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Abstract
Most approaches to IT governance are grounded in agency theory (Jensen and Meckling, 1976, 1994).  Agency theory assumes that the interests of owners and managers are inherently in conflict and that defensive activities are necessary by owners to protect these interests.  Stewardship theory (Donaldson and Davis, 1991) points out that these assumptions aren’t always true.  A series of theoretical propositions concerning the stewardship model were made by Davis, Schoorman and Donaldson (1997).  Their ideas, in conjunction with ideas on best practices in IT governance from Weill and Ross (2004) provide an explanation for variance in the effectiveness of a variety of governance models.  Application of the stewardship model results in several novel approaches to IT governance and technology management, especially with regard to post-implementation value delivery.
Stewardship Models of IT Governance: Beyond Agency Theory
An Alternative View for IT Governance 

Most ideas of IT governance are grounded in agency theory (Jensen and Meckling, 1976, 1994).  Stewardship theory (Donaldson and Davis, 1991) points out that the assumptions of agency theory aren’t always true.  Their alternative, called “stewardship theory” (Davis, Schoorman and Donaldson ;1997) predicts that IT governance should resemble that predicted by agency model less than it does in practice.  This paper provides reasoned speculation for the differences and proposes empirical work to demonstrate why these differences have arisen.  Application of the stewardship model results in several novel approaches to IT governance and technology management, especially with regard to post-implementation value delivery.
IT Governance: Introduction

