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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

Keywords: Context: Enterprise architecture (EA) is a collection of artifacts describing various aspects of an organization from
Enterprise Architecture an integrated business and IT perspective. EA practice is an organizational activity that implies using EA artifacts
Stakeholders for facilitating decision-making and improving business and IT alignment. EA practice involves numerous par-
E:fsf;‘:em ticipants ranging from C-level executives to project teams and effective engagement between these stakeholders
Case Study and architects is critically important for success. Moreover, many practical problems with EA practice can be also

attributed to insufficient engagement between architects and other EA stakeholders. However, the notion of
engagement received only limited attention in the EA literature and the problem of establishing engagement has
not been intentionally studied.

Objective: This paper intends to explore in detail the problem of achieving effective engagement between ar-
chitects and other EA stakeholders in an organization, identify the main inhibitors of engagement and present a
theoretical model explaining the problem of establishing engagement in practice.

Method: This paper is based on a single in-depth revelatory case study including nine interviews with different
participants of EA practice (e.g. architects and other EA stakeholders) and documentation analysis. It leverages
the grounded theory method to construct a conceptual model explaining the problem of engagement in the
studied organization.

Results: This paper identifies 28 direct and indirect inhibitors of engagement and unifies them into a holistic
conceptual model addressing the problem of achieving engagement that covers the factors undermining both
strategic and initiative-based engagement between architects and other EA stakeholders.

Conclusions: This paper focuses on the notion of engagement and offers arguably the first available theoretical
model that explains how typical engagement problems between architects and other stakeholders inhibit the
realization of value from EA practice. However, the developed model has a number of limitations and we call for
further empirical research on engagement problems in EA practice and coping strategies for addressing these
problems.

Grounded Theory

1. Introduction competitive business environment inspired by digitization magnify the

importance of achieving tighter business and IT alignment in organi-

The current epoch of digital business transformation compels orga-
nizations to rethink their attitude towards IT [73, 162, 163]. The recent
developments of technology are not only modifying established business
models, but also continually creating new opportunities for many
companies to innovate [129, 160, 164]. These profound shifts in the
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zations [99]. Alignment leads to numerous benefits for organizations
including increased agility [146], financial business performance [52,
53] and overall organizational success [27, 105, 165].

Enterprise architecture (EA) is a collection of documents, typically
called artifacts and consisting of various models, describing different
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aspects of an organization from an integrated business and IT perspec-
tive! [79, 116]. EA intends to bridge the communication gap between
business and IT stakeholders, facilitate information systems planning
and thereby improve business and IT alignment [79, 117, 147].

EA practice is an organizational activity that implies using EA arti-
facts for facilitating decision-making and improving business and IT
alignment [1, 77, 114]. EA practice includes defining an overarching
strategic direction and moving towards this direction through imple-
menting specific initiatives [1, 77, 130]. Participants of EA practices in
organizations range from C-level executives to project teams [78, 116,
151].

EA practices have multiple diverse success factors, e.g. quality of EA
artifacts, organizational anchoring and tool support [67, 89, 169]. Be-
sides those factors, effective EA practices require achieving engagement
between architects” and other EA stakeholders [4, 47, 98]. On the one
hand, different facets of engagement (e.g. communication, collaboration
and partnership) are consistently found among the most critical success
factors of EA practice [5, 19, 133, 151]. On the other hand, among
various problems associated with EA practices [2, 32, 86], the chal-
lenges related specifically to establishing engagement can be considered
as the most common and acute ones [11, 28, 60].

However, although the importance of strong engagement between
architects and other EA stakeholders is widely recognized and the lack of
engagement is acknowledged as a major issue [11], the very notion of
engagement received only limited attention in the existing EA literature
[4, 98] and the problem of achieving engagement in EA practice has
never been intentionally studied. In order to address this gap, this study
explores various inhibitors of engagement between architects and other
stakeholders in EA practice.

Based on a revelatory in-depth case study of a troublesome EA
practice and a grounded theory-based analysis approach, we identify a
number of factors undermining engagement between architects and EA
stakeholders, join these factors into a holistic theoretical model and
classify them into a two-dimensional analytical framework according to
their relative novelty and specificity to the studied organization. The
resulting theoretical model conceptualizes the problem of achieving
engagement in EA practice and explains the relationship between
different direct and indirect negative factors complicating engagement.
Our study contributes to theory via proposing the first explicit concep-
tualization of the engagement problem as well as to practice by means of
providing a “checklist” of potential issues to watch for.

This paper continues as follows: (1) we discuss EA practice and its
stakeholders, the notion of engagement, two different types of

1 The term “enterprise architecture” has no single commonly accepted defi-
nition in the literature [70, 85, 91, 121, 131, 134, 140]. In some sources it is
understood as a “noun” (e.g. collection of documents) [42, 143, 1701, while in
others as a “verb” (e.g. process of planning) [43, 93]. In this paper we stick to
the former view, understand EA as a set of documents and adjust our termi-
nology accordingly

2 Here and further in this paper we intentionally stick to the general notion of
“architects” instead of using any more concrete terms (e.g. “enterprise archi-
tects”) due to at least three different reasons. First, there may be many different
positions in organizations that clearly relate to EA, but do not represent literally
“enterprise architects”, e.g. domain architects. Second, formal titles of archi-
tects in organizations are often peculiar and highly organization-specific (e.g.
lead architects) and organizations practicing EA may not have specific positions
titled exactly “enterprise architects”. Finally, in practice architects often
combine diverse responsibilities (e.g. organization-wide and project-level
planning) that may relate to different “classic” archetypes of architects (e.g.
enterprise and solution architects respectively). “In numerous discussions with
various international organizations, FEAPO has found a wide array of “architect
roles” described. This creates some confusion, since these roles are inconsistent
between organizations and even within a single enterprise” ([44], p. 6).
Therefore, when referring to “architects”, we refer to all members of EA func-
tions regardless of their formal titles
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engagement and motivation for this research, (2) we describe the
research design, data collection and analysis procedures, (3) we present
the set of identified inhibitors of engagement and the resulting theo-
retical model, (4) we discuss our findings in light of the existing EA
literature, (5) we conclude the paper, describe the theoretical and
practical contribution of our study, outline its limitations and propose
directions for future research.

2. Literature review

In this section, we define EA practice and the notion of engagement
between architects and EA stakeholders. Then, we discuss the impor-
tance of effective engagement, two different types of engagement in the
context of EA practice and problems related to EA practice. Lastly, we
explain in detail the study motivation and the research question of this
study.

2.1. Enterprise architecture practice and its stakeholders

EA practice is a complex and multifaceted organizational activity
that implies using EA artifacts for facilitating decision-making and
improving business and IT alignment [41, 75, 123]. Besides various EA
artifacts (e.g. principles, standards, roadmaps as well as many types of
models and diagrams), EA practice involves many other diverse ele-
ments including communication processes, governance bodies,
modeling languages, specialized and general-purpose software tools,
measurement techniques and some other elements [1, 77].

EA practice is an overarching endeavor that affects various activities
related to business and IT alignment at different levels of the organi-
zational hierarchy [82]. Most important of these activities include
strategic planning [7, 18, 118, 141], portfolio management [90, 109,
120, 125] and implementation of IT systems [6, 31, 48, 49]. Kurnia et al.
[88] articulate eight distinct activity areas constituting EA practice:
business capability modeling, roadmapping and portfolio planning, IT
asset management, opportunity assessment, project governance,
communication and coordination, consulting and mentoring, audit of
mergers and acquisitions. Generally, EA practice implies defining an
organization-wide strategic direction, then shaping a more detailed in-
vestment portfolio and finally delivering all planned initiatives in an
optimal manner ([1]; EAP [37, 77, 130]).

Unsurprisingly, EA practice involves multiple stakeholders in orga-
nizations working at different organizational levels. Since an exact list of
EA stakeholders is extremely difficult to define and is likely to be
organization-specific [150, 154], only high-level generalities regarding
hypothetical EA stakeholder groups can be articulated. For instance,
Fonstad and Robertson [47] classify all potential EA stakeholders ac-
cording to two orthogonal dimensions. First, EA stakeholders tend to be
either business or IT stakeholders. Second, EA stakeholders can be
related to corporate, business unit or project levels. Thereby, Fonstad
and Robertson [47] distinguish six main groups of EA stakeholders with
different objectives as an intersection of these two dimensions. More-
over, Fonstad [45] also demonstrates that external vendors and out-
sourcers can be also considered as EA stakeholders. Put it simply, direct
or indirect participants of EA practices range from senior executives to
project teams [78, 116, 151, 152].

2.2. Engagement in enterprise architecture practice

Establishing strong engagement between architects and other EA
stakeholders has been long recognized as one of the prerequisites of
successful EA practices [47, 154]. The term “engagement” in the EA
context has no commonly accepted definition and is used rather loosely
by different authors. For example, Fonstad and Robertson [[47], p. 2]
understand engagement rather broadly as “negotiating, influencing,
educating, socializing, and interacting in other ways across organiza-
tional levels and functional boundaries”, while more recent studies
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actively using this term in relation to EA [4, 21, 98, 113] do not provide
any explicit definitions of engagement whatsoever. However, in all
cases, engagement is implicitly understood as an umbrella term for
communication, collaboration, mutual understanding and partnership
between architects and other EA stakeholders. For this reason, in this
paper we define engagement specifically as an active communication
between architects and EA stakeholders, conscious participation of
stakeholders in EA-related processes, collaborative decision-making and
mutual commitment to the made planning decisions. Put it simply,
engagement implies working together, rather than working separately.

The vital importance of engagement between architects and EA
stakeholders is widely acknowledged in the existing EA literature. For
instance, effective communication, stakeholder participation and buy-in
are consistently found among the critical success factors of EA practice
[19, 81, 133, 169]. van der Raadt et al. [[151], p. 1954] argue that
“active participation of EA stakeholders is one of the main critical suc-
cess factors for EA”. Moreover, the survey by Ambler [5] demonstrates
that different aspects of engagement represent the top four EA success
factors: (1) active involvement of business leaders in the EA program, (2)
active involvement of IT leaders in the EA program, (3) enterprise ar-
chitects actively participate in project teams and (4) enterprise archi-
tects are trusted advisors to the business.

These findings on the critical importance of engagement in EA
practice also highly correlate with the earlier findings on business and IT
alignment. On the one hand, numerous authors identified effective
communication, mutual understanding and partnership between busi-
ness and IT stakeholders as the most significant enablers of business and
IT alignment [26, 103, 115, 119, 124, 149]. On the other hand, the lack
of effective engagement between business and IT stakeholders is widely
recognized as one of the most significant inhibitors of alignment [95,
104, 106, 107].

At the same time, the consequences of poor engagement between
architects and EA stakeholders are also widely understood in the EA
literature. In particular, the lack of adequate engagement is most often
manifested as the so-called “ivory tower” syndrome, when architects
essentially exist separately from the rest of the organization and produce
idealistic architectures distant from the actual business problems that
eventually end up laying on shelves [5, 23, 60, 61, 98, 151, 153]. The
ivory tower syndrome may have various manifestations including a
disconnection between the contents of EA artifacts and the informa-
tional needs of EA stakeholders, a mismatch between architectural plans
and business objectives and attempts of architects to impose a desirable
course of action to other stakeholders instead of reaching a collective
agreement. Ross et al. [[130], p. 65] acknowledge this situation as
rather common in the industry and describe it in the following way: “In
many companies enterprise architecture design is the responsibility of a
small IT staff sequestered in a back room for several months, emerging
only after drawing a book’s worth of diagrams. [...] Most of these ar-
chitecture exercises end up abandoned on a shelf”. For example, one EA
practitioner describes the ivory tower syndrome in the following way:
“Architectures, like fondue sets and sandwich makers, are rarely used.
We occasionally dig them out and wonder why we ever spent the money
on them” ([46], pp. 1-2). Likewise, another EA practitioner comments
that “the paradox is that EA efforts are aimed at integrating the various
organizational elements, whereas the architecture efforts are not inte-
grated in the organization” ([66], p. 32). Levy [98] even considers the
state of ivory tower essentially as the situation opposite to engagement.
In light of this evidence, effective engagement can be considered as one
of the most critical success factors of EA practice.

