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Executive Summary   

Newman University was founded in 1933 based on traditional Catholic principles but welcomes all 

religions. The institutionôs continued growth coupled with the increased focus on innovation by college 

officials have stretched the capabilities of Newmanôs Information Technology (IT) department and 

highlighted the need for a more robust Information Technology Governance (ITG) function that identifies 

opportunities to leverage newer technologies, better manage the universityôs application portfolio and 

increase innovation throughout the university. According to the IT Governance institute, ñIT governance 

is the responsibility of executives and the board of directors, and consists of the leadership, organizational 

structures and processes that ensure that the enterpriseôs IT sustains and extends the organizationôs 

strategies and objectivesò (IT Governance Institute, 2007, p. 5).  

 

This study examined the role ITG played in encouraging or hindering innovation at Newman University. 

Effective ITG is a key step in transforming universities and colleges steeped in tradition to one that 

proactively looks for ways to increase innovation and stay ahead of the technology curve. The questions 

that guided the study were adapted from a previous study conducted by Deborah Carraway (2015a) at the 

University of North Carolina at Greensboro (UNCG):  

 

1. RQ1: How do ITG maturity and effectiveness impact technology innovation in higher 

education?  

2. RQ2: Under what circumstances does ITG help, or hinder, technology innovation in higher 

education? 

A mixed-methods case study was the chosen design for this study. The key benefit offered by a case study 

is the ability to evaluate multiple data sources and develop a comprehensive understanding of a situation. 

Case research allows the researcher to examine several factors and relationships in a small number of 

instances (Easton, 2010). The data from a single case can provide a thorough understanding into the nature 

of a phenomenon. The study used a survey instrument to gather primary data. Prior to developing the 

survey, the researcher met with individuals from a wide variety of university departments to contextualize 

the survey instrument adopted from the Carraway (2015a) study. Interviews were held in-person on 

Newmanôs main campus in Wichita, KS and lasted for approximately 30 minutes. Some of the individuals 
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interviewed also participated in the survey. The final survey included 16 control questions intended only 

for the CIO and 38 questions for all other respondents. The first question was added to facilitate display 

logic (i.e., only the CIO saw the first 16 questions) making a total of 55 questions. The CIO questions 

covered four areas: (1) institutional demographics; (2) IT governance and innovation; (3) adoption of new 

technologies; and (4) recent innovations.  

 

Data from the survey were analyzed in three ways. First, the researcher performed a descriptive, statistical 

analysis to generate summary and frequency tables of responses for each survey question. This data was 

used to rate the dimensions of the appropriate construct and generate institutional profiles for ITG 

maturity, ITG effectiveness, and innovation. Second, the researcher performed an inferential statistical 

analysis to identify any relationships that existed, first between characteristics within the same construct, 

and then between constructs. Finally, the researcher performed a qualitative analysis of open-ended survey 

responses. Seven survey respondents provided answers to the open-ended survey questions, which were 

designed to add context to the quantitative data generated from the survey. Open-ended responses were 

hand-coded using Microsoft (MS) Word and placed into categories that provided the basis for the findings. 

The researcher also conducted a thorough review of secondary data sources received from Newman.  

 

Academic institutions can adapt the survey instrument, constructs, and rubrics from this study to assess 

the state of the ITG function and deepen their understanding of the institutional mechanisms that facilitate 

or hinder innovation. The data generated from the study can be used to create an implementation roadmap 

for developing a customized ITG model that conduces innovation within the context of their institution. 

The study also lays the foundation for future research into ITG mechanisms that support technology 

adoption and innovation in academic settings. A summary of findings and recommendations from the 

Newman study follows: 

 

Finding 1. Positive Relationships Between ITG Effectiveness and Innovation Exist 

 

This finding was generated from statistical analysis of survey data. Multiple correlations were statistically 

significant between the ITG Effectiveness and Innovation scales.  The overarching finding is that there 

were positive associations between the total ITG Effectiveness and Total Innovation.  The key takeaway 

was that there was a significant relationship between Total ITG Effectiveness and Total Innovation.  In 
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addition, a series of correlations were run to examine the subscales.  Total ITG Effectiveness was 

significantly correlated to Innovative Culture and Incremental Innovation.  Executive Leadership 

Engagement was significantly correlated to Innovative Culture.  Faculty Engagement was significantly 

correlated to Total Innovation, Innovative Activity and Incremental Innovation.  Decision Making was 

significantly correlated to Innovative Culture and Incremental Innovation.  Each correlation was positive 

suggesting, a direct relationship between each of the significant pairs of variables.   

