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Abstract

Business-IT alignment has been studied for quiteestme but it is still a key concern for IT exduas.
Traditional approaches may have been successtikipast, as researchers have been studying bsisines
IT alignment concerning its impact on organizatioparformance or its antecedents. However, the
guestion remains: “how to provide an easy and quiely of achieving and sustaining Business-IT
alignment?”

Enterprise Architecture implementation under a Bess Process Management approach may be a useful
way of looking into good practices to achieve aunstain business-IT alignment. This work emphasizes
the adoption of Dialogical Action Research as aegadte methodology to improve theoria and praxis fo
a better enterprise architecture implementatiompp8tted on reflective one-on-one dialogues between
researcher and practitioner, dialogical actionasseacknowledges the important role and contrimsti

of the latter for enterprise architecture implenaiph when compared with the modest contributions
from academia.

Emerging from many years of practice, a particplaxis is under examination in this work particlyar
regarding the development of an organizational egenres model considered as an important piece for
enterprise architecture implementation. Such mémgkrs the discussion of the business strategiewhi
making clear the interrelations among competenoda@re explicit the business model.

From a dialogical action research, as work is edriaut, recommendations will be issued to improve
consulting praxis and inform theoria while solvingal world problems in the course of enterprise
architecture implementation at municipalities.

Keywords: dialogical action research, enterprisehiggcture, organizational competences model,
Business-IT alignment.

INTRODUCTION

Organizations have been relying more and more anpaters for their daily operations. A more
competitive marketplace, changing at a rapid pscesquiring new ways of aligning information syste
and technology with the business so activities filkening or decision making can be better suppdde
improve organizational performance.

Either studying the impact of business-IT alignmemtorganizational performance (Kearns and Lederer
2000; Tallon and Kraemer 2006) or the antecedents of business-IT alignment (Reich and Béasat 2000;
Kearns and Sabherwal 2006), considerable reseashalneady been done over the past two decades
regarding businesiF alignment (e,g., Burn 1996; Chan, Huff et al. 1997; Sabherwal and Chan 2001;
Denford and Chan 2007) specially since the conedigation provided by Henderson and Venkatraman
(1993) with the Strategic Alignment Model (SAM).

However, despite all the research efforts, achggand sustaining business-IT alignment remainequit
challenge particularly in turbulent environmentselithe ones organizations operate nowadays. More
flexibility and agility is required now from orgazations in meeting business expectations. In amditi
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issues such as complex organizational setting#telihresources in SMEs or outsourced IT remaineto b
addressed in research on alignment (Silvius 1999).

So far, both academics and professionals haveifi@ehbusiness-IT alignment as one of many benefits
from enterprise architecture implementation bueagsh is scarce not only on how that happens kot al
on empirical evidence to support what seem to lasomable explanations (Tamm et al. 2011).
Nevertheless, organizations are putting significafforts on enterprise architecture and business-IT
alignment has even been pointed out as a key dlgedh fact, the most quoted objective for doing
enterprise architecture (Obitz and Babu K, 200%).a& outcome of enterprise architecture, business-I
alignment is expected to work as an underlying vaif organizational benefits.

Some well known frameworks as TOGAF or FEAF haverbguite used for enterprise architecture. One
important question is how to use these or othenéwsorks for enterprise architecture implementation

as a possible outcome, business-IT alignment cachieved and sustained in effective ways (Malth an
Sousa 2010). Among several approaches, the onésuseamethods, techniques, and tools under a
business process management orientation may be promising (Indulska et al 2006; Reijers 2006).

As a set of models for getting a coherent and cehgmsible picture of the enterprise (Vasconcel@s et
2005), enterprise architecture is an essentialmizgtonal strategic element (Vaidyanathan 2005¢neh

it is important to know the place of the businesxpsses and which ones belong to the scope eofa gi
project (Coelho 2005). Looking at a specific appfodhat comes from years of consulting practice
(Coelho 2010), models for organizational competsnceotivation, stakeholders or continuous
improvement have come under analysis in our rekefit@ team work effort, while developing a shared
understanding of what is the mission and visiothefr organization, top and middle managers come up
with an organizational competences model in a ghenibd of time, usually three days. We want towno
what makes this approach so effective in some efattopted practices. On the other hand, the approac
may benefit from research contributions relatedetderprise architecture implementation. This is
something worth to consider for action research.

