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Abstract 

The design and ongoing management of an Enterprise Architecture is widely accepted as an estab-

lished way of managing an organisation’s complexities in relating business and Information Technol-

ogy capabilities. While the focus of related research is predominantly on frameworks, tools and meth-

odologies, only limited attention has been given to understand and improve the value realisation proc-

ess of Enterprise Architecture. We adopted the DeLone and McLean model of IS success for the design 

of a value realisation model specific to Enterprise Architectures. Thereby we identified service quality 

and actual use as two major catalysts fostering an Enterprise Architecture’s overall success. The 

amendments made were based on findings from two major case studies involving an Australian utility 

company and a Swiss insurance company.   

Keywords: Enterprise Architecture, Success, Sustainability, Value Realisation, Business IT Alignment, 

DeLone and McLean Model of IS success. 

 



1 INTRODUCTION 

Increasing pressure for the establishment of adaptable enterprises due to factors such as globalisation, 

cutback of trading barriers and ongoing advances of new technologies demands a close integration 

between business and IT capabilities. Given Henderson and Venkatraman’s model of IT and Business 

alignment (Henderson and Venkatraman, 1993), changes concerning business strategy, organisational 

structure and processes will affect IT strategy, IT related processes and infrastructure, and vice versa. 

Hence not only business and IT architectures, but also their development paths need to be synchro-

nised in order to assure successful changes. However, the flexibility and lifecycles of business proc-

esses and related IT-applications are likely to differ significantly (Hafner and Winter 2005). Conse-

quently, the necessary synchronisation of change issues in those areas requires appropriate support. 

An Enterprise Architecture (EA) as “… a coherent whole of principles, methods and models that are 

used in the design and realisation of an enterprise’s organisational structure, business processes, in-

formation systems, and infrastructure” (Lankhorst et al. 2005, p. 3) provides the comprehensive 

framework of an organisation required to manage the complexity involved. Though nowadays also 

seen as “joint actions of technological, organisational, and psycho-social measures during develop-

ment and operation of enterprise information systems“ (Schönherr and Aier 2005, p. 3) they provide 

an established approach for the integrated management of organisational capabilities, classically rang-

ing from business processes over data, application to IT infrastructure. In doing so, EAs need to be 

considered as a toolbox rather than a single tool. As such, Enterprise Architectures attracted a substan-

tial body of research. However, the majority of this research is dedicated to the development and revi-

sion of methodologies and tools. In contrast to these research efforts, the research question which un-

derlies our work is how to utilise the tools provided by an EA in an efficient manner (focusing in par-

ticular on its use by non IT-related stakeholders), ensuring subsequent widespread use and successful 

changes.  

We approach this topic in the following way. First, within section  2 we will detail the research ques-

tion to be answered and discuss existing related research. In section  3 we introduce our case studies 

and present their empirical findings. Section  4 presents how we derived our proposed framework from 

related models and how it can be utilised to realise the value of an EA to business representatives. The 

framework will be amended by an in-depth exploration of the identified major factors. Finally, the pa-

per closes with a short conclusion and discusses further research directions in this domain.   

2 RESEARCH QUESTION AND RELATED WORK 

The research question underlying this paper emerged from conversations with two organisations, an 

Australian utility company and a Swiss insurer, and a study of their major issues related to Enterprise 

Architecture management. Initial stock-takes at both sides showed, that both organisations maintained 

well-defined models covering relevant domains for all major stakeholders and were especially used by 

the two IT departments. Nevertheless the perceived value of the individual Enterprise Architecture 

differed significantly, in particular in the eyes of business representatives. Whereby the comprehensive 

information captured within the EA at the Australian site did not seem to affect the business people’s 

decisions, the value of the Enterprise Architecture appeared to be much more appreciated at the Swiss 

insurance company. Therefore we focused our research efforts on the central question: As Enterprise 

Architectures in both cases are regarded as valuable means by IT-staff, which requirements must be 

met to turn an EA into a tool with a value proposition shared by all stakeholders?  

