
Global Business and Management Research: An International Journal 

Vol. 16, No. 1 (2024) 

103 

 

 

Please! “On the Same Page” and “Devotion” Matters: 

The Role of Consensus and Commitment in 

Implementing Strategy Successfully for Middle 

Management 

Lim Yee Wui * 

Othman Yeop Abdullah Graduate School of Business, 

Universiti Utara Malaysia 

Email: winniexbn@gmail.com 

 

Francis Chuah 

Othman Yeop Abdullah Graduate School of Business, 

Universiti Utara Malaysia 

 

* Corresponding Author 

 
 

Abstract 

Purpose: “On the same page - Consensus” and “Devotion – Commitment” are critical for 

strategy implementation success among middle management, albeit these have remained under-

researched in the field of strategic management. The purpose of this study is to examine the 

effect of the middle manager’s consensus (Cs) and commitment (Ct) on the success of strategy 

implementation (SSI). In addition, the study examines the mediation role of Cs between Ct and 

SSI. This study offers valuable insight into the integration of theories and concepts by looking 

at higher learning institutions (HLIs).  

Design/ methodology/ approach: Data was collected from 149 middle managers from both 

public and private higher learning institutions in Malaysia using convenience sampling and 

examined through partial least squares equation modelling using Partial Least Squares-

Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM). 

Findings: As predicted, the results reveal that strategic commitment, both directly, and 

indirectly through strategic consensus, plays a significant role in the successful implementation 

of the institutions’ strategies. Through the lens of HLIs middle management, the findings 

indicated that strategic consensus and strategic commitment are substantial for strategy 

implementation success. 

Research limitation/ implications: The study has limitations in terms of generalizability 

beyond Malaysian higher learning institutions. However, it contributes to the field of theory in 

strategic management and can guide future research efforts in this area. The study suggests that 

organisations must pay greater attention to consensus and commitment to enhance the strategy 

implementation success rate. These findings add to the existing body of knowledge and have 

implications for practitioners and future researchers. 

Originality/ value: Drawing on contingency theory, this study predicts the effects of strategic 

consensus and strategic commitment toward successful strategy implementation. The study 

adds to the strategic management literature by focusing on the mediating relationship of the 

middle manager’s consensus between commitment and successful strategy implementation.  

 

Keywords: Strategic consensus, Strategic commitment, Successful strategy implementation, 

Middle-management, Higher education, Higher learning institutions   
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Introduction 

“On the same page – Consensus” and “Devotion – commitment” are critical for strategy 

implementation success, albeit these have remained under-researched in the field of strategic 

management. The success of strategy implementation is a critical area that must be seriously 

considered in achieving organisational success. Even a well-planned strategy can fail if it is not 

implemented properly. The translation of strategic goals and priorities is always more 

challenging than the crafting of an organisation's strategic plan (Hrebiniak, 2006). Even though 

the strategic plan is well formulated, the success of implementation by many organisations has 

been unsatisfactory (Cândido & Santos, 2018; Hitt et al., 2017). The Ministry of Higher 

Education (MOHE) recognises that a strategy that has been carefully developed or planned will 

not be viable without successful implementation. The successful implementation of a strategy 

may result in the organisation achieving the desired performance objectives. Often, extensive 

efforts, time and resources are expended to achieve the organisation’s strategy. The success of 

the strategy implementation is usually overlooked, and the repercussions are unpredictable. As 

noted by Bhimavarapu, Kim and Xiong (2019), it is worthwhile to investigate effective 

approaches to close the gap in the strategy implementation process. 

To date, several studies have demonstrated the importance of developing models for effective 

strategy implementation (MacLennan & Markides, 2021; Srivastava & Sushil, 2013). Despite 

past literatures recognising the significant impact of strategy implementation in the field of 

strategic management (Noble, 1999), little study has been conducted on this aspect of the 

effective strategic management process, particularly the integration of a framework linking the 

strategic variables towards organisational success in the implementation process (Tawse & 

Tabesh, 2021; Gonzalez-Benito et al., 2012). As a result, this study addresses the earlier 

shortcomings by exploring the link between strategic consensus, strategic commitment, and 

successful strategy implementation, particularly among Higher Learning Institutions' (HLIs) 

middle management. What’s more, this study intends to add to the existing body of knowledge 

about the relationship between strategic commitment and successful plan implementation by 

investigating the intervening linkage effect of strategic consensus on strategy success, which 

shows a connection with organisational performance, sustainability, and establishing 

competitive advantage. 

 

Literature Review and Hypothesis Development 

Succeeding in Strategy Implementation 

The translation of strategic goals and priorities is always more challenging than the crafting of 

an organisation's strategic plan (Noble, 1999). Even if the strategic plan is well formulated, the 

success of the implementation of the strategic plan achieved by many organisations has been 

unsatisfactory (Hitt et al., 2017). The successful implementation of a strategy may result in the 

organisation achieving the desired performance objectives. Often, extensive efforts, time, and 

resources are expended to achieve the organisation’s strategy. The success of the strategy 

implementation is usually overlooked, and the repercussions are unpredictable. As noted by 

Bhimavarapu, Kim and Xiong (2019), it is worthwhile to investigate effective approaches to 

close the gap in the strategy implementation process. Problems with strategy implementation 

are mostly the result of the strategy's failure to be implemented successfully in the first place 

(Hrebinniak, 2006). Franken et al. (2009) reported a failure rate ranging from 60% to 70%. The 

failure may prevent the achievement of previously planned strategic goals, negatively impact 

the organisation's performance and ability to sustain a competitive advantage. With the 

dynamic changes and the need for resilience toward sustainability, organisations need to sustain 

efforts toward shared understanding and commitment among strategic levels to achieve 

successful outcomes in the strategy implementation process (Tawse and Tabesh, 2021).  
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Strategic Consensus 

“On the same page” or strategic consensus is a common term that is associated with shared 

understanding among managers in achieving organisational strategic goals and objectives 

(Feger, 2014; Tarakci et al., 2014). Traditionally, prominent strategic management scholars 

delve into research on the importance of being “on the same page” giving rise to organisational 

outcomes (Wach et al., 2021; Weller, Süß, Evanschitzky and von Wangenheim, 2020) and 

performance (Homburg, Krohmer & Workman, 1999; Dess & Priem, 1995; Dess, 1987). 

Bourgeois (1980) found that greater levels of consensus correlate directly with performance 

improvement. Almansour & Obembe (2021) argued the importance of being “on the same 

page” in the strategy implementation process. Köseoglu, Altin, Chan, & Aladag (2020) 

highlighted the paramount prominence of shared understanding during the implementing stage. 

Past researchers have claimed that having a shared understanding and agreement in place will 

foster a successful strategy implementation process, which shows a more favourable prospect 

for organisational performance (Porck et al., 2018; Desmidt & Georger, 2016; Mirzaei, 

Fredriksson, & Winroth, 2016; Rapert, Velliquette & Garretson; 2002; Floyd & Wooldridge, 

1992a).  

