Available online at www.sciencedirect.com

scneucs@mnec-ﬂ Strategic )
Information
e viSelies Systems
ELSEVIER Journal of Strategic Information Systems 15 (2006) 29-50

www.elsevier.com/locate/jsis

Resource-based view and competitive strategy:
An integrated model of the contribution of
information technology to firm performance™

Suzanne Rivard®*, Louis Raymond®, David Verreault®

%Holder of the Chair in Strategic Management of Information Technology, HEC Montréal, 3000, chemin de la
Cote-Ste-Catherine, Montréal, Que., Canada H3T 2A7
®Canada Research Chair in Business Performance, Département des sciences de la gestion, Université du
Québec a Trois-Rivieres, 3351, boul. des Forges, C.P. 500, Trois-Rivieres, Que., Canada G9A 5SH7
“Deloitte Inc., 1, Place Ville-Marie, Bureau 3000, Montréal, Que., Canada H3B 4T9

Received 1 April 2004; accepted 15 June 2005
Available online 26 July 2005

Abstract

The contribution of IT to business performance has been studied from two main perspectives: a
‘strategy as positioning perspective,” which underlines a market power imperative, and a resource-
based view perspective, which conceptualizes the enterprise as a ‘bundle of unique resources.” The
objective of the present study is to improve our understanding of the contribution of IT to firm
performance in building upon the complementarity between the two perspectives. To do so, a model
proposed by [Spanos, Y.E., Lioukas, S. 2001. An examination into the causal logic of rent
generation: contrasting Porter’s competitive strategy framework and the resource-based perspective.
Strategic Management Journal 22(10), 907-934], which comprises both a competitive strategy
framework and the resource-based perspective was adapted to reflect the role played by IT. More
precisely, the model encapsulates the effects of both IT support for business strategy and IT support
for firm assets on firm performance. To test the model, a survey of 96 small- and medium-sized
enterprises (SME) was conducted.
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1. Introduction

The contribution of Information Technology (IT) to the achievement of business
objectives is an important management issue. Indeed, the 2001 Computer Sciences
Corporation’s annual survey reported it as the second most important issue for North
American IT executives (CSC, 2001). It has also been an enduring issue; every year since
the 1991 edition of the survey, it has been ranked among the top five IT management
concerns. In terms of research, numerous studies, adopting various perspectives, have
focused on the research problem for several years now (Melville et al., 2004).

Two of the research perspectives originate from the strategic management literature.
The first perspective reflects a market power imperative, and views the firm as a “bundle of
strategic activities aiming at adapting to industry environment by seeking an attractive
position in the market arena” (Spanos and Lioukas, 2001, p. 907). In the strategy literature,
the dominant paradigm of this perspective is Porter’s (1980, 1991) competitive strategy
framework. In an IT context, it is best exemplified by Porter and Millar (1985) who see IT
as a means by which firms can gain competitive advantage by altering the competitive
forces that collectively determine industry profitability. IT can contribute to this alteration
of competitive forces by contributing to either lowering costs or enhancing differentiation.
The second perspective, the resource-based view of the firm, conceptualizes the enterprise
as a bundle of resources—assets, processes, knowledge—that are inherently valuable, and
contends that the firm’s unique resources should define the essence of strategy (Spanos and
Lioukas, 2001). In an IT context, this perspective sees IT capabilities themselves—e.g. IT
infrastructure, IT human resources, and IT intangibles—as a source of competitive
advantage (Bharadwaj, 2000).

Although the premises on which the two perspectives are based differ, strategic
management researchers have recognized the complementarity between the market driven
perspective of strategy and the resource-based view (Henderson and Mitchell, 1997;
Spanos and Lioukas, 2001).

In IT literature, the two perspectives have been used independently of each other; they
have even be described as competing views (Duhan et al., 2001). The objective of the
present study is to improve our understanding of the contribution of IT to firm performance
in building upon the complementarity between the two perspectives. To do so, a model
proposed by Spanos and Lioukas (2001), which comprises both Porter’s competitive
strategy framework and the resource-based perspective, was adapted to reflect the role
played by IT. More precisely, the proposed model encapsulates the effects of both IT
support for business strategy and IT support for firm assets on firm performance. To test
the model, a survey of 96 small- and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) was conducted.

2. Theoretical foundations

The market driven perspective and the resource-based view of the firm are established
on different premises. The first originates from traditional economic research, and is based
on a market power imperative; it considers industry structure as the primary cause of
strategy and performance (Henderson and Mitchell, 1997). The second tradition derives
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more directly from strategy research, and emphasizes the importance of firm-specific
capabilities (Henderson and Mitchell, 1997). This perspective posits that the necessary
condition for a firm’s success is its ability to create distinctive capabilities (Teece et al.,
1997). In the market driven perspective, of which the dominant paradigm is Porter’s (1980,
1991) competitive strategy framework, the industry structure determines the competitive
rules, and influences the strategies that are potentially available to the firm (Teece et al.,
1997). In Porter’s view, resources are not valuable in and of themselves; rather, their value
depends on how well they fit industry structure and how well they support a particular
strategy. In contrast with this perspective, the resource-based view sees resources as
inherently valuable, and contends that the firm’s unique resources should define the
essence of strategy (Spanos and Lioukas, 2001, p. 910).

2.1. The market driven perspective

Porter’s (1980, 1991) competitive strategy framework identifies five industry forces—
the intensity of industry rivalry, the threat of new entrants, the threat of substitutes, the
bargaining power of suppliers and the bargaining power of customers. These forces
determine the profit potential of an industry or of a segment of this industry (Teece et al.,
1997). In such a context, a firm has to assess these forces and determine how to find a
position in the industry so as to best defend itself from them (defensive effects) or influence
them so as to take advantage of them (offensive effects) (Teece et al., 1997). The way a
firm chooses to improve its competitive position should ideally create significant
difficulties for others to imitate, which results in a long-term or sustainable competitive
advantage. In Porter’s (1991) terms, holding the industry structure constant, a successful
firm is one that has an attractive relative position. Porter posits that such an attractive
relative position is the result of one of two basic types of competitive advantages: lower
costs than rivals or the ability to differentiate and command a premium price in excess of
the extra cost of differentiating. In this view, “superior profitability can only logically
arise from commanding a higher price than rivals or enjoying lower costs” (Porter, 1991,
p. 102).