A deeper analysis of this problem revealed that there are analogies to classical problems of the IS dis-

cipline. An Enterprise Architecture captures a comprehensive amount of integrated information, but it 

tends to be under-utilised by the business units of an organisation. In a similar way, a substantial body 

of knowledge was produced in the IS community, but in many areas there is only a low appreciation in 



practice (Moody 2000). Thus, we adopted a recent discussion in this domain by Rosemann and Vessey 

(2005). Although initially proposing to argue the lacking relevance of current IS research to practice 

they addressed a more general problem, i.e. factors hindering the wider uptake of comprehensive out-

comes by their intended audience. The identified aspects are as follows: 

• Lack of awareness 

• Lack of understandability 

• Lack of applicability 

• Content presentation 

• Lack of timeliness 

We used these five factors to assess why specific divisions in an organisation under-utilise their Enter-

prise Architecture. As far as we are aware, recent work related to the management of Enterprise Archi-

tectures primarily focuses on the establishment and maintenance of such, not their actual use within an 

organisation. For example, Hafner und Winter (2005) developed a process model for the management 

of the application architecture. Given their requirements analysis, the authors stress the involvement of 

both, business and IT-related stakeholders. However, their model remains vague concerning the issue 

of how to foster the use of architecture by business people. Although it allows for a dedicated archi-

tecture communication step, the actual factors and underlying actions remain widely hidden and there-

fore vague. Instead, they only state that at this stage the identification of involved target groups is nec-

essary to determine the required amount of training, informative literature and intranet content. 

Whereby this certainly holds true, it is not detailed enough to enhance an EA’s value proposition 

amongst non-IT stakeholders. Further work on Enterprise Architectures focuses on the management of 

the implementation process primarily, i.e. omitting the fact that customising the architecture’s mod-

elled content does not necessarily assure its success amongst all affected stakeholders.  

The majority of remaining EA-related work focuses on issues concerning the actual model content of 

an EA, EA frameworks, meta-models or methodologies (e.g. Perks and Beveridge 2003, Dern 2003, 

Bernus et al. 2003). Whereby these publications emphasise the importance of a sound stakeholder re-

quirements analysis, they primarily use this information in order to select and populate the required 

sub-architectures. At the same time they often omit the fact, that stakeholders from non-IT-related 

domains might have established their own modelling languages and techniques, not necessarily com-

pliant with common standard (IT) modelling languages (Lankhorst et al. 2005.) Hence they tend to be 

unfamiliar with primarily IT-dominated EA perspectives and therefore are overwhelmed by the 

amount of details provided and the presentation techniques used. This in turn lowers the acceptance 

and use of an EA threatening the success and sustainability of the overall change process. 

Given an EA’s impact on business and IT alignment (see section  1), not only IS-related literature but 

also research on organisational change needs to be considered as related work too. While we assume 

that sound EA approaches foster structural transformations substantially, the concept of organisational 

change needs to be grasped in broader coherences (e.g. Goldkuhl, 2003). In particular, the area of 

changing human interactions within a work practice (Goldkuhl and Röstlinger, 2003) is of importance 

to successful organisational change. Though, in this area EA can only be considered as one of the sup-

porting tools amongst others. Due to space limitations, however, we are not able to further elaborate 

on this issue and it will be dealt with in future publications of this research project. 

3 CASE STUDIES 

The research project underlying this paper was originally initiated by an Australian utility company, 

striving to design an Enterprise Architecture framework.  Currently, extensive parts of the organisation 

have been modelled and made available over the intranet. However, in particular business representa-

tives still do not seem to be very familiar with the Enterprise Architecture. In fact, its utilisation con-

cerning strategic planning and development is fairly limited.  



As current research literature does not discuss an EA’s actual value realisation in an organisation ade-

quately, we decided to base our research on two explorative case studies, comparing the less success-

ful EA approach of the Australian utility company with a more successful one. The latter one is repre-

sented by a Swiss insurance company. Whereby the approach of the Australian organisation suffers 

from limited acceptance amongst non IT-related stakeholders, the Enterprise Architecture at the Swiss 

insurance company site is overall regarded as a successful and valuable tool to the organisation. Con-

sequently, our case study objectives focused on the exploration of those factors which facilitate a 

wider uptake of an Enterprise Architecture beyond the obvious use within the IT department. The data 

collection for both case studies was based on several interviews with information architects and busi-

ness representatives and the analysis of corresponding documents. 

