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Abstract 
Organizations are increasingly collaborating with other organizations. These forms of cross-

organizational collaboration include the exchange and integration of Enterprise Architecture (EA) 

artifacts. However, it is not known which artifacts provide value and why they are used in this 

context. To address this knowledge gap, this thesis aims to investigate how EA artifacts provide value 

in a cross-organizational context. 

This study used multiple research methods including a literature review to create understanding of 

existing knowledge and to identify knowledge gaps, followed by a qualitative case study and 

document research. The results were analysed using a pattern matching method. 

The results from the qualitative case study indicate that in a cross-organizational context, providing 

knowledge and giving an overview are the main reason why artifacts are used and how they provide 

value. The artifacts that ranked high on providing knowledge and giving overview are Solution 

Designs, Landscape Diagrams, and Solution Overviews, and Roadmaps. Furthermore, artifacts are 

mainly used in the design/preparation phase in a cross-organizational collaboration context. This 

study provides an empirical view of used artifacts in a cross-organizational context in practice, and 

therefore contributes to the EA discipline. 

Key terms 
Enterprise architecture, artifacts, cross-organizational, collaboration, value  
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Summary 
Organizations interact progressively with several other organizations. Ranging from Extended 

Enterprise Architecture (EEA) to Digital Business Ecosystems (DBE), organizations are sharing a 

growing amount of information with each other. However, what kind of information or artifacts 

actually provide value in a cross-organizational collaboration context, is not empirically studied yet. 

In order to address this knowledge gap, the following research question was drafted:  

 How do Enterprise Architecture artifacts provide value in cross-organizational collaboration? 
 

First, by using a literature review, the existing information is explored. This review identified that 

there is a lack of knowledge about Enterprise Architecture (EA) artifacts used in a cross-

organizational collaboration context. It is not known which artifacts are used, in which phase they are 

used, and how they provide value in this context. These subjects have only been researched for 

artifacts used in an internal context of an organization. The literature review indicated that eight out 

of twelve artifacts are used by more than 50% of the investigated organisations in an internal 

context. These artifacts were Solution Designs, Roadmaps, Technology Reference Models, Principles, 

Business Capability Models, Guidelines, Solution Overviews, and Landscape Diagrams. 

Second, using a qualitative case study, we tried to empirical validate how EA artifacts are used in a 

cross-organizational collaboration context. The case study consisted of a single case organization and 

seven respondents. These respondents consisted of three architects, two functional experts, and two 

technical experts. Before the interviews were conducted, a short survey was sent to the respondents. 

In this survey respondents could indicate which of the twelve most internally used artifacts they 

were familiar with in a cross-organizational context. These results were used to identify which 

artifacts are used in this context and to scope the artifacts covered in the interview. The results 

indicated that seven out of twelve presented artifacts (58%) are used in this context by more than 

50% of the respondents. These artifacts were Solution Designs, Roadmaps, Guidelines, Solution 

Overviews, Landscape Diagrams, IT Roadmaps, and IT Principles. 

The interviews provided similar results regarding why artifacts are used and how they provide value 

in a cross-organizational collaboration context. These reasons were primarily related to providing 

knowledge and giving an overview. Artifacts, in this context, are mostly used in the 

preparation/design phase of a project, followed by the continuously use of artifacts. Furthermore, 

we found that the majority of the artifacts were shared with external parties. The artifacts that were 

not shared were Business Capability Models and Inventories. The case study also provided insight in 

which artifacts were missing in a cross-organizational collaboration context, and how the utilization 

of artifacts could be improved. Respondents indicated that there is no lack of artifacts or 

information. However, the utilization of artifacts can be improved by more sufficient EA governance. 

This includes standardization of artifacts, a process on how and when to use artifacts, and a central 

library where artifacts are stored and updated.  

Third, using document research, there was explored which artifacts were used by the case 

organization. These results were used to validate the case study interviews and to provide context to 

the interviewer. The document research showed that all artifacts were present and used within de 

case organization. The findings of this study show that artifacts are used differently in a cross-

organizational context compared to the internal context and there is a demand for EA governance. 

The results of this research can be used to address the knowledge gap regarding how artifacts 

provide value in this context. Although this research is useful for researchers and practitioners, 

further research is necessary to fully understand the value of artifacts in a cross-organizational 

collaboration context.  
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1. Introduction 

1.1. Background 
Enterprise Architecture (EA) is able to provide organizations with a structure and vision, enabling the 

creation of processes, standards, and IT (Lankhorst, 2012). Organizations invest heavily in EA, yet 

empirical research on how they provide value has only been performed recently (Foorthuis et al., 

2016; Niemi & Pekkola, 2016; Pattij et al., 2020). These studies only focus on organizations internally, 

while the growth and improvement of digital technology has resulted in new collaborative networks, 

like Digital Business Ecosystems (DBE’s) (Senyo et al., 2019). 

1.2. Exploration of the topic 
To compete with increasing complexity and size of Information Systems (IS), a framework for 

information systems architecture was established (Zachman, 1987). This framework was the 

introduction of EA. EA offers organizations a high-level overview of their business, IT systems, and 

their relationship (Tamm et al., 2011). EA consists of multiple artifacts, which provide a perspective 

on different aspects of an organization (Abraham, 2013; Kotusev, 2019). These artifacts may include 

models, processes, standards, and other artifacts that can be used to analyse the as-is and to-be 

situation, as well as the roadmap to get to the to-be situation (Lankhorst, 2012). 

 

The adoption of EA is expected to result in additional value and benefits for organizations (Niemi & 

Pekkola, 2016; Tamm et al., 2011). Examples of these value and benefits include flexibility, agility, 

consistency, coherence, and alignment (Aier, 2014; Foorthuis et al., 2016; Harrison, 2018; Lankhorst, 

2012). Enterprise Architecture Management (EAM) involves the implementation and continuous 

development of EA. EAM is managing the objectives of planning and controlling business 

development from an architectural view (Aier et al., 2011). In general, the benefits of EA and EAM 

processes are described within the borders of an organization (Foorthuis et al., 2016). However, 

nowadays organizations interact progressively with several other organizations (Drews & Schirmer, 

2014). These interactions happen in collaborative networks and ecosystems, which are increasing in 

popularity within the IS (Senyo et al., 2019). These collaborations include the exchange and 

integration of knowledge, standards, processes, IT, and people (Madlberger & Roztocki, 2008). 

1.3. Problem statement 
There is a clear knowledge gap on how EA artifacts provide value for organizations participating in 

cross-organizational collaboration and which EA artifacts are most valuable. Empirical research on 

how EA artifacts provide value has only been performed recently, as stated earlier. However, how EA 

artifacts provide value in a cross-organizational context has not been studied empirical yet (Nurmi et 

al., 2019). The gap of knowledge is surprising, since organizations increasingly work in a cross-

organizational collaboration context and organizations invest extensively in EA (Foorthuis et al., 

2016; Niemi & Pekkola, 2016; Pattij et al., 2020). Therefore, a study on how EA artifacts provide value 

in a cross-organizational collaboration context is justified. 

 

As stated, EA consist of artifacts and useful artifacts are able to solve a relevant business problem, 

and provide guidance to organisations (Aier et al., 2011). Therefore, artifacts are an important part of 

the EA practice and there are numerous EA artifacts available, provided by books and frameworks. 

However, how these artifacts actually contribute and generate value for the organization, is often 

not well understood (Kotusev, 2017). The aim of this research is to address the knowledge gap on 
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how EA artifacts provide value in a cross-organizational collaboration context and how used artifacts 

can be utilized better. 

1.4. Research objective and questions 
To address the knowledge gap stated in the problem statement, the objective of this research is to 

extent the academic knowledge on how EA provides value for organizations participating in a cross-

organizational context. By extending the academic knowledge, the utilization of EA artifacts in this 

context could be improved. The stated objective and problem statement have led to the following 

research question: 

 

 How do Enterprise Architecture artifacts provide value in cross-organizational 
collaboration? 

 

The following sub-questions will help answering the research question: 

1. Which EA artifacts are currently used by organizations in cross-organizational collaboration? 

2. Why and when are these EA artifacts used by organizations participating in cross-

organizational collaboration? 

3. How do these EA artifacts add value in cross-organizational collaboration? 

4. What is needed to improve the utilization of EA artifacts in cross-organizational 

collaboration? 