While IT expenditures in all sectors of the economy have mushroomed, concern over budget has also risen and expanded to concern in other areas, such as governance.  IT governance encompasses all areas of corporate information and information systems responsibility.  In an era of close examination of corporate responsibility and the critical role of information in this, additional increased scrutiny of IT governance is a natural result.  One approach to “curing the disease” is to institute or improve IT governance (Ross & Weill, 2004).  Ross & Weill claim, for example, that “…effective IT governance is the single most important predictor of the value an organization generates from IT.”  Given the power of that predictor, there must be large rewards in governing IT effectively.   However, it’s not immediately clear how to do this and much of that advice about effective IT governance is confusing because of the multiple ways in which it is defined and implemented.
A Definition of Corporate Governance
IT governance is a type of corporate governance.  The term “corporate governance” typically refers to the relationship between the owners of firms and the management they hire to run their firms for them (typically CEOs and other “C-level” people, often professional managers).  A typical definition is one by Tirole (2001) who says “The standard definition of corporate governance refers to the defense of shareholders’ interests.”  Corporate governance is the process through which those interests are defended, given that owners are cut off from day-to-day activities of their firms and arrange to have managers run the enterprises.  
Corporate governance however, must be concerned with, on the one hand, minimizing the costs and risks of this arm’s-length management and, on the other, with maximizing returns to the owners using the skills of the hired management.  These days, risks are also legal and ethical and returns are complex, and not necessarily defined only in monetary terms.  Hence corporate governance is not a simple process and in many large firms can require a great deal of attention.  In most senses, corporate governance is a joint project of the owners and managers.  Given the gap assumed to exist between these two and the specialized knowledge needed to make IT useful, IT governance can only become more complex to handle, which is why, to some extent, IT governance turns out to be very challenging.
IT Governance Defined
Webb, Pollard and Ridley (2006) performed a content analysis on a dozen definitions of IT governance.  They noted a “lack of clarity” in the concept of IT governance, but derived a composite definition: “IT Governance is the strategic alignment of IT with the business such that maximum business value is achieved through the development and maintenance of effective IT control and accountability, performance management and risk management” (emphasis mine). Ross and Weill (2004) define IT governance as “…specifying the decision rights and accountability framework to encourage desirable behaviors in using IT”(p. 2; emphasis mine).  In a similar vein, Peterson (2004) defined IT governance as “the distribution of IT decision-making rights and responsibilities among enterprise stakeholders, and the procedures and mechanisms for making and monitoring strategic decisions regarding IT” (pg. 8, emphasis mine).  Van Grembergen, De Haes and Guldentops (2004) cite a list of IT governance definitions including “The organisational capacity to control the formulation and implementation of IT strategy and guide to proper direction for the purpose of achieving competitive advantages for the corporation” (MITI, 1999; emphasis mine), “…leadership and organisational  structures and processes that ensure that the organisation’s IT sustains and extends the organisation’s strategy and objectives” (ITGI, 2001; emphasis mine) and “control the formulation and implementation of IT strategy and in this way ensure the fusion of business and IT” (Van Grembergen, 2002; emphasis mine).  The core of these definitions lies in the italicized phrases: control and guidance of IT management and user behavior towards corporate goals.  Implied by these definitions are the ideas that (1) IT is in a sense separate, separable, and different from the corporation, (2) IT will not, by itself, work in consonance with those goals and (3) IT therefore needs to have its behavior – and the behavior of those using the products of IT – controlled and guided.  Hence IT governance is inherently more specific and complex than corporate governance from which it has evolved (Webb, Pollard and Ridley, 2006).  As a complex activity, it requires structure.  
IT Governance Approaches
There are two broad approaches to governance of IT.  The first focuses on decision and authority structures and the second on the activities of IT itself.  Most writers adopt an “architectural” approach, designing authority, usually decision authority, within a structure.    Theoretically, Sambamurthy and Zmud (1999) refer to three different architectural approaches (centralized, decentralized and federal) while Weill and Ross (2005) expand and embellish this list to six (business monarchy, IT monarchy, feudal, federal, IT duopoly and anarchy).  In practice, there are many ad hoc approaches, including steering committees and user groups, but two consistent and systematic approaches stand out (COBIT (IT Governance Institute, 2007) and ITIL(Office of Government Commerce, 2001)).  These practical frameworks focus on control, security and accountability in the service of goal alignment. All approaches recognize the challenges of IT governance.
IT Governance challenges
These are most clearly discussed in terms of the challenges facing IT governance and the capabilities or resources needed to meet those challenges.  Korac-Kakabadse and Kakabadse (2001) term the two sets of challenges “control” and “stakeholder”.
Governance is intended to handle challenges in IT in three ways referred to by Peterson (2001, 2004) as “structural”, “process” and “relational”.  The first is focused on strategic alignment (Weill and Ross, 2004) and refers to the structural relationship of the IT function to the rest of the firm.  While most pundits agree that IT is used in organizations to further strategic goals, there is some disagreement about how to make that happen and even how to determine that alignment has actually happened.  This set of alignment problems is a relatively recent concern for organizations.  As organizations moved from business process automation to information-based strategic management (Venkatraman, 1994; Ward and Elvin, 1999) the potential for impact on enterprise activities increased.  While, again, there is some disagreement as to the level, type, and sustainability of IT-enabled strategic advantage (Carr, 2003), there is no disagreement as to the impact of IT on strategic initiatives in today’s business.  Hence there is concern that IT at least not work against strategic interests by diverting resources (especially financial resources, of course) or creating barriers through opaque or faulty systems.  Good governance is intended to insure the alignment of the presumed IT interests of technical excellence and efficiency with those of the firm at large.   Much of this structural discussion has centered on the role of the Chief Information Officer (CIO) and the proper placement of this person relative to others in the executive suite.  Another concern is Strategic Information Systems Planning (SISP, (Lederer and Hannu, 1996)), an exercise in planning for the information systems function defined as “a portfolio of computer-based applications that will assist an organization in executing its business plans and realizing its business goals.”
One goal of SISP is executing appropriate – and presumed goal-aligned – resource allocation, which Peterson (2004) suggests is related to process capability.  In the broad sense of the function and structure of all IS resources, this refers also to the architecture, procurement patterns, and usage patterns of IS physical and intellectual resources.  Governance resource allocation goals include the appropriate translation of aligned, strategic IS goals into IS operational and developmental effort.  Much of this work is focused on technical architecture, both physical and functional, and especially on justification and evaluation of IT expenditure for purchase or lease of hardware and development of software applications.
While alignment and resource allocation challenges at least have conventional approaches (SISP and enterprise resource planning, for example), it is in the area of management of the information systems function that governance challenges have proven difficult to solve.  This is primarily because IS management has traditionally been isolated from general management; there are few points of commonality in training, temperament and terms.  Peterson points out that the “key to relational capability is the voluntary and collaborative behavior of different stakeholders to clarify differences and solve problems, in order to find integrative solutions” (2004, pg. 15).  Obtaining this collaborative behavior is not easy.  The history of information systems is one of user-IT professional conflict, broken promises and frustration all around, in the midst of an explosion of useful IT applications.
Thus as a solution to corporate IT challenges, IT governance is itself problematic.  A number of approaches at a number of levels involving a number of management philosophies have created confusion, making it difficult to translate IT governance, as a way of implementing protection of owner’s property into actual IT practice in the hands of technical experts and users.  Perhaps one difficulty with meeting governance challenges might be in the fundamental theory underlying the ideas of governance as practiced in most firms, namely agency theory, to which we turn now.  
Agency Theory

