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Abstract 
While it is widely acknowledged that alignment between Business and IT is important to remain com-

petitive and for improving business performance, achieving, and maintaining alignment between IT 

and Business divisions is not always easy. While there are many ways to improve Business IT Align-

ment, a mature Enterprise Architecture has been proven as a contributor to Business and IT Alignment 

due to its holistic approach to considering all aspects from a technical and organisational perspective 

(Kurnia et.al, 2020).  

Other factors which are believed to improve Business IT Alignment culture, structure, communication, 

and strategy, to name a few.  To the researcher’s knowledge, not many studies have considered how 

these four factors, together with Enterprise Architecture fit together harmoniously to create, contrib-

ute to, and maintain strategic alignment between Business and IT divisions in a single organisation.  

This dissertation seeks to fill this gap by establishing which of these four variables contribute to im-

proving alignment between Business and IT and if Enterprise Architecture has a role to play in achiev-

ing it.  

A conceptual model derived from the literature review guides this research through applying a mod-

eration approach to determine if a balance in alignment can be achieved. This research is an empirical 

study conducted by an insider of Company A which followed a single organisation survey approach 

with 40 respondents at a South African Oil and Gas Company. It follows an objectivism ontology, with 

a positivist philosophical approach as an epistemology. A mixed method approach was followed for 

data collection, and data analyses was done using quantitative methods.  

Six hypotheses are presented of which two of the six hypotheses are rejected based on Regression 

Analysis testing.   

The key findings present that even though Enterprise Architecture and its’ benefits appear to be 

largely understood at Company A, both maturity levels of business-IT alignment and Enterprise Archi-

tecture is relatively low so there are indeed opportunities for improving both maturity levels. While 

literature often indicates that Culture, Communication, Structure and Strategy have been identified 

as key enablers of BITA, the researcher only proved that two variables, Communication and Strategy 

has a significant effect of BITA.  

After establishing BITA and EA Maturity levels, provides recommendations for improving EA maturity 

and motivates how these improvements, if implemented, can strengthen alignment between business 

and IT so that EA can enable better alignment between Business and IT at Company A.  These findings 

can support the existing EA and BITA body of knowledge in two ways: 1. As a case which proved that 

not all 4 common variables necessarily have a significant effect on BITA, 2, provides practical and im-

plementable opportunities for improving EA at an organisation where its benefits is already under-

stood. 
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1. Chapter 1: Introduction  

1.1. Introduction  

Since the 1960s, as digital adoption progressed, most organisations have become dependent on their 

information systems and technology. For organisations to remain competitive, they must understand 

how to strategically manage their Information Systems (Shamekh, 2008). An effective way for organi-

sations to remain competitive is to have the IT strategy support the business strategy (Luftman, 2018; 

Shamekh, 2008). By having aligned strategies, strategically informed decisions regarding the strategic 

use of IT can be made.  

Several studies have proven that Business-IT Alignment (BITA) has a positive effect on business per-

formance (Tallon, Queiroz, Coltman, & Sharma, 2016). However, strategic alignment between busi-

ness and IT has been a countless decade-long problem for organisations (Chan & Reich, 2007; Luftman, 

2003; Venkatrama, 1989). In fact, Business- IT alignment is among the top three challenges organisa-

tions are battling today (Luftman, 2018; Mavengere, Pekkola, & Stefanidis, 2020; Tallon, et, al, 2016; 

Latinen, 2016; Luftman, Lyytinen, & Zvi, 2017; Zhang, Chen, & Luo, 2018). An ever-changing environ-

ment causes business and IT alignment to be a continuous goal and thus a constant concern to busi-

ness leaders. This is due to the impact that misalignment has on the overall organisation (Luftman, 

2018). If organisations manage to obtain their desired level of alignment, benefits such as increased 

business profitability, enhanced perceived levels of IT business value, competitive advantage, ease of 

developing a digital business strategy/innovation, and ultimately a positive organisational perfor-

mance (Latinen, 2016; Mavengere, et al, 2020) will be experienced. 

The title of this dissertation is Improving alignment between Business and IT departments: towards an 

effective Enterprise Architecture and its role within the corporate organisation.  

Enterprise Architecture is not as great a concern as business IT alignment, but an increased level of 

interest in this discipline has been reported due its potential ability to improve BITA (Riempp & Gief-

fers-Ankel, 2007; Zhang, Chen, & Luo, 2018; Zhang, Honghui, Yi, & Aimin, 2020). Enterprise Architec-

ture has evolved since 1980’s as “a method for overseeing the information technology resources in-

side an organisation. Its importance continues to grow” (Halawi, McCarthy & Farah, 2019, p.4) and 

has recently been recognised for “fostering business IT alignment and driving innovation” (Castro and 

Jung, 2021, p.1). Enterprise Architecture, hereafter referred to as EA is defined as “where business 

capability (financial and market goals) and technology capability (products, vendors, and functionality) 

are tied together with organisational capability (people or process) to drive an on-going strategy or 

desired outcome” (Kistasamy, van der Merwe & De La Harpe, 2010, p.129). EA is a recognized as a 

method of obtaining BIA (Kurnia, Kotusev, & Dilnutt, 2020; Zhang, Chen, & Luo, 2018). 
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1.2. Background and problem statement  

This section provides some background of the organisation being studied to put the problem of misa-

lignment at this organisation into context.  

1.2.1. Background 
Literature reveals that the CIO reporting line is influenced by the focus of the CIO (Luftman, 2018). 

This implies that CIOs who report directly to the CEO aim at having the appropriate Level of Authority 

(LOA) required to fulfil their responsibilities as a CIO. This structure is advantageous to the IT depart-

ment as the ability to influence strategic IT direction is greater if the CIO reports to the CEO (Aljazzaf, 

Mithas, & Park, 2019). On the other hand, the focus of CIOs who report through the CFO, while not 

reducing the authority of the CIO, is instead on risk and financial accountability to shareholders, or 

‘back-office’ operations (Marboah, 2011). Such a responsibility Luftman (2018) considers a more ‘tra-

ditional’ role considering the progress from a digital transformation perspective (Luftman, 2018).  

This research was conducted at an organisation which will be referred to as Company A. Company A 

is a South African petroleum company which serves in the oil and gas/petrochemical industry. Com-

pany A’s board of directors comprises of the CEO and his 11 General Managers (GMs), also referred 

to as level 2s in terms of hierarchy structure. The corporate structure permits for only GMs to sit on 

the Company A Management Committee (Mancom) and board meetings in which strategic decisions 

about the organisation are made.   

Within Company A, the Chief Information Officer (CIO) does not share the same rank as a GM. The CIO 

reports to the CFO (GM of the Finance division) and occupies a level 3 position. This means that there 

is one level between the CIO and the CEO. The structure influences the location of decision-making 

which ultimately affects alignment (Chan and Reich, 2007). 

The reporting structure of the CIO at company A is more in line with the latter focus described above, 

traditionally focusing on reporting to the CFO instead of to the CEO. The more reporting levels there 

are between IT leaders and CEO, the less unaligned the organisation is (Chan and Reich, 2007). 

1.2.2. Problem statement 
Literature has for decades mentioned that a problem contributing to misalignment in many organisa-

tions is caused by a lack of synergy between business leaders, as CIOs are often not involved in busi-

ness and strategic planning (Luftman, 2018, Aljazza et, al. 2019). 

Strategic planning takes place at the Company A board /Mancom (MC) level as described above. Be-

cause the CIO does not have a seat on the board he does not regularly and actively participate in board 

or monthly Management Committee (MC) meetings, unless invited for a specific agenda item. There-

fore, this structure excludes the CIO from strategic planning, ultimately leading to IT tactical plans 

being misaligned to business strategy if communication about decisions made at MC executive level 

is not filtered down effectively.  

The structure and culture of company A does not necessarily see IT as a strategic partner, but rather 

as a support function. This can be seen by the position of the CIO in the organogram below. IT not 

being viewed as a strategic partner is also highlighted in corporate communications in which the ‘2020 

strategy’ is communicated. In these communications, IT (and other support divisions like HR) are seen 

to be ‘key enablers’, as opposed to ‘partners’ as other business areas are referred to.  This highlights 



   
 

2 
 

the problem statement of this dissertation that problems of strategic misalignment arise because IT 

Leaders such as the CIO, are not involved in corporate or executive level strategic planning.   

 

Figure 1: Org Structure of Company A highlighting the CIO's position and reporting levels between CEO and CIO (Source: 
Internal Org structure software) 

As can be seen from the above organogram created by the researcher with information obtained from 

the internal organogram software within Company A, the current organisational structure includes 11 

divisions.  

The IT department is one of many departments reporting into the Finance Division. This implies that 

the researcher’s assumption that the focus of the CIO is on managing the risk and financial accounta-

bility associated with the Information Systems and Technology as opposed to its strategic focus is 

accurate. If the CIO is not involved in strategic planning, it implies that he is informed of the strategy. 

Ultimately, the organisation’s strategic direction is the responsibility of the CEO. CEOs and General 

Managers are responsible for formulating and implementing business strategy. They must also enable 

optimal business performance results to guarantee that shareholders obtain an acceptable return on 

their investment. The CEO leads the company’s direction, and he has an entire department ensuring 

the strategy is achieved under the guidance of the GM Corporate Strategy. This structure emphasises 

the strategic decision-making at executive level, a level which does not include the CIO as a permanent 

member. 

Enterprise Architecture is a strategic function, so one would assume that a strategic department has 

architects overseeing the technological roadmap for the company. However, the Corporate Strategy 

mandate does not include enterprise architecture as part of its responsibilities. The prime function of 

the Corporate Strategy department is to coordinate and manage the Business and Strategic Planning 

activities of Company A, which includes developing and implementing a digital and innovation 

roadmap.  

The IT architecture team is expected to fulfil the role of enterprise architecture. This is maintained in 

the IT Business Plan in which the CIO states that “we have a sound set of architectures that define our 

environment and focus on standardization to ensure economies of scale and reduced costs for mainte-

nance and support. IT has architectures defined for applications, Information Management, System 

Integration, Security, Master Data Management, Technical Infrastructures, etc.” (CIO, 2017, IT Strat-

egy). However, as discussed, IT is not represented at the enterprise level. This has a negative effect on 
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alignment because the architectural design does not include a holistic view of the enterprise. This 

structure clearly highlights that architecture is part of the CIO’s mandate, not the mandate of a stra-

tegic division. The structure of Company A causes the CIO to have a limited area of focus as he is not 

highly involved in strategic business planning. This contributes to the CIO not having a holistic view of 

the organisation.  

Literature suggests that when terms like ‘aligning’ with the business are used, it implies that IT is part 

of the business, or is going in the same direction as the business (Russel & Chuba, 2016). The rest of 

the organisation refers to IT as IT, and everyone else is part of ‘the Business’. The researcher defines 

business as “every other division within Company A’s primary function (such as Supply Chain or Retail), 

or support function (such as HR or Finance), which generally requires technology and support services 

from IT to run their operations”.  The un-unified language of IT and Business may stem from a behav-

iour problem and an ‘us and them’ attitude which speaks to disunity, incongruence, and misalignment, 

and ultimately a cultural issue. 

From the problem described above including CIO reporting structure, current architecture scope and 

position, and un-unified language, this dissertation will determine how, or if Enterprise Architecture 

and communication, culture, structure, or strategy has a significant impact on Business IT alignment 

at Company A.  
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1.3. Objectives of research 

The rationale of this research is due to the current CIO reporting structure and layout of Company A’s 

IT Architecture Department. Currently, architecture is only practised within the IT department. Liter-

ature states that there are opportunities for improving alignment between business and IT by matur-

ing the architecture practice (Riempp & Gieffers-Ankel, 2007; Kurnia et.al, 2020).  

Therefore, the primary objective of this research is to:  

1.  Identify opportunities for improving alignment between Business and IT divisions within Company 

A.  

The secondary objectives are to: 

1. Determine the level of alignment maturity between Business and IT and Company A 

2. Prove that structure, culture, strategy, and communication contribute towards improving 

alignment between business and IT. 

3. Provide recommendations for improving EA maturity so that EA can enable better alignment 

between Business and IT 

4. Determine what structural change, if any, is required to further improve BITA 

 

1.4. Research Questions 

The primary research question for this study is:  

1. How can BITA be strengthened at Company A? 

The sub-research questions are: 

2. Is there a problem of strategic misalignment between Business and IT at Company A? 

3. What is the current maturity level of EA processes at Company A? 

4. What are some of the reasons for the Alignment maturity level at Company A? 
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1.5. Importance of the research 

Many studies have also confirmed that Enterprise Architecture can certainly contribute towards im-

proving alignment between IT and business divisions due to its holistic approach to considering all 

aspects from a technical and organisational perspective (Kurnia et.al, 2020). However, not many stud-

ies have considered how all these factors, namely Culture, Communication, Strategy, Structure, and 

Enterprise Architecture as variables fit together harmoniously to create, contribute to, and maintain 

strategic alignment between Corporate and IT divisions. This study aims to determine if a balance in 

alignment can be achieved using the moderation approach.  

This study could also be useful to Company A management in terms of understanding the current 

immature state of the EA practice. If proposals are implemented and prove effective, this would lead 

to improved business performance of Company A and ultimately provide benefits to majority share-

holder, Company B in terms of an improvement to the expected ROI.  

Finally, this study will contribute to the existing body of knowledge on the application of the modera-

tion approach in the social science research area.   

1.6. Dissertation overview  

The dissertation is presented the following way: 

 

Chapter 1 Introduction: Included an introduction to the topic being researched, background and prob-

lem statement, research objectives and questions, as well as the importance of the research.  

 
Chapter 2 Literature Review: Includes the literature reviewed related to alignment and Enterprise 

Architecture, introduces the conceptual model and its constructs, as well as the hypotheses tested.  

 

Chapter 3 Research Design and Methodology: Discusses the research design which includes the phil-

osophical stance applied, the research methodology, purpose and strategy, method of collecting data, 

and ethics issues considered for the study. 

 

Chapter 4 Data Analysis and Results: Provides the analysis and results of hypotheses tested. 

 

Chapter 5 Discussion: Answers the research questions, lists limitations makes suggestions for future 

research and concludes the dissertation.  
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2. Chapter 2: Literature review 

2.1. Introduction 

The term Business-IT alignment is referred to throughout this dissertation. IT refers to “the entire 

spectrum of technologies for information processing, including software, hardware, communications 

technologies, related services and sub-organizations providing the technologies and services” 

(Latinen, 2016, p. 13), and in this case includes IT Architecture services.  

2.1.1. Alignment definitions 
There are many definitions of alignment (Chan & Reich, 2007; Venkatraman, 1989, Kurnia, et.al 2020). 

Chan and Reich (2007) conducted a review of alignment literature and concluded that although there 

is no single definition (Latinen, 2016), alignment implies “the degree to which the business strategy 

and plans, and the IT strategy and plans, complement each other” (Chan & Reich, 2007, p. 300).  An-

other definition by Henderson and Venkatraman states that alignment is the degree of fit and integra-

tion among business strategy, IT strategy, business infrastructure, and IT infrastructure (Chan & Reich, 

2007). Although defined differently, all descriptions imply that alignment is the extent to which the 

business and the rest of the organisation work in harmony towards a common goal.  

Alignment literature also suggests that the concept of alignment is referred to by many different 

terms, the most commonly ‘fit’ defined as “the degree of coherence between realized business strat-

egy and realized IT strategy” (Chan & Reich, 2007, p. 300). Other than fit, terms like integration, con-

gruence, harmony, fusion, and linkage (Chan & Reich, 2007, Kurnia, et.al, 2020), contingency, co-align-

ment, consistency (Venkatraman, 1989) are all synonymous to alignment. However, ‘fit’ is more asso-

ciated with the measurement of alignment and not as a synonym or definition for the concept of 

alignment (Chan & Reich, 2007). 

Literature also discusses various dimensions of alignment. These dimensions are strategic, structural, 

social, cultural (Chan and Reich, 2007); business, IT, and contextual (Baker and Jones, 2008). The Busi-

ness alignment perspective refers to aligning business resources with business strategy, the IT align-

ment perspective refers to aligning IT resources to the IT strategy, and Contextual alignment refers to 

aligning organisation resources with the external context in which it competes (Baker and Jones, 

2008). The Social and Cultural dimensions are more internally focused on employees as the social 

dimension refers to the relationship between IT and business leaders/resources and their interaction 

towards achieving the business objectives, and the Cultural dimension refers to the alignment of peo-

ple’s behaviour to reaching business goals. Structural alignment refers to the congruence between 

business and IT resources, and strategic alignment refers to the link between IT and Business strategy. 