 

The first sub-question will provide an overview of all relevant artifacts in a cross-organizational 

collaboration context. The second and third sub-question will give an indication why the artifacts 

from the first sub-question are being used and in how they add value to the organization. By 

comparing the results, we aim to discover which artifacts provide value in cross-organisational 

collaboration. The fourth sub-question provides insight into what is needed to improve the utilization 

of currently used artifacts. These insights can be used to map what kind of information and processes 

are missing, and to provide recommendations. 

1.5. Motivation/relevance  
While organizations invest heavily in EA and organizations are increasingly collaborating with other 

organizations, there is little known about the benefits of EA in cross-organizational collaboration.  

The aim of this research is to address this knowledge gap and to provide guidance to organizations 

working in a cross-organizational collaboration context. This guidance consists of indicating which 

artifacts are used, when, why, and how they provide value in this context. Organizations can use this 

information as a benchmark, in order to decide whether changes are needed in how these artifacts 

are currently used. 

1.6. Main lines of approach 
This research uses the following approach: in chapter 2 a theoretical framework is provided. In 

chapter 3 the methodology of the empirical research is presented. Chapter 4 contains the results of 

the research and chapter 5 covers the discussion of the results, limitations of this research, and 

recommendations for future research.  



7 
 

2. Theoretical framework 

2.1. Research approach 
The research approach for generating the theoretical framework was a systematic literature review 

(SLR). This approach was chosen due to the exploratory nature of this research. A SLR can be 

described as a systematic, explicit, and reproducible research method. It is used in order to identify, 

evaluate, and synthesize existing literature, and other work done by researchers (Fink, 2019). To 

conduct the SLR, the guideline of Okoli & Schabram was used (Okoli & Schabram, 2010). This 

guideline consists of eight steps: steps 1 to 6 are part of the research approach, step 7 is described in 

section 2.2, and step 8 is outlined in section 2.3. 

2.1.1. Purpose of the literature review 
The purpose of the SLR was to review existing literature and find all relevant information. The results 

are used to answer the research question. 

2.1.2. Protocol & training 
This review was conducted by one reviewer, while this section only applies for reviews that employs 

more than one reviewer (Okoli & Schabram, 2010). However, to apply structure to this review, the 

following protocol was followed: 

• Key concepts and strings were extracted from the research question 

• Based on the key concepts and strings, synonyms were formulated 

• Search queries were created using the building block method together with the defined key 

concepts, strings, and synonyms 

• The library of the Open University of the Netherlands was used 

2.1.3. Searching the literature 
The review was carried out by means of a keyword search using the building blocks method. The 

keyword search consisted of key concepts extracted from the research question. Based on the key 

concepts, synonyms were formulated and added to the search query. The key concepts and 

synonyms are listed in table 1. 

Key concepts Synonyms 

Enterprise architecture EA 

Artifact(s) Document* 

Cross-organization Value network*, business ecosystem(s), extended enterprise(s), 
collaboration(s), organizations 

Table 1 Key concept and synonyms 

The used search query: 

 (("enterprise architecture") OR ("EA")) AND (("artifact*") OR (“document*”)) AND  
(("cross-organization*") OR ("Value network*") OR ("business ecosystem*")  
OR ("extended enterprise*") OR ("collaboration*") OR ("organizations")) 

 

On selected articles, which were particularly relevant, the backward snowballing method was 
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performed. The building block method together with backward snowballing contributes to the 

comprehensiveness of this review. 

2.1.4. Practical screening 
In this step, the articles resulting from the search were screened for inclusion (Okoli & Schabram, 

2010). The inclusion and exclusion criteria that were applied to this review are shown in table 2. 

Criteria Inclusion Exclusion 

Type Journal articles, conference proceedings Other types 

Publication date In past 10 years 11 years or older 

Language English Other languages 

Parts present Title, abstract, introduction, conclusion, and full 
text present 

One or more parts missing 

Table 2 Inclusion and exclusion criteria 

2.1.5. Quality appraisal 
After applying the inclusion criteria, the remaining articles were screened for eligibility (Okoli & 

Schabram, 2010). This screening excluded all articles that were not eligible and was performed with 

the following criteria: 

• Articles not related to the RQ 

• Duplicate studies 

• Short articles 

2.1.6. Data extraction and synthesis 
In this step, all remaining articles of this review were being systematically examined, after which all 

relevant information was extracted from these articles (Okoli & Schabram, 2010). The result of this 

extraction is listed in section 2.2. 
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2.2. Implementation 
After applying the inclusion and exclusion criteria, eighteen articles were included in the analysis. 

These articles are included in Appendix 1, together with the following information: author, title, year 

of publication, search type, and category. The search results are displayed in Figure 1. 

 

Figure 1 Search results 

2.3. Results and conclusions 

2.3.1. Artifacts 
EA provides high-level overview information about enterprises, this information is displayed in 

several different artifacts (Abraham, 2013). An artifact provides a specific view of an organisation or 

architecture. These views can be models, processes, server specification, standards, roadmaps, 

diagrams, et cetera. Artifacts are commonly grouped into catalogues (list of things), matrices (which 

show relationships between items), and diagrams (picture of things). An architectural deliverable 

may contain one or more (Harrison, 2018; Kotusev, 2019).  

 

Artifacts are created by various roles, depending on the type of artifacts. Examples of roles are 

business managers, subject experts, IT stakeholders, developers, and architects. Furthermore, an 

artifact can be created during various moments, examples are during design phases, at the start of a 

project, during implementation, continuously updated, et cetera (Kotusev, 2019). 

 

An artifact is expected to address a specific business problem and provide assistance to the 

organization using it (Aier et al., 2011). An artifact can be used to analyse an as-is and to-be situation, 

as well as the roadmap to go to the to-be situation (Lankhorst, 2012). However, the number of 
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artifacts is countless and how all these artifacts actually contribute and generate value for an 

organization, is often not well understood (Kotusev, 2017). Moreover, which and how artifacts are 

used by organizations deviate from what the theory prescribes (Grave, Van de Wetering, et al., 

2021). Therefore, to provide some structure, artifacts can be divided into six general types: 

considerations, standards, visions, landscapes, outlines, and designs (Kotusev, 2016). These six types 

are listed in Table 3, together with their focus, example artifacts, and a description.  

 

Type Focus Example artifacts Description 

Considerations Business 
rules 

Principles, policies, 
architecture strategies, 
conceptual data models 

Considerations describe general principles 
and rules that are relevant for business and 
IT. Consequently, the use of these artifacts 
will lead to a higher level of coherence in the 
organization. 

Standards IT rules Standards, Patterns, IT 
principles, data models, 
guidelines 

Standards describe general technical rules, 
standards and best practices that are 
considered relevant for IT. The goal is to 
achieve technical uniformity and consistency 
to reduce complexity, costs, and risks. 

Visions Business 
structure 

Business capability 
models, context 
diagrams, roadmaps, 
future state 
architectures 

Visions describe a conceptual overview of 
the organization, allowing to lead and 
prioritize IT initiatives. If used correctly, IT 
investments are better utilised. 

Landscapes IT structure Relational diagrams, 
integration contexts, 
roadmaps, inventories 

Landscapes describe an overview and 
description of the organizational IT 
landscape, so the IT can be designed as 
efficiently as possible, and projects can be 
planned. Used appropriately, landscapes will 
result in less legacy and more flexibility. 

Outlines Business 
changes 

Solution overviews, 
conceptual designs, 
solution outlines 

Outlines describe IT projects on a high-level 
and understandable for business 
stakeholders. Therefore, business managers 
can evaluate and approve the specified IT 
project. 

Designs IT changes Solution design, 
technical design, 
solution blueprints 

Designs describe IT projects on a technical 
level, understandable for IT project teams. 
These artifacts are mainly used before and 
during implementation of IT projects. It 
contains requirements on business and 
architectural level.  

Table 3 General types of artifacts (Kotusev, 2016) 

2.3.2. Cross-organizational collaboration 
Cross-organizational refers to the collaboration between organizations in the field of IT, processes, 

knowledge, infrastructure, and people (Madlberger & Roztocki, 2008). The literature search indicated 

that these collaborations may occur in several types of networks: Value networks, Digital Business 

Ecosystems (DBE’s), and Extended Enterprise Architecture (EEA). 
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Digital Business Ecosystems (DBE’s) are collaborative organizational networks, which can be 

described as a socio-technical network of individuals, organizations, and technologies, that 

collectively co-create value. A DBE consists of different entities that together generate value using IS 

(Senyo et al., 2019). Business ecosystems are a group of collaborating organizations that follow, 

accept, and share the vision of a few leading organizations (Drews & Schirmer, 2014). Value Network 

is a method for reframing enterprises and organizations. Value network consists of webs or 

relationships that generate tangible and intangible value through dynamic exchanges between two 

or more individuals, groups, or organizations (Allee, 2003). Another similar concept is the Extended 

Enterprise Architecture (EEA), which covers the interorganizational relationships, together with 

interorganizational IS and business ecosystems (Tambo, 2017).  