 

Strategic Commitment 

Lack of “commitment” or “devotion” among individuals in an organisation is an obstacle to the 

success of organisation strategy implementation (Stone, Deci & Ryan, 2009; Bourne et al., 

2002). A manager’s commitment has a considerable and significant effect on the organisation's 

strategy implementation success. The effects of strategic commitment on organisational success 

in implementing strategies towards organisational performance have garnered scholars’ 

attention in recent decades (Fryer, Tucker & Singer, 2018; Dess & Priem, 1995). Several 

scholars have postulated the significant role of commitment in strategy-related studies. 

Ramaseshan, Ishak & Rabbanee (2013) found that when managers are committed to putting 

strategies into action, it significantly improves how well the organisation performs. Kohtamäki 

et al. (2012) reported that the viability of organisational strategic plans might be jeopardised 

when there is a lapse in managerial commitment. Past scholars have highlighted the significant 

connection between a manager’s commitment and other factors in enhancing the organisation’s 

performance (Rashid, Sambasivan & Johari, 2003; Yuan et al., 2018) and strategy 

implementation success (Dooley et al., 2000; Noble, 1999). 

 

Middle Management 

Wooldridge and Floyd (1990) emphasised the pivotal significance of a consensus and 

commitment among middle management in strategy process involvement. The intermediary and 

translator’s role of HLI’s middle management in between the stakeholders is essential and is no 

different than that of any other organisation (Hortovanyi, Szabo & Fuzes, 2021; Mansour, 2020; 

Radomska, 2014; Salih & Doll, 2013; Fauré & Rouleau, 2011). The success of strategy 

implementation requires the dedication and involvement of middle-level managers and those 

who are dedicated to organisational strategies. Middle management serves as a go-between 

between the top and stakeholders, assisting in the implementation of strategic goals, overseeing 

the day-to-day operations of the organisation, and working on other strategic initiatives (Toegel, 

Levy & Jonsen, 2021; Davis, van Rensburg & Venter, 2016; Rouleau and Balogun, 2011) and 

strategic change (Kieran, MacMahon & MacCurtain, 2020).  

The participation of middle management in the strategy implementation process has a 

substantial impact on the organisational strategy process and performance (Tawse et al., 2024; 

Wooldridge, Schmid & Floyd, 2008; Guth & Macmillan, 1986). As observed in past studies on 

the notion of the deliberate strategic role and being the key actors, the middle managers who 

exhibit adaptable behaviour are critical to the strategy implementation success of an 

organisation (Jaoua, 2018; Alamsjah, 2011; Huy, 2011; Noble & Mokwa, 1999; Floyd & 
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Wooldridge, 1992b). The participation and involvement of middle management in the strategy 

implementation process enhance the quality of strategies and increase the likelihood of 

successful execution. Insufficient involvement from the managers at the middle level is an 

unfavourable event for the success of the strategic implementation process (Holmemo & 

Ingvaldsen, 2016). HLIs’ middle management is staffed by a combination of personnel 

occupying positions of director, dean, deputy dean, head of schools, head of departments, and 

so on (Pepper & Giles, 2015; Saunder & Sin, 2015). 

 

Underpinning Theory and Proposed Research Model 

The contingency theory is highly influential in the strategic management paradigm, which has 

always received considerable attention in comprehending existing strategic management 

studies (Mitchell, 2018; Oehmichen, Schrapp & Wolff, 2016; Boyd et al., 2012). Like complex 

organisations, HLIs consist of various units and divisions, each with its own functions, goals, 

and structures. Middle managers within HLIs are inherently situational and can differ under 

specific challenges, opportunities, and complex relationships encountered in respective 

operations (Tosi and Slocum, 1984). Middle managers in distinct units within a single 

organisation exhibit diverse behaviour (Govindarajan, 1988) in managing the interests and 

expectations of diverse internal and external stakeholders. Individual managers adapt 

contingently in adapting to complexity (Shepard & Hougland, 1978) from different divisions or 

business units and respond to different contingency factors and/or different forms in 

implementing HLI’s strategies, reflecting the dynamic nature of complex organisations. This 

aligns with the organisation contingency approach used by past scholars in interpreting 

managers’ views of organisational effectiveness and success (Bourgeois, 1984). This study 

explores the diverse HLI middle managers’ perceptions of strategic consensus, strategic 

commitment, and successful strategy implementation under contingency theory (Govindarajan, 

1988). The proposed research model in this study is illustrated in Figure 1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Research model 

 

Hypothesis development 

A comprehensive review by Kellermanns et al. (2011) discovered the significant role of 

strategic consensus on organisational performance in realising and implementing strategies. 

Strategic consensus gives rise to organisational outcomes and improved organisational 

effectiveness (Wach et al., 2021; Weller et al., 2020; Desmidt & Georger, 2016; Tarakci et al., 

2014; Homburg, Krohmer & Workman; 1999). As noted by Noble (1999), when managers do 

not have a clear and common consensus, it becomes an obstacle to implementing strategies 

effectively. Several scholars have highlighted the vital presence of shared consensus in 
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enhancing the success of implementing organisational strategies (Priem, 1990; Dess, 1987). On 

the contrary, Gonzalez-Benito et al. (2012) pointed out inconsistent results in the consensus-

performance relationship in the strategy implementation process. Both Wooldridge and Floyd 

(1990) also noted that strategic consensus is related but not tied to improving the organisation's 

performance. Drawing from such findings, it is postulated that middle managers who are 

perceived to be on the same page will contribute to successful strategy implementation. Thus, 

the study hypothesises the following: 

H1: There is a positive relationship between the middle manager’s consensus and the success of 

strategy implementation.  

 

In the past, scholars asserted that there was a significant form of linkage between strategic 

commitment and strategic consensus (Carney, 2007; Kellermanns et al., 2005; Dess & Origer, 

1987). Consensus and commitment among strategic managers in decision-making will be 

beneficial to the organisation’s performance and effectiveness (Rapert, Lynch & Suter, 1996). 

Floyd & Wooldridge (1992a) claimed the importance of strategic commitment and strategic 

consensus as pivotal variables in building organisational strategy success. Dess & Priem (1995) 

identified the significant relationship between strategic consensus and strategic commitment 

among top management teams. Therefore, within the framework of this study, we suggest that 

there is a relationship between middle managers' commitment and consensus, hypothesising as 

follows: 

H2: There is a positive relationship between the middle manager’s commitment and 

consensus. 

 

As observed by Smith (2009), commitment may contribute to a better understanding of strategy 

implementation. The success of the strategy implementation requires the dedication and 

involvement of middle-level managers in committing and those who are dedicated to the 

organisational strategies. Managers who are devoted and committed to strategy implementation 

enhance organisational performance (Kohtamäki, Kraus, Mäkelä & Rönkkö, 2012). Strategic 

commitment among managers is associated with the organisation's strategy implementation 

(Ramaseshan, Ishak & Rabbanee, 2013). A middle-level manager’s commitment to ensuring 

successful strategy implementation has a considerable and significant effect on organisational 

performance. The effects of strategic commitment on organisational success in implementing 

strategies towards organisational performances have garnered scholars’ attention in recent 

decades (Fryer et al., 2018; Alamsjah, 2011; Noble, 1999; Dess & Priem, 1995). According to 

Wooldridge & Floyd (1990), the lack of commitment among middle management may end in 

unfavourable outcomes in the strategy implementation process. As a result, strategic 

commitment has the potential to be applied to enhance the success of strategy implementation. 