2.3. Strategic and initiative-based engagement

All comprehensive evidence-based EA sources in some or the other
form articulate two key processes that require engagement between
architects and other stakeholders as part of EA practice: strategic plan-
ning and initiative delivery [1, 77, 114, 130]. These two EA-related
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processes involve different groups of stakeholders and require
different types of engagement, which we call strategic engagement and
initiative-based engagement respectively (the existing EA literature
arguably does not offer any established terminology to distinguish these
notions).

On the one hand, the process of strategic planning implies making
global long-term planning decisions, i.e. developing an overarching
strategic vision for the entire organization (EAP [37, 77, 122, 130,
1411). This process is integrated with regular strategic management and
involves senior business leaders and architects. As part of this process
business and IT leaders may establish a mutually agreed set of archi-
tecture principles or maxims [20, 34, 55], develop a core diagram or
desired target state [126, 130, 1471, highlight required business capa-
bilities in capability models or maps [24, 80, 135] and develop more
detailed investment roadmaps [79, 147]. Therefore, strategic engage-
ment represents the loose collaboration of architects and senior business
decision-makers at the level of organization-wide planning, where the
circle of stakeholders is rather broad and their meetings are relatively
infrequent [77, 122].

On the other hand, the process of initiative delivery implies making
local short-term planning decisions in order to deliver separate initia-
tives aligned to the global strategic vision (EAP [37, 77, 108, 130, 156]).
This process is integrated with a regular project delivery lifecycle and
involves architects, project sponsors, business analysts and other mem-
bers of project teams [14]. The initiative delivery process is usually
linked to the phases of the adopted project delivery methodology (e.g.
concept, business case, design, implementation and rollout) where
different EA artifacts inform decision-making at the respective approval
gates [77, 108, 130]. For example, as part of this process architects and
other project stakeholders may explore possible solution options [79,
108], prepare a solution overview and business case [108, 156], approve
the solution and secure the necessary funding, then develop a more
detailed solution design or project-start architecture [50, 79, 156] and
finally implement the solution. Therefore, initiative-based engagement
represents the tight collaboration of architects and various project
stakeholders at the level of project implementation, where different
participants are joined into consistent and well-defined project teams to
work together on a full-time basis during the entire project lifecycle
[108, 156]. The differences between strategic and initiative-based
engagement discussed above are summarized in Table 1.

A separation identical to the one presented in Table 1 has been also
made earlier in the literature on business and IT alignment by Tarafdar
and Qrunfleh [[148], p. 346]: “While strategic IT-business alignment
processes are needed for identifying applications important for sup-
porting and enabling business strategies, tactical [or initiative-based]
IT-business alignment processes are necessary for ensuring that envi-
sioned applications are implemented and deployed”.

Table 1
Strategic and initiative-based engagement in EA practice.

Aspect Strategic engagement Initiative-based engagement
Goal Develop an overarching Deliver initiatives aligned to
architectural vision the global vision
Scope Entire organization Separate initiatives
Integration Strategic management Project delivery lifecycle
Stakeholders Strategic decision-makers, e.g. Project teams, e.g. business
involved C-level executives, senior sponsors, project managers,

Relevant EA

business leaders and heads of
departments
Principles, core diagrams,

business analysts and various
IT staff
Options assessments, solution

artifacts business capability models and ~ overviews and solution
roadmaps designs
Type of Permanent, broad and loosely Temporary, small and tightly
teamwork coupled collaboration of many  coupled teams formed to

decision-makers, who meet
relatively infrequently

deliver specific initiatives,
whose participants collaborate
on a daily basis
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2.4. Problems in enterprise architecture practice

Various pitfalls associated with EA practice have been rather widely
studied in the EA literature. For instance, Kotusev [76] identified 39
publications discussing potential problems, challenges, risks and com-
mon reasons for failure in EA practice that appeared in print by the end
of 2015. A number of more recent relevant studies have been also
published [2, 10, 32]. These studies have identified a very broad spec-
trum of problems associated with EA practice, but these problems can be
grouped into a rather small number of major problem areas. A brief
overview of the most notable EA-related problem areas in alphabetical
order with their brief descriptions and supporting publications is pro-
vided in Table 2.

An examination of the identified challenges related to EA practice
presented in Table 2 suggests that communication and stakeholders
represent key problem areas in EA practice. These weak areas have been
identified by the largest number of independent authors and both the
areas have also been identified by most authors exploring EA-related
problems [2, 11, 28, 32, 60, 98, 102]. The existing EA literature, thus,
clearly recognizes the problem of achieving engagement between ar-
chitects and other EA stakeholders among the most prominent chal-
lenges of EA practice.

Furthermore, one of the recent and most comprehensive studies of
obstacles in EA practice conducted by Banaeianjahromi and Smolander
[[11], p. 20] “identified lack of communication and collaboration as the
core obstacle that can explain most of the other obstacles”. In light of
these findings, the problem of achieving effective engagement can be
considered as one of the core issues related to EA practice, if not as the
single most important issue representing a root cause of many other
issues.

2.5. Study motivation and research question

Although the critical importance of engagement between architects
and other EA stakeholders is widely acknowledged in the EA literature
[5, 11, 130, 151], the notion of engagement has received only limited
attention among researchers [4, 98, 154]. For instance, Al-Kharusi et al.
[[4], p. 2] notice that “there is scarcity of studies that uncover the factors
dominating the engagement between the enterprise architects and the
EA stakeholders”. In particular, none of the studies of EA-related chal-
lenges (see Table 2) focused specifically on the problem of achieving
engagement. Although these studies unanimously recognize insufficient
engagement as a major problem, they generally focus on broader issues
troubling EA practice many of which are unrelated to engagement. For
example, insufficient resources [137], lack of experienced architects
[102], misunderstanding of benefits [60], obsolescence of EA docu-
mentation [101], lack of change management tools [10], complexity of
the IT landscape [2] and many other EA-related issues identified in the
literature are not related to engagement.

To summarize, the problem of achieving engagement has never been
intentionally studied in detail in the existing EA literature. Therefore,
the research question of this study can be formulated as follows: “What
factors hinder engagement between architects and other stakeholders in EA
practice?” Taking into account the significant distinction between stra-
tegic and initiative-based engagement in the context of EA practice (see
Table 1), this study aims to explicitly address both types of engagement
and explore the factors inhibiting each of these types separately.

3. Research method

This study is qualitative, inductive and exploratory in nature because
the question under investigation is arguably not described in the EA
literature well enough to formulate any reasonable deductive proposi-
tions or quantitative hypotheses. For this reason, we selected the case
study research method as the most suitable approach for studying
qualitatively a contemporary, but insufficiently explored phenomenon

Table 2
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Overview of major EA-related problem areas and supporting publications.

Problem area

Brief description

Supporting publication(s)

Architects

Artifacts

Benefits

Communication

Complexity

Governance

Maintenance

Modeling

Organization

Politics

Resources

Resistance

Stakeholders

Support

Abilities of architects left
much to be desired and
architects are perceived
negatively, experienced
architects are hard to find on
the job market, while cohesive
EA teams are hard to form
EA artifacts are too large,
overly sophisticated, have
inappropriate scope and level
of abstraction, fail to meet real
information needs and, as a
result, are left essentially
unused

Conflicting objectives and
misunderstood benefits of EA
practice

Poor communication,
coordination, collaboration,
knowledge transfer, mutual
trust and shared
understanding of goals and
requirements between
architects and other EA
stakeholders

The overall complexity of
organizations and their IT
landscapes

Inadequate governance
procedures and inability to
enforce compliance with the
decisions documented in EA
artifacts

Quick obsolescence of EA
artifacts and problems while
trying to keep them up-to-date

Inadequate quality of
modeling

Sophisticated organizational
structures inhibit effective
decision-making
Organizational politics and
conflicts among stakeholders
prevent effective decision-
making

Insufficient time, financial
and human resources to
develop necessary EA artifacts
and then maintain them
current

Personal resistance to change,
reluctance to participate in
EA-related activities and the
resulting lack of
organizational acceptance of
EA

Unavailability of
stakeholders, problems
obtaining stakeholder buy-in,
conflicting interests among
stakeholders, poor motivation
and insufficient
understanding of EA by
stakeholders

Insufficient top management
support of EA practice and
commitment to its demands

Chuang and van Loggerenberg
[28], Lucke et al. [102],
Hauder et al. [60] and Dang
and Pekkola [32]

Lucke et al. [102], Lohe and
Legner [100], Hauder et al.
[60] and Lohe and Legner
[101]

Hauder et al. [60], Dang and
Pekkola [32] and Ajer and
Olsen [2]

Chuang and van Loggerenberg
[28], Lucke et al. [102],
Hauder et al. [60], Levy [98],
Banaeianjahromi and
Smolander [10],
Banaeianjahromi and
Smolander [11], Ajer and
Olsen [2] and
Banaeianjahromi [9]

Lucke et al. [102] and Ajer and
Olsen [2]

Seppanen et al. [137] and
Lucke et al. [102]

Kaisler et al. [69], Lohe and
Legner [100], Hauder et al.
[60], Lohe and Legner [101]
and Kaisler and Armour [68]
Kaisler et al. [69] and Kaisler
and Armour [68]

Dang and Pekkola [32] and
Ajer and Olsen [2]

Chuang and van Loggerenberg
[28] and Dang and Pekkola
[32]

Seppanen et al. [137], Lohe
and Legner [100] and Lohe
and Legner [101]

Lohe and Legner [100],
Hauder et al. [60], Lohe and
Legner [101],
Banaeianjahromi and
Smolander [10],
Banaeianjahromi and
Smolander [11] and
Banaeianjahromi [9]

Chuang and van Loggerenberg
[28], Lucke et al. [102],
Hauder et al. [60],
Banaeianjahromi and
Smolander [10], Dang and
Pekkola [32],
Banaeianjahromi and
Smolander [11], Ajer and
Olsen [2] and
Banaeianjahromi [9]
Seppanen et al. [137], Lucke
et al. [102], Banaeianjahromi
and Smolander [10], Dang and
Pekkola [32],

(continued on next page)
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Table 2 (continued)

Problem area Brief description Supporting publication(s)
Banaeianjahromi and
Smolander [11] and
Banaeianjahromi [9]
Tools Insufficient tool support of Lucke et al. [102]

EA-related activities

in its full complexity and natural settings [39, 96, 167]. We focused
specifically on a single revelatory case study since this approach is
consistent with our research question and is more suitable for a detailed
exploratory analysis of rarely observed but theoretically interesting
situations, where depth is more important than breadth [15, 33, 167].

3.1. Data collection

In order to answer our research question, a case organization should
(1) be sufficiently large and complex to have a genuine need and desire
for full-fledged EA practice and (2) experience significant problems with
establishing engagement between its architecture team and other EA
stakeholders. Organizations in such situations are rather uncommon due
to their transitory nature, i.e. engagement problems might be more
characteristic for low-maturity EA practices, but most large organiza-
tions in developed countries arguably have already passed this stage in
their development. According to these criteria, we have chosen a large
government department in one of the Australian states with an imma-
ture but developing EA practice as a case organization for our research.