 

Finding 2. Confusion Surrounding Governance Committee 

 

This finding was generated from the codes lack of meetings and unaware of committee membership and 

supported the maturity profile of ñInitialò generated from the quantitative survey data. ITG committee 

members were largely unaware that the committee existed. As Participant 17 explained, ñI wasnôt aware 

of the IT group or that I was a member until a couple of months ago.ò This was consistent with other 

committee members, like Participant 11, who noted, ñUntil you visited, most of us had no idea we were 

actually on this IT governance committee.ò Participant 5 reported that the committee ñdoes not meet,ò and 

that, ñuntil recently, I was not aware that I was on the committee.ò Without meetings, it was difficult for 

committee members to know that they were on the committee, despite that these participants were all 

identified as committee members.  

 

Finding 3. Unvetted Systems Have Negative Consequences 

 

Finding 3 came from the code consequences of unvetted systems and provides supporting evidence for the 

ñDevelopingò rating given to the ñDecision Makingò dimension of the ITG effectiveness construct. 

Specifically, survey data found that Newman needs to broaden the audience included in the vetting process 

to better evaluate and assess the appropriateness of software applications before they are procured. 

Participants made clear that software systems were often purchased before they were thoroughly vetted. 

Without such vetting, time and money are wasted.  
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Finding 4. Unclear Processes and Procedures  

 

This finding was developed from the codes no consequences of not following procedures and unclear 

processes for IT problems. Processes and procedures surrounding ITG and the handling of IT problems 

were unclear, and when they were not followed, there did not appear to be consequences. This finding 

supported quantitative results from the survey, showing that there was no effort dedicated to managing 

the ITG process, hence the rating of ñNot Presentò for the ñITG Managementò dimension of the ITG 

effectiveness construct. The finding also supported Newmanôs ITG maturity rating of ñInitialò where 

processes were undefined and there was little awareness of the ITG function.  

 

Finding 5. Impacts to Innovation 

 

Participants identified both positive and negative ways that IT innovation was impacted at NU. This 

finding was generated from the codes new staff brings innovation, financial concerns hinder innovation, 

not keeping up with innovation trends, new employees are uncomfortable with innovation, and financially 

driven decisions. Most participants suggested that innovation was stagnant and identified different reasons 

for this.  

 

Finding 6. Decisions about Innovations Appear to be Budget Driven 

 

This finding was generated from a review of secondary data and supported by the statistical analyses.  A 

review of Newmanôs 3-year IT plan revealed that the majority of Newmanôs budget was dedicated to 

maintenance type activities designed to replace or repair IT appliances and portions of the infrastructure. 

This spending was necessary for the institution to continue operating without disruption but left little 

opportunity for Newman to invest in leading edge technologies or explore ideas about ñwhat could beò. 

The Pearson correlation performed on the innovation construct showed a strong correlation between 

innovation activity and incremental innovation. This suggested that innovative activities at Newman were 

in large part due to ongoing maintenance activities. Finally, Newmanôs 2012 IT Report also stated that 

both academic and administrative IT decisions were budget driven.  
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Findings Applied to Research Questions 

 

RQ1: How do IT governance maturity and effectiveness impact technology innovation in higher 

education? 

 

Findings 1, 3, 4 and 5, addressed RQ1, how do IT governance maturity and effectiveness impact technology 

innovation in higher education? Qualitative survey responses indicated a lack of maturity and 

effectiveness in IT governance. This was evidenced by the lack of meetings that participants described, 

and that participants were unaware they were on the governance committee. Also demonstrating the lack 

of maturity and effectiveness of ITG, was that software systems appeared to be purchased with little rhyme 

or reason, and without thorough vetting. As a result, systems that were purchased were perhaps not only 

not innovative but took time and money for the IT department to learn and understand. Finally, processes 

and procedures not only of the governance committee but also the IT department were not always clear or 

followed, and there were no consequences for failing to follow procedures, highlighting the lack of 

effectiveness of the governance committee. Without this maturity and effectiveness of the governance 

committee, there appeared to be a lack of technology innovation. 