3.1 Enterprise Architecture Domains 

As depicted in Table 1, both EA concepts are based on a largely common set of covered domains ex-

cept for the organisation (Australian utility company) and security architecture (Swiss insurance com-

pany) respectively. However, as our interviews showed, these two sub-architectures do not play an 

important role concerning the stakeholders’ EA acceptance.,  

Australian Utility Company Swiss Insurance Company 

• Business Architecture 

• Application Architecture 

• Technology Architecture  

• Information Architecture  

• (Organisation Architecture) 

• Business Architecture 

• Application Architecture 

• Technology Architecture 

• Data Architecture 

• (Security Architecture) 

Table 1: The architectural layers in the two case sites 

In both cases the architectural layers were used to document the As-Is architecture and (partly) the fu-

ture To-Be architecture. Thereby, the Swiss insurance company’s EA approach also comprises plan-

ning roadmaps, describing the intended transformation from As-Is to To-Be. In contrast, the Australian 

utility company maintains a set of documented guidelines and recommendations to be followed within 

projects. 

3.2 Enterprise Architecture Processes 

Enterprise Architecture at the Australian supplier site is predominantly developed in dedicated archi-

tecture projects by information architects. Conclusions and recommendations concerning the sup-

plier’s EA further development are presented to business stakeholders using extensive project conclu-

sion reports. Thereby, extracts of the modelled artefacts expand into the final documents without any 

major amendments. Albeit business representatives acknowledge such reports as valuable means, but 

their impact on the organisation’s strategic planning is rather limited.  

In view of business people’s refusal of the EA outcomes, information architects started to introduce 

modified tools to foster their acceptance. For example, application technology assessment results were 

not only published as a report. Alternatively, they were also visualised in chart form. In addition, ar-

chitects positioned the EA as a set of recommendations offered to projects instead of a set of guide-

lines to be followed. Furthermore, they introduced CSC’s POLDAT (Business Process, Organisation, 

Location, Data, Application, and Technology, see Computer Sciences Corporation (2006)) method as 

a corporate analysis approach to identify and asses a project’s potential consequences. Although by 

now POLDAT is widely accepted and used within the IT department, it did not substantially foster the 

wider use of the modelled EA artefacts. 

In contrast, the Swiss insurance company’s EA approach was always characterised by its service ori-

entation primarily, i.e. its strong alignment to stakeholders’ needs. Thereby not only new architecture 



layers were introduced step-by-step on demand, but also the architecture’s appropriate involvement in 

and contribution to strategic planning and implementation played an important role. For example, the 

organisation’s departments use so-called roadmap documents to discuss further strategic development 

opportunities. Such a report comments on the various options from different perspectives, integrating 

requirements, context, to-be architecture, solution variants and time constraint view. Though it is 

compiled from various sources, the company’s Enterprise Architecture contributes significantly by 

providing application and process assessment, to-be architecture insights and architecture principles. 

Since the original EA information is processed according to the targeted audience needs and skills, 

such presentations might not contain any modelled artefacts at all. However, the reports must be com-

piled manually, which might negatively affect information’s timeliness. 

In order to emphasise EA’s importance to the successful development of the company, members of the 

architecture department are part of the corporate steering committee too. The latter is responsible for 

example for the final determination of the company’s strategic project portfolio, change request ap-

provals and the acceptance of projects’ final reports. As EA forms an integral part of the steering 

group, projects need to evaluate their corporate consequences before being promoted. This in turn will 

assure a higher alignment of the various project efforts with the overall corporate strategy. Exceptions 

are possible, but need to be well motivated and will be revaluated regularly. 

3.3 Case Study Results 

Summarising the findings of our two case studies, we firstly found that a stakeholder oriented selec-

tion of the covered domains is a necessary condition for an EA’s value, but it is certainly not suffi-

cient. In fact, although both approaches cover the same architecture domains, their success differs sig-

nificantly due to two fundamental issues concerning the implementation of the value proposition reali-

sation process. First of all, as the Swiss insurance company’s approach was always driven by the en-

terprise’s needs as it required to cut down IT expenditures due to the application landscape’s complex-

ity. The need for a systematic application landscape transformation and the deployment of an architec-

ture focused IT strategy approach led to the EA implementation. Consequently, the presentation of EA 