2.3.3. Governance of EA in cross-organizational 

collaboration 
Organizations can be divided in five stages of extended architecture: ranging from EA with an internal 

focus, to Business Ecosystem Architecture (BEA). In the BEA stage, the focus is extended to the EA of 

all organizations in the ecosystem, including actors, interfaces, processes, infrastructure, references, 

et cetera. Despite the fact that numerous organizations are still struggling with governance of 

internal EA and EAM, the literature review indicates that organizations should think ahead about EA 

governance in a cross-organizational perspective (Drews & Schirmer, 2014).  

 

Organizations are not eager to share their internal EA knowledge and expertise with other 

organizations, although it can have many considerable advantages. These advantages include sharing 

experiences and knowledge, ability to create industry-wide models, increase transparency between 

organizations, and to identify partnerships (Yilmaz et al., 2020). Therefore, architectural thinking at 

ecosystem level contributes to managing a successful collaboration of multiple organizations. 

Without architectural thinking on ecosystem level, organizations are unable to deal with the 

complexity of the ecosystems. Furthermore, it is argued that shifting the architectural thinking from 

internal EA to ecosystem level could prevent that such ecosystems fail. (Burmeister et al., 2019).  

 

However, shifting from internal EA to ecosystem level can be challenging. Each organization in such 

an ecosystem has distinct requirements, challenges, and actors that have to be addressed. Therefore, 

no common standard can be used, as every ecosystem is unique and a situational approach is 

required (Saat et al., 2010).  

2.3.4. Artifacts in a cross-organizational collaboration 
The literature search provided insight to artifacts as well as cross-organizational collaboration. 

However, no literature was found regarding what artifacts contribute to a cross-organizational 

collaboration context. This is a clear knowledge gap. Several articles explain what cross-

organizational is, however, there is no article that describes what artifacts can be used or could be 

useful in a cross-organizational context.  

The knowledge gap, concerning what artifacts are useful in a cross-organizational context, is 

remarkable, considering organizations increasingly interact with other organizations (Drews & 

Schirmer, 2014). Despite the lack of knowledge regarding what artifacts are being used in cross-

organizational collaborations, the literature search gave an insight on used artifacts in general. These 

insights were used as a tool, to examine which of the most used artifacts are considered useful in a 

cross-organizational context. 
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To create an overview of the most used artifacts, a leading article on the use of common artifacts by 

organizations, was explored in detail. Using empirical analysis, this article highlights the use of 24 

artifacts at 27 organizations, and ranks these artifacts by how many organizations apply them in 

practice (Kotusev, 2019). This article was selected, considering it was the only article that has 

empirically validated the use of EA artifacts by organizations on larger scale. To keep the overview of 

most used artifacts manageable, only the top 50% percent of listed artifacts were included. The 

overview is listed in Table 4. 

# Artifacts Type & Focus Definition and purpose Made by and when 

1 Solution 
Designs 

Designs, IT 
changes 

Consists of technical and functional 
information about IT solutions. Used as a 
reference guide: it contains relevant 
information (e.g., requirements, goals, 
objectives, context, several architectural 
layers) on specific solutions.  

Joint effort of 
architects and IT 
delivery teams to 
describe the solution 
during design and 
implementation 
phases. 

2 Roadmaps Visions, 
business 
structure 

Gives insight on future IT projects, together 
with timelines and affected teams. Roadmaps 
give the opportunity to align IT projects and 
business strategy. 

Made by EA 
architects and 
business managers 
and is continuously 
updated. 

3 Technology 
Reference 
Models 
(TRM) 

Standards, IT 
rules 

Provides standardized and structured views 
on technologies present in organization. By 
comparing different TRM’s, uniformity and 
coherence use of standards and processes in 
IT landscape can be reviewed. 

Usually created by 
architects and 
experts, updated 
periodically.  

4 Principles Considerations, 
business rules 

Global standards and regulations used in an 
organization, which has impact on all IT 
projects and business strategies. Principles 
give the opportunity to create more 
coherence in the IT landscape. 

Joint effort of 
architects and 
business 
management, is 
updated periodically. 

5 Business 
Capability 
Models 

Visions, 
business 
structures 

Provides a structured view of every business 
capability, together with insights about 
objectives, target groups, and strategy. 

Joint effort of 
architects and 
business 
management, is 
updated periodically. 

6 Guidelines Standards, IT 
rules 

Defines specific IT best practices that can be 
repeatedly used in the organization. The use 
can decrease complexity and increase 
coherence in the IT landscape 

Usually created by 
architects and 
experts, updated 
periodically. 

7 Solution 
Overview 

Outlines, 
business 
changes 

Provides a global overview of IT projects in the 
organization intended for business managers. 
It provides insights in architecture, timelines, 
costs, risks, and business value. 

Joint effort of 
architects and 
business 
management, during 
the start of a project. 

8 Landscape 
Diagrams 

Landscapes, IT 
structures 

Describes connections and integrations 
between various IT solutions in the IT 
landscape. Gives the ability to improve the IT 

Made and 
maintained by 
architects, updated 
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landscape and provides guidance to 
implement new IT projects. 

when IT landscape is 
modified. 

9 IT 
Roadmaps 

Landscapes, IT 
structures 

Display of all proposed IT projects in the 
future. Unlike the normal roadmap (#2), an IT 
roadmap only has an IT technical focus. It 
enables the organization to plan IT 
improvements in the IT landscape. 

Joint effort of 
architects and IT 
stakeholders, is 
updated periodically. 

10 Inventories Landscapes, IT 
structures 

List of available IT assets in the organization, 
together with their properties and attributes. 
Provides more insight in useable IT resources, 
enables more reuse. 

Made and 
maintained by 
architects, updated 
regularly.  

11 Patterns Standards, IT 
rules 

Consists of solutions to frequently 
encountered challenges in IT development. 
Can be seen as best practices, which are 
shared within the organization. Will lead to 
reduced IT risks and reuse of proven solutions. 

Usually created by 
architects and 
experts, updated 
periodically. 

12 IT 
Principles 

Standards, IT 
rules 

Overview of global IT standards and 
regulations in an organization, affects all IT 
related decision-making and planning. It 
provides the possibility to assess the technical 
feasibility of IT planning decisions. Provides 
the opportunity for a more coherent IT 
approach. 

Made and 
maintained by 
architects, updated 
periodically. 

Table 4 EA artifacts overview (Kotusev, 2019) 

2.4. Objective of the follow-up research 
The objective of the follow-up research is to explore which of the most used artifacts contribute in 

cross-organizational collaboration. The perspective of this context is the view from an individual 

company. By empirical validating the contribution of these artifacts, an attempt is made to solve the 

mentioned knowledge gap and answer the research question.  
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3. Methodology 

3.1. Conceptual design 
The objective of the empirical research was to gain more insight in which artifacts are used by 

organizations in cross-organizational collaboration and how these artifacts add value. This is an 

exploratory objective, since the aim is to gain insights in the use of artifacts. The type of information 

that is required to gain these insights, is an empirically validation of the use of artifacts within 

organizations that work in a cross-organizational context. This information can be found at 

architecture, business, and IT-departments.  

In order to create a research design, the research onion (Saunders et al., 2019) was applied. This 

model consists of six layers. In the first layer, the selected research philosophy was interpretivism. 

This philosophy was selected due to the use of artifacts in an organization: it is not an exact science, 

multiple views, and visons may be correct. Therefore, it is important to understand why and how 

people are using these artifacts and what their interpretations are. The theory development 

approach is inductive: the literature search showed that little is known about the use of artifacts by 

organizations in a cross-organizational context. Therefore, research must be conducted to gain 

information about this topic. 

In the third layer, the selected methodological choice was a multi-method qualitative approach. The 

qualitative aspect of this approach was chosen, as the research objective is to develop and build 

more theory about this subject (Saunders et al., 2019). The multi-method part of the methodological 

choice was selected since the use of multiple methods give the opportunity to triangulate various 

sources of information with each other. 