A number of IT researchers have adopted a market driven perspective to examine the
potential and actual effects of I'T on firm performance. In the context of Porter’s work, Ives
and Learmonth (1984) focus on the use of IT to strengthen the relationship between a firm
and its customers. They propose to use the ‘customer resource life cycle’ as a tool to
determine how a firm can use IT to differentiate itself from its competitors, become a low
cost producer, or identify a market niche. The authors provide numerous examples of firms
that have used IT to support one or several activities of the customer life cycle, hence
increasing the strength of their relationship with their customers. Complementing the
competitive forces framework with the concept of the value chain proposed by Porter
(1985), Porter and Millar (1985) show how IT can alter the rules of competition by
changing the industry structure, create competitive advantage by providing firms with new
ways to outperform their rivals and even create opportunities for initiating new business.
In a case study of four firms, Levy et al. (1999) show how Porter’s value chain and five
forces framework are “invaluable in analysing business processes and competitive
drivers” (p. 256) for SMEs. They suggest that the value chain analysis leads to identifying



32 S. Rivard et al. / Journal of Strategic Information Systems 15 (2006) 29-50

activities that contribute directly to profitability, while the five forces model leads SMEs to
look outside their operational boundaries. In a study of the relationship between goals that
firms set for IT, management practices and executives’ perception of the value of IT,
Tallon et al. (2000) rely on Porter (1996) contention that firms differentially focus on two
key objectives, that is, operational effectiveness and strategic positioning. Translating this
distinction into corresponding goals for IT, they identify four types of corporate goals for
IT: (1) operational focus, which strives for efficiency and effectiveness, (2) market focus,
which translates into IT being aimed at extending market reach and changing industry and
market practices, (3) dual focus, which is a combination of operational focus and market
focus, and (4) unfocused, where IT is not critical to any aspect of the firm. From their
analysis of a sample of 304 business managers, they found that executives in firms that
have more focused IT goals perceive higher levels of IT business value as well as higher
levels of strategic alignment for IT. In turn, higher levels of perceived strategic alignment
were associated with higher levels of perceived business value.

2.2. The resource-based view

The resource-based view of the firm originates from Penrose (1959) work, where the
firm is described as a bundle of resources. Penrose posits that the growth of the firm is both
facilitated and limited by management search for the best usage of available resources.
Barney (1991) provides a precise and formalized description of this perspective.
Resources include assets, capabilities, processes, attributes, knowledge and know-how
that are possessed by a firm, and that can be used to formulate and implement competitive
strategies. The resource-based view relies on two fundamental assertions, that of resource
heterogeneity (resources and capabilities possessed by firms may differ), and of
resource immobility (these differences may be long lasting) (Mata, Fuerst and Barney,
1995). If a resource possessed by a firm is also possessed by several of its competitors (no
heterogeneity), this resource cannot contribute to competitive advantage. Heterogeneity is
the required condition for obtaining at least temporary competitive advantage. Resource
immobility is the required condition for sustained competitive advantage, since
competitors would face cost disadvantage in obtaining, developing, and using it compared
to the firm that already possesses it.

Several researchers have adopted a resource-based perspective to address the issue of
the contribution of IT to business value (Wade and Hulland, 2004; Melville et al., 2004). In
their studies, IT resources were conceptualized in a variety of fashions. In a literature
review of the resource-based view in IS research, Wade and Hulland (2004) identify eight
such IS resources, which fall into three main categories. The first category, outside-in
resources—external relationship management and market responsiveness—are externally
oriented and pertain to the establishment of relationships with business partners, and to the
understanding of competitors. The second category, inside-out resources—IS infrastruc-
ture, IS technical skills, IS development, and cost effective IS operations—are used from
inside the firm to respond to market requirements. Finally, spanning resources—IS
business partnerships and IS planning and change management—involve both internal and
external analysis capabilities. A small number of empirical studies have examined the
relationship between IS resources and firm performance. Among those, Bharadwaj (2000)
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compared the performance of firms that had been recognized by the magazine Information
Week as being IT leaders in their industry to the performance of a control group. She found
that firms with high IT capabilities outperformed the firms from the control group. Using
the same sample, Santhanam and Hartono (2003) compared their performance with two
different control groups, and confirmed the results obtained by Bharadwaj (2000).

Most of the authors who adopted a resource-based view of IT contribution to firm
performance focused on the relationships between IT resources themselves and business
performance. Some researchers have argued that a limitation of this view is that
“it assumes that resources are always applied to their best uses, saying little about how this
is done” (Melville et al., 2004). For instance, Clemons and Row (1991) argue that “benefits
resulting from an innovative application of information technology can be more readily
defended if the system exploits unique resources of the firm” (p. 289). This argument,
referred to as the strategic necessity hypothesis, was supported by Powell and
Dent-Micallef (1997) who found that IT resources alone do not provide competitive
advantages; rather, firms can gain competitive advantage by leveraging complementary
between business and human resources. The same argument was espoused by
Ravichandran and Lertwongsatien (2002) who found support for the relationship between
IS support for core competencies and firm performance.

2.3. A perspective of complementarity

While both the ‘strategy as positioning perspective’ and the resource-based view of the
firm have served as theoretical foundations for research on the relationship between IT and
business value, the two research streams have evolved independently one from the other.
Authors have even described them as competing views (Duhan et al., 2001). In strategy
research, however, some authors have proposed that the two perspectives are
complementary rather than being opposed. To illustrate this complementarity, some
authors suggest that each perspective covers one component of the SWOT framework,
with the market driven perspective providing the analysis related to opportunities and
threats, and the resource-based view corresponding to the strengths and weaknesses
component of SWOT (Spanos and Lioukas, 2001).

Spanos and Lioukas (2001) propose a composite model so as “to identify the relative
impact of industry vs. firm specific factors on firm performance” (p. 912). As depicted in
Fig. 1, the model describes the relationships between resources, strategy, industry forces,
and firm performance, both in terms of market performance and of profitability. Spanos
and Lioukas describe their model along three types of relationships.

The first type, strategy effects, is acknowledged by both perspectives; it consists in the
direct effects of strategy on performance (path 5 on Fig. 1). Here, the model posits that
when a firm creates value for buyers, either via differentiation or cost leadership, this will
impact its performance. The second type of effects, industry effects (paths y; and v,)
constitutes the competitive strategy perspective component of the model. As a reflection of
the central role played by industry in this perspective, the model posits the presence of a
direct effect of industry on firm performance (7y,), which would result from a defensive
type of strategic positioning, that is, from strategic choices that would aim toward
protecting the firm against the competitive forces. Industry forces are in turn impacted by
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Industry Forces

(barriers to entry, power over suppliers,
power over buyers, intensity of competition,
threat of substitutes)

Performance

Profitability

Fig. 1. Resource-based view and competitive strategy—an integrated model (Spanos and Lioukas, 2001).

the firm’s offensive strategy (y;); in Spanos and Lioukas’ terms, “under the offensive type
of positioning, strategy influences the relative balance of the competitive forces the firm
confronts” (Spanos and Lioukas, 2001, p. 913). Indirect industry effects (y,*v,) also exist,
which result from the combined effects of an offensive type of positioning and of the
relative balance of competitive forces.

