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ABSTRACT 

Strategic consensus, or a shared understanding of strategic priorities among managers at various 

levels at a given point in time, is a research conundrum.  On one hand, strategic consensus has 

long been viewed as being critical to corporate survival and growth.  Yet, in spite of strong 

theoretical arguments, the empirical evidence for a link between strategic consensus and 

performance has been mixed at best.  This paper attempts to resolve this conundrum by studying 

strategic consensus from within the context of a strategic alignment model that extends to include 

the customer.  This model focuses on consensus within and between three groups (marketing, 

operations, and the customer).  The impact of consensus is evaluated using the rwg index (a 

measure of within-group agreement). Using a three-step research methodology (detailed case 

study, survey, and post-survey debriefing) involving a major industrial pump manufacturer and its 

customers, the study finds that there is some evidence for supporting the impact of consensus 

(especially between operations and the customer). However, there is evidence to indicate the 

current strategic consensus framework is incomplete, in that it overlooks three major elements: 

(1) consensus only pertains to agreement and overlooks the possibility that the firm may not have 

in place the capabilities necessary to implement the results of the consensus; (2) the presence or 

absence of competition with potentially superior performance; and, (3) the opportunity for 

pursuing strategic differentiation (by emphasizing certain attributes of performance that are not 

ranked as highly by customers but are ignored by competitors).   

Keywords: case/field study, marketing/operations interface, operations strategy 
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ASSESSING STRATEGIC CONSENSUS: 

When Does Consensus Affect Performance? 

Introduction 
Researchers have long been interested in identifying those factors that foster and promote 

superior performance both at the operational and overall organizational levels (Lindman, 

Callarman, Fowler & McClatchey, 2001).  This and other studies make it clear that that superior 

performance is not simply a result of one factor working in isolation.  Rather, superior 

performance is the product of multiple factors (e.g., structure, measurement and rewards, cross 

functional teams, job rotation, communication, information technology, and top management 

support) acting together that encourage, foster, and promote superior performance (Pagell, 2004).  

However, critical to this relationship is the concept of "strategic consensus." 

Strategic consensus, or the extent of shared understanding of strategic priorities among managers 

at a given point in time, is viewed as the starting point for the implementation of strategy 

(Rockart, 1979; Leidecker & Bruno, 1984).  Before any cooperation between groups can take 

place or before any coordinated deployment of resources can begin, there must be consensus or a 

"meeting of the minds" among the managers at top, middle and lower-levels regarding overall 

organizational strategic plans and objectives. 

Researchers in Operations Strategy have long recognized the importance of strategic consensus.  

Strategic consensus forms part of the foundation of the "focused factory" concept, as proposed 

by Skinner (1974).  It is also at the foundation of Hayes and Wheelwright's model (1984).  

Recent research (e.g., Boyer & McDermott, 1999; Hayes, Pisano, Upton, & Wheelwright, 2005; 

Menda & Dilts, 1997; O'Leary-Kelly & Flores, 2002) has served to emphasize the importance 

for strategic consensus within an effective Operations Strategy. 
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Within the management and strategy fields, research into strategic consensus has yielded a 

substantial body of knowledge dealing with both empirical and theoretical issues. (e.g., Amason, 

1996; Ambrosini & Bowman, 2003; Bourgeois, 1980, 1985; Dess, 1987; Dess & Priem, 1995; 

Homburg, Krohmer & Workman, 1999; Hrebiniak & Snow, 1982; Markoczy, 2001; Pagell, 

2004; Pongatichat & Johnston, 2008; Stagner, 1969).  Strategic consensus, it is argued, is 

important because of the premise that strategic consensus enhances organizational performance 

"by improving coordination and cooperation within the organization" (Kellermanns, Walter, 

Lechner, & Floyd, 2005, p. 720).  Such coordination and cooperation are positively associated 

with the successful implementation of strategy, which is then associated with the enhanced 

organizational performance (Kellermanns et al., 2005).  Yet, in spite of its apparent importance, 

empirical evidence for the necessity of strategic consensus has been mixed at best. Some studies 

have found support for this premise (e.g., Homburg et al., 1999), while other studies have 

provided only partial support (e.g. Bourgeois, 1980, Knight, Pearce, Smith, Olian, Sims, Smith & 

Flood, 1999).  Finally, other studies have found no support (e.g., Amason, 1996, Bourgeois, 

1985, Bowman & Ambrosini, 1997). 

Several reasons for these mixed results have been proposed.  Boyer and McDermott (1999) noted 

that many prior studies had drawn on the insights offered by only a single informant per 

company. Consequently, their work drew on the insight offered by multiple responses located at 

different organizational levels from within seven manufacturing plants.  They noted that what 

was clear at the top management level was often not well understood or misunderstood at the 

operational levels.  Kellermanns et al. (2005) addressed the difficulties by focusing on 

methodological concerns regarding how the performance construct was operationally 

implemented, while also raising concerns over the limitations of how strategic consensus was 
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measured.  Typically this construct was limited to strategic consensus among members of the 

Top Management Team (TMT).  

We would assert that these results are indicative of more than merely methodological problems 

in measuring the strategic consensus effect.  Rather, the results are paradoxical in that the mixed 

results actually conceal a deeper misunderstanding.  From a theoretical and common sense 

perspective, one would expect to see a positive relationship between strategic consensus and 

organizational performance. After all, it would be hard to envision a situation where either a lack 

of strategic consensus would result in enhanced organizational performance or where the 

presence of strong strategic consensus would be detrimental to the overall level of performance.  

This study uses the theoretical and conceptual foundations provided by Kellermanns et al. (2005) 

and Boyer and McDermott (1999) to resolve this paradox surrounding strategic consensus. 

Specifically, this study focuses on five areas to resolve the paradox of strategic consensus.  First, 

it begins by exploring and examining in detail the strategic consensus construct to identify areas 

where a better understanding of the construct is needed. The concept of strategic consensus is 

expanded to include external consensus or a "meeting of the minds" with the customer. It is 

initially argued that strategic consensus is most effective (and we should most likely expect to 

see improvements in organizational performance) when there is not only agreement internally 

regarding the various strategic initiatives and objectives but also when this agreement extends to 

include the critical customers.   

Second, it places the strategic consensus within the broader context of the strategic alignment 

process - a process that brings together three major constructs: strategic consensus, internal 

strategic alignment, and external strategic alignment (Stephanovich & Mueller, 2002).  It is this 
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process that is used to shape and direct the research methodologies and approaches used for 

assessing the relationship between strategic consensus and organizational performance.   

Third, this study strives to address some of the methodological concerns noted by Kellermanns et 

al. (2005) by assessing organizational performance (the dependent variable in this study) from 

the customer's perspective.  Rather than drawing on perceptual measures offered by internal 

respondents or by looking at such broad measures as return on sales, this study evaluates the 

impact of strategic consensus in terms of the organization's ability to influence how the 

customers evaluate the organization's performance relative to that of the organization's best 

competitor.   

Fourth, the study draws on the organizational climate quality and climate consensus literature 

(Lindell & Brandt, 2000) for a quantitative index of consensus, rwg, to measure consensus at 

three levels: (1) within the group (i.e., within either marketing, operations or the customers), (2) 

between select groups (i.e., between customers and operations, customers and marketing, or 

operations and marketing), and, (3) overall (between customers, operations and marketing).  The 

impacts of the resulting measures of consensus are evaluated as they affect customer perceptions 

of performance.  In this way, the study strives to address the question of if and how consensus 

affects performance. 