Data in this study was collected from two sources: semi-structured
interviews and documentation analysis. First, we took nine face-to-
face one-hour interviews with representatives of all key participants of
the EA practice: two with the architecture team manager, one with the
CIO, one with an architect working at both the enterprise and solution
levels, one with the engagement and innovation team leader, one with a
program manager, one with a project manager, one with an infrastruc-
ture service delivery manager and one with a member of corporate IT
services. The interviewing schedule intentionally started and ended with
the architecture team manager to outline the overall context of EA
practice in the beginning and then to answer a number of finalizing
follow-up questions. All the interviews were conducted by three in-
terviewers, where one of them acted as a leader and the others as note-
takers. In order to achieve better consistency of data collection, all the
interviews were guided by two separate interview protocols intended for
architects and non-architects. On the one hand, interviews with
architecture-side participants, besides general contextual questions,
have been focused primarily on discussing the issues that complicate
their engagement with the relevant groups of stakeholders. On the other
hand, interviews with non-architecture participants have been focused
mostly on discussing the practical experience of their interaction with
architects as well as specific issues that complicate their collaboration.
However, these protocols were periodically deviated from in order to
explore in greater detail various themes emerging during the interviews
and relevant from the perspective of engagement. For this reason, most
of the collected interviews had a considerable unstructured element. All
the interviews have been recorded with the permission of the in-
terviewees and transcribed verbatim for further analysis with the
involvement of an external transcription service provider. In total, the
resulting interview transcripts contained 179 pages of single-spaced text
and around 80,000 words.

Second, we studied the EA documentation existing in the organiza-
tion including the samples of all EA artifacts mentioned by the in-
terviewees. In particular, we inspected the business capability model
with various overlays (e.g. strategy, capability maturity and underlying
applications), current and target application portfolio models, concep-
tual data model, technology reference model, application roadmap,
several samples of solution architecture documents and some other EA
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artifacts. During the EA documentation analysis, we focused on assess-
ing the quality of EA artifacts and their fitness-for-purpose, i.e. their
potential ability to facilitate the engagement between architects and
other EA stakeholders based on the insights gained from the earlier
extensive study of EA artifacts and their usage [79, 83]. Specifically, we
checked (1) whether the existing artifacts looked similar to EA artifacts
that proved useful in other organizations and (2) whether the expecta-
tions on their usage for supporting engagement corresponded to regular
industry practices observed in other organizations. As a result, the ad-
equacy of key EA artifacts used in the organization and associated ex-
pectations have been confirmed and assured.

During the process of data collection, we used a theoretical sampling
technique to select interviewees that are likely to provide new, inter-
esting and unique perspectives on engagement aspects of the EA practice
[39]. As strategic and initiative-based engagement essentially represent
different areas of EA practice (see Table 1), we aimed to interview
participants directly involved in both types of engagement activities and
knowledgeable in the respective issues. The data collection process
stopped when a deep understanding of the challenges related to
engagement has been achieved and a theoretical saturation has been
reached [54, 144], i.e. new interviews did not add any significant facts
about the problem of achieving strategic and initiative-based engage-
ment in this particular organization (though, other organizations might
experience rather different variations of this problem).

3.2. Data analysis

Since the research question of this study addresses an insufficiently
explored area of the EA discipline, the grounded theory method [54,
144] was selected as the most suitable approach to data analysis. During
the data analysis, we followed the essential steps of the grounded theory
method: open coding, axial coding and selective coding [30, 144].

The first step, open coding, included reading the recorded text line-
by-line and identifying significant concepts and categories relevant in
the context of the studied phenomenon. As part of this step, concrete
lower-level codes that were deemed pertinent have been marked in the
transcripts and then grouped into broader coherent concepts reflecting
their overall meaning. The open coding step resulted in the list of major
concepts and categories representing various direct factors preventing
effective engagement as well as aggravating indirect factors. Illustrative
samples of the applied open coding procedures are provided in Table 3.

The second step, axial coding, included rereading the recorded text
and establishing links between various concepts and categories relevant
in the context of the studied phenomenon. As part of this step, cause-
and-effect relationships between the concepts that can be traced in the
transcripts have been identified. The axial coding step resulted in the
relationship network explaining the existing connections between all the
factors and their consequences identified previously during the open
coding step. Illustrative samples of the applied axial coding procedures
are provided in Table 4.

The final step, selective coding, included selecting engagement as the
core category and unifying all the previously established concepts, cat-
egories and relationships between them around this core category into a
consistent logical picture describing the studied phenomenon. As part of
this step, the overall relationship network established during the pre-
vious axial coding step has been analyzed and the most intuitive ways to
represent the emerging theory have been searched. The selective coding
step resulted in the holistic theoretical model explaining the influence of
the identified direct and indirect negative factors on strategic and
initiative-based engagement described in the next section.

The grounded theory-based analytical procedures have been per-
formed collaboratively by the first and second authors, but the authors
played different roles in the analysis process. Specifically, the initial
comprehensive data analysis had been undertaken by the second author.
Then, the results of the analysis had been validated independently by the
first author and a number of disagreements between the authors had
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Table 3
Ilustrative samples of the applied open coding procedures.
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Table 4
Tllustrative samples of the applied axial coding procedures.

Interviewee quote Identified code(s) Resulting factor
“Business units and divisions do [1] Unit IT Governance
whatever they want [1]. As long as Independence Mismatch
they deliver their numbers, who [2] Centralized
cares. It is futile in this type of Architecture
organization to run enterprise-wide [3] Structural
architecture or to have a large Misalignment

centralized IT department [2], even
though there are technical
justifications for it. It is misaligned
with the organizational fabric [3]”
(CI0)

“Procurement, legal, security, privacy,
business... they all often have a role
to play depending upon [the
decision that needs to be made]. So,
there are lots of stakeholders [1].
How do we engage with all of them?
There is a bit of ad hoc-ness in it”
(Architecture team manager)

“In order to [sell the benefits architects
provide], they need to understand
the business [1] because they have
to be able to articulate the benefits
in a way that the business will
understand, not in terms of
technology [2] and in a way that we
might define the IT benefits”
(Project manager)

“We had one project on a strategic
project list where architecture spent
nearly twelve months with it [1] to
get it to a stage where we went to
RFQ [request for quotation]”
(Program manager)

Multitude of
Stakeholders

[1] Diversity of
Stakeholders

Insufficient
Business Acumen

[1] Understanding
Business

[2] Communicating
to Business

Tardiness of
Architects

[1] Project Delay

been resolved via personal communication. Additionally, a full draft of
the research findings section had been validated by one of the in-
terviewees (architect), who helped correct some factual inaccuracies in
the description of the organization and improve definitions of the
identified factors. These measures allowed us to minimize personal bias
in data analysis inherent to the grounded theory method, though com-
plete objectivity certainly cannot be claimed.

Relevant
concepts

Interviewee quote Identified relationship

Tardiness of Architects leads
to problems with Initiative-
Based Engagement

[1] Initiative-
Based Context
[2] Engagement

“[We in the] application
development unit have a
particular way of doing

things. We have our own Problem
application architects and [3] Tardiness of
[...] we want to be able to Architects

deliver [initiatives]. We have
our own methodology [1].
[...] We have not really got a
lot of value from the
architecture team to date, so
as much as possible we
would like to avoid them [2]
because we are going to get
entangled in time-consuming
activities that may not
deliver the value that is
needed [3]” (Program
manager)

“[Our leaders] want enterprise
architecture to get involved
[1], to be able to do that
strategic roadmapping [2]
and be able to show that we
do not need to spend 10
million dollars to upgrade
Oracle financials because we
are pretty [up to date]. While
our CIO would like us to
become more involved [3], I
am skeptical about whether
we will get [involved]. I hate
producing documents that
just sit and gather dust
somewhere. [They] are
articulate and well-thought-
through, but, in reality, I do
not know if they deliver a lot
of business value [4]”
(Architecture team manager)

“You cannot make decisions,

[1] Engagement
[2] Strategic
Context

[3] Engagement
[4] Skepticism
Towards
Architecture

Skepticism Towards
Architecture contributes to
problems with Strategic
Engagement

[1] Strategic Multitude of Stakeholders

4. Research findings

really important strategic Context leads to problems with
decisions [1], very quickly in ~ [2] Multitude of Strategic Engagement
government, you just cannot.  Stakeholders

And I am not trying to be a [3] Engagement

bureaucrat, I am just Problem

In this section, we describe the studied organization, discuss the
identified direct inhibitors of strategic and initiative-based engagement
as well as the indirect aggravating factors influencing engagement, and
finally present the resulting theoretical model explaining the problem of
achieving engagement.

4.1. Description of the organization

The case organization referred to as GovDept (fictional name to
preserve anonymity) is a major government department in one of the
Australian states. GovDept is controlled by the State Government and its
ministers. It is responsible for a state-wide provision of important ser-
vices of a social nature to the population of the whole state. In total,
GovDept employs more than 14,000 people, including around 250 IT
staff.

GovDept has been formed as a result of a recent merger of two pre-
viously independent government departments with somewhat related
and partially overlapping responsibilities. GovDept is a decentralized
organization consisting of multiple diverse units fulfilling largely inde-
pendent functions. Traditionally, different parts of GovDept worked
autonomously and were rather loosely unified under common
leadership.

explaining the cultural
challenge of government. If I
were in a business where [
could bring one or two
business stakeholders and
these persons can make some
key decisions to allow us to
move forward, then that
would be fantastic. But here
often it has to go back to a
committee, then it goes back
to a working party [2] and
we might need to engage
with other members [3]”
(Architecture team manager)

From the technology perspective, GovDept can be considered as a
rather late adopter of innovations and characterized by relative under-
investment in IT, which has certain implications for both its IT landscape
and respective management practices. On the one hand, GovDept’s IT
landscape is very heterogeneous and includes many legacy information
systems and technologies some of which have been in use for decades.

“[Function one, function two, function three, etc.] are all starving for
funding, starving for capacity with aging infrastructure, out-of-date sys-
tems, systems years out of support, chronic underinvestment” (CIO)
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On the other hand, IT-related management practices are also rather
archaic. For instance, the relationships between business and IT leaders
in GovDept exhibit evident signs of “us and them” mentality, while new
investments in IT are viewed by business mostly as a means to reduce
costs of the existing operations.

“I think this is an artifact of the way we operated historically: the in-
formation systems branch or division was very separate from the business.
In this historical context, the rest of the business is a client for IT as
opposed to IT as a business partner, strategic business partner. [...] This is
something that I have observed here: we seem to be pretty insular”
(Project management)

GovDept has a centralized IT department responsible for developing
and supporting information systems for the whole organization. The IT
department is headed by the CIO and consists of four main subunits:
engagement, architecture, development and service. However, the
groups of IT professionals specialized in different technologies and
products act largely as independent teams within their subunits.

Although the architecture function in some form existed in GovDept
at least for several years, its value has been periodically questioned by
the leadership. Historically, architects struggled to demonstrate their
worth and deliver tangible business outcomes. They were criticized for
their remoteness from the organization and considered irrelevant for the
business. For this reason, the previous architecture team has been dis-
banded and reorganized.

“With the previous CIO, the architecture group was not seen to deliver
business value. They delivered frameworks, they delivered policies, they
worked at a high level with the business around their objectives, strategies
and so forth, but it was not really seen as delivering capability. [As a
result, the new CIO] purged the old architectural group” (Architecture
team manager)

Earlier GovDept also tried to engage a rather well-known boutique
EA consultancy to help establish full-fledged EA practice. Consultants
worked for 2-3 months, analyzed the department and developed a
number of EA artifacts which were considered as high-quality deliver-
ables by GovDept’s IT leadership. However, after the consulting
engagement was finished, internal architects were largely unable to
leverage these EA artifacts, embed them into regular decision-making
processes and institutionalize their usage. As a result, most of the pro-
duced EA artifacts had been abandoned and shelved.