The third type of effects, labelled firm assets effects, belongs to a resource-based view
of the firm. Spanos and Lioukas hypothesize a direct effect between firm assets and
performance. This effect, independent of strategy, is described as an efficiency effect (vy4);
it is the impact on performance that results from “the possession of a superior stock of
available resources” (Spanos and Lioukas, 2001, p. 913). The more advantaged the firm is
with respect to its competitors, the better its performance (Barney, 1991). Another path
(vs) pertains to the impact of firm assets on strategy. That is, the presence of resources will
enhance the firm’s ability to design competitive strategies, be they of a cost leadership or
of a differentiation type (Mata et al., 1995). Finally, the model posits that there exists a
combined effect on performance of ‘the firm’s ability to develop and/or modify its strategy
posture, which ability is a consequence of available stock of resources’ (y3*vs) (Spanos
and Lioukas, 2001, p. 914).

Although, until now, IT researchers have used the two perspectives independently, the
strategic alignment model proposed by Henderson and Venkatraman (1999) can be used,
from a theoretical standpoint, to integrate these perspectives. Indeed, Henderson and
Venkatraman argue that a ‘strategic fit’, that is, the alignment of external (strategic) and
internal (functional) business and IT domains, is required in order to increase business
performance. Researchers have successfully used this model to study the manner in which
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Fig. 2. Strategic alignment from a dual perspective (adapted from Henderson and Venkatraman, 1999).

IT supports a business, both from an external and an internal perspective, and empirically
link this support to business performance (Chan et al., 1997; Luftman et al., 1999; Papp,
1999; Croteau and Bergeron, 2001; Sabherwal and Chan, 2001; Croteau and Raymond,
2004).

As shown in Fig. 2, this model, adapted for illustrative purposes, comprises four
components deemed to be interrelated: business strategy, IT strategy, organizational
infrastructure and processes, IT strategy, and IT infrastructure and processes. More
specifically, the model includes two types of strategic fit and two types of integration.
Strategic fit reflects the need to harmonize internal and external business domains, i.e.
organizational resources and competencies should be aligned with the firm’s competitive
strategy. The same logic is also applied to the IT domain for the strategic fit between IT
strategy and IT infrastructure and processes. Strategic integration occurs when both
business and IT strategies are consistent with key environmental contingencies, including
components such as strategic competencies and IT competencies. From a competitive
strategy perspective, strategic integration thus reflects the capability of IT to shape and
support low-cost, differentiation, or niche strategies. Operational integration occurs when
the IT function has the capacity to support the firm’s business infrastructure and processes
with adequate IT resources and competencies. From a resource-based perspective, this
reflects the extent to which IT capabilities support the development and deployment of the
firm’s assets.

3. An integrated model of the contribution of IT to firm performance

For the purposes of the present study, the model proposed by Spanos and Lioukas was
adapted so as to portray the role played by IT in explaining business performance, in view
of the complementarity between the resource-based view of the firm and the competitive
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Fig. 3. Research model.

strategy perspective. The integrated model is depicted in Fig. 3. While it bears
resemblance with the model proposed by Spanos and Lioukas, the present model
departs from it in two significant ways. First, rather than pertaining to the effects of
strategy and assets on firm performance, the model hypothesizes relationships between
the support brought by IT to strategy and to firm assets, and business performance.
Second, while Spanos and Lioukas’ model did not specify a priori the relationship
between strategy, assets, industry forces and each of the two components of
performance-market performance and profitability-our model includes such an a priori
specification.

The reason for which we opted for the notion of IT support is twofold. First, in terms of
strategy, several studies have shown that strategic alignment between IT and the business
played a significant role in explaining business performance (Bergeron and Raymond,
1995; Chan, et al., 1997; Bergeron, Raymond and Rivard, 2001). Generally speaking,
these studies define alignment as the extent to which IS priorities, capabilities,
decisions, and actions support business strategy. Second, in terms of firm assets, we
adopt the strategic necessity perspective (Clemons and Row, 1991), by which the benefits
due to IT resources are obtained via their support for organizational resources rather than
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from IT capabilities themselves. A system that supports marketing planning competencies
(Wilson and McDonald, 2001) or a system supporting organizational competence
management (Hustad and Munkvold, 2005) are instances of this type of support for
organizational competencies.

Spanos and Lioukas’ model does not provide any a priori specifications about the
relationship between the independent variables and each component of business
performance, namely market performance and profitability. An analysis of prior IS
research leads us to include such an a priori specification of the relationship between IT
support for strategy and IT support for resources and these two independent variables.
Indeed, IS researchers who adopt a resource-based view tend to conceptualize
performance in terms of profitability. For instance, Melville et al. (2004) define
performance in terms of efficiency, such as enhanced cycle time and cost reduction, while
Bharadwaj (2000) and Santhanam and Hartono (2003) focus on metrics such as profit
ratios. On the other hand, the discussions on the contribution of IT to competitive strategy
suggest that this contribution is closely related to market performance, since IT can help
alter the rules of competition by changing the industry structure, create competitive
advantage by providing firms with new ways to outperform their rivals and even create
opportunities for initiating new business. Hence, our model hypothesizes that IT support
for assets will be related to profitability while IT support for strategy will be related to
market performance.

In terms of industry effects, our model follows Spanos and Lioukas’ contention that
industry forces impact business performance (y;). In terms of IT support for strategy
effects, the model first posits that IT support for strategy has a direct impact on
performance (7y;) in that the model assumes that IT can be used to support both cost
leadership strategies and differentiation strategies. Several examples of such uses have
been suggested in the literature (Ives and Learmonth, 1984; Porter and Millar, 1985; Ives
and Mason, 1990; Mata et al., 1995). The model hypothesizes that IT support for strategy
also influences performance via its relationship with industry forces. As portrayed by the
model, and along with the competitive strategy perspective, IT support for strategy is
hypothesized to influence industry forces (), which themselves have a direct effect on
the firm’s market performance (y2). Hence, IT support for strategy will have an indirect
effect on market performance (y;*vy,), which results from the combined effects of its
relationship with industry forces, and of the relationship between industry forces and
market performance.

In this research model, in line with the strategic necessity perspective, IT support for
firm assets effects (the third type) pertain to the impacts of the support provided by IT to
the resources possessed by the firm. The first relationship is that between IT support for
firm assets and IT support for strategy (7s). In line with the resource-based view, with the
idea of complementarity between the resource-based view and the market driven
perspective, and with the strategic necessity perspective, the model hypothesizes that the
degree of IT support provided to firm resources—be they organizational, marketing, or
technological—will enhance the firm’s ability to provide better IT support for the
strategies that it will formulate and implement, both in terms of cost leadership and
differentiation (Mata et al., 1995). The resource-based view also contends that assets,
in and of themselves, can have an impact on firm performance if they outperform those
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possessed by competitors. In view of the strategic necessity perspective, this translates into
path y4, which hypothesizes that the quality of support provided by IT to firm specific
assets will have a direct impact on the firm’s profitability. Finally, the model posits that IT
support for firm assets will have an indirect effect on profitability via its impact on IT
support for strategy (ys*vy3).

