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Antecedent and Moderators of Employee Line of Sight to the  

Strategic Objectives of the Organization: Testing and Building the theory. 

 

 

 

Abstract 

 

 

This research examines the strategic alignment of bank employees in the Cypriot private banking 

sector. The central purpose is to test and build the theory of employee ‘line of sight' to the strategic 

objectives of the organisation through the introduction of new variables including supervisor 

communication, supervisor support and dyadic trust. There is a paucity of empirical research in this 

area and this research aims to address this gap. Drawing on data from the whole Cypriot private 

banking sector a total of 548 usable questionnaires were collected. Results confirmed many of the 

hypotheses, supporting the importance of the ‘line of sight’ construct to research and practice.  
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Introduction  
 

In recent years the link between human resource management and performance has been subject to 

debate, despite increased evidence that human resource management policies and practices have a 

positive effect on organisational performance (Boselie et al., 2005) the understanding of the 

mechanisms underpinning this relationship is limited (Guest, 2011).  The relationship between 

HRM and performance is founded on the premise that in order to compete in dynamic, demanding 

and turbulent business environments organizations must increasingly rely on the commitment, 

knowledge and the capabilities of their human resources (Huselid, 1995; Lepak and Snell, 1999). In 

particular, it is argued that internal resources such as employees can lead to better company 

performance and are fundamental in gaining or sustaining a competitive advantage (Barney, 1991; 

Boxall and Purcell, 2008).  

 

 Academics are increasingly recognising the importance of understanding strategy implementation 

(Bonoma, 1984, Boswell, Bingham and Colvin, 2006) given the acknowledged potential for 

divergence between formulated and implemented strategy (Argyris, 1974; Mintzberg, 1978). The 

process between strategy formulation and implementation is a complex one, and strategic failure 

can arise if this is not considered (Skivington and Daft, 1991). Consequently, significant research 

attention has been devoted to the employee’s role in attaining the firm’s strategic goals (Boswell 

and Boudreau’s, 2001; Boswell, 2006; Gagnon and Michel, 2003; Huselid, 1995; Lepak and Snell, 

1999; Noble, 1999; Riel & Berens & Dijkstra, 2009). It is argued therefore that organisations should 

address the development of employee’s strategic understanding of the organisations objectives. 

    

Boswell and Boudreau (2001) address this issue having introduced the concept of Line of Sight 

(LoS) which is a combination of employees' strategic understanding of, and ‘knowing how’ to 

behaviourally contribute to, their organisation’s strategy. They describe this construct as ‘employee 

understanding of the organisation’s objectives and how to contribute to those objectives’ (Boswell 

et al. 2001; p.851). They suggest that employees need to have an in-depth understanding of the 

organisation’s strategy, together with an accurate understanding of the actions aligned with the 

strategy. In other words, translating strategic goals into tangible results requires the employee not 

only to understand the organization’s strategy, but also to accurately appreciate which actions are 

aligned with realizing that strategy (Boswell, Bingham and Colvin, 2006; p. 499).  

 

However, whilst academics and practitioners are concerned with the issue of alignment and strategy 

implementation (Boswell, 2006; Boswell and Boudreau, 2001; Buller and McEvoy, 2012; Gagnon 

and Michel, 2003; Riel, Berens and Dijkstra, 2009), there are a paucity of empirical studies which 

investigate this using the Line of Sight concept. To date the main piece of published research in this 

area (Boswell, 2006), which drawing on data from the healthcare industry, found that line of sight 

varies across individual characteristics (e.g., hierarchical level, tenure) and relates to important 

work outcomes (work attitudes, turnover). From this, Boswell (2006, p.1506) recommended that 

future research should seek to uncover additional variables focusing on situational variables that 

may influence how line of sight is developed and maintained, such as roles within the work 

situation, (e.g. supervisory relations).  

 

This study responds to this call. The central purpose is to test and build the ‘line of sight’ concept 

through the introduction of new variables concentrating specifically on supervisory factors such as 

supervisor communication, support and dyadic trust (see, Figure 1).  

 

 

 

 



4 
 

Figure 1: Research Model – Specific Relationships 

 
 

 

 

In the next section we present relevant literature in this area. Initially, we critically examine the 

definitions, theories, competing perspectives, theoretical frameworks and determinants of employee 

alignment from which we develop a related series of hypotheses which will aid further exploration 

of the emergent concept.   

 

 

Theoretical Development – Employee Alignment  

 

Discussion on employee alignment with the organisation’s strategic objectives could logically begin 

by examining existing definitions. Recently, several theorists have generated their own workable 

definitions of how this could be interpreted. Gagnon and Michel (2003) define ‘on the job actions 

that are aligned with the strategy’ (p.26) as employee strategic alignment; Riel & Berens & Dijkstra 

(2009) define ‘employee action that is consistent with the strategy’ (p.1197) as strategically aligned 

behaviour; Noble (1999) defines “the communication, interpretation, adoption, and enactment of 

strategic plans” (p. 120) as strategy implementation.  Colvin and Boswell (2007) define ‘the 

alignment of employee actions with the objectives of an organisation’s strategy’ as action alignment 

(p.40) and ‘the alignment of the interests of employees with the organisation, its strategy and goals’ 

as interest alignment (p.44).  

 

Previous to this, Boswell and Boudreau (2001) had introduced the concept of line of sight, as a 

combination of employees' strategic understanding and knowing how to behaviourally contribute to 

their organisation's strategy. Recently though, Buller and McEvoy, (2012) redefined line of sight as 

the alignment of organizational capabilities and culture, group competencies and norms, and 

individual KSAs, motivation and opportunity with one another and with the organization’s strategy. 

While Boswell’s and her colleagues research concentrates on the individual level of analysis (i.e., 

the employee), Buller and McEvoy propose a multi-level framework of analysis which incorporates 
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organizational and group factors that facilitate the effective formulation, implantation and adaption 

of strategy (2012, p.44).  

 

Given that all the aforementioned authors have shown an interest in the issue of alignment, and 

because this research project concentrates more on the individual level of analysis (i.e., the 

employee) we intend to adopt the definition by Boswell and Boudreau’s (2001) as it is one of the 

earliest and most widely cited definitions. They describe this construct as ‘employee understanding 

of the organisation’s objectives and how to contribute to those objectives’ (p.851). This suggests 

that employees need to have both a deep understanding of the organisation’s strategy, together with 

an accurate understanding of the actions aligned with the strategy. Therefore, in terms of 

understanding and implementing this, employees should be provided with detailed information, 

together with information about their role in the ‘big picture’ of the strategy (Boswell, 2006).  