results has been always stakeholder-specific, i.e. different for the various target audience. In contrast, 

the EA implementation of the Australian utility company was triggered by the Information Services 

branch and extended to the business areas later on too. However, the presentation needs of the new 

audience groups have not been reflected adequately. In addition, we identified the tight integration of 

an EA within the organisation’s governance framework as a second major issue influencing an EA’s 

overall corporate value. Business triggered projects at the Australian utility company get approved 

even if they are contrasting the recommendations of the organisation’s EA. Furthermore, information 

architects are only allowed a review of project proposals which can be overruled by the business rep-

resentatives rather easily. In contrast, EA at the Swiss insurance company is positioned at the corpo-

rate steering committee too. In doing so, projects are forced to consider their corporate consequences 

too using the organisation’s EA. 

4 THE ENTERPRISE ARCHITECTURE VALUE REALISATION 

MODEL 

Even though various authors acknowledge the need to involve business managers, there is only limited 

guidance on how to actually involve these stakeholder groups and provide them with a convincing 

value proposition encouraging a wider utilisation of an Enterprise Architecture. Given its nature, an 

EA’s intrinsic value (consistent and integrated methodologies, wide coverage, etc.) will not be experi-

enced by its stakeholders directly, but only indirectly. Consequently, its impact and benefits must be 

communicated explicitly. Or as Dietzsch (2003) describes it, the architecture management needs to 

proceed in a service-oriented manner since it barely disposes of any other enforcement facilities or 



value arguments. Therefore the intended Enterprise Architecture Value Realisation Model must aim 

towards a greater overall acceptance of an EA as a pre-requisite for its actual use. 

As the underlying theoretical model for our proposed new framework, we selected the established IS 

success model by DeLone and McLean (2003). While this model has been originally designed for the 

area of Information Systems, it fundamentally captures the process of value realisation. In doing so, it 

is not only well-founded but its application can been extended to other areas too.   For example, 

Sedera et al. used it to measure the success of business process modelling (Sedera et al 2002). As 

briefly discussed in section  1 we consider EA not as a tool only but rather as a toolbox. In order to 

prove it being valuable to the targeted stakeholders, its efficient deployment requires an accompanying 

value realisation process.  Therefore, we propose the use of an adapted DeLone and McLean model in 

the area of Enterprise Architectures in this paper. 

4.1 The DeLone & McLean Information Systems Success Model 

DeLone and McLean’s original model of Information Systems Success was published in 1992 synthe-

sizing various research efforts in this area. In 2003, the initiators published an updated version (see 

Figure 1) taking into account various criticisms and advancements put forward since their initial paper.  

 

Figure 1: Updated DeLone  & McLean IS Success Model (DeLone and McLean, 2003) 

Most notably the initial success factor categories, being system quality, information quality, use, user 

satisfaction, individual impact and organisational impact, were complemented by service quality and 

intention to use. Additionally, DeLone and McLean also introduced the category of Intention to use in 

order to distinct between the various dimensions of use more clearly. Rounding up the revised model 

DeLone and McLean merged the categories of individual and organisational impact into Net Benefits 

to comprehend all sorts of impacts an IS could have on an organisation. Finally, two feedback loops 

were added symbolising the influence of a system’s benefits on its usage and the associated user satis-

faction shaping up the process character of the model. 

In particular Seddon (1997) doubted the causal dependency between an IS’s use and the resulting im-

pact or net benefits to an organisation. As he outlines, a system’s use certainly precedes any benefits 

generated by it (necessary condition). However, the use of a system does not necessarily imply any 

benefits (sufficient condition), since it needs to be complemented by appropriate changes in the busi-

ness area too. As IS and EA significantly differ in the enforcement of their use, DeLone and McLean’s 

model needed to be readjusted to reflect the characteristics of an EA appropriately.  