Accordingly, we hypothesised that: 

H3: There is a positive relationship exists between the manager’s commitment and the 

success of strategy implementation. 

 

One study by Dooley et al. (2000) described how strategic decision consensus helps build 

commitment, which in turn facilitates strategy implementation speed and success. In the 

opinion of several scholars (Yuan et al., 2018; Dooley et al., 2000; Noble, 1999), successfully 

implementing a strategy can produce exceptional results, culminating in the achievement of the 

desired organisation's success and outcomes. Commitment among strategic decision-makers 

(Kohtamäki et al., 2012) is crucial to implementing organisational strategies effectively. Carney 

(2007) articulated that the managers’ involvement and commitment are likely to result in the 

development of strategic consensus. Consensus and commitment among strategic-level 

managers in decision-making will be beneficial to the organisation's performance (Rapert et al., 

1996). Shared understanding and agreement among middle managers are facilitated by the 
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presence of shared consensus. This, in turn, can increase the commitment of middle managers 

in implementing the organisation’s strategy effectively. Some researchers suggested that 

uncommitted managers can hinder the strategy implementation process (Urquhart et al., 2019; 

Ramaseshan et al., 2013). Specifically, the paper investigates the mediating effect of strategic 

consensus on the relationship between strategic commitment and successful strategy 

implementation. Organisational strategies are more likely to be implemented successfully when 

middle managers are on the same page and are devoted to committing to successfully 

implementing the organisational strategies. Hence, grounded by the consensus-performance 

linkage research (Dess & Priem, 1995; Dess & Origer, 1987) that suggests additional variables, 

we proposed the following hypothesis: 

H4: A positive indirect relationship exists between the manager’s commitment and 

successful strategy implementation via consensus. 

 

Methods 

Sample, Sampling, Data Collection, Measurement 

Participants in the study are middle managers from both public and private HLIs. According to 

the MOHE official website (2019), there are a total of 20 public and 40 private universities 

registered with higher education institutions in Malaysia. The list of middle managers for this 

study was extracted from the official websites of these institutions. Email invitations were sent 

to those bearing the following titles: directors, deputy directors, deans, deputy deans, head of 

departments, head of programmes, assistant deans, chief operating officers, senior managers, 

managers, and equivalent to participate in the e-survey. A total of 1388 email invitations were 

distributed from January to June 2020 to those who held middle-management positions for at 

least one year across these institutions to participate in this study. A final sample of 149 usable 

responses was used for analysis as it is considered sufficient, Kock and Hadaya (2018). All the 

items of measurement were adopted from the previous studies as given in Table 1. A seven-

point Likert scale was used in this study. 

 

Table 1: Measurement of Items 
Constructs Items Sources 

Commitment 

(Ct) 

1. I am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond that is normally 

expected in order to help the strategy be successful. 

Ateş et 

al., (2020) 

Parnell 

(2008) 
2. The institution strategy really inspires the very best in me in the 

way of job performance. 

3. Often, I do not find it difficult to agree with the institution’s 

strategy. 

4. I really care about the achievement of this institution’s strategy. 

5. For me, the institution's strategy is the best of all possible strategies 

to work on. 

Consensus (Cs) 1. Everyone works hard and closely in implementing the institution’s 

strategy. 

Knight et 

al., (1999) 

2. The institution seeks advice from all the faculties/departments/ 

divisions when making important strategic decisions. 

 

3. Everyone's input is incorporated into the institution's strategic 

directions and decisions. 

 

4. Everyone in the institution is committed to achieving the 

institution's goals. 

 

5. Everyone in the institution works closely to reach a decision when 

evaluating strategic alternatives. 

 

HLI’s 

Successful 

Strategy 

1. The institution implements its strategic plan effectively. Noble & 

Makwa 

(1999) 

2. Each of the institution implementation task has been well 

completed. 
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Implementation 

(SSI) 

3. The institution is satisfied with the implementation of its strategic 

plan. 

4. The institution strategy implementation effort was very 

encouraging. 

5. The implementation of the strategy was generally considered a 

success in the institution. 

 

 

Data Analysis 

This study used MS Excel for descriptive analysis. SmartPLS software for the statistical 

approach in Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM). The PLS-SEM 

technique is suitable for models with multiple latent constructs and indicators, making it an 

optimal choice for assessing the relationship's effect in this research model (Ryan, 2020; 

Memon et al., 2017; Hair et al., 2011). Additionally, PLS-SEM facilitates the simultaneous 

evaluation of the measurement and structural models, allowing for a comprehensive assessment 

of the model fit (Hair et al., 2011). Furthermore, the predictive capabilities of PLS-SEM align 

with the objectives of this study (Memon et al., 2021; Shmueli, 2019; Hair et al., 2012). PLS-

SEM also allows for more robust validation in testing the hypothesised research model, 

enhancing its applicability to real-world scenarios, which are commonly found in various 

research areas (Hair et al., 2019).  

 

Sampling Profile 

149 middle managers participated in this study, 57% from public higher institutions and 43% 

from private higher institutions. Among these respondents, 61% were male and 39% female. 

Data were collected from participants ranging in six age brackets: 3% (4) of respondents from 

30 to 35 years old, 11% (17) from 35 to 39 years old, 20% (30) from 40 to 44 years old, 30% 

(44) from 45 to 49 years old, 17% (26) from 50 to 54 years old and 19% from 55 years old and 

above. Respondents from this study must have at least one year of experience in a middle-

management role. The majority of the respondents were deputy deans, with 37% (55) and 24% 

(36) being deans. 14% (21) were heads of different departments and programmes, 11% (16) 

were directors and 8% (11) held other positions such as assistant dean, chief operating officer, 

deputy director, senior manager and manager. Similarly, 7% (7) previously held roles 

including director, dean, deputy dean, head of department and head of programme. 

 

Evaluation of Measurement Model 

Both commitment and successful strategy implementation were modelled as reflective 

measurement models, given that the items measured represent the underlying construct. In line 

with methodological scholars (Hair et al., 2024; Henseler & Schuberth, 2020), the measurement 

models for this study were assessed for internal consistency and reliability. As demonstrated in 

Table 2, the reflective measurement model results denote factor loadings (0.783-0.908) and 

composite reliability (0.926-0.950), which were all above the required threshold of 0.708 (Hair 

et al., 2017), shows all indicators in the variables are reliable. Besides, the average variance 

extracted scores (0.713-0.792) of each construct are all greater than 0.50. The convergent 

validity, discriminant validity and factor loading results show that all the indicators in the 

variables in this measurement model are reliable and satisfactory, as the results meet the 

required threshold of 0.708 (Hair et al., 2024).  
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Table 2: Results of the measurement model 

Items Factor Loading Composite Reliability Average Variance Extracted 

Ct1 0.826 0.926 0.713 

Ct2 0.891 

Ct3 0.845 

Ct4 0.783 

Ct5 0.875 

SSI1 0.900 0.950 0.792 

SSI2 0.908 

SSI3 0.852 

SSI4 0.892 

SSI5 0.897 

 

No violation against the HTMT.85 threshold was found in this study and the results are 

displayed in Table 3 indicating that discriminant validity has been ascertained. All HTMT ratios 

were below 0.85, indicating that the measurement model has discriminant validity. 