Significantly more attention is given to strategic IT alignment in alignment research, but it is important 

to note that both Strategic and Structural alignment influence business performance (Baker & Jones, 

2008).  

The conclusion is that the actual definition of alignment as provided by the literature is vague and 

indefinite, (Chan & Reich, 2007; Maes, Rijsenbrij, Truijens & Goedvolk, 2000; Latinen, 2016; Luftman, 

Lyytinen & Zvi, 2017).  The definitions describe how Business, and IT should support and be in harmony 

with each other, but the literature lacked a clear and explicit definition that one would expect when 

searching for a definition of a concept which has been studied for decades.  
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The definitions provided imply that alignment is an end-state. Some researchers consider alignment 

as a process, not an end-state (Luftman, 2018, Luftman, Lyytinen, & Zvi, 2017; Maes et al., 2000) as 

previous definitions suggested. Other definitions are not limited to the strategic level but instead take 

all aspects of the business-IT relationship into account (other alignment dimensions, Cultural, etc). 

Kurnia et al., (2020) refer to BITA as a representation of congruence between Business and IT strate-

gies, and Business and IT infrastructure and processes (2020). Maes et al., (2000) most interestingly 

did not use terms such as harmony or balance between the different elements, but instead they as-

sume that these elements are interrelated in a conscious way. It is for these reasons that the re-

searcher selected the below, timeless definition of alignment when referring to Business-IT alignment 

(BITA) in this dissertation. 

“The continuous process, involving management and design sub-processes, 
of consciously and coherently interrelating all components of the business‐IT 

relationship in order to contribute to the organisation’s performance over time.” 

 (Maes et al., 2000, p.19) 

Simply put, successful Business-IT alignment requires an effective two-way action and communication 

between both business and IT (Latinen, 2016; Kurni et.al). 

2.1.2. Alignment models   
Many alignment models have been developed to measure strategic alignment of an organisation, but 

it was the Strategic Alignment Model (SAM) which formed the basis of the later models (Latinen, 2016, 

Zhang et al, 2020).  

The SAM developed by Henderson and Venkatraman in 1993 was influenced by the MIT Model and it 

was the first of its kind to develop a holistic framework for strategic alignment as SAM considered the 

external aspects as well (Marboah, 2011). 

The SAM is based on four related key domains of business strategy, organisational infrastructure and 

processes, IT strategy, and IT infrastructure and processes (Chan and Reich, 2007). SAM implies that 

these four domains should always be combined and must be aligned to obtain business-IT alignment 

(Luftman et al., 2017), as excluding either one could prove dysfunctional (Marboah, 2011). 

The SAM model is illustrated below depicting the elements and how they interact: 

 

Figure 2: Strategic Alignment Model by Henderson and Venkatraman (Chan and Reich, 2007). 
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Although SAM is fundamental in alignment research and has been widely adopted in BITA research 

(Zhang et al, 2020), it has its limitations as it does not look at business and IT as whole entities, instead 

divides them according to their focus: the internal or external environment of the organisation (Hout, 

2012, p.28) and emphasises that these two streams and their relevant components need to be bal-

anced. Moreover, the original SAM model was “purely conceptual and offered no means to analyse 

and detect alignment and their levels” (Luftman et al., 2017). 

Due to the limitations of SAM, many models have since evolved which are based on the fundamental 

elements of SAM (Chan &Reich, 2007; Maes et al., 2000; Latinen, 2016).  

There have been extensions to SAM such as the Generic Framework developed by Maes et al (2000) 

which addresses cultural, political, and financial aspects in terms of the business-IT relationship, ele-

ments missing from SAM (Hout, 2012; Luftman et al., 2017). Another extension includes the Strategic 

Alignment Maturity Model (SAMM) created by Luftman (Luftman, 2000). Luftman introduced six cri-

teria for on which alignment maturity can be measured. These are discussed in the next section, align-

ment measurement.   
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2.2. Alignment measurement  

The ability to measure alignment is important (Chan & Reich, 2007). If BITA is measured it allows for 

a known alignment level, which then provides direction for further improvement, therein promoting 

improved business performance (Zhang et al, 2020). 

Alignment can be measured quantitatively and qualitatively (Baker & Jones, 2008; Chan & Reich, 2007; 

Ors, 2009, Luftman, et al., 2017). Quantitative measures could be in the form of questionnaires or 

Likert-type scales. Evidence suggests that quantitative measures are direct, robust, and appropriate 

for testing theories about the antecedents of alignment (Coltman et al., 2015), and is a common ap-

proach in alignment research (Luftman, et al., 2017).  

One such quantitative tool is Luftman’s SAMM model (2000) which is holistic in that is measures align-

ment from six different dimensions (Luftman, 2000), 1 - Communications, 2- Competency, 3- Govern-

ance, 4-Partnership, 5-Scope and Architecture, 6- Skills. 

The below image depicts these dimensions and the characteristics measured within each to determine 

the maturity of alignment within an organisation.  

 

Figure 3: Criteria for measuring business-IT alignment according to Luftman (2000) 

According to this assessment tool, the maturity of alignment within an organisation ranges on a scale 

of 1–5. Organisations that operate at level 1 indicate that alignment is an ad hoc or immature process, 

there is little to no alignment between business and IT. Level 5 means that alignment is an optimised 

process which implies there are strong levels of alignment between business and IT departments. 
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The five levels of alignment maturity are depicted in the below image: 

 

Figure 4: 5 Stages of alignment maturity (Luftman, 2000) 

Another form of quantitative measurement is by fit.  Venkatraman (1989) identified six perspectives 

of fit which are appropriate for strategic alignment measurement. The selected perspective of fit must 

be specified to avoid contradictory results (Bergerona, Raymond, & Rivard, 2003). In addition, “speci-

fying one type of fit conceptually and then using measures designed for another type of fit introduces 

errors” (Chan & Reich, 2007, p.303). Chan and Reich summarised each perspective and highlighted 

the differences between them in terms of statistical application (Chan and Reich, 2007). These per-

spectives have been frequently applied by IT researchers to calculate the extent of alignment between 

business and IT strategy (Coltman et al, 2015, p. 93). 

These perspectives of fit are as follows: 

1. Fit as moderation –the impact of a predictor variable on a criterion variable is fundamentally 

dependent on the level of a third variable, the moderator. Thus, the fit between predictor and 

moderator is a significant determinant of performance. Moderation is calculated using inter-

action terms (Chan and Reich, 2007, p.302). 

2. Fit as mediation –the existence of a significant intervening mechanism, between an independ-

ent variable and the dependent variable. Modelled using indirect or intermediate variables. 

3. Fit as matching – views fit as a theoretically defined match between two theoretically-related 

variables. Measure of fit between two variables is developed independent of any performance 

anchor, unlike the previous two perspectives. Measured using difference scores. 

4. Fit as gestalts – Gestalts are configurations or patterns of organisational variables that have 

attained an adequate level of coherence with one another, no direct causation is implied. Ar-

rived at via cluster analysis. 

5. Fit as profile-deviation – signifies adherence to an externally-specified profile. This type of fit 

is examined using pattern analysis.  

6. Fit as covariation – this perspective views co-alignment as reflected in the pattern of covaria-

tion among a set of dimensions and is usually computed using factor analysis (Ajumobi & 

Kyobe, 2017) 

The above descriptions for the six categories of fit reference three sources (Ajumobi & Kyobe, 2017, 

p.6; Chan and Reich, 2007; Venkatraman, 1989). 
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2.3. Theories which address the problems causing misalignment  

It is important to identify theories relevant to addressing the problem because measurement is valid 

only in the light of theory (Brannick & Coghlan, 2007). This section discusses how the Contingency, 

Congruency, and Configuration theories apply to problems contributing towards misalignment.  

2.3.1. Structural problems – contingency theory  
Alignment is influenced by the organisation structure (Islam and Hu, 2012) and the location of IT de-

cision-making rights (Chan and Reich, 2007).  

All organisations are not structured in the same way. The CIO reporting structure ultimately influences 

alignment because, the CIO’s line of reporting influences the entire IT department (Banker, Hu, Luft-

man, & Pavlou, 2010). 

Literature mentions that a problem contributing to misalignment in many organisations is caused by 

a lack of synergy between business leaders, as CIOs are often not involved in business and strategic 

planning due to the reporting structure (Luftman, 2018, Aljazza et al., 2019). There are two general 

structures of CIO reporting and that is for the CIO to be considered as part of the C-Level executives 

and report directly into the CEO, or for the CIO to be two levels from the CEO and report to a C-level 

executive such as the CFO. Neither of these structures is necessarily optimal or correct. However, the 

structure is influenced by the organisation’s strategic positioning, differentiation, or cost leadership. 

Companies who adopt differentiation as a strategy consider IT as weapon which should be leveraged 

to obtain a competitive advantage, whereas a Cost Leadership strategy dictates a cost savings in all 

processes while IT is relied on for creating operational excellence (Banker, et al., 2010).   

2.3.2. Theory to explain structural problems  
According to the literature, the underlying notion of the contingency theory is that all organisations 

cannot be led, organised, structured, and governed in the same way (Islam and Hu, 2012; Muhanguzi 

& Kyobe,2014). The effectiveness and performance of the organisation depends on the fit or match 

between many variables technology, organization size, organizational structure, and its information 

systems (Islam and Hu, 2012).  

The contingency theory is appropriate in alignment research because the “search for fit” is central to 

this theory (Donaldson, 2001). The contingency theory is also suitable for studying the structural align-

ment perspective where the alignment “is influenced by the location of IT decision-making rights, re-

porting relationships” (Chan & Reich, 2007, p. 300).   

2.3.3. Culture and communication problems  
Culture is an abstract concept which refers to organisation culture which can be described as the 

unique experiences, attitudes and values which form rules and behaviours in an organisation 

(Shamekh, 2008). If the culture of the company promotes collaboration, then sharing of information 

will be second nature to employees. However, culture must be formed at the top and drilled down, 

therefore it is important to have the right type of person in a leadership position to ensure that em-

ployees demonstrate behaviour which is aligned with and will contribute to achievement of the strat-

egy. The leaders must have the right character traits for the job, i.e., the character must be compatible 

or congruent with the culture and strategy. In addition, literature claims that because organizational 

structure and organizational behaviour are critical components of strategy implementation, it stands 
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to reason that superior performance is contingent on how well the structure and culture are aligned 

with the requirements of a specific strategy (Chan & Reich, 2007; Olson, Slater, & Hult, 2005). 

2.3.4. Theories to explain cultural and communication problems 
Many researchers in the field of alignment claim that desired levels of business performance are 

achieved when there is coherence or alignment between the organisation strategy and the various 

organisational elements (Muhanguzi & Kyobe, 2014).  

A modern variation of contingency theory is configuration theory, which states that the fit between 

contingency and structural (and other organisational) variables is limited to just a few configurations 

or gestalts, that is, fits (Donaldson, 2006, p. 22).  Gestalts are “configurations or patterns of organisa-

tional elements, constructs or variables that have attained an adequate level of coherence, fit or unity 

with one another” (Muhanguzi & Kyobe, 2014, p. 5). Researchers adopting the gestalt perspective of 

fit have claimed that it is difficult to look at things from linear perspective (Venkatraman, 1989; 1992). 

Given the interplay between variables, all variables and their interrelations should be considered as 

they have an impact on each other and ultimately impact alignment and subsequently business per-

formance.  

If we think of the congruency, we think of the systems theory, a theoretical perspective which analyses 

a phenomenon in its entirety, instead of in parts. Communication is the basis of forming relationships, 

so if leaders communicate with each other, silo operations will be reduced, and each division will be 

working towards the same goal. By the same token, if each division sets their own strategies and it is 

not related towards the overall organisation strategy, the organisation will perform poorly. Therefore, 

the goals of all divisions, especially IT and the corporate business division must be aligned, and the 

leaders must ensure that their goals are congruent with this strategy. If IT and Business work in silo, it 

means the goals and strategies are incongruent, and therefore misaligned. 

Venkatraman, who is considered to be the father of alignment research claims that if alignment is to 

be understood and measurable, it must be viewed as a pattern. A pattern can be unified, strong, and 

unique which means there is configuration and therefore alignment. It is important to understand the 

interplay between all variables and identify the most appropriate pattern of combination to provide 

alignment (Muhanguzi & Kyobe, 2014). 

2.3.5. Summarising the alignment theories 
Alignment is impacted by the strategy of an organisation which influences its reporting structure. The 

reporting structure ultimately influences the location of decision-making, which then impacts on the 

level of communications and knowledge sharing, and this contributes to formulating behaviours of 

employees and subsequently contributes to the culture of an organisation. Therefore, each element 

has an impact on creating alignment and subsequently improving business performance.  Each theory 

discussed above posits that all variables such as strategy, structure and culture, and communication 

within the system or organisation should have an appropriate fit and balance if alignment is to be 

achieved. The contingency, congruency, and configuration address these elements and the concept of 

fit between them, thus these theories are appropriate in the study of alignment. 

The next section introduces Enterprise Architecture. 
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2.4. Enterprise Architecture  

Enterprise Architecture (EA) has been developing continuously since the mid-1980s. As is the case in 

Alignment research, there too is a lack of consistent definitions within the EA discipline (Halawai, et 

al, 2019). 

EA is defined as “where business capability (financial and market goals) and technology capability 

(products, vendors, and functionality) are tied together with organisational capability (people or pro-

cess) to drive an ongoing strategy or desired outcome” (Kistasamy et al., 2010). EA is also described 

as a structured and aligned collection of plans for the integrated representation of a given business 

and IT landscape, in past, current, and future states, as it is a comprehensive tool for achieving and 

maintaining BITA (Zhang et al., 2018, p.95). There are many other definitions provided in literature, 

but what is common is that EA involves both corporate strategy and technology (Halawi et al., 2019), 

and that due to EA’s interrelated capabilities, EA is required to measure BITA (Zhang, et al. 2020). 

Benefits of a mature EA include a decrease IT costs (Luftman, 2018) and improving business IT align-

ment (Castro and Jung, 2021, Kurnia et al, 2020). EA is the “blueprint of the architectural framework 

that drives and communicates the business strategy and information systems visions” (Halawi et al., 

2019, p.7). 

2.4.1. Enterprise architecture frameworks 
Enterprise Architecture Frameworks have been used to facilitate alignment between the strategic 

goals of an organisation (Zhang et al., 2018).  An EA framework provides guidelines and methods for 

describing and understanding all variables within an organisation ecosystem (Halawi et al., 2019), and 

helps to produce documentation or business artefacts of complex architectural descriptions (Zhang et 

al, 2020). If organisations are guided by an EA framework, the organisation is provided with the ability 

to understand and analyse weaknesses or inconsistencies to be identified and addressed within the 

architecture of the organisation (Urbaczewski & Mrdalj, 2006). This ability allows organisations to un-

derstand areas of misalignment, which can then be addressed appropriately.  

Due to EA’s significance, many enterprise architectural frameworks have been created.  

John Zachman is considered to be one of the ‘pioneers’ of Enterprise Architecture (Halawi et al., 2019; 

Urbaczewski & Mrdalj, 2006). He developed one of the first frameworks in the discipline of Enterprise 

architecture, the Zachman Framework in 1987. It consists of six perspectives (Planner, Owner, De-

signer, Builder, Subcontractor, and User) and six questions (What, How, Where, Who, When Why) for 

describing a complex enterprise system. A Zachman framework is beneficial for categorisation of ar-

tefacts but does not provide a process for creating them (Urbaczewski & Mrdalj, 2006).  Various EA 

frameworks were inspired by Zachman (Halawi et al., 2019). 

The Federal Enterprise Architecture Framework (FEAF), Treasury Enterprise Architecture Framework 

(TEAF) and Department of Defence Enterprise Architecture Framework (DoDAF) were developed for 

the various US Government Departments. All are improvements on Zachman as they include aspects 

of integration and focuses on creating alignment (Halawi et al., 2019; Urbaczewski & Mrdalj, 2006. 

It was claimed that TOGAF (The Open Group Enterprise Architecture Framework) was developed on 

the principles of DoDAF (Urbaczewski & Mrdalj, 2006). Further research found that different frame-

works address different elements of the architecture process, whereas TOGAF is focused on an archi-

tecture methodology and “how to”, DoDAF provides an architecture description via a set of views, 

without specifying methodology, which could be considered a limitation of the framework.  
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TOGAF is the “proven enterprise architecture methodology and framework used by the world's lead-

ing organisations to improve business efficiency” (The Open Group, 2013) and is one of the most 

prominent frameworks (Castro & Jung, 2021, p.2). TOGAF was developed in 1995 and it focuses on 

four major architecture domains, Business, Applications, Data, and Technology, and focuses on pro-

cess and security architecture. This holistic view ties in with the aspects of alignment as discussed in 

sections 2.1 on alignment models and definition.    