The chosen research strategies in the fourth layer were case study and document research. Case 

study research is commonly used when boundaries of a subject are not clear. It provides the 

possibility to create insight into a subject within its real-life context, which may lead to the 

development of theory (Yin, 2018). Therefore, it fits the purpose of this research. Document research 

strategy was chosen, since this provides the ability to evaluate used strategies, reveal used facts, and 

demonstrate how documents are used in an organization (Saunders et al., 2019). Documents 

originally used for a different purpose are considered secondary data, this type of data can be useful 

in research. It can place findings in a broader context, triangulate findings, and lead to unforeseen 

results (Saunders et al., 2019). Due to time-constraints, the selected time horizon in the fifth layer is 

cross-sectional. Techniques and procedures (sixth layer) are described in the following sections. The 

conceptual design of this research is presented in Figure 2. 

 

Figure 2 Conceptual Design 
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3.2. Technical design 

3.2.1. Case study 
The performed case study is single holistic. It is considered single case, since it is performed at a 

single case study organization. Furthermore, it is holistic, as there is one unit of measurement (the 

use of artifacts). The case study interviews were of the semi-structured type. This type of interview 

was selected, as it offers a structured approach for each interview and provide the opportunity to go 

in depth during specific themes (Saunders et al., 2019). Before the interview, a short survey was 

requested from the participants. In this survey participants could indicate if they were familiar with 

each of the artifacts. These results were used to scope the number of artifacts covered in the 

interview, since only artifacts were addressed that respondents were familiar with.  

This approach fits the chosen research design very well, since the structured part will answer the first 

sub-question, and the in-depth section of the interview will focus on answering the second, third, 

and fourth sub-questions. The scope of the first sub-question are the twelve most used artifacts (see 

Table 4). These artifacts were checked on usage by the case organization. Furthermore, an interview 

guide was used (see Appendix 2) to add guidance to the interviews (Saunders et al., 2019). This guide 

contains an overview of the interview, topics that are discussed, and interview questions. 

As mentioned, the case study was performed at a single case organization. To ensure the 

organization and their EA practice is large enough to accommodate a sufficient case study, the 

organization had to have at least 1.000 employees, and ten EA architects on payroll. Moreover, the 

EA practice had to be mature. This was determined by examining whether the EA practice was at 

least five years old, had regular gatherings, and architects had related certificates, for example 

TOGAF. 

3.2.2. Document research 
Document research was performed by exploring what artifacts are used by the case organization. 

The used artifacts within the organization were retrieved from used repositories within the 

organization. The retrieved artifacts are labelled and categorized. 

3.3. Data analysis 
All conducted interviews were recorded and later transcribed, after which the data was coded by 

using a hybrid approach. This approach consists of a first-round open coding and second round of 

recoding. During the first round the interviews are coded based on the transcribed data from the 

interviews. This results in a large number of codes. The second round of coding reduces the number 

of codes, by merging synonyms and other related codes. Open coding was used during the analysis of 

the in-depth section of the interviews, when the second, third, and fourth sub-questions were 

answered. Coding was done by using a systematic manual coding method that used Microsoft Word 

and Excel (Ose, 2016). The data retrieved from the literature review and document research was also 

coded, using the same method. 

The used data analysis method was pattern matching. Pattern matching is the preferred data analysis 

method when using a case study research strategy (Yin, 2009). Pattern matching involves establishing 

a theoretical pattern, creating an observed pattern, and attempt to match both patterns (Saunders et 

al., 2019). This method was chosen as it provides a comparison of the theoretical and observed 

prediction, giving a solid understanding and baseline for further discussion. 
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3.4. Reflection 

3.4.1. Validity 
The construct validity of the case study is ensured by first triangulating the findings from the 

interviews with the results of the document research. By comparing the results, statements from the 

interviews can be checked and verified. Second, the draft version of this thesis will be reviewed by an 

EA architect that holds knowledge and expertise on this matter. The results of this review will be 

used to clarify if the results of the case study measure what was intended. 

Internal validity of the case study is guaranteed, by using clarification questions, planning sufficient 

time and give information about the research design beforehand. Additionally, internal validity is 

ensured by using the pattern matching method and triangulate the findings from the case study with 

findings from theory. Furthermore, by establishing a clear chain of evidence, the reader can 

reconstruct how the conclusions were developed. This chain of evidence is provided by explaining 

the data collection procedures (Gibbert & Ruigrok, 2010). 

This research is a single case study, therefore ensuring the external validity is more challenging. To 

address external validity, the selection of the participant in the case study will be reported together 

with details on the context (Gibbert & Ruigrok, 2010). 

3.4.2. Reliability 
The reliability of the case study is ensured, by being transparent and making the case study replicable 

(Gibbert & Ruigrok, 2010). Transparency is guaranteed by transcribing and recording interviews. 

Replication is possible, by collecting and providing all case study data, including interview transcripts 

and conclusions. Also, the use of the interview guide (see Appendix 2) contributes to the reliability of 

this research. 

3.4.3. Ethical aspects 
Ethical aspects of this research are important. By using a few principles, efforts were made to be 

compliant (Saunders et al., 2019). The principles were: every participation must be voluntary, 

confidentially was guaranteed by not providing the company name and names of participants, audio 

recordings were only made with permission of the participant, and information in the document 

research was only used with permission. Furthermore, data gathered during the case study and 

document research is analysed with upmost care and integrity. Only people that needed to see the 

data, were given access.  

3.5. Data collection 
The case organization is a logistical company based in The Netherlands and Belgium, and has over 

37.000 employees. It has an annual revenue of €3,3 billion in 2020. The organization has a mature EA 

practice with over twenty architects employed. The case study took place within the consumer and 

commercial business unit. 

Seven people were interviewed in total, including three architects, two application experts 

(developer and solution consultant), and two process and functional experts (process and 

information analyst and product owner). The total work experience ranges from 3 to 30 years, with 

an average of 12 years. The work experience within the case organization ranges from 2 to 15 years. 

An overview per respondent is listed in Table 5.  
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# Function Work experience Description and responsibilities 

1 Platform 
architect 

Total: 7 years 
Organization: 7 years 

Works on the long-term application landscape, 
change management, and where integrations are 
needed. Responsible for chosen technical solutions 
described in PI features.  

2 Domain 
architect 

Total: 30 years 
Organization: 11 years  
 

Responsible for architecture of commercial and 
consumer domain. Creates and maintains overall IT 
target architecture, and makes sure teams are using 
it. 

3 Domain 
architect 

Total: 25 years 
Organization: 15 years 

Responsible for translating business objectives into 
needed IT in the commercial domain. Ensures that 
developed IT contributes to long-term goals of case 
organization. 

4 Process and 
information 
analyst 

Total: 4 years 
Organization: 2 years 

Connecting link between business and IT. Helps 
business with their requirements and coordinate 
with IT on solutions directions.  

5 Product 
owner 

Total: 3 years 
Organization: 3 years 

Owner of the product backlog of an agile team. 
Responsible for what the team works on, in what 
order, in what priority, and to deliver maximum 
value. 

6 Solution 
consultant 

Total: 3 years 
Organization: 3 years 

Translating business requirements into technical 
solutions. Monitors the long-term technical solution 
of the platform and applications that are under 
control. 

7 Senior 
developer 

Total: 9 years 
Organization: 2 years 

Write code. Creates a technical solution based on a 
functional question. Responsible for implementing 
all functional requirements, code quality, code 
reviews, and incident management. 

Table 5 Respondent overview 
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4. Results 
The results from the case study were derived from three parts of the interviews. The first part of the 

interview comprises general questions regarding the participant’s function, role, work experience 

and responsibilities (Table 5). 

The second part of the interview contains questions regarding the artifacts. Prior to the interview the 

participants received a short survey in which they could indicate per artifact whether they were 

familiar with this artifact. These results were combined with results of the document research, and 

together they are used to answer the first sub-question (appendix 3). If a participant was familiar 

with the artifact, they were asked why and when this artifact was used, if the artifact was shared 

externally and how this particular artifact added value. The questions per artifact during the 

interview are used to answer the second and third sub-questions. A summary of the results per 

artifact is listed in Table 6. In appendix 4, the case study results can be found from which Table 6 is 

derived. 

In the third part of the interview, artifacts in general were discussed, where the respondent indicated 

which artifacts are currently missing and how the utilization of artifacts can be improved. The results 

of these questions were used to answer the fourth sub-question. 

