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ABSTRACT
Despite significant investments in training, many organizations fail to implement IT Governance. 
This problem is known as theory-practice gap. Organizational Learning has been suggested as an 
approach to overcome this problem but there is still lack of understanding about how 
Organizational Learning applies to the context of IT Governance. Therefore, this exploratory 
study presents insights from a Delphi study that was conducted to identify and rank enablers 
and inhibitors of Organizational Learning in this context.
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Introduction

Nowadays, the digital transformation of organizations is 
a hot topic globally (Westerman et al., 2014). Entailing 
more than merely adopting new digital technologies, 
a digital transformation also requires organizational 
transformation (Hess et al., 2016). More specifically, 
digital transformation journeys often involve changes 
in management practices, processes, organizational 
structures, organizational culture, and required skills 
(Hess et al., 2016; Matt et al., 2015). To effectively direct 
and control digital transformation journeys, an appro-
priate IT Governance approach within the organization 
is essential (De Haes et al., 2020). Organizations have 
clear incentives to strive for effective IT Governance, as 
this enables the creation and protection of IT business 
value (Benaroch & Chernobai, 2017). As such, IT 
Governance is a vital tool to enable successful digital 
transformation. Nevertheless, despite considerable 
investments in research and training, many organiza-
tions still perceive difficulties in their journey to imple-
ment IT Governance. For example, Mathiassen et al. 
(1999) found that managers insufficiently changed 
their behavior after following a training to develop digi-
tal leadership skills. Cox (2012) demonstrated that man-
agers who were trained in respect to information 
security policies seldomly acted in compliance with 
these policies. Zolper et al. (2013) found that employees 
managed changes to information systems differently as 
how it was defined in the organizations’ internal 

guidelines. Several other studies examined the degree 
of implementation and maturity of IT Governance in 
organizations (De Haes et al., 2015; Ibrahim & 
Nurpulaela, 2016; Kosasi et al., 2015; Kosasi, Vedyanto, 
Yuliani et al., 2017a, 2017b; Putri et al., 2017; Sabatini 
et al., 2017; Seyal et al., 2017; Yaokumah et al., 2015).

The results of these studies indicate large variances in 
the degree of implementation of IT Governance pro-
cesses as well. In social science and educational research, 
such a problem is referred to as a “theory-practice gap” 
(Reed & Cornuel, 2009). This concept indicates dispa-
rities between the best practice ideals and values that are 
being taught and those actually encountered in everyday 
practice (Maben et al., 2006). The theory-practice gap 
can have negative impact on the competitiveness of 
organizations (Pfeffer & Sutton, 2013). More specifically, 
the following negative consequences related to the the-
ory-practice gap have been identified in academic litera-
ture. Firstly, the costs of training can be considered 
wasted expenditure if the knowledge acquired through 
such training is not applied in ways that benefit the 
organization (Kauffeld et al., 2008). Secondly, 
a misalignment between the knowledge about IT 
Governance and actually applying this knowledge in 
practice can have an adverse effect on the effectiveness 
of an organization’s IT Governance implementation, 
and thus the benefits related to the successful implemen-
tation of IT Governance. In this regard, Weill and Ross 
(2004) posit that organizations with superior IT 
Governance have 20% higher profits. Aside from the 

CONTACT Koen De Maere koen.demaere@uantwerpen.be Antwerp Management School, University of Antwerp, University of Applied Sciences and 
Arts Northwestern Switzerland

INFORMATION SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT             
2022, VOL. 39, NO. 3, 241–268 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10580530.2021.1964654

© 2021 Taylor & Francis

http://www.tandfonline.com
https://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/10580530.2021.1964654&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2022-06-02


potential benefits of good IT Governance, there are also 
risks related to inappropriate IT Governance. For exam-
ple, Ali and Green (2012) contend that organizations 
with ineffective IT Governance might suffer from ineffi-
cient operating costs, failing IT projects and even the 
demise of the IT department. IT Governance failure has 
also been associated with information security breaches 
(Raghupathi, 2007) and wasted IT expenditure 
(Davenport et al., 1998). Lastly, another negative conse-
quence of the Theory-Practice gap is that employees 
might become disgruntled when they experience that 
their company does not value their recently acquired 
knowledge and skills (Bontis et al., 2002).

Generally, studies that have attempted to examine 
Theory-Practice gaps show that many organizations 
still receive poor results when it comes to transferring 
knowledge acquired through training into practice 
(Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Brandi & Christensen, 2018; 
Georgenson, 1982; Kazbour et al., 2013). Several other 
studies have illustrated that theories of Organizational 
Learning can reduce the gap between theory and prac-
tice (Ehrenberg & Häggblom, 2007; Sharif & Masoumi, 
2005). However, the vast majority of these studies have 
concentrated on relatively short training programs 
focusing on the acquisition of instrumental skills 
(Soerensen et al., 2017). Therefore, much is known to 
overcome learning transfer problems in such contexts. 
Despite this, in more complex contexts, such as IT 
Governance, only a very limited number of studies is 
available (De Maere & De Haes, 2016). In addition, 
within the context of IT Governance, some specific 
difficulties occur with the factors that might influence 
the effectiveness of Organizational Learning. In particu-
lar, the literature elucidates the following hurdles: a lack 
of IT competence in the business (Armstrong & 
Sambamurthy, 1999; Bassellier et al., 2003, 2001; 
Leonard, 2007; Sabherwal & Kearns, 2007; 
Sambamurthy & Zmud, 1999), a lack of business com-
petence in IT (Agarwal et al., 1997; Armstrong & 
Sambamurthy, 1999; Bassellier et al., 2004; Bhatt et al., 
2005; Boynton et al., 1994; Karahanna & Preston, 2013; 
Lederer, 2003; Leonard, 2007; Neo, 1988), lack of shared 
understanding between business and IT executives (Van 
Der Zee & De Jong, 1999), and lack of social interaction 
and group dynamics between business and IT stake-
holders (Nelson & Cooprider, 1996; Van den Hooff & 
De Winter, 2011).

In summary, while Organizational Learning has been 
suggested as an approach to reduce a Theory-Practice 
gap in general, there is still lack of understanding about 
Organizational Learning in the context of IT 
Governance. The principal aim of this exploratory 
study is to make a contribution to address this research 

gap by identifying the enablers and inhibitors of 
Organizational Learning in the context of IT 
Governance. Enablers facilitate Organizational 
Learning. For example, in many organizations top man-
agement support has been found as a factor which sti-
mulates Organizational Learning (Argote et al., 2003; 
Barrados & Mayne, 2003; Cho, 1999; Davenport et al., 
1998; Friedman et al., 2001; Garvin et al., 2008; Pham & 
Swierczek, 2006; Popper & Lipshitz, 1998; Pourserajian 
et al., 2013; Senge, 2006; Smolarczyk & Hauer, 2014; 
Sung et al., 2016; Ueki et al., 2011; Van Solingen, 
Berghout et al., 2000). In contrast, inhibitors might 
slow down or impasse Organizational Learning. For 
example, this might happen in case of inadequate com-
munication between group members (Beer & Eisenstat, 
2000; Elliott et al., 2000; Zell, 2001).

As such, an understanding of enablers and inhibitors 
of Organizational Learning in the context of IT 
Governance is an important step to contribute to over-
coming the theory-practice gap in the context of IT 
Governance.

The following research question guides this study:
What are the most important enablers and the most 

important inhibitors of Organizational Learning in the 
context of IT Governance?
We approach this research question by conducting 
a ranking-type Delphi study that first identifies the rele-
vant enablers and inhibitors of Organizational Learning 
in the specific context of IT Governance, followed by 
determining their relative importance and ultimately 
reaching consensus concerning the most important 
enablers and the most important inhibitors. We contri-
bute to scholarly research by focusing on the specific and 
vastly under-studied context of IT Governance in rela-
tion to Organizational Learning. Furthermore, the 
results of this research can help practitioners to better 
organize their Organizational Learning efforts in the 
context of IT Governance, as hands-on insights are 
provided on the specific factors that facilitate 
Organizational Learning. This has tremendous rele-
vance for practice, as it can help organizations to more 
effectively direct and control the current and future use 
of IT, thereby enabling the creation and protection of IT 
business value. In summary, the results of this research 
can help practitioners to reduce the Theory-Practice gap 
in the context of IT Governance.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. 
Firstly, the key underlying concepts of this research are 
discussed: i.e. IT Governance and Organizational 
Learning. Secondly, the methodological approach of 
this research is explained. Subsequently, the results are 
shown and analyzed. Finally, the conclusion and impli-
cations of this research are presented.

242 K. DE MAERE ET AL.



Key concepts

IT Governance

The notion of IT Governance first emerged in the 1990s. 
A. E. Brown and Grant (2005) identified two initial 
parallel research streams that provided the foundation 
for subsequent IT Governance research. The first stream 
of research deals with IT Governance forms, which 
includes research that is concerned with the locus of IT 
decision-making authority and the types of IT decisions. 
The second stream of research concerns IT Governance 
contingency analysis, which is about understanding the 
factors that influence the choice for a certain structural 
form of IT Governance. Weill and Ross (2004) exemplify 
a milestone in IT Governance research that converged 
these initial research streams, by proposing an IT 
Governance framework that maps six IT Governance 
forms (which they refer to as “archetypes”) against five 
key types of IT decisions, while also addressing numer-
ous contingency factors. Moreover, they introduced 
a taxonomy of components for implementing IT 
Governance in practice, consisting of decision-making 
structures, alignment processes, and communication 
approaches. A few years later, De Haes and Van 
Grembergen (2009) further advanced the discussion 
about how IT Governance can be implemented in prac-
tice. In line with Weill and Ross (2004), they proposed 
that IT Governance can be implemented as a holistic set 
of structures, processes, and relational mechanisms.

Despite the fact that a number of often-cited defini-
tions for IT Governance exist, similarities can be identi-
fied that are shared by multiple definitions or 
conceptualizations. First, IT Governance is positioned 
as an integral part of corporate (or enterprise) govern-
ance (Guldentops et al., 2003; De Haes & Van 
Grembergen, 2009; De Haes et al., 2020; Weill & Ross, 
2004). The consequence of this is that, while some IT(- 
related) decision-making authority can be delegated to 
lower-level decision-makers in the organization, execu-
tive management and the board should ultimately 
remain accountable for IT Governance (Webb et al., 
2006). Second, scholars are in agreement that IT busi-
ness value (i.e. the impact of IT on organizational per-
formance) is the main outcome of IT Governance 
(Buchwald et al., 2014; Schlosser et al., 2015; Tallon 
et al., 2013; Wu et al., 2015) and that business/IT align-
ment mediates this relationship (De Haes & Van 
Grembergen, 2009; Schlosser et al., 2015; Wu et al., 
2015). Finally, contemporary research shows broad con-
sensus that IT Governance can be implemented as a set 
of (decision-making) structures, (alignment) processes, 
and relational mechanisms (or communication 
approaches) (De Haes & Van Grembergen, 2009; Ping- 

Ju Wu et al., 2015; Tallon et al., 2013; Weill & Ross, 
2004). Taking this into account, the present research 
draws on the definition provided by De Haes et al. 
(2020, p. 3). This often-cited definition has a long history 
of development and was recently updated to reflect the 
state-of-the-art developments in the field of IT 
Governance. As such, the present research views IT 
Governance as: “[. . .] an integral part of corporate gov-
ernance for which, as such, the board is accountable. It 
involves the definition and implementation of processes, 
structures, and relational mechanisms that enable both 
business and IT stakeholders to execute their responsibil-
ities in support of business/IT alignment, and the creation 
and protection of IT business value.”