 

Yet, it is interesting to note that some strategists may assume that ‘shrewd strategy formulation is 

the only necessary element for strategic success’ (Nobles, 1999, p.119). However, Bonoma (1984) 

argues well formulated strategies produce superior performance for the organisation only when they 

are successfully implemented. ‘Line of sight’ can therefore be seen as an important phenomenon as 

the research in strategy implementation shows that even effective strategies can fail during the 

implementation phase (Bonoma, 1984; Huff and Reger, 1987; Wooldridge and Floyd, 1989).  

 

One cause may be that ‘communication may break down from the top’ (Boswell, 2006; p.1505, 

Mintzburg. 1983, p. 126). Another cause may be that employees who are both willing and able to 

successfully accomplish a task may be either inhibited or prevented from doing so (Colvin et al’s, 

2007, p.41; Peters and O’Connor, 1980; p.391). Also, employees may not have the opportunity due 

to being overloaded with other work tasks. Cohen (1998) also describes the ‘performance paradox’; 

knowledge that is available but not being used to implement the strategy. Whilst commitment could 

be seen as being the foundation of strategy implementation (Mokwa, 1999) a gap exists between 

what organizations ‘know’ and what organizations ‘do’ - ‘knowing-doing gaps’ (Pfeffer and Sutton, 

1999). It could be said therefore that strategy implementation is often far from straightforward, with 

many strategies failing to be implemented at all or needing to be substantially adjusted (Mintzburg, 

1978; Nutt, 1987).  

 

However, little is known about the causes and consequences of line of sight, whether actually exists, 

and how it could be measured and enhanced (Boswell, 2001, p.851).  The early exploratory attempt 

to study critical issues surrounding line of sight involved human resource professionals from four 

companies who completed surveys and participated in focus group activities (Boswell et al. 2001). 

This study was aimed at gaining a better understanding of the strategic alignment of employees with 

the organisation – referred to as line of sight (see, Figure 2: 'Line of Sight' Model; Boswell and 

Boudreau, 2001, p. 853) 
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Figure 2: 'Line of Sight' Model (Boswell and Boudreau, 2001, p. 853) 

 
 

 

The findings explored four critical issues surrounding line of sight. Firstly, defining and detecting 

line of sight; secondly, how line of sight differs among employees; thirdly, what moves line of 

sight; finally, the consequences of line of sight.  Following on from this exploratory research, 

Boswell (2006) completed an empirical investigation which assessed how line of sight (a) varied 

across various employee characteristics; (b) related to work outcomes; and (c) differentiated from 

established concepts/theories. It is important to note that this was the first empirical research to 

focus on the strategic alignment of an organisation’s human resources. 

 

In general, the results of this field study provided initial evidence of how employee line of sight 

varies across employees and that understanding how to contribute is probably of greater importance 

to employee attachment to the organisation than just understanding the organisation’s strategic 

goals (Boswell, 2006, p.1504).  

 

 

Line of sight and conceptually related constructs 

 

Even though there are established theories, constructs and ideas in the literature that are similar to 

the line of sight construct there are also important differences between them. For example, although 

Person-Organization fit, role clarity and task significance could be said to be conceptually related, 

employee line of sight to the organisation’s strategic objectives is conceptually distinct from these 

constructs. Boswell (2006) explained: 

 

“Line of sight may help foster a sense of significance, role clarity, or fit, yet line of sight 

incorporates the notion of accuracy.  Moreover, the target of line of sight (i.e. toward the 

firm’s strategic objectives and how to contribute) is fundamentally different than these 
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constructs. Thus while there are established constructs and ideas in the literature that are 

similar to line of sight, there are important differences.” (p.1493) 

 

Perhaps the most closely related to the line of sight construct is the notion of ‘goal congruence’. 

Vroom (1960) posited ‘goal congruence’ as the correlation between employee goals and top 

management goals and argued it was this ‘goal congruence’ that predicted a positive attitude 

towards the company. Boswell (2006, p. 1492) noted goal congruence supports the importance of 

employee alignment, yet, it is distinct from employee line of sight to the organisation’s strategic 

objective. Goal congruence studies typically assess whether employees and supervisors (or similar 

organisational constituencies) agree on or endorse work related issues. However, the focus of line of 

sight is employee deep understanding of the strategic objectives and an accurate understanding of 

the actions aligned with those objectives. Boswell (2006, p. 1492). 

 

Moreover, the importance of line of sight could be grounded in control theories, agency theory, and 

expectancy theory. Further, line of sight relates to frameworks such as Ability-Motivation-

Opportunity – (AMO – Appelbaum, Bailey, Berg, and Kalleberg, 2000) and Organizational 

Citizenship Behaviour – (OCB – Organ, 1997).  Finally, line of sight could be similar to research 

related to the Human Capital which is generally defined as the knowledge skills and abilities 

(KSAs) individually and collectively contained in the firm’s human resources (Becker, 1994). 

Fundamentally, though, line of sight is different from all these theories.   

 

 

Line of Sight – Hypotheses Development  

 

As explained in the introduction, the aim of this study is to identify additional variables such as 

supervisor support, supervisor communication, and dyadic trust. The importance of the supervisor 

was previously described (Boswell et al. 2001; Boswell, 2006) yet, has not been tested empirically. 

On the other hand, employee trust in leaders and organisations has been shown to have a positive 

relationship with organisational outcomes (Dirks and Ferrin, 2001; Costigan et al., 1998; as cited in 

Gagnon, Jansen and Michael, 2008, p.432).  

 

Supervisor support 

There is an increased emphasis on workplace learning through supervisors and line managers with a 

view to enhance employee performance (Hall and Torrington, 1998; Stiles and Truss, 1997). This 

activity between supervisor and subordinate is generally referred to as informal training, but it is 

more accurately described in the literature as coaching. Heslin, VandeWalle, and Latham, (2006) 

explained that coaching is a process through which supervisors may communicate clear 

expectations to employees, provide feedback and suggestions for improving performance, and 

facilitate employees’ efforts to solve problems or take on new challenges. In fact, as noted by 

Boswell (2001) “supervisors play a crucial role in the communication of group, division, and 

organisational goals to their employees as well as managing their performance towards those goals” 

(p.856).  