4. Research method

A questionnaire was developed as a survey instrument and, after pre-testing, was
mailed to the chief-executive-officer (CEO) of 700 small- and medium-sized enterprises
(SMEs) whose number of employees ranged from 30 to 500, randomly chosen from a
repertory of business firms in the province of Quebec, Canada. CEOs were chosen as
respondents because they are most knowledgeable overall of their firm’s strategy, IT
strategy, and performance (Bergeron et al., 2001). After sending a follow-up letter two
weeks after the first mailing, a total of 101 questionnaires were returned. The final sample
numbered 96 as five questionnaires were removed because they were incomplete, thus
giving a 13.7% response rate that is relatively typical for small business survey research
(Karimabady and Brunn, 1991). The median number of employees for the sampled
organizations is 155. More than half (57%) are in the manufacturing sector, while the rest
are in services (25%), distribution (5%), and other sectors such as construction, mining and
transportation (13%).

Non-response bias was ascertained by comparing, in terms of size and industry, the 66
firms whose CEO answered the first mailing with the 30 who answered after receiving
the reminder. No significant differences were found between these two groups of firms
with regard to their number of employees, sales revenue, and major industry
classification (manufacturing, commercial, services). Follow-up phone calls were also
made to a random sample of 100 CEOs among the 599 who had not yet returned their
questionnaire. The main reasons invoked for not participating in the study were time
constraints, too many solicitations to answer surveys, and privacy concerns. The dislike
of SME managers for bureaucracy or red tape would thus be a more plausible cause for
non-response than the characteristics of the sample or the nature of the question under
study (Assael and Keon, 1982).

The scales used to measure Industry Forces, Market Performance, and Profitability
were the ones developed and validated by Spanos and Lioukas (2001) as reported in their
study. The first four Industry Forces are measured by four single item measures in which
the respondent is asked to evaluate the level of environmental hostility faced by the firm
with respect to barriers to entry (1: very easy to enter... 5: very difficult), threat of
substitutes (1: not at all... 5: extreme), bargaining power over suppliers (1: very strong...
5: very weak), and bargaining power of buyers (1: very weak... 5: very strong). A fifth
force, competitive rivalry, is measured with four items that evaluate the intensity of
competition with respect to product characteristics, promotional strategies among rivals,
access to distribution channels, and service strategies to customers (l: very weak
competition... 5: very fierce competition). Market Position and Profitability were
evaluated with four and three items respectively, the respondent being asked to evaluate
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the firm’s performance relative to competition for the last three years with respect to
annual revenue, growth in annual revenue, market share, growth in market share, profit
margin, return on investments, and financial liquidity (1: much below average... 5: much
above average).

The scales for the IT Support for Strategy construct were developed through a self-
typing approach, well accepted in strategy research. This direct approach had been
previously used by Teo and King (1997) and by Tallon et al. (2000) to measure the
alignment between IT and business strategy. In this approach, alignment is measured
directly by asking respondents to evaluate the extent to which IT supports each element
of the business strategy. An alignment measure based on Spanos and Lioukas (2001))
operationalization of Strategy was developed. The measure evaluates the extent to which
IT supports the firm’s use of three competitive methods, namely innovative
differentiation (4 items), marketing differentiation (4 items), and low cost (3 items).
Such a direct approach was also used by Ravichandran and Lertwongsatien (2002) to
measure IT support for firm resources. In the present study, Spanos and Lioukas’
operationalization of Firm Assets was adapted by evaluating the extent to which IT
supports three of the firm’s strengths relative to competition, namely organizational
capabilities (7 items), marketing capabilities (4 items), and technical capabilities (3
items) (1: no support provided by IT... 5: enhanced by IT). Individual items for these
two measures are presented in Figs. 4 and 5. As Spanos and Lioukas, and other
researchers such as Chattopadhyay et al. (1999), argue there exist both practical
considerations (e.g. the unavailability or inadequacy of balance sheet data in the case of
SMEs) and a strong theoretical rationale, based on a constructionist perspective (e.g. that
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Fig. 4. Confirmatory factor analysis of IT support for strategy.
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there is no such thing as an ‘objective’ environment, Weick, 1979), that supports the
choice of subjective data to test the research model.

5. Results and discussion

Structural equation modelling was used to assess the research model. The partial-least-
squares (PLS) method was chosen for its robustness, as it does not require a large sample
or normally distributed multivariate data in comparison with other methods such as
LISREL (Fornell and Bookstein, 1982). As recommended by Anderson and Gerbing
(1988), the data were analyzed in two steps. First, the validity of the research constructs
was assessed from a separate estimation of the measurement model by confirmatory factor
analyses. Second, the research model was tested by the simultaneous estimation of the
measurement and theoretical (or structural) models.

5.1. Assessment of construct validity

The PLS method was first used to assess the construct validity of IT Support for
Strategy, IT Support for Firm Assets, and the other three research constructs. Using the
data from the 96 organizations sampled, estimates of the measurement model’s parameters
such as factor loadings and correlations were obtained. The primary aim here is to confirm
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the unidimensionality, reliability, convergent validity and discriminant validity of the
constructs’ dimensions so that each of these dimensions can be treated as a single value
when testing the research model.

5.1.1. IT support for strategy

A first-order confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of IT Support for Strategy was
conducted, aiming to validate a posteriori the hypothesized three-dimensional structure of
this construct, namely IT support for innovative differentiation, for marketing
differentiation, and for low-cost strategy. Unidimensionality was assessed by examining
the strength of the loadings, using 0.5 as cut-off level. As shown in Fig. 4, these loadings
range between 0.79 and 0.92 for the three dimensions, well above the required 0.7 level
(Carmines and Zeller, 1979).

Reliability was assessed with the p coefficient, that is, the ratio of construct variance to
the sum of construct and error variance, as follows: p= (Z|A;)*/(Z|A])? + 21 — 23),
where A; is the standardized loading relating variable i to the construct. Similarly to
Cronbach’s « coefficient, p can be interpreted as acceptable when it is greater than 0.70,
indicating that at least 70% of the variance in measurement is captured by the construct
variance (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). Returning to Fig. 4, the 0.90-0.93 range obtained for
the p values thus confirms the internal consistency of the three dimensions of IT Support
for Strategy.

Convergent validity is confirmed by looking at the average variance extracted
(AVE = X22/n), i.e. the proportion of variance not due to measurement error (Fornell and
Larcker, 1981). Here, as shown in Fig. 4, AVE values greater than 0.5 for all three
dimensions support their convergent validity (Gerbing and Anderson, 1988). Discriminant
validity is confirmed if the shared variance between a dimension and another dimension
(i.e. the squared correlation between the two) is less than each dimension’s AVE value
(Fornell and Larcker, 1981). Looking again at Fig. 4 proves this to be the case, as the three
shared variances between dimensions are in the 0.17 (0.41%)-0.23 (0.48%) range, whereas
the three AVE values are in the 0.70-0.83 range.