 

Table 3: Assessment of Discriminant Validity 

  Ct SSI 

Commitment (Ct)   

Successful Strategy Implementation (SSI) 
0.762 

CI.85 (0.653;0.848) 
 

 

Table 4 shows the results of the formative measurement model assessment. Collinearity was 

examined by using the variance inflation factor (VIF). The VIF results indicate that 

multicollinearity is a concern (VIF > 3.3 for some of the indicators). We employ correlation 

weights (Mode A) (Becker et al., 2013; Benitez et al., 2020) in our estimation since the 

estimation is not affected by multicollinearity (Henseler & Schuberth, 2020). The assessment of 

weights confirms the relative contribution of each item to the composite (p < 0.05). 

Consequently, the items show an absolute contribution to the composite as the results of the 

loading are higher than 0.708 (Hair et al., 2020). 

 

Table 4: Formative measurement model assessment 

Items Weights Std Dev t p VIF Loadings p 

Cs1 0.211 0.015 14.480 0.000 2.652 0.812 0.000 

Cs2 0.245 0.016 15.537 0.000 4.144 0.886 0.000 

Cs3 0.232 0.013 17.290 0.000 3.669 0.863 0.000 

Cs4 0.223 0.012 18.784 0.000 3.226 0.869 0.000 

Cs5 0.240 0.011 21.597 0.000 3.411 0.903 0.000 

 

Structural Model Assessment 

After the measurement model’s reliability and validity were confirmed, the structural model 

was evaluated. We investigate the structural model using guidelines from the literature (Hair et 

al., 2020; Ramayah et al., 2018). We start to examine the lateral collinearity issue in the 

structural path model, the coefficient of determination and the effect size. The bootstrapping 

method was run using 10,000 subsamples (Becker et al., 2023). All the VIF values for the 

constructs (commitment and consensus) in the structural model are not a concern in this study 

(VIF<3.3).  
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The path relationships, coefficients and significance results are presented in Table 5. All four 

relationships are found to have a t-value ≥ 1.645, thus significant at 0.05 level of significance. 

All the proposed relationships, H1, H2 and H3 are supported. The middle managers in the HLIs' 

perceived commitment is positively related to the manager’s consensus (β = 0.784, t = 19.599, 

R2 =0.615) and the successful strategy implementation (β = 0.364, t = 3.791). Consensus 

among middle managers is also positively associated with strategy implementation success (β = 

0.436; t = 4.359). Both middle managers’ commitment and consensus explain 61.5% of the 

variability in the success of implementing strategies and they assert medium to large effect size 

on strategy implementation. The assessment of mediation, on the other hand, yields a 

significant indirect effect (β = 0.341, t = 4.507, [LLCI = 0.214; ULCI = 0.454]) suggests the 

middle manager’s consensus mediates the relationship between commitment and strategy 

implementation success. 

The R2 value of 0.571 is above the 0.50 value as suggested by Hair et al. (2017) which 

indicates a moderate model. When considering the effect size (f2), the Cohen (1988) guideline 

is used. We see that commitment has a substantial effect on consensus (f2 = 1.595), while 

commitment has a close to medium effect on the successful strategy implementation (f2 = 

0.119). Furthermore, the result (f2 = 0.170) observed consensus has a medium effect on strategy 

implementation success. Following that, we evaluate the model's predictive relevance in Q2 

using the blindfolding procedure. Both the predictive assessment values for the endogenous 

constructs in the research model are greater than 0.35 (Hair et al., 2017), indicating that the 

model is capable of in-sample prediction.  

 

Table 5: Structural Model Assessment 
 β t p LLCI ULCI VIF f 2 R2  Q2  

Ct -> Cs 0.784 19.599 0.000 0.712 0.842 1.000 1.595 0.615 0.455 

Ct -> SSI 0.364 3.791 0.000 0.196 0.510 2.595 0.119 0.571 0.444 

Cs -> SSI 0.436 4.359 0.000 0.263 0.585 2.595 0.170   

Ct -> Cs -> SSI 0.341 4.507 0.000 0.214 0.454     

 

The endogeneity biases of the structural model are assessed through the analysis of the 

Gaussian copula (Hult et al., 2018). The results are shown in Table 6. The results revealed that 

none of the copulas in the model were significant (p > 0.05). Therefore, endogeneity is not an 

issue for the prediction of the relationship in the research model. 

 

Table 6: Endogeneity Assessment (** p < .005) 
 β p 

GC (Ct -> Cs) -0.097 0.319 

GC (Ct -> SSI) -0.183 0.184 

GC (Cs -> SSI) -0.120 0.312 

 

Discussion 

This study builds on assessing the middle manager’s view on the relationship between 

commitment, consensus and the success of strategy implementation. The findings suggested 

that managers perceived all the proposed constructs as significant determinants of the success 

of HLI strategy implementation. These findings are consistent with those of past literatures 

(Nwachukwu, Zufan & Chladkova, 2020; Dooley et al., 2000; Floyd & Wooldridge, 1992). 

The research outcome implies that the absence of shared consensus can be serious for an 

institution’s success in the strategy implementation process. This study denotes that when 

middle managers are on the same page, strategy implementation is more successful. Therefore, 

HLIs should foster a culture and strengthen mechanisms that encourage commitment and 
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shared understanding among individual managers, as these attributes play a fundamental role 

in enhancing strategy implementation success. Secondly, it has been observed that a 

considerable level of manager commitment fosters common understanding during the strategy 

implementation process. Furthermore, the study also reveals that a manager’s commitment 

influences the effectiveness of achieving the strategies. Hence, institutions should not neglect 

developing ways of improving managers’ commitment, as this builds manager consensus 

towards greater strategy achievement, which displays greater strategy implementation success. 

This paper provides a conceptualisation for both academics and practitioners on the effect of 

successful strategy implementation. Committed and dedicated managers will be more likely to 

have a strategy successfully implemented (Lozano et al., 2015). Additionally, this study 

discovered that consensus has a relatively close indirect effect on the relationship between a 

manager’s commitment and the success of strategy implementation. When individual 

managers perceive they are on the same page, they are more driven and devoted to attaining 

the strategies successfully. A possible reason for this is that when the manager appears to have 

a more common understanding, the manager feels more determined to commit to and 

effectively implement strategies. As a result, institutions should not overlook initiatives to 

build and strengthen managers’ shared understanding, as this fosters managers’ commitment 

to effectively implementing strategies. 