In recent years, the research area of IT Governance 
developed the tendency to focus on more specific issues 
related to how IT Governance applies to specific subjects 
such as: cloud computing (Petruch et al., 2011; Sareen, 
2013; Vithayathil, 2018), inter-organizational IT 
Governance (Wilkin et al., 2013; Xiao et al., 2013), 
information governance (Tallon et al., 2013), and board- 
level IT Governance (Benaroch & Chernobai, 2017; Liu 
et al., 2019; Turel et al., 2019). Taking all of these recent 
research efforts together, scholars ultimately provided 
a more inclusive view of IT Governance over time. 
This tendency greatly signals the growing importance 
of IT Governance for contemporary organizations. 
However, while this importance is often recognized by 
organizations, IT Governance is certainly not always 
adequately tackled in practice, which often results in 
a Theory-Practice gap.

Organizational Learning

In the disruptive world we currently live in, an organiza-
tion’s ability to learn (i.e. to acquire, apply and dissemi-
nate new knowledge) has become critical to its 
competitiveness (De Geus, 1988; Hernández-Espallardo 
et al., 2011). There are many reviews of the 
Organizational Learning literature, including 
Shrivastava (1983), Fiol and Lyles (1985), Huber and 
Daft (1987), Levitt and March (1988), Huber (1991), 
Crossan et al. (1995), and Easterby-Smith and Lyles 
(2011), etc. Nonetheless, there is still no commonly 
accepted definition of Organizational Learning. 
Vasenska (2013, p. 615) positions Organizational 
Learning as “an area of knowledge within organizational 
theory that studies approaches, models and theories about 
the way an organization learns and adapts.” 
Organizational Learning is concerned with the develop-
ment of insights, knowledge and associations between 
past actions, the effectiveness of those actions, and 
future actions (Huber, 1991). Although learning is 
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essentially individual, it occurs collectively in the orga-
nization (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1996). Moreover, it is 
considered by many to be a social process (Bawden & 
Zuber-Skerritt, 2002; Simon, 1991; Von Kutzschenbach 
& Brønn, 2010). It can be argued that a theory to analyze 
learning in the context of IT Governance should include 
an individual (e.g., explicit knowledge of corporate 
executives related to IT Governance practices), group 
(e.g., decision making amongst corporate executives), 
and organizational level (e.g., embedding learning in 
an IT Governance architecture). However, many 
Organizational Learning theories focus only on one or 
two learning levels (e.g., Daft & Weick, 1984; March, 
1991; March & Olsen, 1975). Given the holistic nature 
and complexity of IT Governance, such narrower- 
scoped theories are only of limited value when applied 
in this context. For this reason, the 4i framework of 
Crossan et al. (1999) was adopted in the context of the 
present research. This multi-level learning framework 
acknowledges that learning takes place at three levels 
(i.e. the individual, group and organizational level) and 
has become one of the most widely cited Organizational 
Learning frameworks. First, learning at the individual 
level refers to individual competence, capability, and 
motivation to undertake the required tasks and focuses 
on scanning the environment, generating new insights, 
seeing things differently, experimenting and being aware 
of the critical issues that affect one’s work (Bontis et al., 
2002).

Second, learning at the group level refers to group 
dynamics and the development of shared understand-
ing, and includes elements such as exploring different 
viewpoints from stakeholders, having productive meet-
ings, having successful conversations, sharing success 
and failure, encouraging diversity, and having effective 
conflict resolution (Bontis et al., 2002). Finally, learning 
at the organizational level refers to embedding learning 
in non-human artifacts (e.g., systems, structure, strategy, 
procedures, and culture) (Bontis et al., 2002). It is 
a means for organizations to leverage the learning of 
its individual members, as it aims at embedding learning 
that has occurred by individuals and groups into the 
formal organization (Crossan et al., 1999).

The 4i framework makes a distinction between feed- 
forward and feed-back learning. Feed-forward learning 
refers to March (1991) and his understanding of 
“exploration.” It involves learning of new knowledge 
and can be explained by terms such as search, discovery 
or experimentation. Thus, it represents whether and 
how individual learning feeds forward into group learn-
ing and learning at the organizational level (e.g., changes 
to structure, systems, products, strategy, procedures, 
and culture). In contrast, “exploitation” relates to the 

diffusion and application of existing knowledge in the 
organization and is often referred to as implementation, 
execution or efficiency (March, 1991). Therefore, it 
describes whether and how the learning that is 
embedded in the organization affects individual and 
groups.

The three learning levels are linked with each other 
through four processes, i.e. the four Organizational 
Learning processes (Crossan et al., 1999). First, intuiting 
is the pre-conscious recognition of the pattern and/or 
possibilities inherent in a personal stream of experience. 
The process only affects others if they attempt to inter-
act. Applied to the context of IT Governance, this pro-
cess illustrates how individuals such as CIOs and other 
managers develop assumptions related to how IT 
Governance should function in the organization. These 
assumptions are influenced by their prior knowledge 
and experience. Within the academic literature, several 
studies indicate the relevance of the intuiting process. 
For example, Ali (2013) found that top managers’ 
absorptive capacity positively influences the establish-
ment and implementation of effective IT Governance in 
the organization. Similarly, Rockaert (1996) found that 
line managers are more likely to assume IT leadership 
when they have the appropriate education and training. 
Second, interpreting is the explaining of an insight or 
idea, to oneself or others. This process requires the 
development of language. In the context of IT 
Governance, this process for instance, describes how 
business and IT executives exchange ideas related to 
how IT Governance can function in the organization. 
Consequently, the interpreting process is largely affected 
by the interaction and communication amongst these 
stakeholders. For example, Van Der Zee and De Jong 
(1999) found that when IT Governance practitioners 
speak a language which is too technical (i.e. “tech 
talk”), business executives might have fundamental pro-
blems to understand them. Therefore, they might fail to 
transfer relevant knowledge to each other and might not 
be able to unambiguously affect organizational action 
(Dierkes et al., 2003). Third, integrating is the process of 
developing shared understanding and coordinated 
action through mutual adjustment. Dialogue and joint 
action are crucial to the development of shared under-
standing. In the context of IT Governance, this process 
concerns establishing coordinated action amongst busi-
ness and IT stakeholders. Therefore, it largely depends 
on dialogue and coherent collective action between these 
stakeholders. Research indicates that when business and 
IT managers understand each other’s perspectives in the 
IT decision making process, they can accurately inter-
pret, anticipate and coordinate actions (Peterson, 2001). 
A lack of coordinated action in the context of IT 
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Governance however has been argued to possibly result 
in problems like not achieving the full value potential of 
IT investments; the implementation of incompatible 
technology architectures, infrastructures, and business 
applications by different business units; and the duplica-
tion of IT projects across business units (Williams & 
Karahanna, 2013). Fourth (and finally), institutionaliz-
ing is the process of ensuring that actions become rou-
tinized. Tasks are defined, actions specified, and 
organizational mechanisms established to ensure that 
actions occur. It is the process of embedding individual 
and group learning into the organization’s systems, 
structures, procedures and strategy (Crossan et al., 
1999). The institutionalizing process is required to 
ensure that actions become routinized. As such, it repre-
sents learning that will endure, even when individuals 
leave the organization (Crossan et al., 1999). 
Furthermore, it also includes the leadership and coordi-
nation mechanisms to ensure the effectiveness of such 
routines (e.g., monitoring procedures, key performance 
indicators, etc.). An example in the context of IT 
Governance is provided by Masuku (2014), who 
observed that senior executives perceived IT 
Governance as “world-class” while practitioners per-
ceived it as “bad and known by very few people,” clearly 

indicating a lack of successfully embedding IT 
Governance-related knowledge into the organization.

The 4i framework is summarized in Figure 1. The 
framework, as well as the logic behind it, is dis-
cussed at length in Crossan et al. (1999) and 
Bontis et al. (2002). The concise summary provided 
in this paper does not intend to reproduce their 
work in detail. Instead, an overview of the frame-
work and its key concepts is contained herein, as to 
provide the required conceptual background for the 
remainder of the paper. The present research focuses 
on drawing on the 4i framework to propose key 
factors (i.e. inhibitors and enablers) that help to 
explain why organizations may either be successful 
or unsuccessful in the development and implemen-
tation of IT Governance through Organizational 
Learning.

Scholars have later leveraged the 4i framework for 
further research to provide additional insights. For 
instance, Lawrence et al. (2005) developed a political 
model of Organizational Learning based on the ori-
ginal 4i framework. Another widely cited contribu-
tion was made by Schilling and Kluge (2009), who 
leveraged the 4i framework to identify generic bar-
riers to Organizational Learning.

Figure 1. Organizational Learning as a dynamic process: The 4i Framework (Crossan et al., 1999). Used with permission.
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Research methodology

In order to meet the aim of this study (i.e. to identify the 
most important enablers and inhibitors of 
Organizational Learning in the context of IT 
Governance), a ranking-type Delphi study was con-
ducted. In general, the Delphi method draws on the 
knowledge of a carefully-selected expert panel and is 
aimed at consensus-building related to a specific topic 
of interest using a structured iterative process of ques-
tionnaires with controlled opinion feedback (Paré et al., 
2013; Schmidt, 1997). The Delphi method has been used 
extensively in IS research before (Paré et al., 2013; 
Skinner et al., 2015), including in the context of IT 
Governance (e.g., De Haes and Van Grembergen 
(2009)). The Delphi method represents an inductive, 
data-driven approach that is particularly useful in the 
context of immature research topics (Gupta & Clarke, 
1996). As no empirical evidence exists concerning (the 
enablers and inhibitors of) Organizational Learning in 
the context of IT Governance, the Delphi method thus 
qualifies as an appropriate research method for the pre-
sent study. Moreover, the Delphi method offers specific 
advantages over other research methods, due to its char-
acteristic features. For instance, as opposed to focus 
group research, the Delphi method minimizes the 
potential for certain downsides of group dynamics 
(e.g., manipulation and coercion toward adopting 
a certain viewpoint), due to the fact that the anonymity 
of the participants of a Delphi panel is ensured by design 
(Dalkey & Helmer, 1963). Various specific approaches of 
the Delphi method exist, which vary mainly in terms of 
their goals (Paré et al., 2013). The present study classifies 
as a ranking-type Delphi study, as its goal is to reach 
group consensus about the identification and relative 
importance of a set of enablers and inhibitors of 
Organizational Learning in the context of IT 
Governance. In order to ensure reliability and validity 
of the study results, a rigorous application of the Delphi 
method is necessary. To facilitate this, the guidelines (i.e. 
procedures and quality criteria) for rigorous ranking- 
type Delphi research proposed by Paré et al. (2013) were 
followed. These guidelines concern two main areas of 
Delphi research, i.e. (1) research design and (2) data 
collection and analysis.

Research design

A crucial aspect related to the research design of 
a (ranking-type) Delphi study is expert selection (or in 
other words: populating the Delphi expert panel). Of 
course, the validity of the results of a Delphi study 
largely depends on the knowledge and judgment of the 

expert panel. As such, using explicit procedures for 
expert selection, with clear selection criteria, is advised 
(Paré et al., 2013).