Agency Theory Definition


Agency theory (Eisenhardt, 1989) is a view of corporate governance that attempts to explain the mutual behavior of principals (generally owners of firms) and the managers of those firms (termed “agents).  In agency theory, agents and owners act as self-interested parties despite the necessity for them to work together to achieve corporate outcomes.  Agency theory makes no explicit assumption about the alignment of principal and agent goals.  However, agency theory mainly addresses the “agency problem” which arises when these goals are not aligned and when the behavior of agents cannot be assumed to be consistent with the goals of the principals.  A typical solution to the is to create mechanisms through which agent behavior is forced into alignment through controls or inducements.  The former is commonly accomplished through audits and performance evaluations by the board of directors (with the threat of dismissal as the punishment for non-aligned performance).  The latter provides financial rewards if corporate performance is within a desired range. Central to these mechanisms is the act of delegation from principal to executive.  It is actually the act of delegation rather than specifically who is doing and receiving the delegation (owner to CEO) and the risks involved.  Thus, agency theoretic ideas can be percolated downward through the management chain to any level of management. Presumably the lower the level of management, the easier the performance audit becomes (because the activities are more time limited and narrower in scope) and the more highly defined the economic inducement (generally limited to compensation).  
Assumptions of Agency Theory

The assumptions of agency theory are simple.  

1. People are rational 

2. They make decisions on economic grounds and 

3. They attempt to maximize their own utility functions.  

Given the nature of corporations, with distant owners and rapidly changing operational conditions, it is unlikely that principals and agents have closely aligned interests; hence it is expected that agents and principals will not act in alignment.  The interests of principals must be defended, therefore, through strategies to control the behavior of agents.  

Use of Agency Theory in Management
Practically speaking, agency theory is useful in evaluating control and motivational schemes through which principals and agents can communicate economically, given the assumptions of conflicting interests.  Agency costs arise from the execution of these schemes.  It is desirable to keep these costs sufficiently low; otherwise, the principals will find themselves managing their firms. In addition to direct economic inducements through bonus schemes and dividends from corporate performance (such as those provided by stock options), these agency costs appear in the costs of measuring agent effectiveness, legally enforcing these schemes, and the opportunity cost represented by the drag on agent performance by these schemes.  Most schemes try for a “moderate” solution, balancing the need for scrutiny (to combat distrust) with the need for delegation (to increase performance).  
Predictions from Agency Theory

Agency theory is designed to provide critical thought to the agency problem.  Agency theory predicts that to the extent that people are rational, make decisions on economic grounds and work towards maximizing their own, independent economic outcomes, agency-type relationships arise.  These relationships are themselves best managed through control-type mechanisms and motivational schemes of moderate cost and complexity.  Agency theory predicts that effective governance is achieved through a balance of control and economic motivation.  Governance is thus contractual, explicit, impersonal, extrinsic and the result of negotiation and compromise.  