5.1.2. IT support for firm assets

A first-order CFA was similarly conducted for the IT Support for Firm Assets construct.
As shown in Fig. 5, values for the loadings (0.73-0.89), p coefficients (0.91-0.93), and
average variance extracted (0.64-0.73) on each dimension provide strong evidence of
construct validity in terms of unidimensionality, reliability and convergent validity
respectively. Discriminant validity is also confirmed by a shared variance between
dimensions that ranges from 0.45 (0.67%) to 0.52 (0.72%), whereas AVE values are in the
0.64-0.73 range.

5.1.3. Industry forces, market performance, and profitability

First-order confirmatory factor analyses reconfirmed Spanos and Lioukas (2001) results
as to the unidimensionality and reliability of the Industry Forces, Market Performance, and
Profitability constructs, as all items loaded sufficiently on their associated construct (all
loadings being greater than 0.6) and exceeded the 0.70 level for internal consistency.
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5.2. Assessment of the measurement model

The second step in the data analysis consists in simultaneously estimating with PLS the
measurement and theoretical models. The unidimensionality and reliability of the research
constructs must first be evaluated. As shown in Fig. 6, whereas all loadings were adequate
for four out of the five constructs, initial loadings inferior to 0.5 lead to the elimination of the
‘barriers to entry’ and ‘power of suppliers’ variables from the measurement model in order
to preserve the unidimensionality of the Industry Forces construct, as unidimensionality is
“a necessary condition for assigning meaning to estimated constructs” (Anderson and
Gerbing, 1988). Remembering that in its final measurement, Industry Forces here entails
threat of substitutes, competitive rivalry and power of buyers, but not barriers to entry and
power of suppliers, further results of testing the research model must be interpreted with this
meaning of the construct in mind. The p coefficient values presented in Table 1, ranging
from 0.73 to 0.94, then provide evidence of the five constructs’ reliability.

There is also evidence in Table 1 of the convergent validity of the constructs, as their
AVE ranges from 0.49 to 0.85 in value. The fourth property to be verified is discriminant
validity. It shows the extent to which each construct in the research model is unique and
different from the others. Remembering that the shared variance between a construct and
other constructs must be less than the average variance extracted by a construct from its
measures (Fornell and Larcker, 1981), Table 1 shows this to be the case for all five
constructs.

threatof | i barriersto | | power of } | competitive power of
substitutes | i entry i1 suppliers ! rivalry buyers

IT support for Industry Forces

innovative
differentiation

IT support for
marketing

differentiation Performance X

R2=.29

IT support for
low cost

strategy 6 growthin
market share
IT support for
organizational
competencies
IT support for IT Support for .32+ * PFOZIEablllty i r:\?tegr?q g?t .
marketing Firm Assets Re=.29
competencies —

liquidity
IT support for
technologica
competencies

<010 *:p<005 **:p<00l ***:p<0,001

Fig. 6. Results of testing the research model (PLS, n=96).
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Table 1
Reliability, convergent and discriminant validity of the research constructs
p* 1 2 3 4 5
1. IT support for firm assets 0.90 0.86°
2. IT support for strategy 0.83 0.76 0.78
3. Industry forces 0.73 0.06 0.18 0.70
4. Market performance 0.92 0.36 0.49 —0.15 0.86
5. Profitability 0.94 0.44 0.39 —0.06 0.45 0.92

? Fornell and Larcker’s coefficient of construct reliability =(Z‘A,-)2/((2}{,~)2 + 2(1— Al-z)).

172 12

® Diagonal: (average variance extracted)"’” =(£2?/n)"2. Sub-diagonals: correlation = (shared variance)".

5.3. Assessment of the theoretical model

The research hypotheses are tested by assessing the direction, strength and level
of significance of the path coefficients estimated by PLS, as shown in Fig. 6.
Descriptive statistics and correlations of the research variables are found in
Appendices 1 and 2.

5.3.1. Relationship between IT support for strategy and industry forces

A positive path coefficient (y; =0.18, p<0.1) indicates that increased IT support for
strategy is associated with an environment perceived to be more threatening in terms of
competitive rivalry, threat of substitutes, and power of buyers. The relative weakness of
this relationship also means there are no indirect strategy effects between I'T Support for
Strategy and Performance (y;*y,= —0.043 for market performance and —0.005 for
profitability), a result similar to that obtained by Spanos and Lioukas.

Subject to the limitations inherent to the cross-sectional nature of this study and to
the measure of Industry Forces, a tentative explanation of these results could lie in
reversing the direction of the causal link hypothesized between strategy and industry
forces in Spanos and Lioukas’ model. Traditional economic research, based on a
market power imperative, considers industry structure as the primary cause of strategy
(Henderson and Mitchell, 1997). Also, from an information processing view of the
firm, greater uncertainty or hostility in the firm’s competitive environment leads to
strategic change which creates the need for more information and greater information
processing capabilities (Tushman and Nadler, 1978). Hence, industry forces
perceived as more threatening would ‘cause’ firms to provide greater IT support for
strategy.

5.3.2. Relationship between industry forces and performance

As indicated by paths coefficients (y,) equal to —0.24 (p<0.1) and —0.03 (non-
significant), greater environmental hostility is somewhat associated with lower
performance in terms of market performance but not in terms of profitability. Given
the previous result on the absence of indirect strategy effects, it thus seems plausible
that a threatening environment has a direct negative effect on the external dimensions
of performance on which the firm has less control, e.g. what its competitors do to
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increase their market share, as opposed to the internal dimensions more under its
control, e.g. what it does to lower its costs. Note also that greater market performance
is associated here with greater profitability as confirmed by a highly positive path
coefficient (y¢=0.34, p<0.001), a result almost identical to that obtained by Spanos
and Lioukas.

5.3.3. Relationship between IT support for strategy and performance

Utility effects (v3) are demonstrated by a highly significant path coefficient that links
IT Support for Strategy to Market Performance (0.53, p<0.001). This result highlights
the fundamental difference between the competitive strategy view and the resource-based
view in understanding the nature and performance outcomes of IT alignment. Aligning
IT with the firm’s know-how addresses its strengths and weaknesses (e.g. through an
intranet-based KM system in the case of a consulting firm), i.e. the ‘internal’ perspective
of the SWOT formulation of strategy, whereas aligning IT with the firm’s competitive
methods addresses the threats and opportunities in its environment (e.g. through an
extranet-based CRM system in the case of a manufacturing firm), i.e. the ‘external’
perspective. In turn, it also seems plausible that the main performance outcomes are
more internal in nature in the first case, i.e. financial returns linked to a more efficient use
of the firm’s assets, as opposed to external in the second case, i.e. growth linked to a
more effective strategy.