 

However, performance feedback and employee development should direct employee actions and 

outputs congruent with the organisation’s strategic goals, not simply towards effective performance 

of tasks specific to a particular job (Colvin et al. 2007, p.42). Boswell et al. (2006, p.503) suggested 

that a strategic communication, a more direct one-on-one communication with the immediate 

supervisor aimed at specifically linking employee roles and behaviours to larger organisational 

goals is key to realising this. Such communication is also likely to reveal inconsistent perceptions or 

behaviours relative to strategic objectives and allow for clarifications and reorientation. Hence, the 

following hypothesis is proposed: 

 

Hypothesis 1: Line of sight will be positively influenced by supervisor support 
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Supervisor Communication (frequency, content), 

Supervisor communication practices such as, frequency and content of communication may be 

particularly important in communicating and reinforcing the organization’s strategy to subordinates. 

Communication frequency refers to the amount of contact between organizational members (Farace, 

Monge, and Russell, 1977).  Greater amount of supervisor communication may influence positively 

the performance of subordinates. Indeed, one of the main purposes of communication is to 

influence, that is, change the receiver’s actions. Communication content is referred to the 

‘directness’ of the communication and not the actual message being convent (Fisher, Maltz, anf 

Jaworski, 1997). Therefore, the following hypotheses are proposed:    

 

Hypothesis 2: Line of sight will be positively influenced by supervisor communication frequency. 

Hypothesis 3: Line of sight will be positively influenced by supervisor communication content. 

Hypothesis 4: Supervisor support will moderate the relationship between supervisor communication 

(frequency and content) and line of sight, such that the more effective the support perceived by the 

subordinate, the greater the effect on ‘line of sight’.  

 

Dyadic trust 

Scholars such as Adler and Kwon (2002), Gupta and Govindarajan (2000), and Portes (1998) have 

argued that the potential value of relationships cannot be realised if the associated parties do not 

trust one another and are unwilling to share information. Similarly, Asgari et al. (2008) stated that a 

“high-quality exchange relationship involves mutual trust, support, and loyalty between the leader 

and his or her employees” (p. 143). Researchers have suggested that trust can take several distinct 

forms: two forms include generalised trust, referring to a kind of impersonal or institutional trust 

accorded to others because they are members of a social unit, and resilient dyadic trust, referring 

specifically to trust between two parties having direct experience with each other (Kang, Morris, 

and Snell, 2007). Trust is defined as the belief that an individual can depend on another party, with 

positive, confident expectations (Das and Teng, 1998; Lewicki, McAllister and Bies, 1998; as cited 

in Su, 2010, p.2). Therefore, trust is an essential ingredient for any stable social relationship (Blau, 

1964; Simmer, 1978). Thus, it seems reasonable to assume, subordinates who have trust in their 

supervisors will have greater line of sight to the strategy and the actions involved in implementing 

the strategy in comparison to employees with lower levels of trust. Hence, the following hypotheses 

were developed:   

 

Hypothesis 5: Line of sight will be positively associated with dyadic trust between the subordinate 

and the supervisor. 

 

Hypothesis 6: Dyadic trust will moderate the relationship between supervisor communication 

(frequency and content) and ‘line of sight’, such that the stronger the trust between the subordinate 

and the supervisor, the greater the effect on line of sight. 

 

 

Line of sight and employee characteristics  

Boswell (2006) proposed that line of sight may vary across employee characteristics and noted “this 

not only provides practical information on who is likely (or unlikely) to have LoS, but also helps 

develop a nomological network associated with the construct” (p.1493). Knowledge of an 

organization’s strategy and how to contribute is apt to evolve over time as an employee becomes 

more familiar with the organisation. For example, although focused on organisational culture, 

Chatman (1991) showed that fit is enhanced through socialization with a firm. Boswell also found 

that holding a variety of positions within a company negatively related to line of sight. Boswell 

explained that moving around causes one to become less focused and unclear or it may be that 

employees who lack line of sight are moved to different positions in an attempt to find better fit. 

Hence, hypotheses were developed as follows: 
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Hypothesis 7: Line of sight will be positively associated with organisational tenure. 

Hypothesis 8: Line of sight will be negatively associated with the number of different positions held 

within the organisation. 

 

Hierarchical level 

Boswell (2006) found that employees higher in the organisation had a greater understanding of how 

to contribute. Indeed, as argued by Mintzberg (1983), those at lower levels within an organisation 

are likely to share or hear ‘only vague echoes of [an organisation’s] goals’ (p. 126).  Thus, it seems 

reasonable to assume that generally superiors (e.g., supervisors) will have a clearer understand of 

the organisational strategy than their subordinates. Hence, the following hypothesis was developed 

 

Hypothesis 9: Line of sight will be positively associated by hierarchical level 

 

Personal Characteristics (Age, gender, education) 

Even though not specific hypotheses will be developed the expectations are that age, gender and 

education to be somehow associated with line of sight.  

 

 

Research Design  

 

As indicated above, this study examines antecedents and moderators of employee Line of Sight 

(LoS) to the strategic objectives of the organization. In order to control for divergence in strategies 

across countries and divisions, employees from the Cypriot Private Banking Sector were used for 

this study. Whilst the previous study of line of sight examined full time and part time employees 

working in all areas of the organization (e.g., medical billing, nursing, call centre services, health 

education, accounts payable, human resource management, and facility services – Boswell, 2006) 

we examined specifically full time – front line employees.  

 

To gather the data, a cross-sectional, self completed questionnaire was designed and distributed to 

the targeted employees. Three banks participated in the study referred here as Bank-A, Bank-B, and 

Bank-C, while employees from the remaining banks also had the opportunity to participate through 

LinkedIn and the partial support of the Institute of Banking Studies referred here as Bank-Other. 

The total combined populations (Bank A + Bank-B + Bank-C + Bank-Other) are referred here as 

Bank-All.  