In this regard the Delphi panel included both busi-
ness and IT practitioners. This was deemed relevant 
because of the fact that both stakeholder groups are 
required to be involved in IT Governance (De Haes & 
Van Grembergen, 2009). Selection criteria were based 
on the required expertise of the candidate panelists. 
More specifically, practitioners were required to hold 
a position that required them to be involved in IT 
Governance-related matters on a daily basis, for at least 
three years. The panelists for this study were recruited 
via CIO networks and via the alumni network of the 
digital leadership and IT Governance related training 
programs of the University of Antwerp and the 
Antwerp Management School. The targeted panel size 
was 31, which is well over the commonly suggested 
minimum panel size of 10 and the recommended panel 
size of 18 (Okoli & Pawlowski, 2004). The rationale for 
this was that a pretest1 revealed that, due to the large 
number of initial items identified through reviewing the 
literature (see the discussion related to the “brainstorm-
ing phase” below), completing the narrowing down 
phase could take about an hour on average. This rela-
tively long turnaround time during the first round of the 
Delphi research could also potentially have a negative 
effect on the experts’ desire to participate in subsequent 
rounds. As such, a larger panel size was targeted to 
accommodate for potential dropout over the course of 
the study. In total, 94 potential experts were invited to 
participate, of which 31 committed to participate and 
complete the first round of the Delphi research, which 
resulted in an initial response rate of 33%. The composi-
tion of this Delphi expert panel was; CIO’s (26%), ICT 
managers (23%), Enterprise Architects (19%) and other 
profiles such as CEOs, CTO, academics, consultants, 
security- and project managers (32%). Of this initial 
panel, 20 experts completed the second round of the 
Delphi research (65%). Finally, 12 panelists (60%) com-
pleted the third and final round. As such, the final round 
of the Delphi research was completed with a panel size 
over the recommended minimum panel size of 10 (Okoli 
& Pawlowski, 2004).

Data collection and analysis

Data collection and analysis of a ranking-type Delphi 
study typically follows a three-phase approach. The first 
phase, “brainstorming,” involves eliciting an initial set of 
items from the expert panel and/or literature, i.e. item 
identification. The second phase, “narrowing down,” 
involves narrowing down these initial items to a list 
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containing a reasonable number of items to be ranked. 
Finally, the third phase, “ranking,” involves reaching 
consensus about the relative importance of the remain-
ing items (Paré et al., 2013; Schmidt, 1997).

Brainstorming phase
In the context of the present study, the brainstorming 
phase started with an initial literature review, as it was 
acknowledged that the literature already provided some 
knowledge on the enablers and inhibitors of 
Organizational Learning in general (i.e., not in the con-
text of IT Governance). Based on the definition of inhi-
bitors (of Organizational Learning) provided by 
Schilling and Kluge (2009), we defined inhibitors (of 
Organizational Learning in the context of IT 
Governance) as factors that prevent or hinder the acqui-
sition of theoretical knowledge related to IT Governance 
and its implementation in practice. Similarly, we defined 
enablers as factors that facilitate or promote the acquisi-
tion of theoretical knowledge related to IT Governance 
and its implementation in practice.

As a first step, the inhibitors of Organizational 
Learning identified by Schilling and Kluge (2009) were 
listed and a literature review was conducted to augment 
this list with inhibitors that were proposed more 
recently (i.e. 2009 and onwards). A reference article 
identifying enablers of Organizational Learning could 
not be found. Therefore, an additional literature review 
was carried out to identify potential enablers (without 
a specified timespan). The following search queries were 
used in Web of Science to search for these inhibitors2 

and enablers3 accordingly. The classification of the 
enablers and inhibitors was based on the four-category 
model provided by Schilling and Kluge (2009), in which 
each category corresponds to one of the four 
Organizational Learning processes (as introduced in 
the key concepts section). As such, the first category 
includes all enablers and inhibitors at the individual 
level related to the process intuiting. The second cate-
gory includes all enablers and inhibitors which facilitate 
or prevent learning at group level through the process 
interpretation. The third category includes all enablers 
and inhibitors which facilitate or prevent learning at the 
group level through the process integrating. The fourth 
and final category includes all enablers and inhibitors 
which relate to the process institutionalizing and which 
impact feed-back learning, and therefore facilitate or 
prevent the transfer of knowledge from the organiza-
tional level (i.e. non-human elements such as proce-
dures, strategy, culture, etc.) to groups and individuals. 
For the inhibitors which were already defined in the 
study of Schilling and Kluge (2009), the classification 
remained. For the inhibitors and enablers which are 

new, we attempted to apply the same classification 
method.4 As a next step, this initial set of enablers and 
inhibitors of Organizational Learning was adapted to the 
context of IT Governance. The authors proposed an 
initial description for each enabler and inhibitor to 
demonstrate how it is related to the concept of IT 
Governance and to put each enabler and inhibitor in 
the appropriate context.5 This step also involved scan-
ning for and removing duplicates, and separating 
enablers and inhibitors describing more than one item. 
As such, a single integrated initial list of enablers and 
inhibitors of Organizational Learning in the context of 
IT Governance (divided into four categories) was 
developed.

Besides this initial identification of enablers and inhi-
bitors of Organizational Learning in the context of IT 
Governance, the Delphi expert panel was also involved 
in the brainstorming phase. More specifically, based on 
this initial list, the expert panel was asked broad open 
questions during the first round of the Delphi research. 
For example, they were able to rephrase items, to add 
items that they thought were important, and to illustrate 
the significance of items in a specific work context based 
on their expertise and working experience. This 
approach aims to prevent that the study is biased by 
limitations from the literature and to avoid that the 
study is too much controlled by the researchers 
(Avella, 2016). As a result of this approach, one new 
enabler6 and several other suggestions related to the 
rephrasing of items were incorporated. At the end of 
this brainstorming phase, an initial list of 112 items (i.e. 
43 enablers and 69 inhibitors) of Organizational 
Learning in the context of IT Governance was obtained 
as an intermediate deliverable.

Narrowing down phase
As part of the first round of the Delphi research, the 
expert panel was also asked to indicate the relevance of 
each enabler and inhibitor. More specifically, each 
expert was asked whether he or she “accepted” or 
“rejected” the enabler or inhibitor based on its relevance 
for Organizational Learning in the context of IT 
Governance. Based on this information, the initial list 
of enablers and inhibitors of Organizational Learning in 
the context of IT Governance was narrowed down. More 
specifically, all enablers and inhibitors that were 
accepted (i.e., deemed relevant) by less than 90% of 
experts were removed from this initial list.7 This 
approach ensured that only items indicating high agree-
ment regarding their relevance among experts were 
introduced to the ranking phase of the Delphi research 
(Graham et al., 2012). Indeed, the list of items to be 
ranked in the ranking phase of the Delphi research 
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should not be too extensive (Paré et al., 2013). During 
this process of narrowing down, 74 of 112 (66%) items 
were removed from the initial list. As such, at the end of 
the narrowing down phase, the list of enablers and 
inhibitors of Organizational Learning in the context of 
IT Governance was condensed down to 38 items (i.e. 18 
enablers and 20 inhibitors).

Ranking phase
Potentially involving multiple iterations, the goal of the 
final phase of a ranking-type Delphi study is to reach 
consensus on the ranking of the items that remain after 
the narrowing down phase (Paré et al., 2013). In the 
context of the present Delphi study, the ranking phase 
was initiated in the second round of the Delphi research. 
A randomized version of the narrowed-down list of 38 
enablers and inhibitors of Organizational Learning in 
the context of IT Governance was sent to the expert 
panel to start the first iteration of the ranking phase. 
The experts were asked to select the 10 most important 
enablers, and the 10 most important inhibitors, and to 
rank them in order of their importance for, respectively, 
facilitating and hindering Organizational Learning in 
the context of IT Governance. As such, the second- 
round questionnaire of the present Delphi study was 
aimed at obtaining consensus about (1) a ranked list 
consisting of the 10 most important enablers and (2) 
a ranked list consisting of the 10 most important inhi-
bitors of Organizational Learning in the context of IT 
Governance.

In order to obtain the degree of consensus among the 
experts, Kendall’s coefficient of concordance (i.e. 
Kendall’s W) was calculated.8 Due to its ability to pro-
vide a unique and easily understandable solution, 
Kendall’s W is preferred over other methods for asses-
sing agreement among panelists in a Delphi study 
(Schmidt, 1997). Kendall’s W can range from 0 to 1, 
with ‘1ʹ indicating that the participants apply exactly the 
same standard in judging the importance of the issues 
under investigation (i.e. perfect consensus) (Von der 
Gracht, 2012). Commonly accepted rules of thumb 
related to the values of Kendall’s W have been identified. 
More specifically, Kendall’s W > .7 indicates strong con-
sensus, .5 ≤ Kendall’s W ≤ .7 indicates moderate con-
sensus, and Kendall’s W < .5 indicates weak consensus 
(Schmidt, 1997).

After the first iteration of the ranking phase, Kendall’s 
W equated 0.44 for the ranking of inhibitors and 0.35 for 
the ranking of enablers, thereby both indicating weak 
consensus. Schmidt (1997) recommends the ranking 
phase to be repeated until either at least moderate con-
sensus is achieved, or the obtained consensus level 
remains approximately the same in two successive 

iterations. As such, a second iteration of the ranking 
phase was performed. If multiple iterations are per-
formed as part of the ranking phase, controlled feedback 
should be provided to the expert panel after each itera-
tion (Turoff & Linstone, 2002). Such controlled feedback 
(i.e. information from the group that is passed to each 
individual panelist and that may be used to modify or 
refine their personal judgment) is a key feature of Delphi 
research that distinguishes it from a standard survey 
procedure (Paré et al., 2013). In line with the guidelines 
provided by Schmidt (1997), three relevant pieces of 
controlled feedback were conveyed to the experts after 
the first iteration of the ranking phase: i.e. (1) the total 
ranking score of each enabler and inhibitor, (2) the 
percentage of experts placing each enabler or inhibitor 
on their respective top 10 list, and (3) the interpretation 
of Kendall’s W from the first iteration (for both lists).

After the second iteration of the ranking phase, 
Kendall’s W increased to 0.55 for the ranking of inhibi-
tors and 0.56 for the ranking of enablers of 
Organizational Learning in the context of IT 
Governance, indicating moderate consensus on both 
lists. At this point, the decision was made to stop the 
Delphi research, for multiple reasons. First, moderate 
consensus was achieved after this second iteration, 
which is an acceptable stopping criterion for a ranking- 
type Delphi study (Paré et al., 2013; Schmidt, 1997). 
Second, the trade-off between feasibility and potential 
benefits of conducting further iterations is also an 
important consideration (Schmidt, 1997). As indicated 
by the increasing number of experts dropping out of the 
study (i.e. from 20 experts completing the first iteration 
to 12 experts completing the second iteration), 
a decrease in the experts’ motivation could be observed. 
As moderate consensus was already achieved, we thus 
refrained from further straining the expert panel in an 
attempt to achieving strong consensus (i.e. Kendall’s 
W > 0.7). Indeed, strong consensus is not easily 
achieved, as clearly indicated by Paré et al. (2013), who 
only found 2 in 15 ranking-type Delphi studies to 
achieve such level of consensus.