2.4.2. Measuring enterprise architecture maturity 
The maturity of enterprise architecture was found to increase strategic alignment between Business 

and IT (Coltman et al., 2015; Kurnia, et al, 2020, Zhang et al, 2020). If the intention is to mature EA 

processes, the current EA maturity level must be established. According to Kurnia et al (2020), “there 

is no single or ‘right’ way to assess EA Maturity” (Kurnia, et al, 2020, p.4.).  

Since its establishment in 2010, the Gartner EA Maturity Assessment has been successfully used by 

more than 1 000 organisations worldwide. The assessment, developed by leading IT research firm 

Gartner, provides a guideline regarding the areas to consider for improving an organisation's EA ma-

turity. Essentially, this assessment assists architects to identify constraints, determine priorities, and 

establish goals for an EA practice. 

The EA Maturity Assessment tool assesses “enterprise architecture maturity at five levels based on 

eight major dimensions of an EA program “(Blosch & Burke, 2015, p. 2). The five maturity levels of EA:  

L1: Non-existent — An EA practice, if any, is informal, or just starting. Processes and activities related 

to the EA practice is undocumented, the actual processes are not widely understood or known. 

L2: Reactive — The EA practice focusses on random and ad hoc technically related issues within pro-

jects. Architecture related work is done reactively to address existing technical challenges instead of 

having a proactive, future focus. 

L3: Functioning — A value-adding business supporting EA practice exists. The basics are done well, 

and a strong EA foundation is visible. Processes and plans to support a long-term view is lacking.  

L4: Integrated — Value is derived from the EA practice and processes can be repeated while support-

ing certain elements of the organisations business strategy. The role of enterprise architect has been 

defined and introduced while the EA team is considered competent and value-adding organisationally. 

L5: Ubiquitous — EA frameworks and approaches are adopted and widely used as EA has become a 

standard way of working for the organisation, supporting the digital business strategy. 

(Blosche & Burke, 2016) 

If results of the assessment are on level 1, this implies that no formal EA programme exists, and scores 

of level 5 indicate that EA enables business outcomes. The scores in between vary on this scale from 

highly immature to optimising.  

The eight dimensions of maturity which are measured are: 

1. Stakeholder support and involvement: EA is a collaborative involving stakeholders from 

across the Business. The level of their support and involvement is important for a successful 

EA practice. 
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2. Team resources: Skills required from EA resources include problem-solving abilities, team-

work, and technical competencies.  

3. Architecture development method: With business strategy determining the priority of EA fo-

cus areas, a subset of EA deliverables is defined to meet requirements to support business 

strategy.  

4. Organisational integration: EA processes are intertwined and complements other business 

processes. 

5. Deliverables: EA deliverables support decision-making. These deliverables are influenced by 

and designed to meet the needs of the Business and the outcomes it is supporting, including 

capability models and solution architectures. 

6. EA governance: Stakeholders collaborate based on the governance model which provides 

oversight of the EA practice. 

7. Metrics: Metrics ensure that the EA practice is delivering value. Metrics form part of the gov-

ernance model and drives continuous improvement of the EA practice. 

8. Stakeholder perception: The perception of EA practice by stakeholders can be more signifi-

cant than the measurable metrics value.  

2.4.3. Conclusion on the enterprise architecture review  
The researcher concludes that there is no single framework that can easily be applied to an individual 

organisation. Frameworks need to address the unique needs, culture, and goals of an organisation 

(Kurnia, et al, 2020). This also relates to the contingency theory in that all organisations cannot be 

managed and led in the same way (Donaldson, 2006, 2016; Islam and Hu, 2012; Muhanguzi & Kyobe, 

2014).  

2.5. Summary of the literature review  

The alignment section reviewed the contingency, configuration, and congruency theories and how 

they can contribute towards achieving alignment and thereby improve overall business performance. 

These theories are appropriate to the study of alignment because the concept of fit is central to each 

theory.  

The Enterprise Architecture section reviewed the five most common EA frameworks, and how to 

measure EA. This section concludes that a framework is purely a guideline and does not have to be 

followed precisely as there is no single framework which if applied in an organisation in its entirety is 

guaranteed to meet all the needs of that organisation.  

After reviewing the literature available, the researcher found there are many articles on Business-IT 

Alignment and Enterprise Architecture, and alignment within EA frameworks and principles. The work 

done by Halawi et al., (2019) summarises the developments in literature for EA and EA frameworks. 

The work by Chan & Reich (2007) and Luftman (2018) summarises many aspects of alignment litera-

ture and were therefore strongly referenced in this section.   

What is clear is that EA is connected to the organisation’s strategic plans and is a main base for invest-

ing decisions (Halawi 2019). The EA practice is also considered to bring ‘harmony’ across all the differ-

ent components that make up an enterprise and how those components connect (Halawi et al, 2019). 

Thus, the researcher concludes that there indeed a link between Alignment and EA. EA definitions 

include words such as harmony, fit and congruency, terms synonymous with alignment.  
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2.6. Conceptual model 

The conceptual model consists of variables related to alignment theories. Variables from the contin-

gency, congruency, and configuration theories relevant to creating alignment, as well as the modera-

tion perspective of fit as defined by Venkatraman (1989) are applied in the conceptual model.  

Through the moderation perspective, the researcher is proposing that the alignment or level of con-

gruence between the structure, strategy, culture, communications, and Enterprise Architecture pro-

cesses will have an impact on Business IT Alignment.  

This conceptual model depicts alignment as a moderator. As per the definition of a moderator varia-

ble, and how it is applied to this conceptual model, the impact of a predictor variable (Structure, Strat-

egy, Communication and Culture) on a criterion variable (Business-IT Alignment) is fundamentally de-

pendent on the level, or maturity of a third variable, the moderator (Enterprise Architecture). Thus, 

“the fit between predictor and moderator is a significant determinant of performance” (Chan and 

Reich, 2007, p.302). 

 

Moderator Variable

Dependent/Criterion 
Variable

Independent/ Predictor 
Variables

Structure

Strategy
Business IT 
Alignment

Improved Business 
Performance

Conceptual Model
Perspective of fit = Alignment as a 

Moderator

Enterprise Architecture

Communication

Culture

 

Figure 5: Conceptual model depicting EA as a moderator 

To test and measure the above conceptual model, the researcher applies the moderation perspective 

of fit as recommended by Chan and Reich (2007). Each construct is defined briefly below. 

2.6.1. Definition of constructs 
Strategic alignment research proposes that organisational performance is the consequence of fit be-

tween two or more factors such as strategy, structure, technology, culture, and environment (Berge-

rona, et al, 2003; Venkatraman, 1989). The variables which will be measured are defined below be-

cause without concepts/variables and their definition, it is impossible to design valid measures (Bran-

nick & Coghlan, 2007). 
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Structure: Organisation structure is a formal configuration of people grouped according to descrip-

tions and requirements of their job positions. The structure of an organisation determines the layers 

of hierarchy, allocation of authority and responsibilities, determines how people are organised and 

how work gets allocated. In the context of this paper, structure will relate to positions, responsibilities, 

and reporting lines. 

Strategy: Strategy is the plan for directing decisions and application of resources in an organisation. It 

is a” systematic long-term plan of action designed to achieve the basic long-term objectives of an 

organization” (Shamekh, 2008, p.19)  

Communication: The dynamic, ongoing process of verbal and non-verbal interactions, including con-

versations, customs, stories, and the other practices oriented towards the achievement of organisa-

tion goals (Mumby & Kuhn, 2018). This relates to how various levels of management interact and 

connect with each other, what is custom (meetings), and what is not with Company A.   

Culture: A set of norms, beliefs, principles, and ways of behaving that together give each organisation 

a distinctive character (Willcoxson & Millett, 2000, p. 93).  

Business performance: The performance and attainment of goals/strategy can be measured by re-

turn on investment, gross profit, market share, and other financial factors (Maduenyi et al., 2015), 

Business-IT alignment is associated with improved overall organizational Performance (Jonathan, 

2018). 

 
Enterprise architecture: As defined above, is “where business capability (financial and market goals) 

and technological capability (products, vendors, and functionality) are tied together with organisa-

tional capability (people or process) to drive an ongoing strategy or desired outcome” (Kistasamy et 

al, 2010, p.129). It is the moderating element which the researcher sets out to prove will bring about 

BITA.  

Business-IT alignment: as defined earlier, BITA is the “continuous process, involving management and 

design sub processes, of consciously and coherently interrelating all components of the business-IT 

relationship in order to contribute to the organisation’s performance over time” (Meas et al., 2000, 

p.19). The moderation perspective of fit has been adopted for this paper.  When EA moderates’ other 

elements, then BITA should be attained.  
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2.8. Hypotheses 

The hypotheses were developed based on literature, the moderation perspective of fit, and the con-

ceptual model. These hypotheses will be tested to confirm or reject the claims presented below. 

Ineffective Communication and silo corporate Culture are noted as common barriers to achieving 

BITA. Similarly, they are also identified as enabling factors of Business IT Alignment (Dairo, Adekola, 

Apostolopoulos,2021, Chan and Reich, 2007). Therefore, the following Hypothesis will be tested: 

H1: Constant and effective communication between Business and IT divisions has a significant effect 

on alignment between Business and IT at Company A.  

H2: Company Culture has a significant effect on alignment between Business and IT at Company A. 

While culture and communication are important factors influencing BITA, it is also generally recog-

nised that alignment is influenced by the organisation structure (Islam and Hu, 2012). Literature states 

that because organizational structure and organizational behaviour are critical components of strat-

egy implementation, superior performance is contingent on how well the structure and culture are 

aligned with the requirements of a specific strategy (Chan & Reich, 2007; Olson, Slater, & Hult, 2005).  

The role of organizational structure on the efficient use of information systems in general and its effect 

on BITA has long been the focus of alignment research” (Jonathan, 2018). The location of IT decision-

making rights and CIO reporting structure ultimately influences alignment (Banker, Hu, (Chan and 

Reich, 2007, Luftman, & Pavlou, 2010). A general problem contributing to misalignment is caused by 

the organisation structure impacting the CIO reporting line as this determines whether CIOs are in-

volved in business and strategic planning (Luftman, 2018, Aljazza et al., 2019). 

Organisation structures that generally separates the IT function from the rest of the organisation risks 

the creation of sub-cultures within the same organisation. These disparities create varying levels of 

what is acceptable which could affect the credibility of the IT unit (trust) which ultimately can affect 

business-IT alignment. Literature also acknowledges the importance of maintaining a fit between or-

ganizational structure and organizational culture (Jonathan, 2018), therefore the researcher will test 

if: 

 

H3: The structure of Company A has significant effect on alignment between Business and IT  
 

Alignment implies “the degree to which the business strategy and plans, and the IT strategy and plans, 

complement each other” (Chan & Reich, 2007, p. 300).   

Different types of organisation’s require different strategies to achieve BITA. In relation to structure, 

companies who adopt differentiation as a strategy consider IT as weapon which should be leveraged 

to obtain a competitive advantage as a Business Strategy, whereas a Cost Leadership strategy dictates 

a cost savings (Banker, et al., 2010).  An effective way for organisations to remain competitive is to 

have the IT strategy support the business strategy (Luftman, 2018; Shamekh, 2008). By having aligned 

strategies between Business and IT, strategically informed decisions regarding the strategic use of IT 

can be made, therefore the following will be tested:  

H4: The strategy of Company A has a significant effect on alignment between Business and IT  

H5: The level of alignment between Business and IT strategy is not high at Company A. 
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EA involves both corporate strategy and technology, due to EA’s interrelated capabilities, EA is re-

quired to measure BITA (Zhang, et al. 2020). 

Enterprise Architecture has evolved as “a method for overseeing the information technology re-

sources inside an organisation and has recently been recognised for “fostering business IT alignment 

and driving innovation” (Castro and Jung, 2021, p.1). EA is a recognized as a method of obtaining BIA 

(Kurnia, Kotusev, & Dilnutt, 2020; Zhang, Chen, & Luo, 2018). 

The maturity of enterprise architecture was found to increase strategic alignment between Business 

and IT (Coltman et al., 2015; Kurnia, et al, 2020, Zhang et al, 2020). Benefits of a mature EA include a 

decrease IT costs (Luftman, 2018) and improving business IT alignment (Castro and Jung, 2021, Kurnia 

et al, 2020), therefore the researcher will test if: 

H6: Enterprise architecture and its benefits are largely understood within Company A 
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3. Chapter 3: Research design and methodology 

3.1. Introduction 

It is important to identify the researcher’s epistemological and ontological perspective as this frames 

the way in which research is conducted. This chapter presents the research design and methods fol-

lowed. 

3.2. Research philosophy and framework 

The research philosophy defines “a system of beliefs and assumptions about the development of 

knowledge” (Saunders, 2009, p.124). Being aware of the philosophical stance taken by a researcher is 

vital as it impacts the entire investigation. 

Each philosophy makes a different assumption. The research assumptions which influence a philoso-

phy are discussed below. 

3.2.1. Ontology 
Ontology determines the researchers view of the world. There are two major ontological stances, ob-

jectivism, and subjectivism.  

Subjectivism proclaims that people’s perceptions and actions create reality (Saunders, 2009). Objec-

tivism implies humans can be characterised and measured, i.e., reality is independent from human 

cognition (Saunders, 2009). 

The researcher will be adopting Objectivism as the ontology.  

3.2.2. Epistemology 
Epistemology has to with assumptions about knowledge (Saunders, 2009). In research there are three 

common epistemologies: critical research, interpretivism, and positivism.  

Critical research considers the nature of political or societal influences, human empowerment, and 

the underlying power structures that influence current world views. It includes Critical Theory and 

Critical Realism which has similarities, but different focuses (Ryan, 2018). Interpretive research pro-

vides insight through shared meanings, language, artefacts, and consciousness. This stance does not 

assume objectivity (Ajumobi & Kyobe, 2017). Positivism considers the research to be an objective pro-

cess in which the researcher has a detached role while trying to understand a phenomenon (Brannick 

& Coghlan, 2007). Positivism comes from traditional empirical research based on deductive reasoning 

and it is the most common epistemology organisation studies.  

For positivists, theory consists of three basic components:  

1. Concepts or constructs 

2. Propositions or statements  

3. Rules for connecting concepts with the empirical world (measurement) 

(Brannick & Coghlan, 2007). 

The four constructs and how these were measured were presented chapter 2, and the hypotheses 

presented in chapter 2.  Positivism is the most suitable research philosophy for this study as positivists 

believe in sticking to what can be observed and measured. 
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3.3. Research methodology 

Kothari (2004) defines research methodology as a way to systematically solve the research problem. 

The following section present the methodology and approaches applied.  

3.3.1. Research strategy 
A single organisation survey strategy was applied which includes the use of standard surveys for col-

lecting data from people to obtain their views in a methodical way (Bhattacherjee, 2012). The survey 

research strategy was deemed suitable as it enables the researcher to collect data about a population 

that is too large to observe directly. Furthermore, it supports the positivist philosophical stance, i.e., 

to carry out the research objectively. 

3.3.2. Purpose of the research 
There are generally three types of research, exploratory, descriptive, or explanatory. 

 

• Exploratory: applicable when not much is known about the phenomenon being researched 

with the intention of better understanding the topic. An exploratory research may develop 

hypotheses, but it does not seek to test them.  

• Descriptive: study attempts to identify and explain factors associated with the item or sce-

nario being studied. 

• Explanatory research is useful for cause-effect relationships and is grounded in theory. Re-

searchers who use explanatory research as a purpose seek to understand, explain, predict, 

and control relationships between variables instead of detecting causes. Researchers rely on 

existing theories or develop hypotheses to represent the influences which may have led to a 

certain situation being studied (Kothari, 2004).    

The reasons mentioned above is why explanatory research is most appropriate to this study as the 

positivist epistemology is applied, and the research is based on theories of enterprise architecture, 

alignment, and many others which contribute towards the variables in the conceptual model.  

3.3.3. Research approach 
Inductive and Deductive approaches are the two major approaches used for developing and testing 

theories or hypothesis.  