 

Dillman's et al., (2009) ‘internet, mail and mixed-mode surveys: the tailored design method’ was 

used to manage the data collection. Specifically, a mailing packet was set up containing (a) a cover 

letter, (b) a questionnaire, and (c) a printed return envelope (for bank internal mail). Through the 

top management team of each organization several reminders were sent to participating employees 

(briefly discussed below).   

 

 

Research Contexts 

 

Bank-A 

The main organization involved in the study is a large Greek financial services organization, 

referred here as Bank-A. Bank-A provides financial services in European and Eastern European 

countries with more than 10,000 employees. In order to control for divergence in strategies across 

countries and divisions, employees from its subsidiary company in Cyprus were used for this study. 

All 23 branches – 155 front line employees received the survey via the company’s internal mail 

system. 137 questionnaires were returned of which 122 usable. The identity of each employee was 

matched with company records.  
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Prior to this, the Head of the Human Resources sent an invitation email to all members of the Top 

Management Team (TMT) and area managers to announce the commencement of the research and 

to ask them to encourage employee participation. One month later, a follow up email was sent as a 

reminder to encourage the TMT and area managers to promote further employee participation. 

Finally, a personalised email was sent to all 155 employees; firstly, to thank those who took part in 

the study and to inform the others that they still have the opportunity to participate. This email also 

contained a link that provided an online version of the survey.  

 

Bank-B  

The second organization involved in the study is a well established Cypriot financial services 

organization, referred here as Bank-B. Bank-B is ranked as one of the top tier banks on the island 

and also provides services in several other countries through branches and representative offices 

with more than 2,000 employees and 100 branches.  

 

Bank-B is established all over Cyprus (i.e., five geographical areas) and only two areas participating 

in the study. Nineteen branches – 138 front line employees received a hard copy of the survey via 

the company’s internal mail system. 121 questionnaires were returned of which 116 usable. The 

head of the human resources (responsible for both areas) initiated the survey. The area top 

management team including the head of retail banking, the head of commercial banking and the 

head of international business unit, encouraged employees to participate to the study. The 

questionnaires were distributed and collected via the bank’s internal mail system.  

 

Bank-C 

The third organization is one of the leading Cypriot financial services organization, referred here as 

Bank-C. Bank-C provides services in Cyprus and in several other countries through branches and 

representative offices with around 10,000 employees and more than 300 branches.   

 

Bank-C is established all over Cyprus (i.e., five geographical areas). One area participated in the 

study. Twenty seven branches, 210 front line employees received the hard copy of the survey via 

the company’s internal mail system. 149 questionnaires were returned of which 132 usable. The 

personnel manager responsible for the participating area orchestrated the distribution of the 

questionnaires and these were collected via the bank’s internal mail system.   

 

Bank-Other 

Also, employees from several other banks operating in the Cypriot private sector participated in the 

study referred here as Bank-Other. The Cypriot private banking sector employs approximately 

8.000 employees, excluding employees working in subsidiary insurance companies and employees 

working at Cooperative banks. The survey was delivered to this population through the partial 

support of the institute of banking studies and LinkedIn. It is estimated that approximately three 

thousand and five hundred employees received the questionnaires (hard copy or online survey). 198 

questionnaires were returned of which of which 178 usable.  

 

Bank-All 

In summary a total of 548 useable questionnaires where returned 13,68 % of the total combined 

populations. This population was comprise of 122 employees from Bank-A, 116 employees from 

Bank-B, 132 employees from Bank-C, and 178 employees from Bank-Other.  

 

Employees were asked to respond on the attitudinal and behavioural variables of supervisor 

communication (content & frequency), supervisor support, and dyadic trust.  Furthermore, they 

were invited to express their opinion on the importance of several strategic objectives and strategic 

actions. All items with the exception of some demographic items (i.e., employee personal and work 

related characteristics) were measured using a 5-point scale.  The Line of sight objectives and the 

line of sight action items were measured using a 1 – 5 scale where 1=Very Unimportant, 
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2=Unimportant, 3=Neither Unimportant nor Important, 4=Important, 5=Very Important.  The 

remaining variables were measured using a 1 – 5 scale where 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 

3=Neither Disagree nor Agree, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree.  

  

 

Line of Sight – Measure Development  

 

The line of sight construct is broken into two components: Line of Sight – Objectives (LoS-

Objectives) and line of Sight – Actions (LoS-Actions).  Possible items for the LoS-Objectives were 

drawn from previous research (see, Boswell, 2006, p.1497), eight interviews (see, Table 1: 

Strategic Objectives – Interviews) and participants of a focus group activity (see, Table 2: Strategic 

Objectives – Focus Group).   

 

 

Table 1: Strategic Objectives – Interviews 

 Strategic Objectives * 

- Sales Culture 

- Exceptional Customer Service 

- Branding (Creating customer awareness of specific innovative products / services which - 

differentiate the bank from other banks) 

- Employees to be efficient / effective with work tasks 

- Profitability 

- Prudent management 

- Employer of choice 

* These items are not in order of priority 
 

 

Table 2: Strategic Objectives – Focus Group 

Strategic Objectives * 

- Reassuring Reliability, Stability, Retention and Trust to customers, investors and the 

public. 
- Providing Exceptional Customer Service / Integrated Service 
- Selling Products and Services to Customers 
- Innovation / Technology / Security of information/ Cost Reduction 
- Brand Recognition 
- Profitability / Market Share / Repeated Profits  
- Green Strategies / Corporate Social Responsibility 

* These items are not in order of priority 

 

 

Possible items for strategic actions were developed for each strategic objective to assess whether 

front line employees understand how to contribute. The aligned actions were created following 

Boswell’s (2006) extensive procedure. Boswell’s procedure was based on the critical incident 

technique (see, Flanagan, 1954), but was adapted to generate actions aligned with organizational 

strategy rather than proficiency in a specific job.  

 

To assist with the development of the final set of the ‘line of sight’ items several online instruments 

were created (using Qualtrics.com). These surveys were sent to members of the top management 
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team of the participating banks (see, Table 3: Strategic objectives and aligned Actions – Final 

items). 

 

 

Table 3: Strategic Objectives and aligned Actions – Final items (N=548) 

     

Strategic Objectives Strategic Actions Mean S.D. Cronbach  

alpha 

     

Exceptional customer 

service. 

1. Stop whatever you are doing to focus on the 

particular needs of the customer.  