4.2 Application of the DeLone & McLean Model to the Management of Enterprise Architectures 

Given the results of our case studies, we firstly identified three major stages covering the value crea-

tion process of an EA and applied them to DeLone and McLean’s model. The first one is formed by 

the model (system) and information quality describing the potential value of the EA on-hand. We de-

fine potential value as the value inherent in an EA, i.e. its “built-in” value which needs to be realised 

subsequently. Secondly, the categories of Intention to use and User satisfaction form the area of an 

EA’s perceived or awarded value. It describes the portion of the potential value the targeted users or 

stakeholder are aware of, i.e. the value the stakeholders assign to it. Finally, the last category is formed 

by Net benefits, i.e. the impacts an EA has on an organisation. It was called realised value. Thereby it 

describes the portion of the potential value which was actually turned into real value for the organisa-

tion. It must be noted that we deliberately omitted the categories of service quality and use from our 

generalisation. Given our intention to use DeLone and McLean’s model as an explanation for the 

value creation process of an EA, we found (from our empirical studies) that both are working as cata-

lysts fostering the transition from one model stage to the next one. As service quality enables the tran-

sition from potential to awarded value, the use of a system facilitates the generation of realised value.  

Furthermore, we added an extra feedback loop linking realised value and potential value. As we found 

in our case studies, stakeholders tend to provide better and more concise information feedback when 

they are convinced of its usefulness. Therefore the system’s inherent quality starts to grow as the used 

knowledge or information base increases in turn fostering the stakeholders’ awareness. At the same 

time we kept the separation of the feedback loops to express different stages of feedback. Here we take 

into account that realised Net Benefits will certainly influence stakeholders’ value perception, but ini-

tially it might not be satisfactory enough to trigger actual information feedback. Nevertheless, we ob-

served that at a certain stage the realised benefits (either positive or negative) will lead stakeholders to 

provide feedback influencing the EA’s potential value subsequently. Figure 2 presents our modified 

Enterprise Architecture Value Realisation Model.  

Potential Value

System Quality

Information 

Quality

Perceived/Awarded 

Value

User 

Satisfaction

Realised Value

Net Benefits

Intention to 

Use

Service

Quality
Use

Personal & Organisational Impact / Feedback

Personal & (Organisational) Impact

 

Figure 2: Enterprise Architecture Value Realisation Model (based on DeLone & McLean's Model of 

IS Success (2003) 

Applying DeLone and McLean initial concepts of system and information quality to EA, the latter’s 

potential value will be predominantly determined by a stakeholder oriented selection of the covered 

modelling domains (system quality) and the appropriate implementation of quality assurance means 

(information quality), like e.g. modelling guidelines. Indeed, as described by our model these issues 



are important in determining the overall achievable EA value, but they do not foster its actual realisa-

tion. Given the outcomes from our two explorative case studies, we found that an organisation’s de-

sign and implementation of its Enterprise Architecture Presentation Strategy (service quality) and its 

Enterprise Architecture Governance Strategy (use) will act as decisive catalysts concerning its EA’s 

value realisation. Both strategies will now be discussed in more detail. 

4.3 Enterprise Architecture Presentation Strategy 

As Schekkerman (2004) states, EA views “… are representations of the overall enterprise architecture 

that are meaningful to all stakeholders in and outside the organisation”. He applies the basic concept 

of views (representation of a system from a perspective of a related set of concerns) and viewpoints 

(perspective from which a view is taken) as described by ANSI/IEEE 1471-2000. Similar concepts 

have also been put forward by de Boer et al. (2004) and Dijkman et al. (2003). At the same time dif-

ferent views need to be presented by different techniques in accordance to the skills of the targeted 

stakeholders (Lankhorst et al. 2005).  

Given the argument above, the refusal of EA artefacts by non IT-related stakeholder groups, as ob-

served in our case studies, can be partly explained by the current predominant application of IT-related 

presentation techniques. As our empirical studies showed, Enterprise Architects mainly have an IT-

related background and therefore use corresponding modelling approaches. While these methodolo-

gies and techniques have been optimised for the design of integrated and consistent models, they do 

not support a non IT-related audience seeking readily applicable decision-relevant information. Hence 

a more intuitive presentation layer is required, hiding the formalised way of modelling and conse-

quently protecting stakeholders from being exposed to the barrier of dealing with EA-specific lan-

guages. The suitability of such a presentation strategy might be evaluated in accordance to the follow-

ing dimensions: 

• Who is allowed to read content? 

• Which content can be read? 

• How is the content presented? 