Inductive approaches aim to build a new theory, starting from specific to general. In the deductive 

approach, the goal of the researcher is to develop propositions or hypotheses based on existing the-

ories, and ultimately accept or reject the propositions/hypotheses by testing them (Bhattacherjee, 

2012), working from general to specific (Soiferman, 2010). A deductive approach was followed as a 

review of literature was conducted and included all areas relevant to the scope of the study such as 

alignment concepts, theories, measurements, and models. A Conceptual Model was then developed 

which was based on constructs learnt from literature which then resulted in hypotheses development, 

testing and acceptation or rejection of hypotheses. Studies applying a deductive approach requires 

the researcher to formulate a set of hypothesis, apply the relevant research method to prove or dis-

prove the hypothesis (Soiferman, 2010).   
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3.3.4. Population and sampling 
Sampling is the process of selecting a segment which represents a population that is representative of 

a whole (Onwuegbuzie & Collins, 2007).  

3.3.4.1. The population 
The unit of analysis is Organisation A.  

A population refers to the group the researcher would like to sample since this is the group which will 

be generalized to. The population is 95 made up of mainly executives and senior business or IT staff 

who participate in strategic or IT planning, and the architects within Company A who participate in the 

architecture processes.  

The table below categorises the population (95). 

 Table 1: Breakdown of population 

IT or Business Number of partici-

pants 

Team/department 

 

 

IT Department 

11 Architecture team 

11 General IT, non-management, not architecture 

10 IT Managers 

4 Pilot testers in IT 

36 Total IT 

Non-IT / Business  59 All levels and divisions in the business 

 95 Total population size 

3.3.4.2. Sampling techniques 

Many researchers believe that the research method selected will determine the sampling technique 

to be used, i.e., random/probability-sampling techniques are associated with quantitative methods, 

and non-probability/non-random techniques are associated with qualitative methods.  

The image below developed by Onwuegbuzie & Collins, (2000) is a matrix which highlights four types 

of sampling schemes and encompasses methods for selecting samples that have been traditionally 

associated with the qualitative paradigm (non-random sampling schemes) and those that have been 

typically associated with the quantitative paradigm (random sampling schemes). According to their 

study, “both qualitative and quantitative studies use non-random samples. Type 4 is by far the most 

common combination of sampling schemes in mixed methods used, regardless of mixed methods re-

search goal” (Onwuegbuzie & Collins, 2000, p.284). 

 

Figure 6: Matrix crossing sampling technique by research approach (Onwuegbuzie & Collins, 2000) 
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3.3.4.3. Non-random technique: Judgement sampling 

The population was selected through the non-random Judgement sampling technique. Judgement 

sampling is a non-probability technique also known as purposive sampling whereby the researcher 

selects from the population only the members who he/she feels will give him the desired or accurate 

information (Annum, 2016).  

Judgement sampling allows the researcher to select a sample which is well equipped with information 

relevant to the researcher. This approach is used when a limited number of people or a certain cate-

gory of people possess the information which the researcher requires (Annum, 2016). Including par-

ticipants in the population who do not have a role in strategic decision-making or enterprise/IT archi-

tecture would be insignificant to the research objectives. Therefore, the judgement is limited to those 

resources who possess expertise specific to this study. 

Judgement sampling was used when selecting the population for both research instruments, i.e., the 

Alignment maturity survey and EA maturity assessment. The judgement sampling technique is appro-

priate for selecting participants for a focus group because Judgement sampling is a non-random sam-

pling technique, and non-random techniques are associated with qualitative methods (Onwuegbuzie 

& Collins, 2000). Focus groups are considered as a qualitative method of research.  

3.3.5. Data collection methods  
The data collection process comprises two phases. The first phase was the EA Maturity Assessment to 

assess the maturity of the EA programme which was conducted as a focus group. The second was the 

alignment maturity assessment to determine the maturity level of alignment between business and 

IT at Company A which was conducted as a survey.  

The first survey relied on quantitative methods and the second survey relied on qualitative methods, 

thereby adopting a mixed method research approach. Mixed method designs utilise time orientation 

and sampling relationships. Sampling relationships may be identical, parallel, nested, or multilevel. 

The parallel sampling relationship is appropriate to this research as a “parallel relationship specifies 

that the samples for the qualitative and quantitative components of the research are different but are 

drawn from the same population of interest” (Onwuegbuzie & Collins, 2007, p.292; Fielding, Lee, & 

Blank, 2008). Time orientation refers to whether the qualitative and quantitative phases occur at ap-

proximately the same point in time (concurrent), or if one phase is dependent on another (sequential) 

(Onwuegbuzie & Collins, 2000).  

This study assumes a concurrent time orientation in that the two methods took place approximately 

around the same time, a few weeks apart. The one did not need to be completed before the other 

could commence.  
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3.4. Data collection process 

Data collection commenced after hypotheses formulation, finalising research instruments and ethics 

committee approval. Mixed- method research was applied to this study.  

3.4.1. Phase 1: Qualitative 

Instrument 1. Enterprise Architecture Maturity Assessment  

The maturity of Enterprise Architecture was found to increase strategic alignment between Business 

and IT (Coltman et al., 2015).  The details of this survey were discussed in the Literature Review, sec-

tion 2.4. The detailed survey can be found in Appendix B. 

Process of data collection  

The focus group method was used for data collection for the EA maturity assessment which was used 

to determine the maturity of the EA practice at Company A.  

Focus group research is “a way of collecting qualitative data, which—essentially— involves engaging 

a small number of people in an informal group discussion/s, ‘focused’ around a particular topic or set 

of issues” (Onwuegbuzie, Dickinson, Leech, & Zoran, 2009, p. 2). For this focus group, 10 members of 

IT, the Architecture team, participated in discussing the EA practice at Company A. All 14 members of 

the population were invited to attend a meeting in which the researcher would conduct the assess-

ment in a group setting. The researcher facilitated the session, explained the background and the ob-

jective which is to determine if there was a change in the EA maturity score since 2013 when it was 

first conducted at Company A.  

Only an hour was booked with the participants to collect the data for the EA maturity survey. The hour 

was sufficient as the tool, being a Gartner tool, was well-designed, objectives and questions were 

clearly stated. Generally, focus groups should be in the duration of 1 and 2 hours (Onwuegbuzie, et, 

al. 2009). The researcher logged in to the Gartner tool and presented the survey on the projector 

screen.  

The researcher posed the questions and then asked the group to discuss, and collectively select the 

answer which they felt best answered the question. Some of the questions required more of a discus-

sion amongst the participants than others, but ultimately the best answer to the question was easily 

identifiable. The group answered unanimously to all questions. The researcher remained objective 

and did not get involved in the discussion or try to influence the answers in any way. 

The assessment is an online diagnostic tool on the Gartner website which the researcher had access 

to as part of her role in the IT architecture team. Most of the items were measured on a Likert scale 

without numbers available as an answer selection. The questions were posed on frequency (e.g., never 

to always), agreement (yes/no, strongly agree- strongly disagree), and so on. The options were in rank 

order of maturity for example ‘never’ would indicate low maturity and ‘always’ would indicate highest 

level of maturity.  

The collective answers were then input into the survey by the researcher and the report was run by 

her, based on the input from the 10 respondents.  The researcher thanked everyone for participating 

in the first assessment and again for making the time and agreeing to participate in a second assess-

ment which is the Alignment Maturity Survey. All participants identified for the EA sample worked in 

same team as the researcher at the time, and the researcher has a good relationship with all of them. 
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This was the concern raised during ethics that too much time would be required of colleagues to par-

ticipate. However, they were willing to participate in the Alignment survey as well. The researcher 

believes that because of her being an insider and having such a strong relationship with her team that 

they were so willing to assist her in obtaining the information required for her research. 

3.4.2. Phase 2: Quantitative 

Instrument 2. Alignment maturity assessment survey 

The SAMM was discussed in 2.2 of the literature review and applied as a method of data collection. 

By conducting this assessment, the researcher attempted to determine the level of alignment be-

tween business and IT at Company A. This tool is assessed on a Likert scale of 1–5 where 1 is low and 

5 is high, thereby deploying a direct measure of alignment (Coltman et al.,2015). The Alignment ma-

turity survey can be found in Appendix A.  

Process of data collection 

Various measures to assess the extent of IT alignment at a point in time has been developed “over the 

last 25 years” (Coltman et al. 2015 p.93). One such measure is the Luftman Alignment Maturity As-

sessment. This tool was designed to measure the degree of misalignment between the corporate and 

IT departments and informs the level of alignment within an organisation (Luftman, 2003). 

The assessment was largely based on the Luftman Alignment survey, the SAMM model. The survey 

was distributed to the population of 95 via an email. Being an insider, the researcher used her work 

email account to distribute the survey to the respondents’ work email. The content of the email con-

tained a brief description of the objective of the research, time required to complete, a disclaimer 

about the participants’ confidentiality, and a link to the survey.  Once the linked was clicked, the survey 

opened up in Qualtrics online survey tool and more information about the survey was provided, with 

the option to participate or to decline.  

3.5. Data analysis techniques 

Due to the quantitative nature of the Alignment maturity survey, the data obtained from this survey 

was analysed through quantitative techniques. In Microsoft Excel, step one included removing anom-

alies from data collected in the Alignment Survey and step two involved coding the clean data. The 

data was then imported into Statistica 10 software for statistical analysis including quantitative data 

analysis, testing for reliability and validity.  

3.5.1. Data cleansing 
Before conducting any statistical analysis, the dataset was analysed for any anomalies or outliers, “any 

value that is more than 2 standard deviations from the mean” (Hellerstein, 2008, p.8).  

The survey results (hereafter referred to as the dataset) from Qualtrics was extracted into an Excel 

format for analysis. Initially the dataset showed a survey response rate of 60. However, upon analysing 

and cleaning, the total dataset used in the statistical analysis is 40. 

The Qualtrics extract were presented in a raw format by which all the questions were categorised 

according to codes as headings. An example of the raw code pushed out from Qualtrics was ‘C1’ which 

referred to the first question in the Communication construct, ‘C2’ to the second question and so on. 

The questions in the alignment maturity survey were based on the six maturity areas in the Luftman 

Alignment survey discussed in the literature review. 
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The next step was data editing. Data editing involves changing the value of data shown to be incorrect 

(Zaiontz, 2016). The assumption made for the data cleaning process was that a blank/unanswered 

question was due to human error such as forgetting to answer as not all questions were set as man-

datory. The researcher made this assumption because although the questions had a sixth option to 

select ‘N/A’ or an ‘I don’t know’, she acknowledges that the survey was not very short and therefore 

she assumes that the respondent could have got tired or even bored of answering towards the end of 

the survey and therefore chose not to answer.  

Most of the unanswered questions were related to the EA competency which the researcher considers 

to be a niche area of expertise and therefore also contributes to the assumption of human error as 

the respondent might not have comprehended the question or knowledgeable enough about the area 

to answer accurately. These answers were edited by single imputation, inserting the mean of the par-

ticular variable, i.e., 1 or 2. Using the mean in this case is justified because using the mean of the non-

missing data elements for a particular variable is acceptable in cases with a small number of missing 

data elements (Papageorgiou, Grant, Takkenberg, & Mokhles, 2018; Zaiontz, 2016). Varying guidance 

exist in literature for what is considered ‘small’ in terms of single imputation, the ranges vary between 

5%-40% of the entire dataset, depending on the method of imputation used (Madley-Dowd, Hughes, 

Tilling, & Heron, 2019). 

A total of 22 (9+5+8) unanswered questions were edited across 2 variables, Strategic and Enterprise 

Architecture (EA) to include the mean as outlined in the table below. Since the unanswered questions 

in these variables individually were not many (<25% on any variable), the researcher felt using the 

mean would not skew the results (Zaiontz, 2016) and imputation using mean would be acceptable 

(Madley-Dowd et al, 2019). These responses with missing data were not deleted because the respond-

ent answered an all-other variables, so deleting the entire entry was not justified for these cases as 

deleting them would increase the likelihood of losing essential information on other variables, i.e., 

result in a significant loss of data and result in reduced sample size (Papageorgiou et al, 2018). 

The table below illustrates which variables had unanswered questions, the percentage of total dataset 

that was changed, and which value the unanswered questions were replaced with(mean):  

Table 2: Missing elements in initial dataset 

Assumption Variable No. of missing 
data elements 
per variable 

Corrected/Re-
placed by mean 
of: 

% Of variable changed/an-
swered using mean 

Human error Strat3-Use of architecture 
tools in strategic planning 

9 2 22.5% 

Human error CMPEA2- Artefact being used 
by organisation 

5 1 12.5% 

Human error CMPEA3- Agreement with EA 
benefits 

8 2 20% 

Descriptive statistics was run after the data cleaning and editing process because the dataset was 

more reliable in terms of having usable data from respondents who answered most or all of the ques-

tions. 
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The table below is the result of the descriptive statistical test run on the cleaned dataset: 

Table 3: Descriptive stats on cleaned dataset to identify further outliers 

 
 

 Variable 

Descriptive Statistics (Alignment Maturity Survey) 

Valid 
N 

Mea
n 

Me-
dian 

Mode Frequency Min Max Std.Dev
. 

Comm-1 Bus. Mgmt. understand-
ing of IT 

40 2.5 2.0 2 20 1.0 5.0 0.8 

Comm-2 IT Mgmt. understanding 
of Bus 

40 2.9 3.0 3 16 1.0 5.0 0.9 

Comm-3 Knowledge Sharing 40 2.3 2.0 Multi-
ple 

14 1.0 5.0 1.2 

Comm-4 IT/Business Liaison rela-
tionship 

40 3.0 3.0 3 20 1.0 5.0 1.1 

Comm-5 Frequency of B-IT Steerco 40 2.3 2.0 3 13 1.0 5.0 1.1 

Cult-1 Investment rationale 40 2.8 2.5 4 17 1.0 5.0 1.4 

Cult-2 Project prioritization 40 2.2 2.0 1 14 1.0 4.0 1.2 

Cult-3 Bus-IT relationship 40 2.6 2.0 2 15 1.0 5.0 1.2 

Cult-4 Acceptance to change 40 2.7 3.0 1 12 1.0 5.0 1.4 

Cult-5 Perception of IT value 40 2.7 3.0 Multi-
ple 

12 1.0 5.0 1.1 

Struct-1 Org structure reporting 
line 

40 1.1 1.0 1 38 1.0 4.0 0.5 

Struct-2 Project sponsor location 40 3.0 3.0 3 21 1.0 5.0 0.9 

Strat1 IT Invlmt in Bus. Strategic 
planning 

40 2.5 2.5 3 11 1.0 5.0 1.2 

Strat2 Bus. Invlmt in Bus. Strate-
gic planning 

40 2.1 2.0 1 14 1.0 4.0 1.1 

Strat3 Use of Architecture tools 
in bus. Planning 

40 2.0 2.0 2 27 1.0 3.0 0.6 

 

The results in the ‘Maximum’ column were visually inspected to identify any inconsistencies. The re-

sults indicate there were five weighted options with 3 being the midpoint. The sixth option was ex-

cluded from calculating the mean in descriptive statistics. Option 6 was given to respondents to avoid 

blank answers and does not affect the reliability or validity of the instrument, therefore the values in 

the table are accurate for the Likert scale measurement. An additional confirmation that the high-

lighted variables in the maximum column were indeed outliers was represented by the standard de-

viations as they match the variables < 5 with a Std.Dev < 2 (Hellerstein, 2008). Clearly there are no 

further data anomalies in the four constructs, thus the statistical analysis can proceed on the assump-

tion that the dataset being used is clean.  
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3.5.2. Data distribution – Normality testing 
The clean data was used to determine the extent to which the data distribution is normal for each 

construct. Normality must be tested for to calculate the probability that the sample was drawn from 

a normal population (Asthana, 2013). 

The technique used to test for normality per construct was the Shapiro-Wilk test. Formal numerical 

tests such as the Shapiro-Wilk (SW) test and the Kolmogorov-Smirnov (KS) test could be performed 

before making any conclusions about the normality of the data (Razali & Yap, 2011). The Shapiro-Wilk 

test requires a sample size of between 3 to 50 (Ahad, 2011; Razali & Yap, 2011) thus allowing this test 

to be appropriate for a sample size of 40. SW was also applied because literature claims that the 

Shapiro-Wilk test is the most powerful test for all types of distribution and sample sizes and it rejects 

the null hypothesis of normality at the smallest sample size (Ahad, et al., 2011, Razali & Yap, 2011), 

and at all levels of skewness and kurtosis (Ahad, et al., 2011).  

When a p-value is greater than a critical value (α=0.05), the null hypothesis is not rejected, and can 

then be concluded that data is normally distributed. Probabilities > 0.05 mean the data is normal. 