5.3.4. Relationship between IT support for firm assets and performance

A significant path coefficient linking IT Support for Firm Assets to Profitability (0.32,
p <0.01) confirms the presence of efficiency effects (7y4). This result would again highlight
the complementarity of the competitive strategy and resource-based views in under-
standing the enabling role of information technologies

Here, indirect firm assets effects come into play. Information technology’s
enhancement of the firm’s core assets thus seems to only have indirect effects, to the
extent that it is through the mediation of IT support for its strategy that the firm achieves
market performance (ys*y3;=0.40, p<0.001). For instance, it would be only because
certain information technologies enable process reengineering and total quality
management (e.g. ERP systems) or reduce the time-to-market of new products (e.g.
e-meeting systems supporting product design teams) that other technologies can enable
the implementation of differentiation or low cost strategies (e.g. through e-business
models).

5.3.5. Relationship between IT support for firm assets and IT support for strategy

A highly significant path coefficient (y5=0.76, p<0.001) confirms that increased IT
support for the firm’s assets is associated with increased IT support for its strategy as
hypothesized. This indicates that there are pre-requisites to enhancing or developing the
information processing capabilities of the firm as required by a change in its strategic
posture. As greater IT support is provided to enhance existing resources or develop new
ones, the firm should then have greater ability and be better equipped in resources to fulfil
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the increased information processing requirements of a strategy that is more complex and
has a greater (utility) effect on performance.

5.3.6. Total effect of IT support for strategy and IT support for firm assets on performance

Overall, the research model explains a significant part (29%) of the variance in the
sampled firms’ market performance, this percentage being due mostly to the direct (utility)
effect of IT support for strategy and the indirect (efficiency) effect of IT support for the
firms’ assets. Whereas a significant proportion of variance in profitability (29%) is mostly
explained by the direct (efficiency) effect of IT support for the firms’ assets and by market
performance.

In the end, this study’s findings are in line with Tallon et al.’s (2000) assertion that there
are two types of corporate goals for IT associated to business strategy, that is, internal
goals aimed at enhancing operational effectiveness, and external goals aimed at the firm’s
strategic positioning. Thus an ‘internal’ view of alignment is evidenced by the strong link
between information technology’s support for firm assets and profitability. Whereas, the
necessity of a complementary ‘external’ view is demonstrated by the even stronger link
found between IT support for strategy and market performance.

5.4. Implications, limitations, and future research

The findings of this study have implications for both research and practice. In terms of
research, the first implication of the study results is the importance of examining IT
contributions to business performance by building upon the complementarity between the
resource-based view of the firm and the competitive strategy view. Indeed, while
researchers have examined the impact of IT support on business strategy and of IT
capabilities on business performance, this is the first study to include both types of effects.
The fact that both sets of variables were found to influence performance, and that IT
support for firm assets was found to influence IT support for strategy strongly suggests
that, rather than conceptualizing the two perspectives as competing views, IT researchers
should further explore their complementarity.

Another implication of the study is related to the role of IT within a resource-based
perspective. Several of the studies reviewed by Wade and Hulland (2004) examined the
impact of IT capabilities on organizational performance. In the present study, the role of IT
was rather conceptualized in terms of the strategic necessity perspective, that is, in terms
of IT support of firm capabilities. This conceptualization is in line with Andreu and
Ciborra (1996) and Jarvenpaa and Leidner (1998) who state that IT can play an important
role in creating competitive value if it is deployed in such a way as to leverage firm
capabilities. The results obtained in the present study suggest that this is a promising
research direction.

For managers and IT practitioners, the results have two main implications. First, they
reinforce the strategic importance of the roles played by IT in explaining business
performance. In a context that conveys messages such as “IT doesn’t matter” (Carr, 2003)
the results provide IT practitioners with insights on the allocation of IT budget. The results
suggest that in terms of competitive strategies, IT support plays two critical roles. First,
when they are aligned with the firm’s competitive strategies IT contribute to market
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performance. Second, when they are used to leverage firm capabilities, IT have both an
indirect and a direct effect on performance. They have an indirect effect in that they may
contribute to fostering the formulation and the implementation of competitive strategies
that impact market performance. When they are used to support the firm’s valued assets,
IT have a direct effect on profitability. In terms of practice, this suggests that an important
criterion for either purchasing or developing a system should be the degree to which it
supports and enhances one or several of the firm’s valued resources. In such a context, the
value to the firm of knowledge management and knowledge sharing tools would be worth
examining (Hustad and Munkvold, 2005).

The second implication of our results for practice is that the research model could
provide the conceptual foundation and methodological core of a SWOT-based approach to
develop the strategic management of IT in small and medium-sized firms. While such
approaches have been used previously to assist SMEs in formulating their business
strategy (Houben et al., 1999) and their IT strategy (Sgrensen et al., 2004), SWOT
analyses most often lack coherent theoretical underpinnings and are thus quite shallow in
terms of strategic issues and thrusts (Valentin, 2001). In contrast, a IT planning
methodology built upon complementary resource-based and competitive strategy views
would illuminate the comparative advantages and disadvantages in competencies that
result from IT support for firm assets, that is, the firm’s IT strengths and weaknesses, in
relation to the engendered cost and differentiation advantages or disadvantages that result
from IT support for strategy, that is, the firm’s IT opportunities and threats. Also, the
contextual complexities linked to industry forces that particularly affect SMEs, such as the
power of customers, would not be slighted in this case. By allowing the firm to focus on
and delve more deeply into strategic IT causal issues, such a methodology would provide
more reliable and actionable insights on transforming IT investments into increased
market performance and profitability.

The results and implications of this study must be considered in light of the intrinsic
limitations of survey research. The nature and relatively small size of the sample limit the
capacity to generalize research findings across all types of business organizations. The
cross-sectional, as opposed to longitudinal nature of the research design, implies that true
causal relationships between the research constructs cannot be inferred. Also, while these
constructs were shown to be valid, there may yet be survey biases related to the subjective
nature of the data. Relying on the perceptions of one key informant, the CEO, for the self-
typing of the firm’s IT-strategy alignment may also imply cognitive biases; however,
previous empirical studies have demonstrated this type of measurement to be valid (James
and Hatten, 1995).

While the items measuring performance, industry forces and alignment were placed in
separate parts of the questionnaire to mitigate autocorrelation effects, other sources of
common method or mono-method biases may yet remain in the survey instrument
(Podsakoff et al., 2003). Adding secondary measures such as financial indicators of market
performance and profitability would have been one way of remedying for such biases. A
final limitation relates to the choice of PLS, imposed by the modest size of the sample,
over covariance structure analysis (CSA) approaches such as LISREL and EQS. The PLS
technique is more suitable for predictive applications than for theory testing (Anderson
and Gerbing, 1988) and tends to underestimate structural paths when compared with
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LISREL or EQS (Chin, 1995). Since PLS and CSA approaches tend to produce different
results, it may not be entirely appropriate to compare this study’s results with Spanos and
Lioukas (2001) results obtained with EQS.