“We spent a quarter-million dollars getting [consultants] in to do an
enterprise architecture model across [our department]. That was an
extremely well-executed, disciplined, insightful, robust piece of work,
which produced a huge body of documentation, which I think has not been
used at all, tragically” (CIO)

Presently, GovDept’s architecture function is governed by the ar-
chitecture manager, who reports directly to the CIO, and employs four
subordinate architects fulfilling the mixed roles of enterprise architects
and solution architects, i.e. involved in both organization-wide and
project-level planning. Different EA-related processes in GovDept have
disparate levels of maturity. On the one hand, the initiative delivery
process is pretty mature and followed systematically, though not always
smoothly. From the perspective of EA artifacts, this process employs
mostly initiative proposals, options assessments and then detailed so-
lution designs (EA [36, 79]). Initiative-based engagement associated
with the initiative delivery process encompasses architects, business
analysts, functional analysts, project managers and other team members
from the IT department involved in project implementation.

On the other hand, the strategic planning process is less mature and
systematic. As part of this process, architects are using the business
capability model, enterprise systems portfolio, roadmaps and some
other EA artifacts (EA [36, 79]). Strategic engagement associated with
the strategic planning process encompasses the architecture team
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manager, architects and a vast circle of business stakeholders including
senior managers from different units of GovDept, external auditors and
commissioners, members of various government committees and even
ministers themselves.

Like in most organizations [13, 22, 41, 58, 63, 78, 87, 112, 142,
147], the EA practice in GovDept does not follow recommendations of
any EA frameworks, while various modeling languages are used by ar-
chitects selectively when appropriate. Generally, the architecture func-
tion in GovDept can be considered as a typical low-maturity EA function,
where project-level architectural practices (e.g. the use of business cases
for IT initiatives and staged solution delivery methodology leveraging
EA artifacts) are institutionalized, but more strategic and global archi-
tectural practices (e.g. involvement of senior business leaders and
C-level architecture governance) are only emerging [77, 130].

4.2. Factors influencing engagement

The grounded theory analysis procedures described earlier identified
28 diverse factors affecting engagement between architects and other EA
stakeholders in GovDept. Not all of these factors are completely new and
some of them have been mentioned earlier in some or the other form
among general challenges of EA practice (see Table 2). However, pre-
viously these factors have not been recognized specifically as inhibitors
of engagement and have not been put into the relevant context, e.g.
related to different types of engagement activities (see Table 1) with an
explanation of underlying cause-and-effect mechanisms. The 28 identi-
fied factors can be grouped into three major categories: inhibitors of
strategic engagement, inhibitors of initiative-based engagement and
indirect aggravating factors.

4.2.1. Inhibitors of strategic engagement

As discussed above, strategic engagement represents the loose
collaboration of architects and senior business decision-makers at the
level of organization-wide planning (see Table 1). Of the 28 identified
factors, 16 are direct inhibitors of strategic engagement in GovDept.
Although some of these factors have been mentioned earlier in the
existing EA literature, most of them are previously unidentified. While
some factors are clearly organization-specific, most of them seem
perfectly generalizable to other organizations and industries. Many
factors also have a solid underlying theoretical grounding (these ques-
tions will be analyzed in detail later in the discussion section). The 16
identified inhibitors of strategic engagement can be grouped into five
higher-level categories: structural factors, stakeholder factors, priority
factors, financing factors and behavioral factors®. These factors are
briefly summarized in Table 5, while their detailed description with
illustrative quotes is provided in the Appendix.

4.2.2. Inhibitors of initiative-based engagement
As discussed above, initiative-based engagement represents the tight
collaboration of architects and various project stakeholders at the level

3 The previous studies of EA-related problems (see Table 2) proposed a
number of high-level classification schemes for organizing these problems. For
example, Kaisler and Armour (2017) organized EA-related problems into eight
categories: design tools, methodology, modeling, management and governance,
maintenance, assessment, frameworks and other challenges. Ajer and Olsen
(2018) organized EA-related problems into five broad categories: (1)
complexity, (2) objectives, strategy, and benefit, (3) organization, (4) people
and processes and (5) understanding and trust. However, these and other
existing classification schemes seem too generic and inappropriate for classi-
fying the engagement inhibitors identified in this study in a meaningful fashion.
Moreover, none of the earlier schemes distinguished strategic and initiative-
based contexts as disparate areas of EA practice in a way similar to this
study. For these reasons, we developed a completely new, engagement-specific
classification scheme for the identified factors in a grounded theory-based
manner
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Table 5

Inhibitors of strategic engagement.

Category

Factor

Explanation

Structural
Factors

Stakeholder
Factors

Priority
Factors

Financing
Factors

Behavioral
Factors

Lack of a Clearly Defined
Enterprise

Dynamic Organizational
Structure

IT Governance Mismatch

Multitude of
Stakeholders

Frequent Rotation of
Leadership

Presence of External
Stakeholders

Overall Environmental
Volatility

Conflicting Priorities of
Stakeholders

Susceptibility to Urgent
Needs

Shifting Annual Budget

Non-Transparent
Investment Funding
Procedures

Insufficient Business
Acumen Among
Architects

Unwillingness to Treat IT
as a Business Partner

Inability to Work with EA
Artifacts

The absence of clarity provokes
constant debates among stakeholders
regarding what the structure of the
organization is and where the
organization actually starts and ends
Periodical structural changes
discourage stakeholders from
discussing future visions or
developing any clearly defined long-
term architectural plans
Mismatching governance
arrangements create tension between
decentralized business governance
and centralized IT governance
complicating the dialog between
business and IT

A broad circle of stakeholders makes
it hard for architects to identify,
involve, build relationships and
reach agreements on architectural
questions

Rotation of leadership breaks existing
relationships between stakeholders
and architects and creates the need
for architects to periodically
reestablish these relationships anew
External stakeholders participate in
internal decision-making processes,
but may not be easily reachable by
architects in a way similar to regular
stakeholders

A rather unstable and whimsical
nature of the governmental
environment reduces the value of
planning exercises and discourages
stakeholders from participating in
such efforts

Conflicting priorities and the absence
of a shared view of the organization-
wide future provokes tension and
discourages stakeholders from
developing common strategic plans
Excessive focus on critical urgent
needs demotivates stakeholders from
initiating conversations on the
desired long-term future and
questions the value of systematic
planning

Unclear budgetary forecasts
discourage stakeholders from
discussing investment programs and
questions the possibility of
developing long-range plans for IT
investments

Poor transparency of investment
procedures demotivates stakeholders
from having rational conversations
regarding necessary IT investments
and developing investment plans
Due to their insufficient business
competence, architects are not
always able to communicate with
business stakeholders in a language
they can understand

Business leaders consider architects
as mere subordinates inferior to the
business and are not eager to discuss
strategic questions directly with
architects

Due to the inability of business
stakeholders to work with EA
artifacts, the dialog between business
and IT decision-makers becomes
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Table 5 (continued)

Category Factor Explanation
problematic and some artifacts
remain unused
Hierarchical Hierarchical stratification between
Stratification employees occupying different levels

of the organizational pyramid raises
communication barriers between
architects and stakeholders

The culture of “firefighting”
discourages proactive, future-focused
discussions among business and IT
stakeholders regarding the desired
state of the organization in the long
run

Crisis-Driven Culture

of project implementation (see Table 1). Of the 28 identified factors,
eight are direct inhibitors of initiative-based engagement in GovDept.
The vast majority of these factors have not been mentioned earlier in the
existing EA literature and none of them seems to be government-specific
(these questions will be analyzed in detail later in the discussion sec-
tion). The eight identified inhibitors of initiative-based engagement can
be grouped into two higher-level categories: quality factors and team-
work factors”. These factors are briefly summarized in Table 6, while
their detailed description with illustrative quotes is provided in the
Appendix.

4.2.3. Indirect aggravating factors

Besides the 16 direct inhibitors of strategic engagement and eight
direct inhibitors of initiative-based engagement described above, the
grounded theory analysis procedures also identified four indirect
aggravating factors affecting engagement. Unlike direct inhibitors of
engagement, where an immediate causal relationship between respec-
tive factors and ensuing engagement problems is traceable rather clearly
(and was explained in the corresponding sections earlier), these indirect
factors seemingly do not lead to engagement problems per se since in
their case no evident cause-and-effect relationships could be traced.
However, these factors still have often been mentioned by the in-
terviewees as adverse background influencers shaping an overall orga-
nizational context for the existing engagement problems. For this
reason, it could be theorized that these factors do not reduce the quality
of engagement on their own, but rather exacerbate the negative influ-
ence of all other direct factors on engagement. Essentially, these indirect
factors can be considered as moderators that strengthen the relationship
between the primary inhibitors and deteriorated engagement. These
factors are briefly summarized in Table 7, while their detailed descrip-
tion with illustrative quotes is provided in the Appendix.

4.3. The resulting theoretical model

Combining the identified direct inhibitors of strategic and initiative-
based engagement with the indirect aggravating factors and relevant
cause-and-effect relationships discussed above, the findings of the study
can be represented as a holistic theoretical model explaining the influ-
ence of various negative factors on engagement in the context of EA
practice. The theoretical model describing the problem of achieving
engagement that emerged from this study is shown in Fig. 1.

The resulting theoretical model shown in Fig. 1 explains the direct
factors undermining both strategic and initiative-based engagement,
indirect factors exacerbating engagement and relationships existing
between these factors and the EA value realization. In particular, the
inability to establish strategic and initiative-based engagement both

4 As noted earlier, due to poor applicability of the problem classification
schemes proposed earlier, we developed a new classification scheme in a
grounded theory-based manner
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Table 6
Inhibitors of initiative-based engagement.
Category Factor Explanation
Quality Tardiness of Architects Due to slowness of input from
Factors architects, project managers and

Lack of Relevant Advice
from Architects

Insufficient Decisiveness
Among Architects

Disagreements with
Project Teams

Perceived Over-
Complication

Teamwork
Factors

Silos within the IT
Department

Insufficient Trust between
Architects and Project

Teams

Poor Change Management

other team members are motivated
to avoid the involvement of
architects in their projects altogether
Irrelevance of advice from architects
makes their input unhelpful or
useless for IT project teams
contributing to the disconnection
between these parties

Acting more as analysts or observers,
than as real decision-makers,
architects reduce their value
proposition for IT project teams,
which undermines effective
communication

Disputes between architects and
project teams regarding the
preferable solution implementation
approaches cause tension and make
the presence of architects in IT
projects undesirable

Acquaintance of architects with the
requirements of various legislative
acts creates a false impression of
adding more complexity, which
alienates architects from project
teams

Organizational incoherence of
business and IT-related change
management processes leads to
communication problems between
architects and other members of
project teams

Organizational boundaries existing
between different professional
groups of IT specialists complicate
cooperation and inhibit the
formation of cohesive projects teams
Mistrust between architects and
other members of project teams
provokes conflicts within IT projects
and reduces the overall quality of
collaboration

Table 7

Indirect aggravating factors.

Factor

Explanation

Weariness of Constant
Change

History of Failed
Architecture Efforts

Failed Consulting
Engagements

General Skepticism
Towards Architecture

Weariness of constant change exacerbates all other
direct inhibitors of engagement due to its overall
demotivating effect on employees, which reduces
their enthusiasm for solving the existing problems
related to poor engagement as part of EA practice
The history of failures with architecture exacerbates
all other direct inhibitors of engagement through its
disappointing influence on organizational actors
undermining their faith in the possibility of
establishing successful EA practice

Previous failed EA consulting engagements
exacerbate all other direct inhibitors of engagement
due to an analogous demotivating effect on the
participants of EA practice, which contributes to the
overall situation of “learned helplessness”

The skepticism towards architecture exacerbates all
other direct inhibitors of engagement via
undermining the motivation of participants at
different levels of the organizational hierarchy to
cope with the existing engagement problems
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eventually undermine the business value realized from practicing EA.
Strategic engagement is itself inhibited by various structural, behav-
ioral, financing, priority and stakeholder-related factors, whereas
initiative-based engagement is inhibited by quality and teamwork-
related factors. A group of aggravating factors act as moderators
strengthening the detrimental influence of all inhibitors on both stra-
tegic and initiative-based engagement and some of these factors, namely
the skepticism towards architecture, are themselves strengthened by the
inability to realize value from practicing EA. These relationships form a
self-reinforcing negative feedback loop, or a “vicious circle”, where
some factors lead to the poor performance of EA practice and at the same
time are themselves reinforced by its poor performance.