Artifact Resp. Why When Shared Value 

Solution 
Designs 

7/7 Overview, Knowledge Preparation/ 
Design phase 

Shared 
externally 

Overview, knowledge 

Roadmaps 6/7 (Project) Management Preparation/ 
Design phase 

Shared 
externally 

Overview 

Technology 
Reference 
Models (TRM) 

3/7 Overview, Knowledge Preparation/ 
Design phase 

Shared 
externally 

Overview, Knowledge,  
Organization, Quality 

Principles 3/7 Control, Quality Preparation/ 
Design phase 

Shared 
externally 

Knowledge, Organization, 
Quality 

Business 
Capability 
Models 

2/7 Overview, Control, 
Knowledge, Organization, 
(Project) Management, 
Organization 

Preparation/ 
Design phase 

Internally 
only 

Knowledge 

Guidelines 4/7 Quality, Control Continuous Shared 
externally 

Quality, Knowledge 

Solution 
Overview 

4/7 (Project) Management, 
Overview 

Preparation/ 
Design phase 

Shared 
externally 

Knowledge 

Landscape 
Diagrams 

5/7 Overview, Knowledge, 
(Project) Management 

Preparation/ 
Design phase 

Shared 
externally 

Knowledge, Overview, (Project) 
Management 

IT Roadmaps 5/7 (Project) Planning, 
(Project) Management 

Preparation/ 
Design phase 

Shared 
externally 

(Project) Planning, (Project) 
Management 

Inventories 2/7 Overview, Knowledge Maintenance 
phase, 
Continuous 

Shared 
externally 

Knowledge 

Patterns 2/7 Quality Preparation/ 
Design phase 

Internally 
only 

Control, Organization, (Project) 
Management, Organization 

IT Principles 5/7 Control, Quality Preparation/ 
Design phase 

Shared 
externally 

Quality 

Table 6 Results per artifact 
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4.1. Used EA artifacts in cross-organizational collaboration 
In the short survey, the respondents indicated if they have used or know if the artifacts are used in a 

cross-organizational collaboration context. The results indicate that seven out of twelve presented 

artifacts (58%) are used in this context by more than 50% of the respondents. These artifacts are 

Solution Designs, Roadmaps, Guidelines, Solution Overviews, Landscape Diagrams, IT Roadmaps, and 

IT Principles. Three artifacts are only used by two respondents in a cross-organizational collaboration 

context: Business Capability Models, Inventories, and Patterns (Table 6). 

From the respondents, the architect group used the most artifacts in a cross-organizational 

collaboration context, with an average of nine out of twelve presented artifacts, followed by 

functional experts, who used an average of eight artifacts. Technical experts, however, indicated that 

they only use an average of three artifacts in a cross-organizational collaboration context. 

The document research was performed by conducting search queries in several document 

repositories that were available in the case organization. The repositories were: Confluence, intranet, 

and SharePoint. The document research indicated that all twelve artifacts were present within the 

organization and were used on multiple occasions, as can be extracted from the three examples for 

every artifact provided in appendix 6.  

In this case study, we also investigated which of the artifacts were shared with external parties. The 

results indicate that a vast majority of the artifacts are shared externally and includes artifacts that 

are shared actively and passively. When artifacts are shared passively, the artifacts are accessible for 

external parties, but they are not actively brought to their attention. 

 “Yes, we also share this with external parties, this is actually where much of the value is found.” 

 Respondent #1, IT Roadmaps, Shared, Shared externally code (translated) 

 

Only the Business Capability Models and Inventories artifacts were not shared with external partners 

and are only shared within the organization. When focussing on the different respondent groups, the 

results showed high consistency between the groups (Table 6). 

4.2. Why and when are EA artifacts used by organizations 

participating in cross-organizational collaboration? 
The majority of the artifacts were mainly used for overview purposes in a cross-organizational 

collaboration context (Table 6). The results indicate that an overview is provided by giving context, 

creating a breakdown, process, foundation, and providing a specific view on a particular matter. 

Artifacts that ranked high on providing an overview are Solution Designs and Landscape Diagrams. 

The case study specifies that Solution Designs provide an overview by specifying elements and 

processes of an application. Landscape Diagrams give an overview by visualizing how the applications 

in the landscape are connected with each other. 

 “You clarify how things are tied together.” 

 Respondent #3, Landscape Diagrams artifact, Why, Overview code (translated) 

 

In addition, we found that other objectives for using the EA artifacts were knowledge and (project) 

management purposes. The results indicate that knowledge purposes are considered providing 

insights, guidance, inspiration, explanation, and input. Artifacts that scored high on providing 

knowledge are Solution Designs and Landscape Diagrams. The case study specifies that Solution 
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Designs provide knowledge by describing and explaining how solutions are built. Landscape Diagrams 

provide knowledge by indicating why and when applications are used. 

 “Also used a lot in knowledge sharing and during onboarding […]. I'm going to be working with this 
application and it's situated here in the landscape, and it has connections to these applications.” 

 Respondent #1, Landscape Diagrams artifact, Why, Knowledge code (translated) 

 

Furthermore, the results indicate that (project) management is related to stakeholder management 

and identification, prioritizing, decision making, change management, and cost reduction. Artifacts 

that ranked high on (project) management are Solutions Overviews, Landscape Diagrams, and IT 

Roadmaps. The case study specifies that Solutions Overviews are able to indicate the as-is situation 

and are therefore used for (project) management purposes. Landscape Diagrams are useful in 

(project) management by indicating what the impact is on the application landscape when changes 

are needed on a specific application. Roadmaps are used in (project) management to plan 

dependencies. 

 “It helps teams, as well as people you work with, to give direction on how you do and don’t do 
things. Ensures that preferred solutions and are picked up.” 

 Respondent #5, Guidance artifact, Why, (Project) Management code (translated) 

 

When focusing on the different respondent’s groups, architects are mainly using artifacts for 

(project) management purposes, followed by overview. Functional experts are primarily using 

artifacts to gain knowledge, again followed by overview. The scores, that technical experts gave for 

using artifacts, are more diverse and consisted of equal scores for overview, (project) planning, 

knowledge, and quality score purposes (Table 6).  

In a cross-organizational collaboration context, the artifacts are mainly used during the 

preparation/design phase. This phase is the period before the actual implementation of a new 

project. During this phase, new IT applications and strategies are drafted, planned, composed, and 

prepared to be ready for implementation.  

 “You have to create this artifact before you start writing code. If you start making this during 
development, it's of no use to you, because you want to use this specifically in order to tackle any 
potential problems earlier.” 

 Respondent #7, Solution Designs, When, Preparation/Design phase code (translated) 

 

Respondents scored the continuously usage of artifacts as the second most important moment for 

using the artefacts in a cross-organizational collaboration context. Continuous usage of artifacts is 

not associated with a specific phase, but as something that is always and repeatedly applied. In this 

case, artifacts are used for recurring tasks including onboarding new employees, periodic security 

tests, and PI events. 

 “It is a piece of reference work, and it should be constantly repeated.” 

 Respondent #6, IT Principles, When, Continuous code (translated) 

 

The usage of artifacts during the implementation phase and maintenance phase was less. When 

concentrating on the different respondent groups, architects are predominantly using artifacts 

during the preparation/design phase in a cross-organizational collaboration context. Other phases 

score considerably less and were about the same level. Both the functional experts as technical 

experts are using artifacts especially in a preparation/design phase, however continuous use only 

scored a bit lower (Table 6).  
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4.3. How do EA artifacts add value in cross-organizational 

collaboration? 
The artifacts primarily added value in a cross-organizational collaboration context by providing 

knowledge. The results indicate that artifacts contribute to knowledge sharing and building though 

creating insights, understanding, and inspiration. Additionally, knowledge on a certain subject can be 

used as a guide, explanation, best practice, input, reference, and supports reuse of existing 

resources. Artifacts that scored high on providing knowledge are Solution Designs, Landscape 

Diagrams, and Solution Overviews. The case study reveals that Solution Designs provide value in 

terms of knowledge by giving context and explanation of the to-be situation of a new solution. 

Landscape Diagrams add value by providing insights in connections and dependencies between 

applications. Solution Overviews add value by providing context and explanation of the solution and 

its surroundings.  

 “It supports contributing to the common understanding, why we make certain choices.” 

 Respondent #2, Roadmaps, Value, Knowledge code (translated) 

 

Moreover, artifacts added value by providing an overview. The results indicate that artifacts are able 

to breakdown specific subjects, provide an abstract view, and give context. Artifacts that ranked high 

on providing value through overview were Solutions Designs, Roadmaps, and Landscape Diagrams. 

The case study reveals that Solution Designs provide value by providing an overview of the technical 

context in which the solution operates. Roadmaps provide value by giving an overview containing the 

planning and status of all related teams and projects. Landscape Diagrams add value by providing 

transparency and creating insights. These diagrams help to achieve common understanding on the 

as-is and to-be situation. 