Notwithstanding these limitations, this study has demonstrated that integrating the
resource-based and competitive strategy-based views can provide further understanding of
information technology’s contribution to firm performance. Further research along this
new line is needed however, in order to gain knowledge on the processes by which firms
use IT to support their core capabilities and their strategic moves. Process-based research,
more qualitative in nature, will also be needed to further understand the causal dynamics
between IT management processes, knowledge and strategic management processes, and
performance. Such research should provide richer theoretical insights into the complex
interplay between information technology, organizational knowledge and strategy.

Appendix A. Descriptive statistics of the research variables

Construct variable Mean Median SD Min. Max.
IT support for firm assets
IT support for 3.1 3.1 0.9 1.0 5.0
organizational assets
IT support for marketing 3.0 3.0 0.8 1.0 4.8
assets
IT support for 33 33 0.9 1.0 5.0

technological assets
IT support for strategy

IT support for inovative 3.2 33 0.7 1.0 4.7
differentiation
IT support for marketing 3.1 32 0.8 1.0 5.0
differentiation
IT support for low cost 33 33 0.8 1.0 5.0
strategy
Industry forces
Threat of substitutes 3.1 3.0 1.0 1.0 5.0
Barriers to entry 33 3.0 0.8 1.0 5.0
Power over suppliers 33 3.0 0.8 1.0 5.0
Competitive rivalry 3.5 3.5 0.7 1.8 5.0
Power of buyers 3.8 4.0 0.8 2.0 5.0
Market performance
Annual revenue 3.6 4.0 0.9 1.0 5.0
Growth in annual 3.7 4.0 0.9 2.0 5.0
revenue
Market share 3.5 4.0 0.9 1.0 5.0
growth in market share 3.5 4.0 1.0 1.0 5.0
Profitability
Profit margin 33 3.0 0.9 1.0 5.0
Return on investments 34 3.0 1.1 1.0 5.0

Financial liquidity 3.5 3.0 1.0 1.0 5.0




Appendix B. Correlations of the research variables

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
1. IT support for organiz- -
ational assets
2. IT support for marketing 070 -
assets
3. IT support for techno- 071 0.67 -
logical assets
4. IT support for innov. 0.58 041 061 -
differentiation
5. IT support for market 047 053 039 038 -
differentiation
6. IT support for 062 062 0.78 050 0.48-
low cost
strategy
7. Threat of 0.03 0.12 —0.01 —0.08 0.190.03 -
substitutes
8. Barriers to entry —0.01 0.09 0.04 —0.09 —0.010.07 021 -
9. Power over 0.16 0.19 0.20 —0.13 0.200.27 020 024 -
suppliers
10.  Competitive 0.01 —0.01 0.03 0.20 0.010.01 026 0.14 0.10 -
rivalry
11.  Power of buyers 0.11 0.11 0.13 0.04 0.060.08 025 012 022 027 -
12.  Annual revenue 027 028 034 041 026034 —0.06—-0.18 —0.07 —0.28 0.02-
13. Growth in annual rev- 0.19 020 0.20 030 021023 —0.12 0.01 —0.06 —0.24 —0.050.59 -
enue
14. Market share 023 026 024 042 028025 —0.11 —0.20—-0.08 —0.29 —0.070.68 059 -
15.  Growth in 024 022 027 036 031026 —0.13-0.05-0.13 -0.22 —0.110.53 0.69 0.65 -
market share
16.  Profit margin 029 029 041 027 016037 —0.13-0.17 025 -0.07 —0.07037 0.15 025 0.18 -
17.  Return on investments 035 035 040 030 023044 —0.12-0.19 0.16 -0.17 —0.01049 035 039 028 081 -
18.  Financial liquidity 030 022 024 021 0.04026 —0.16—-0.16 0.14-0.09 —0.01036 020 030 0.15 069 076 -

Note. Correlations greater than 0.17 are significant (n =96, p <0.05).

8

0S—62 (9002) ST Swais€§ uoypuLiofuf 2182i0.41§ Jo [DUINOL / “|D J2 PADALY °S



S. Rivard et al. / Journal of Strategic Information Systems 15 (2006) 29-50 49

References

Anderson, J.C., Gerbing, D.W., 1988. Structural equation modeling in practice: a review and recommended two-
step procedure. Psychological Bulletin 103 (3), 411-423.

Andreu, R., Ciborra, C., 1996. Organizational learning and core capabilities development: the role of IT. Journal
of Strategic Information Systems 5 (2), 111-127.

Assael, H.,Keon,J., 1982. Nonsampling vs. sampling errorsin survey research. Journal of Marketing 46 (2), 1 14—123.

Barney, J.B., 1991. Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage. Journal of Management 17 (1), 99-120.

Bergeron, F., Raymond, L., 1995. The contribution of IT to the bottom line: a contingency perspective of strategic
dimensions. Proceedings of the 16th International Conference on Information Systems, Amsterdam, 167—181.

Bergeron, F., Raymond, L., Rivard, S., 2001. Conceptualizing and analyzing fit in information systems research:
an empirical comparison of perspectives. Omega 29 (2), 125-142.

Bharadwaj, A.S., 2000. A resource-based perspective on information technology capability and firm
performance: an empirical investigation. MIS Quarterly 24 (1), 169-196.

Carmines, E.G., Zeller, R.A., 1979. Reliability and Validity Assessment. Sage Publications, Beverly Hills, CA.

Carr, N.G., 2003. IT doesn’t matter. Harvard Business Review 81 (5), 41-49.

Chan, Y.E., Huff, S.L., Barclay, D.W., Copeland, D.G., 1997. Business strategic orientation, information systems
strategic orientation, and strategic alignment. Information Systems Research 8 (2), 125-150.

Chattopadhyay, P., Glick, W., Miller, C.C., Huber, G., 1999. Determinants of executive beliefs: comparing
functional conditioning and social influence. Strategic Management Journal 20 (8), 763-789.

Chin, W.W., 1995. Partial least squares is to LISREL as principal components analysis is to common factor
analysis. Technology Studies 2 (2), 315-319.

Clemons, E.K., Row, M.C., 1991. Sustaining IT advantage: the role of structural differences. MIS Quarterly 15
(3), 275-292.

Croteau, A.-M., Bergeron, F., 2001. An information technology trilogy: business strategy, technological
deployment and organizational performance. Journal of Strategic Information Systems 20 (2), 77-99.

Croteau, A.-M., Raymond, L., 2004. Performance outcomes of strategic and IT competencies alignment. Journal
of Information Technology 19 (3), 178-190.

CSC (Computer Sciences Corporation), 2001. Critical issues of information systems management. 14th Annual
Critical Issues of Information Systems Management Survey. http://www.csc.com/aboutus/uploads/
CI_Report.pdf.