5. Discussion of findings

This exploratory study focuses on the notion of engagement as one of
the core issues of EA practice, which undeservingly received only
limited attention in the existing EA literature. It aims to deepen our
understanding of engagement in EA practice and explicitly distinguishes
between strategic engagement, as the interaction of business leaders and
architects, and initiative-based engagement, as the interaction of ar-
chitects and project teams, due to their disparate nature (see Table 1).
The primary outcome of this study is the list of factors undermining
engagement identified from the empirical evidence using an inductive,
grounded theory-based approach.

5.1. Factors undermining engagement

The negative factors undermining engagement identified in this
study include both direct inhibitors of engagement and indirect factors
aggravating engagement. Some of these factors have been mentioned
previously in the existing EA literature among many other EA-related
challenges, while other factors are newly identified. Some of these fac-
tors may be also highly organization-specific, whereas other factors can
be considered as potentially generic and industry-agnostic.

5.1.1. Identified direct inhibitors of engagement

The existing, rather extensive literature on the challenges related to
EA practice (see Table 2) identified numerous problems that complicate
EA practices in organizations. However, the previous studies took a
broader perspective on EA-related challenges and none of these studies
focused specifically on the problem of engagement. Nonetheless, some
of the engagement inhibitors identified in this study have been also
recognized earlier as general impediments of EA practice, while other
engagement inhibitors have not been mentioned previously in the EA
literature.

For example, generic challenges related to communication [9, 28,
102], stakeholder involvement [28, 60, 102], conflicting interests [60],
understanding EA artifacts [101], uncertain environment [60, 102] and
conflicts between urgent and strategic needs [2] have been identified in
the existing publications among many other challenges unrelated
directly to engagement, e.g. considerable investments of time and
money [101], legacy systems [2] and insufficient tools support [102].
However, such highly engagement-specific factors as a frequent rotation
of leadership, non-transparent funding procedures, crisis-driven culture,
hierarchical stratification, insufficient trust, tardiness of architects, the
lack of relevant advice, insufficient decisiveness and poor change
management (see Fig. 1) have been barely, if ever, mentioned in the
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Structural Factors
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Fig. 1. The resulting theoretical model describing the problem of engagement.

existing EA literature®. Consequently, the identified inhibitors partially
overlap with, but at the same time also refine the earlier findings on
EA-related challenges with an in-depth focus specifically on
engagement.

More importantly, all the existing studies of EA-related challenges do
not differentiate between strategic and initiative-based engagement
and, therefore, mix various challenges of a diverse nature together in a
common list of issues not associated with any specific context. On the

5 Certainly, such factors as crisis-driven culture, hierarchical stratification,
insufficient trust and poor change management periodically appear as prob-
lems, pitfalls or merely undesirable features in various contexts in the organi-
zational, managerial and IS literature. However, these factors have not been
recognized previously in the EA literature specifically as inhibitors of engage-
ment between architects and other stakeholders. In particular, none of the
earlier studies of EA-related problems arguably traced and explained the
existing cause-and-effect relationships between these factors and the ensuing
organizational problems with EA practice

10

contrary, this study explicitly distinguishes strategic and initiative-based
engagement as separate areas of EA practice, clearly relates the identi-
fied inhibitors to these types of engagement and puts them into the
context of relevant goals, activities, artifacts and stakeholders (see
Table 1).

One of the most notable findings of this study is that strategic and
initiative-based engagement are actually impeded by rather different,
non-overlapping factors. While some overarching problems like poor
communication and insufficient stakeholder buy-in are certainly rele-
vant to all types of engagement, other more fine-grained problems are
relevant only to specific types of engagement. On the one hand, such
widely recognized issues as environmental volatility and conflicting
priorities are actually relevant only to strategic engagement, but irrel-
evant to initiative-based engagement. On the other hand, such issues as
poor change management and disagreements with project teams are
relevant only to initiative-based engagement. In light of the significant
differences between strategic and initiative-based types of engagement
(see Table 1), the fact that the identified engagement inhibitors are
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highly type-specific in nature should not look surprising.

5.1.2. Identified indirect factors aggravating engagement

This study identified four indirect factors, or moderators, strength-
ening the negative influence of direct factors on engagement: weariness
of constant change, history of failed EA efforts and consulting engage-
ments as well as the general skepticism towards architecture. The
existing academic EA literature arguably does not discuss or even
identify any of these factors as problems in relation to EA practice.

However, some of these factors are still acknowledged in industry
publications on EA. For instance, regarding the historically inspired
skepticism towards EA, Gartner reports that the very term “architecture”
is discredited in many organizations and using some other words instead
may help secure top management support [65]. Bittler and Burton [[17],
p- 4] put it in the following way: “Many restarted [EA] programs find
that the negative “baggage” associated with the term “EA” is too strong
to overcome, and it is simply easier and more effective to call it some-
thing else”. At the same time, available anecdotal evidence suggests that
these problems might actually be rather widespread in the industry [17,
65, 71, 128]: “In fact, architecture has become a bad word in some
companies, mostly because architects in those companies are seen as
more of an obstacle than a problem solver” ([128], p. 1).

Likewise, problems with one-shot EA consulting projects similar to
the one experienced by GovDept are also acknowledged in the existing
industry EA literature [74, 92]. For example, Lapkin and Allega [[92], p.
3] very accurately describe these problems: “Consultants tend to treat
client engagements as “projects”. [...] If you and your consultant are
treating EA as a project, then, typically, there comes a time when EA is
declared “finished”. At that point, the EA deliverables are stamped
“complete”, put on a shelf and (in most cases) completely ignored. [...]
Taking a “project-centric” approach to the EA effort invariably leads to a
significant expenditure on the part of the client for shelfware that never
delivers value to the enterprise”. This is exactly what happened with the
EA consulting engagement in GovDept. The ability of unsuccessful
consulting engagements to undermine future EA efforts in organizations
is acknowledged as well: “Gartner has observed [...] clients who have
derailed the EA effort (and any subsequent attempts) through improper
use of consultants. This usually happens when the client engages a
consultant to do the architecture “to them” rather than “with them”.
Without the active participation of the client in the EA effort, the critical
link to the business is lost” ([92], p. 3).

5.1.3. Generalizability of the identified factors

Some of the identified factors undermining engagement can be fairly
considered as government-specific or even as organization-specific. For
example, frequent rotation of leadership and shifting annual budget
represent organization-specific, or at least government-specific, factors
since both of them evidently result from the political processes external
to the organization, e.g. parliamentary elections and budget allocations
respectively®. Similarly, the lack of a clearly defined enterprise arguably
also represents a highly organization-specific factor since the structure
of GovDept, as a governmental organization, indeed does not resemble
the corporate structure of typical commercial companies. At the same

6 Certainly, both rotation of leadership and adjustments of annual budgets
routinely happen in private, commercial companies as well. However, in
governmental organizations the detrimental influence of these two factors can
arguably be much more significant at least by two different reasons. First, in
governmental settings the corresponding decisions are subject to external
control. They are made by decision-makers that do not belong to the organi-
zation itself (e.g. government ministers) and, thus, often come as a surprise and
cannot be anticipated by internal planners. Second, both the decisions are also
subject to political “whims” often dictated largely by irrational reasons (e.g.
public sentiments), rather than by sound facts-based judgement, which also
makes them more disruptive for internal actors
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time, many of these factors seem to be rather generic and can hardly be
related specifically to the studied organization. For example, such fac-
tors as IT governance mismatch, susceptibility to urgent needs and
tardiness of architects have no government-specific features and may be
equally applicable to any commercial companies as well.

The relative novelty and specificity of the identified factors can be
best illustrated graphically by organizing all these factors in a simple
taxonomy with two orthogonal dimensions: novelty and specificity. On
the one hand, the novelty dimension classifies factors based on their
coverage in the existing EA literature. On the other hand, the specificity
dimension classifies factors based on their presumable uniqueness to the
studied organization. Positions of all the identified factors in the tax-
onomy deduced from the discussions of their novelty and specificity
provided earlier are shown schematically in Fig. 2.

Generalizations from individual case studies are widely viewed as
analytic generalizations [97, 136, 168], which rely on “similarity be-
tween causal drivers in the sample and those likely to exist in other
settings” ([136], p. 13). Therefore, based on the logic of analytic
generalization, we argue that the knowledge claims on the factors
inhibiting stakeholder engagement deduced from our revelatory case
study are likely to be relevant in other public sector organizations with
similar characteristics as those of our case organization. In a narrow
sense, since the studied organization is a governmental organization in
one of the Australian states, we believe that our findings are highly
applicable to other governmental organizations in Australia and other
countries with similar economic, political and technological conditions.
In a broader sense, except for a number of organization-specific factors
mentioned above (see Fig. 2), the resulting model is potentially gener-
alizable to other industries and companies as well, though these com-
panies could also have their own unique factors impeding effective
engagement in their EA practices.

5.2. Inhibitors and success factors of engagement

Besides the ample literature on EA-related challenges, some authors
discussed the success factors and enablers of productive engagement
between architects and EA stakeholders [4, 98, 154]. Many of these
factors can be considered as reciprocal to the inhibitors of engagement
identified in this study. For instance, Verley [154] argues that estab-
lishing appropriate governance bodies, placing IT at the strategic busi-
ness table and ensuring business accountability for IT projects, among
other strategies, represent effective instruments for promoting engage-
ment. These strategies can be considered as a natural means to address
the problems of IT governance mismatch, lack of business and IT part-
nership and poor change management respectively (see Fig. 1). Levy
[98] identifies social engagement, value-based understanding, group
ownership and interpersonal skills as key success factors of engagement.
These enablers correlate with such inhibitors as conflicting priorities,
insufficient business acumen among architects, hierarchical stratifica-
tion and silos within the IT department. Finally, Al-Kharusi et al. [4]
found in the literature 12 broad areas potentially influencing engage-
ment between architects and EA stakeholders many of which, most
notably organization culture, governance, awareness, conflict of interest
and stakeholders identification, resemble the respective inhibitors of
engagement identified in this study, i.e. crisis-driven culture, IT gover-
nance mismatch, inability to work with EA artifacts, conflicting prior-
ities and multitude of stakeholders.

5.3. Theoretical grounding of engagement inhibitors

Many of the engagement inhibitors identified in this study (see
Fig. 1) are actually strongly grounded in the existing “grand” theories or
other established streams of research. For example, such inhibitors as
conflicting priorities, susceptibility to urgent needs and non-transparent
funding procedures are rooted in the organizational theory and can
arguably be best explained specifically by the “garbage can” model of
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Fig. 2. Relative novelty and specificity of the identified factors.

organizational choice [29]. This model views organizations as “orga-
nized anarchies” that can be interpreted as “collections of choices
looking for problems, issues and feelings looking for decision situations
in which they might be aired, solutions looking for issues to which they
might be an answer, and decision makers looking for work™ ([29], p. 1).
The absence of a clear, actionable and stable strategic direction in many
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companies was also widely acknowledged earlier in the broad stream of
research on business and IT alignment [8, 25, 26, 84, 95, 139, 155].
Strong hierarchical stratification, as an inhibitor of engagement be-
tween architects and business executives in GovDept, can be attributed
specifically to the high-power-distance culture [62]. In organizations
where such cultures are prevalent “contacts between superiors and



S. Kurnia et al.

subordinates are supposed to be initiated by the superiors only” ([62], p.
73). Some other behavioral inhibitors, most importantly the inability of
business leaders to treat IT as a serious business partner and insufficient
business acumen among architects, naturally ensue from the essential
differences in respective occupational cultures long recognized in the
literature [57, 132, 157] and improving business competence of IT
professionals has been proven to increase their intention to develop a
trustful partnership with business [12]. The presence of poor change
management among the identified inhibitors of engagement also does
not look particularly surprising taking into account that the necessity to
address organizational, managerial and technological aspects of infor-
mation systems together was recognized long ago [16] and is now
acknowledged even in basic “IS 101" courses [94].