Agency theory paints a rational, but contentious, landscape of anxious principals and potentially opportunistic and self-centered agents whose relationships are governed through strictly legalistic and, in a sense external, activities and artifacts such as contracts.  Success at managing principal-agent relationships depends on the ability to reach such compromises and enforce the contracts that arise.  The dynamics of business dictate that these contracts need frequent review; strong, replicable performance measures; and, occasionally, nerves of steel.  Because of this, and particularly because there are organizations in which, for example, CEOs also act successfully as board chairs (Donaldson and Davis, 1991), attention has been given to alternative viewpoints on corporate governance.  We now turn to this alternative and show how each theory plays a role in describing and prescribing IT governance.
The Stewardship Alternative

The “stewardship” approach focuses less on the differences between owners and agents and more on their shared fate.  Stated another way, stewardship theory is motivated by the need “to explain relationships based upon … non-economic assumptions” (Davis, Schoorman and Donaldson [DSD], 1997, p. 21).  In particular, stewardship theory “…defines situations in which managers are not motivated by individual goals, but rather are stewards whose motives are aligned with the objectives of their principals” (DSD, pg. 22).  This section will describe the stewardship alternative, focusing on developing stewardship theory and predictions from it (Davis, et al, 1994) appropriate for IT governance.  
Stewardship Definition 

In terms provided by Donaldson and Davis (1991), a steward is a person who “essentially wants to do a good job, to be a good steward of the corporate assets.” (1991, p. 51).  They ascribe variations in executive performance to “whether the structural situation in which the executive is located facilitates effective action by the executive.”  Ambiguity, role conflict, and lack of empowering structures will hamper effective action.  The steward is not a manager in the sense employed in agency theory, as one who is “responsible” but not “trusted.”  Instead, the steward’s role is seen as a caretaker or an individual for whom the prosperity of the firm is internalized as something good.  While this certainly disposes of the agency problem almost by definition, the more important question is whether or not stewards actually exist and under what circumstances agents could become stewards.
Stewardship Model 

The stewardship model is illuminated best in Davis, Schoorman and Donaldson (1997).  They ask the seminal question: what actually makes the goals of agents and principals align?  For if agents and principals are by nature separately and eternally at odds, are we left only with coercive (stick) or motivational (carrot) techniques to make alignment occur?  Is it not possible that in some circumstances, agents could become stewards?  And if so, when?  The stewardship model proposes that there are a number of motivational, identification and power-related characteristics of agents as well as numerous situational (environmental) factors in management philosophy (strongly related to “corporate culture”) and in national culture that might engender stewardship relationships.  In contrast to agency theory – which posits enduring structural characteristics in the agent-principal relationship due to a basic economic model – stewardship theory assumes a complex set of contingent factors relating to agents, operators, and their organizational and national cultures.  These factors in turn encourage stewardship-type relationships. 
The DSD model is controversial.  Albanese, Dacin and Harris (1997) dispute its distinctiveness and argue that some versions of agency theory can explain, albeit in a complicated way, the dynamic and mixed nature of agency relationships.  DSD (1997b) argue forcefully that an augmented agency theory becomes stewardship theory.  It is, however, the basic assumptions that distinguish these approaches.
Predictions from Stewardship Theory 
The model of Donaldson and Davis (1991) makes certain predictions about the likelihood of stewardship vs. agency relationships developing at a corporate level (Davis et al, 1994).  For our purposes, it’s interesting to apply these ideas to IT governance.  Based on what we know about IT and how it works, would agency or stewardship relationships be the more likely to develop?  
Stewardship theory proposes that stewardship relationships are more likely to arise at the corporate level between executives (E) and principals (P) in the following situations (see Table 1):