Fifth and finally, the study attempts to close the theoretical circle by sharing the quantitative 

results with a focus group drawn from the study participants. In doing so, this study identifies 

what, if any, factors are missing that could account from the potential breakdown in the 

theoretical linkages that should exist between strategic consensus and performance.  As will be 

shown in this study, the current conundrum regarding strategic consensus and performance can 
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be potentially tracked back to a theoretical model that is incomplete and that makes certain 

important implicit assumptions. The results presented uncover these “missing” links.  

Consistent with the multiple respondent approach used by Boyer and McDermott (1999), this 

study empirically explores the construct of strategic consensus using data generated from an in-

depth study of an industrial manufacturing company and its key customers, with in-depth 

responses from different groups and classifications of employees and customers.  This approach 

brings together a detailed case study (first step), a survey of multiple operations managers, 

marketing managers and selected critical customers (second step), and a smaller focus group 

brought together for evaluating and explaining the results gained from the prior stages (the third 

step).  The use of both qualitative and quantitative techniques allows the researchers to explore 

the observed relationships between strategic consensus and organizational performance with the 

goal of identifying other factors that can influence and shape this relationship.  

Strategic Consensus – Synthesizing Past Research 
Within the strategic management and operations strategy fields of research, strategic consensus 

has long been recognized as being critical to organizational success. Research in this field has 

taken place since at least the late 1960s (Kellermanns et al., 2005).  Strategic consensus has been 

studied under a number of different labels, e.g.: agreement (Hrebiniank & Snow, 1982; Shanley 

& Correa, 1992), cohesiveness (Stagner, 1969; Whitney & Smith, 1983), goal congruence (Witt, 

1998), value alignment (Mayer & Schoorman, 1998), climate consensus (Lindell & Brandt, 

2000) and strategic coalignment (Venkatraman, 1990). 

Until the late 1980s, studies of strategic consensus were limited to the Top Management Team 

(TMT).  These studies focused on the extent of agreement among top managers regarding 
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strategic ends and means (e.g., Bourgeois, 1980; Bourgeois & Singh, 1983; Dess & Keats, 1987; 

Dess & Origer, 1987; Grinyer & Norburn, 1977-1978; Homburg, Krohmer & Workman, 1999). 

Yet, increasingly, managers are coming to see that strategic consensus is a broader concept.  It 

encompasses not only agreement within the TMT but also agreement and a shared understanding 

at least three levels – top, middle, and operating levels of the organization (Boyer & McDermott, 

1999; Dess & Origer, 1987; Floyd & Wooldridge, 1992; Kellermanns et al., 2005).  It also 

involves other groups such as purchasing (e.g, Gonzalez-Benito, 2007) and operations (e.g., 

Boyer & McDermott, 1999).  Further, strategic consensus does not refer to group process 

(Fisher, 1980).  Rather, strategic consensus refers to the degree of agreement among a group of 

managers at a particular point in time (Kellermanns et al., 2005).   

Consequently, for the purposes of the study, strategic consensus is defined as “the degree of 

agreement and shared understanding that exists with respect to any issue, objective, or option of 

strategic importance as evaluated at a specific point in time.”   

Central to this definition is the premise that increases in strategic consensus have a positive 

impact on coordination and cooperation during the implementation of strategic plans and 

objectives.  As cooperation and coordination increase, the probability that the corporate 

strategies will be successfully implemented is also increased, consequently leading to improved 

organizational performance.  However, agreement, while important, is not enough for 

cooperation to exist.  It is assumed that the coordination and cooperation needed to implement 

strategy requires more than a simple action plan (Dess, 1987).  It also requires a shared grasp of 

the logic underlying the plan so that managers wherever they are located and acting on their own 

do so in a way that is consistent with the actions of others and supportive of the intent of the 

overall strategy and plan (Amason, 1996). 

011-0401



 

7 
 

Past research into strategic consensus at the TMT has focused primarily on within-group 

strategic consensus.  Some research into between-group strategic consensus has been carried out 

within the Operations Management field.  Examples of such studies can be found in O’Leary-

Kelly and Flores (2002), Boyer and McDermott (1999), Birou, Fawcett, and Magnan (1998), 

Kathuria, Porth and Joshi (1999), Sun and Hong (2002), and Menda and Dilts (1997).  It is 

interesting to note within the field of Operations Strategy that the constructs of strategic 

consensus and alignment are often used almost interchangeably.  

The “Paradox” of Strategic Consensus 
Strategic consensus should create at least two outcomes for the organization.  First, strategic 

consensus should enhance and facilitate within-group activities.  That is, with high levels of 

strategic consensus (especially at the intra-group level), we should expect to see improved 

cooperation, enhanced decision-making, and less frustration at the group level.  These 

expectations have been generally supported by consensus research in task teams (e.g., Mathieu, 

Heffner, Godwin, Salas, & Cannon-Bowers, 2000).  

Second, strong strategic consensus should foster improved performance at the organizational 

level.  Strategic consensus should improve cooperation and coordination – critical requirements 

for the successful implementation of strategy.  As previously noted, the empirical support for this 

expected finding has been mixed at best. While some studies have found support for this premise 

(e.g., Homburg et al., 1999), others have provided only partial support (e.g. Bourgeois, 1980, 

Knight et al., 1999).  Finally, still other studies have found no support (e.g., Amason, 1996, 

Bourgeois, 1985, Bowman & Ambrosini, 1997).  The result is a conundrum or paradox, as 

conceptualized by Poole and Van de Ven (1989).  It is this research paradox (and its resolution) 

that forms the major focal point of this study. 
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Resolving the Paradox of Strategic Consensus 
When faced by such a paradox, researchers are faced by the four options offered by Poole and 

Van de Ven (1989): (1) they can ignore the paradox; (2) they can treat the paradox as a result of 

temporal differences (what is observed within a firm at one point in time may vary with what is 

observed in that same firm at a later point in its development and growth); (3) they can treat the 

paradox as a result of organizational differences (what occurs at one organizational level of the 

firm may not be observed at another level); or (4) they can alter the theory in light of the 

paradox.   

This study focuses primarily on the need to rethink the theoretical approaches used when dealing 

with strategic consensus.  Specifically, this study argues that: 

• Strategic consensus must not simply be addressed at the TMT level but also at the 
functional group levels and that this “understanding” of strategic consensus must include 
the customer. 

• The relationship between strategic consensus and organizational performance cannot be 
studied directly but rather must be studied through the strategic alignment process. 

• A stronger, quantitatively based measurement of strategic consensus and alignment must 
be used to capture this important construct. 

• The manner in which organizational performance is conceptualized and measured must 
be rethought. 

• The theoretical framework linking strategic consensus and organizational performance 
may not be fully developed (i.e., we will draw on Poole and Van de Ven’s fourth option). 

These five points form the theoretical foundations on which this study is based. 

Broadening Strategic Consensus – Including the Customer 
Strategic consensus as it has been researched to this point in time is essentially an internal 

concept.  That is, it applies to the organization alone.  As such, it focuses on how managers 

within the organization perceive any issues, objectives or options of strategic importance.  One 

potential shortcoming of this approach is that it overlooks a critical group – the customer.  It is 
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the customer who ultimately validates, by their purchases, the effectiveness of any strategic 

initiative implemented by the organization. 

When attention is shifted to the customer, it is important to recognize that attention must shift 

from top management to middle or lower levels of management within functional areas such as 

operations/manufacturing and marketing.  It is these managers who are continually in contact 

with the customers.  It is also these managers who define through their actions and those of their 

subordinates the specific type of value received by the customer.  It is these managers who also 

deal with the various problems faced by the customer.  In short, these managers define how the 

customer perceives the firm and its strategy through the manner in which they manage each 

“moment of truth” – each encounter with the customer (Carlzon, 1987).  Consequently, this 

study focuses its attention on “effective” strategic consensus, or the degree of agreement that 

exists between marketing, operations, and a set of critical customers on a series of value-adding 

strategies (Figure 1). 