5.4. Vicious circle of skepticism and inability to establish engagement

One of the noteworthy features of the developed theoretical model is
the feedback loop existing between the inability to establish engagement
and the skepticism towards architecture (see Fig. 1). In particular, the
skepticism towards architecture exacerbates the negative influence of all
other engagement inhibitors and, thereby, reduces the overall quality of
engagement and the ensuing value from practicing EA. At the same time,
this skepticism itself is constantly reinforced by the inability to establish
effective engagement and realize the full potential of EA. This feedback
loop forms a certain self-reinforcing vicious circle that prevents GovDept
from organizing value-adding EA practice. The existence of this or
similar vicious circles in EA practice has not been recognized previously
in the EA literature.

However, various feedback effects have been observed earlier in
many available organizational studies. For instance, March and Sutton
[[110], p. 700] explain that “there are mechanisms by which perfor-
mance in one time period is affected [...] by performance in previous
periods. Many of the cognitive and affective factors that seem likely to
influence performance [...] are themselves likely to be influenced by
prior performance”. Moreover, the influence of past performance on
current outcomes may be positive as well as negative. On the one hand,
people affected by positive emotions tend to be more persistent, crea-
tive, helping and quicker-to-act [64]. For this reason, earlier successes
may be conducive to later achievements. On the other hand, poor per-
formance assessments are also likely to have a detrimental impact on
future performance [145]. Such assessments create an atmosphere of
failure, which may contribute to organizational decline [56]. Masuch
[111] demonstrates that many business problems can be attributed to
sophisticated vicious circles existing in organizations. Unsurprisingly,
virtuous and vicious circles have been uncovered by various authors in
diverse organizational initiatives, e.g. implementation of ERP systems
[3] and knowledge management [51].

6. Conclusion

In the epoch of “total digitization” [159] EA, as a proven means for
linking business and IT, can be viewed as an essential tool in the orga-
nizational toolkit necessary for implementing innovative digital busi-
ness models and strategies [127, 129]. Digital transformation is fueled
by ubiquitous digital information, virtually unlimited connectivity and
massive processing capacity and is closely associated with such tech-
nologies as social networks, mobile devices, analytics, cloud and the
Internet of Things [127, 129]. Digitally empowered companies are
characterized by higher customer centricity, better customer experi-
ence, more intimate understanding of client needs, integrated multi-
channel or even omnichannel offerings and mobile-first strategies [161,
162]. Their IT landscapes often represent flexible digitized platforms
automating all routine business operations, providing reusable internal
and externally exposed services through standardized application pro-
gramming interfaces (APIs) and seamlessly integrated with partner
companies into large business ecosystems [127, 162].
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Moreover, the progressing digital business transformation requires
advanced dynamic capabilities to be able to react to the emerging digital
disruptions and keep up with the onward velocity of change [72, 166].
One of the most essential components enabling these dynamic capabil-
ities and the corresponding digital business models is mature digitized
platforms, or operational backbones [73, 127, 158, 160], and the
architectural complexity of IT platforms is continuously expanding as
these platforms become more and more comprehensive and sophisti-
cated in nature [35]. At the same time, these digitized platforms should
support flexible and scalable business processes [138], integrated
customer experience and communication channels [163], leverage
existing legacy systems [38] while containing the overall diversity in
organizations [161].

These and other conflicting demands put additional pressure on se-
nior business and IT managers to achieve a shared mindset and common
architectural view to intertwine business and IT plans together and
develop innovative digital strategies [59, 99]. This study explores the
problem of achieving effective engagement between architects and
other EA stakeholders in an organization, which is currently insuffi-
ciently researched. Based on a single revelatory case study, we identify
28 direct and indirect inhibitors of engagement, relate them either to
strategic or to initiative-based engagement and develop a theoretical
model explaining the problem of establishing engagement in EA prac-
tice. The study enhances the current understanding of stakeholder
engagement in EA practice.

6.1. Contribution of this study

This study offers both theoretical and practical contributions to the
EA discipline in the following ways. From the theoretical perspective,
the developed model represents arguably the first available theoretical
model addressing the problem of engagement in EA practice and most
factors included in the model have not been identified previously by
other studies of EA-related challenges. More importantly, all the existing
studies of EA-related challenges do not differentiate between strategic
and initiative-based engagement and, therefore, mix various challenges
of a diverse nature together in a common list of issues not associated
with any specific context. By contrast, this study explicitly distinguishes
strategic and initiative-based engagement as separate areas of EA
practice, clearly relates the identified inhibitors to these types of
engagement and puts them into the context of relevant goals, activities,
artifacts and stakeholders.

Furthermore, the findings of this study demonstrate that strategic
and initiative-based engagement are actually impeded by rather
different, non-overlapping factors. While some general, overarching
problems like poor communication and stakeholder buy-in are certainly
relevant to all types of engagement, other more fine-grained problems
are relevant only to specific types of engagement. On the one hand, such
widely recognized issues as conflicting priorities and susceptibility to
urgent needs are actually relevant only to strategic engagement, but
irrelevant to initiative-based engagement. On the other hand, such is-
sues as poor change management and tardiness of architects are relevant
only to initiative-based engagement. Hence, this study demonstrates a
significant theoretical difference between strategic and initiative-based
types of engagement and establishes the importance of this difference
for an in-depth understanding of EA practice, its activities and
challenges.

From the practical perspective, the developed model essentially
represents a “checklist” of potential engagement problems for practi-
tioners to watch for. This list can be used as the basis for diagnosing
troubled EA practices and developing appropriate organizational
corrective measures. Moreover, the presence of such factors as insuffi-
cient decisiveness and tardiness of architects among the engagement
inhibitors indicates potential improvement areas and provides clear
suggestions for individual architects regarding the aspects of their work
to focus on.
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6.2. Limitations of this study

This study has several limitations. First, it is exploratory in nature
and focuses on an in-depth analysis of a single organization only.
Findings from single cases cannot be considered as full-fledged theories
or generalized beyond these cases to other organizations, but can be
viewed only as theoretical propositions [40, 167]. However, most of the
identified inhibitors of engagement seem to be generic, rather than
organization-specific (see Fig. 2) and can be potentially relevant to other
organizations [136]. For this reason, the resulting theoretical model, for
the most part, can be valid beyond the studied organization, but still
represents only an early attempt to conceptualize the engagement
problem, or only the first step towards a better understanding of
engagement and its practical challenges.

Second, this study leveraged grounded theory and, thus, has some
limitations inherent to this analysis method. Most importantly, the
grounded theory approach is inevitably associated with a certain degree
of subjectivity. For instance, Strauss and Corbin [[144], p. 43] argue that
“a state of complete objectivity is impossible and that in every piece of
research [...] there is an element of subjectivity” (p. 43). “We emphasize
that it is not possible to be completely free of bias” ([144], p. 97).
Although some measures described earlier have been undertaken to
reduce subjective bias (involvement of two authors in data analysis and
results validation with one of the interviewees), potential subjectivity
definitely represents another limitation of this study.

Furthermore, the studied case itself can be considered as a somewhat
peculiar case of EA practice due to the specifics of governmental orga-
nizations, though at the current stage of EA research this proposition is
purely intuitive since no studies clearly explain the differences between
EA practices in different industries [76]. For example, some of the
identified engagement inhibitors (e.g. the lack of a clearly defined en-
terprise, frequent rotation of leadership and shifting annual budget)
seem to be more prominent specifically in governmental organizations.
However, most other factors (e.g. IT governance mismatch, suscepti-
bility to urgent needs, tardiness of architects and poor change man-
agement) arguably cannot be considered government-specific (see
Fig. 2). Therefore, the developed theoretical model naturally has some
government “flavor” and may not be perfectly valid for organizations
from other industry sectors. Additionally, since the strategic planning
process in the case organization was less mature than its initiative de-
livery process, as it is commonly observed in the industry [77, 130], it
should not be surprising that the majority of the identified engagement
problems relate to strategic planning. This “maturity bias” can also be
viewed as a limitation of this study.

6.3. Directions for future research

Due to the limitations described above, the resulting theoretical
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model of engagement-related problems cannot be considered as the
“ultimate” model, but rather only as an initial model that needs to be
enriched, refined and generalized with observations from other orga-
nizations and industries, more research is required. In line with Seddon
and Scheepers [136], all knowledge claims including the theoretical
model of stakeholder engagement inhibitors developed in this study
need to be tested and are subject to revision in future studies involving
different contexts. In particular, future studies of organizations with
different contextual factors would be helpful in testing the boundary
conditions of our proposed model of the engagement problem in EA
practice. Such studies would be useful in refining the boundary condi-
tions of our knowledge claims.

Hence, we call for further empirical research in this direction. As the
first step, other organizations of various sizes and operating in different
industry sectors should be studied qualitatively to validate, extend and
strengthen the conceptual model. These studies are likely to add new
factors to the model, generalize the existing factors or remove some of
them as irrelevant and refine respective theoretical constructs. Next,
more advanced quantitative survey-based studies could be attempted.
These studies might corroborate or refute statistically the theoretical
propositions ensuing from the model on the influence of various factors
on the quality of engagement as well as their mutual interrelationship.

Finally, this study identifies the problems undermining effective
engagement between architects and EA stakeholders, but it does not
offer any specific solutions to these problems, while the existing EA
literature provides only rather general suggestions for facilitating
engagement [4, 98, 154]. For this reason, we also call for future research
on effective coping strategies for typical engagement problems. Longi-
tudinal case studies of organizations that previously experienced such
problems, but then found solutions and overcame them might be espe-
cially valuable for this purpose.
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This appendix provides a detailed description of all the 28 identified factors affecting engagement between architects and other EA stakeholders in

GovDept with illustrative quotes of the interviewees.

Inhibitors of strategic engagement

The 16 identified inhibitors of strategic engagement had been summarized earlier in Table 5 and are described in great detail below according to
their five higher-level categories: structural factors, stakeholder factors, priority factors, financing factors and behavioral factors.

Structural factors. Structural factors represent a group of related factors undermining strategic engagement that can be attributed specifically to the
organizational structure of GovDept. These factors include the lack of a clearly defined enterprise, dynamic organizational structure and IT governance

mismatch.

First, the lack of a clearly defined enterprise complicates strategic engagement due to the constant debates among stakeholders regarding what the



S. Kurnia et al. Information and Software Technology 134 (2021) 106536

structure of the organization is and where the organization actually starts and ends. In the case of GovDept, the very concept of enterprise is rather ill-
defined. The organization consists of multiple dispersed units eventually controlled and directed by ministers of the State Government, however,
without having a traditional corporate head office with C-level executives, e.g. CEO, COO and CFO.