DIALOGICAL ACTION RESEARCH

Action Research “produces highly relevant reseaedults, because it is grounded in practical action

aimed at solving an immediate problem situationlevbarefully informing theory.” (Baskerville 1999).

A five stage, cyclical process is the most commeeduone for action research: diagnosing, action

planning, action taking, evaluating and specifyiegrning (Susman and Evered 1978). In fact, it is

basically an iterative process with two clearlytidist stages (Baskerville and Myers 2004):

< A diagnostic stage that involves the researcmer the subjects of the research in a collaborative
analysis of the social situation for the formulatif theories;

« A therapeutic stage that involves collaboratikiarge to make changes and study the effects.

Action research usually puts the researcher inlgirigerole with the practitioner clearly showingeth
primacy of theory and the researcher as “the” exgdéowever, in the case of enterprise architecture
development, the academic activity has been modbsh compared to the practitioner one. In the
enterprise architecture domain, the researcherldghaccept the practitioner as an equal, speak the
practitioner’s language and see the world throinghpractitioner’'s eyes. This balance on the impaea

of theory and practice requires a dialogue betvezprals, a new form of action research called dieiég
action research.

Using reflexive dialogues between the practitioaed the researcher in an iterative way, dialogical
action research leads to improvements in both reseaand practitioner's expertise (Figure 1):
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Figure 1: Dialogical Action Research (Adapted frbtartensson and Lee 2004)

Ultimately, improved theoria and praxis coming frahese reflexive dialogues should result in better
world solutions, in our case, in better enterpasehitecture implementations.

Data for this research process may come from nlelspurces:

« Annotations in documents from the organization;

« Field notes from direct observation of the ptamtier while doing an organizational intervention;
* Own documentation from interviews.

FIELD WORK

The praxis here under study for enterprise architec MLearn, is a process-oriented one that has be
followed in different types of organizations: hdsis, wine regulatory commissions or municipalities
name a few. At the wine regulatory commission, Ithenan resources management has particularly
benefited from this organizational intervention uléag in its better alignment with organizational
strategy (Malta and Sousa 2011). At a given mualityy among other results, paper has been
significantly removed from the relationship withetttitizens. Regardless of how far the enterprise
architecture development has gone in the sevenarvientions, one of the main results is the
organizational competences model.

Organi zational Competences Model

The importance of the organizational competencedefnand how to get to it in an effective way can be
seen in a project that took place in a set of Rortse Municipalities under the sponsorship of therD
Inter-municipal Commission involving nineteen mupdities.

To achieve good results in a reasonable periotha for so many municipalities, it was quite im @t
to have, as a reference, an organizational competemodel developed in another municipality by a

team of about twenty persons, involving presideityy councilmen, department directors and section
managers.

Having that reference, the consulting intervenibidouro Inter-municipal Commission region, invalve
an average of ten decision makers at each munitgipalainly focused on the following set of objeets:
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 retrain involved human resources;

« homogenize municipalities’ organizational model;

« ensure administrative modernization and simpaifian;

* make efficient and improve the quality of sergiggovided.