1. When E is motivated by higher-order needs (Maslow, 1970; Hackman and Oldham, 1980; Manz, 1990);

2. When E is more motivated by intrinsic factors than by extrinsic ones;

3. When E has high identification with the organization;

4. When E demonstrates high value commitment (Mayer and Schoorman, 1992);

5. When E is more likely to use personal than institutional power (Gibson, Ivancevich and Donnelly, 1991);

6. When the management philosophy of E’s and P’s firm is involvement oriented as opposed to control oriented 

7. When E (and presumably P, although this is not necessary) works in a collectivist, as opposed to individualistic, culture (Hofstede, 1980)
8. When E (and again, presumably P, again not necessarily) works in a low, as opposed to a high, power-distance culture (Hofstede, 1980).
	Dimension
	Influences toward Agency
	Influences toward Stewardship 

	Psychological:

	Needs
	Lower-order
	Higher-order

	Reward Focus
	Extrinsic
	Intrinsic

	Relational:

	Identification
	Low 
	High

	Value Commitment
	Low
	High

	Power source
	Institutional 
	Personal

	Environmental:

	Management Philosophy
	Control-oriented
	Involvement-oriented

	Collectivism-Individualism
	Low (Collectivist)
	High (Indivi-dualist)

	Power Distance
	High
	Low


Table 1.  Comparing Agency and Stewardship Theoretical Ideas 
(after Davis, Schoorman and Donaldson, 1997, p. 37)

Higher-order needs are those satisfied through values that go beyond mere money (i.e., things that money can’t buy) such as the enjoyment of a job, the praise and trust of peers and others, the feeling of satisfying others in a relationship.  These needs are satisfied also more generally through intrinsic aspects of a job, such as its work content, its outcomes and its relationships, rather than extrinsic aspects such as monetary rewards.   Self-efficacy, feelings of belonging and the satisfaction of creativity are rewards that are not measured in money.  Individuals who seek higher-order needs and satisfy them with intrinsic rewards are less likely to seek relationships defined only in terms of control and monetary reward, according to stewardship theory.  

Identification with the organizational mission and its processes implies personalizing outcomes and taking personal responsibility for activities.  Organizational commitment means valuing a long-term relationship with the organization and believing in the organization’s mission.  Thus, managers who identify and are committed are more likely to align personal goals with corporate goals, according to stewardship theory.
Organizations in which personal forms of power (such as expert and referent power) prevail or are encouraged are those in which individuals can feel secure in their relationships based on self-assessment of their own skills and attitudes rather than in relationships that depend on organizational delegation.  Institutional forms of power (coercive, legitimate, reward) are the basis of agency relationships; individuals understand that the sources of these powers come not from enduring characteristics of themselves but temporarily from organizational rules and powers.  
Finally, at least two aspects of national (business) culture, as defined by Hofstede (1980) influence governance relationships in organizations.  While national culture is a very complex construct, Hofstede’s simple dimensions provide a short-hand way to refer to some aspects that influence work.  “Collectivism-individualism” refers to the tendency of those in a culture to work towards group, as opposed to individual, goals.  “Power distance” refers to the level of acceptance of relative inequality in power possessed by individuals within a culture by members of that culture. Collectivist and low power-distance cultures, according to stewardship theory, encourage stewardship relationships.  These are independent dimensions.  For example, the culture of the US is among the lowest in the world on collectivism, and also relatively low on power distance.  This would predict that both types of relationships can exist and that such relationships may not be particularly stable in the US.  In countries such as China, where collectivism is high and power distance is high, stewardship theory would predict relatively stable, well-defined agency relationships.  In Nordic countries, where collectivism is at least moderate and power-distance is quite low, stewardship theory would predict relatively stable, well-defined stewardship relationships.
Based on these general predictions from DSD, we might expect that there would be a mixture of agency and stewardship relationship characterizing IT governance (see Table 2).  On the one hand, it is clear that the typical psychological profile of, say, CIOs would favor individuals who work towards higher-order goals and who seek intrinsic rewards (Couger and Zawacki, 1980).  However, relationships between IT people and the organizations they work for have, in the past, been characterized by high turnover (i.e., low commitment) and poor communication with users and their management, indicative of low identification (Moore, 2000).  With regard to power sources, it is the hallmark of the IT industry that individuals who have expertise and charisma (exemplified by Steve Jobs and Bill Gates, for example) are respected and honored.  At least in theory, expert and referent powers (i.e., the primary examples of personal power) are the major sources of power in corporate IT.   
As important is the impact of corporate culture.  While organizations are increasingly concerned about controlling IT (ITGI, 2007), and while control is certainly an aspect of IT management (Applegate, Austin and McFarlan, 2007) within the IT shop, the IT field is driven by innovation, involvement with the technology, risk-taking, empowerment and trust.  Hence neither management philosophy generally prevails, creating an unstable situation.  Similarly, as mentioned above, American business culture exhibits both low collectivism as well as low power distance, contributing to this instability.  According to stewardship theory, therefore, neither agency nor stewardship relationships should be stable.
	Dimension
	IT Tendency
	Scenario A
	Scenario S