============================== 
*** PLACE FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE *** 
============================== 

Past studies into relationships between these three groups have tended to be dyadic in nature.  

There are numerous examples of studies dealing with marketing-operations alignment and 

integration (e.g., Payton, 1986; Deane, McDougall, & Gargeya, 1991; Chen, Calantone, & 

Chung, 1992; Rho, Hahm, & Yu, 1994; Parente, 1998; Hausman, Montgomery & Roth, 2002; 

Pagell, 2004).  Similarly, there are studies that have focused on the relationships between the 

customer and marketing (e.g., Strelsin & Mlot, 1992; Cobb, Samuels, & Sexton, 1998; Heiens, 

2000; Lee & Griffith, 2004; Hansotia, 2004; Roberts, Liu & Hazard, 2005). By focusing on 

strategic consensus within the triad of marketing-operations-customer, this study is studying 
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what can be regarded as a prerequisite to success in both internal and external strategic 

alignment.  Before an organization can hope to achieve internal and external strategic alignment, 

it is argued that there must be some minimum level of agreement and shared understanding 

regarding what the customer wants and what the organization is expected to do for that customer.  

Strategic Consensus and the Strategic Alignment Process 
Strategic consensus and alignment are separate but closely interrelated concepts.  In this study, 

we follow the conventions used by Stephanovich and Muller (2002), who regarded these two 

constructs as components of the strategic alignment process.  This process was held accountable 

for the identifying, prioritizing, communicating, achieving commitment and implementation of 

strategic initiatives (Stephanovich & Mueller, 2002: p. 147).  While strategic consensus involves 

what can be best described as a meeting of the minds, alignment involves action and the 

commitment of resources.  While these sub-constructs are related, strategic consensus is regarded 

as a prerequisite to developing appropriate and successful strategic initiatives and for alignment 

(Rockart, 1979; Leidecker & Bruno, 1984). 

As can be seen from Figure 1, organizational performance is viewed as the result of effective 

alignment. A major premise of this study is that in the presence of strategic consensus, alignment 

can and will take place.  However, the market (be it the financial market or the customer) does 

not reward the organization for simply aligning and deploying its resources to satisfy the 

customers’ needs.  Rather, the organization is rewarded (through increases in stock prices or 

reputation or market share or purchases) when it does a “better” job of deploying its resources.  

The term “better” is used to denote that the firm has done a better job of deploying its resources 

relative to the competition – a notion echoed and emphasized by Bethune and Huler (1998).  
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With this in mind, our model includes both absolute measures of performance and measures 

relative to the performance of key competitors. 

Measuring Strategic Consensus 
As noted by Lindell and Brandt (2000), there has been considerable debate regarding a suitable 

index of strategic consensus and alignment.  In reviewing the relevant literature, this study has 

decided to use the rwg index, as first proposed by James, Demaree, and Wolf (1984).  The rwg 

index, or the within group variance, is defined as: 

 Rwg = 1 – (s2
x/s2

eu)    (1) 

where s2
x is the obtained variance of a consensus variable, and s2

eu is the variance of the uniform 

distribution, which would represent a totally random response on a Likert scale.  The 

denominator is calculated as s2
eu = (c2-1)/12, where c is the number of response categories 

(James et al., 1984). 

The consensus index has generated a great deal of discussion.  Initially, Schmidt and Hunter 

(1989) challenged rwg as lacking a conceptual foundation because interrater reliability cannot be 

defined on a single stimulus.  This view was successfully challenged by Kozlowski and Hattrup 

(1992), who noted that rwg was a measure of agreement, not reliability.  That is, a group of 

individuals can be consistent (i.e., reliable) without simultaneously being the same (i.e., in 

consensus). 

In practice, the rwg index generates a variable that ranges from -1 to +1 inclusive.  A value of -1 

denotes a complete negative consensus (if you think something is unimportant; I view it as 

critical); a value of 0 denotes a lack of consensus, while a value of 1 denotes perfect or total 
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consensus.  For a fuller discussion of the rwg index, the reader is referred to Lindell and Brandt 

(2000). 

Rethinking Organizational Performance 
For many researchers, the relevant outcome of high levels of strategic consensus is improved 

organizational performance.  Yet, it is interesting to note that there is relatively little agreement 

of what constitutes organizational performance and how it should be measured (e.g., Iaquinto & 

Frederickson, 1997; West & Schwenk, 1996).  Some studies (e.g., Birou, Fawcett & Magnum, 

1998) have omitted the impact on organizational performance, instead, focusing their attention 

on the presence (or lack) of agreement between groups.  They implicitly assumed that if there is 

no agreement, then corporate performance would be adversely affected.  Others have looked at 

strategic consensus in terms of its ability to influence internal actions.  Boyer and McDermott 

(1999), for example, examined how the level of strategic consensus within an organization 

influenced the pattern of investments in infrastructure.  Some (e.g., Morgan & Vorhies, 2001) 

have used subjective measures of organizational performance, however such measures can be 

subject to “common method bias” (Lindell & Whitney, 2001; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & 

Podsakoff, 2003).  In these cases, the respondents are asked to evaluate their organization’s 

performance against either the industry or a major competitor (e.g., Dess, 1987).  Others have 

looked at how strategic consensus has influenced objective measures (e.g., sales growth, return 

on sales, return on assets), however these measures tend to be time-lagged and strongly 

confounded by other factors.  Finally, some researchers have used customer-centered evaluations 

of performance (e.g., Bourgeois, 1980; St. John & Rue, 1991).  We propose that customer-

centered evaluations of performance be used – ones in which a cross-section of major customers 

evaluates the performance of the organization relative to that of the competition. 

011-0401



 

13 
 

When using such a measure, it is evident that the researcher is not measuring strategic consensus 

directly.  Rather, the researcher is measuring the impact of strategic consensus on other 

mediating variables, which in turn contribute to the customer’s assessment.  This chain of effects 

has been recognized by several researchers. Lindman et al. (2001), for example, found that 

consensus on the firm’s business-level strategy does not directly influence manufacturing 

performance, but does so through its influences on other variables, especially manufacturing task 

consensus. 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

To address this research paradox, this study uses a multi-method empirical study approach for 

collecting and assessing data.  These included a detailed case study (where the research team 

worked with one firm and a large number of its key customers), an extensive survey (data was 

captured using an on-line survey from nearly all of the management personnel working in both 

marketing/sales and operations/manufacturing/service working within the firm and from the 

critical customers served by the firm), and post-survey focus groups (for debriefing and 

clarification of the results). 

At the heart of this multi-method methodology was the selection and use of a single firm to act as 

the focal point for the study and for data collection.  While it would have been attractive to 

include multiple companies (in the manner followed by Boyer and McDermott, 1999), the 

extensive time required in assessing strategic consensus both internally and externally made such 

an approach infeasible. In general, we followed principles advocated by several authorities on 

field-based research in Operations Management (Yin, 1989; Meredith, Raturi, Amoako-

Gyampah, & Kaplan, 1989; McCutcheon & Meredith, 1993). 
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The firm selected for this study was one considered to be a major player in the industrial pump 

market (in terms of both sales and service of such pumps).  The case study was used to generate 

both quantitative (through the administration of an on-line survey) and qualitative data and 

insights.  A three phase research methodology was developed and implemented: (1) Case Study: 

identification of the industrial partner and familiarization with the industrial partner; (2) 

quantitative assessment of strategic consensus and its impact; and, (3) debriefing. 