 “To have the same view with each other, even though we are not within the same organization, we 
are working on the same issues with the hopefully the same goal.” 

 Respondent #6, Solution Designs, Value, Overview code (translated) 

 

After knowledge and overview, the artifacts provided the most value through (project) management 

and quality features. The artifacts added the least value through strategy and monitor. 

When exploring the artifacts individually, we found that Solution Designs, Roadmaps, Landscape 

Diagrams, and IT Roadmaps added the most value (Table 6). If we focus on different respondent’s 

groups, artifacts are providing value to architects mainly by knowledge, followed by (project) 

management, quality, organization, and control. In case of functional experts, value is provided also 

by knowledge, followed by overview and quality. Technical experts obtain value by overview and 

(project) management (Table 6). 

4.4. What is needed to improve the utilization of EA artifacts in 

cross-organizational collaboration? 
The answer to this sub-question is derived from two questions of the case study: what kind of 

artifacts the respondent is missing in a cross-organizational collaboration context, and how the 

utilization of used artifacts in this context could be improved. All respondents indicated that they 

were not missing any specific artifact or information, but that there is a lack of governance of 

artifacts in general, including evaluation moments, a central library, and a sort of document life cycle. 

Furthermore, other aspects that were missed were standardization of artifacts and an artifact 

utilization process. Respondents indicated that the utilization of artifacts can be improved by EA 
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governance of the artifacts and adopting a utilization process. This process improves the systematic 

use of the artifacts (Table 7). 

 Currently missing Improve utilization 

EA governance 4 7 

Central library 1 1 

Utilization process 3 7 

Standardization of artifacts 3 4 

Table 7 Information missing in artifacts and improvement for utilization 
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5. Discussion, conclusions, and recommendations 

5.1. Discussion 
In this study, we explored how EA artifacts provide value in a cross-organizational collaboration 

context. We first explored which EA artifacts are currently used in a cross-organizational 

collaboration context. We found that the majority of the respondents of the case study are familiar 

with seven out of twelve investigated artifacts in a cross-organizational collaboration context. These 

are the artifacts Solution Designs, Roadmaps, Guidelines, Solution Overviews, Landscape Diagrams, IT 

Roadmaps, and IT Principles. The literature review indicated that eight out twelve artifacts are used 

by the majority of the investigated organisations in an internal context (Kotusev, 2019). When these 

results are compared, three artifacts (Technology Reference Models (TRM), Principles, and Business 

Capability Models) are used less in a cross-organizational context compared to internal use. 

Reflecting on these artifacts, we suggest that an explanation could be that these artifacts are used to 

handle business-sensitive information that organizations do not want to share for strategic reasons. 

Two artifacts (IT Roadmaps and IT Principles) are used more in a cross-organizational context 

compared to the internal use, indicating that these artifacts have characteristics that provide value 

that is especially useful in a cross-organizational collaboration context. The case organization 

primarily works with external IT partners, therefore these specific IT artifacts are most likely useful in 

a cross-organizational collaboration context as they both provide practical guidance with a specific IT 

focus. The results also reveal that Solution Designs and Roadmaps are commonly used in both 

contexts, reflecting their importance as an artifact.  

 

When exploring the artifacts that are shared with external parties, the case study shows that the 

case organization already shares most of its artifacts. Comparing with the literature review, this may 

indicate that the case organization is already past internal EA stage and has a focus beyond its own 

organization. Sharing artifacts on this scale is comparable to a Federated or Collaborative Network 

Architecture (Drews & Schirmer, 2014). Since the case organisation already shares most of its 

artefacts, we suggest that the case organisation is no longer at the beginning of architectural thinking 

at ecosystem level. This is in contrast to many other organizations, which are still not committed to 

share their internal EA knowledge and expertise (Burmeister et al., 2019; Yilmaz et al., 2020). 

 

Regarding the sub-question why artifacts are used, the results of the case study indicate that artifacts 

in a cross-organizational collaboration context are mostly used for overview and knowledge 

purposes. The results show that an overview is provided by giving context and clarification. 

Knowledge is provided by giving explanation and insights. The literature review indicates that EA 

provides a high-level overview of the organization by using artifacts (Abraham, 2013), and provide 

knowledge on specific problems and cases (Aier et al., 2011). This indicates that the reason why 

artifacts are used, is not affected by the context they are used in and are used similarly in both 

contexts. This is in line with the expectations, as these purposes are important for both internal and 

external use. 

 

Concerning the sub-question when artifacts are used, the findings from the case study indicate that 

in a cross-organizational collaboration context, this is predominantly during the design/preparation 

phase, continuous use is rated second, and the implementation phase and maintenance phase was 

rated last. The literature review shows that most of the artifacts are mainly continuously 

(combination of continuous, periodically, and regularly) used, followed at a distance by the 

implementation phase, and lastly during the design phase (Kotusev, 2019). These results indicate a 
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substantial difference of usage of the artifacts in a cross-organizational collaboration context 

compared to the internal context. In a cross-organizational collaboration context, the artifacts are 

mainly used during design/preparation phase versus continuously for the internal context. This could 

indicate that especially in a cross-organizational collaboration context, it is important to have a 

coherent view on a subject before implementing a project. A reason could be that in a collaboration 

context not every organization is familiar with the objectives, purposes, processes, applications, and 

other characteristics of the other organizations. By sharing knowledge at the beginning of a project, 

during the design/preparation phase, all organizations start at a common ground what contributes to 

the successful realization of a project. Although the difference in phases that artifacts are used in 

may be logically explained, it also raises the question if artifacts could generate even more value if 

they are to be used in all phases. 

 

Regarding the sub-question what kind of value artifacts provide, the case study shows that artifacts 

in a cross-organizational collaboration context primarily provide value though providing knowledge 

and creating an overview. The results show that value through knowledge is provided by reference 

guides, best practices, and explanations. Overviews provide value by being able to breakdown 

subjects and to provide an abstract view. The artifacts that rated highest on these items were 

Solution Designs, Landscape Diagrams, and Solution Overviews. The literature review did not provide 

specific information regarding how an artifact provide value, however, it did provide a use and 

purpose per artifact (Kotusev, 2019). Value can be seen as the reason why an artifact is being used, 

and according to this rationale, the indicated use of an artifact can be seen as the value it is 

providing. The literature review indicated that artifacts are mostly used for overview and knowledge 

purposes. Comparing both results, artifacts provide the same kind of value in a cross-organizational 

collaboration context as in an internal context.  

 

When exploring which artifacts provide the most value, both a similarity and a difference can be 

observed. The case study showed that Solution Designs, Roadmaps, Landscape Diagrams, and IT 

Roadmaps provide the most value in a cross-organizational collaboration context. In the literature 

review, Solution Designs and Roadmaps were the most used artifacts, which is consistent with the 

results from the case study. However, Landscape Diagrams and IT Roadmaps are rated as nineth and 

tenth most popular artifacts in the literature review, while they ranked as third and fourth most 

valuable in this case study. These results can be interpreted as that these artifacts are more 

important in a cross-organizational collaboration context than in an internal context. A reason for 

this could be that these artifacts provide a specific aim and view, which is specifically valuable when 

working together with multiple organizations. 

 

Concerning what kind of information or artifacts are missing in a cross-organizational collaboration 

context, the case study indicated no specific artifacts or information that was currently missing. 

However, it did reveal that there is a lack of EA governance in general. For instance, there is no or not 

properly used central library of artifacts, causing problems regarding sharing artifacts and version 

control. Moreover, there is no standard set of applicable artifacts per project, causing a sprawl of 

used artifacts. Lastly, there is no type of document life cycle, making it difficult to know when to use 

which artifact. This observation is consistent with the findings of the literature review, which 

indicated that there is a numerous amount of artifacts available, though it is often not well 

understood which artifacts contribute and provide value (Kotusev, 2017), and how to apply these in 

practice (Grave, van de Wetering, et al., 2021). Moreover, organizations struggle with the transition 

from internal EA to EA governance in a cross-organizational perspective. Nevertheless, architectural 

thinking at ecosystem level can contribute to successful cross-organizational collaboration (Drews & 
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Schirmer, 2014). Both the results of the case study and the literature review demonstrate that there 

is a clear demand for governance and guidance of EA artifacts. EA governance can improve the 

utilization of artifacts, and therefore increase the amount of value that artifacts can add. Knowing 

when and how to use which artifacts, together with when and how to maintain them is of major 

interest to practitioners. 