Duhan, S., Levy, M., Powell, P., 2001. Information systems strategies in knowledge-based SMEs: the role of core
competencies. European Journal of Information Systems 10 (1), 25-40.

Fornell, C.R., Bookstein, F.L., 1982. Two structural equation models: LISREL and PLS applied to consumer exit-
voice theory. Journal of Marketing Research 19 (4), 440-452.

Fornell, C.R., Larcker, D.F., 1981. Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable variables and
measurement error. Journal of Marketing Research 18 (1), 39-50.

Gerbing, D.W., Anderson, J.C., 1988. An updated paradigm for scale development incorporating
unidimensionality and its assessment. Journal of Marketing Research 25 (2), 186-192.

Henderson, R., Mitchell, W., 1997. The interactions of organizational and competitive influences on strategy and
performance. Strategic Management Journal 18, 5-14.

Henderson, J.C., Venkatraman, N., 1999. Strategic alignment: leveraging information technology for
transforming organizations. IBM Systems Journal 38 (2/3), 472-484.

Houben, G., Lenie, K., Vanhoof, K., 1999. A knowledge-based SWOT-analysis system as an instrument for
strategic planning in small and medium sized enterprises. Decision Support Systems 26, 125-135.

Hustad, E., Munkvold, B.E., 2005. IT-supported competence management: a case study at ericsson. Information
System Management 22 (2), 78-88.

Ives, B., Learmonth, G.P., 1984. The information system as a competitive weapon. Communications of the ACM
27 (12), 1193-1200.

Ives, B., Mason, R.O., 1990. Can information technology revitalize your customer service? Academy of
Management Executive 4 (4), 52-69.

James, W.L., Hatten, K.J., 1995. Further evidence on the validity of the self-typing paragraph approach: miles and
snow’s strategic archetypes in banking. Strategic Management Journal 16, 161-168.


http://www.elsevier.com/locate/jsis
http://www.elsevier.com/locate/jsis

50 S. Rivard et al. / Journal of Strategic Information Systems 15 (2006) 29-50

Jarvenpaa, S.L., Leidner, D.E., 1998. An information company in Mexico: extending the resource-based view of
the firm to a developing country context. Information Systems Research 9 (4), 41-58.

Karimabady, H., Brunn, P.J., 1991. Postal surveys to small manufacturers. Industrial Marketing Management 20
(4), 319-326.

Levy, M., Powell, P., Galliers, R., 1999. Assessing information systems strategy development frameworks in
SME:s. Information and Management 36, 247-261.

Luftman, J.N., Papp, R., Brier, T., 1999. Enablers and inhibitors of business-IT alignment. Communications of
the AIS 1 (11), 1-32.

Mata, F.J., Fuerst, W.L., Barney, J.B., 1995. Information technology and sustained competitive advantage: a
resource-based analysis. MIS Quarterly 19 (4), 487-505.

Melville, N., Kraemer, K., Gurbaxani, V., 2004. Information technology and organizational performance: an
integrative model of IT business value. MIS Quarterly 28 (2), 283-322.

Papp, R., 1999. Business-IT alignment: productivity paradox. Industrial Management and Data Systems 99 (8), 36 7—
373.

Penrose, E.T., 1959. The Theory of the Growth of the Firm. Wiley, New York, NY.

Podsakoff, P.M., MacKenzie, S.B., Lee, J.-Y., Podsakoff, N.P., 2003. Common method biases in behavioral
research: a critical review of the literature and recommended remedies. Journal of Applied Psychology 88 (5),
879-903.

Porter, M.E., 1980. Competitive Strategy. The Free Press, New York, NY.

Porter, M.E., 1985. Competitive Advantage. The Free Press, New York, NY.

Porter, M.E., 1991. Towards a dynamic theory of strategy. Strategic Management Journal 12, 95-117.

Porter, M.E., 1996. What is strategy? Harvard Business Review 76 (6), 61-77.

Porter, M.E., Millar, V.E., 1985. How information gives you competitive advantage. Harvard Business Review 63
(4), 149-160.

Powell, T.C., Dent-Micallef, A., 1997. Information technology as competitive advantage: the role of human,
business and technology resources. Strategic Management Journal 18 (5), 375-405.

Ravichandran, T., Lertwongsatien, C., 2002. Impact of information systems resources and capabilities on firm
performance: a resource-based perspective. In: Applegate, L., Galliers, R., DeGross, J.I. (Eds.), Proceedings
of 23rd International Conference on Information Systems, Barcelona, Spain, pp. 577-582.

Sabherwal, R., Chan, Y.E., 2001. Alignment between business and IS strategies: a study of prospectors, analyzers
and defenders. Information Systems Research 12 (1), 11-33.

Santhanam, R., Hartono, E., 2003. Issues in linking information technology capability to firm performance. MIS
Quarterly 27 (1), 125-153.

Sgrensen, L., 2004. Using soft OR in a small company: the case of Kirby. European Journal of Operational
Research 152, 555-570.

Spanos, Y.E., Lioukas, S., 2001. An examination into the causal logic of rent generation: contrasting Porter’s
competitive strategy framework and the resource-based perspective. Strategic Management Journal 22 (10),
907-934.

Tallon, P.P., Kraemer, K.L., Gurbaxani, V., 2000. Executives’ perceptions of the business value of information
technology: a process-oriented approach. Journal of Management Information Systems 16 (4), 145-173.
Teece, D.J., Pisano, G., Shuen, A., 1997. Dynamic capabilities and strategic management. Strategic Management

Journal 18 (7), 509-533.

Teo, T.S.H., King, W.R., 1997. Integration between business planning and information systems planning: a
contingency perspective. Journal of Management Information Systems 14 (1), 185-214.

Tushman, M.L., Nadler, D.A., 1978. Information processing as an integrating concept in organizational design.
Academy of Management Review 3 (3), 613-624.

Valentin, E.K., 2001. SWOT analysis from a resource-based view. Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice 9 (2),
54-69.

Wade, M., Hulland, J., 2004. The resource-based view and information systems research: review, extension and
suggestions for future research. MIS Quarterly 28 (1), 107-142.

Weick, K., 1979. The Social Psychology of Organizing, The Social Psychology of Organizing. Addison-Wesley,
Reading, MA.

Wilson, H.N., McDonald, H.B., 2001. An evaluation of styles of IT support for marketing planning. European
Journal of Marketing 35 (7/8), 815-842.



	Resource-based view and competitive strategy: An integrated model of the contribution of information technology to firm performance
	Introduction
	Theoretical foundations
	The market driven perspective
	The resource-based view
	A perspective of complementarity

	An integrated model of the contribution of IT to firm performance
	Research method
	Results and discussion
	Assessment of construct validity
	Assessment of the measurement model
	Assessment of the theoretical model
	Implications, limitations, and future research

	Descriptive statistics of the research variables
	Correlations of the research variables
	References