Probabilities < 0.05 mean the data is not normally distributed (Asthana, 2013).  

The table below highlights the p-value, SW value, and indicates whether the distribution per construct 

is normal or not based on Asthana (2013). 

 

  
Construct 

  
P 
value 

  
P>0.05? 

  
SW 
Value 

Normally distributed 
(Asthana, 2013) 

Reject null hypothesis 
of normality 

Communication 0.47 Yes 0.97 Yes – normally distrib-
uted 

No 

Culture 0.00 No 0.91 No – Not normally dis-
tributed 

Yes 

Strategy 0.02 No 0.94 No – Not normally dis-
tributed 

Yes 

Structure 0.00 No 0.86 No – Not normally dis-
tributed 

Yes 

 

The null hypothesis of normality is rejected for small samples (n < 50) if a p value < 0.05 (Asthana, 

2013). Communication is the only normally distributed construct. Culture, Strategy, and Structure con-

structs are not normally distributed. Further analysis is done analysis using non-parametric statistics 

as this assumes a non-normal distribution (Razali & Yap, 2011, p21). 

3.5.3. Timeframe 
The timeframe applied is cross-sectional. Cross-sectional studies imply that the research is focused on 

a situation or collection of data at a single point in time. A cross-sectional timeframe is appropriate to 

this study of alignment because if “strategic alignment is viewed as an end state, and is measurable at 

a single point in time, these measurements can be taken periodically, to assess the progress towards 

(or regress from) strategic alignment over time” (Baker & Jones, 2008, p.10). Therefore, the alignment 

and EA maturity surveys are appropriate to this study as they assess the maturity of alignment, and 

EA respectively, at a particular point in time. 

Table 4: Normality per construct 
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3.6. Ethics and confidentiality 

This research was conducted on Company A, the researcher’s company of employment and is there-

fore referred to as ‘insider research’. Typically, due to the researcher’s nativity, they are perceived to 

be too close to the study, therefore un-objective, therein, raising concerns regarding the validity of 

the findings of an insider’s research (Brannick & Coghlan, 2007).  An alternate, more positive perspec-

tive is that insider research provides details of what businesses are like, details which may not be 

uncovered by a traditional, non-insider approach (Brannick & Coghlan, 2007).  

Insider research is a challenge because it requires the researcher to distance herself from the setting 

and obtain objectivity, and then integrate back into the system once the research is completed. This 

was not tough for the researcher as the data collection for the alignment surveys/quantitative section 

was via email and no face-to-face interaction involved other than the pre-lobbying. Only an hour was 

spent with the respondents of the qualitative focus group. Thus, once the data was collected, the 

researcher continued to interact with her colleagues as she usually would, there was no difficulty to 

‘integrate back’. 

The researcher initiated informal conversations with colleagues (those not part of her team structure) 

whom she had intended to include in her sample size. Being mindful of the upcoming restructuring 

announcements, and the effects and anxiety the process caused to staff, the researcher had a strategy 

in place to ensure an acceptable participation rate was obtained, i.e., informal conversations to gauge 

interest in participating in the research. This strategy was based on the Social Exchange Theory which 

suggests that that “building a relationship between the researcher and the potential participant in 

survey research can improve participation rate”. Researchers frequently rely on this theory when us-

ing mailed surveys” (Cycyota & Harrison, 2006, p. 136). Contacting potential respondents in advance 

is a technique used by many researchers, especially researchers targeting executives as was partially 

the case in this research. In addition, the advanced personal contact allows the researcher to gauge 

willingness to participate from potential candidates prior to distributing the survey. The surveys are 

then usually sent only to those individuals who consent to participate (Cycyota & Harrison, 2006). 

Thus, being an insider allowed the researcher to have informal conversations and warm the partici-

pants up to the idea of the participating in the research study. 

To the participants, the cover letter of both research instruments stated the researcher’s intention 

with the study, time required of the respondent, and the process for opting out of the study. For the 

participants of the EA maturity assessment Focus Group, the cover letter was attached to the meeting 

invite requesting participation in the focus group, as well as emailed individually with a disclaimer that 

by accepting the meeting they agreed to the terms. 

The main concern to the organisation was the handling of confidential information, and the time re-

quired by participants. The organisation also did not want to be named; therefore, it is referred to as 

Company A. The cover letter of the Alignment survey provided a guarantee the survey completion 

shouldn’t exceed 15 minutes and the participant could agree/disagree to continue after reading the 

disclaimer. The handling of sensitive information is not too much of a concern as there is no company 

sensitive information being shared such as financial statements, project documents, etc.  

Approval from the UCT ethics committee was submitted after obtaining the approval of the CIO at the 

organisation in question. 
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3.7. Chapter summary 

The table below outlines the summary of research design.  

Table 5: Research methodology summary 

Methodology Approach 

Ontology Objectivism  

Epistemology Positivist 

Research purpose Explanatory 

Time frame Cross –sectional 

Approach to theory Deductive approach 

Sampling strategy Non-random Judgement sampling 

Data collection method Mixed methods   
Qualitative – Focus group - Gartner online EA ma-
turity assessment tool 
Quantitative – Alignment Maturity Survey – Qual-
trics online survey tool 

Data analysis Quantitative - Microsoft Excel 2010 and Statistical 
Testing in Statistica 

Timeframe Cross-sectional 
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4. Chapter 4: Data analysis and results 

4.1. Introduction  

This chapter discusses the demographics and results of analysis.  

4.2. Demographics and rate of participation  

4.2.1. Alignment maturity survey demographics 
Respondents of the Alignment Maturity survey were asked to indicate their level within the organisa-

tion, department, and years of employment at Company A. Below the researcher presents the re-

sponses. 

4.2.1.1. Years of employment 

53% of respondents had been employed at Company A for more than 10 years.  

 

Figure 7: Respondents’ years of employment at Company A 

A minority of responses came from employees who had a tenure of 1–3 years. The range of tenure of 

employees with 10 or more years of experience is illustrated below. Of the 53% respondents with 

more than 10 years’ service with Company A, 36%, or 8 respondents had been with Company A be-

tween 26 and 30 years. 
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Figure 8: Respondents >10 years tenure at Company A 

4.2.1.2. Level of position 

Participation response by level of position shown below: 

 

Figure 9: Response to survey by level of position 

The above chart illustrates the participation level by position. The executive slices are highlighted in 

red, i.e., 2% of Leaders responded and 33% of the responses were from senior management. Leaders 

in this context refers to General Managers (GMs) or above, and senior management are the GM’s 

direct reports as per the organogram presented in chapter 1. It can be seen that at least one-third of 

responses came from Senior Management.  

A large percentage of the sample size were executives, i.e., 32%. Executives in this case include the 

CEO, and managers up to 3 levels, i.e., General Managers, and their direct reports (limited to those 

Leadership
2%

Line Management
26%

Non-
Management

39%

Senior 
Mangement

33%

Participation by level of position held in company 
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who are involved in EA and strategic business management).  Because 32% of the sample were exec-

utives, the researcher had to employ strategies or techniques for ensuring responsiveness. Access by 

employees increases the response rate to e-mailed surveys (Cycyota & Harrison, 2006). Considering a 

46% (44 of 95) overall participation rate, of which 35% were executives (Leadership and Senior Man-

agement), being an insider allows access to this network and had an influence on the number of re-

sponses received.  

4.2.1.3. Department of designation 

An interesting observation about response rates per department is that of all the responses from non-

IT participants, i.e., the Business, most of the responses came from the Corporate Strategy department 

(5) who were strategic leaders and senior managers, and the division in which much lobbying was 

done to garner participation. Response rate per department is shown below: 

 

Figure 10: Response rate per division 

4.2.1.4. Overall participation rate to alignment maturity survey 

The alignment survey was sent to the population of 95 which included business and IT participants as 

it is important to have both business and technical people participate in evaluating each of the six 

Dimensions (Luftman, 2003). 

After cleansing the data, the response rate was 56%. Of the 56%, 9% responded to the survey but 

declined to participate. That left 46% of the population who agreed to participate in the survey. How-

ever only 42% of responses were actually completed and were valid for statistical analysis. An overall 

non-response rate of 44% was recorded.  
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Detailed breakdown to the alignment maturity survey response has been tabulated below: 

Table 6: Breakdown of alignment response rate per response, decline, non-response, incomplete 

  
Number of partici-

pants 

% Of en-
tire popu-

lation Survey Population 

Survey population (from IT and Business) 95 100% 

Responses recorded (responded to the survey by either com-
pleting or declining to participate) 

53 56% 

Participation rate (Agreed to participate in the survey) 44 46% 

Declined rate (Number of those who refused to participate in 
the survey after the survey was sent/recorded refusals) 

9 9% 

Incomplete surveys (agreed to participate but answered less 
than 50% of questions) 

4 4% 

Non-response (sample who did not respond to the survey) 42 44% 

Total valid responses for analysis (dataset size) 40 42% 

The alignment maturity survey had a response rate of 46%, which equates to 40 usable responses 

which was deemed acceptable by the researcher for statistical analysis. There are various views as to 

what an appropriate response rate is. Some literature says that a response rate of 60% is an acceptable 

threshold for measuring survey validity and quality (Johnson and Wislar, 2012; Morton, Bandara, Rob-

inson, & Atatoa Carr, 2012). Other views are that 30 responses are acceptable as a minimum response, 

acknowledging though that a larger sample size prove more reliable (Cycyota and Harrison, 2006).  

The figure below is a graphical breakdown of the response to the Alignment Maturity Survey. 

 

Figure 11: Breakdown of response to alignment maturity survey 

Participation rate, 
46%

Declined 
rate, 9%

Non-response rate, 
44%

Breakdown of response to Alignment Maturity 
Survey
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Overall, the researcher is satisfied with the participation rate in the alignment maturity survey and 

more specifically with the rate of participation from various levels within the organisation (non-man-

agement to executive management), as well as with the range of experience.  

4.2.2.  EA maturity assessment 
This data for this assessment was only collected from IT resources as it is an EA analysis and the EA/ 

Architecture speciality is situated within IT at Company A, therefore the demographics are not very 

broad.  

The session with the architecture team was held at the head office in Cape Town. The population size 

for the assessment was 14. These 14 respondents were selected by stratified random sampling and 

are included in the total population of 95 for the alignment maturity survey.  A breakdown of the 

sample size for the EA maturity assessment is tabled below: 

Table 7: Sample breakdown for EA maturity assessment 

Role # Participants identified Department 

Domain Architects 4 IT 

Solution Architects 7 IT 

Architecture Students 2 IT 

IT Manager: Architecture & Governance 1 IT 

Population size 14  

Although the population was 14, the sample total of 10 participated. This comprised of the Architec-

tures and Governance Manager, 4 Solution Architects, 3 domain architects, and the 2 students. Com-

pany A has a strong learning culture in that they are passionate about the development of young 

people, especially their development of specialised skills, such as architecture. At the time there were 

two graduates being developed within the architecture team as “organizations are realizing that it is 

difficult to find suitable candidates and are focusing on developing and training enterprise architects 

from the talent pool within the organization” (Gartner, IT Score for Enterprise Architecture, 2013).  

The appropriate sample size for a qualitative study is not specifically defined. Some say that an appro-

priate sample size is one that adequately answers the research question (Marshal 2001). When using 

a subgroup sampling design, then three or more participants per subgroup is acceptable, and 12 par-

ticipants per focus group (Onwuegbuzie & Collins, 2000).  

 

The below table lists the roles who participated in the EA maturity assessment, the participation, non-

response, and refusal rate. 

Table 8: Participation in EA maturity assessment 

Roles No. of participants 

Domain Architects 3 

Solution Architects 4 

IT Manager: Architecture & Governance 1 

Architecture Students 2 

Participation Rate 10 

Refusal Rate 2 

Non-response 2 
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The image below illustrates a breakdown of participation, refusal, and decline of the meeting request 

to complete the EA maturity assessment  

 
Figure 12: Response rate to the EA maturity assessment 

 

Of the two declines, only one provided a reason in advance; the other declined the meeting request 

without a reason. Both non-responses are also accounted for, both colleagues were on leave on that 

particular day and did not read and respond to emails around the time the request was sent. Both, 

however, apologised for missing the session. 

4.2.3. Non-response rate to alignment and EA maturity surveys 
The 44% non-response rate is concerning to the researcher as she considers this to be quite high in 

comparison to the participation rate. It is also concerning as a high non-response rate is thought to 

impact the validity of the study. However, many studies in the past two decades challenges the belief 

that lower response rates implies lesser validity. Many researchers have demonstrated that response 

rate does not always affect validity, there is no direct correlation between the two (Morton, et al, 

2012).  

There are many reasons to explain the low participation or non-response rates to online surveys such 

as “decrease in ‘volunteerism’ (Morton, et al, 2012, p.106). Due to everyone being so ‘busy’, research 

found that studies which are invasive, time-consuming, and offer no compensation may be perceived 

as burdensome, contributing further to a general decline in participation rate, particularly in longitu-

dinal studies (Morton, et al, 2012). The researcher can relate to these reasons as she was aware of 

other colleagues who have been requesting survey participation from the same group of people, ei-

ther for their academic research or work-related so there may have been survey fatigue. Considering 

that the survey requested between 15–20 minutes of the participants’ time, and no incentive was 

offered, the researcher believes they might have found the survey onerous and ignored the invitation 

to participate, as well as the two reminders which followed which added to the burden. Under the 

prevailing conditions, 20 minutes was a lot of time to volunteer, however, the researcher doubts that 

incentives would have assisted as studies show “incentives to have little or no effect on improving 

response rates to internet-based surveys” (Fielding et al. 2017, p.209).  

Participation 
Rate
72%

Refusal Rate
14%

Non-Response
14%

Breakdown of particiation rate in the EA      
survey
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The researcher doubts that offering compensation for time would have made a difference to partici-

pation rate as the timing was not ideal considering the current mood at Company A at the time, where 

there was talk of retrenchments. The researcher believes that the participation rate would have been 

higher had the internal environment been better. 

4.3. Constructs  

The results of the responses to the constructs are presented here.  To begin with, Table 9 summa-

rises the average responses per construct. 

Communication and Culture are considered to more matured processes since they resulted in level 3 

alignment, ‘Established/focussed’ processes. Structure and Strategy could be improved since they 

are at a level 2, immature level of ‘Committed’. Table 10 below provides the legend for each of the 5 

phases of the SAMM model. 

Table 9: Average response (Mean) per construct to determine SAMM Alignment Maturity Level 

Descriptive Statistics (Alignment Maturity survey) 

 Variable Valid N Mean Std.Dev. 
Maturity level according to 

SAMM 

Communication 39 2.7 0.7 3- Established/Focussed 

Culture 40 2.7 0.9 3- Established/Focussed 

Structure 40 2.1 0.5 2- Committed 

Strategy 40 2.3 0.7 2- Committed 

Alignment Maturity level 2.4   Committed Process 

 

Table 10: Legend of Luftman's Strategic Alignment Maturity Model (Luftman, 2000) describing the mean value in table 9 

Legend: Alignment Maturity Scale based on Luftman’s 6 criteria for measuring Business IT Alignment 

(Criteria = Communications, Competency, Governance, Partnership, Scope/Architecture, and Skills) 

Alignment Level Brief description of alignment as a process per level 

1- Initial/ad-hoc Immaturity across all 6 criteria of BITA  

2- Committed Level of alignment immaturity is acknowledged, there is room for improvement across the 6 
BITA criteria 

3- Established/focussed  There is some effectiveness across the 6 criteria, IT is seen as an asset, communication is im-
proving, but each element could be improved to increase the level of BITA alignment 

4- Improved/managed BITA is an acknowledged process in which IT is considered a key enabler of strategy, but still 
room for improvement exist 

5- Optimised BITA is a mature process across all 6 criteria 
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Based on the results of the alignment maturity survey, it appears that BITA is a ‘Committed’ process 

at level 2 (Luftman, 2000), 2.4 rounded down to 2.  Organisations at a level 2 alignment maturity imply 

that in terms of Communication, there is a limited understanding between business and IT; IT is con-

sidered to be process enabler; Governance processes are not well established, and architecture is not 

well developed and integrated across the organisation (Luftman, 2000).   

In terms of responses to Enterprise Architecture, to gauge an understanding of the participants’ un-

derstanding of EA, the researcher asked, ‘Which statement/s best describes the activities associated 

with Enterprise Architecture’. 

The below table summarises the respondents’ understanding of EA. 