Case Study: Identification of the Industrial Partner and Familiarization 
The industrial partner for this study was International Industrial Pumps (IIP) (the identity of the 

company has been disguised). The research team was fortunate in that the management of IIP 

approached one of the research members with a proposal to investigate a topic very similar to 

that presented within this paper.  IIP was attractive for several reasons.  First, it was located 

within driving distance (thus allowing frequent visits and face-to-face discussion of issues).  

Second, the firm was acknowledged to be successful within the industry.  Overall, IIP was 

considered one of the market leaders in this industrial segment.  Consequently, the operation of 

this company could be assumed to involve some form of consensus at the various management 

levels being studied. Third, the management at IIP was willing to provide the research team 

broad access to critical personnel and was willing to support the research efforts of the team. 

Fourth, the marketing/sales personnel were willing to work with the research team in developing 

a comprehensive list of critical customers and in soliciting the participation of these customers.  

Finally, the management of IIP was willing to discuss and review candidly the various findings 

generated by the study. 
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International Industrial Pump (IIP) – An Overview 
International Industrial Pump (IIP) is a major player in the industrial pump market.  It offers an 

extensive range of pumping equipment and related services for application in refining, utility, 

petrochemical, oil and gas production, pipeline, nuclear, power generation, boiler feed water, 

reverse osmosis and other process industries. The product portfolio includes high-pressure multi-

stage centrifugal pumps, single and two stage process pumps, vertical single and multi-stage 

pumps, nuclear, reciprocating pumps, steam pumps, and positive displacement power pumps. It 

provides services both before sales (such as pump manufacturing, custom pumps, attention to 

quality and pump testing) and after sales (pump maintenance, replacement parts, instruction & 

training of operations & maintenance team).   In general, these products were considered to be in 

the mature stage and viewed as a commodity.  Finally, these products and the industry as a whole 

were not subject to frequent or rapid changes.  Consequently, the industry could be considered 

exhibiting slow clockspeed (using Fine’s (1998) classification approach). 

IIP is an international company serving the world market from facilities located throughout the 

world.  The North American market is served by a plant located in the American Midwest.  This 

plant is responsible for manufacturing the bulk of the industrial pumps sold in the North 

American market.  It is also the primary service and repair depot for industrial pumps and is the 

headquarters for the marketing/sales group. It is this plant with which the research team worked. 

Over a period of six weeks, the research team visited the IIP plant.  During these visits, members 

of the research team interviewed management personnel from all levels, beginning with the 

division president and including personnel from sales and marketing, operations, manufacturing 

and services.  In addition, the research team spent time learning about the product (industrial 

pumps) and the customers who bought these products and their associated services.  This was 
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done through a combination of literature reviews, on-site visits to IIP, telephone conversations 

(with the customers), and on-site visits to select IIP customers. 

Assessment of Strategic Consensus and Its Impact 
The objective of the second stage was to evaluate strategic consensus.  To achieve this objective, 

a survey was developed, debugged, and implemented on-line.  Key to the success of this survey 

was the identification of specific value-adding strategies for delivering value. The research team, 

in consultation with the management of IIP, decided that it would not be appropriate to state 

these strategies in very broad terms (e.g., cost, lead time, quality, and flexibility). Each of these 

broad terms could be interpreted in a number of different but correct ways.  This position was 

confirmed by a review of the relevant literature.  Consider flexibility as an example. 

Flexibility is defined as the ability of an operations management system to respond quickly to 

changes at low cost (Gerwin, 1993). A well-accepted framework for flexibility notes that it 

consists of seven dimensions: volume, mix, changeover, modification, rerouting/program, 

material, and strategic flexibility responsiveness (Gerwin, 1993).  Stating that the firm would 

compete on flexibility did not indicate which type of flexibility was critical.  Since this could 

realistically lead to a situation where the respondents could be in agreement at the broad level but 

not in agreement at the more detailed level, it was decided to state the various value-adding 

strategies in terms that were sufficiently detailed as to leave no confusion regarding the desired 

outcome of the strategy.  Yet, these strategies were not so detailed as to be unique to a particular 

situation.  This approach is a departure from that used by Boyer and McDermott (1999). 

Initially a list of 45 value-adding strategies was developed.  This list was drawn from a review of 

the literature combined with detailed discussions with IIP management and customers.  A panel 

consisting of the division president, the director of marketing/sales, the director of 

011-0401



 

17 
 

operations/manufacturing/services, and the division controller subsequently reviewed these 

items.  The goal of this review was three-fold: (1) to ensure that all current strategic goals, 

objectives and plans were represented; (2) to ensure that the items selected made sense to the 

respondents (both internally and externally); and, (3) to reduce the list down to a more limited 

and manageable number.  Consequently, 29 value-adding strategies were identified as being 

critical and these were selected for inclusion in the survey.  These items are listed as part of 

Table 1. 

============================== 
*** PLACE TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE *** 
============================== 

Developing the On-Line Survey – The Quantitative Phase of the Study 
These items were subsequently incorporated into a survey consisting of six segments.1  The first 

segment collected demographic information about the respondent; the second asked the 

respondent to evaluate the current importance of the 29 value-adding strategies using a five-point 

Likert scale (with 1 representing “not important at all” to 5 denoting “critical”); the third 

segment asked the respondent to evaluate the future importance (i.e., perceived importance 3-5 

years from now) of each of the 29 strategies.   

The fourth, fifth and sixth segments were distributed to external customers only. The fourth 

segment asked the respondent to pick their best supplier of industrial pumps (other than IIP) and 

to evaluate, after naming this supplier, how this supplier performed on the 29 categories. In the 

fifth segment, the respondent repeated this exercise for the next best supplier (after naming that 

supplier). The sixth segment asked for the customer’s assessments of IIP’s performance.  For 

                                                 
1  A copy of the survey can be obtained upon request by contacting the lead author. 
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these three sections, evaluation was done using a five-point scale where 1 – outstanding; 2  – 

good; 3 – neutral; 4 – poor; and, 5 – extremely poor. 

The research team directly administered this survey that was distributed as an on-line document.  

The survey was coded in and data were collected using SNAP Version 6.0. The survey was 

distributed to three groups.  The first was the marketing/sales personnel within IIP (consisting of 

28 potential respondents).  The second group was the operations/manufacturing/service 

managers (9 potential respondents).  For these first two groups, the request for their participation 

was accompanied by a supporting request from the division president and group directors.  The 

third group consisted of the critical customers.  To identify these critical customers, the research 

team worked with the marketing/sales personnel.  Using sales information for the last four years, 

a Pareto analysis was carried out.  From this analysis, 151 customers were selected as being 

“critical.”  Together, these 151 accounted for a large percentage of total dollar sales.  The sales 

personnel initially contacted these customers to verify their contact information and to request 

their participation.  Of the respondents for the customers, 73% identified themselves as 

“engineers or contractors” who used the products of IIP or simply as “end users” of either the 

product or the services.  The remaining 23% (classified as “other”) were most typically 

purchasing or materials personnel or project managers or planners responsible for specifying the 

products or services.  The final request for participation in all cases came from the research team.  

All survey responses were collected and stored on University computer systems to protect the 

confidentiality of responses.  Only summarized information was presented to the management 

team at IIP in subsequent debriefings.  The survey data was collected for a six week period, with 

two email reminders being sent out to the potential respondents at the two and four week points.  

This use of standard survey techniques helped maximize response rates (Dillman, 1978). 
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Ultimately 82 responses were received.  The response rates by group are summarized in Table 2.  

To evaluate the reasons for non-responses (especially among the customers), those not 

responding were asked why they did not participate. The response given by the majority of 

customers was the lack of available time needed to complete the survey.  For the internal 

respondents, the reason given was that the respondents had just entered their positions and did 

not feel qualified to complete the survey.  In every instance, the respondents indicated no 

problems with the guidelines or the questions and their intent. 