4.44 0.657 0.799 

 2. Make the customer feel that you are doing 

everything in your power to resolve their problem / 

request. 

4.56 0.646  

 3. Respond to the customer’s request in a professional 

and timely manner. * 

4.58 0.602  

 4. Anticipate what the customer wants (e.g. fix the 

problem before they complain about it). 

4.38 0.704  

 5. Exceed the customers’ expectations (e.g. do more 

than it is expected). 

4.26 0.739  

Selling products and 

services to customers. 

1. Knowledge of the products and services offered by 

the bank. * 

4.57 0.572 0.752 

 2. Familiarity of the customer’s products and services 

needs. * 

4.52 0.613  

 3. Inform the customer about the products and services  4.39 0.627  

 4. Invite the customer to take some kind of action (i.e. 

Close the sale).  

4,11 0.787  

 5. Take every possible opportunity to sell (inside and 

outside of the bank). 

4.43 0.675  

Creating customer 

awareness of new / 

innovative products / 

services 

1. Supply the customer with any available advertising 

material of new / innovative products /services. 

4.22 0.704 0.694 

 2. Explain how new/innovative products/services 

offered by the bank will have a positive impact to the 

customer’s personal needs / financial goals. * 

4.37 0.681  

 3. Request feedback by clients after the launching of 

the new/innovative products/services.  

4.17 0.752  

Communicating 

positively the image of 

the organization 

1. Talk positively to customers’ and the general public 

about the bank’s systems, procedures, employees and 

management. 

4.50 0.693 0.693 

  2. Talk positively to customers’ and the general public 

about the decisions taken by the bank. 

4.28 0.743  

 3. Within family and social circles communicate 

positively the image of the bank. 

4.33 0.676  

All Strategic Objectives (4 items) 4.61  0.745 

All Strategic Actions (16 items) 4.38  0.919 

* Items removed from the analysis  
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Once the final LoS items were developed, thirteen members of the TMT of Bank-A were sent a 

survey asking them to rate the importance of the four LoS-Objectives and the sixteen LoS-Actions. 

The level of agreement was assessed by computing the interclass correlation coefficient (ICC) or 

within group agreement (James, Demaree and Wolf, 1984). The average score of the ICC for the 

four strategic objectives was .784 and for the sixteen strategic actions was .875. A common rule of 

thumb suggests that aggregation is justified at values equal or higher than .70. Hence, the TMT of 

Bank-A had a high level of agreement. 

 

Similarly, ICC was used to calculate the level of agreement of members of the TMT of the total 

combined populations (Bank-A, Bank-B, and Bank-C). The average score of the ICC for the four 

strategic objectives was .809 and for the sixteen strategic actions was .812. Hence, the TMT of the 

combined populations had a high level of agreement.  

 

Given the development of the measures (LoS-Objectives and LoS-Actions) is specific to this 

research project several tests were employed to assess their validity. Firstly, the internal consistency 

estimates were at acceptable levels: LoS-Objectives (4 items) alpha = .745; and LoS-Actions (16 

items) alpha = .919 (see, Table 3) 

 

Secondly, Principal Component Analysis (PCA) was conducted. The outcomes revealed factor 

structures consistent with the expectations. The results are reported in Table 4 (Principal 

component analysis of LoS-Actions) and Table 5 (Principal component analysis of LoS-

Objectives).  

 

 

Table 4: Principal Component Analysis of Strategic Actions (N=548) 

  

Item             Factor 

1. Explain how new/innovative products/services offered by the bank will have a positive 

impact to the customer’s personal needs / financial goals.  .717 

2. Inform the customer about the products and services  .713 

3. Exceed the customers’ expectations (e.g. do more than it is expected) .708 

4. Anticipate what the customer wants (e.g. fix the problem before they complain about it) .707 

5. Within family and social circles communicate positively the image of the bank .699 

6. Request feedback by clients after the launching of the new/innovative product/service.  .696 

7. Invite the customer to take some kind of action (i.e. Close the sale)  .684 

8. Familiarity of the customer’s products and services needs. .669 

 9. Talk positively to customers and the general public about the decisions taken by the bank .663 

10. Make the customer feel that you are doing everything in your power to resolve their 

problem / request. .660 

11. Supply the customer with any available advertising material of new / innovative products 

/services .653 

12. Take every possible opportunity to sell (inside and outside of the bank) .642 

13. Respond to the customer’s request in a professional and timely manner .637 

14. Stop whatever you are doing to focus on the particular needs of the customer. .632 

15. Talk positively to customers and the general public about the bank’s systems, procedures, 

employees and management. .608 

16. Knowledge of the products and services offered by the bank. .484 

Eigenvalues  7.034 

% of variance  43,96 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



14 
 

Table 5: Principal Component Analysis of Strategic Objectives (N=548) 

  

Item            Factor 

1. Communicating positively the image of the organization.  .846 

2. Creating customer awareness of new/innovative products/services  .789 

3. Exceptional customer service .741 

4. Selling products and services to customers .708 

Eigenvalues  2,38 

% of variance  59,71 

 
 

 

Thirdly, we ran Confirmatory Factor Analyses (CFA) using IBM SPSS Amos v.19. Specifically, we 

assessed the Comparative Fit Index (CFI-Bagozzi and Edwards, 1998), Normed Fit Index (Bentler 

& Bonett, 1980), Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) and CMIN/df. In general fit 

statistics indicate adequate fit when they meet rule of thumb suggestions that RMSEA should not be 

longer than .10, and fit indices should be greater than .90 (Bentler & Bonett, 1980; Medsker, 

Williams and Holahan, 1994).  
 

The first CFA was conducted on LoS-Actions. As reported in Table 6 (row 1) the 16 LoS-Actions 

loaded significantly onto their respective four factors, however, without acceptable fit statistics. 

Several CFA indicated that four items had to be removed since the original model with 16 LoS-

Actions was not fully supported. The four LoS-Actions removed from the analysis are marked with 

asterisk (* see, Table 3 above). Subsequently, a CFA was conducted with the remaining 12 LoS-

Actions. As reported in Table 6 (row2) the 12 LoS-Actions loaded significantly onto the respective 

four factors with acceptable fit statistics. Moreover, since the Principal Component Analysis 

indicated a one factor model (see Table 4: Principal Component Analysis of strategic actions) we 

ran a CFA using a one factor model. The results reported in Table 6 (raw 3) are significant with 

acceptable fit statistics. Lastly, a CFA was carried out on the four LoS-Objectives. The results 

reported in Table 6 (raw 4) are significant with acceptable fit statistics.  
 