The obvious lack of empirical studies on constructs that drive the success of strategy 

implementation solicits the call for further research, which was duly addressed in this paper. In 

this study, consensus and commitment are examined in predicting the successful strategy 

implementation. Thus, this study adds to existing research on strategic management, 

particularly in the strategy implementation approach. The model was tested by gaining 

empirical support from a sample of middle managers in the context of higher education. This 

study comprehends the growing literature, explains the intervening effects of consensus, 

commitment and successful strategy implementation in strategic management studies 

considering the theoretical importance of doing so, which has received little attention 

(Aguinis, Edward & Bradley, 2017). 

 

Conclusion 

Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research 

It is critical to take a holistic approach, considering all the constructs involved in bringing 

strategy to life. While the study revealed some significant findings and contributions, it does 

have certain shortcomings. Firstly, the geographical scope of the research is restricted to the 

HLIs in Malaysia. Hence, this study could not be considered generalizable to all. This study 

examines individual middle managers’ perceptions from diverse HLIs. Thus, our findings 

might not be generalizable to all individuals as different individual managers perceive and 

behave differently. Besides, this is a cross-sectional study at this point which might increase 

the potential for common method variance. These findings cannot depict a clear picture of 

HLIs in Malaysia, with varying individual behaviour changes over time and the levels of 

commitment and consensus to implementing the HLIs strategies. To acquire deeper insights 

into theory and practice, it would be interesting for future scholars to extend the model to other 

settings. The cross-sectional design captures a snapshot of the present study at a single point in 

time, potentially overlooking dynamic fluctuations and trends. Thus, the incorporation of 

longitudinal research might be necessary for future work to provide a more comprehensive 

view of the aspects that affect strategy implementation success. Ultimately, this study has 

demonstrated that commitment and consensus play pivotal roles as predictors influencing the 

efficacy of strategy implementation among middle-level managers. Future research 

endeavours could explore other mediator or moderator variables that may exhibit correlations 

with successful strategy implementation. Future investigations should encompass other 

contextual factors not considered in this study for robustness and stability of findings. 



Global Business and Management Research: An International Journal 

Vol. 16, No. 1 (2024) 

113 

 

 

Acknowledgement 

No funding was received for this work. The authors would like to extend appreciation to all 

resources for their notable contributions to this paper. 

 

References 

Aguinis, H., Edwards, J. R., & Bradley, K. J. (2017). Improving our understanding of 

moderation and mediation in strategic management research. Organisational Research 

Methods, 20(4), 665-685. https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1094428115627498 

Alamsjah, F. (2011). Key success factors in implementing strategy: middle-level managers’ 

perspectives. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 24, 1444-1450. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2011.09.049 

Almansour, J., & Obembe, D. (2021). Strategy consensus and social practice: a perspective 

from public sector managers. Journal of Strategy and Management. https://doi-

org./10.1108/JSMA-11-2020-0327 

Ateş, N. Y., Tarakci, M., Porck, J. P., van Knippenberg, D., & Groenen, P. J. F. (2020). The 

Dark Side of Visionary Leadership in Strategy Implementation: Strategic Alignment, 

Strategic Consensus, and Commitment. Journal of Management, 46(5), 637–665. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206318811567 

Becker, J. M., Cheah, J. H., Gholamzade, R., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2023). PLS-

SEM’s most wanted guidance. International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality 

Management, 35(1), 321-346. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCHM-04-2022-0474 

Becker, J. M., Rai, A., Ringle, C. M., & Völckner, F. (2013). Discovering unobserved 

heterogeneity in structural equation models to avert validity threats. MIS Quarterly, 665-

694. http://www.jstor.org/stable/43825995 

Benitez, J., Henseler, J., Castillo, A., & Schuberth, F. (2020). How to perform and report an 

impactful analysis using partial least squares: Guidelines for confirmatory and 

explanatory IS research. Information & Management, 57(2), 103168. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.im.2019.05.003 

Bhimavarapu, S.R., Kim, S.-Y. and Xiong, J. (2019), "Strategy execution in public sectors: 

empirical evidence from Belgium", Journal of Business Strategy, Vol. 41 No. 6, pp. 39-

47. https://doi.org/10.1108/JBS-01-2019-0025 

Blueprint, M. E. (2015). Blueprint 2015-2025 (Higher Education). Ministry of Education. 

Bourgeois III, L. J. (1980). Performance and consensus. Strategic Management Journal, 1(3), 

227-248. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250010304 

Bourgeois III, L. J. (1984). Strategic management and determinism. Academy of Management 

Review, 9(4), 586-596. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250050305 

Bourne, M., Neely, A., Platts, K., & Mills, J. (2002). The success and failure of performance 

measurement initiatives: Perceptions of participating managers. International Journal of 

Operations and Production Management, 22(11), 1288–1310. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/01443570210450329 

Boyd, B. K., Takacs Haynes, K., Hitt, M. A., Bergh, D. D., & Ketchen Jr, D. J. (2012). 

Contingency hypotheses in strategic management research: Use, disuse, or misuse?. 

Journal of Management, 38(1), 278-313. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311418662 

Cândido, C. J., & Santos, S. P. (2018). Implementation obstacles and strategy implementation 

failure. Baltic Journal of Management, 14(1), 39-57. https://doi.org/10.1108/BJM-11-

2017-0350 

Carney, M. (2007). How commitment and involvement influence the development of strategic 

consensus in health care organisations: The multidisciplinary approach. Journal of 

Nursing Management, 15(6), 649–658. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-

2834.2007.00742.x 

Davis, A., Jansen van Rensburg, M., & Venter, P. (2016). The impact of managerialism on the 

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1094428115627498
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2011.09.049
https://doi-org./10.1108/JSMA-11-2020-0327
https://doi-org./10.1108/JSMA-11-2020-0327
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206318811567
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCHM-04-2022-0474
http://www.jstor.org/stable/43825995
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.im.2019.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1108/JBS-01-2019-0025
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250010304
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250050305
https://doi.org/10.1108/01443570210450329
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311418662
https://doi.org/10.1108/BJM-11-2017-0350
https://doi.org/10.1108/BJM-11-2017-0350
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2834.2007.00742.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2834.2007.00742.x


Global Business and Management Research: An International Journal 

Vol. 16, No. 1 (2024) 

114 

 

 

strategy work of university middle managers. Studies in Higher Education, 41(8), 1480-

1494. https://doi-org/10.1080/03075079.2014.981518 

Desmidt, S., & George, B. (2016). Do We See Eye to Eye? The Relationship Between Internal 

Communication and Between-Group Strategic Consensus: A Case Analysis. 