 

RQ2: Under what circumstances does IT governance help, or hinder, technology innovation in higher 

education? 

 

Findings 2, 5, and 6 addressed RQ2, under what circumstances does IT governance help, or hinder, 

technology innovation in higher education? Certainly, in the absence of regular committee meetings, and 

when committee members are unaware that they sit on the governance committee, this could hinder 

technology innovation that may be discussed or developed during meetings. It appeared that in some cases, 

when new employees joined the committee, they brought new and innovative ideas. However, this opinion 

was not shared by all participants. Another participant felt that new committee members hindered 

innovation. Finally, the failure of the governance committee to keep up with current trends in technology 

hindered innovation. 
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Recommendation 1. Define and Communicate the ITG Value Proposition 

 

The study found several instances where improperly vetted systems created wasted effort and diverted 

resources away from more worthwhile tasks. ITG can minimize the occurrence of these mishaps by 

focusing efforts on those activities that maximize the value to the institution. This requires in-depth 

knowledge of Newmanôs value chain. Aligning the value chain with the technology that supports it will 

highlight the functions and processes that pose the most risks to the university and the value proposition 

of investing in ITG will become evident. Communicating the ITG value proposition can be accomplished 

using multiple platforms, including social media, intranet sites, and school newsletters. An integrated 

communication approach that encompasses multiple platforms and media types will be most effective in 

reaching a broad cross-section of the Newman community.  

 

Recommendation 2. Define ITG Roles and Responsibilities 

 

ITG structures are the entities that define roles and responsibilities (Bianchi & Sousa, 2016). A structure 

comprises the people or groups that have decision-making authority in the ITG committee. Newmanôs 

ITG charter stated that the committee will be chaired by the CIO or designee appointed by the provost and 

will elect a vice-chair from its members. Upon appointing a vice-chair, this initial structure must develop 

a comprehensive list of committee roles and responsibilities. The leadership structure must communicate 

those responsibilities to all members of the ITG committee and stakeholder population. Finally, the 

leadership structure can determine whether to amend the ITG charter to include roles and responsibilities 

or create a separate artifact. 

 

Recommendation 3. Increase Representation at ITG Meetings 

 

Software systems were not properly vetted and created inefficiencies due to learning curves experienced 

by the IT team as they strove to maintain the systems. Lack of meeting participation and awareness of the 

ITG function provided a partial explanation.  Affected end-users must have representation when systems 

are upgraded or replaced. Having a clearly articulated ITG value proposition will reinforce the importance 

of end-user participation in the process. Additionally, ITG meetings must occur at a regular cadence that 

allows committee members to organize their schedules and minimize absenteeism. Initially, Newman 
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should consider a bi-weekly cadence until foundational elements (i.e., processes, agenda, format) have 

been established and then change the cadence to monthly. 

 

Recommendation 4. Define ITG Processes 

 

The quantitative and qualitative data from the survey suggested that processes were undefined and 

inconsistent. ITG members were also unaware of existing processes and resorted to ad-hoc processes for 

system support. The ITG committee would benefit from joint process development sessions to create ITG 

processes that are consistent and support all relevant stakeholders. A 2008 study by Yanosky and Caruso 

(2008) found that Academic institutions that actively design ITG processes have more successful 

outcomes. However, defining ITG processes cannot occur in a vacuum and must be integrated with 

existing institutional processes.    

 

Recommendation 5. Build Relationships 

 

The ITG leadership campaign will benefit from building relationships throughout the institution. To 

accomplish this, institutional relationship mechanisms must be explored and capitalized on. ITG relational 

mechanisms refer to the interactions between IT and the business (Bianchi & Sousa, 2016). A grass-roots 

marketing campaign is a good place to start. The campaign can introduce the ITG committee to various 

Newman departments and share information about the purpose of the committee, the value proposition, 

and how to engage the committee. The campaign will go a long way toward building much needed 

relationships with department heads and growing trust throughout the institution. 
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  Organizational Context  

  

Figure 1. Early Newman University Classroom (About Newman, n.d.) 