Results and analysis

Disparities exist between the normative best practices 
related to IT Governance that are the subject of trainings 
and the actual state of practice in organizations, which as 
such constitutes a Theory-Practice gap. While 
Organizational Learning has been suggested as an 
approach to reduce a Theory-Practice gap in general, 
little is known about how Organizational Learning can 
help resolve this issue in the context of IT Governance. 
In addressing this research gap, the present study sets 
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out to identify the most important enablers and inhibi-
tors of Organizational Learning in this context. By con-
ducting a ranking-type Delphi study, the relevant 
enablers and inhibitors of Organizational Learning in 
the context of IT Governance were identified, followed 
by determining their relative importance and ultimately 
reaching consensus concerning the 10 most important 
enablers and the 10 most important inhibitors. To 
ensure theoretical rigor, the 4i framework of Crossan 
et al. (1999) is adopted in the context of this study, which 
allows for studying the concept of Organizational 
Learning from the perspective of three learning levels 
(i.e. individual, group, and organizational). As such, this 
framework aligns well to the holistic nature and com-
plexity of IT Governance. Below, the main results of this 
study are contextualized and discussed while explicitly 
drawing on the four Organizational Learning processes 
that are the essential links of these three learning levels 
in the 4i framework. Our findings are also extensively 
discussed in light of extant literature.

Intuiting (individual level)

Generally, Organizational Learning starts with an indi-
vidual who develops competence, capability and motiva-
tion to master specific tasks (Bontis et al., 2002). 
Intuiting refers to an intuitive process where individuals 
develop assumptions (i.e. a mental model) of how the 
organization should function (Crossan et al., 1999). 
These assumptions are largely influenced by experience 
and cognitive orientation. It requires amongst others 
formal education (Ali et al., 2013), openness to new 
ideas (Yih-Tong Sun & Scott, 2005), being free from 
bias (Huber, 1991; McCracken, 2005), and time for 
reflection and experimentation (De Geus, 1988; Garvin 
et al., 2008; McGill & Slocum, 1993; Nevis et al., 2000; 

Pedler & Burgoyne; Rashman et al., 2009; Senge, 2006; 
Slocum et al., 1994; Smolarczyk & Hauer, 2014). 
Furthermore, Rockart et al. (1996) contend that, at the 
individual level, both explicit (e.g., knowledge of IT 
Governance frameworks) and tacit knowledge (e.g., 
experience with the implementation of IT Governance) 
are important antecedents of successful IT Governance 
implementation. Additionally, also knowledge of the 
Business by IT and IT knowledge of the Business plays 
an important role in acquiring the right competences to 
implement IT Governance (Armstrong & 
Sambamurthy, 1999; Bassellier et al., 2003; De Maere & 
De Haes, 2018; De Maere et al., 2017; Sabherwal & 
Kearns, 2007). If the learning cycle is interrupted at 
this point, individuals will have developed insufficient 
conceptual understanding to apply the concepts related 
to IT Governance in their work context. Enablers and 
inhibitors related to the intuiting process are therefore to 
be understood as factors that, respectively, facilitate or 
hinder the process of acquiring IT Governance-related 
knowledge at the individual level.

An overview of the relevant enablers and inhibitors 
related to the Organizational Learning process intuiting 
in the context of IT Governance is presented in Table 1. 
These results are based on the Delphi panel’s acceptance 
or rejection of the enablers and inhibitors.

Interpreting (group level)

Over time, a growing need developed for IT profes-
sionals to participate in social interactions and to deal 
with group dynamics (Sawyer et al., 1998). In this 
regard, the process Interpreting links learning at the 
individual level with learning at group level. Group 
learning aims at developing shared interpretation and 
understanding, and at creating group dynamics (Bontis 

Table 1. Intuiting: overview of enablers and inhibitors of Organizational Learning in the context of IT Governance (accepted by more 
than 90% of the Delphi panelists).

Intuiting Relevant sources

Delphi 
panel 

acceptance

Inhibitors Biases and deficiencies of business and IT stakeholders in their 
function as sensors of the organization (e.g., to detect 

opportunities related to the effective usage of IT and IT 
Governance within the organization)

(Huber, 1991; McCracken, 2005) (*) 100%

Professional identity characterized by first-order problem-solving 
(instead of implementing long-term sustainable improvements 

to the IT Governance framework

(Elliott et al., 2000; Tucker et al., 2002) (*) 93%

Enablers Openness for new ideas (on the part of employees) (Yih-Tong Sun & Scott, 2005) 97%
Determining development and learning needs of IT Governance 

practitioners
(Kalan et al., 2016; Pedler & Burgoyne) 97%

Formal education/training (on IT Governance) (Ali et al., 2013) 93%
Time for reflection and experimentation (to assess the maturity 

and to redesign processes, structures and relational 
mechanisms of the IT Governance framework)

(De Geus, 1988; Garvin et al., 2008; McGill & Slocum, 1993; Nevis 
et al., 2000; Pedler & Burgoyne; Rashman et al., 2009; Senge, 

2006; Slocum et al., 1994; Smolarczyk & Hauer, 2014)

93%

(*) Also appears in the literature review of Schilling and Kluge (2009)
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et al., 2002). It requires amongst others two-way infor-
mation sharing (Barrados & Mayne, 2003; Ueki et al., 
2011), flexible and accessible organizational structures 
(Dixon, 1993; Fiol & Lyles, 1985) and an “open” com-
munication style which is free from divergent objectives, 
values and hidden agendas (Yih-Tong Sun & Scott, 
2005). Within the context of IT Governance, interaction 
and exchange of knowledge between business and IT 
executives is important, as both stakeholder groups are 
required to be actively involved in IT Governance (De 
Haes & Van Grembergen, 2009). Communication and 
exchange of knowledge are vital for this linkage to occur. 
This also requires that both parties consider each other 
competent (Borgatti & Cross, 2003). As a result of the 
interpreting process, individual learnings develop 
toward a common interpretation about an objective 
(Crossan et al., 1999). Thus, if the learning cycle is 
interrupted at this point, individuals succeed at chan-
ging their own beliefs and behavior but fail to persuade 
others (Crossan et al., 1999). Enablers and inhibitors 
related to the interpreting process are therefore to be 
understood as factors that, respectively, facilitate or hin-
der the process of developing a common interpretation 
of IT Governance-related matters at the group level.

Table 2 provides an overview of the relevant enablers 
and inhibitors related to the Organizational Learning 

process interpreting. These results are based on the 
Delphi panel’s acceptance or rejection of the enablers 
and inhibitors.

Integrating (group level)

The second Organizational Learning process at group 
level, i.e. Integrating, illustrates the development of 
shared understanding and coordinated action 
through mutual adjustment between business and 
IT executives. If the learning cycle is interrupted at 
this point, there might be (at least to a certain extent) 
a shared understanding about the notion of IT 
Governance within the organization, but nevertheless 
coordinated action remains unlikely to occur due to 
a lack of formal decision-making and support of 
powerful stakeholders. This can happen for example, 
in case of lack of top management support (Beer & 
Eisenstat, 2000; Lawrence et al., 2005; Schindler & 
Burkholder, 2016), insufficient vision and strategy 
(Fiol & Lyles, 1985; Ueki et al., 2011) and lack of 
long term focus (Schillemans & Smulders, 2015). 
Enablers and inhibitors related to the integrating 
process are therefore to be understood as factors 
that, respectively, facilitate or hinder the process of 

Table 2. Interpreting: overview enablers and inhibitors of Organizational Learning in the context of IT Governance (accepted by more 
than 90% of the Delphi panelists).

Interpreting Relevant sources

Delphi 
panel 

acceptance

Inhibitors Lack of political and social skills (to convince business and IT 
stakeholders of the added value of implementing IT 

Governance in the organization

(Bartsch et al., 2013; Cannon & Edmondson, 2001; Lawrence et al., 
2005; Tucker et al., 2002; Yih-Tong Sun & Scott, 2005) (*)

93%

Divergent aspirations of business and IT executives (Yih-Tong Sun & Scott, 2005) (*) 90%
Inadequate communication between business and IT 

stakeholders
(Beer & Eisenstat, 2000; Elliott et al., 2000; Zell, 2001) (*) 93%

Ego-defenses of business and IT executives (A. D. Brown & Starkey, 2000; Rothman & Friedman, 2001) (*) 90%
The ability to challenge existing assumptions (e.g., “mental 

models”)
(Argyris, 1990; Argyris & Schön, 1995; Fiol & Lyles, 1985; Senge, 

2006)
93%

Divergent objectives, values and hidden agendas of business and 
IT executives

(Yih-Tong Sun & Scott, 2005) (*) 100%

Enablers Perceived expertise of IT Governance practitioners (Borgatti & Cross, 2003) 97%
Appreciation of differences between the occupational cultures of 

business and IT stakeholders (such as the executives, system 
engineers and operators)

(Garvin et al., 2008) 93%

Two-way information sharing inside the organization between 
business and IT executives (e.g., transparency, a free flow of 

information in a nonhierarchical way)

(Barrados & Mayne, 2003; Ueki et al., 2011) 97%

Organizational structures that are flexible and accessible for both 
Business and IT stakeholders

(Dixon, 1993; Fiol & Lyles, 1985) 96%

Error-embracing organizational culture (e.g., a culture which 
tolerate failures stimulates to learn from errors)

(Barrados & Mayne, 2003; Friedman et al., 2001; Garvin et al., 
2008; Leonard-Barton, 2000; McGill & Slocum, 1993; Nevis 

et al., 2000; Pedler & Burgoyne; Schindler & Burkholder, 2016; 
Slocum et al., 1994; Ueki et al., 2011)

97%

Proximity and group identification between business and IT 
stakeholders

(Kang & Kim, 2010; Nicolini et al., 2008) 92%

(*) Also appears in the literature review of Schilling and Kluge (2009)

250 K. DE MAERE ET AL.



establishing coordinated action through mutual 
adjustment in the context of IT Governance.

Table 3 provides an overview of the relevant enablers 
and inhibitors related to the Organizational Learning 
process integrating. These results are based on the 
Delphi panel’s acceptance or rejection of the enablers 
and inhibitors.

Institutionalizing (organizational level)

Beyond individuals and groups, learning also emerges at 
the organizational level. The Organizational Learning 
process Institutionalizing is about embedding learning 
that has occurred by individuals and groups into the 
formal organization (Crossan et al., 1999). It includes 
the development of non-human elements such as strat-
egy, policies and guidelines, culture, systems and prac-
tices (e.g., shared and operationalized mental models) 
and the implementation of these in the organization (i.e. 
feed-back learning). It requires amongst others clear 
responsibilities concerning the implementation (Beeby 
& Simpson, 1998; Walsh & Ungson, 1991), sufficient 
levels of acceptance and trust by organizational mem-
bers (Bejinaru & Hapenciuc, 2016; Yih-Tong Sun & 
Scott, 2005) and means to monitor and control organi-
zational behavior and performance (Barrados & Mayne, 
2003; Brandi & Christensen, 2018; Pedler & Burgoyne; 

Seiberling & Kauffeld, 2017; Smolarczyk & Hauer, 2014; 
Ueki et al., 2011; Van Solingen, Berghout et al., 2000). If 
the learning cycle is interrupted at this point, the orga-
nization is not capable of routinized action due to a lack 
of embedded knowledge in institutional practices or due 
to a lack of acceptance by organizational members to 
change their behavior consistent with this knowledge. 
Consequently, knowledge that resides within individuals 
and groups diffuses and does not have a sustainable 
impact on the organization. Enablers and inhibitors 
related to the institutionalizing process are therefore to 
be understood as factors that, respectively, facilitate or 
hinder the process of embedding IT Governance-related 
knowledge into the organization and establishing routi-
nized action based on this embedded knowledge.