Management Communication Quarterly, 30(1), 84–102. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0893318915609406 

Dess, G. G. (1987). Consensus on strategy formulation and organisational performance: 

Competitors in a fragmented industry. Strategic Management Journal, 8(3), 259–277. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250080305 

Dess, G. G., & Origer, N. K. (1987). Environment, structure, and consensus in strategy 

formulation: A conceptual integration. Academy of Management Review, 12(2), 313-

330. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1987.4307943 

Dess, G. G., & Priem, R. L. (1995). Consensus-Performance Research: Theoretical and 

Empirical Extensions. Journal of Management Studies, 32(4), 401–417. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.1995.tb00782.x 

Dooley, R. S., Fryxell, G. E., & Judge, W. Q. (2000). Belaboring the Not-So-Obvious: 

Consensus, Commitment, and Strategy Implementation Speed and Success. Journal of 

Management, 26(6), 1237–1257. https://doi.org/10.1177/014920630002600609 

Fauré, B., & Rouleau, L. (2011). The strategic competence of accountants and middle 

managers in budget making. Accounting, Organisations and Society, 36(3), 167-182. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2011.04.001 

Feger, A. L. R. (2014). Creating cross-functional strategic consensus in manufacturing 

facilities. International Journal of Operations and Production Management, 34(7), 941–

970. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJOPM-08-2012-0299 

Floyd, S. W., & Wooldridge, B. (1992a). Managing strategic foundation of consensus: the 

implementation effective. Academy of Management Executive, 6(4), 27–39. 

https://doi.org/10.5465/ame.1992.4274459 

Floyd, S. W., & Wooldridge, B. (1992b). Middle management involvement in strategy and its 

association with strategic type: A Research Note. Strategic Management Journal, 13(1 

S), 153–167. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250131012 

Franken, A., Edwards, C., & Lambert, R. (2009). Executing strategic change: Understanding 

the critical management elements that lead to success. California Management Review, 

51(3), 49-73. https://doi.org/10.2307/41166493 

Fryer, A. K., Tucker, A. L., & Singer, S. J. (2018). The impact of middle manager affective 

commitment on perceived improvement program implementation success. Health Care 

Management Review, 43(3), 218-228. https://doi.org/10.1097/hmr.0000000000000174 

Gonzalez-Benito, J., Aguinis, H., Boyd, B. K., & Suarez-Gonzalez, I. (2012). Coming to 

Consensus on Strategic Consensus: A Mediated Moderation Model of Consensus and 

Performance. Journal of Management, 38(6), 1685–1714. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310386489 

Govindarajan, V. (1988). A contingency approach to strategy implementation at the business-

unit level: integrating administrative mechanisms with strategy. Academy of 

Management Journal, 31(4), 828-853. https://journals.aom.org/doi/abs/10.5465/256341 

Guth, W. D., & Macmillan, I. C. (1986). Strategy implementation versus middle management 

self-interest. Strategic Management Journal, 7(4), 313–327. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250070403 

Hair, J. F., Howard, M. C., & Nitzl, C. (2020). Assessing measurement model quality in PLS-

SEM using confirmatory composite analysis. Journal of Business Research, 109, 101-

110. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.11.069 

Hair Jr, J. F., Matthews, L. M., Matthews, R. L., & Sarstedt, M. (2017). PLS-SEM or CB-SEM: 

updated guidelines on which method to use. International Journal of Multivariate Data 

https://doi-org/10.1080/03075079.2014.981518
https://doi.org/10.1177/0893318915609406
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250080305
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1987.4307943
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.1995.tb00782.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920630002600609
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2011.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJOPM-08-2012-0299
https://doi.org/10.5465/ame.1992.4274459
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250131012
https://doi.org/10.2307/41166493
https://doi.org/10.1097/hmr.0000000000000174
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310386489
https://journals.aom.org/doi/abs/10.5465/256341
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250070403
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.11.069


Global Business and Management Research: An International Journal 

Vol. 16, No. 1 (2024) 

115 

 

 

Analysis, 1(2), 107-123. https://doi.org/10.1504/IJMDA.2017.087624 

Hair, J. F., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2011). PLS-SEM: Indeed a silver bullet. Journal of 

Marketing Theory and Practice, 19(2), 139–152. https://doi.org/10.2753/MTP1069-

6679190202 

Hair, J. F., Risher, J. J., Sarstedt, M., & Ringle, C. M. (2019). When to use and how to report 

the results of PLS-SEM. European Business Review, 31(1), 2-24. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/EBR-11-2018-0203 

Hair, J. F., Sarstedt, M., Pieper, T. M., & Ringle, C. M. (2012). The use of partial least squares 

structural equation modeling in strategic management research: a review of past practices 

and recommendations for future applications. Long Range Planning, 45(5-6), 320-340. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2012.09.008 

Hair, J. F., Sarstedt, M., Ringle, C. M., & Gudergan, S. P. (2024). Advanced issues in partial 

least squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM). Sage Publications: Thousand 

Oaks. 

Henseler, J., & Schuberth, F. (2020). Using confirmatory composite analysis to assess 

emergent variables in business research. Journal of Business Research, 120, 147-156. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.07.026 

Higher education institutions in Malaysia (2019) Ministry of Higher Education (n.d.). 

https://www.mohe.gov.my 

Hitt, M. A., Jackson, S. E., Carmona, S., Bierman, L., Shalley, C. E., & Wright, M. (2017). 

The Oxford Handbook of Strategy Implementation. Oxford University Press. 

Holmemo, M. D. Q., & Ingvaldsen, J. A. (2016). Bypassing the dinosaurs? – How middle 

managers become the missing link in lean implementation. Total Quality Management 

and Business Excellence, 27(11–12), 1332–1345. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/14783363.2015.1075876 

Homburg, C., Krohmer, H., & Workman. Jr, J. P. (1999). Strategic Consensus and 

Performance: The Role of Strategy Type and Market‐Related Dynamism. Strategic 

Management Journal, 20(4), 339-357. https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-

0266(199904)20:4<339::AID-SMJ29>3.0.CO;2-T 

Hortovanyi, L., Szabo, R. Z., & Fuzes, P. (2021). Extension of the strategic renewal journey 

framework: The changing role of middle management. Technology in Society, 65, 

101540. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techsoc.2021.101540 

Hrebiniak, L. G. (2006) ‘Obstacles to effective strategy implementation’, Organisational 

Dynamics, 35(1), pp. 12–31. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.orgdyn.2005.12.001 

Hult, G. T. M., Hair Jr, J. F., Proksch, D., Sarstedt, M., Pinkwart, A., & Ringle, C. M. (2018). 

Addressing endogeneity in international marketing applications of partial least squares 

structural equation modeling. Journal of International Marketing, 26(3), 1-21. 

https://doi.org/10.1509/jim.17.0151 

Huy, Q. N. (2011). How middle managers' group‐focus emotions and social identities 

influence strategy implementation. Strategic Management Journal, 32(13), 1387-1410. 