“The concept of enterprise [here] is very ill-defined. When you say “en-

terprise architecture”, what enterprise are you seeking to architect? And

then you would have a major debate even to get to any clarity of definition

of what our enterprise is [...]. If you cannot define the enterprise at the

beginning, then it is futile trying to architect it in anything other than a

serendipitous way” (CIO)

Second, a dynamic structure of GovDept complicates strategic engagement because the entire organization is being in a continuous state of flux.
Historically, GovDept has been a subject of periodic splits, mergers and other structural manipulations initiated spontaneously from the outside. As a
result, various organizational entities have been added, moved, removed and then returned back to the organizational structure in an unpredictable
manner. These structural changes sometimes discourage the stakeholders from developing any clearly defined future visions or long-term architec-
tural plans.

“Itis hard to architect an enterprise when its structure, its boundaries and

its purpose are continually churning” (CIO)

Third, an IT governance mismatch also complicates strategic engagement due to an evident conflict between the centralized structure of IT and the
decentralized structure of the business. On the one hand, the business of GovDept traditionally was highly decentralized and included multiple loosely
related functions having significant local decision-making autonomy. On the other hand, its IT department has been centralized with an intention to
leverage associated economies of scale. The resulting tension between decentralized business governance and centralized IT governance, including
architecture governance, undermines the quality of engagement between respective business and IT leaders.

“I think one of the challenges with enterprise architecture here is that we

have a number of silo-based businesses which want to be in control of how

they spend their budgets. They do not necessarily want to have a [global]

enterprise architectural view that dictates to them” (Architecture team

manager)

Stakeholder factors. Stakeholder factors represent a group of related factors undermining strategic engagement that can be attributed specifically to
the peculiarities of EA stakeholders within GovDept. These factors include a multitude of stakeholders, frequent rotation of leadership and the
presence of external stakeholders.

First, a multitude of potential EA stakeholders complicates strategic engagement due to the necessity for architects to identify, involve and build
trusting relationships with all these stakeholders. Most long-term planning decisions in GovDept do not have narrow, clearly defined groups of
stakeholders, but rather should be agreed upon among broader circles of decision-makers, including various working committees, compliance officers
and financial overseers. The multi-stakeholder environment of GovDept makes reaching agreements on some architecturally significant questions very
tough.

“There are so many stakeholders involved [in decision-making]. While it

looks to be inclusive, it can actually become suffocating in getting de-

cisions approved because there are so many parties that need to have some

sort of appeasement in the process” (Architecture team manager)

Second, a frequent rotation of political leadership in GovDept undermines strategic engagement because of the need for architects to periodically
establish the relationships with respective EA stakeholders anew. Moreover, original sponsors of specific planning decisions sometimes get replaced
and the corresponding decisions need to be renegotiated with their new stakeholders. As a result, previously agreed and approved initiatives may be
stopped, delayed or even canceled by the new leadership. Generally, an ever-changing political course complicates strategic planning in GovDept on a
time horizon longer than the mandate of a current ruling party and makes a commitment to any concrete direction very hard to sustain.

“There is no way that a robust [multiyear] commitment is feasible in the work, but it is challenging. We do not have that longer-term view” (Ar-

public sector because you will just get two-thirds of the way through it and chitecture team manager)

then the entire program will be scrapped because of a change of govern-

ment or a change of leadership” (CIO) Third, the presence of external stakeholders complicates strategic

engagement since many internal decision-making processes in GovDept

“We had a change of government [not so long ago] and we lost our three are also influenced by outsiders essentially inaccessible to architects.
ministers, our secretary and our deputy secretary, who were all key Various external actors, starting from ministers and ending with gov-
sponsors for one of the major transformation programs that I was involved ernment auditors and members of parliament commissions, do not
in. So, it was just stopped for five months and it never recovered. And a belong to the organization formally, but still contribute to its strategic
number of other things did the same — they just stopped. There were direction. These stakeholders can hardly be involved in regular
projects in our budget that were the most important things [two years ago] engagement processes in a way similar to internal stakeholders.

because they were ministerial directives and we have never resumed “Everyone is sniping in from the outside: the auditor general with audits of
them” (Architect) various sorts, parliamentary inquiries and royal commissions all have a

different view about what should be done and what the most important
problem is. And then ministers have their own independent views based on
their understanding of what the community wants” (CIO)

“It is difficult to be strategic in government much further than the gov-
ernment of the day” (Architecture Team Manager)

“Any strategy is really for the next three years. With the new government,
a lot of the stuff that we were doing before will be just stopped, all get

. . ; Priority factors. Priority factors represent a group of related factors
thrown out. I am not saying we cannot do some enterprise architectural

undermining strategic engagement that can be attributed specifically to

15
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shifting priorities within GovDept. These factors include overall environmental volatility, conflicting priorities of stakeholders and susceptibility to
urgent needs.

First, overall environmental volatility complicates strategic engagement in GovDept due to considerable uncertainty of the future inherent for
governmental organizations controlled wholly by external forces, which are not always rational, e.g. parliamentary elections, public opinion and other
political motives. A rather unstable, somewhat whimsical, nature of the governmental environment reduces the value of sound reasoning, judicious
thinking and systematic planning exercises, thereby preventing stakeholders from developing meaningful long-range architectural visions.

“[Environmental volatility] is just a part of the government conditions,

particularly in [our state]. But it is not dissimilar to other jurisdictions.

They have periods of stability and periods of churning that are driven by

planetary motions” (CIO)

Second, conflicting priorities of stakeholders in GovDept complicate strategic engagement due to the disputes regarding the most critical objectives
for the whole organization. Different subunits of GovDept focused on providing different services have their own understanding of the most important
problems and priorities. As a result, priorities of different units get easily consolidated only in a state of crisis. The absence of a truly shared view of the
organization-wide future provokes tension between different stakeholder groups, complicates reaching agreement on strategically important ques-
tions and discourages stakeholders from creating common global far-reaching plans.

“It is just a very large, complex organization which is driven by the fact

that there is a large number of professional practice groups who have their

own independent views about what should be done, how it should be done

and what the priorities are. It is hard in this environment to manufacture

an overriding priority for everyone to focus on” (CIO)

Third, susceptibility to urgent needs also undermines strategic engagement in GovDept by devaluing any long-term planning efforts. The directives
and decisions of government ministers can be driven by current discussions in media and, in some cases, may represent spontaneous reactions to the
critical articles in today’s morning newspapers. As a result, some unexpected needs having dubious intrinsic value can suddenly become the topmost
priority for the organization. Such a focus on critical urgent needs demotivates stakeholders from initiating thoughtful conversations regarding the
desired long-term future, cultivates a short-sighted mentality and questions the benefits of systematic long-range planning.

“The ministers are a little bit like children and that is not being deroga-

tory, but they are very much driven by public perception. What is in the

media at this point, that is what they need to adjust to” (Architecture

team manager)

Financing factors. Financing factors represent a group of related factors undermining strategic engagement that can be attributed specifically to the
financing processes in GovDept. These factors include a shifting annual budget and non-transparent investment funding procedures.

First, a shifting annual budget complicates strategic engagement in GovDept since the overall prospects regarding the volume of future IT in-
vestments may be unclear. GovDept’s annual budget is allocated from the outside by the government and might be a subject of unexpected cuts or
increases due to political motives or budget crises. In some cases, these increments or decrements may be rather considerable and have direct im-
plications for the IT budget. The resulting lack of a sound budgetary forecast discourages stakeholders from discussing investment programs, prevents
strategic decision-makers from reaching a shared understanding of required future expenditures and questions the possibility of developing long-range
plans for IT investments.

“[Minister might say:] “Do all that and then, by the way, we need you to

cut the budget by 20% this year as well”, for no apparent reason. That is

the reality of the situation” (CIO)

“Every financial year the government says: “Here you go department, you
have four billion dollars, go and deliver it with these resources”. Next
financial year they might say: “Well, by the way, you have three billion
now”. Or, they might say: “Well, these [units] are now hived off, so I need
you to go and reduce your budget”” (Architecture team manager)

“I know how much money I have this financial year, but I do not know
how much money the government is going to give me the next financial
year. I am not in a retail or some other organization where we have a
rough idea of what we are going to get” (CFO cited by architecture team
manager)

Second, non-transparent investment funding procedures also complicate strategic engagement since it cannot always be anticipated in advance
which IT investments might be approved and why. Even though GovDept has rather systematic investment evaluation processes and consistent
approval criteria, the perceived importance of IT investments is sometimes based only on the subjective beliefs of the leaders proposing them. As a
result, the approval of some IT investments still depends largely on how effectively they are pushed and “sold” to the ministers by their sponsors. In
other words, IT investments are sometimes justified only by means of personal persuasion. Moreover, in some cases IT investments might be also
initiated simply because some extra money is available in the budget regardless of their actual importance for the organization. Less than perfect
transparency of investment initiation and approval procedures demotivates stakeholders from having rational conversations regarding necessary IT
investments and discourages business and IT leaders from developing agreed investment plans for the future.

“It is market forces or survival of the fittest. This is pretty much what them. There is some magical alignment of the forces which gets them

happens in the department. Programs get up to the degree that individual money” (CIO)

directors and executives can push them and ministers are prepared to buy

16
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Behavioral factors. Behavioral factors represent a group of related factors undermining strategic engagement that can be attributed specifically to the
behavioral and cultural features of people in GovDept. These factors include insufficient business acumen among architects, unwillingness to treat IT
as a business partner, inability to work with EA artifacts, hierarchical stratification and crisis-driven culture.

First, insufficient business acumen among architects complicates strategic engagement in GovDept since architects are not always capable of
communicating with the business in a language they can understand. Specifically, architects are sometimes unable to explain the benefits of archi-
tectural planning to the business audience and to build trusting relationships with their business stakeholders. As a result, architects cannot always
easily integrate EA-related activities into regular business planning processes.

“In order to [sell the benefits architects provide], they need to understand

the business because they have to be able to articulate the benefits in a way

that the business will understand, not in terms of technology and in a way

that we might define the IT benefits” (Project manager)

Second, the unwillingness to treat IT as a full-fledged business partner undermines strategic engagement since business leaders in GovDept are not
always eager to discuss strategic questions with architects. In some situations, IT is considered more as a servant than as a trusted and equal partner to
the business. In other words, in GovDept IT is somewhat inferior to business. For example, IT is not represented adequately at the board level.
Moreover, some business executives view IT more as a way to reduce costs, than as a driver of innovative business approaches. This attitude towards IT
reduces the quality of the strategic dialog between business and IT leaders.

“This particular organizational culture is the one where they do not see IT

as an enabler. [Business leaders] tend to have a perception that tech-

nology is not an enabler, but more a mandatory requirement on occasion

to store information” (Architecture team manager)

Third, the inability of business stakeholders to work with EA artifacts complicates strategic engagement because establishing a meaningful dialog
between business and IT based on these artifacts in some cases becomes problematic. Not all business executives in GovDept easily understand EA
artifacts, even those ones that proved effective for communicating with business in other organizations like business capability models and roadmaps,
and have the necessary skills to fully leverage them in strategic conversations with IT during decision-making processes. As a result, some existing EA
artifacts remain largely unused and are not always able to facilitate better decision-making, while other EA artifacts are not maintained continuously.

“The business layer part that [architects] did was theoretically correct,

but nobody would have regarded it as endorsed or owned or anything

other than a theoretical model of how the department might conceive of its

business architecture. Because actually you would struggle to find anyone

in the department who has any concept of what the business architecture

of the department is” (CIO)

Fourth, hierarchical stratification between employees occupying different levels of the organizational pyramid in GovDept complicates strategic
engagement because it raises additional communication barriers between architects and other EA stakeholders. These barriers deteriorate the quality
of vertical information exchange across the hierarchy of decision-makers. The ensuing effects make productive dialog and collaborative decision-
making as part of EA practice rather problematic.

“The government is quite stratified, so interaction is surprisingly hard.