Newman University, whose main campus is located in Wichita Kansas, is a Catholic university with an 

undergraduate enrollment of 2,764 students and total enrollment of 3,371(About Newman, n.d.). The 

university was founded in 1933 based on traditional Catholic principles but welcomes all religions. Its 

history can be traced back to Italy when Maria De Mattias founded the Adorers of the Blood of Christ 

(ASC). Originally named Sacred Heart Junior College, it was a two-year, female institution, whose 

mission was to train Catholic sisters and laywomen in teacher education, nursing, secretarial science, and 

home economics (About Newman, n.d.).  

 

Despite the economic challenges faced by the school during the height of the great depression, Sacred 

Heart continued to grow and expanded their curriculum. The school became a 

four-year college in the 1950s and started admitting men in 1958. However, men 

could only attend evening and summer sessions (About Newman, n.d.). It was 

not until 1965 that Sacred Heart became coeducational. The institution honored 

19th century theologian and scholar, John Henry Newman, by renaming the 

school to Kansas Newman college. 

Figure 2. St. John Henry Newman (About Newman, n.d.) 
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Due to the institutionôs continued growth and program expansion, it was again renamed to Newman 

University in July of 1998. Today, Newman has a network of seven campuses throughout the Midwest 

including Southeast Kansas, Western Kansas, Colorado Springs, Colorado, Little Rock, Arkansas and 

Tulsa and Oklahoma City, Oklahoma.  

 

According to U.S. New and World Reportôs 2020 rankings of midwestern regional universities, Newman 

ranks 105th overall (U.S. News & World Report L.P, 2020). Five years ago, U.S. News began ranking the 

most innovative colleges and universities across all regions and classifications (i.e., regional, national) 

using a peer assessment survey. The most recent assessment was conducted in 2019. The survey asked 

college presidents, provosts, and administrative deans to nominate up to 15 colleges or universities they 

thought were the most innovative schools across five dimensions: curriculum, faculty, students, campus 

life, technology or facilities. The results were used to generate rankings of the 15 most innovative schools 

based on the number of nominations each received. The rankings are used by college officials to identify 

schools to watch for their on-campus innovations. Schools that make the top 15 most innovative list are 

not necessarily ranked highly overall in their respective categories. Coincidently, the school on the most 

innovative list with the lowest overall ranking in the Midwest was tied with Newman at 105th. However, 

more than 50% of midwestern schools on the most innovative list ranked among the top ten overall, and 

73% were in the top twenty, suggesting that innovative schools tend to achieve higher rankings than more 

traditional institutions. U.S. Newsô relatively new ranking of innovative schools highlights the increasing 

importance placed on innovation by todayôs top college officials and underscores the need for institutions 

of higher learning to strengthen their focus on innovation to remain competitive.      

Problem of Practice  

Newmanôs continued growth coupled with the increased focus on innovation by college officials has 

stretched the capabilities of its Information Technology (IT) department and highlighted the need for a 

more robust Information Technology Governance (ITG) function that identifies opportunities to leverage 

newer technologies, better manage the universityôs application portfolio and increase innovation 

throughout the university. According to the IT Governance institute, ñIT governance is the responsibility 

of executives and the board of directors, and consists of the leadership, organizational structures and 

processes that ensure that the enterpriseôs IT sustains and extends the organizationôs strategies and 

https://newmanu.edu/admissions/locations/southeast-kansas
https://newmanu.edu/admissions/locations/western-kansas
https://newmanu.edu/admissions/locations/colorado
https://newmanu.edu/admissions/locations/oklahoma
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objectivesò (IT Governance Institute, 2007, p. 5). In 2017, Newman created an ITG charter that was 

approved by the Presidentôs cabinet. The charter formed a committee comprised of faculty members and 

other pertinent university staff. The document outlines the scope and responsibilities of participating 

members and reporting structure. The committeeôs stated purpose is: 

 

The IT governance committee is a Cabinet-delegated powers body at Newman University 

representing the major information technology users that oversees the strategic, operational, and 

technical decision-making process for information technology. The IT governance committee 

provides strategic leadership, has the authority to direct campus-wide IT priorities and policies, 

and is responsible for recommending major activities and information technology expenditures at 

the university that furthers the universityôs strategic plan (Newman University, 2017, p. 1). 