The goal, once assured the presence of all teagaisidn makers, was to get to a standard orgaaizati
competences model for a municipality. Even if eachnicipality has some different characteristics,
similar requirements and competences exist. Usind eomparing each working model, similar
organizational competences were identified andtpgether, in a unique framework. Table 1 present
some of the core and support organizational compete that can be found in a organizational
competences model that may work as standard farraaipality:

Table 1: Organizational Competences Model

Core Organizational Competences Support Organizational Competences
Manage Relationships with External Entities Manhgigation and Legal Services
Manage Relationships with Citizens Ensure Locahatities Operations
Promote Municipality Manage Financial Resources

Manage Requests from Citizens and Institutions ,RIamtrol and Manage Municipality
Coordinate Civil Protection Ensure Continuous Invarment
Promote and Support Social Development Define amutrGl Municipality Strategy
Contribute to Public Health Manage Human Resources

Promote Economic Development Manage Informatiorte3ys and Technology
Manage Water and Sanitation Manage Municipalityldngs

Manage Waste Collection Manage Municipality Image

Manage road networks and public spaces Managenhaftton Resources
Manage Gardens and Green Spaces Support Organeafiompetences
(-..) (...)

Once the standard organizational competences maebbtained, each municipality carried on with the
modeling of each organizational competence in tesfresctivities, tasks and operations mapping them t
the organizational chart in terms of responsileiiti

When the motivation, technological skills, and arigational knowledge of people in the organizatoa

more homogenous and there is also a large sensieedhterrelated competences, the organizational

competences modeling speeds up toward two majputsit

< Indicators and goals for each organizational cetenpce;

« Training plan to develop the required skills ire thuman resources available for each organizationa
competence;

< Improvement measures according to the objectiefimed for each organizational competence.

Data Collection

As previously pointed out in the dialogical acti@search section, data is being collected fromipielt
sources. Apart the annotations from the praxis omnation regarding the project and field notesnfro
direct observation of the practitioner in actiomptother sources will be quite important:

e questionnaires and interviews to the people velin the project;

« reflexive dialogues with practitioners from coliant companies.

To develop the questionnaires and guide the irgersj some other existing instruments will be taken
into consideration such as TOGAF checklists as aglijuestionnaires to identify organization’s siyat
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aspects (Jeston 2006), assess process orient®fer6 2006) or business-IT alignment maturity
(Luftman 2000).

OUTCOMES SO FAR

From the field work already done, we can say thatdrganizational competences model seems to foster
teams’ predisposition to discuss business strategge identified the organizational competences

(Indulska et. al 2006). The development of an omgional competences model, as part of enterprise
architecture implementation, makes clear the coempets interrelations and more explicit the business
model.

Three points in this praxis should be highlighted:

« Practitioner: how well is conducted the interactamong the different stakeholders;

« Tools: how easy is to visually support the intéiens and contributions from the participants;
« Language: how easy is to learn the modeling laggu

Consultancy interventions at the municipalitiesAigueda and in Douro, also showed various issues to

consider for analysis regarding the success optheis:

« Top and middle managers participation, something always easy to assure, especially in large
organizations;

¢ Team’s dimension: the smaller the team, the aaritke decision;

« Time and period for intervention: usually thneerking days are required to get an organizational
competences model and sequential days seem tobetiek;

« Documentation: documents should be updated aptowement suggestions recorded:

* Reutilization: capitalization on previous deveddprganizational competences model.

CONCLUSIONSAND FURTHER WORK

The challenge to achieve and sustain Businessigiiment strategies remains. The Strategic Alignment
Model, Zachman framework and the Computer Integrdteanufacturing Open System Architecture
(CIMOSA) are just some well known of many contribus to address that challenge.

Emerging from many years of practice, a praxis dsakh in under examination to be improved while
informing theory. This praxis seems to help intére@ammunication and better integration of
methodologies and tools as well as reliability atwhfidence in information system resources for
business-IT alignment.. We need to understand Hnsvgraxis works and what can be improved and
could make it complete and successful in entergniskitecture implementation.

As a main result from this research, a set of renendations will be issued so Mlearn become a better
praxis to achieve and sustain business-IT alignmdrie implementing enterprise architecture. Those
recommendations will also inform theory so researshcan take into account new approaches to
enterprise architecture, especially the ones gredimh process orientation.

At the end, as expected while using dialogicalcerctiesearch, consultant companies get better praxis
researchers get better theoria and municipalig¢degtter enterprise architecture implementation.
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