Table 4 provides an overview of the relevant enablers 
and inhibitors related to the Organizational Learning 
process institutionalizing. These results are based on 
the Delphi panel’s acceptance or rejection of the enablers 
and inhibitors.

Determining the most important enablers and 
inhibitors (second and third Delphi round)

Finally, the 10 most important enablers (see Table 5) and 
the 10 most important inhibitors (see Table 6) of 
Organizational Learning in the context of IT 

Table 3. Integrating: overview enablers and inhibitors of Organizational Learning in the context of IT Governance (accepted by more 
than 90% of the Delphi panelists).

Integrating Relevant sources

Delphi 
panel 

acceptance

Inhibitors Lack of top management support (for the implementation 
of IT Governance within the organization)

(Beer & Eisenstat, 2000; Lawrence et al., 2005; Schindler & Burkholder, 
2016) (*)

100%

Defensive routines of other departments within the 
organization (i.e. not invented here-syndrome)

(Solli-Saether et al., 2015; Zell, 2001) (*) 93%

Lack of participation and communication/forced top-down 
change

(Chen et al., 2010; Zell, 2001) (*) 90%

Missing link between the objectives of the implementation 
of the IT Governance framework and important 

organizational goals

(Friedman et al., 2001; Popper & Lipshitz, 1998; Zell, 2001) (Friedman 
et al., 2001; Popper & Lipshitz, 1998; Zell, 2001) (*)

90%

Lack of learning orientated values in the organization (Sinkula et al., 1997; Yih-Tong Sun & Scott, 2005) (*) 92%
Rigid and outdated core beliefs, values and assumptions of 

business and IT executives
(Beer et al., 2005; Duncan & Weiss, 1979; Elliott et al., 2000; Steiner, 

1998) (*)
93%

Failure traps (i.e. time lag between the implementation of 
changes in the IT Governance framework and 

environmental response)

(Berthoin Antal et al., 2001; Hedberg & Wolff, 2001) (*) 96%

Enablers Supervisor and management support (for the 
implementation of IT Governance in the organization)

(Argote et al., 2003; Barrados & Mayne, 2003; Cho, 1999; Davenport 
et al., 1998; Friedman et al., 2001; Garvin et al., 2008; Pham & 

Swierczek, 2006; Popper & Lipshitz, 1998; Pourserajian et al., 2013; 
Senge, 2006; Smolarczyk & Hauer, 2014; Sung et al., 2016; Ueki et al., 

2011; Van Solingen, Berghout et al., 2000)

97%

Long-term focus of business and IT executives about the 
role of IT and IT Governance within the organization

(Schillemans & Smulders, 2015) 97%

Management vision and strategy (related to the role of IT 
Governance within the organization)

(Fiol & Lyles, 1985; Ueki et al., 2011) 97%

(*) Also appears in the literature review of Schilling and Kluge (2009)
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Governance are presented. These results are based on 
the Delphi panel’s ranking of the relative importance of 
the enablers and inhibitors. As such, the most important 

factors that facilitate (enablers) and hinder (inhibitors) 
Organizational Learning in the context of IT 
Governance are presented. For each enabler/inhibitor 

Table 4. Institutionalizing: overview enablers and inhibitors of Organizational Learning in the context of IT Governance (accepted by 
more than 90% of the Delphi panelists).

Institutionalizing Relevant sources

Delphi 
panel 

acceptance

Inhibitors Inadequate down-the-line leadership skills of business and IT 
executives

(Beer & Eisenstat, 2000) (*) 93%

Low level of acceptance and trust toward teams/ employees on 
the part of business and IT executives

(Bejinaru & Hapenciuc, 2016; Yih-Tong Sun & Scott, 2005) (*) 96%

Lack of clear responsibility concerning the implementation (on 
the part of IT Governance practitioners)

(Beeby & Simpson, 1998; Walsh & Ungson, 1991) (*) 97%

Lack of a norm system, organizational hypocrisy (Hibbert et al., 2010; Huzzard & Östergren, 2002) (*) 93%
Inconsistent organizational strategy, systems, policies and 

practices
(Beer & Eisenstat, 2000; Huber, 1991; Solli-Saether et al., 2015; 

Steiner, 1998; Walsh & Ungson, 1991; Zell, 2001) (*)
93%

Business and IT executives establishing a learning culture (e.g., 
including values such as courage, risk taking, empowerment, 

collaboration, listening, feedback, opportunities, and 
performance)

(Araujo, 1998; Fey & Shekshnia, 2011; Fiol & Lyles, 1985; Kalan 
et al., 2016; Molodchik & Jardon, 2015; Nicolini et al., 2008; 

Pedler & Burgoyne; Pourserajian et al., 2013; Rashman et al., 
2009; Sanz-Valle et al., 2011; Schillemans & Smulders, 2015; 

Senge, 2006; Smolarczyk & Hauer, 2014; Teare & Dealtry, 1998; 
Ueki et al., 2011; Van Solingen, Berghout et al., 2000)

93%

Lack of means and measures to control organizational behavior 
and performance (e.g., IT Governance processes which are 

complex in nature so that the effectiveness can’t be assessed)

(Gino & Pisano, 2011; Hanft, 1996) (*) 93%

Enablers Systems-Thinking within the context of IT Governance (e.g., the 
capability to see how elements of an IT Governance 

architecture (shared vision, personal mastery, . . .) are 
connected to each other’)

(Senge, 2006) 93%

possibilities to monitor and control the effectiveness of IT 
Governance processes (e.g., KPI’s, balanced scorecard, 

performance reporting; active internal audit and evaluation 
functions)

(Barrados & Mayne, 2003; Brandi & Christensen, 2018; Pedler & 
Burgoyne; Seiberling & Kauffeld, 2017; Smolarczyk & Hauer, 
2014; Ueki et al., 2011; Van Solingen, Berghout et al., 2000)

97%

Modeling the IT Governance processes (to detect opportunities 
for improvement)

(Van Solingen, Bergout et al., 2000) 96%

(*) Also appears in the literature review of Schilling and Kluge (2009)

Table 5. 10 most important enablers of Organizational Learning in the context of IT Governance.
Iteration 1 (Delphi 
round 2) (N = 20)

Iteration 2 (Delphi 
round 3) (N = 12)

ID
Organizational 

Learning process Name

Relative importance Relative importance

Total 
rank 
score

Final 
rank

% 
raters

Total 
rank 
score

Final 
rank

% 
raters

Enablers E1 Integrating Supervisor and management support (for the implementation of IT 
Governance in the organization)

109 2 85 86 1 92

E2 Integrating Management vision and strategy (related to the role of IT Governance 
within the organization)

116 1 80 73 2 75

E3 Intuiting Openness for new ideas (on the part of employees) 99 3 60 62 3 67
E4 Interpreting The ability to challenge existing assumptions (e.g., mental models) 93 4 65 57 4 67
E5 Institutionalizing Systems-Thinking within the context of IT Governance (e.g., the 

capability the see how elements of an IT Governance architecture 
(shared vision, personal mastery, etc.) are connected to each other)

79 7 65 50 5 58

E6 Intuiting Formal education/training (on IT Governance) 81 6 75 49 6 83
E7 Integrating Long-term focus of business and IT executives about the role of IT and IT 

Governance within the organization
86 5 75 42 7 67

E8 Institutionalizing Business and IT executives establishing a learning culture (e.g., including 
values such as courage, risk taking, empowerment, collaboration, 

listening, feedback, opportunities, and performance)

77 8 70 40 8 75

E9 Intuiting Determining development and learning needs of IT Governance 
practitioners

47 9 40 35 9 42

E10 Interpreting Two-way information sharing inside the organization between business 
and IT executives (e.g., transparency, a free flow of information in 

a nonhierarchical way)

46 10 65 34 10 67

Kendall’s W: 0.35 (weak) 0.56 (moderate)
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in each iteration of the ranking phase (i.e. Delphi round 
2 and 3), the total rank score, the final rank (from 1 to 
10 – displaying the ranking of the relative importance of 
the enablers/inhibitors), and the percentage of panelists 
who included the enabler/inhibitor in their top 10 list 
(“% raters”) is displayed. Finally, for each iteration of the 
ranking phase, Kendall’s W is shown, which indicates 
the level of consensus among panelists.

Analysis

In the next paragraph, we discuss the results of the 
ranking (i.e. the most important enablers and inhibitors) 
in light of findings from our literature review. Firstly, 
our review of the literature identified a number of 
related constructs at individual learning levels which 
enable/inhibit the intuiting process. These include con-
structs related to time for learning, access to learning 
resources, cognitive limits which prevent the absorption 
of new knowledge and other restrictions such as fear of 
failure, and mind-sets of organizational members. In 
this regard, the Delphi panel identified “defining learn-
ing and development needs of individuals and groups 
involved in the implementation of IT Governance (E9)” 
as a crucial enabler in the context of the intuiting pro-
cess. This enabler requires that the organization identi-
fies the learning and development requirements based 
on their present and future capability needs, and the 
existing levels of skills, practices and knowledge already 
available in the organization. As such, an organization 
can decide whether additional learning is needed. In line 
with this, access to “formal education and training on IT 

Governance (E6)” was highly ranked as an enabler. 
Thus, education and training are expected to have 
a significant influence on practitioners’ general assump-
tions of how IT Governance should be implemented in 
organizations. Lack of such understanding might cause 
the IT Governance implementation to fail, as empha-
sized by one of the Delphi panelists: “Within my orga-
nization, the implementation of IT Governance often fails 
due to practitioners who lack basic knowledge of IT 
Governance.” Interestingly, Van Laar et al. (2019) 
found that managers and senior executives involved 
with skills development often do not have a clear view 
of the importance of assessing the digital skill levels of 
their employees. Furthermore, they often did not recog-
nize the importance of a training program focused on 
Digital Skills. Additionally, “openness for new ideas 
(E3)” was also ranked in the top 10 list of enablers. 
Openness for new ideas has been linked to 
Organizational Learning in several different ways, 
including the willingness to absorb new knowledge and 
to change behavior consistent with this knowledge (Yih- 
Tong Sun & Scott, 2005).

