,357 ,999 -,89 1,24 

6 1 ,525 ,357 ,762 -,54 1,59 

2 1,125
*
 ,357 ,030 ,06 2,19 

3 1,150
*
 ,357 ,024 ,09 2,21 

4 2,119
*
 ,359 ,000 1,05 3,19 

5 ,025 ,357 1,000 -1,04 1,09 

7 ,200 ,357 ,998 -,86 1,26 

7 1 ,325 ,357 ,971 -,74 1,39 

2 ,925 ,357 ,133 -,14 1,99 

3 ,950 ,357 ,112 -,11 2,01 

4 1,919
*
 ,359 ,000 ,85 2,99 

5 -,175 ,357 ,999 -1,24 ,89 

6 -,200 ,357 ,998 -1,26 ,86 
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Value Delivery 

 

Figure VD1 – The One-way ANOVA-analysis tableau for the Value delivery domain 

 

ANOVA 

 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 64,606 6 10,768 3,945 ,001 

Within Groups 742,498 272 2,730   

Total 807,104 278    

 
 

 

Figure VD2 – Multiple comparison tableaus for the factors within the Value delivery domain 

 

Multiple Comparisons 

 

(I) 

Factor 

(J) 

Factor 

Mean Difference 

(I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

8 9 -,150 ,369 1,000 -1,25 ,95 

10 ,550 ,369 ,751 -,55 1,65 

11 -,744 ,372 ,416 -1,85 ,36 

12 -,625 ,369 ,622 -1,72 ,47 

13 -,050 ,369 1,000 -1,15 1,05 

14 -,950 ,369 ,139 -2,05 ,15 

9 8 ,150 ,369 1,000 -,95 1,25 

10 ,700 ,369 ,486 -,40 1,80 

11 -,594 ,372 ,684 -1,70 ,51 

12 -,475 ,369 ,858 -1,57 ,62 

13 ,100 ,369 1,000 -1,00 1,20 

14 -,800 ,369 ,318 -1,90 ,30 
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10 8 -,550 ,369 ,751 -1,65 ,55 

9 -,700 ,369 ,486 -1,80 ,40 

11 -1,294
*
 ,372 ,010 -2,40 -,19 

12 -1,175
*
 ,369 ,027 -2,27 -,08 

13 -,600 ,369 ,667 -1,70 ,50 

14 -1,500
*
 ,369 ,001 -2,60 -,40 

11 8 ,744 ,372 ,416 -,36 1,85 

9 ,594 ,372 ,684 -,51 1,70 

10 1,294
*
 ,372 ,010 ,19 2,40 

12 ,119 ,372 1,000 -,99 1,22 

13 ,694 ,372 ,504 -,41 1,80 

14 -,206 ,372 ,998 -1,31 ,90 

12 8 ,625 ,369 ,622 -,47 1,72 

9 ,475 ,369 ,858 -,62 1,57 

10 1,175
*
 ,369 ,027 ,08 2,27 

11 -,119 ,372 1,000 -1,22 ,99 

13 ,575 ,369 ,710 -,52 1,67 

14 -,325 ,369 ,975 -1,42 ,77 

13 8 ,050 ,369 1,000 -1,05 1,15 

9 -,100 ,369 1,000 -1,20 1,00 

10 ,600 ,369 ,667 -,50 1,70 

11 -,694 ,372 ,504 -1,80 ,41 

12 -,575 ,369 ,710 -1,67 ,52 

14 -,900 ,369 ,188 -2,00 ,20 

14 8 ,950 ,369 ,139 -,15 2,05 

9 ,800 ,369 ,318 -,30 1,90 

10 1,500
*
 ,369 ,001 ,40 2,60 

11 ,206 ,372 ,998 -,90 1,31 

12 ,325 ,369 ,975 -,77 1,42 

13 ,900 ,369 ,188 -,20 2,00 
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Risk Management 

 

Figure RM1 – The One-way ANOVA-analysis tableau for the Risk management domain 
 

ANOVA 

 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 75,799 6 12,633 4,119 ,001 

Within Groups 834,294 272 3,067   

Total 910,093 278    

 

 
 

Figure RM2 – Multiple comparison tableaus for the factors within the Risk management domain 
 

 

Multiple Comparisons 

 

(I) 

Factor 

(J) 