	Needs
	Creativity
	Mismatch
	Match

	Reward Focus
	Work itself
	Mismatch
	Match

	Identification
	Low
	Match
	Mismatch

	Value Commitment
	Low
	Match
	Mismatch

	Power Source
	Expert, Referent
	Mismatch
	Match

	Corp Culture
	Both
	Unstable
	Unstable

	Collectivism
	Varies US=low
	Unstable
	Unstable

	Power Distance
	Varies US=low
	Unstable
	Unstable

	
	
	
	


Table 2.  Stewardship Theory Predictions for IT Governance Relationships
In addition, DSD also point out where IT governance might experience problems and hence the manifestation of this instability.  Role conflict, ambiguity and lack of empowering structures might make it difficult for CIOs to continue in stewardship relationships despite a psychological and organizational tendency to do so.  CIOs in particular might find agency relationships difficult to maintain because of personal psychology and the values of the IT shop favoring technical, as opposed to organizational, loyalty.  
Thus, the predictions of stewardship theory are that stewardship relationships will not always characterize IT governance; there is an unstable situation in which management philosophy and the involvement and commitment of CIOs can determine the type of relationship, especially in business cultures such as found in the US.  The important question here, then, is how well does this model fit reality?

Applicability to Best Practice
In theory, stewardship relationships should be common, yet unstable, in IT governance, but is that the case in practice?  Weill and Ross (2004a, b; 2005) have data from almost 300 organizations on their IT governance practices , defined as “decision rights and accountability for encouraging desirable behaviors in the use [read here “deployment”] of IT” (p. 1). They have compared this with corporate performance and have determined those activities of IT governance that differentiate high-performing from low-performing companies.  In other words, they prescribe what comprises “best practice.”  It would be useful, therefore, to characterize the Weill and Ross best practice prescription on dimensions that DSD indicate predict either agency or stewardship relationships.  Is “best practice” better aligned with agency or stewardship relationships or is there an unstable “middle ground”?
Using a weighted average calculation of cost-effectiveness of use of IT and use of IT for asset utilization, growth and business flexibility to determine corporate IT performance, Weill and Ross found no single best formula, but instead propose a set of tactics contingent on desired corporate outcomes (profit (ROE/ROI, eg.), asset utilization (ROA) or growth (change in revenue)).  It is possible to explain the apparent success of these approaches in terms of stewardship theory.    