In the context of the interpreting process, our litera-
ture review identified a number of related constructs 
which enable/inhibit this process. These include: the 
profile of the learner (e.g., personality, trustworthiness, 
communication skills), the learner’s relations with other 
organizational members, and the objectives of the group. 
Fully in line with this, the Delphi panel included “two- 
way information sharing inside the organization 
between business and IT executives (E10)” in the final 
list of the 10 most important enablers for Organizational 

Table 6. 10 most important inhibitors of Organizational Learning in the context of IT Governance.
Iteration 1 (Delphi 
round 2) (N = 20)

Iteration 2 (Delphi 
round 3) (N = 12)

ID
Organizational 

Learning process Name

Relative importance Relative importance

Total 
rank 
score

Final 
rank

% 
raters

Total 
rank 
score

Final 
rank

% 
raters

Inhibitors I1 Integrating Lack of top management support (for the implementation of IT 
Governance within the organization)

162 1 95 103 1 100

I2 Interpreting Divergent objectives, values and hidden agendas of business and IT 
executives

93 2 85 67 2 92

I3 Integrating Rigid and outdated core beliefs, values and assumptions of business 
and IT executives

83 3 60 50 3 58

I4 Interpreting Ego-defenses of business and IT executives 74 4 55 40 4 58
I5 Integrating Missing link between the objectives of the implementation of the IT 

Governance framework and important organizational goals
52 9 50 37 5 67

I6 Institutionalizing Inconsistent organizational strategy, systems, policies and practices 67 6 60 35 6 58
I7 Institutionalizing Lack of clear responsibility concerning the implementation (on the 

part of IT Governance practitioners)
55 8 55 33 7 67

I8 Institutionalizing Low level of acceptance and trust toward teams/employees on the 
part of business and IT executives

56 7 60 33 8 50

I9 Interpreting Inadequate communication between business and IT stakeholders 51 10 55 33 9 50
I10 Integrating Lack of political and social skills (to convince business and IT 

stakeholders of the added value of implementing IT Governance in 
the organization)

69 5 50 33 10 42

Kendall’s W: 0.44 (weak) 0.55 (moderate)
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Learning in the context of IT Governance. Similarly, 
“the absence of communication between business and 
IT stakeholders (I9)” was named as a crucial inhibitor. 
This is not surprising, as research shows that organiza-
tions that encourages people to communicate easily and 
openly will provide sufficient interaction to share knowl-
edge and solve problems (Van Solingen, Bergout et al., 
2000). Nonetheless, the Delphi panel emphasized that 
such open communication must not be taken for 
granted, as they stated that this can be harmed by 
“divergent objectives, values and hidden agendas (I2)” 
and “Ego-defenses of business and IT executives (I4).” 
Moreover, multiple panelists provided open comments 
related to this issue, referring to “power games” and 
“hidden agendas.” Likewise, this might also explain 
why they referred to “the ability to challenge existing 
assumptions (E4)” as a crucial enabler.

Important issues indicated in our review of the 
Organizational Learning literature related to the inte-
grating process include: top management support, the 
influence of power and hierarchy on decision making, 
the relation between the knowledge and the strategy/ 
vision of the organization, and resistance from other 
organizational members. In line with this, the Delphi 
panel posits that “supervisor and management support 
(E1)” is the most important enabler to facilitate 
Organizational Learning in the context of IT 
Governance. This statement was also supported by 
some comments from the Delphi panelists. For example, 
one panelist stated: “Introducing governance practices 
requires full support and involvement of top manage-
ment.” Likewise, “lack of top management support 
(I1)” is put forward as the most important item that 
might hinder Organizational Learning in the context of 
IT Governance. Interestingly, one of the Delphi panelists 
argued that “In most organizations C-level executives are 
not occupied with IT Governance,” indicating that this 
inhibitor appears to play a role in many organizations. 
The role of leadership in the context of IT Governance 
has received much attention in extant literature. Such 
research consistently shows that the support from top 
managers for the implementation of IT Governance 
matters (Vatanasakdakul et al., 2017). Top management 
support for Organizational Learning indicates amongst 
others the attitudes of a firm’s leaders in developing 
a shared vision, providing the resources needed, delegat-
ing authority, and celebrating learning successes (Senge, 
2006). Extant research has explicitly identified shared 
understanding as an important antecedent of effective 
IT Governance. In order to develop shared understand-
ing, ownership of shared objectives (e.g., a vision) must 
be accepted by the group (Stein et al., 2011). In this 
regard, Bowen et al. (2007) found a positive relation 

between IT Governance performance outcomes and 
a shared understanding of business and IT objectives. 
In contrast, research shows that the absence of commit-
ment to a shared vision usually leads to the failure to 
transform organizations through implementing best 
practices (e.g., ITIL or COBIT) (Calton & Payne, 
2003). Likewise, “management vision and strategy 
(E2)” and “long-term focus about the role of IT 
Governance within the organization (E7)” are among 
the most crucial items to facilitate. Similarly, “missing 
links between the objectives of the implementation of 
the IT Governance framework and important organiza-
tional goals (I5)” is named as an important inhibitor. 
Indeed, it is more likely that organizational members 
will support the adoption of IT Governance in case when 
this contributes to important objectives of the organiza-
tion. This was also illustrated by one of the Delphi pane-
lists who stated: “Most of the time IT Governance is less 
important than other objectives within the business. The 
core business always comes first.” Lastly, the Delphi pane-
lists emphasizes that lack of “political and social skills 
(I10)” and “outdated core beliefs, values and assump-
tions of business and IT executives (I3)” are also impor-
tant inhibitors. Organizational politics play a pervasive 
role in many organizations (Vigoda-Gadot & Drory, 
2006) and can significantly impact outcomes of 
Organizational Learning (Lawrence et al., 2005). For 
example, Wilkin and Riddett (2009) found that politics 
had a large impact on the project portfolio management 
process and changed the decision making in such a way 
that funding opportunities were driven by the “political 
priorities of the day,” rather than based on objective 
measures such as “return on investment.” These findings 
were also confirmed by a Delphi panelist who posits: “It 
is a power game. Not rationalized, but relational, loyalty, 
etc. What agenda in the organization is dominant? What 
other (mostly hidden) agendas are influential? That deter-
mines whether an objective in an organization will have 
resources to do their thing.” Similarly, another Delphi 
panelist stated: “In my organization ‘hidden agenda’s 
(e.g., business politics)’ are often a reason why the imple-
mentation of IT Governance practices fails.” Lastly, pol-
itics do also prevent managers from learning the 
underlying causes of the obstacles their organization is 
facing and thus prevent the organization to implement 
long term improvements in its governance (Argyris, 
1977).

Lastly, our review of the literature indicates a number 
of important issues concerning the Institutionalizing 
process. Most importantly, these include a lack of man-
agement skills to ensure a systematic implementation of 
new knowledge in the organization (including possibi-
lities to monitor progress and outcomes), lack of fit with 
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the strategy or culture (e.g., norms) of the organization 
and lack of trust. In line with this, the Delphi panel put 
forward “low levels of acceptance and trust of business 
and IT executives toward employees and teams (I8)” as 
an important item that hinders Organizational Learning 
in the context of IT Governance. Indeed, in business-IT 
relationships where there is mutual trust and respect, 
there is a greater willingness to share relevant knowl-
edge, which enables employees to learn from each other 
and to better understand, interpret and solve problems 
(Schlosser et al., 2015). Additionally, the Delphi panel 
emphasized the importance of a systematic implementa-
tion. This includes the need to have consistency between 
organizational strategy, systems, policies, and practices 
(I6) and “a lack of clear responsibilities concerning the 
implementation of IT Governance (I7).” Indeed, as 
Friedman et al. (2001) argue, one can assume that in 
the case when an idea is not coupled with important 
objectives of the organization (e.g., the organizational 
strategy), it will be difficult to persuade others of the 
added value. Furthermore also “adherence to the prin-
ciples of Systems Thinking (E5)” was emphasized by the 
Delphi Panel. Systems thinking aims at understanding 
how different elements within a learning organization 
influence each other, rather than looking at individual 
factors (i.e. a reductionist approach) (Senge, 2006). 
Systems thinking has been found to be an important 
approach for organizations to master their digital trans-
formation (Hoe, 2019). Lastly, the Delphi panel also 
emphasized the importance of a learning culture (E8) 
with values such as courage, risk taking, empowerment, 
collaboration, listening, feedback, opportunities, and 
performance. “Learning culture” is a key theme in the 
academic literature related to Organizational Learning 
(Schilling & Kluge, 2009). In such a culture employees 
get opportunities to develop themselves through acquir-
ing new skills, are encouraged to implement these skills 
in practice, and have a general belief that Organizational 
Learning is ultimately important to staying competitive 
in the marketplace (Ryan, 1998).

Conclusion and implications

The study’s aim was to identify the relevant enablers and 
inhibitors of Organizational Learning in the context of 
IT Governance, followed by determining their relative 
importance and ultimately proposing the 10 most 
important enablers and the 10 most important inhibi-
tors. The research results indicated that the vast majority 
of the most important enablers and inhibitors of 
Organizational Learning in the context of IT 
Governance are situated at the group level and the 
organizational level. This is consistent with extant 

Organizational Learning literature, which indicates that 
most business and IT executives are capable of develop-
ing sufficient in-depth knowledge in their own field of 
expertise but rather experience difficulties to develop the 
shared understanding that is required to enable coordi-
nated action across different fields (De Maere et al., 
2017). In this respect, the results of the present study 
suggested the following important attention points at 
group- and organizational level for reducing the theory- 
practice gap in the context of IT Governance: supervisor 
and management support for the implementation of IT 
Governance in the organization; management vision 
and strategy with a long-term focus related to the role 
of IT and IT Governance in the organization; the ability 
to challenge existing assumptions related to the role of 
IT and IT Governance; the ability to see the big picture 
instead of only focusing on the individual parts (i.e. 
systems thinking in the context of IT Governance); 
communication and two-way information sharing 
between business and IT stakeholders; managing 
power games, hidden agendas and organizational poli-
tics; and establishing a learning culture in the organiza-
tion. Nevertheless, the individual level should not be 
ignored, as issues at the individual learning level may 
cascade over to learning at the group and organizational 
levels. In that respect, the present study put forward the 
following important attention points at the individual 
level: an openness to new ideas; determining the IT 
Governance-related learning needs of individuals; and 
formal education and training on IT Governance in line 
with those needs.

This exploratory study contributes to scholarly 
research by focusing on the specific and vastly under- 
studied context of IT Governance in relation to 
Organizational Learning. For example, our study corre-
sponds well to the call of Crossan et al. (1999) who posit 
that future research in Organizational Learning needs to 
move away from the reasonably well-developed under-
standing of individual- and group-level learning to 
understanding how learning occurs across the different 
levels, and thus to understand the processes (e.g., inter-
preting, integrating, etc. . . .) which link the learning 
levels together (feed forward and feedback). Likewise, 
the study also contributes to the call of Bontis et al. 
(2002) who are questioning the traditional focus of 
Organizational Learning research and management 
practice on learning at the individual and group levels. 
Instead, Bontis et al. (2002) argue that scholarly research 
should focus on understanding learning between all 
levels, including the organizational level, and, in parti-
cular, the obstruction of this flow (e.g., through inhibi-
tors of Organizational Learning). This is consistent with 
Wiewiora et al. (2019), who conducted a literature 
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review aiming at exploring how mechanisms (such as 
enablers/inhibitors) influence multi-level learning, and 
concluded that “there is a limited understanding of the 
learning paths and connections between the individual, 
team and organizational levels.” (Wiewiora et al., 2019, 
p. 93). Indeed, despite that Organizational Learning 
theory is within the top five of most often applied the-
ories in the international strategic management litera-
ture (White et al., 2016), our review of the extant 
literature shows that very few studies have applied 
Organizational Learning theory to the context of IT 
Governance. Moreover, while it is argued that most 
management problems involve multi-level learning pro-
cesses, the majority of management research applies 
a single level of analysis (White et al., 2016). In this 
regard, our literature review related to enablers and 
inhibitors of Organizational Learning in the context of 
IT Governance can be seen as a contribution to the 
literature as well. To ensure theoretical rigor, an estab-
lished Organizational Learning theory was leveraged in 
the context of this research, i.e. the 4i framework. As this 
framework acknowledges multiple relevant learning 
levels (i.e. individual, group, and organizational), it cor-
responds well to the holistic nature and complexity of 
the specific IT Governance context. By drawing on the 4i 
framework, the present study aimed at improving our 
theoretical understanding about how individual, group, 
and Organizational Learning is facilitated (and hin-
dered) in the context of IT Governance.