Factor 

Mean Difference 

(I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

15 16 ,123 ,394 1,000 -1,05 1,29 

17 ,223 ,394 ,998 -,95 1,39 

18 ,898 ,394 ,258 -,27 2,07 

19 ,848 ,394 ,326 -,32 2,02 

20 ,898 ,394 ,258 -,27 2,07 

21 -,577 ,394 ,766 -1,75 ,59 

16 15 -,123 ,394 1,000 -1,29 1,05 

17 ,100 ,392 1,000 -1,06 1,26 

18 ,775 ,392 ,430 -,39 1,94 

19 ,725 ,392 ,515 -,44 1,89 

20 ,775 ,392 ,430 -,39 1,94 

21 -,700 ,392 ,558 -1,86 ,46 
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17 15 -,223 ,394 ,998 -1,39 ,95 

16 -,100 ,392 1,000 -1,26 1,06 

18 ,675 ,392 ,601 -,49 1,84 

19 ,625 ,392 ,685 -,54 1,79 

20 ,675 ,392 ,601 -,49 1,84 

21 -,800 ,392 ,390 -1,96 ,36 

18 15 -,898 ,394 ,258 -2,07 ,27 

16 -,775 ,392 ,430 -1,94 ,39 

17 -,675 ,392 ,601 -1,84 ,49 

19 -,050 ,392 1,000 -1,21 1,11 

20 ,000 ,392 1,000 -1,16 1,16 

21 -1,475
*
 ,392 ,004 -2,64 -,31 

19 15 -,848 ,394 ,326 -2,02 ,32 

16 -,725 ,392 ,515 -1,89 ,44 

17 -,625 ,392 ,685 -1,79 ,54 

18 ,050 ,392 1,000 -1,11 1,21 

20 ,050 ,392 1,000 -1,11 1,21 

21 -1,425
*
 ,392 ,006 -2,59 -,26 

20 15 -,898 ,394 ,258 -2,07 ,27 

16 -,775 ,392 ,430 -1,94 ,39 

17 -,675 ,392 ,601 -1,84 ,49 

18 ,000 ,392 1,000 -1,16 1,16 

19 -,050 ,392 1,000 -1,21 1,11 

21 -1,475
*
 ,392 ,004 -2,64 -,31 

21 15 ,577 ,394 ,766 -,59 1,75 

16 ,700 ,392 ,558 -,46 1,86 

17 ,800 ,392 ,390 -,36 1,96 

18 1,475
*
 ,392 ,004 ,31 2,64 

19 1,425
*
 ,392 ,006 ,26 2,59 

20 1,475
*
 ,392 ,004 ,31 2,64 
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IT Resource Management 

 

Figure ITREM1 – The One-way ANOVA-analysis tableau for the IT Resource management domain 
 

ANOVA 

 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 23,786 6 3,964 1,421 ,207 

Within Groups 761,700 273 2,790   

Total 785,486 279    

 
 
  
 
 
 Figure ITREM2 – Multiple comparison tableaus for the factors within the IT Resource management 

domain 

Multiple Comparisons 

 

(I) 

Factor 

(J) 

Factor 

Mean Difference 

(I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

22 23 ,250 ,374 ,994 -,86 1,36 

24 ,575 ,374 ,721 -,53 1,68 

25 ,450 ,374 ,892 -,66 1,56 

26 -,125 ,374 1,000 -1,23 ,98 

27 ,625 ,374 ,634 -,48 1,73 

28 -,075 ,374 1,000 -1,18 1,03 

23 22 -,250 ,374 ,994 -1,36 ,86 

24 ,325 ,374 ,977 -,78 1,43 

25 ,200 ,374 ,998 -,91 1,31 

26 -,375 ,374 ,953 -1,48 ,73 

27 ,375 ,374 ,953 -,73 1,48 

28 -,325 ,374 ,977 -1,43 ,78 
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24 22 -,575 ,374 ,721 -1,68 ,53 