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/smj.961 

Jaoua, F. (2018). Impact of strategic roles of middle managers on the relationship between 

successful strategy implementation and organisational performance. International 

Journal of Business Performance Management, 19(4), 476499. 

https://doi.org/10.1504/IJBPM.2018.095062 

Kellermanns, F. W., Walter, J., Floyd, S. W., Lechner, C., & Shaw, J. C. (2011). To agree or 

not to agree? A meta-analytical review of strategic consensus and organisational 

performance. Journal of Business Research, 64(2), 126–133. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2010.02.004 

Kellermanns, F. W., Walter, J., Lechner, C., & Floyd, S. W. (2005). The lack of consensus 

about strategic consensus: Advancing theory and research. Journal of Management, 

https://doi.org/10.1504/IJMDA.2017.087624
https://doi.org/10.2753/MTP1069-6679190202
https://doi.org/10.2753/MTP1069-6679190202
https://doi.org/10.1108/EBR-11-2018-0203
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2012.09.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.07.026
https://www.mohe.gov.my/
https://doi.org/10.1080/14783363.2015.1075876
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199904)20:4%3c339::AID-SMJ29%3e3.0.CO;2-T
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199904)20:4%3c339::AID-SMJ29%3e3.0.CO;2-T
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techsoc.2021.101540
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.orgdyn.2005.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1509/jim.17.0151
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/smj.961
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJBPM.2018.095062
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2010.02.004


Global Business and Management Research: An International Journal 

Vol. 16, No. 1 (2024) 

116 

 

 

31(5), 719-737. https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0149206305279114 

Kieran, S., MacMahon, J., & MacCurtain, S. (2020). Strategic change and sensemaking 

practice: enabling the role of the middle manager. Baltic Journal of Management, 15(4), 

493–514. https://doi.org/10.1108/BJM-11-2018-0395 

Knight, D., Pearce, C. L., Smith, K. G., Olian, J. D., Sims, H. P., Smith, K. A., & Flood, P. 

(1999). Top management team diversity, group process, and strategic consensus. 

Strategic Management Journal, 20(5), 445-465. https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-

0266(199905)20:5%3C445::AID-SMJ27%3E3.0.CO;2-V 

Kock, N., & Hadaya, P. (2018). Minimum sample size estimation in PLS‐SEM: The inverse 

square root and gamma‐exponential methods. Information Systems Journal, 28(1), 227-

261. https://doi.org/10.1111/isj.12131 

Kohtamäki, M., Kraus, S., Mäkelä, M., & Rönkkö, M. (2012). The role of personnel 

commitment to strategy implementation and organisational learning within the 

relationship between strategic planning and company performance. International 

Journal of Entrepreneurial Behaviour and Research, 18(2), 159–178. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/13552551211204201 

Köseoglu, M. A., Altin, M., Chan, E., & Aladag, O. F. (2020). What are the key success 

factors for strategy formulation and implementation? Perspectives of managers in the 

hotel industry. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 89(May), 102574. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2020.102574 

Lozano, R., Ceulemans, K., Alonso-Almeida, M., Huisingh, D., Lozano, F. J., Waas, T., 

Lambrechts, W., Lukman, R., & Hugé, J. (2015). A review of commitment and 

implementation of sustainable development in higher education: Results from a 

worldwide survey. Journal of Cleaner Production, 108, 1–18. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2014.09.048 

MacLennan, A. F., & Markides, C. C. (2021). Causal Mapping for Strategy Execution: Pitfalls 

and Applications. California Management Review, 63(4), 89–122. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/00081256211019799 

Mansour, K. B. (2020). Middle management versus top management: How to enhance the 

whistleblowing mechanism for detecting corruption and political connection. A case of 

international donor funds in Tunisia. Social Business, 10(3), 231-246. 

https://doi.org/10.1362/204440820X15929907056733 

Memon, M. A., Ramayah, T., Cheah, J. H., Ting, H., Chuah, F., & Cham, T. H. (2021). PLS-

SEM statistical programs: a review. Journal of Applied Structural Equation Modeling, 

5(1), 1-14. https://doi.org/10.47263/JASEM.5(1)06 

Memon, A. M., Ting, H., Ramayah, T., Chuah, F., & Cheah, J. H. (2017). A Review of the 

Methodological Misconceptions and Guidelines Related to the Application of Structural 

Equation Modelling: A Malaysian scenario. Journal of Applied Structural Equation 

Modeling, 1(1), 1-13. http://dx.doi.org/10.47263/JASEM.1(1)01 

Mirzaei, N. E., Fredriksson, A., & Winroth, M. (2016). Strategic consensus on manufacturing 

strategy content: Including the operators’ perceptions. International Journal of 

Operations & Production Management, 36(4), 429-466. https://doi-org/10.1108/IJOPM-

07-2014-0309 

Mitchell, D. (2018). Strategic implementation: An illustration of theory/practice disconnect in 

public administration. Public Administration Quarterly, 42(1), 59-89. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/073491491804200103 

Noble, C. H. (1999). The eclectic roots of strategy implementation research. Journal of 

Business Research, 45(2), 119–134. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0148-2963(97)00231-2 

Noble, C. H., & Mokwa, M. P. (1999). Implementing Marketing Strategies: Developing and 

Testing a Managerial Theory. Journal of Marketing, 63(4), 57–73. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/1251974 

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0149206305279114
https://doi.org/10.1108/BJM-11-2018-0395
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199905)20:5%3C445::AID-SMJ27%3E3.0.CO;2-V
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199905)20:5%3C445::AID-SMJ27%3E3.0.CO;2-V
https://doi.org/10.1111/isj.12131
https://doi.org/10.1108/13552551211204201
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2020.102574
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2014.09.048
https://doi.org/10.1177/00081256211019799
https://doi.org/10.1362/204440820X15929907056733
https://doi.org/10.47263/JASEM.5(1)06
http://dx.doi.org/10.47263/JASEM.1(1)01
https://doi-org/10.1108/IJOPM-07-2014-0309
https://doi-org/10.1108/IJOPM-07-2014-0309
https://doi.org/10.1177/073491491804200103
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0148-2963(97)00231-2
https://doi.org/10.2307/1251974


Global Business and Management Research: An International Journal 

Vol. 16, No. 1 (2024) 

117 

 

 

Nwachukwu, C., Zufan, P., & Chladkova, H. (2020). Employee commitment to strategy 

implementation and strategic performance: organisational policy as moderator. 

International Journal of Business Excellence, 20(3), 398-418. 

https://www.inderscienceonline.com/doi/abs/10.1504/IJBEX.2020.106368 

Oehmichen, J., Schrapp, S., & Wolff, M. (2017). Who needs experts most? B oard industry 

expertise and strategic change—a contingency perspective. Strategic Management 

Journal, 38(3), 645-656. https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/smj.2513 

Parnell, J. A. (2008). Strategy execution in emerging economies: assessing strategic diffusion 

in Mexico and Peru. Management Decision, 46 (9) 1277-1298. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/00251740810911948 

Pepper, C., & Giles, W. (2015). Leading in middle management in higher education. 

Management in Education, 29(2), 46-52. https://doi.org/10.1177/0892020614529987 

Porck, J. P., van Knippenberg, D., Tarakci, M., Ateş, N. Y., Groenen, P. J., & de Haas, M. 

(2018). Do group and organisational identification help or hurt intergroup strategic 

consensus?. Journal of Management, 46(2), 234-260. 

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0149206318788434 

Priem, R. L. (1990). Top management team group factors, consensus, and firm performance. 

Strategic Management Journal, 11(6), 469-478. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250110605 

Radomska, J. (2014). The Role of Managers in Effective Strategy Implementation. 