Table 11: Respondents’ understanding of EA definition 

Understanding of EA activities/definition  

Understand EA – Selected definition of EA, BA, or EA and BA  29 73% 

Does not understand EA – Selected definitions of solution or technical architecture 11 28% 

The results showed that 73% of respondents understand what EA is as they selected either the defini-

tion for EA, BA, or both EA and BA, as they could select multiple options.   

The next question tried to gauge respondents’ understanding of EA artefacts in use at Company A. 

Table 12: Respondents’ understanding of EA artefacts 

 Not cre-

ated 

Partially 

created 

Created and 

delivered 

Created, 

delivered 

& ap-

proved 

Created, deliv-

ered, approved & 

being used 

N/A – 

Don't 

know 

Enterprise Capa-

bility Model 

8% 10% 8% 13% 20% 43% 

Architectural 

Principles 

0% 13% 15% 20% 23% 30% 

Architectural 

Standards 

3% 13% 15% 15% 25% 30% 

Architectural 

Roadmaps 

3% 28% 8% 15% 15% 33% 

The above table indicates that the respondents are not familiar with the EA artefacts in use as the 

highest response selection was ‘don’t know’.  
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The next question had nine statements which are proven benefits of EA (Blosche & Burke, 2016), and 

one question about the responsibility of EA. Participants were asked to select statements which they 

agree with. Results are as follows 

Table 13: Participants’ views of benefits of enterprise architecture 

Please select all statements related to Enterprise Architecture which you 
agree with 

Agree  % 
Agree 

EA has a positive impact on reducing IT service provision costs 25 63% 

EA has a positive impact on optimizing business processes 25 63% 

EA has a positive impact on improving information quality and accessibility 23 58% 

EA enables reuse of assets 23 58% 

EA has a positive impact on business strategy 22 55% 

EA has a positive impact on the overall investment of the organisation 21 53% 

EA has a positive impact on reducing project work effort 19 48% 

EA has a positive impact on enabling organisational change 18 45% 

EA enables innovation 17 43% 

EA is the responsibility of the IT department 16 40% 

 

The questions were not asked in this order. It was sorted by percentage response and presented from 

highest to lowest. Noting results, only 40% of the population believes that EA is the responsibility of 

another division. This implies that the 60% who disagreed believe that EA should not report into the 

CIO. 55% agree that EA has a positive impact on business strategy, and 45% agree that EA can have a 

positive impact on organisational change.  

4.4. Testing for reliability and validity 

4.4.1. Cronbach alpha 
Cronbach Alpha is a commonly used, objective measure of reliability. Alpha provides a measure of the 

internal consistency of a test or scale and is expressed as a number between 0 and 1 (Tavakol & Den-

nick, 2011). It is also acceptable to test for construct validity (Taber, 2017).  The Cronbach alpha is an 

appropriate measure of reliability of the Alignment maturity survey because the questionnaire was 

based on a Likert scale and alpha coefficient ranges may be used to describe the reliability of factors 

extracted from multi-point formatted questionnaires or scales (Santos, 1999). The approach taken to 

conduct the Cronbach alpha was to test the alpha per construct by including the appropriate variables 

in the construct because alpha is only calculated for each of the concepts rather than for the entire 

test or scale (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011).  
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Table 14 shows the results of Cronbach’s alpha test on each construct rounded to the closest decimal. 

Table 14: Cronbach Alpha results 

Construct Cronbach 
Alpha 

Number of 
items/variables 

measured 
Qualitative 
descriptor 

 
Level of relia-

bility 

Communication 0.8 5 
Relatively 

High 
Very good 

Culture 0.8 5 
Relatively 

High 
Very good 

Structure -0.2 2 No correlation Not reliable 

Strategy 0.6 3 Moderate Acceptable 
 

Literature indicates that 0.7 is an acceptable threshold or coefficient for alpha (Santos, 1999), “and 

maximum alpha value of 0.90 has been recommended” (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011, p. 54). However, a 

study conducted by Taber, (2017) suggests that there is “no clear consensus on the most appropriate 

labels to use to describe the values obtained when calculating alpha” (Taber, 2017, p.1278) and there 

is no consistency with regard to terminology/labels used by different scholars to describe the result 

of the Cronbach Alpha score. For example, some scholars describe an alpha score as ‘high’, ‘high but 

not satisfactory’, etc. which Taber found overlaps with other descriptions for sufficient and accepta-

ble. This implies that a term described as acceptable to one scholar may be defined as sufficient by 

another. An alpha result of 0.6-0.7 shows an acceptable level of reliability. Anything higher such as 0.8 

or more is a very good indication of reliability (Ursachi, Horodnic, & Zait,2015). 

The correlations in the Structure construct have no correlation. There was a stronger correlation be-

tween the variables in the Culture and Communication constructs 0.8. It was not possible to use only 

the two variables to measure Cronbach alpha, as was proven by the score of -0.2. 

The alpha for constructs indicates reliability for three of the constructs, i.e., Communication, Culture, 

and Business Strategy because they fall within the ‘reasonable’ to ‘acceptable’ alpha coefficients (0.6-

0.9) (Taber, 2017; Ursachi, et.al, 2015). From these results, we accept that reliability is high, thus the 

above findings indicate that the instrument measures consistently and the variables are correlated to 

one another in the data, except for the Structure construct. It is therefore concluded that there is 

internal consistency which implies that all the items or variables in the test measure the same con-

struct.  

4.4.2. Spearman correlation test 
Spearman rank correlation is a non-parametric test that is used to measure the degree of association 

between two variables. It is the appropriate correlation analysis when the variables are measured on 

a scale that is at least ordinal like the Likert scale used in the questionnaire on alignment at Company 

A. 

The tables below are the results of the Spearman Correlation tests. Marked correlations (in red and 

marked by an *) are significant at p <.05. 

 

 

Legend applies for tables 16, 17 and 18 
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Table 15: Legend for Spearman Correlation tables 

Significance Marking  Colour  

<=0.05 * Value is in Red 

 

Table 16: Spearman results for the Communication construct 

Communication 

Bus. Mgmt. 
under-
standing of 
IT 

IT Mgmt. 
under-
standing of 
Bus 

Knowledge 
Sharing 

IT/Busi-
ness Li-
aison re-
lation-
ship 

Fre-
quency 
of B-IT 
Steerco 

Bus. Mgmt. understanding of 
IT 

1.00 *0.55 *0.43 *0.52 *0.35 

IT Mgmt. understanding of 
Bus 

*0.55 1.00 *0.39 *0.53 0.28 

Knowledge Sharing *0.43 *0.39 1.00 *0.55 *0.36 

IT/Business Liaison relation-
ship 

*0.52 *0.53 *0.55 1.00 *0.39 

Frequency of B-IT Steerco *0.35 0.28 *0.36 *0.39 1.00 

  

Table 17: Spearman correlation for the Culture construct 

Culture 

Investment 
rationale 

Project pri-
oritization 

Bus-IT relation-
ship 

Acceptance 
to change 

Perception 
of IT value 

Investment rationale 1.00 0.41 0.35 0.28 0.45 

Project prioritization 0.41 1.00 0.48 0.35 0.43 

Bus-IT relationship 0.35 0.48 1.00 0.42 0.64 

Acceptance to change 0.28 0.35 0.42 1.00 0.37 

Perception of IT value 0.45 0.43 0.64 0.37 1.00 

 

Table 18: Spearman correlation for the Business Strategy construct 

Strategy 

IT Invlmt in Bus. 
Strategic planning 

Bus. Invlmt in 
Bus. Strate-
gic planning 

Use of Archi-
tecture tools in 
bus. Planning 

IT Invlmt in Bus. Strategic planning 1.00 0.59 0.01 

Bus. Invlmt in Bus. Strategic planning 0.59 1.00 0.26 

 

Table 19: Spearman correlation for the Structure construct 

Structure 

Org structure report-
ing line 

Project sponsor location 

Org structure reporting 
line 

1.000000 -0.007595 

Project sponsor location -0.007595 1.000000 
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Significant values (i.e. P <0.05) are indicated in red which implies that statistically there is a 95% con-
fidence level that the values in red in each table are true. 

The results of the Spearman Correlation are aligned with the results of the Cronbach Alpha, i.e., Cul-

ture had the highest alpha of .8, it also had the highest degree of correlation between all variables. 

Communication and Strategy constructs had an alpha of 0.8 and 0.6 respectively, and the correlations 

were closer to 0 than to 1, which means lower levels of correlation between variables for these con-

structs, which was the same result as for the Spearman tests. The results in table 17 also correlated 

to results of Cronbach Alpha, there is no correlation between the variables measuring the Structure 

construct.  

One could be inclined to say that the data is reliable, and it is reliable at different levels of correlation 

and significance. Should this measurement be adopted in a different context, using the same variables 

and concepts, the results would be similar.  
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4.5. Testing for interaction – regression analysis 

Multiple regression analysis was applied to test the relationships amongst the four variables. This test 

aimed to determine whether the four independent variables were significantly predictive of business-

IT alignment. The strength of a moderating variable can be tested through Regression Analysis as this 

type of statistical test is appropriate for testing this form of moderation and is more commonly used 

in strategic management research” (Venkatraman, 1989, p.6). 

Regression between the average of Communication (AVGCOM), culture (AVGCULT), structure (ABG-

STRU), and strategy (AVGSTRAT) against BITA (AVGBIA) was tested. The results are tabled below   

Table 20: Results of multiple regression test excluding EA as moderator  

N=40 

Regression Summary for Dependent Variable: AVGBIA (Alignment Ma-
turity Survey) 
R= .69063585 R²= .47697787 Adjusted R²= .41720391 
F (4,35) =7.9797 p<.00011 St. Error of estimate: .67484 

b* St. Err. b St. Err. t (35) p-value 

Intercept     
-

0.419891 
0.584821 -0.71798 0.477534 

AVGCOM 0.437695 0.189853 0.523004 0.226857 2.30543 0.027188 

AVGCULT -0.242616 0.217167 
-

0.235535 
0.210829 -1.11719 0.271525 

AVG STRUC-
TURE 

0.280417 0.133262 0.491992 0.233808 2.10425 0.042609 

AVGBSTRAT 0.441418 0.166196 0.542481 0.204247 2.65600 0.011826 

 

Table 21: Result of Regression Model excluding EA 

Statistic 

Summary Statistics; DV: 
AVGBIA (Alignment maturity 
Survey) 

  Value 

Multiple R 0.69 

Multiple R² 0.48 

Adjusted R² 0.42 

F (4,35) 7.98 

p 0.00 

St. Err. of Esti-
mate 

0.67 

 

The Multiple R (0.69) is the multiple correlation among the four independent variables and the de-

pendent variable, BITA. R Square (0.48) is the variance in the dependent variable accounted for by the 

four independent variables which means the independent variables (Communication, Culture, Struc-

ture, and Strategy) explain 48% of the variability of the dependent variable, BITA. The F ratio of 7.98 

at 4 and 35 degrees of freedom is statistically significant at 0.0.  

Table 20 shows that Culture is the only variable which does not have an impact on BITA as p = 0.2.   
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The same regression test was conducted, this time average of EA construct was included (AVGEA)  

Table 22: Results of Regression including EA as moderator 

N=40 

Regression Summary for Dependent Variable: AVGBIA (Alignment 
Maturity Survey) 
R= .69234914 R²= .47934734 Adjusted R²= .40278077 
F (5,34) =6.2605 p<.00032 St. Error of estimate: .68313 

b* St. Err. b St. Err. t (34) p-value 

Intercept     
-

0.527359 
0.652012 

-
0.80882 

0.424244 

AVGCOM 0.421380 0.196613 0.503509 0.234934 2.14319 0.039339 

AVGCULT 
-

0.228152 
0.222892 

-
0.221493 

0.216386 
-

1.02360 
0.313253 

avgstru 0.262363 0.142495 0.460316 0.250007 1.84121 0.074330 

AVGBSTRAT 0.433881 0.169328 0.533219 0.208096 2.56238 0.014997 

AVGEA 0.053152 0.135123 0.147049 0.373827 0.39336 0.696509 

 

Table 23: Results of Regression model including EA as moderator 

Statistic 

Summary Statistics; DV: AVGBIA 
(Alignment maturity Survey) 

Value 

Multiple R 0.69 

Multiple R² 0.48 

Adjusted R² 0.40 

F (5,34) 6.26 

p 0.00 

Std.Err. of Esti-
mate 

0.68 

The Multiple R (0.69) and R Square (0.48) are the same as in the previous test. The F ratio of 6.26 at 5 

and 34 degrees of freedom is statistically significant at 0.0. Note that when EA is included that com-

munication and strategy are the only two constructs with p<0.05 and impacting BITA. EA does not, 

according to these results have an impact on or significantly moderate BITA. The researcher therefore 

states that EA is not a moderating variable as initially proposed in section the 2.6 Conceptual Model. 

Reasons for culture, structure, and EA to be insignificant in impacting BITA could be related to the beta 
score. The beta score, or regression coefficient explains the strength the independent variable has on 
the dependent variable. Weak relationships are represented close to 0, and strong relationships close 
to 1.   
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4.6. Hypotheses testing 

The results in table 24 answers Hypotheses 1-4 and is presented below. 

Table 24: Hypotheses testing H1-H4 

Hypotheses P value Hypothe-
ses ac-
cepted 

Context  

H1- Constant and effective com-
munication between Business 
and IT divisions has a significant 
effect on alignment between 
Business and IT at Company A 

0.03 Accepted Communication is considered a more 
mature process as it resulted in level 
3 alignment, ‘Established/focussed’ 
process. See table 9 and 10. 

  
Communication as a single variable in-

fluencing BITA at Company A is there-

fore accepted based on results of p 

Value, Cronbach Alpha, Spearman Cor-

relation tests, and Regression testing. 

Communication as a single variable 

met all testing criteria with and with-

out EA being tested as a moderating 

variable, the former which qualifies for 

H1 to be accepted. 

 

Ineffective Communication is one of 
the common barriers of, and enabling 
factors to achieve BITA (Dairo et al, 
2021) 

 

H2- Company Culture has a signif-
icant effect on alignment be-
tween Business and IT at Com-
pany A. 

0.3 Rejected While Culture is too considered a 
more mature process as it resulted in 
level 3 alignment, ‘Established/fo-
cussed’ process. See table 9 and 10 
and.as a single variable successfully 
tested for reliability and Spearman 
testing. H2 was rejected based on the 
results of the Regression Analysis 
when assessing Culture with EA as a 
moderating variable.  
 
Table 20 and 22 shows that Culture as 
variable which does not have an im-
pact on BITA as p = 0.2. Reasons for 
culture, and EA to be insignificant in 
impacting BITA could be related to 
the beta score. 
 
Like Communication, Culture is one of 
the common barriers of, and enabling 
factors to achieve BITA (Dairo et al, 
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2021). While it may be the case gener-
ally as supported by literature (Chan & 
Reich, 2007; Olson, Slater, & Hult, 
2005), Culture has not been proven to 
improve BITA at Company A, with and 
without EA as a moderator at com-
pany A (table 20 and 22).  

H3 - The structure of Company A 
has significant effect on align-
ment between Business and IT 

0.07 Rejected Structure was a less mature variable 
at level 2 as per table 9 and 10.  
 
Structure also proved unreliable in 
Cronbach Alpha testing. It was not 
possible to use only the two variables 
to measure Cronbach alpha, as was 
proven by the score of -0.2. As for 
Spearman, the results in table 17 also 
correlated to results of Cronbach Al-
pha, there is no correlation between 
the variables measuring the Structure 
construct. 
 
It is generally acknowledged that 
alignment is influenced by the organi-
sation structure (Islam and Hu, 2012). 
While table 20 showed that Structure 
does impact BITA at 0.04, when EA 
was included as a variable for regres-
sion testing, Structure no longer 
proved to be a variable impacting 
BITA at Company A. 

H4- The strategy of Company A 
has a significant effect on align-
ment between Business and IT 

0.01 Accepted The strategy variable was proven to 
be an influencing factor of BITA at 
Company A in both Regression testing 
in table 20 and 22, when EA was in-
cluded and excluded as a moderating 
variable. 
Structure variable was also accepted 
as Cronbach Alpha and Spearman 
testing. It is therefore accepted that 
the strategy of Company A has a sig-
nificant effect on alignment between 
Business and IT. 

 

H5: The level of alignment between business and IT strategy is not high at Company A.  Accepted. The 

Result of the Alignment maturity survey proved that BITA is level 2, a committed process. See Table 9 

and 10 in the previous section. Level 2 is the second maturity level which is considered as immature 

strategic alignment.  