 

Table 6: Fit Statistics for Hypothesised and alternative factor structures 

 Model  X
2 

df CMIN/df CFI NFI RMSEA Sign 

LoS-Actions (16 actions) Hypothesised 

(4 factor) 

515,54 112 4.98 .89 .86 .08 .001 

LoS-Actions (12 actions) Alternative 

(4 factor) 

251,18 54 4.65 .92 .90 .08 .001 

LoS-Actions (12 actions) Alternative 

(1 factor) 

206,23 48 4.29 .94 .92 .07 .001 

LoS-Objectives  

(4 Objectives) 

 

Hypothesised 

(1 factor) 

3,48 2 1.75 .99 .99 .04 .001 

 

 

 

Consequently, the results of the reliability test (Gronbach’s alpha), the principal component 

analysis, and the confirmatory factor analysis offer evidence for the validity of the line of sight 

items.  
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Other study measures  

 

Work Related Characteristics  

Information was collected from company records regarding respondents hierarchical level (coded 

1=Subordinate, 2=Supervisor); organizational tenure (coded 1=1-10, 2=11-20, 3=21+); number of 

positions held within the organization the last 5 years (coded 1= same position, 2= one position, 3= 

two positions, and 4= three or more positions). 

 

Employee Demographics 

Employees’ age range (coded 1= 18-30, 2= 31-40, 3= 41-50, 4= 51+), gender (coded 1= male, 2= 

female), and education (coded 1= high school, 2= college, 3= university, 4= professional degree, 5= 

master, 6= doctorate), were assessed with items on the questionnaire.  

 

Supervisor Communication  

Employee communication with the supervisor was assessed in two ways. Firstly, supervisor 

communication frequency was assessed with three items taken from Johlke and Duhan (2000, p. 

162) (e.g., I often discuss my work with my supervisor). Secondly, supervisor communication 

content was assessed with four items taken again from Johlke et al. (2000, p. 163) (e.g., my 

supervisor communicates to me how what I do fits into the firm’s overall effort). Alpha was .697. 

 

Perceived Supervisor Support (PSS) 

Perceived supervisor support was measured using five items from a larger version of the Survey of 

Perceived Organizational Support (Eisenberger et al., 1986, 1990). The five items used were taken 

from Shanock and Eisenberger (2006) (e.g., ‘my supervisor takes pride in my accomplishments at 

work’). Alpha was .736 

 

Dyadic Trust (DT) 

Dyadic Trust was operationalised using a shortened version of the survey of Dyadic Trust taken 

from McAllister, (1995, p.37). One example of the four items used to assess Dyadic Trust was ‘we 

have a sharing relationship we can both freely share our ideas, feelings, and hopes’. Alpha was 

.780. 

 

 

 

Results   

 

The correlation between the two line of sight components was significant (r=.559, p˂.001) 

demonstrating that an employee who understands the strategic objectives of the organization is 

closer to understanding the actions that implement those objectives.  Correlations between LoS-O, 

LoS-A, and the other variables under examination are shown in Table 7: Means, Standard 

Deviations and Pearson Correlations of Research Variables. The two line of sight components 

appear to relate similarly and in the right direction with most of the variables under examination.  

  

The correlation between the two LoS components and the other variables under examination was 

explored first in the analysis. Both LoS components have positive significant effects with supervisor 

communication content LoS-O (r=.131, p˂.01); LoS-A (r=.207, p˂.001); and perceived supervisor 

support LoS-O (r=.135, p˂.001); LoS-A (r=.227, p˂.001). Interestingly, even though the results 

were in the expected positive direction, no correlation was found between LoS-O and supervisor 

communication frequency LoS-O (r=.064, n.s.); while its correlation with LoS-A (r=.086, p˂.10) 

was moderate. These results suggest that it is not the frequency of the communication but the 

content that is of utmost importance in aligning employees with the strategic priorities of the 

organization. In addition, the results indicate subordinates who trust their supervisors are closer to 
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appreciating the strategic objectives and actions since we found both items to have positive 

significant effects with LoS-O (r=.088, p˂.05); and LoS-A (r=.148, p˂.001). 

 

Organizational tenure: LoS-O (r=.091, p˂.05); LoS-A (r=.074, p˂.10); and age LoS-O (r=.123, 

p˂.05); LoS-A (r=.088, p˂.05) also correlated positively with the two line of sight components 

demonstrating that it takes time for an employee to understand the strategic priorities of the 

organization and to understand the actions that contribute to its realization. Further, LoS-A, but not 

LoS-O correlated significantly with education. Yet, the relationship was in the negative direction 

than originally hypothesised LoS-O (r= -.017, n.s.); and LoS-A (r= -.126, p˂.05). Perhaps, older 

employees with longer organizational tenure are closer to the top, either directly through holding 

managerial, supervisory, or other key positions or indirectly through years of socialization with the 

firm. These employees have less educational qualifications (r= -.094, p˂.05) in comparison to 

younger employees with higher educational levels and shorter organizational tenure, hence, the 

negative correlation between the two line of sight components and education. 

 

To test the hypotheses 1 through 12 a linear regression analysis was employed to evaluate how well 

the antecedents and moderators of line of sight predicted separately the two line of sight 

components.  Therefore, separate regressions were conducted with LoS-O and LoS-A as the 

dependent variable and the antecedents of LoS as the independent variable. Hypotheses 1, 3 and 5 

confirmed that LoS will be positively influenced by perceived supervisor support: LoS-O (b= .135, 

p˂.001) and LoS-A (b= .227, p˂.001), supervisor communication content LoS-O (b= .131, p˂.05) 

and LoS-A (b= .207, p˂.001); and dyadic trust LoS-O (b= .088, p˂.05) and LoS-A (b= .152, 

p˂.001).  Interestingly, hypothesis 2 regarding supervisor communication frequency was not fully 

supported: LoS-O (b= .064, n.s.) and LoS-A (b= .086, p˂.05). 
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Table 7: Means, standard deviations and Pearson correlations of Research Variables. (N=548) 