 

Newmanôs governance committee is still in operation, but the university continues to experience a diverse 

array of technological and operational challenges that restrict the university's ability to innovate and 

expose the university to various types of institutional risks. Specific challenges included but are not limited 

to departments circumventing the ITG process to procure software, antiquated technologies that are no 

longer supported by the vendor, inadequate staffing and application knowledge, and a burgeoning 

application portfolio that is costly to maintain. As a result, Newman spends an inordinate amount of time 

performing system maintenance and is unable to focus on innovation or migrate to newer technologies 

when they become available. The ITG committee must look for ways to break this cycle and provide 

Newman with mechanisms and supporting processes to stimulate innovation and respond to technological 

advancements in the marketplace.  

 

This study examined the role ITG played in encouraging or hindering innovation at Newman University. 

Effective ITG is a key step in transforming universities and colleges steeped in tradition to one that 

proactively looks for ways to increase innovation and stay ahead of the technology curve. Academic 

institutions can adapt the survey instrument, constructs, and rubrics from this study to assess the state of 

the ITG function and deepen their understanding of the institutional mechanisms that facilitate or hinder 

innovation. The data generated from the study can be used to create an implementation roadmap and 

develop a customized ITG model that conduces innovation within the context of their institution. The 
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study also provides the foundation for future research into ITG mechanisms that support technology 

adoption and innovation in academic settings. 

Literature Review  

This literature review examined research surrounding ITG frameworks and their relevance to innovation 

in higher education. The review begins with a discussion on what is considered innovation and is followed 

by a brief history of the role played by institutions of higher education to advance innovation. It then 

explores the relationship between ITG and innovation and reviews several maturity models available to 

assess an organizationôs ITG maturity. Finally, the literature review discusses the characteristics of 

effective ITG in an academic setting. 

 

Innovation  Explained  
 
The term innovation has become so pervasive that it often leads to confusion as to its meaning and could 

potentially explain why some organizations find innovation so elusive (Kahn, 2018). The belief that 

innovation describes something radically different is a common misunderstanding. This type of innovation 

is very challenging to achieve and often requires organizations to assume substantial risk (Kahn, 2018). 

The definition is also problematic as it creates a binary descriptor of innovation that marginalizes the 

significance of incremental innovation. Kahn (2018) posits that successful organizations understand that 

innovation falls along a continuum, ranging from incremental changes to radical innovations. Beck, 

Lopes-Bento, and Schenker-Wicki (2016) maintain that both types of innovation are important. 

Incremental innovations ensure small improvements to existing products that can improve an 

organizationôs competitive position over time. This type of innovation also ensures that products continue 

to evolve as customers demand new and enhanced features. Radical innovation can allow firms to enter 

new markets and displace incumbents by introducing new products or services.  

 

Another point of confusion with innovation is the tendency to incorrectly use the terms innovativeness 

and innovative as synonyms. Innovativeness is a noun that describes an organizationôs capacity for 

innovation, whereas innovative is an adjective describing something new or different (Kahn, 2018). 

Merriam-Webster (2020) offers two definitions of innovation: (1) ña new idea, method, or deviceò, (2) 

ñthe introduction of something new.ò The first definition describes innovation as an outcome, whereas the 
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second describes innovation as a process, an important distinction for organizations to note. Kahn (2018) 

posits that innovation must include a balanced focus on outcomes and process. Organizations who focus 

more on outcomes will generate inefficiencies if supporting processes are immature or poorly defined. On 

the other hand, organizations who focus more on process may create bureaucracies that inadvertently 

discourage innovation or stifle innovative activities, making it difficult to achieve desired outcomes. 

Finally, Kahn (2018) identifies mindset as an additional consideration of innovation. Mindset describes 

the state of organizational beliefs around innovation and addresses what beliefs must be instilled to foster 

innovation. Table 1 below summarizes Kahnôs elements of innovation and the questions they address. 