Respondents felt that the CIO only references the business strategy when developing the IT strategy, 

but the CIO is not involved in development of the business strategy. The IT strategy is presented to 
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Company A MC for budget approval, but business executive management are not involved in the de-

velopment of the IT strategy since it is developed from an approved Business Strategy, in which CIO 

involvement is limited. It is understood that the CIO at Company A has a traditional focus due to the 

CIO to CFO reporting structure so his involvement in corporate strategic decision making is limited.   

Table 25: Responses to strategy questions 

Variable Valid N Mean Std.Dev. 

Strat 1-IT Involvement in 

Bus. Strat Planning 

40 3 1.5 

Strat - 2 Bus. Involvement 

in IT strategic planning 

40 2 1.6 

 

Therefore, H5 is accepted, the level of alignment between Business and IT is not high at Company A.  

The Alignment maturity survey measured overall strategic alignment between Business and IT across 

6 elements which resulted in an alignment as an immature, committed process with the acknowledge-

ment of room for improving or maturing BITA. The table above shows the responses to two questions 

which measured Strategy elements. This supports accepting H5. 

H6: EA and its benefits are largely understood within Company A. Table 11 shows that 73% of respond-

ents possessed an understanding of EA as they selected the correct definition. In terms of understand-

ing the benefits, table 13 shows that 54% was the average agreement rate to the statements made 

about the benefits of EA. The highest rate of agreement was 63% which related to EA improving busi-

ness processes and reducing IT provisioning cost, and only 55% agreeing to EA positively impacting 

business strategy.  The researcher considers 63% to be significant enough to measure agreement, 

especially considering that judgement sampling was used so a high understanding was expected from 

participants. Although the researcher would have liked to expect a higher percentage from the calibre 

of sample selected (specialist and management), for at least 54% amongst the sampled group to pos-

sess an understanding of what EA is and its benefits, H6 is therefore accepted because at 54%, the 

benefits are widely understood across the population.   

The table below summarises the results of hypotheses testing, two were rejected, and four were ac-

cepted. 

Table 26: Results of hypotheses testing 

Hypotheses 

number 

Hypotheses Accepted 

or rejected 

H1 Constant and effective communication between Business and IT divisions has a signif-

icant effect on alignment between Business and IT at Company A 

Accepted 

H2 Company Culture has a significant effect on alignment between Business and IT at 

Company A. 

Rejected 

H3 The structure of Company A has significant effect on alignment between Business and 

IT 

Rejected 

H4 The Strategy of Company A has a significant effect on alignment between Business 

and IT 

Accepted 

H5 The level of alignment between business and IT strategy is not high at Company A Accepted 

H6 EA and its benefits are largely understood within Company A Accepted 
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4.7. Chapter summary 

This chapter described the data analysis results. The sample size was 40 which comprised of managers, 

architects, and strategic resources and this resulted in a response rate of 42%.  More than half of the 

respondents hold a tenure at Company A for more than 10 years, in fact most of the responses were 

from employees who have been employed by Company A between 26-30 years consecutively. The 

statistical analysis showed that the instrument was reliable with reasonable internal consistency, ex-

cept for Structure which had alpha of -0.3. The number of items on this construct could be the reason 

for this.  Validity tests showed that there is a high correlation amongst constructs. Regression tests 

showed that only Strategy and Communication had a statistically significant effect on BITA at Company 

A. EA did not prove to be a significant moderator for BITA at Company A. Two of the six hypotheses 

presented were rejected after conducting analysis and statistical tests.  
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5. Chapter 5: Discussion 

5.1. Introduction 

This study aimed to determine if Enterprise Architecture, and Culture, Communication, Structure and 

Strategy variables contribute to improving alignment between Business and IT at Company A. It also 

attempted to determine the level of alignment maturity between Business and IT and Company A, 

provide recommendations for improving EA maturity so that EA can enable better alignment between 

Business and IT and determine what structural change, if any, is required to further improve BITA. 

This chapter considers the results in Chapter 4 against the existing literature, research questions and 

objectives. 

5.2. Research questions 

The primary research question posed: 

Q1: How can BITA be strengthened at Company A? 

BITA at Company A can be improved from many aspects. Particularly focussing on EA which if mature 

can improve BITA. Once the maturity levels are known, it is important to note that “achieving higher 

levels of maturity is not an end in itself, rather, higher EA maturity will lead to improvements in stra-

tegic alignment and effective business change” (Burke, 2012, p.1).  EA at Company A is largely imma-

ture at level 2. Focus can be given to maturing the EA practice so that EA is matured enough to meet 

the demands of the business strategy, to support, and enable it. 

Other aspects include reviewing reporting lines in the organisation structure. H3 was rejected so a 

major structural change related to CIO reporting line may not strengthen BITA, however consideration 

for including Enterprise Architects in a Strategy division can be considered since architects have a tac-

tical and operation focus on the existing structure, therein being unable to mature EA practice as the 

scope of EA is limited and influenced by structure at Company A.  Many IT focused EA teams operating 

solely within IT address current IT pain points. It is typical for organizations to get "stuck" at this level, 

having committed significant resources to EA development, but not realizing the benefits (IT Score of 

EA, Gartner 2017).  Level 2 EA Maturity is at a Reactive phase. This implies that the EA practice is not 

adding business value or matured enough to assist the organisation achieve its strategy (Burke and 

Bosch, 2015). 

Q2: Is there a problem of strategic misalignment between Business and IT at Company 

A? 

The result of the alignment maturity survey proved that there is a lack of alignment at company A 

(maturity level 2), and immature EA practice (level 2), and it has been for the last few years. Research 

indicates that EA processes stabilise and become value-adding at Level 3, the Functioning level. Essen-

tially, EA is too immature currently to bring BITA value. Only once value is realised, will EA be able to 

bring about alignment between Business and IT. The EA practice at Company A must mature.  

Q3: What is the current maturity level of EA processes at Company A? 

Based on the results of the EA maturity Assessment, the current EA maturity is on level 2. This level is 

known as Reactive.  
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Organizations at this level have initiated the EA practice. It may have been in place for some time, but 

it is not yet delivering tangible business value. As a result, the EA practice is not having a significant 

impact on the change that is occurring in the organization through projects. 

The maturity level at other companies in the Oil and Gas industry against which Company A was bench-

marked also resulted in level 2 EA maturity. Thus, through the use of the qualitative data gathering it 

is established that the EA level of Company A is immature at level 2 and could definitely be improved 

upon if the discipline is to contribute towards improving alignment between IT and the corporate or-

ganisation. 

Q4: What are some of the reasons for the alignment maturity level at Company A? 

The researcher believes that the current architecture processes failed to bring about alignment be-

cause EA practices are siloed as the current EA practices are mainly focussed within IT, not in the 

broader organisation, as is evident in the EA maturity report provided by Gartner (the actual report 

cannot be shared as it is considered confidential and permission to include it as an appendix was not 

granted).  

Referring to table 13, surprisingly only 40% of respondents believe that EA is the responsibility of IT, 

and 55% agreed EA has a positive impact on strategy. These responses indicate an understanding of 

benefits of EA by the population as the response was mostly in agreement with EA benefits. While the 

benefits of EA appear to be widely understood, they are not embraced and attempts for maturing EA 

practice cannot be seen. For EA to contribute towards BITA, EA programs require commitment 

throughout an organization to be effective and it must be perceived to add value (Halawi, et al 2019, 

p.4). The commitment from senior management seems to be lacking, since the understanding exists 

but no action taken to improve, hence negatively influencing architecture’s ability to bring about align-

ment. 
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5.2. Research objectives  

The researcher had set objectives at the beginning of this dissertation: 

5.2.1 Primary Objective 
Identify opportunities for improving alignment between Business and IT divisions within Company 

A. Alignment maturity is at level 2, a committed process. Organisations at this level imply that there 

is a very limited understanding between business and IT, a partnership has not been established, i.e., 

IT is a cost not a benefit, and processes are not integrated across the organisation (Luftman 2017). 

The researcher identifies opportunities for alignment in the table below:  

Table 27: Opportunities for alignment at Company A 

Communication 

• Develop a partnership between Business and IT, this will 
increase levels of trust, i.e., see IT as an enabler or part-
ner, not just as a cost centre or to keep the systems 
working. 

Structure 

• Include the CIO in defining business strategies, even 
when strategies are influenced by Company B.  The 
CIO’s focus should be expanded to be more than cost 
reduction as the technical and architectural skill sits 
within IT. The CIO knows the competency and skill level 
of his staff, these could be exploited for strategic bene-
fit, not just cost reduction exercises. 

Culture 

• Create a culture which is open to change and two-way 
communication between Business and IT. It is vital for an 
open mind to change as this will ease the transition when 
process improvements are made and increase chances of 
improved alignment  

• Consider end-to end business processes, as opposed to 
an ‘IT process’ and ‘Business Process’. This will ensure 
that both IT and Business are involved in each other’s 
processes, therein creating a partnership and culture of 
communication and trust, both elements measured for 
alignment 

Strategy 

• Consider the purpose of the IT architects, the gap for ar-
chitects in Business, at the strategic level, and perhaps 
include enterprise architecture in the mandate of the 
Corporate Strategy Department to ensure that the ho-
listic view is being considered at the correct level with 
support of a General Manager 

• Have a business sponsor at executive level to drive and 
support projects with a strategic focus 
 

 

EA 
 

• Understand the full-scale benefits of EA, what is required to create and EA office within Corporate Strategy department, and 
invest in this change 

• Measure EA regularly and make improvements to progress from level 2 to 3 and continuous improvements thereafter as align-
ment is not an end state  

• Have an executive sponsor drive the implementation of an EA implementation 
 

 

The table above represents the researchers view for improving alignment between Business and IT, 

and that a clear focus on EA is required as EA, if done correctly has the power to strengthen alignment 

at Company A, therein improving business performance as companies with strong BITA alignment ul-

timately perform better (Tallon et.al, 2016; Zheng et al, 2018) 

5.2.2. Secondary Objectives 

• Determine the level of alignment maturity between Business and IT and Company A 

The Alignment Maturity level at Company A is at a low maturity level 2, a ‘Committed Process’ (Luft-

man, 2000). This is evident based on the results as can be seen in table 10 which shows the Strategic 

Alignment Maturity level between Business and IT.   

Organisations at a level 2 alignment maturity imply the level of alignment immaturity is acknowledged, 

and there is room for improvement across the 6 BITA criteria measured in the Luftman Alignment 
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survey, including Communication, Partnership, and Architecture. The maturity at level 2 implies that 

that in terms of Communication and Partnership/relationship, there is a limited understanding be-

tween business and IT, IT is a process enabler and not yet a partner, Governance processes are not 

well established, and architecture is well developed and integrated across the organisation (Luftman, 

2000). Organisations at Level 4 or 5 have mature alignment across all alignment criteria, and Company 

A can, based on their finding, improve the alignment maturity between Business and IT.  

• Prove that structure, culture, strategy, and communication contribute towards improving 

BITA. Only strategy and communication were proven to have a significant effect on BITA. These 

have been addressed in hypotheses testing. This objective therefore addressed.  

 

• Provide recommendations for improving EA maturity so that EA can enable better align-

ment between Business and IT 

After providing evidence that EA and BITA maturity are both low and immature, these are the rec-

ommendations for improvement:  

• Identify areas of weakness:  

Since Structure was not identified as a factor contributing to BITA at company A as per H3, Com-

pany A may not realise the same benefits as identified in literature for a change to the CIO report-

ing line such as “moving the IT organisation up to the C-suite allows for more direct visibility of 

business initiatives, challenges and operations which leads to better alignment between business 

and IT” (Aljazzaf, Mithas, & Park, 2019, p.2.). A less drastic step would be for Company A’s GM’s 

to firstly understand the benefits of EA, try implementing quick wins, then lead the rest of the 

businesses by educating them about EA and supporting minor structural changes which would 

improve minor things. Since the benefits of EA understanding were largely understood by Special-

ist identified using judgement sampling, extending the understanding even further should start 

with Company A leadership so that change could be driven from top down. 

The researcher suggests conducting another EA maturity assessment at a later stage and to deter-

mine if there has been an improvement in maturity level since last. 

 

• Apply an Architecture Framework: The benefits of an EA framework were addressed in section 

2.4. The researcher suggests stricter application of TOGAF. However, to successfully implement 

an EA framework within Company A, it requires a culture conducive to its maintenance, i.e., more 

focus and understanding of EA within Leadership and non-specialists in the Business. 

 

• A Business Architecture capability should be developed, and they should report into the Strategy 

department, not into IT. This recommendation is discussed in the next objective. 

 

• Determine what structural change, if any, is required to further improve BITA  

The moderation perspective specifies that the impact of an independent variables, i.e., structure, cul-

ture, strategy, and communication on a dependent variable, i.e., BITA is fundamentally dependent on 

the level or strength of the moderator, in this case EA is moderator. Therefore, the strength of EA is 

determined by its level of maturity, which is low at level 2. Because EA is immature as moderator it 

does not sufficiently moderate the other variable to enable BITA.  
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Enterprise Architecture has a focus on the strategic, tactical, and operational levels (Greefhorst & 

Proper, 2011). For the following levels stem from the guidance and steer provided at a Strategic level, 

EA is a strategic function, even though it has its foundation in IT (Greefhorst & Proper, 2011), so one 

would assume that a strategic department has architects overseeing the technological roadmap for 

the company. However, the corporate strategy mandate at Company A does not include enterprise 

architecture as part of its responsibilities. The Corporate Strategy department coordinates and man-

ages the Business and Strategic Planning activities of Company A, which includes developing and im-

plementing a digital and innovation roadmap. Blosh and Burke (2015) suggests that architects should 

be involved in the creation and implementation of the organisation’s digital roadmap. This will ensure 

alignment between strategy, and IT’s ability to support the delivery of that strategy.  

Even though the CIO focus and reporting structure at Company A does not readily grant the strategic 

involvement that Strategic EA demands, Enterprise Architects should be involved in and have line of 

sight of strategy to understand how the business architecture, business, and IT can be utilised to sup-

port strategy. The current structure at Company A excludes the CIO and IT architects from having this 

holistic view as they are not exposed to strategic planning, therein working with a disadvantage as 

their roles are not strategically focussed, but rather focussed on IT and a more tactical and operation 

architecture view (Greefhorst & Proper, 2011). This places Company A at a disadvantage because 

there are no resources, correctly positioned within the organisation, with this holistic view required 

for a mature Enterprise Architecture (Blosh and Burke, 2015; Greefhorst & Proper, 2011; Kurnia, et al, 

2020, Zhang et al, 2020).  Even though H3 was rejected, a structural change is suggested as a require-

ment to obtain a mature EA Programme and improved BITA at Company A. Since it is understood that 

the CIO has a traditional, risk-based, financial focus, the recommendation is for company A to consider 

including Enterprise Architects as part of the Corporate Strategy office so that they can be directly 

involved in strategic decision making influencing the tactical and operational architecture levels which 

all ultimately influence BITA at Company A.   

5.3. Limitations of research and recommendations for future research 

The method deployed to determine the understanding and level of alignment at Company A was built 

on participants perception. The researcher did not execute any form of confirmatory testing to verify 

the responses i.e., no interviews. Perhaps more research can be done to include interviews to further 

validate survey responses with the same audience or a sample with similar business roles.  

 

In addition, noting that the study has a cross-sectional timeline is important, especially considering 

the time during which the study was conducted. The organisation was undergoing a restructure and 

retrenchments at the time, therefore the perception of respondents regarding alignment between 

business and IT departments may change over time as the new structure and processes are imple-

mented. A longitudinal approach could be beneficial to track responses and determine if there is a 

change in BITA and EA practices over a period.  

 

A suggestion for further research could include a sample size more than 40, and perhaps conduct a 

study on more than one organisation, of similar sizes within the oil and gas industry with a known 

matured EA practice and apply the same research methods to determine if EA as a moderator of fit 

will be proven. 
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While this study did not attempt to test for improved Business Performance as a result of BITA, per-

haps further studies adopting a longitudinal approach can attempt to determine if improved business 

performance is achieved as a result of an improved BITA maturity score, moderated by EA. Even 

though depicted on the Conceptual Model based on literature, improving the performance of Com-

pany A was not part of the scope of this research. Improved business performance is implied as a 

result of BITA in literature but was never intended to be tested as part of this study.  
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5.4. Conclusion 

Business IT Alignment has been studied for decades and although much has been learnt about strate-

gic alignment, it is still a challenge (Luftman, 2018; Coltman, et, al. 2015; Mavengere et al, 2020). The 

objective of this research was to identify opportunities for improving alignment between Business and 

IT divisions within Company A. The literature was synthesised, and Maes et al, (2000) definition of 

BITA was adopted.  