Three inter-related presentation strategies can be differentiated in this context:  

• Access restrictions, i.e. reduction of Enterprise Architecture artefacts according to the users ac-

cess rights 

• Dedicated architecture languages, i.e. the introduction of a new modelling language, specifically 

designed to the needs and skills of the various stakeholders in the different domains (as proposed 

by Jonkers 2004 and Lankhorst et al. 2005) 

• Dedicated architecture presentation layers, i.e. the design and implementation of a specific ad-

ditional layer on top of the EA which facilitates stakeholder’s information retrieval activities. Such 

a layer would pre-process and represent EA contents according to stakeholders’ needs and skills 

(e.g. as abstract high-level executives presentation, application fact sheet or business process 

model extract) 

We summarise the coverage of the identified shortcomings hindering a sufficient use of an EA in an 

organisation by the selected presentation strategies in Table 2. 

Presentation 

Strategy 

Access Restrictions Architecture Language Architecture  

Presentation Layer 

Lack of 

Awareness 

� (Use of EA data still re-

quires a significant amount 

of analysis time) 

� (Use of EA data still re-

quires a significant amount 

of analysis time) 

� (Stakeholder task specific 

data interpretation and pres-

entation) 



Lack of Un-

derstandability 

� (Reduction of the number 

of elements) 

� (Stakeholder specific con-

tents and modelling lan-

guage) 

� (Stakeholder specific con-

tents and presentation tech-

niques) 

Lack of Appli-

cability 

� (Modelled data still needs 

to be understood and inter-

preted) 

� (Modelled data still needs 

to be understood and inter-

preted) 

� (Stakeholder task specific 

interpretation and presenta-

tion) 

Content Pres-

entation 

� (Uses still IT-related lan-

guages) 

(�) (partly, due to use of 

specifically designed lan-

guage) 

� (Stakeholder specific pres-

entation techniques) 

Lack of Time-

liness 

(�) (partly, due to reduced 

number of elements) 

(�) (partly, due to reduced 

number of elements and to 

use of specifically designed 

language) 

� (Presented information is 

gathered, interpreted and 

processed according to 

stakeholders’ needs) 

Table 2: Comparison of EA presentation strategies according to acceptance shortcomings by  

Rosemann and Vessey (2005)
 1
 

A dedicated presentation layer seems to be favourable in order to support the perceived value of an EA 

best. However, it also requires an additional piece of EA analysis software, covering sophisticated data 

retrieval, analysis, and presentation requirements. To the knowledge of the authors only a few meta-

modelling tools like e.g. Metis and Alfabet feature promising presentation approaches, which need to 

be extended further. In contrast, many popular modelling tools provide access restrictions as a basic 

feature to ensure data confidentiality. Therefore, such a decision will always need to balance the trade-

off between the desirable degree of EA support and the involved accessory charges. 

4.4 Enterprise Architecture Governance Strategy 

Sustainable and successful organisational changes request the participation of all affected members 

(participation strategy of sustainable developments as discussed by Aier (2004)). Given Henderson 

and Venkatraman’s model of Business and IT alignment, one might expect a tight collaboration be-

tween the concerned departments. Yet, as the findings of our case studies clearly revealed, such team-

work does not seem to be self-evident in practice leading to various intra-organisational conflicts. 

March and Simon (1958) ascribed such disagreements to three major causes: 

• Involved groups feel a need for joint decision-making, but 

• Stakeholders perceive reality differently and 

• Stakeholders do not share a common set of goals. 

Introducing an EA as a means to overcome the alignment deficits between business and IT requires 

remedying the differences in reality perception and the imbalance of the different goal sets between 

business and IT. Given the previous discussion, an appropriate EA presentation strategy can cover is-

                                              
1 � - deficit remedied by presentation strategy, (�) – deficit partly remedied by presentation strategy, � - shortcoming not 

remedied by presentation strategy 



sues concerning reality perception. However, as stakeholders’ differing goal sets are predominantly 

due to the distinctive environments they might not be assimilated but need to be equilibrated instead. 

In accordance to March and Simon’s work such clashes in interest might be resolved by four major 

strategies depending on the goals and the organisational power of the involved parties. Table 3 depicts 

the available strategies at a glance. 