Variables Mean S.D.    (1)    (2)   (3)  (4)   (5)  (6)  (7)  (8)  (9)  

1. Line of Sight (LoS) Actions 4,60 .46   1                 

2. Line of Sight (LoS) Objectives 4,33 .48  .559***   1               

3. Perceived Supervisor Support 3,64 .63  .135***  .227***   1             

4. Supervisor Communication Content 3,64 .68  .131*  .207***  .733***  1           

5. Supervisor Communication Frequency 3,46 .65  .064  .086*  .514*** .380***   1         

6. Dyadic Trust 3,65 .74  .088*  .148***  .800***  .811***   .433***   1       

7. Organizational Tenure 2,21 .77  .091*  .074+  .085*  .013   .041  .027   1     

8. Number of Positions 1,91  1  .043 -.017 -.038 -.055  -.083+ -.071  .059   1   

9. Hierarchical level 1,33 .47  .028  .029   .099*  .048   .129*  .040  .315*** -.039   1  

10. Gender (1=Male) 1,51 .50 -.042  .062 -.013 -.031  -.044  .035 -.149*** -.098* -.177***  

11. Age  2,52 .09  .123*  .088*   .002 -.010   .020 -.033   .700***   .055  . 241***  

12. Education 3,19 1.3 -.017 -.126*   .016   .033   .005  .017 -.266***   .092*   .094*  

 All two tailed tests: ***p˂.001; **p˂.01; *p˂05; +p˂.10 
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On the other hand hypothesis 9 stating that LoS will be positively associated with hierarchical level was 

not confirmed (b= .028, n.s.) and LoS-A (b= .029, n.s.). Possibly, this is because the hierarchical level 

under examination (i.e., Bank-All, N=548) consisted of only two layers (i.e., subordinate and supervisor) 

and was multidimensional (e.g., a subordinate could also have been a supervisor or even a manager). 

Therefore, we examined inter-bank results (e.g., Bank-A, N=122), and since we collected data with more 

hierarchical layers (e.g., TMT, Manager, Supervisor, Subordinate) results indicate significant 

relationships for LoS-O (b= .334, b˂.001) and LoS-A (b= .267, p˂.05). In other words, these results 

demonstrate that employees at higher levels in the organization (e.g., supervisors, managers, TMT) are 

likely to have higher levels of LoS.  

 

Additionally, the results show that employees with longer organizational tenure are more likely to 

understand the strategy of the organization LoS-O (b =.091, p˂.05), but not necessarily fully appreciate 

how to contribute effectively LoS-A (b =.074, p˂.10).  

 

Even though not specifically hypothesised, we expected a positive, significant relationship between 

employee demographics (age, gender) and LoS. The results indicate positive, significant effects of 

employees’ age and line of sight LoS-O (b= .123, p˂.05); and LoS-A (b= .088, p˂.05) however, gender 

did not reveal similar significant results. Interestingly, we found that male employees were closer in 

understanding the strategic objectives LoS-O (b= -.042, n.s.) than women who appear to be closer in 

understanding the actions LoS-A (b= .062, n.s.).  

 

Further, a hierarchical regression analysis was conducted to examine the effects of supervisory variables 

(communication content/frequency, support), work related variables and demographic characteristics on 

the two components of LoS. The results that are summarised in Table 8 indicate that all models are 

significant for both LoS-O and LoS-A.  

 

Specifically, model 1a through 1c is concerned with the LoS-Objectives. In the first model (1a) the 

supervisory variables were entered, in the second model (1b) the work related variables, and in the third 

model (1c) the demographics. Even though model 1a was significant (p˂.05) none of the variables were 

individually significant revealing that supervision in any form contributes to positive LoS-O outcomes. In 

the second model (1b) (p˂.05) only organizational tenure is marginally significant and positively 

associated with LoS-O (b=.089, p˂.10). The third model (1c) was also significant (p˂.05) and positively 

associated with LoS. Age was found to be positively and significantly associated with LoS-O (b=.143, 

p˂.05). Model 1b and 1c reveal that it takes time for employees to become accustomed with the strategic 

priorities of the organization.  

 

Model 2a through 2c is concerned with the LoS-Action. Model 2a was significantly and positively 

associated with LoS-A (p˂.001). Supervisor communication (b=.142, p˂.05) and supervisor support 

(b=.171, p˂.05) are positively and significantly related to LoS-A. Again, the results suggest that it is not 

the frequency of the communication but the content, and the support (i.e. in critical times when service is 

delivered or otherwise) that helps employees illustrate the strategy of the organization. In fact, frequency 

of communication was in the negative direction (b=.-045, n.s.) illustrating that frequency may suggest 

insufficient understanding of the actions that lead to strategy implementation. Further, model 2c is also 

positive and significant LoS-A (p˂.001). Again, supervisor communication content (b=.142, p˂.05) and 

support (b=.176, p˂.05), were positive and significant predictors of LoS-A. Moreover, age (b=.113, 

p˂.10) was moderately related to LoS-A. On the other hand, supervisor communication frequency was 

again negatively related to LoS A (b=-.043, n.s.) and education was also negatively and moderately 

related to LoS-A (b=.092, p˂.10).  
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   Table 8: Hierarchical Regression analysis on Supervisory Variables, Work Related Characteristics and Demographics  

Dependent Variable LoS-Objectives LoS-Actions 

 Model 1a Model 1b Model 1c Model 2a Model 2b Model 2c 

       

Supervisor Comm. Content .092  .100  .093  .142*  .143*  .142* 

Supervisor Comm. Frequency .003  .008  .005 -.045 -.046 -.043 

Perceived Supervisor Support .058  .042  .056  .171*  .167*  .176* 

Hierarchical level   -.013 -.012  -.002  .001 

Organizational Tenure   .089+ -.008   .031 -.064 

Number of Positions   .027  .027  -.026 -.013 

Age     .143*    .113+ 

Gender    .023    .058 

Education    .003   -.092+ 

R .141  .168  .194  .273  .276  .309 

R2 .020  .028  .038  .075  .076  .095 

F - Value 3.233*  2.299*  2.059*  12.881*** 6.539***  5.536*** 

Note. Standardized coefficients are shown; ***p˂.001; **p˂.01; *p˂05; +p˂.10  

 

 

Still, in order to measure the full effect of the variables under examination on LoS (i.e., LoS-O + LoS-A) 

we employed a multivariate regression analysis. Both LoS components were introduced together as the 

dependent variables and each antecedent of line of sight was introduced separately in the analysis as the 

covariate. The results gave support to hypothesis 1: perceived supervisor support (p˂.001), hypothesis 3: 

supervisor communication content (p˂.001), hypothesis 5: dyadic trust (p˂.05), hypothesis 7: 

organizational tenure (p˂.10). On the other hand we did not find support for hypothesis 2: supervisor 

communication frequency, hypothesis 8: number of positions held and hypothesis 9: hierarchical level. 