Mixed methods techniques were employed to collect data. Only quantitative techniques were em-

ployed for data analysis which included descriptive statistics, reliability tests, correlation analysis, and 

conducting multiple regression testing to examine the relationship between Business IT Alignment 

and various potential predictors.  

This study sought to determine how improved alignment can be achieved using the moderation ap-

proach. The research did not prove that EA was a moderating variable since the strength of EA is de-

termined by its level of maturity, which is low at level 2. Because EA is immature as moderator it does 

not sufficiently moderate the other variables to enable BITA. Essentially, EA is too immature to bring 

value. 

This research established that Company A is immature in the BITA at Level 2, where alignment is a 

committed process (Luftman, 2000) confirming that alignment between Business and IT is low at Com-

pany A.  Therefore, this dissertation has set out what the researcher intended for, which was to es-

tablish how, or if Enterprise Architecture, supported by Communication, Culture, Structure and Strat-

egy contributed to improving alignment between Business and IT at Company A.  

The main objective of this study has thus been achieved, which was to Identify opportunities for im-

proving alignment between Business and IT divisions within Company A.  
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Appendix 

Appendix A- Alignment Maturity Survey introduction letter and survey 

Letter of consent to participate in Academic Research 
Alignment Maturity Survey 
 

Dear colleague  

I am currently completing my final year of a two-year master’s in Information Systems program at the University of Cape 

Town (UCT). My research topic is titled Improving alignment between Business and IT departments: towards an effective 

Enterprise Architecture and its role within the corporate organization.  

Based on your role and position within the company, you have been selected to participate in the Alignment Maturity Sur-

vey. 

This survey is strongly based on the Luftman Alignment maturity assessment tool. The survey is intended to measure the 

degree of alignment or misalignment between the corporate and IT departments, i.e., determines how well the “technical 

and business organizations work together” (Luftman, 2003). The primary objective of the assessment is to identify specific 

recommendations for improving the alignment of IT and the Business.  

This tool was selected for research purposes because it is holistic in that is measures alignment from six different dimen-

sions/categories: Communications, Competency/value, Governance, Partnership, Technology, and Skills.  

Each of the six criteria above has a set of attributes which allows a particular dimension to be rated on a maturity scale of 1-

5. At the end of the assessment, it will be proven which level best describes the position of alignment at this organization.  

Please note that your name will remain anonymous and will not be shared or published. Only the researcher and her super-

visor will have access to the name of the participant. Names and job titles are required in order for participants to be con-

tacted to participate in the in the interview phase. Not all survey respondents will be requested to participate in an interview. 

Participation in this survey does not require personal contact with the researcher. An email link to the online survey will be 

sent to participants to request login to SurveyMonkey. It should not take longer than 15-20 minutes to complete.  

Please tick the boxes that apply:  

• I hereby consent to participate in this survey 

• I hereby consent to participate in the interview phase if required   

N.B: This research has been approved by the Commerce Faculty Ethics in Research Committee. If you select to be in this 

study, you may withdraw at any time. Should you have any questions regarding the research please feel free to contact the 

researcher on Latiefa.levy@engenoil.com 

Name: _____________________________________________________ 

Position held in company: _____________________________________ 

Number of years of employment: _______________________________ 

Signature: __________________________________________________ 

Date: ______________________________________________________  

Y N 

Y N 
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Comm1 - How well does the Business Management understand the IT environment, i.e., capabili-
ties, systems, services, processes? 

1 Business Managers do not understand IT 

2 Business Managers have a limited understanding of IT 

3 Business Managers have a good understanding of IT 

4 Business Managers understand the IT environment, and encourage and promote 
their staff to understand IT 

5 Business Managers and staff have a comprehensive understanding of IT and its use 
across the business 

6 I don't know 

    

Comm2 - How well does IT Management (CIO, IS and IT Managers) understand the Business envi-
ronment, i.e., processes, customers, competitors? 

1 IT Management don't understand the business 

2 IT Management have a limited understanding of the business 

3 IT Management have a good understanding of the business 

4 IT Management understand the business environment well, and encourage and pro-
mote all IT staff to obtain a good understanding of the business 

5 IT Management and their IT Staff have a comprehensive understanding of the busi-
ness environment 

6 I don't know 

    

Comm3 - What is the extent of information and knowledge sharing between the Business and IT 

1 Knowledge sharing is Ad-hoc and broad 

2 Knowledge sharing is semi structured, informal 

3 Knowledge sharing is structured around key processes 

4 There is formal knowledge sharing at all levels across the organisation 

5 There is formal knowledge sharing which is extended to external partners (e.g., cus-
tomers and suppliers) 

6 I don't know 

    

Comm4 - Which statement best describes the nature of the liaison, including transfer of knowledge 
between Business and IT? 

1 Generally, IT and the Business don't liase with each other 

2 Liaisons are not used to facilitate business relationship development 

3 Liaisons occasionally facilitate business relationship development 

4 Liaison’s primary objective is to facilitate business relationship development 

5 Liaisons facilitate business relationship development including with external partners 
(e.g., customers and suppliers) 

6 I don’t know 

    

Comm5 - How often do Business-IT Steering Committee(s) meet? 

1 We don't have formal/regular steering committees 

2 We have committees which meet informally on an ad-hoc basis as required 
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3 We have formal committees which meet regularly (at least once a quarter) and have 
emerging effectiveness 

4 We have formal, regular committee meetings with demonstrated effectiveness 

5 We have formal, regular committee meetings with demonstrated effectiveness that 
include strategic business partners sharing decision making responsibilities 

6 N/A - I don't know 

    

Cul1 - The most common rationale for IT Investment/spending is to: 

1 Reduce costs 

2 Increase productivity and efficiency as the focus 

3 Simplify business processes 

4 Enable Business to achieve its strategy 

5 Derive Business value from competitive advantage and profit 

6 N/A - I don't know 

    

Cul2 - How are project prioritization decisions made by Business and IT? 

1 Reactive, operational, and informal based on whoever 'shouts the loudest' 

2 Reactive, operational but formalised using a prioritization committee setup by IT 
with Business line representation 

3 Reactive tactical prioritization process owned by Business line management; IT is 
consulted 

4 Proactive formalised tactical prioritization involving both IT and Business line man-
agement 

5 Proactive formalised strategically aligned prioritization involving both IT and senior 
Business management 

6 N/A - Don't Know 

    

Cul3 - What is the relationship/trust style between Business and IT like 

1 There is a sense of conflict and mistrust 

2 Primarily transactional, distanced/arm’s length relationship 

3 Trust and confidence are developing 

4 Considered a valued service provider 

5 Considered a valued partner, trusted services provider 

6 N/A - I don't know 

    

Cul4- What is the organisations attitude towards change 

1 Resistant to change 

2 Demotivated but accepting of change 

3 Recognized need for change 

4 Recognize and support need for change 

5 Highly motivated, focused, ready to adapt 

6 N/A - Don't Know 

    

Cul5 - What is the Business perception of IT value 

1 IT is perceived as a 'black hole' and merely a cost of doing business 
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2 IT is a basic Business process enabler 

3 IT is seen as an asset; we can't operate without it 

4 IT is a key enabler to achieve the business strategy 

5 IT enables Business to adapt and change, responsively and effectively 

6 N/A - I don't know 

    

Struct 1 - Which statement best describes the Reporting/Organisation structure 

1 CIO reports to CFO 

2 CIO reports to COO 

3 CIO reports to COO or CEO 

4 CIO reports to CEO 

5 N/A or I don't know 

    

Struct 2- Do projects or programmes have a Business Sponsor/champion 

1 don't usually have a sponsor 

2 Often have a senior IT sponsor 

3 Often have an IT and Business sponsor at the departmental level 

4 Often have an IT and Business sponsor at corporate level 

5 Often have Managing Director as the business sponsor (At the CEO level) 

6 N/A - Don't know 

    

Strat1 - How involved is IT during Business Strategic Planning 

1 No involvement from IT 

2 CIO references the business strategies and plans and develops IT strategies in isola-
tion that do not require approval by Management Committee 

3 CIO references the business strategies and plans when developing IT strategies and 
presents the IT plans to the Management Committee as part of the annual budgeting 
cycle 

4 CIO is consulted by the Management Committee (MC) during business planning re-
garding technology impacts and investment required to enable strategic initiatives 

5 CIO is a key role player in strategic business planning with all divisional heads and 
the board 

6 N/A - don't know 

    

Strat2 - How involved is the Business during IT Strategic Planning 

1 No involvement from the Business 

2 The Business references IT Strategies on an ad-hoc basis for specific projects and ini-
tiatives 

3 The Management Committee reviews IT strategies developed by IT during the an-
nual budgeting cycle 

4 The Management Committee is consulted during the process of developing the IT 
strategy 

5 The Management Committee includes IT as a key component of strategic business 
planning 

6 N/A-Don't know 
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Strat3 Please indicate your use of architecture tools/artefacts 

1 It is used as a document repository to produce documentation and presentations 

2 It is used to support the IT technology and help manage the current state systems 

3 It is used to model the business and document the business processes 

4 It is used for scenario planning to show the IT impact when decisions are made 

5 It is also used by senior management in strategic business planning, incorporating 
not only IT but also business processes and capabilities 

6 N/A-Don't know 

    

BIA 1 - Are there formal post-project implementation assessments/reviews and benefits tracking 
following the delivery of an IT investment or project 

1 No assessments/reviews or benefits tracking done post implementation 

2 Assessments/reviews are completed if there are issues with outcomes/results, bene-
fits tracking not formally done 

3 Assessments/reviews are formally completed, and benefits are tracked on high value 
projects/investments only 

4 Assessments/reviews are formally completed, and benefits are tracked on most pro-
jects/investments 

5 Assessments/reviews are completed, and benefits tracking takes place and informs 
performance measurement 

6 I don't know 

BIA 2 - Are formal business relationship management processes in place to improve Business-IT 
alignment? 

1 We don't manage our relationships 

2 Informal, but not always followed by IT or/and the business 

3 Informal, but effectiveness of process is not measured 

4 Formal, and both IT and the business comply with them 

5 Formal, measured, IT and the business comply with them, and we are continuously 
improving them 

6 N/A - don't know 

EA1 Which statement/s best describes the activities associated with Enterprise Archi-
tecture 

  Develops a conceptual blueprint showing how business capabilities and technology 
capabilities are tied together with organisational capabilities to drive an on-going 
strategy or desired outcome 

  Defines and describes an architecture of a system delivered in context of a specific 
solution and as such it may encompass description of an entire system or only its 
specific parts 

  Provides hands on technical leadership for development teams, ensures best prac-
tice standards are applied, focuses on specific technologies 

  Develops a representation of the business that provides a common model of the or-
ganization, its processes, key functions, and structures that support its strategic ob-
jectives 

  N/A- Don't know 

EA2 Please indicate whether each of the following Architecture related deliverables has 
been created, delivered, approved and/or being used within the organization 



   
 

65 
 

  

  

Not created 
Partially cre-
ated 

Created and 
delivered 

Created, de-
livered, and 
approved 

Created, de-
livered, ap-
proved, and 
being used 

N/A- 
Don't 
know 

Enterprise Ca-
pability Model 

 
     

Architectural 
Principles 

 
     

Architectural 
Standards 

 
     

Architectural 
Roadmaps 

 
     

Business Out-
comes 

 
     

EA3 Please select all statements related to Enterprise Architecture which you agree 
with 

  EA has a positive impact on reducing IT service provision costs 

  EA has a positive impact on enabling organizational change 

  EA has a positive impact on the overall investment of the organization 

  EA has a positive impact on reducing project work effort 

  EA has a positive impact on optimizing business processes 

  EA has a positive impact on improving information quality and accessibility 

  EA enables innovation 

  EA has a positive impact on business strategy 

  EA enables reuse of assets 

  EA is the responsibility of the IT department 
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Appendix B - EA Maturity Assessment consent form and questionnaire 

 

Letter of consent to participate in Academic Research 

Dear colleague  

I am currently completing my final year of a two-year master’s in Information Systems program at the University 

of Cape Town (UCT). My research topic is titled Improving alignment between Business and IT departments: 

towards an effective Enterprise Architecture and its role within the corporate organization.  

Based on your role within the company, you have been selected to participate in the Gartner IT Score for Enter-

prise Architecture (EA) assessment.   

The IT Score for Enterprise Architecture developed by Gartner assesses enterprise architecture maturity at five 

levels based on eight major dimensions of an EA program. This questionnaire aims to determine the level of EA 

that Company A is currently operating at.  

Please note that your answers will remain anonymous and will not be shared or published.  

What degree of involvement does each of 

the following stakeholders have in the EA 

program for your enterprise? 

Not aware 

and not 

involved 

Aware, not 

involved 

Supports 

but not di-

rectly in-

volved 

Actively sup-

ports and 

participates 

 

Senior corporate management 
     

Business unit management 
     

Infrastructure managers 
     

Project/Program managers 
     

Application developers 
     

Operations management 
     

CIO / Director of IT 
     

To what degree does each of the following 

EA-related communication activities occur 

at Company A? 

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

EA communication activities are formally 

planned rather than ad-hoc 

     

EA stakeholders have been specifically identi-

fied for communication activities 

     

EA communications are tailored to specific 

stakeholder needs 
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Please indicate which best characterizes 

your use of tools by enterprise architecture 

within your enterprise? 

Never Sometimes Always 
  

It is used as a document repository to pro-

duce documentation and presentations 

     

It is used to support the IT technology and 

help manage the current state systems 

     

It is used to model the business and docu-

ment the business processes 

     

It is used for scenario planning to show the IT 

impact when decisions are made 

     

It is also used by senior management in stra-

tegic business planning, incorporating not 

only IT but also business processes and capa-

bilities 

     

Please indicate whether each of the follow-

ing statements relating to EA development 

is true for your enterprise. 

Yes No 
   

The value of the EA activity is clearly ex-

pressed in business language terms 

     

The EA development refresh process is linked 

to the budget cycle of the organization 

     

At least one cycle of the EA development 

process has been completed 

     

The EA development process is reviewed and 

improved periodically as required 

     

The EA discipline is actively used within the 

IT organization 

     

The EA discipline is actively used within the 

business 

     

Please indicate whether each of the follow-

ing EA-related deliverables has been cre-

ated, delivered, approved and/or being 

used in your enterprise. 

Not cre-

ated 

Partially 

created 

Created and 

delivered 

Created, de-

livered, and 

approved 

Created, delivered, 

approved, and being 

used 

Enterprise Context 
     

Business Outcomes 
     

Enterprise Capability Model 
     

Architectural Development Plan 
     

Architectural Principles 
     

Architectural Standards 
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Architectural Roadmaps 
     

What proportion of the stakeholders in your 

enterprise believe each of the following 

statements related to Enterprise Architec-

ture? 

None Few Some Most All 

EA has a positive impact on reducing IT ser-

vice provision costs 

     

EA has a positive impact on enabling organi-

zational change 

     

EA has a positive impact on the overall in-

vestment of the organization 

     

EA has a positive impact on reducing project 

work effort 

     

EA has a positive impact on optimizing busi-

ness processes 

     

EA has a positive impact on improving infor-

mation quality and accessibility 

     

EA enables innovation 
     

EA has a positive impact on business strategy 
     

EA enables reuse of assets 
     

Please indicate the perception of the value 

of the EA discipline and deliverables for 

each of the following entities in your enter-

prise 

Unknown No value Limited 

value 

Valuable Very valuable 

Senior corporate management 
     

Business unit management 
     

Infrastructure managers 
     

Project/Program managers 
     

Application developers 
     

Operations management 
     

CIO / Director of IT 
     

IT organization as a whole 
     

Business as a whole 
     

To what extent do you agree with each of 

the following statements relating to EA digi-

tal strategy and innovation in your enter-

prise? 

Not at all Minimally Partially Mostly Completely 
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My organization has a clear and well-devel-

oped digital business strategy 

     

The EA team is involved in developing digital 

innovation 

     

The EA team uses the architecture to identify 

opportunities for digital innovation 

     

The EA team is seen as an expert in digital 

technologies and how they can innovate the 

business model 

     

The EA team uses a rapid prototyping ap-

proach to developing digital innovation 

     

The EA team has the right skills to participate 

in, and lead digital innovation 

     

The EA team has the confidence and support 

of business executives to help drive digital in-

novation 
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Appendix C- Ethics forms 
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