 

Table 1. Elements of Innovation (Kahn, 2018) 

 

 

Rogersô (2010) Diffusion of Innovation (DoI) theory offers a more adopter-centric definition of innovation 

as an idea, practice or object that is perceived as new by an individual or another unit of adoption (i.e. an 

organization). However, Rogersô also emphasizes the role that process plays in diffusing innovation. He 

posits that DoI is a social process whereby subjectively perceived information about a new idea is 

transmitted from person to person. Therefore, perceived innovative outcomes are co-constructed by 

members of the adoption community. Rogers identifies several characteristics of organizational 

innovativeness that overlap with some elements included in Kahnôs model. Characteristics included in 

Rogersô model address leadership, internal organizational structure, and external organizational 

characteristics. Figure 3 summarizes Rogersô model of organizational innovativeness. The items marked 

by (-) are those characteristics that could potentially hinder innovation and those marked by (+) are 

characteristics that positively affect organizational innovativeness.  
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Figure 3. Independent Variables Related to Organizational Innovativeness (Rogers, 2010) 

 

 

Noteworthy, is that in Rogersô model of organizational innovativeness, formalization, the degree to which 

rules and procedures are enforced inhibits the consideration of innovation but encourages the 

implementation of innovation. This may imply that bureaucratic organizations focus more on innovation 

as a process, not an outcome. This phenomenon is consistent with Kahnôs assertion that organizations that  

focus more on process tend to create bureaucracies that stifle innovation.  

 

Driving  Innovation in Higher Education  
 

Whether process or outcome, innovations eventually make their way into institutions of higher learning, 

an evolutionary phenomenon that cannot be ignored. A multi-case study conducted by Barber et al. (2013) 

examined ten institutions of higher learning from five European countries and found that innovations in 

global economies drive innovation in higher education systems. This globalization, together with 

information technology progress, is forcing universities to rethink their teaching strategies and distinguish 

themselves from other higher education providers (Barber et al., 2013; Blass et al., 2012). Blass and 

Hayward (2014) posited that universities now have innovation strategies that are as robust and well 

thought-out as their research and teaching. Findings from the Barber et al. (2013) study suggested that 

graduates should be prepared to enter the current labor market armed with the knowledge needed to 

commercialize new products and services. The findings also highlighted that institutions have become 
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increasingly competitive due to increased research collaboration and the continued growth of the 

international student population (Barber et al., 2013; Shields, 2013). To remain competitive, universities 

and colleges must raise the quality of services offered through innovative practices. The European 

Commission (2014) stated that institutions can increase quality and competitiveness through new modes 

of delivery, such as blended degrees or massive open online courses (MOOCs), and student-centered 

learning. However, learning activities must consider organizational context to be effective (Arciénaga 

Morales et al., 2018). Institutions that fail to adapt and adopt, risk losing future students and valuable 

research agendas. 

 

Pressure from public and private benefactors, as well as future students are also forcing institutions of 

higher learning to innovate (Blass & Hayward, 2014). Evidence from the US suggest that the academic 

research that is most valued by corporate practitioners is publicly funded (Arciénaga Morales et al., 2018). 

Furthermore, it is no longer acceptable for institutions to stop at the point of invention (i.e., a new idea), 

the invention must be applied and produce new outcomes to be considered innovation. Dosi (2005) posited 

that useful academic research is good academic research. Arciénaga Morales, Nielsen, Bacarini, 

Martinelli, Kofuji and García Díaz (2018) acknowledged the gap between academic research and its 

transformation into useful products, tools, and resources, even as developed and developing countries 

promote innovation. In Europe, this is referred to as the European Paradox, the failure to translate scientific 

advances into marketable innovation.  

 

Globalization and pressure from benefactors are not the only innovation drivers of higher education, there 

are institutional factors that must be considered as well. Institutions with a high culture of responsibility 

have greater institutional consciousness that shape the skills necessary to transform and contribute to the 

development of a modern society (Urbanovic & Tauginiene, 2013). This culture is rooted in the societal 

values brought to the university by students and faculty, responsible for creating the academic 

environment that builds institutional responsibility. Higher education leaders and policy makers are also 

instrumental in setting the direction of the institution. A study on successful adoption of blended learning 

approaches found that clear institutional policies for innovation, supportive organizational structures, and 

a strategic approach to innovation selection and evaluation, are essential (Garrison & Kanuka, 2004). To 

promote acceptance of new ideas and innovation, leaders must also have buy-in from academic staff and 
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students (Carey, 2013; MacKeogh & Fox, 2009). Studentsô engagement plays an important role in 

strengthening bottom-up innovation strategies. In a study of studentsô experiences participating in 

curriculum innovation, Carey (2013) found that student engagement must be systematic and longitudinal. 