[...]1 It is quite difficult for me to interact with [my boss’s boss], for

instance. I report to [my boss], [my boss] reports to [his boss], so I do not

really typically go to see [my boss’s boss] unless I go with [my boss]. And I

chat to him if I see him in the street or downstairs in the foyer. [...] It is not

really common. [Talking directly with executives] is definitely not the

culture here” (Architect)

Fifth, the crisis-driven culture prevailing in some business units of GovDept also complicates strategic engagement due to the predisposition of
organizational actors to respond to emerging crises instead of preparing and following some long-term plans. This culture of “firefighting” encourages
quick reactions to immediate problems, but discourages proactive thinking about the possible future in advance. Another aspect of the crisis-driven
culture is the tendency to ignore established processes and procedures in the face of a crisis. In light of these cultural features, institutionalizing
proactive, consistent and repeatable EA-related decision-making processes in some areas of GovDept seems to be problematic.

“[In the face of a crisis everything gets done] because what happens is

they throw out processes. Even if processes were there and even if they

were followed, they throw them out. They are supportive of instinct. They

would reward instinct versus following the book” (Program manager)

Inhibitors of initiative-based engagement
The eight identified inhibitors of initiative-based engagement had been summarized earlier in Table 6 and are described in great detail below
according to their two higher-level categories: quality factors and teamwork factors.

Quality factors. Quality factors represent a group of related factors undermining initiative-based engagement that can be attributed specifically to the
quality of input provided by architects to project teams in GovDept. These factors include tardiness of architects, the lack of relevant advice from
architects, insufficient decisiveness among architects, disagreements with project teams and perceived over-complication.

First, the tardiness of architects complicates initiative-based engagement in GovDept since the input provided by architects is sometimes
considered by IT project teams to be unacceptably slow. For this reason, project managers might be motivated to avoid the involvement of architects in
IT projects altogether to be able to deliver these projects on time. The intentional desire of some project managers to implement IT projects without
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architects naturally undermines the very meaning of project-level EA-related activities.

“[We in the] application development unit have a particular way of doing
things. We have our own application architects and we want to be able to
deliver. We have our own methodology. We have not really got a lot of
value from the architecture team to date, so as much as possible we would
like to avoid them because we are going to get entangled in time-
consuming activities that may not deliver the value that is needed”
(Project manager)

Second, the lack of relevant advice from architects complicates initiative-based engagement in GovDept since the input provided by architects is
sometimes considered by IT project teams as unhelpful and useless. Even worse, in the most extreme cases, architects are unable to provide in a timely
manner any input at all. For this reason, development teams might be motivated to rely on their own designs and solutions instead of seeking advice
from the architecture team. The occasional inability of architects to provide valuable recommendations contributes to the disconnection between
architects and project teams.

“When the development team needs an API middleware solution, if the

architecture team does not already know what it is going to be and even

better has not sourced it and got it working, then [architects] should not be

surprised when the development team says: “Well, you guys are useless. I

need an API gateway and I have to go and get it myself. What the hell are

you doing?” [...] Architecture is a consulting service which the developer

teams need and if it is lacking, then they have to do it themselves” (CIO)

Third, insufficient decisiveness among architects complicates initiative-based engagement because architects in GovDept are sometimes consid-
ered by project teams more as analysts or observers, than as real decision-makers. In other words, the architecture team in some cases tends to exhibit
an overly analytical and idealistic, rather than action-oriented and down-to-earth, attitude. Instead of identifying and focusing on the most reasonable
implementation option, architects are sometimes trying to analyze all possible options without actually picking or recommending any of them.
Moreover, in some rare cases architects may change their mind after a certain planning decision has already been made and agreed with the project
team members. Such occasional indecisiveness reduces the value of cooperating with architects for IT project teams.

“It happened many times when you are trying to work with architects and

they say: “Right, we will do some options”. But they never make a de-

cision. [...] Very rarely you get a recommendation, very rarely, you have

to force it. [Specific recommendations from architects] are very rare”

(Program manager)

Fourth, disagreements with project teams complicate initiative-based engagement in GovDept because members of project teams are sometimes
unhappy with the solutions proposed by architects. Solution designers, software developers and infrastructure engineers in some cases find the
standards, technologies and approaches advocated by architects as outdated or impractical. These and other disagreements cause tension and conflicts
that may erode the quality of engagement. As a result, project teams sometimes consider architects more as a burden for their projects, than as a
valuable asset.

“The solution developers are saying: “Look, we have tight deadlines and

we need to do authentication [...]”. The architects will say: “Look, we

have some authentication mechanisms that have been established [...]".

And the developers will say: “Yes, but those are out-of-date, the solutions

are two years out of license support. There are better ways to do it [...]”.

The architects are saying: “No, no, but you cannot do that because...”

[...]. They have this continual tension” (CIO)

Fifth, perceived over-complication of solutions associated with the involvement of architects also deteriorates initiative-based engagement in
GovDept. Unlike other project participants, architects are well-acquainted with the mandatory requirements of numerous legislative acts regulating
the use of IT in governmental organizations and specifically in GovDept. For this reason, the presence of architects in project teams creates a false
impression of adding an extra layer of complexity to seemingly simple IT systems. As a result, architects are sometimes undeservingly considered as
blockers of simple approaches and quick solutions by other team members. This attitude essentially renders their involvement in IT projects
undesirable.

“We tend to get involved and bring to their attention privacy obligations or

elements of the various acts that talk about security we need to comply

with. And then they feel somewhat like we become a blocker [...]. We are

often reminding them almost like a teacher saying: “Well, by the way, did

you know the act requires you to do X, Y and Z?”” (Architecture team

manager)

Teamwork factors. Teamwork factors represent a group of related factors undermining initiative-based engagement that can be attributed specifically
to the poor teamwork within IT project teams in GovDept. These factors include poor change management, silos within the IT department and
insufficient trust between architects and project teams.

First, poor change management complicates initiative-based engagement in GovDept since the changes in the IT landscape are sometimes managed
separately from the corresponding changes in business processes. In other words, an introduction of a new IT system in some cases is not accompanied
by respective process changes. The implications of information systems in GovDept are not always considered in their full complexity from the
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multifaceted organizational perspective. Specifically, an information system is sometimes viewed only as a mix of software and hardware, while the
other aspects related to the ensuing process, people and culture changes are not always taken into account and addressed appropriately. This oc-
casional incoherence between business and IT changes undermines the teamwork at the project implementation stage.

“Something that organizational change management here does not seem

to have — there does not seem to be a focus on organizational change

management. It is very much the technology is the silver bullet that will

solve our problems, but there is not enough focus on the people and process

aspects of things. It is only in the last six months or so we started to even

talk about that” (Project manager)

Second, silos within the IT department complicate initiative-based engagement since different professional groups are sometimes reluctant to form
cohesive project teams. The IT department in GovDept consists largely of multiple functional silos encompassing IT staff specialized in different
technologies. As a result, even when collaborating on a particular IT project, these people do not always consider each other as part of a single team
unified by a common goal. This siloed mindset reduces the quality of cooperation between architects and various IT specialists within project teams.

“[The issue is] where architects get involved and how they get involved.

My view of projects is that you have a team and you are working as a

team. It is not that it goes to the architecture group or it goes to [some

other group], you have a team. [...] It is not quite like that here” (Pro-

gram manager)

Third, insufficient trust between architects and other members of project teams sometimes also undermines initiative-based engagement in
GovDept due to the resulting conflicts within IT projects. When different parties accuse each other of low-quality work, unfulfilled commitments,
wrong decisions and missed deadlines, the very feeling of trust and partnership within project teams gets undermined. Moreover, the overall moral
climate in the organization suffers as well. The atmosphere of mutual blaming naturally complicates any collaborative project delivery efforts in
GovDept.

“[After delaying the project for several months,] architects then would

say: “This needs to be delivered now”. And they would hand something

over to you. [...] And then in front of people, they would say: “Why the

steering committee is not organized? Why this is not done? Why that is not

done? [...] The occasional backstabbing, [architects] tend to do that from

time to time. So, I get things in writing” (Program manager)

Indirect aggravating factors

The four identified indirect factors aggravating engagement (i.e. weariness of constant change, history of failed architecture efforts, failed
consulting engagements and general skepticism towards architecture) had been summarized earlier in Table 7 and are described in great detail in the
paragraphs below.

First, the weariness of constant change prevailing in some areas of GovDept exacerbates all other direct inhibitors of engagement due to its overall
mild demotivating effect on employees. Achieving effective engagement, as well as establishing a successful EA practice in general, requires hard work
of multiple participants. However, some people working in GovDept, and especially those people working there for a long time, feel tired of ongoing
bursts of change and reorganizations initiated by one government only to be stopped halfway or even fully reversed by the next government. This
fatigue is manifested in the reduced tolerance to uncertainty and risk, the lack of enthusiasm for trying innovative approaches and adopting new
techniques and unwillingness to exert extra efforts to achieve some improvements in the way the organization operates. As a result, some employees
are not always motivated to solve the existing problems related to poor engagement as part of EA practice described earlier.

“It seems that the cultural view of staff members who have been here for a

long time is: “Oh, this is the way we have done things for such a long

time”. It is a sort of weariness of trying something new because they have

seen governments come and go. [...] They basically bang their heads

against the brick wall for too long. I have come across that in individual

conversations with staff members on a number of occasions” (Project

manager)

Second, the history of failed architecture efforts in GovDept exacerbates all other direct inhibitors of engagement due to a very similar disap-
pointing and demotivating influence on the participants of EA practice. For instance, the previous architecture team in GovDept also had rather similar
problems with engagement and suffered from the well-known “ivory tower” syndrome. It was characterized largely by the disconnection from the rest
of the organization and often considered as an obstacle, rather than as a contributor. As a result, a large part of the former EA team was purged. This
less than successful track record of EA initiatives undermines the faith of participants in the possibility of building working EA practice in GovDept.

“The department has always had enterprise architecture to some degree.

If you go back to about 2012, there was a dedicated EA team that con-

sisted of 3-4 guys. [...] The EA team reported directly to the CIO, but they

did not engage well with the business and they were judged irrelevant. [...]

So, EA was a bit too ivory tower, had trouble engaging, had trouble

influencing” (Architect)

Third, failed consulting engagements in GovDept also exacerbate all other direct inhibitors of engagement due to an analogous demotivating effect
on the participants of EA practice. The attempt to set up full-fledged EA practice undertaken earlier via involving experienced EA consultants was
frustrating for the organization. With the exception of raising the motivation, enthusiasm and encouragement around EA and providing a certain
initial impulse for the EA initiative, this attempt eventually resulted mostly in wasted investments, shelved architectural documents and overall
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disappointment in EA. These unsuccessful relationships with EA consultancies in GovDept also contribute to the situation of “learned helplessness” in
relation to EA practice.

“We engaged [consultants] and they delivered a fantastic artifact around

the department’s enterprise architectural view. [...] They started from a

business capability model, essentially mapped that down to a technology

and application roadmap [...]. Now, when I took this out to bring this up

here, I literally had to wipe the dust off the cover” (Architecture team

manager)

Fourth, the general skepticism towards architecture in GovDept exacerbates all other direct inhibitors of engagement via undermining the
motivation of participants to cope with the existing engagement problems. On the one hand, this skepticism is partially caused by the earlier historical
problems with the previous EA endeavors in GovDept described above. On the other hand, and more importantly, this skepticism is also constantly
reinforced by the current inability of the organization to fully realize the value of practicing EA. Moreover, the overall skepticism in GovDept en-
compasses not only its business leadership, but even architects themselves.

“Quite frankly, I am an enterprise architecture skeptic. [You can benefit

from EA when you] have some clear leadership that can make decisions,

that can attract and secure funding sources and allocate those in a

rational way in multiyear programs, but none of those factors exist in [our

department]. We do not have a robust concept of enterprise, leadership is

in a continual churn at the political level and at the executive level, the

basis of getting funding is a black art which is driven by interplanetary

motions and Scientology” (CIO)
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