 ============================== 
*** PLACE TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE *** 
============================== 

Overall, as can be seen from Table 2, while the overall sample size is relatively limited, the 

responses rates were very good. In the case of the second and third groups, the response rates 

were close to securing the involvement of the population group. The high response rate is 

especially satisfying in light of the difficulties in getting multiple people within one organization 

or supply chain to participate in a study, where multiple groups within or associated with one 

company are contacted (Boyer & McDermott, 1999; Flynn, Schroeder, & Sakakibara, 1995). 

Analysis included descriptive statistics, one-way ANOVA using the Bonferroni method (to 

determine groups of respondents), pair wise t-tests, the calculation of the rwg indexes, and 

regression analysis (to assess if consensus affected customer perceived performance).  The data 

evaluated included both quantitative data generated from the on-line survey and qualitative data 

generated from both the plant visits and the debriefing sessions. 

Debriefing – Developing a Better Understanding of the Findings 
The final stage of the analysis involved discussing the findings with selected respondents in a 

panel.  That is, the preliminary findings were written up and submitted to the respondents.  The 
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research team then traveled to the plant where they met with four managers (two from marketing 

and two from operations/manufacturing/services) over two two-hour sessions to review the 

findings. The purpose of this discussion was two-fold: (1) to determine the extent to which the 

findings “made sense”; and, (2) to determine if the panel members could provide any insights to 

help triangulate knowledge regarding the specific findings uncovered. 

MAJOR FINDINGS SUMMARIZED 
The results in this section will focus primarily on the analysis of the quantitative data generated 

by the survey phase of the study. 

Analysis of Effective Strategic Consensus 
The mean assessments of the 29 detailed strategies, broken down by group (customer, marketing, 

operations), are reported in Table 1, along with the response standard deviations.  In reviewing 

these responses, it is evident that there is some disagreement regarding the perceived importance 

of the various categories.  One approach to evaluating this disagreement (or lack of consensus) is 

to apply a multiple comparison procedure to determine the extent to which there is agreement 

between the three major groups.  The results are presented in Table 3.  

============================== 
*** PLACE TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE *** 
============================== 

These results are generated by a series of one-way ANOVAs applied to the 29 questions, where 

the perceived importance of the item was the dependent variable and group membership (1 – 

Customer; 2 – Marketing; 3 – Operations) was the independent variable.  The differences in 

means are evaluated using Bonferroni’s method, a widely recommended procedure (Aickin & 

Gensler, 1996).  This method was used to determine the extent to which the various group means 
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were statistically different from each other (and thus deserving to be viewed as distinct groups).  

For these tests, in light of the small sample size, α = 0.10 was used. 

As can be seen in Table 3, there were 18 strategies for which the three groups were in agreement 

with each other.  In other words, for these 18 strategies, effective strategic (three-way) consensus 

was present.  For the remaining 11 strategies, there was some consensus present between the 

groups. Of the 29 strategies evaluated, strategy E (“Unit Maintenance Cost”) was noteworthy 

because it was the only strategy that the customer group rated more highly (3.96) than did either 

of the two internal groups (3.35 for Marketing/Sales and 3.00 for Operations/Manufacturing).  It 

was the also the only strategy where there was no agreement between the customer and IIP. 

While these results show some variance, they do not quantitatively measure consensus nor do the 

results explicitly assess the relationship between consensus and performance.  To do so, this 

study calculated the rwg index.  This was done at three levels of analysis: 

a. Within the groups:  This resulted in three rwg values, one each for the customer 

(denoted as C), marketing (denoted by M), and operations (denoted by O). 

b. Dyads:  At this level, the focus shifts to measuring consensus between pairs of 

groups: customers and marketing (CxM), customers and operations (CxO), and 

marketing and operations (MxO). 

c. Overall: The final level examines the extent of consensus between all three groups 

(CxMxO). 

The rwg index scores for the seven sets of calculation are summarized in Table 4. 

============================== 
*** PLACE TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE *** 
============================== 
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The study was now ready to address the issue of what impact, if any, consensus had on 

performance and if the level of consensus (as discussed in the preceding paragraphs) had any 

significant impact on performance.  To address this issue, the researchers focused on the 

customers’ assessment of the performance of IIP on the 29 dimensions.  This assessment was 

done both from an absolute perspective (how the customers rated IIP’s performance on each 

dimension) and from a relative perspective (compared with the performance of the 

competition, how was IIP rated).  Absolute performance was denoted as A_IIP while relative 

was denoted by R_IIP. 

The result was a new database consisting of 29 rows (one for each performance dimension) 

and nine (9) columns (two dependent variables: A_IIP, R_IIP; and seven independent 

variables: the rwg indexes as listed in Table 4).  Our regression model followed Figure 1, with 

either A_IIP or R_IIP as the dependent variable and the seven rwg indexes as the independent 

variables. These regressions yielded little insight, primarily due to the very high levels of 

multicollinearity which are indicated by Variance Inflation Factor (VIF).  The resolution to 

this was to use some form of hierarchical regression to isolate the most significant factors.  

Theoretical arguments could be advanced to prioritize various of the consensus indexes, but 

none was sufficiently compelling.  Consequently, it was decided to do a forward stepwise 

regression (using a minimum significance level of 0.20 for entry).  The results of this 

analysis are summarized in Table 5.  To determine if there were any problems due to 

significant violations of the underlying assumptions, tests for heteroskedasticity, 

multicollinearity, and omitted variables were carried out.  For those results identified as 

significant, no problems with assumption violations were identified.  An additional 

methodological consideration was whether or not to enforce a zero-intercept in the regression 
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models.  We chose not to do so for two reasons: a) the point (0,0) has no significance when 

using Likert scales and b) our data are primarily restricted to the upper half of the Likert 

scales and we would expect significant non-linearity in the case of very low values of the 

independent variables.  

============================== 
*** PLACE TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE *** 
============================== 

The results of the regressions are mixed.  For A_IIP, there is only one type of consensus that is 

important – the consensus that exists between the customer and operations.  The impact of this 

level of consensus on performance is noteworthy.  Without it, IIP would be rated by its 

customers as performing below average.  With it, IIP’s performance becomes 3.583, which is 

approaching “good.”  In other words, performance improves when the customer and operations 

have a shared common understanding what is important and of what must be done.  In contrast, 

consensus apparently has no impact on the performance of IIP relative to its competitors (R_IIP).  

To get a better understanding of these mixed results, the research turned to the third phase of the 

study – the focus group discussions.  

Debriefing – Insights into the Statistical Analysis 

The statistical analysis provided some interesting and unexpected findings about the relationship 

between strategic consensus and performance. For example, it is interesting that consensus 

between marketing and the customer or between marketing and operations fails to have any 

significant impact on performance.  To better understand these findings, they were shared with a 

panel consisting of managers from IIP. During this presentation and the subsequent discussion, 

four major points were raised by management. 
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Strategic Consensus as a Necessary but not Sufficient Condition:  
The panel members noted that they were not surprised by the mixed results involving strategic 

consensus (either internal or external) and customer perception of the relative performance of 

IIP.  The members saw strategic consensus as something that was good to have since it 

facilitated communications and discussions both internally and externally and since it reduced 

frustrations.  It was also viewed as something that was expected by the customers.  Customers 

expected IIP (and their competitors) to understand their needs.  Yet, by itself, strategic consensus 

was not enough.  It was a facilitating factor (something that smoothed things out) and, as such, 

was one of many such factors that influenced the customers’ evaluations (company reputation 

was another). A certain level of agreement was necessary to provide confidence that the 

product/service mix offered by the firm could meet or exceed the customers’ needs and 

expectations. Beyond a general level of agreement on priorities, greater or more specific strategic 

consensus may not matter. 