Furthermore, the results of this research can help 
practitioners to better organize their IT Governance- 
related Organizational Learning efforts, as recommen-
dations are provided related to the specific (and most 
important) factors that facilitate (enablers) and hinder 
(inhibitors) Organizational Learning in the context of 
IT Governance. As such, concrete insights are provided 
into the factors that can impact the design and imple-
mentation of IT Governance practices in organizations. 
This has tremendous relevance for practice, as it can 
help organizations to more effectively direct and con-
trol the current and future use of IT, thereby enabling 
the creation and protection of IT business value. In 
summary, the results of this research can help practi-
tioners in reducing the theory-practice gap in the con-
text of IT Governance. For many contemporary 
organizations, reducing this theory-practice gap will 
be very valuable. Indeed, as IT Governance is a vital 
tool to enable successful digital transformation, mini-
mizing the theory-practice gap in the context of IT 
Governance improves the likelihood of digital trans-
formation success.

Limitations and future research opportunities

Before discussing possible paths for future research, the 
limitations of the present research need to be acknowl-
edged. First, while this exploratory study provided gui-
dance related to the most relevant (and most important) 
enablers and inhibitors of Organizational Learning in 
the context of IT Governance, it did not provide specific 
recommendations related to the strategies that can be 
leveraged to achieve specific enablers and/or overcome 
specific inhibitors. Nevertheless, the present study repre-
sents an important and necessary first step to improve 
our understanding of Organizational Learning in the 
context of IT Governance. Second, as is the case with 
any Delphi study, caution should be exercised in gener-
alizing the results of the present study. While it is a fact 
that the “sample” of panelists in the context of a Delphi 
study is by no means required to be statistically repre-
sentative (Paré et al., 2013), it should be acknowledged 
that the final results of the present study are based on 
a limited number of experts. However, it should also be 
noted that the first and second rounds of the present 
Delphi study were completed with a panel size of 31 and 
20 respectively (which is over the recommended ideal 
panel size of 18), and that the final round was ultimately 
completed with a panel size of 12, which is still over the 
recommended minimum panel size of 10 (Okoli & 
Pawlowski, 2004). Even more importantly, the main 
aspect in ensuring the validity of the results of a Delphi 
Study relates to the knowledge and judgment of the 
panelists. In order to ensure this in the context of the 
present study, recommendations of leading Delphi 
methodologists (Paré et al., 2013) were followed in 
populating the Delphi panel. Indeed, as described in 
the research methodology section of this paper, explicit 
procedures for expert selection, with clear selection cri-
teria, were used to guide populating the Delphi panel. 
Lastly, the assignment of the enablers and inhibitors of 
Organizational Learning to the 4i processes, was based 
on an initial classification provided by Schilling and 
Kluge (2009). For the enablers and inhibitors which 
were not classified yet, the assignment was done by the 
researchers. There might be two important difficulties in 
classifying the enablers. Firstly, because on the group 
level the processes naturally flow into each other, it is 
difficult to define precisely where one ends and the next 
begins (Crossan et al., 1999). Secondly, recent research 
starts to recognize that some enablers and inhibitors 
might impact multiple learning levels simultaneously. 
For example, Wiewiora et al. (2019) posits that politics 
might affect all learning levels including the individual, 
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group and organizational level. Such effects were not 
specifically addressed in this study. However, we used 
a systematic classification method to classify the enablers 
and inhibitors (see annex 1), which limits potential bias. 
Moreover, this classification method corresponds to the 
approach previously used by Schilling and Kluge (2009), 
who leveraged the 4i framework to identify generic 
barriers to Organizational Learning. Despite these lim-
itations, we argue that this study is an important step in 
the journey of investigating Organizational Learning in 
the context of IT Governance.

The present exploratory study has laid the foundation 
for further research by identifying the relevant (and 
most important) enablers and inhibitors of 
Organizational Learning in the context of IT 
Governance. Building on these insights, future research 
can take a prescriptive approach and look into the con-
crete strategies that can be employed by organizations to 
identify the learning levels which cause knowing-doing 
gaps. Thereafter, organizations can deploy measures to 
leverage specific enablers and/or to mitigate the impact 
of specific inhibitors. To accommodate this, future 
research can look into developing a maturity model for 
Organizational Learning in the context of IT 
Governance. A potential research method to develop 
such a maturity model is Design Science Research 
(DSR). The aim of DSR is to create and evaluate IT 
artifacts intended to solve identified organizational pro-
blems (Hevner & Chatterjee, 2010). As a second future 
research opportunity, the results of our study can also be 
used to highlight specific enablers and inhibitors which 
require further research. It would of course be advisable 
to first focus on the most important enablers and inhi-
bitors (i.e. those that received the highest ranking in the 
context of the present study). For example, a case study 
or a study based on action research, which examines the 
impact of highly ranked enablers such as “support from 
top managers” for Organizational Learning in the con-
text of IT Governance, or which aims at studying stra-
tegies for reducing the impact of inhibitors such as 
“organizational power and politics” on the implementa-
tion of IT Governance might be particularly useful. Case 
study research and action research would also contribute 
to developing a better understanding of Organizational 
Leaning in the context of IT Governance from the per-
spective of real-world cases, and thus to add further 
context to the model developed in this study. Such con-
text might be relevant, for example, to examine whether 
differences might occur when the model is used in small 
and large organizations (e.g., a startup vs. a large multi-
national) or in different industry sectors (e.g., with 
a different role of IT). Furthermore, such research efforts 
will also contribute to resolving previously identified 

research gaps. For example, Ritola et al. (2016) and 
Ydatama et al. (2019) posit that there is lack of research 
concerning “power and politics” in organizations. As 
such, further research can contribute to this research 
gap by providing sound and useful recommendations 
for practitioners related to “power and politics,” thereby 
also contributing to tackling the Theory-Practice gap in 
the context of IT Governance. Another future research 
opportunity relates to expanding the model beyond its 
present scope. For example, research has begun to exam-
ine inter-Organizational Learning as a fourth learning 
level. Such research examines learning that occurs 
beyond firm boundaries. The concept of inter- 
Organizational Learning is not specifically addressed in 
the 4i Framework, but is however addressed in an exten-
sion of the framework (i.e. the 5i Framework) as pro-
vided by Jones and Macpherson (2006). This fourth 
learning level is important because organizations 
increasingly acquire knowledge through external net-
works (Powell et al., 1996). Future research may as 
such investigate inter-Organizational Learning in the 
context of IT Governance, as well as identify enablers 
and inhibitors at this level.

Notes

1. A pretest of the questionnaire and the instructions 
enhances the reliability of the Delphi method, through 
e.g., detecting possible confusion and ambiguity (Paré 
et al., 2013).

2. Inhibitors: TOPIC = (“organi*ational learning” or 
“learning organi*ation”) AND TOPIC = (“inhibitors” 
or“barriers” or “obstacles” or “impediments”) Refined 
by: RESEARCH AREAS: (BUSINESSECONOMICS) 
AND DOCUMENT TYPES: (ARTICLE) Timespan: 
2009–2019. Indexes: SCIEXPANDED, SSCI, A&HCI, 
CPCI-S, CPCI-SSH, ESCI.

3. Enablers: TOPIC = (“organi*ational learning” or “learn-
ing organi*ation”) AND TOPIC = (“enabler” or“facili-
tator” or “success factor”) Refined by: RESEARCH 
AREAS: (BUSINESS ECONOMICS) 
ANDDOCUMENT TYPES: (ARTICLE) Timespan: All 
years. Indexes: SCI-EXPANDED, SSCI, A&HCI,CPCI- 
S, CPCI-SSH, ESCI.

4. More information about the classification method can 
be found in annex 1. In addition the papers from 
Crossan et al. (1999), Bontis et al. (2002), and Schilling 
and Kluge (2009) gives further guidance on the defini-
tions of the learning levels, processes and classification 
methodology.

5. For example, we added “related to IT Governance” to 
the description of “formal education/training” toillus-
trate that the aim of the training is to acquire knowledge 
related to IT Governance.

6. The enabler “Modeling the IT Governance processes (to 
detect opportunities for improvement)” was added to 
the list.
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7. For example, the inhibitor “Strict work rules and reg-
ulations” was accepted by only 58.62% of theexperts. 
Accordingly, this inhibitor was removed from the initial 
list because there was insufficientagreement among 
experts (i.e. less than 90% acceptance) about the rele-
vance of this inhibitor forOrganizational Learning in 
the context of IT Governance. An overview of other 
enablers and inhibitors which were excluded from the 
2nd and 3rd round is available in annex 2.

8. Kendall’s W was computed using the software Minitab 
(Minitab, 2019), which estimates it as follows: 

W ¼
12
PN

i¼1
R2

i � 3k2N Nþ1ð Þ 2

k2N N2� 1ð Þ� k
Pk

j¼1
Tj

, with Tj ¼
P9j

i¼1
t3
i � ti
� �

N indicates the number of subjects, Σ Ri
2 indicates the 

sum of the squared sums of ranks for each of theranked 
N subjects, K the number of appraisers, Tj assigns the 
average of ratings to tied observation, tiindicates the 
number of tied ranks in the ith grouping of ties and, 
finally, gj the number of groups of ties inthe jth set of 
ranks. The calculation was performed using the option 
“without known standard”.
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Annex 2. Enablers and Inhibitors with less than 
90% Delphi panel acceptance

Intuiting Relevant sources
Deplhi panel 
acceptance

Inhibitors 
Inhibitors

Lack of knowledge to implement the change on the part of IT Governance practitioners (Szulanski, 2002; Yih-Tong Sun & 
Scott, 2005; Zell, 2001) (*)

87.10%

Complex, ambiguous, and difficult knowledge (related to IT Governance processes, 
practices and frameworks)

(Daft & Weick, 1984; Duncan & Weiss, 
1979) (*)

84.62%

Lack of absorptive/retentive capacity on the part of IT Governance practitioners (Szulanski, 2002) (*) 84.00%
Lack of recognition/fear of punishment for the change (on the part of IT Governance 

practitioners)
(Yih-Tong Sun & Scott, 2005) (*) 82.76%

Perforated organizational memory (i.e. skills and knowledge related to IT Governance 
are lost, or at least difficult to maintain)

(Walsh & Ungson, 1991) (*) 81.48%

High workload and frontline context (on the part of IT Governance practitioners; 
business and IT executives)

(Tucker et al., 2002) (*) 81.48%

Nervousness to do something new for the first time (e.g., the “learning dip” which 
occurs between learning new IT Governance theory and the first implementation into 

practice)

(Cameron & Green, 2015) 80.77%

Relevant, but implicit and immobile knowledge (related to IT Governance processes, 
practices and frameworks)

(Attewell, 1992; Nonaka, 1994; 
Zander & Kogut, 1995) (*)

78.26%

Failure-avoidance norms (on the part of IT Governance practitioners; business and IT 
executives)