5.1.1. Limitations 
Although this research was conducted with care and precision, limitations are present. In 

recommendations for practice and further research we suggest some improvements to prevent these 

limitations in the future. The first limitation is the ambiguous meaning of certain artifacts outside the 

architect respondent group. All non-architect respondents had some difficulties separating artifacts 

that contain similarities. This type of respondent bias is particularly present in case of semi-

structured interviews, as used in this case study, when the objective is to explore or provide an 

explanation (Saunders et al., 2019). Despite additional explanation and a short survey beforehand, it 

is difficult to guarantee that all respondents fully comprehended every artifact. 

The second limitation is that this research is performed at a single case organization. The results of 

this research can contribute to the current knowledge, however results from a single case study may 

be more difficult to generalize to a larger scale. Nevertheless, we chose the design of a single case 

study as it gave an opportunity to provide knowledge on a phenomenon that was not well 

understood before (Saunders et al., 2019). 

5.2. Conclusions 
This research investigated what kind of artifacts are being used in a cross-organizational 

collaboration context using a literature review, case study and document analysis. This was executed 

by exploring which artifacts are being used, why and at what moment they are used, and how they 

add value. Altogether, this contributed to the main goal of this research: extend the academic 

knowledge on how EA provide value for organizations participating in a cross-organizational 

collaboration context. This objective is achieved by answering the main research question: 

 How do Enterprise Architecture artifacts provide value in cross-organizational 
collaboration? 

 

In a cross-organizational collaboration context, artifacts mainly provide value through creating an 

overview and knowledge. Overview and knowledge can be seen as related to each other, since both 

provide insight, explanation, understanding, and context. The artifacts are most often used in this 

context is during the design/preparation phase of a new project. 

At the start of this research, a clear knowledge gap was presented regarding how EA provides value 

in a cross-organizational context. Previously, only empirical research on how EA provide value in 

general is conducted but not on how EA provides value in a cross-organizational context, and this is 

the first empirical research evaluating this subject. The results of this study can be used for all 

organizations participating in a cross-organizational collaboration context, which want to start with, 

update, or revaluate their EA artifacts.  

5.3. Recommendations for practice 
The first recommendation for practice is when creating new artifacts, organizations should consider 

what expects of the artifact actually generate value. This study made clear that in a cross-

organizational collaboration context, two aspects of an artifact (overview and knowledge) deliver 
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most of the value for users. Organizations should ensure that these aspects are present in their 

repository of artifacts. 

The second recommendation for practice is that organizations should invest in EA governance. This 

solution should give insight in when to use which artifact, how to use it, when to update it, where to 

store it, and who to share it with. This could be achieved by implementing and actively using a 

central library where all artifacts are stored, maintained, and shared. Furthermore, a standardized 

set of artifacts that are recommended to be used per specific use case could give guidance to 

practitioners regarding when to use which artifacts and could simplify the repository of used 

artifacts. Moreover, EA governance should also exist of a recurring process to update the current 

repository of artifacts. This process is used to update, phasing out, or introduce new artifacts 

continuously. To summarize, EA Governance improves the utilization of used artifacts in general. 

Although there will be exceptions, this solution will apply to most of the projects. 

The third recommendation is to create more awareness about the value EA artifacts can provide to 

practitioners. The case study indicated that not all practitioners are familiar with most of the 

presented artifacts and artifacts are mostly used in the preparation/design phase of a project. 

Teaching and inspiring practitioners about what value artifacts can add, could lead to better 

utilization and adoption of artifacts in all phases of a project. 

5.4. Recommendations for further research 
For further research, the first recommendation is to apply this research on a larger scale that 

includes more organizations, departments, and respondents. Respondents within this case study are 

from a single organization and from two different departments. Applying this case study on a larger 

scale will improve validity and reliability. 

Furthermore, we recommend applying all 24 artifacts of the most used artifacts in new research 

(Kotusev, 2019). This study only included the top 50% of the artifacts, however by applying all 

artifacts, additional trends and conclusions could be drawn.  

The third recommendation is to merge similar artifacts. During the case study interviews, several 

respondents had difficulties to separate similar artifacts. When applying this research on a larger 

scale, artifacts could be categorized, themed, or in another way grouped to make it clearer for 

respondents. 

The fourth recommendation is further research regarding EA governance in a cross-organizational 

collaboration context. Governing your artifacts in a context of multiple organizations, where some of 

these organizations operate in multiple of these contexts, is challenging. How this could work, what 

is missing, and how to apply this in practice is worth exploring.  



27 
 

References 
Abraham, R. (2013). Enterprise architecture artifacts as boundary objects-A framework of properties. 

Proceedings of the 21st European Conference on Information Systems. 

Aier, S. (2014). The role of organizational culture for grounding, management, guidance and 

effectiveness of enterprise architecture principles. Information Systems and E-Business 

Management, 12(1), 43–70. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10257-012-0206-8 

Aier, S., Gleichauf, B., & Winter, R. (2011). Understanding Enterprise Architecture Management 

Design - An Empirical Analysis. Conference on Wirtschaftsinformatik, 645. 

Allee, V. (2003). Value Networks and Evolving Business Models for the Knowledge Economy. 

Handbook on Knowledge Management, 605–621. 

Burmeister, F., Drews, P., & Schirmer, I. (2019). An Ecosystem Architecture Meta-Model for 

Supporting Ultra-Large Scale Digital Transformations. 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/334762809 

Drews, P., & Schirmer, I. (2014). From enterprise architecture to business ecosystem architecture: 

Stages and challenges for extending architectures beyond organizational boundaries. 

Proceedings - IEEE International Enterprise Distributed Object Computing Workshop, EDOCW, 

13–22. https://doi.org/10.1109/EDOCW.2014.12 

Fink, A. (2019). Conducting Research Literature Reviews: From the Internet to Paper. Sage 

Publications. 

Foorthuis, R., van Steenbergen, M., Brinkkemper, S., & Bruls, W. A. G. (2016). A theory building study 

of enterprise architecture practices and benefits. Information Systems Frontiers, 18(3), 541–

564. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10796-014-9542-1 

Gibbert, M., & Ruigrok, W. (2010). The “What” and “How” of Case Study Rigor: Three Strategies 

Based on Published Work. Organizational Research Methods, 13(4), 710–737. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428109351319 

Grave, F., Van de Wetering, R., & Kusters, R. (2021). Enterprise Architecture Artifacts Facilitating the 

Strategy Planning Process for Digital Transformations: a Systematic Literature Review and 

Multiple Case Study. Iadis International Journal on Computer Science and Information Systems, 

16.1, 46–62. https://doi.org/10.33965/ijcsis_2021160104 

Grave, F., van de Wetering, R., & Kusters, R. (2021). Enterprise Architecture Artifacts Facilitating the 

Strategy Planning Process for Digital Transformations: A systematic literature review and 

multiple case study. 46–62. https://research.ou.nl/ 

Harrison, R. (2018). TOGAF TM 9 Foundation Study Guide. Van Haren. 

Kotusev, S. (2016). Six types of enterprise architecture artifacts. Enterprise Architecture Professional 

Journal (EAPJ), November, 1–4. 

http://www.bcs.org/content/conWebDoc/57097%0Ahttp://knut.hinkelmann.ch/lectures/EA20

12/EA_3c_Views_Viewpoints.pdf 

 

 



28 
 

Kotusev, S. (2017). Eight Essential Enterprise Architecture Artifacts. British Computer Society (BCS). 

Kotusev, S. (2019). Enterprise architecture and enterprise architecture artifacts: Questioning the old 

concept in light of new findings. Journal of Information Technology, 34(2), 102–128. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0268396218816273 

Lankhorst, M. (2012). Enterprise Architecture at Work: Moddelling, Communication and Analysis 

(Issue 1). 

Madlberger, M., & Roztocki, N. (2008). Cross-Organizational and Cross-Border IS/IT Collaboration : A 

Literature Review. Proceedings of the Fourteenth Americas Conference on Information Systems. 