Strategic Consensus Must Be Complemented By the “Right” Set of Capabilities 
During one of the two debriefings, one of the participants observed that “knowing what to do is 

important; acting on this knowledge is a separate issue.”  When asked to expand, the participant 

continued that for strategic consensus to result in the right set of actions, the “right” set of 

operational capabilities had to be in place.  These capabilities determined what a company like 

IIP could and could not do.   

These capabilities, which consist of the people employed (and their skills), the equipment, the 

infrastructure, the reward system, and the performance measurement system, are the result of 

past decisions.  These past decisions reflected what management thought they knew at the time 

about what the customer wanted.   
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The participants observed that knowledge about what the customer wants is something that is 

ever developing and changing.  Over time, management learns what customers want and what 

they do not want; management also develops internal agreement over this knowledge as this 

knowledge is shared with the rest of the firm.  The analogy one participant gave was that of a 

forecasting problem.  When you are far away from the event, your forecasts naturally are 

characterized by error; as you get closer to the event, the forecasts get better.  However, since 

capabilities take time to develop (e.g., it takes time to hire and train people), one of the “forecast 

errors” that can be expected is that the capabilities that you built in advance are found ultimately 

not to be consistent with the needs that you now understand.  When this occurs, you are faced by 

a situation where you must do the best you can with what you have, even though you may know 

that it is not the preferred approach. 

On the second point, one of the participants in the first group (who was a VP of operations for 

IIP) observed that everyone in the industry tries to differentiate themselves by focusing on 

several traits that are potentially appealing to the target customers and that are currently not well 

implemented.  There is always the risk that the attributes selected for differentiation may not be 

as attractive as those offered by the competition. 

Strategic Consensus within the Context of the Environment  
The panel members were surprised by the relative performance of IIP. As market leaders, they 

had assumed that IIP was doing a good job of identifying and meeting the ever-changing needs 

of their customers.  Yet, the findings pointed out that this was not quite the case.  In response, the 

panel offered two possible reasons for these findings. 
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First, it is very possible that the competition had simply done a better job of deploying their 

resources in support of the more highly-valued strategies.  A high absolute value of performance 

may not be sufficient if competitors’ performance is higher yet.  

Alternatively, the competition could have identified one or more value-adding strategies not 

considered by IIP or vice versa.  The process of identifying and selecting critical value-adding 

strategies (an important step in the development of strategic consensus) is ultimately a process of 

reduction, exclusion, and focus. That is, managers look at all possible value-adding strategies 

and then they select a subset of these strategies to focus on.  Pursuing a consensus high-value 

strategy may not be appropriate if many competitors adopt the same approach. Winning 

strategies may reflect current capabilities and resources possessed by the organization.  For 

example, strategy AC (“Local Testing and Inspection”) was included because IIP could easily 

offer this capability to its customers (due to its central location in the American Midwest).  Yet, 

in process of selecting these certain strategies, other strategies may be overlooked or omitted.  It 

may be these strategies that the competition may have decided to focus on. 

Overall, the results emphasized to the panel that IIP did not work in a vacuum. It was in constant 

competition for the business of its customers.  This aspect of the environment had to be 

considered when thinking about and acting on concepts such as strategic consensus.  This 

broader understanding of the situation is reflected in Figure 2.  When compared to Figure 1, we 

have added two factors that are exogenous to our study (and to virtually all studies in the 

literature).  The first is labeled “Operational Capabilities” and is exogenous because it is the 

result of past decisions and not readily changeable.  The second represents “Competitors,” or 

more specifically, the actions of competitors.  These are exogenous because they cannot be 

addressed on the basis of a closed system.   
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============================== 
*** PLACE FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE *** 
============================== 

 

The Importance of the Future View: 
The panel members showed a great deal of interest in not only looking at strategic consensus 

today but also at strategic consensus in the future.  They were interested in learning now what 

their customers wanted in the future.  They argued that changing and managing capabilities takes 

time and resources.  Today’s consensus and today’s performance is the result of actions and 

investments made in the past.  To meet future customer needs, it is necessary to make the 

required investments in capabilities now.   

Discussion of the Results 

In reviewing the findings, four areas were identified as requiring further discussion due to their 

significance and their potential implications for future research. 

The Complex Nature of the Relationships  
As previously noted, strategic consensus is not linked to organizational performance directly, but 

through the strategic alignment process.  Yet, strategic consensus is linked to and influenced by 

several other factors.  First, it is linked to the capabilities of the organization.  Initially, when the 

study was begun, it was assumed that strategic consensus would influence alignment (internal 

and external) indirectly by affecting the capabilities of the organization.  In the debriefing, 

another “loop” to this relationship was uncovered.  Capabilities are not simply influenced by 

strategic consensus; they also influence the strategies over which organizations develop strategic 

consensus.  Organizations pick strategies that they can execute (and which are a function of their 
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capabilities).  Consequently, researchers should consider the feedback loop from capabilities to 

strategic consensus when studying strategic consensus and alignment. 

Second, when evaluating constructs and concepts such as strategic consensus, it is important that 

the researchers assess them within their environments.  That means considering how the 

organization is doing relative to its competition.  When focusing on the impact of issues of such 

areas as strategic consensus, integration, or top management team support, we are interested in 

how these areas help an organization to develop a competitive advantage over its competition.  

While our analysis is inevitably static, representing a moment in time, a more comprehensive 

approach would require an open system approach as suggested by Scott (2003). 

Third, the impact of market niches and potential market segmentation should be considered 

(especially when carrying out research that involves multiple respondents per organization).  

These concepts are well understood in the marketing literature (e.g., Raynor & Weinberg, 2004; 

Brooks, 2003).  Based on comments received during the debriefing stage, the industrial pump 

market can be broken into at least five major segments or niches.  What this means is that when 

discussing strategic consensus within the customer group, researchers must be ready to recognize 

that the consensus may be reduced if respondents from the different market segments have 

different strategic priorities.  We did not find any evidence that this was the case in the industrial 

pump market, but without accounting for the market segment, researchers may inadvertently 

omit a hidden explanatory factor. This issue is also important when the researcher deals with 

respondents from different functional areas within the various customers.  As previously noted, 

we observed a high degree of homogeneity among our customer respondents. 
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The Importance of Including the Customers 
In reviewing the body of knowledge dealing with strategic consensus, it is interesting to note that 

this research has been internally oriented.  It has focused primarily on the shared understanding 

of corporate strategy and initiatives among personnel at the various levels.  Yet, we found that 

the most significant element of consensus as a factor explaining performance included the 

customer. Specifically, it was the degree of joint consensus between the customer and the 

operations function that had the greatest explanatory power. Other measures of consensus did not 

add significantly to the explanation of variance.   

This finding is interesting on several levels. The first consideration is why this particular dyadic 

pairing should be the most important. A reasonable explanation may be that both operations and 

our customer respondents are focused in the here-and-now and it is operations that must deliver 

what the customer expects. As a result it is most important that these groups be in agreement. 

This finding should be a great managerial interest because of the mechanism by which this 

consensus is established and maintained. Most companies do not have explicit mechanisms by 

which operations and customers are brought face to face. Our findings suggest that reliance on 

marketing to establish communications between the two groups may not be the best approach. In 

a mature product environment such as we studied the necessary consensus may evolve over time. 

In a higher clock speed environment it may be important for management to establish more 

formal means of maintaining consensus between operations and the customer. 