International Journal of Contemporary Management, 13(3), 77–85. 

https://www.ejournals.eu/ijcm/2014/13(3)/art/5229 

Ramaseshan, B., Ishak, A., & Rabbanee, F. K. (2013). The role of marketing managers’ 

commitment and involvement in marketing strategy implementation. Journal of 

Strategic Marketing, 21(6), 465-483. https://doi.org/10.1080/0965254X.2013.804858 

Ramayah, T. J. F. H., Cheah, J., Chuah, F., Ting, H., & Memon, M. A. (2018). Partial least 

squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM) using smartPLS 3.0. An updated guide 

and practical guide to statistical analysis (2nd ed.). Pearson. 

Rapert, M. I., Lynch, D., & Suter, T. (1996). Enhancing functional and organisational 

performance via strategic consensus and commitment. Journal of Strategic Marketing, 

4(4), 193-205. https://doi-org/10.1080/09652549600000004 

Rapert, M. I., Velliquette, A., & Garretson, J. A. (2002). The strategic implementation 

process: evoking strategic consensus through communication. Journal of Business 

Research, 55(4), 301-310. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0148-2963(00)00157-0 

Rashid, Z. A., Sambasivan, M., & Johari, J. (2003). The influence of corporate culture and 

organisational commitment on performance. Journal of Management Development, 

22(8), 708-728. https://doi-org/10.1108/02621710310487873 

Rouleau, L., & Balogun, J. (2011). Middle managers, strategic sensemaking, and discursive 

competence. Journal of Management Studies, 48(5), 953-983. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2010.00941.x 

Ryan, C. (2020). Refereeing articles including SEM–what should referees look for?. Tourism 

Critiques: Practice and Theory, 1(1), 47-61. https://doi.org/10.1108/TRC-03-2020-0002 

Salih, A., & Doll, Y. (2013). A Middle Management Perspective on Strategy Implementation. 

International Journal of Business and Management, 8(22). 32-39.  

https://doi.org/10.5539/ijbm.v8n22p32 

Saunders, M., & Sin, C. (2015). Middle managers’ experience of policy implementation and 

mediation in the context of the Scottish quality enhancement framework. Assessment & 

Evaluation in Higher Education, 40(1), 135-150. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2014.892056 

Shepard, J. M., & Hougland Jr, J. G. (1978). Contingency theory:“complex man” or “complex 

organisation”?. Academy of Management Review, 3(3), 413-427. 

https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1978.4305714 

https://www.inderscienceonline.com/doi/abs/10.1504/IJBEX.2020.106368
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/smj.2513
https://doi.org/10.1108/00251740810911948
https://doi.org/10.1177/0892020614529987
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0149206318788434
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250110605
https://www.ejournals.eu/ijcm/2014/13(3)/art/5229
https://doi.org/10.1080/0965254X.2013.804858
https://doi-org/10.1080/09652549600000004
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0148-2963(00)00157-0
https://doi-org/10.1108/02621710310487873
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2010.00941.x
https://doi.org/10.1108/TRC-03-2020-0002
https://doi.org/10.5539/ijbm.v8n22p32
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2014.892056
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1978.4305714


Global Business and Management Research: An International Journal 

Vol. 16, No. 1 (2024) 

118 

 

 

Shmueli, G., Sarstedt, M., Hair, J. F., Cheah, J. H., Ting, H., Vaithilingam, S., & Ringle, C. M. 

(2019). Predictive model assessment in PLS-SEM: guidelines for using PLSpredict. 

European Journal of Marketing, 53(11), 2322–2347. https://doi.org/10.1108/EJM-02-

2019-0189 

Smith, B. D. (2009). Maybe I will, maybe I won't: what the connected perspectives of 

motivation theory and organisational commitment may contribute to our understanding 

of strategy implementation. Journal of Strategic Marketing, 17(6), 473-485. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09652540903371729 

Srivastava, A. K., & Sushil. (2013). Modeling strategic performance factors for effective 

strategy execution. International Journal of Productivity and Performance Management, 

62(6), 554-582. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPPM-11-2012-0121 

Stone, D. N., Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (2009). Beyond talk: Creating autonomous 

motivation through self-determination theory. Journal of General Management, 34(3), 

75-91. https://doi.org/10.1177%2F030630700903400305 

Tarakci, M., Ates, N. Y., Porck, J. P., Van Knippenberg, D., Groenen, P. J. F., & De Haas, M. 

(2014). Strategic consensus mapping: A new method for testing and visualizing strategic 

consensus within and between teams. Strategic Management Journal, 35(7), 1053–1069. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2151 

Tawse, A., Atwater, L., Vera, D., & Werner, S. (2024). Strategy implementation: the role of 

middle manager leadership and coordination. Journal of Strategy and Management, 

17(1), 59-77. https://doi.org/10.1108/JSMA-01-2023-0007 

Tawse, A., & Tabesh, P. (2021). Strategy Implementation: A Review and An Introductory 

Framework. European Management Journal, 39(1), 22–33. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2020.09.005 

Toegel, I., Levy, O., & Jonsen, K. (2021). Secrecy in Practice: How Middle Managers 

Promote Strategic Initiatives behind the Scenes. Organisation Studies, 43(6), 885–906. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840621998563 

Tosi Jr, H. L., & Slocum Jr, J. W. (1984). Contingency theory: Some suggested directions. 

Journal of Management, 10(1), 9-26. https://doi.org/10.1177/014920638401000103 

Urquhart, R., Kendell, C., Folkes, A., Reiman, T., Grunfeld, E., & Porter, G. (2019). Factors 

influencing middle managers’ commitment to the implementation of innovations in 

cancer care. Journal of Health Services Research & Policy, 24(2), 91–99. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1355819618804842 

Wach, B. A., Wehner, M. C., Weißenberger, B. E., & Kabst, R. (2021). United we stand: HR 

and line managers’ shared views on HR strategic integration. European Management 

Journal, 39(4), 410-422. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2020.09.012 

Weller, I., Süß, J., Evanschitzky, H., & von Wangenheim, F. (2020). Transformational 

Leadership, High-Performance Work System Consensus, and Customer Satisfaction. 

Journal of Management, 46(8), 1469–1497. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206318817605 

Wooldridge, B., & Floyd, S. W. (1990). The Strategy Process, Middle Management 

Involvement, and Organisational Performance. Strategic Management Journal, 11(3), 

231–241. http://www.jstor.org/stable/2486488 

Wooldridge, B., Schmid, T., & Floyd, S. W. (2008). The middle management perspective on 

strategy process: Contributions, synthesis, and future research. Journal of Management, 

34(6), 1190-1221. https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0149206308324326 

Yuan, Y., Feng, B., Lai, F., & Collins, B. J. (2018). The role of trust, commitment, and 

learning orientation on logistic service effectiveness. Journal of Business Research, 93, 

37–50. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.08.020 

https://doi.org/10.1108/EJM-02-2019-0189
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJM-02-2019-0189
https://doi.org/10.1080/09652540903371729
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPPM-11-2012-0121
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F030630700903400305
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2151
https://doi.org/10.1108/JSMA-01-2023-0007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2020.09.005
https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840621998563
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920638401000103
https://doi.org/10.1177/1355819618804842
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2020.09.012
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206318817605
http://www.jstor.org/stable/2486488
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0149206308324326
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.08.020