23 -,325 ,374 ,977 -1,43 ,78 

25 -,125 ,374 1,000 -1,23 ,98 

26 -,700 ,374 ,499 -1,81 ,41 

27 ,050 ,374 1,000 -1,06 1,16 

28 -,650 ,374 ,590 -1,76 ,46 

25 22 -,450 ,374 ,892 -1,56 ,66 

23 -,200 ,374 ,998 -1,31 ,91 

24 ,125 ,374 1,000 -,98 1,23 

26 -,575 ,374 ,721 -1,68 ,53 

27 ,175 ,374 ,999 -,93 1,28 

28 -,525 ,374 ,799 -1,63 ,58 

26 22 ,125 ,374 1,000 -,98 1,23 

23 ,375 ,374 ,953 -,73 1,48 

24 ,700 ,374 ,499 -,41 1,81 

25 ,575 ,374 ,721 -,53 1,68 

27 ,750 ,374 ,412 -,36 1,86 

28 ,050 ,374 1,000 -1,06 1,16 

27 22 -,625 ,374 ,634 -1,73 ,48 

23 -,375 ,374 ,953 -1,48 ,73 

24 -,050 ,374 1,000 -1,16 1,06 

25 -,175 ,374 ,999 -1,28 ,93 

26 -,750 ,374 ,412 -1,86 ,36 

28 -,700 ,374 ,499 -1,81 ,41 

28 22 ,075 ,374 1,000 -1,03 1,18 

23 ,325 ,374 ,977 -,78 1,43 

24 ,650 ,374 ,590 -,46 1,76 

25 ,525 ,374 ,799 -,58 1,63 

26 -,050 ,374 1,000 -1,16 1,06 

27 ,700 ,374 ,499 -,41 1,81 
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Performance Measurement 

 

Figure PM1 – The One-way ANOVA-analysis tableau for the Performance measurement domain 
 

ANOVA 

 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 21,509 6 3,585 1,381 ,222 

Within Groups 706,233 272 2,596   

Total 727,742 278    

 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure PM2 – Multiple comparison tableaus for the factors within the Performance measurement domain 
 

Multiple Comparisons 

 

(I) 

Factor 

(J) 

Factor 

Mean Difference 

(I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

29 30 ,525 ,360 ,770 -,55 1,60 

31 ,400 ,360 ,925 -,67 1,47 

32 ,600 ,360 ,640 -,47 1,67 

33 ,467 ,363 ,857 -,61 1,54 

34 -,175 ,360 ,999 -1,25 ,90 

35 ,075 ,360 1,000 -1,00 1,15 

30 29 -,525 ,360 ,770 -1,60 ,55 

31 -,125 ,360 1,000 -1,20 ,95 

32 ,075 ,360 1,000 -1,00 1,15 

33 -,058 ,363 1,000 -1,13 1,02 

34 -,700 ,360 ,454 -1,77 ,37 

35 -,450 ,360 ,874 -1,52 ,62 
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31 29 -,400 ,360 ,925 -1,47 ,67 

30 ,125 ,360 1,000 -,95 1,20 

32 ,200 ,360 ,998 -,87 1,27 

33 ,067 ,363 1,000 -1,01 1,14 

34 -,575 ,360 ,685 -1,65 ,50 

35 -,325 ,360 ,972 -1,40 ,75 

32 29 -,600 ,360 ,640 -1,67 ,47 

30 -,075 ,360 1,000 -1,15 1,00 

31 -,200 ,360 ,998 -1,27 ,87 

33 -,133 ,363 1,000 -1,21 ,94 

34 -,775 ,360 ,326 -1,85 ,30 

35 -,525 ,360 ,770 -1,60 ,55 

33 29 -,467 ,363 ,857 -1,54 ,61 

30 ,058 ,363 1,000 -1,02 1,13 

31 -,067 ,363 1,000 -1,14 1,01 

32 ,133 ,363 1,000 -,94 1,21 

34 -,642 ,363 ,569 -1,72 ,43 

35 -,392 ,363 ,933 -1,47 ,68 

34 29 ,175 ,360 ,999 -,90 1,25 

30 ,700 ,360 ,454 -,37 1,77 

31 ,575 ,360 ,685 -,50 1,65 

32 ,775 ,360 ,326 -,30 1,85 

33 ,642 ,363 ,569 -,43 1,72 

35 ,250 ,360 ,993 -,82 1,32 

35 29 -,075 ,360 1,000 -1,15 1,00 

30 ,450 ,360 ,874 -,62 1,52 

31 ,325 ,360 ,972 -,75 1,40 

32 ,525 ,360 ,770 -,55 1,60 

33 ,392 ,363 ,933 -,68 1,47 

34 -,250 ,360 ,993 -1,32 ,82 
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APPENDIX E – Survey outcomes and results for Inquiry 
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