 

Resolution Strategy Characteristics 

Problem-solving 
• Parties share common objectives 

• Parties need to identify a solution meeting a shared set of criteria 

Persuasion 
• Parties’ individual goals may differ, but do not need to be taken as fixed 

• Parties assume, that on some (higher) level objectives are shared 

• Disagreement on sub-goals can be overcome by reference to common goals 

Bargaining 
• Parties’ disagreement over goals is taken as fixed 

• Parties search for a solution without persuasion (fair and obvious solution) 

• Negotiations are labelled by conflicts of interests, threats, falsification of position 

and gamesmanship 

Politics 
• Similar characteristics as bargaining strategy, but the negotiation arena is not 

taken as fixed 

• Bargaining is labelled by the parties’ quest to identify potential allies 

Table 3: Conflict resolution strategies for intra-organisational conflicts (March and Simon, 1958) 

Adopting March and Simon’s work to the paper’s initial problem, all approaches share the mutual re-

quirement for a common communication means in terms of a commonly understood language as well 

as a generally accepted status quo and future development strategy. Resorting to Lankhorst’s EA defi-

nition as discussed in section  1, an EA features all necessary characteristics to overcome the described 

issues if it is used, i.e. actively designed and implemented, by all involved parties. As, with reference 

to our case studies, such procedures do not seem to appear autonomous, the question remains of who 

is in charge of governing an EA’s use, i.e. implementing and maintaining the essential institutions, 

instruments and processes? 

IT governance’s focus, classically dealing with the specification of “the decision rights and account-

ability framework to encourage desirable behaviour in the use of IT” (Weill and Ross 2004), seems to 

be too limited as it is engaged with IT’s alignment to business’ requirements solely. Not only does 

Henderson and Venkatraman’s model imply a retroaction of IT-related changes to the business, which 

need to be coordinated too. Additionally, as movements within business and/or IT are likely to affect 

other areas and vice versa, a more comprehensive approach is need.  

In fact, Enterprise Architecture Governance would need to act on the interface between the involved 

domains, assuring that emerging mismatches would be handled appropriately. Taking into account 

EAs’ current IT focus EA governance strategies are likely to be significantly influenced by IT govern-

ance practices as discussed by e.g. van Grembergen et al. (2004). Thereby, such governance proce-

dures need not only to be adjusted to allow for interactive influences between domains, but also to en-

vision precautions for an EA’s appropriate application. 

5 CONCLUSIONS AND FURTHER RESEARCH 

This paper presented an EA value realisation model focusing especially on an EA’s enhanced utilisa-

tion by non IT-related stakeholders. The aim has been to support a successful and sustainable devel-

opment of the organisation (internally oriented sustainability, Aier 2004) by assuring sufficient consis-

tency between business and IT as well as the participation of all affected stakeholders (Aier, 2004). 



Hence, the proposed framework exceeds current approaches which predominantly deal with an EA’s 

effective implementation and maintenance. 

Although the model was developed using findings from two international case studies, its credibility 

needs to be enhanced by further empirical evidence. Furthermore, the model explains the value realisa-

tion process of an EA within an organisation exclusively.  In spite of ongoing research efforts in this 

area (e.g. Saha 2004), we have not yet seen any comprehensive and readily applicable value measure-

ment model. Given an EA’s indirect organisational impact the direct measurability of its value must be 

doubted at all, ruling out common value measurement approaches in this context. Therefore our ap-

proach uses the well-established DeLone and McLean model of IS success as its theoretical foundation 

to structure the value realisation process. Given the differences between IS and EA with regard to their 

value development, the original model was adopted to reflect EA’s specific characteristics. We found 

that two initial success factors of DeLone and McLean’s model, being service quality and actual use, 

serve as important catalysts within the EA domain. They can be pushed by the implementation of an 

appropriate EA presentation layer and an EA governance strategy respectively. In doing so, we found 

decisive leverages to turn an EA into a tool with a value proposition shared by all, in particular non IT-

related, stakeholders.  

The paper on hand represents the first issue in a series of publications from our research project. In 

doing so, its main objective is to introduce our EA value realisation model. Further research in this 

area must not only focus on the value measurement discussion, but also need to detail the presented 

EA governance and presentation strategies. Additionally, as briefly discussed in section  2, in particular 

business-related EA application areas (as e.g. the support of organisational change) need to be investi-

gated in more detail to assure a truly corporate value of organisations’ Enterprise Architecture ap-

proaches.  
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