Even though not specifically hypothesised support was found that LoS will be influenced positively and 

significantly by age (p˂.05). Additionally, LoS was negatively and significantly related with education 

(p˂.05).   

 

To investigate further the influence of supervisor communication (frequency and content – independent 

variables) in predicting employee line of sight (dependent variable) to the strategic objectives, the 

moderating effect of supervisor support and dyadic trust (moderators) was examined. The moderation was 

tested by creating an interaction between the independent variable and the moderator (we saved variables 

as standardised values, and then we multiplied both z-scores to create the moderator). Then, just as doing 

a hierarchical regression analysis we tested if the R
2
 change is significant.   

 

The results of the hierarchical regression analysis gave support to some of the hypotheses. Specifically, 

hypothesis 4 suggested that supervisor support will moderate positively the relationship between 

supervisor communication (frequency and content) and LoS. The results showed that supervisor support 

did not moderate the relationship between supervisor communication content and LoS: LoS-O (b=.064, 

n.s) and LoS-A (b=.056, n.s). In contrast, supervisor support moderate significantly the relationship 

between supervisor communication frequency and LoS: LoS-O (b=.075, p˂.10) and LoS-A (b=.120, 

p˂.05).  

 

Lastly, we tested the moderating effect of dyadic trust on the relationship between supervisor 

communication (frequency and content) and LoS.  The results showed that dyadic trust moderate the 

relationship between supervisor communication content and LoS-A (b=.090, p˂.05) but not LoS-O 

(b=.066, n.s). Dyadic trust also moderated positively and significantly the relationship between supervisor 

communication frequency and LoS: LoS-O (b=.077, p˂.10) and LoS-A (b=.135, p˂.05). 
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Discussion 

 

The purpose of this research was to examine employee ‘line of sight’ to the strategic objectives of the 

organization of employees working in the Cypriot Private Banking Sector. Similar to Boswell (2006, p. 

1504) this construct was conceptualised as consisting of two components: employee’s deep understanding 

of the strategic objectives (LoS-Objectives) and how to contribute to those objectives (LoS-Actions).  

 

Building on the call by Boswell to examine variables that may influence how line of sight is developed 

and maintained we concentrated on supervisory factors. We investigated this phenomenon by focusing on 

one specific job group – front line employees.  Taking everything into consideration the results have 

revealed a strong association between most of the variables under examination and the two line of sight 

components supporting the importance of the line of sight construct to research and practice.  

 

While it is somehow expected that effective supervision, dyadic trust, hierarchical level, tenure, and age 

to have a positive and significant impact on line of sight (objectives and actions); when all elements are 

compared in groups with line of sight, surprisingly in all cases, supervisor communication frequency 

stands out as a negative factor (see, for example, Table 8). It is therefore suggested that it is not the 

frequency of the communication that is important but the content in achieving employee LoS to the 

strategic objectives and actions of the organization. 

 

Although, both line of sight components (objectives and actions) indicate significant correlations with the 

variables under examination; the LoS-Actions are statistically a more significant predictor of the 

relationships (see, for example, page 17, Table 7: Pearson correlations; and, page 19, Table 8: 

Hierarchical regression analysis). This is a clear indication that with better supervisory relations 

employees have an enhanced comprehensive understanding of strategic actions. This in turn suggests that 

through a supportive work climate (in this case the supervisor) employees may be one step closer to 

effective strategy implementation. 

 

Therefore, organizations must ensure to build reciprocate relations between the supervisor and the 

subordinate, perhaps, through specific human resource management practices. Front line employees 

having frequent customer contact potentially have the greatest influence on customer experience, decision 

making and loyalty. Added value could be achieved by assisting and guiding these employees to 

acknowledge the strategic value of specific actions (i.e., LoS-Actions) that lead to strategy 

implementation.  

 

Additionally, another key finding of the results shows that employees with longer organizational tenure 

are more likely to understand the strategy of the organization but not necessarily fully appreciate how to 

contribute effectively. Conceivably, this is because employees with longer tenure are placed in supporting 

roles (e.g., back-office) with less customer contact. They may follow a mechanistic culture that protects 

their job by following closely policies and procedures, but this may ultimately lead to losing sight of the 

big picture of the organizational strategy.  

 

On the other hand, positive line of sight may have detrimental consequences, for example, if the 

organisations strategy may itself be problematic. In the words of Colvin et al. (2007) 

 
“One clear danger to alignment is that if the organization has adopted the wrong strategy, enhancing the 

degree to which employees contribute to realization of this strategy is unlikely to produce positive 

outcomes. If alignment is particularly strong there may be dangers of Groupthink (Janis, 1982) where 

members of the organization are so united in their perspective that they lose the ability to recognize and 

identify the dangers of a misdirected organizational strategy.” (p.48). 

 

Is the current economic crisis in Cyprus testament to this? 
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Limitation and future research 

 

There are limitations to this research that should be considered. Firstly, this study is cross-sectional and it 

did not measure how line of sight is attained and sustained. Future research will benefit from longitudinal 

designs. Secondly, developing a measure of line of sight for the whole Cypriot private banking sector is 

definitely not without limitations since it involved various organizations and stages in creating the 

measures.   

 

Potentially, the measurement of line of sight suggests interesting possibilities for future research. 

Research could concentrate on specific jobs within an organization (e.g., bank tellers). Additionally, 

research could investigate line of sight at the aggregation level (e.g., branch, organizational level). 

Furthermore, to examine the role of specific human resource management practices, in enhancing 

employee’s levels of line of sight. Future research could also investigate the relationship between line of 

sight and the outcomes of line of sight.  Lastly, future research could examine line of sight’s moderating 

effect in the relationship between human resource management and performance. 

 

. 
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