Students must believe that their suggestions are included in the decision-making process.  

 

The Importance  of ITG for Innovation  
 

The relationship between ITG and innovation must be explored to determine the circumstances under 

which, ITG facilitates innovation. Information technology (IT) is a key driver of technological innovations 

and a necessary ingredient of organizational evolution (Liang et al., 2010). Existing literature on IT 

stresses how important it is to the survival of modern day enterprises (Hicks et al., 2010; National Sun 

Yat-Sen University et al., 2015).  The value of IT is not realized by the IT department, it is seen and 

measured by the value created in the business (Afzali et al., 2010; Khther & Othman, 2013; Knahl, 2013). 

Knahl (2013) identified three domains of IT management activities: IT Service Management, IT Platforms 

& Infrastructure Management, and ITG. The effective use of IT is heavily reliant upon proper ITG, the 

governing body that defines and implements processes, structures and relational mechanisms to keep the 

business and IT organizations aligned (De Haes & Van Grembergen, 2013). The 2002 Sarbanes-Oxley act 

passed in response to Enronôs 2001 bankruptcy and other financial scandals by publicly traded companies 

in the 2000s are notable examples of what can occur when corporate governance and IT are misaligned 

(National Sun Yat-Sen University et al., 2015). Prior research on ITG suggest that proper alignment can 

only be achieved with the right combination of people, processes, and structures (Ko & Fink, 2010). The 

issue of alignment with the enterprise is further complicated when organizations outsource their IT 

services. Prior studies have shown that interorganizational structures with similar strategies and resource 

characteristics help firms achieve superior performance (Park et al., 2017).  

 

Using resource-based theory (RBT), Héroux and Fortin (2018) predicted that the dynamic capabilities of 

ITG and IT competence of board of directors would lead to competitive advantage through innovation and 

that IT-business alignment moderates the impact on innovation. Findings from the study supported 

predictions that both IT governance and executive management IT competence positively effect 

innovation. Héroux and Fortin (2018) posited that strategic IT planning that reflects the business plan and 

includes executive management with functional IT experience has a positive impact on innovation. The 
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implications for organizations trying to innovate is that executive management should include executives 

with IT backgrounds to ensure IT and business strategies are consistent. The study also found support for 

the proposition that IT alignment with the business moderates the relationship between executive 

management IT competence and innovation. However, not all H®roux and Fortinôs predictions were 

supported as the study found no relationship between board of directorsô IT competence and innovation, 

nor did IT-business alignment moderate the relationship between ITG and board of directorôs IT 

competence and innovation. To summarize the finding from H®roux and Fortinôs (2018) study, ñhighly 

developed IT governance structures, processes and relational mechanisms, and greater executive 

management IT-related functional experience reinforced by IT-business alignment can drive innovationò 

( p. 113). 

 

ITG Maturity Model s 
 
ITG maturity modelling is an effective way to identify and demonstrate gaps in capability to management 

(IT Governance Institute, 2007). Furthermore, models can facilitate the development of action plans to 

improve processes. There are several popular maturity models that have been applied to evaluate ITG 

process maturity. The Control Objectives for Information and related Technology 4.1 (COBIT 4.1) 

maturity model establishes practices across a domain and process framework that represent the consensus 

of experts (IT Governance Institute, 2007). The framework contains 34 processes grouped into four 

domains: plan and organize (PO), acquire and implement (AI), deliver and support (DS), and monitor and 

evaluate (ME)(Dirgahayu & Setiyowati, 2018). The ITG maturity matrix is included in COBIT 4.1ôs ME 

domain. The model has a strong focus on control and is less concerned with execution. The practices 

outlined by COBIT 4.1 aim to optimize IT-enabled investments, improve service delivery, and provide a 

gauge to measure inefficiency or waste against. COBIT maturity models are essential tools in evaluating 

process capability of ITG implementations. The ITG focus areas of COBIT 4.1 include strategic 

alignment, value delivery, resource management, risk management, and performance measurement. The 

COBIT 4.1 maturity model includes six levels of maturity ranging from processes that are non-existent to 

processes that are optimized. 