(Sitkin, 1992; Yih-Tong Sun & Scott, 
2005) (*)

76.92%

Fear of disadvantages (e.g., related to planned changes to the IT Governance 
architecture)

(Argyris, 1990; Beer et al., 2005; 
Cannon & Edmondson, 2001; 

McCracken, 2005) (*)

76.00%

Narrow job descriptions and high division of labor (“not my job”-phenomenon, too 
much separation of tasks)

(Morgan et al., 1997) (*) 73.33%

High levels of stress on the part of IT Governance practitioners (Elliott et al., 2000) (*) 69.57%
Minimum specifications for jobs (e.g., when job specifications are very restrictive, 

employees are not encouraged to assess the effectiveness of the IT Governance 
architecture and to initiate improvements)

(Dixon, 1993) 57.14%

Strict work rules and regulations (McCracken, 2005; Tainio et al., 2001) 
(*)

56.67%

Enablers Inter-company learning (i.e. learning which results from when IT Governance 
practitioners meet business partners, suppliers, customers and competitors)

(Broberg & Hermund, 2007; Dixon, 
1993; Pedler & Burgoyne)

88.89%

Know-how concerning systematic failure analysis (e.g., to be able to detect and improve 
weaknesses in the existing IT Governance architecture)

(Cannon & Edmondson, 2001) 86.96%

Access to learning and information resources (related to IT Governance) (Cho, 1999; Shaw & Perkins, 1991; 
Smolarczyk & Hauer, 2014)

86.21%

Close co-operations with universities (e.g., to share best practices related to IT 
Governance)

(Lundvall et al., 2007) 80.77%

Special funds dedicated to learning and personal development (e.g., to invest in formal 
education and training related to IT Governance)

(Shaw & Perkins, 1991) 78.57%

Alliances with other organizations (e.g., occupying in networking communities with the 
aim to share experience related to the implementation of IT Governance in the 

organization)

(Broberg & Hermund, 2007; Dixon, 
1993; Pedler & Burgoyne; Rashman 

et al., 2009)

75.00%

Prior experience (in implementing IT Governance) (Smolarczyk & Hauer, 2014) 67.86%
Prior knowledge (of IT Governance) (Smolarczyk & Hauer, 2014) 65.38%

A burning platform (e.g., when information technology becomes a critical success factor 
to ensure the long-term competitiveness of the organization)

(Smolarczyk & Hauer, 2014) 62.50%

(*) Also appears in the literature review of Schilling and Kluge (2009)
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Interpreting Relevant sources
Delphi panel 
acceptance

Cynicism toward the existing organization or new IT Governance practices (Dean et al., 1998; Wanous et al., 2000; Zell, 
2001) (*)

89.66%

Restrictive, controlling management style of business and IT executives (Argyris, 1990; Cannon & Edmondson, 2001; 
Schein, 1993) (*)

89.66%

Conflictual relationship between business and IT stakeholders (e.g., past experience of 
conflicts during learning transfer)

(Szulanski, 2002) (*) 88.89%

Lack of motivation and anxiety on the part of IT Governance practitioners (Szulanski, 1996) (*) 88.89%
Low status, confidence and trustworthiness in IT Governance practitioners (March & Olsen, 1975; Tucker et al., 2002; 

Yih-Tong Sun & Scott, 2005) (*)
88.89%

Organizational silence (when the dominant choice is for employees to withhold their 
opinions and concerns about problems which occur within the context of the IT 

Governance implementation)

(Morrison & Milliken, 2000) (*) 85.71%

Fear of loss of ownership and control of IT Governance knowledge (e.g., loss of individual 
competitive edge and therefore not being willing to share information related to the 

functioning of IT Governance within the organization)

(Yih-Tong Sun & Scott, 2005) (*) 85.19%

Knowledge incompatible with existing (occupational) mind-sets of business and IT 
executives

(Baitsch & Alioth, 1990; Hanft, 1996) (*) 84.62%

Formal power and fear of sanctions; power relations between business and IT executives (Boreham & Morgan, 2004; Schillemans & 
Smulders, 2015)

83.33%

Perceived irrelevance of IT Governance for future purposes (Zell, 2001) (*) 81.48%
Status culture between business and IT executives (Coopey, 1995) (*) 81.48%

Problem with linguistics culture/communication between business and IT people (Fink et al., 2005) 80.00%
Business and IT executives’ desire to retain a positive self-image (Weick, 1995) (*) 72.00%

Structural Equivalence (e.g., egalitarianism; minimizing concerns about power and status 
differences between business and IT stakeholders)

(Friedman et al., 2001; Kang & Kim, 2010; 
Leonard-Barton, 2000; Nicolini et al., 

2008)

72.00%

Competition with other teams/units (Yih-Tong Sun & Scott, 2005) (*) 46.15%

(*) Also appears in the literature review of Schilling and Kluge (2009)

Integrating Relevant sources
Delphi panel 
acceptance

Inhibitors Perceived lack of relative advantage over existing practices in the current IT Governance 
architecture

(Beeby & Simpson, 1998; Yih-Tong 
Sun & Scott, 2005; Zell, 2001) (*)

89.66%

Inconsistency between employees’ and Business and IT executives’ metaphors and visions 
for the organization

(Steiner, 1998) (*) 89.29%

Ineffective resource allocation (e.g., wrong allocation of key decision makers with the 
context of IT Governance)

(Beer et al., 2005) (*) 88.89%

Laissez-faire senior management style of business and IT executives (Beer & Eisenstat, 2000; Steiner, 
1998; Zell, 2001) (*)

88.89%

Lack of fit between the planned changes to the IT Governance architecture and 
organizational assumptions and beliefs

(Yih-Tong Sun & Scott, 2005) (*) 86.67%

Competency traps (i.e. the position of an organization in which it uses a suboptimal IT 
Governance practice because it is good enough in the short run and so does not switch 

to a better one)

(Berthoin Antal et al., 2001; Levitt 
& March, 1988; Sitkin, 1992) (*)

86.67%

Creative tension (i.e. the difference between the current implementation of IT Governance 
in the organization and the desired future. The gap between the current reality and 

desired future should not be too large, because the objectives of people become too 
abstract and concrete actions toward improvement are not clearly visible. In the other 
hand the gap should not be too small either, because this will result in no action at all, 

since the need for action might seem unnecessary)

(Al-Tameem, 2004; Senge, 2006) 85.19%

High levels of professionalism in the top echelons (e.g., the level of professionalism exerted 
by executive management and the board of directors within the context of IT 

Governance)

(Popper & Lipshitz, 1998) 83.33%

Over-confidence of managers in existing IT Governance practices (Elliott et al., 2000) (*) 73.08%
Decentralization (silo structures within the business and IT organization)(*) (Dodgson, 1993; McCracken, 2005; 

Morgan et al., 1997; Zell, 2001)
62.96%

High employee and management turnover (on the part of business and IT executives) (Zell, 2001) (*) 60.00%
Low turnover in top management (on the part of business and IT executives) (Virany et al., 1992) (*) 41.67%

(Continued)
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(Continued).

Integrating Relevant sources
Delphi panel 
acceptance

Enablers 
Enablers

Strong network ties amongst business and IT stakeholders (i.e. networks based on high 
levels of reciprocity and interaction)

(Kang & Kim, 2010; Rashman et al., 
2009; Szulanski, 1996)

89.66%

Cross occupational working groups (e.g., communities of practice; allowing to develop 
T-shaped skills by gathering experience in cross occupational working groups where 

both IT and Business stakeholders participate)

(Ueki et al., 2011) 89.66%

A learning approach to strategy (e.g., where the formation of the IT strategy and policies 
together with its evaluation, implementation and improvement, is structured to facilitate 

learning, permitting experimentation with new ideas and subject to continuous 
feedback)

(Pedler & Burgoyne) 85.19%

Delegation of authority (e.g., flat organizations; loose structures) (Nicolini et al., 2008; Ueki et al., 
2011)

81.82%

Support from external people (e.g., to challenge the assumptions of employees related to 
the existing IT Governance architecture)

(Shaw & Perkins, 1991) 75.86%

(*) Also appears in the literature review of Schilling and Kluge (2009)

Institutionalizing Relevant sources

Delphi 
panel 

acceptance

Inhibitors Emerging management fads that promise quick success (Abrahamson & Fairchild, 1999) (*) 87.50%
Degree of change in the environment (i.e. If there is too much 

change in the organizational context (of the business and IT), 
an overload may occur, and learning does not take place)

(Fiol & Lyles, 1985) 87.10%

Cultural distance and low level of experience in the relevant 
culture (between business and IT stakeholders)

(Barkema et al., 1996; Fink et al., 2005; Inkpen & Crossan, 1995) 
(*)

85.19%

Organizational blame culture between business and IT 
stakeholders (e.g., scapegoating)

(Elliott et al., 2000; Vince & Saleem, 2004) (*) 83.33%

Perceived incompatibility of IT Governance best-practices with the 
culture and structure of the organization

(Zell, 2001) (*) 82.14%

Branch with unclear criteria of success (which affects the role of IT 
as a value driver within the organization)

(Edmondson & Moingeon, 1998; Kim, 1993) (*) 80.77%

Lack of clear, measurable goals and performance feedback 
(related to the effectiveness of the IT Governance framework)

(Edmondson & Moingeon, 1998; Van De Ven & Polley, 1992) (*) 79.31%

Technical/structural difficulties of storing implicit knowledge 
related to the IT Governance framework

(Nonaka, 1994) (*) 75.00%

Rapid technological change (so that the organization is focused 
on delivering new IT solutions without considering its 

governance)

(Zell, 2001) (*) 70.37%

Narrow corporate identity (on the part of business and IT 
executives)

(Daft & Weick, 1984; Morgan et al., 1997) (*) 50.00%

Monolithic corporate culture with homogeneous work force (March, Organization Science/1991; Sitkin, 1992) (*) 45.83%
Complex, dynamic, and competitive market environments (Daft & Weick, 1984; Duncan & Weiss, 1979) (*) 42.86%

Enablers Systematization of IT Governance objectives in operating 
processes

(Smolarczyk & Hauer, 2014), 
(Ueki et al., 2011)

88.89%

Usage of communication tools (e.g., portals which inform business 
and IT stakeholders of IT Governance topics such as Information 

Security Awareness training)

(Ueki et al., 2011) 85.71%

Clear and consistent instructions, information and definition of 
relevance and goals (applicable to IT Governance procedures, 

rules and regulations)

(Van Solingen, Berghout et al., 2000) 
(Smolarczyk & Hauer, 2014)

85.19%

Participative policy making (i.e. Involving employees in writing IT 
Governance policies, procedures and guidelines)

(Boreham & Morgan, 2004; Pedler & Burgoyne) 85.19%

Superstitious learning (i.e. a clear connection between a planned 
improvement of the IT Governance architecture and the 

outcomes experienced)

(Levitt & March, 1988; Miller et al., 1997) 78.26%

Incentives system (e.g., rewarding IT Governance practitioners to 
develop knowledge and experience within the context of IT 

Governance)

(Davenport et al., 1998; Huber, 1991; Leonard-Barton, 2000; 
McGill & Slocum, 1993; O’dell & Grayson, 1998; Pedler & 

Burgoyne; Pham & Swierczek, 2006)

50.00%

(*) Also appears in the literature review of Schilling and Kluge (2009)
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