The lesser importance of consensus involving marketing is also interesting. If we had done as 

other studies have done and focused only on internal consensus involving all functional groups, 

we would have a measure that was less explanatory of performance.  In fact, a regression based 
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on a total internal consensus measure within IIP2 yields an adjusted R2 value of only 12.90% 

(F(3,25)=0.0938; ρ=0.0934) as compared to 44% as shown.  It is an open question whether this 

represents a shortcoming of the IIP marketing staff or whether this is a natural state of affairs. 

This cannot be answered from the empirical data, but we can offer the hypothesis that, from an 

evolutionary perspective, it is the marketing department that must introduce the requisite 

variation that allows the firm to adapt and survive in changing circumstances. As a result, high 

internal consensus involving both marketing and operations may not be predictive of high 

performance and may even be detrimental.  

We began the study with a theoretical expectation that the broadest measure of consensus should 

be associated with high performance. We found that not be the case, and must decide whether 

this expectation should be maintained in the face of this evidence or whether it should be revised. 

We have offered a hypothetical explanation of why our findings may be valid in a static context, 

but we must also consider the missing dimension of time. Had we been able to conduct a 

longitudinal study over a period of years there is some reason to believe that three-way strategic 

consensus might ultimately emerge as the ultimate predictor of performance. 

Limitations and Directions for Future Research  
As with all in-depth case studies, our research gains insight at the expense of generality.  We 

studied a single company in a specific market segment and while we believe that our findings 

have broader significance we must be careful not to generalize too broadly.  

Specifically, we must consider the issue of clock speed (Fine, 1998).  We studied a low clock 

speed environment, and found that consensus between operations and customers was important.  

                                                 
2  The specific regression equation:  
A_IIP = α + β1rwg (m) + β2rwg (o) + β3rwg(m x o) 
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It cannot be assumed that this would hold true in a high clock speed environment.  Eisenhardt 

and Martin (2000) noted that dynamic capabilities differ between moderate and high clock speed 

environments, the former requiring variation and the latter requiring selection.  We have 

demonstrated that certain forms of consensus are important in a low clock speed situation but 

also found that consensus involving marketing was less important and argued that this may be 

because marketing provides the variation that is needed in this case.   However, it is possible that 

active disagreement may be more valuable in a high clock speed setting where dynamic 

capabilities are more concerned with selection. This is clearly an area deserving of further 

research. 

We have elected to use the rwg measure of consensus. There are certain methodological issues 

involved with this approach which we have sought to minimize but which may become 

important in future research. One of these issues is the endogeneity inherent in the measure. 

Because of the finite range of the Likert scale, it is only possible to have a very high ranking of 

importance if there is a very high degree of consensus. A moderate ranking of performance can 

be obtained with either high or low consensus. As a result we can expect some degree of positive 

correlation between importance and consensus on this basis alone. Since our survey results have 

a fairly narrow range and generally do not exhibit extreme values, we do not feel that this is a 

significant effect in our data.  If more extreme values are encountered in future research this 

point may have to be re-addressed. 

The second consideration is the formulation of our regression model. We have selected the 

customers’ rating of the firm as the dependent variable, and various measures of consensus as the 

independent variables.  It is possible that there could be high consensus that a certain factor is 

unimportant, in which case a low rating on that item would be a good outcome. This would 
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clearly be a confounding factor in our regression model. Our methodology avoids this issue by 

the pre-survey case study. All of the strategy options that we list on the survey were 

predetermined to be of positive value. As a result, it is always appropriate that there should be a 

positive relationship between the company rating and the degree of consensus. This suggests a 

possible as extension of the research. For complete external alignment, there are certain things 

that should not be done so that resources can be reallocated to higher priorities. Although we 

specifically excluded such items, a more complete model might include consensus over things 

that are unimportant. In this case a different regression model would be required. 

Concluding Comments 
The need for strategic alignment has long been held to be critical to corporate success. Yet, for 

the most part, the linkage between the degree of strategic alignment and corporate performance 

has been assumed to be implicitly present.  This study has explored the impact of strategic 

consensus at several levels.  It has looked at the degree of consistency between marketing and 

operations (internal); it has looked at the degree of consistency between the critical customers, 

on one hand, and marketing and operations on the other (external). It has explored how these 

forms of strategic alignment influence the customers’ perceptions of performance.  Finally, it has 

examined the paradox of strategic consensus – based on strong theoretical agreements, there is 

reason to expect that strategic consensus is positively correlated with organizational 

performance; yet, the empirical evidence dealing with this relationship is mixed at best. 

This study has found that consensus between operations and marketing is critical in positively 

influencing the customer’s view of performance.  This study has also noted that consensus, or 

agreement by itself, is not enough.  For consensus to translate into improved performance, the 

“right” capabilities have to be present.  Furthermore, we must always remember that any solution 
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that we generate must be better than those provided by the competition. These latter two 

dimensions have been generally downplayed in the current body of knowledge dealing with 

strategic consensus.  In the end, strategic consensus is found to be a more complex and 

interesting concept and one that is deserving of more future research. 
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TABLE 1 

Assessment of Detailed Expectations for Delivering Value by Respondent Group 

Question 
Number 

Expectation Customers 
n1

a = 51 
Marketing and Sales 

n2
b = 23 

Operations/manufact
uring/service n3 c= 8 

Mean Standard 
deviation 

Mean Standard 
deviation 

Mean Standard 
deviation 

A Conformance to specifications 4.75 0.48 4.13 1.10 4.63 0.52 
B Total cost of ownership 4.12 0.62 3.74 0.96 3.38 0.52 
C Timeliness of documentation 4.16 0.54 3.96 0.77 4.25 0.46 
D Range of aftermarket products 3.49 0.81 3.74 0.96 3 0.76 
E Unit maintenance costs 3.96 0.73 3.35 1.15 3 0.76 
F Range of aftermarket services 3.67 0.82 3.87 0.63 2.63 0.92 
G Ability to service other pump OEM 

products. 
2.80 1.10 3.65 0.78 3 1.07 

H Timeliness of necessary hardware 4.49 0.54 4.27 1.16 4.13 0.83 
I Short normal lead times, pumps 3.71 0.86 3.59 0.73 3.75 0.71 
J Local product sourcing and manufacture 3.12 0.86 3 0.87 2 0.76 
K Unit acquisition cost 3.90 0.65 3.57 1.08 3.5 0.93 
L Ability to get immediate price quote 3.54 0.81 3.59 1.33 3.13 0.64 
M Convenience of ordering process 3.35 1.05 3.27 1.03 3.25 1.04 
N Order status/tracking: with supplier help 3.45 0.78 3.68 0.84 3.88 0.35 
O Order status/tracking: without supplier 

help 
3.16 0.90 3.32 0.89 2.63 0.52 

P Short normal lead time, parts 3.98 0.84 3.77 1.27 4.25 0.71 
Q Appearance and styling 2.35 1.01 2.73 0.77 1.88 0.99 
R Warranty coverage 3.76 0.86 3.55 1.06 3.38 0.74 
S Warranty execution 4.12 0.79 3.91 1.19 4.13 0.83 
T Range of new equipment product types 3.37 0.80 3.55 1.01 2.63 0.74 
U Responsiveness to customer inquiries 

pre-order 
4.10 0.57 3.86 1.13 4 0 

V Responsiveness to customer inquires 
post-order 

4.24 0.62 3.86 1.17 4.38 0.52 
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W Representative’s product knowledge 4.29 0.54 4.05 1.09 4.13 0.35 
X Ease of getting to the “right” person to 

resolve problems 
4.43 0.57 4 1.18 3.75 0.71 

Y Ability to access a service person 24 
hours a day 

3.45 0.88 3.64 0.85 2.5 0.53 

Z Ability to place parts order 24 hours a 
day 

3.41 1.08 3.05 1.29 2.88 0.83 

AA Single point of contract, post award 3.86 0.67 3.77 0.69 3.63 0.52 
AB Ability to get technical and price data 

on-line, pump or parts 
3.51 0.86 3.14 0.94 2.75 1.03 

AC Local testing and inspection 3.12 0.86 2.95 0.79 2.75 1.39 
a: the number of respondents from customers. 
b: the number of respondents from marketing and sales managers. 
c: the number of respondents from operations/manufacturing/service managers. 
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TABLE 2 