 

The COBIT 5 framework is an evolution of COBIT 4.1 and offers a more comprehensive model for 

measuring ITG maturity. The COBIT 5 capability model is based on the internationally recognized 
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ISO/IEC 15504 Software Engineering Process Assessment standard. This model also provides a means to 

measure ITG processes and identify areas for improvement. However, COBIT 5 models differ from 

COBIT 4.1 maturity model in its design and use (ISACA, 2012). Table 2 below compares the Maturity 

Levels of COBIT 4.1 and Process Capability Levels of COBIT 5. 

 

Table 2. COBIT 4.1 to COBIT 5 Mapping (ISACA, 2012) 

 

 

The most important differences between ISO/IEC 15504-based process capability assessments and 

COBIT 4.1 maturity model assessments are the naming and meaning of the ISO/IEC 15504-defined 
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capability levels are different from COBIT 4.1 maturity levels. Secondly, ISO/IEC 15504, capability 

levels include nine process attributes that have some overlap with COBIT 4.1 maturity attributes, but with 

certain nuances. The practical implications are that organizations could receive lower scores using COBIT 

5 process capability models. For example, it is possible for an organization to receive a level 1 or 2 rating 

without achieving all process objectives using the COBIT 4.1 maturity model, but receive a 0 or 1 ratings 

using the COBIT 5 capability model(ISACA, 2012).  

 

Capability Maturity Models (CMMs) developed by Carnegie Mellon University (CMU) also provide a 

way to evaluate the efficacy of processes across a wide range of knowledge domains (SEI, 2002). In 2002 

CMUôs CMM models evolved into Capability Maturity Model Integrated (CMMI) models to provide 

organizations with a single framework to evaluate processes across multiple disciplines. Figure 4 shows 

the components of a CMMI model and their relationship to each other.  

 

Figure 4. CMMI Model Components (Software Engineering Institute, 2002) 
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CMMI maturity levels are like COBIT levels but may vary depending on the type of CMMI model chosen 

by the organization. For example, organizations that prefer to select the order of improvements that 

provide more value to the business or reduce institutional risk may opt for the CMMI continuous model, 

whereas organizations more interested in pursuing a proven sequence of improvements would opt for the 

staged CMMI model (SEI, 2002). Table 3 and Table 4 summarize the maturity levels associated with 

each type of CMMI model. The most well-known representation of CMMI is the staged representation 

(Staples et al., 2007). Today CMMI models are administered by the CMMI institute, a subsidiary of 

ISACA (Businesswire.Com, 2016). 

 

ITG Effectiveness  
 

Universities and colleges are unique institutions that require a variety of information technologies that 

span organizational boundaries, creating complex management structures (Coen & Kelly, 2007). A typical 

application portfolio for institutions of higher learning may include support for student enrollment, remote 

learning, academic research, alumni and advancement support, and financial aid. Further complicating 

matters is the use of third-party vendors and cloud resources. The broad variety of systems and providers 

makes it difficult for management to determine the value created by investments in IT. Effective ITG 

addresses this challenge by optimizing how IT resources are applied to maximize the value brought to the 

organization (Weill & Ross, 2005). In contrast, lack of effective ITG in higher education could affect 

multiple aspects of academic operations including teaching quality, research, and other internal processes 

(Bianchi & Sousa, 2016).  

 

Table 3. CMMI Continuous Model Maturity Levels (SEI, 2002)  Table 4. CMMI Staged Model Maturity Levels (SEI, 2002)  
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Ulsch (2006) posited that effective ITG must have both breadth and depth. It starts with a vision that 

addresses a wide array of threats, mitigating factors and strategies.  ITG requires a knowledgeable team 

that can create and champion the system. Schlosser, Wagner, and Coltman (2012) suggested that an 

effective ITG structure has three comprehensive dimensions; human, social, and intellectual. The human 

dimension focuses on the personal attributes such as technical skills and knowledge of IT executives. The 

social dimension focuses on relationships and the informal structures that exist in the organization. The 

intellectual dimension focuses on alignment across multiple layers of the organization (i.e., infrastructure 

alignment, IT services alignment, and IT project portfolio alignment). Kurti, Barolli, and Sevrani (2014) 

elaborated on Schlosserôs work and identified critical success factors for effective ITG for each of 

Schlosserôs dimension, summarized in Table 5. 

Table 5. ITG Focus Areas by Dimensions (Kurti et al., 2014) 

 

 