For firms desiring profit maximization, the key IT governance mechanisms and principles point to centralized approaches with standardized processes, tracking of business value, strict approval mechanisms and enterprise-wide integration and management mechanisms.  The theme is control.  These firmly indicate agency relationships.  “[D]esirable IT behavior embodies a high degree of standardization in the pursuit of low business costs.” (p. 8).  DSD would predict the stability of agency relationships in these cases.
Where the focus is on growth, decentralized approaches with few mandated processes, only local accountability and customized capability, communities of practice and emphasis on risk management (as opposed to behavior control) are prescribed as “best practices”.  Firms like this “require few governance mechanisms” (p. 9).  The theme is autonomy and responsibility. While not specifically invoking stewardship forms of governance, Weill and Ross do indicate that needs of the firm for creativity and responsiveness to local situations (perhaps indicating high involvement, hence commitment) tip the balance towards the stewardship concept.  
	DSD Dimension
	Centralized
	Hybrid
	Decentralized

	Needs
	Order, control
	Social
	Creativity

	Reward Focus
	Profit
	Mixed
	Autonomy

	Identification
	Low, need for control
	Moderate
	High, need for affiliation

	Value Commitment
	Presumed low
	Moderate
	Presumed high

	Power Source
	Legitimate
	Reward/Mixed
	Expert, referent

	Management Philosophy
	Control oriented
	Both
	Involvement oriented

	Collectivism
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Power-Distance
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A


Table 3.  Weill and Ross Recommendations for Best Practice Characterized on DSD Dimensions (Based on Weill and Ross, 2004)

Where the focus is on optimal asset utilization (efficiency), the strategy shifts to the encouragement of sharing of resources and reuse of services, central coordination (rather than control), market-like mechanisms (such as service level agreements and chargeback), and process teams.  The theme is communication and coordination.  The hybrid strategy occupies a middle ground, a compromise between “address the tensions between enterprise-wide and local control” (pg. 10).  This is obviously a potentially unstable middle ground between agency and stewardship models, in which organizational and national culture may well dictate the appropriate governance model and in which neither agency nor stewardship relationships may be enduring.  

There is thus a clear correspondence between the centralized strategy of Weill and Ross and the DSD description of agency-promoting situations.  Similarly, the decentralized strategy of Weill and Ross seems closely aligned with the DSD description of stewardship-promoting situations.  Other situations may require a mixed, agile IT governance strategy.
Conclusion

Here we have a potential explanation for how corporate strategy might influence the prevalence and usefulness of either of the two IT governance strategies.  Agency relationships tend to abound where corporate strategy emphasizes profit, while stewardship relationships are engendered by corporate strategy that emphasizes growth.  
The primary mechanism is the control-autonomy dimension.  Where control-related strategies are needed to lower cost and induce standardization, IT governance relationships are be less likely to depend on CIO personalities and more on organizational needs.  Successful relationships – and hence successful IT governance -- in these cases must be of the agency type. CIOs who wish to work as stewards will find their higher-level needs thwarted; any desires they have for commitment and involvement will be deflected.  In these cases, governance by steering committee and enterprise-wide standardization reduce the need for risk management, but also cut deeply into trusting relationships.  Alignment is, in this case, forced.  This is a potential source of conflict.  
On the other side, where growth related strategies are needed to boost revenues and induce creativity, IT governance relationships will be very sensitive to CIO tendencies and will succeed or fail based on how well stewardship relationships are provided for.  Alignment is unlikely.  CIOs attending to IT goals may well find themselves in the uncomfortable position of managing in a vacuum, since central direction might be lacking.  These are the misalignment tragedies of the trade magazines reporting on out-of-control costs and inefficient resource utilization.  Stewardship theory predicts failure in these circumstances, often spectacular.
Future Research
Aligning approaches to IT governance with the predictions of stewardship theory helps design research intended to illuminate successes and failures not only of IT governance, but of IT projects, products, and initiatives.  Further research into how IT governance relationships (stewardship vs. agency) influence IT processes is needed.  While most work in IT governance assumes that governance processes percolate downward, the important role of governance relationships has only barely been explored.  It is likely that, like agency relationships, stewardship relationships can also be “inherited.” Given the natural tendency of IT governance to favor stewardship over agency (even if in practice this rarely happens), the concept of “IT stewardship” bears some promise for both governance design and practice.  
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