Response Rates by Group 

Group Responses 
Received 

Group Size Response Rate 

Critical External Customers 51 151 33.77% 
Marketing/Sales 23 28 82.14% 

Operations/Manufacturing/Service 8 9 88.89% 
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TABLE 3 

Results of One-way ANOVA with Bonferroni Multiple Comparison Test 

Question 
Number 

Mean Customers’ 
Response a 

F value b Bonferroni 
Groups 

A 4.75 5.92*** (1,3) (2,3) 
H 4.49 1.12 (1,2,3) 
X 4.43 4.00** (1,2) (1,3) 
W 4.29 0.89 (1,2,3) 
V 4.24 2.03 (1,2,3) 
C 4.16 1.10 (1,2,3) 
B 4.12 4.83** (1,2) (2,3) 
S 4.12 0.42 (1,2,3) 
U 4.10 0.77 (1,2,3) 
P 3.98 0.79 (1,2,3) 
E 3.96 6.69*** (1) (2,3) 
K 3.90 1.67 (1,2,3) 

AA 3.86 0.49 (1,2,3) 
R 3.77 0.88 (1,2,3) 
I 3.71 0.19 (1,2,3) 
F 3.67 7.82*** (1,2) (3) 
L 3.54 0.73 (1,2,3) 

AB 3.51 3.21** (1,2) (2,3) 
D 3.49 2.29 (1,2,3) 
N 3.45 1.45 (1,2,3) 
Y 3.45 5.49*** (1,2) (3) 
Z 3.41 1.34 (1,2,3) 
T 3.37 3.45** (1,2) (3) 
M 3.35 0.07 (1,2,3) 
O 3.16 1.86 (1,2,3) 
J 3.12 5.89*** (1,2) (3) 

AC 3.12 0.70 (1,2,3) 
G 2.80 5.56** (1,3) (2,3) 
Q 2.35 2.61* (1,2) (1,3) 

a: The table was sorted in descending order by mean customers’ response. 

b: * denotes significance at 0.10 level; ** denotes significance at 0.05 level; *** denotes 
significance at 0.001 level. 
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TABLE 4 

Rwg Indexes by Groups 

Expectation Rwg – 
Cust 

Rwg – 
Mkt 

Rwg – 
Ops 

Rwg - 
CxM 

Rwg – 
CxO 

Rwg - 
MxO 

Rwg - 
CxMxO

Conformance to 
specifications 0.883  0.395  0.866  0.697  0.882  0.501  0.715 
Total cost of 
ownership 0.807  0.536  0.866  0.712  0.785  0.615  0.712 
Timeliness of 
documentation 0.853  0.706  0.893  0.806  0.859  0.751  0.815 
Range of 
aftermarket products 0.673  0.536  0.714  0.629  0.669  0.539  0.627 
Unit maintenance 
costs 0.736  0.336  0.714  0.576  0.682  0.434  0.567 
Range of 
aftermarket services 0.667  0.804  0.580  0.708  0.597  0.605  0.646 
Ability to service 
other pump OEM 
products. 0.400  0.700  0.429  0.420  0.411  0.604  0.428 
Timeliness of 
necessary hardware 0.853  0.325  0.652  0.696  0.823  0.425  0.692 
Short normal lead 
times, pumps 0.634  0.731  0.750  0.666  0.654  0.742  0.677 
Local product 
sourcing and 
manufacture 0.627  0.619  0.714  0.628  0.570  0.554  0.588 
Unit acquisition cost 0.787  0.421 0.571 0.672 0.754 0.479  0.663
Ability to get 
immediate price 
quote 0.669  0.111  0.795  0.509  0.680  0.285  0.532 
Convenience of 
ordering process 0.444  0.468  0.464  0.458  0.455  0.485  0.465 
Order 
status/tracking: with 
supplier help 0.694  0.648  0.938  0.679  0.718  0.726  0.700 
Order 
status/tracking: 
without supplier 
help 0.593  0.601  0.866  0.598  0.616  0.630  0.611 
Short normal lead 
time, parts 0.650  0.194  0.750  0.517  0.664  0.333  0.539 
Appearance and 
styling 0.489  0.706  0.509  0.545  0.487  0.595  0.532 
Warranty coverage 0.608  0.442 0.723 0.560 0.620 0.526  0.575
Warranty execution 0.687  0.290 0.652 0.571 0.688 0.397  0.583
Range of new 
equipment product 
types 0.681  0.489  0.723  0.626  0.658  0.478  0.610 
Responsiveness to 
customer inquiries 0.835  0.367  1.000  0.695  0.857  0.540  0.725 
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pre-order 
Responsiveness to 
customer inquires 
post-order 0.808  0.319  0.866  0.654  0.817  0.448  0.674 
Representative’s 
product knowledge 0.854  0.406  0.938  0.715  0.866  0.554  0.739 
Ease of getting to 
the “right” person to 
resolve problems 0.835  0.300  0.750  0.667  0.800  0.431  0.665 
Ability to access a 
service person 24 
hours a day 0.614  0.641  0.857  0.623  0.596  0.575  0.603 
Ability to place parts 
order 24 hours a day 0.416  0.168  0.652  0.338  0.438  0.310  0.365 
Single point of 
contract, post award 0.775  0.765  0.866  0.775  0.787  0.795  0.784 
Ability to get 
technical and price 
data on-line, pump 
or parts 0.633  0.557  0.464  0.601  0.584  0.535  0.575 
Local testing and 
inspection 0.627  0.692  0.036  0.648  0.554  0.540  0.594 
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TABLE 5 

Strategic Consensus and Organizational Performance: 
Stepwise Regression Results 

Regression Results – A_IIP 
 
      Source |       SS       df       MS              Number of obs =      29 
-------------+------------------------------           F(  1,    27) =   22.77 
       Model |  .753902452     1  .753902452           Prob > F      =  0.0001 
    Residual |   .89414119    27   .03311634           R-squared     =  0.4575 
-------------+------------------------------           Adj R-squared =  0.4374 
       Total |  1.64804364    28  .058858701           Root MSE      =  .18198 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
       A_IIP |      Coef.   Std. Err.      t    P>|t|     [95% Conf. Interval] 
-------------+---------------------------------------------------------------- 
      rwg_co |   1.227226   .2572102     4.77   0.000     .6994743    1.754978 
    constant |   2.356232   .1768291    13.32   0.000     1.993408    2.719055 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

 
Regression Results – R_IIP 
 
      Source |       SS       df       MS              Number of obs =      29 
-------------+------------------------------           F(  1,    27) =    2.44 
       Model |  .051860967     1  .051860967           Prob > F      =  0.1299 
    Residual |  .573727609    27  .021249171           R-squared     =  0.0829 
-------------+------------------------------           Adj R-squared =  0.0489 
       Total |  .625588576    28  .022342449           Root MSE      =  .14577 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
       R_IIP |      Coef.   Std. Err.      t    P>|t|     [95% Conf. Interval] 
-------------+---------------------------------------------------------------- 
       rwg_m |  -.2249276   .1439771    -1.56   0.130    -.5203441     .070489 
    constant |   .1854844   .0758422     2.45   0.021     .0298691    .3410997 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
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