Niemi, E. I., & Pekkola, S. (2016). Enterprise architecture benefit realization: Review of the models 

and a case study of a public organization. Data Base for Advances in Information Systems, 47(3), 

55–80. https://doi.org/10.1145/2980783.2980787 

Nurmi, J., Seppänen, V., & Valtonen, M. K. (2019). Ecosystem Architecture Management in the Public 

Sector – From Problems to Solutions. Complex Systems Informatics and Modeling Quarterly, 

01(19), 1–18. https://doi.org/10.7250/csimq.2019-19.01 

Okoli, C., & Schabram, K. (2010). Working Papers on Information Systems A Guide to Conducting a 

Systematic Literature Review of Information Systems Research. Working Papers on Information 

Systems, 10(2010). https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1954824 

Ose, S. O. (2016). Using Excel and Word to Structure Qualitative Data. Journal of Applied Social 

Science, 10(2), 147–162. https://doi.org/10.1177/1936724416664948 

Pattij, M., van de Wetering, R., & Kusters, R. J. (2020). Improving Agility Through Enterprise 

Architecture Management: The Mediating Role of Aligning Business and IT. 26th Americas 

Conference on Information Systems, AMCIS 2020. 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/341381628 

Saat, J., Franke, U., Lagerström, R., & Ekstedt, M. (2010). Enterprise Architecture Meta Models for 

IT/Business Alignment Situations. Proceedings of the 14th EDOC, 14–23. 

Saunders, M., Lewis, P., & Thornhill, A. (2019). Research Methods for Business Students: Vol. Eight 

edit. 

Senyo, P. K., Liu, K., & Effah, J. (2019). Digital business ecosystem: Literature review and a framework 

for future research. In International Journal of Information Management (Vol. 47, pp. 52–64). 

Elsevier Ltd. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2019.01.002 

Tambo, T. (2017). Enterprise Architecture beyond the Enterprise. International Conference on 

Enterprise Information Systems, 3(Iceis), 381–390. 

Tamm, T., Seddon, P. B., Shanks, G., & Reynolds, P. (2011). How Does Enterprise Architecture Add 

Value to Organisations? In Communications of the Association for Information Systems (Vol. 28, 

Issue 10). 

Yilmaz, F., Akdemir, D., & Matthes, F. (2020). Why would Enterprise Architects work together? - A 

Multiple Case Study. 8. 

https://aisel.aisnet.org/amcis2020/org_transformation_is/org_transformation_is/8 

 



29 
 

Yin, R. K. (2009). Case study research: Design and methods (Vol. 5). Sage. 

Yin, R. K. (2018). Case study research and applications. Sage. 

Zachman, J. A. (1987). Framework for information systems architecture. IBM Systems Journal, 38(2), 

454–470. https://doi.org/10.1147/sj.382.0454 

  

  



30 
 

List of tables 
Table 1 Key concept and synonyms ........................................................................................................ 7 

Table 2 Inclusion and exclusion criteria .................................................................................................. 8 

Table 3 General types of artifacts ......................................................................................................... 10 

Table 4 EA artifacts overview ................................................................................................................ 13 

Table 5 Respondent overview ............................................................................................................... 17 

Table 6 Results per artifact .................................................................................................................... 18 

Table 7 Information missing in artifacts and improvement for utilization ........................................... 22 

Table 8 Search Results ........................................................................................................................... 32 

Table 9 Interview guide ......................................................................................................................... 34 

Table 10 Respondent score per artifact ................................................................................................ 35 

Table 11 Case study results ................................................................................................................... 37 

Table 12 Used codes and recoding ........................................................................................................ 40 

Table 13 Document research results ..................................................................................................... 41 

 

List of figures 
Figure 1 Search results ............................................................................................................................ 9 

Figure 2 Conceptual Design ................................................................................................................... 14 

 

  



31 
 

Appendix 1 – Search results 
Search type Author Title Year Category 

Database 
search 

N. Banaeianjahromi, 
K. Smolander 

Lack of Communication and 
Collaboration in Enterprise Architecture 
Development 

2017 EA collaboration 

Database 
search 

P. Drews, I. Schirmer From enterprise architecture to business 
ecosystem architecture: Stages and 
challenges for extending architectures 
beyond organizational boundaries 

2014 EA collaboration 

Database 
search 

S. Kotusev Enterprise architecture and enterprise 
architecture artifacts: Questioning the 
old concept in light of new findings 

2019 EA artifacts 

Database 
search 

M. Lankhorst Enterprise Architecture at Work: 
Modelling, Communication and Analysis 

2012 EA collaboration 

Database 
search 

P. Senyo Digital business ecosystem: Literature 
review and a framework for future 
research 

2019 EA collaboration 

Database 
search 

E. Niemi, S. Pekkola Enterprise architecture benefit 
realization: Review of the models and a 
case study of a public organization 

2016 EA collaboration 

Database 
search 

E. Niemi, S. Pekkola Using enterprise architecture artefacts in 
an organisation 

2017 EA collaboration 

Database 
search 

J. Nurmi Ecosystem Architecture Management in 
the Public Sector – From Problems to 
Solutions 

2019 EA collaboration 

Database 
search 

Tambo Enterprise Architecture beyond the 
Enterprise 

2017 EA collaboration 

Database 
search 

T. Tamm How Does Enterprise Architecture Add 
Value to Organisations? 

2011 EA collaboration 

Database 
search 

M. Zhang, C. 
Honghui, L. Aimin 

A Systematic Review of Business-IT 
Alignment Research with Enterprise 
Architecture 

2018 EA collaboration 

Backward 
snowballing 

R. Abraham Enterprise architecture artifacts as 
boundary objects-A framework of 
properties 

2013 EA artifacts 

Backward 
snowballing 

S. Aier, B. Gleichauf, 
R. Winter 

Understanding Enterprise Architecture 
Management Design - An Empirical 
Analysis 

2011 EA general 

Backward 
snowballing 

V. Allee Value Networks and Evolving Business 
Models for the Knowledge Economy 

2003 EA collaboration 

Backward 
snowballing 

F. Burmeister, P. 
Drews, I. Schirmer 

An Ecosystem Architecture Meta-Model 
for Supporting Ultra-Large Scale Digital 
Transformations 

2019 EA collaboration 
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Search type Author Title Year Category 

Backward 
snowballing 

R. Harrison TOGAF TM 9 Foundation Study Guide 2018 EA general 

Backward 
snowballing 

S. Kotusev Six types of enterprise architecture 
artifacts 

2016 EA artifacts 

Backward 
snowballing 

S. Kotusev Eight Essential Enterprise Architecture 
Artifacts 

2017 EA artifacts 

Backward 
snowballing 

M. Madlberger, N. 
Roztocki 

Cross-Organizational and Cross-Border 
IS/IT Collaboration: A Literature Review 

2008 EA artifacts 

Backward 
snowballing 

J. Saat, U. Franke, R. 
Lagerström, M. 
Ekstedt 

Enterprise Architecture Meta Models for 
IT/Business Alignment Situations 

2010 EA collaboration 

Backward 
snowballing 

F. Yilmaz, D. 
Akedemir, F. Metthes 

Why would Enterprise Architects work 
together? - A Multiple Case Study 

2020 EA collaboration 

Table 8 Search Results 
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Appendix 2 – Interview guide 
 

 

 Topic Content 
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Introduction • I am Wilbert Tomey, student Business Process Management & IT at the 
Open Universiteit. 

• This interview is in the context of my graduation thesis. 

Purpose • By participating in this interview, you take part in a qualitative case study. 

• The purpose of this case study is to explore how artifacts provide value in 
cross-organizational collaboration, why these artifacts are used, how they 
add value, and what kind of information is missing in these artifacts. 

Explanation • This interview addresses three major topics. I will describe each topic: 

• Enterprise Architecture (EA) 
o EA offers organizations a high-level overview of their business, IT 

systems, and their relationship (Tamm et al., 2011). 
o Enterprise Architecture (EA) is able to provide organizations with 

a structure and vision, enabling the creation of processes, 
standards, and IT (Lankhorst, 2012). 

• Artifacts 
o EA consists of multiple artifacts, which provide a perspective on 

different aspects of an organization (Abraham, 2013; Kotusev, 
2019). These artifacts may include models, processes, standards, 
and other artifacts that can be used to analyse the as-is and to-be 
situation, as well as the roadmap to get to the to-be situation 
(Lankhorst, 2012). 

• Cross-organizational collaboration 
o Cross-organizational refers to the collaboration between 

organizations in the field of IT, processes, knowledge, 
infrastructure, and people (Madlberger & Roztocki, 2008). 

Method • Before this interview you have received a short survey. In this survey you 
could indicate if you have experience with several artifacts. Per artifact 
that you have experience with, I will ask multiple questions. 

• The goal is to know which artifacts are used in cross-organizational 
collaboration, why, and how they add value. 
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s 

- 
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in

.)
 

Privacy • To ensure the validity and reliability of this research, I would like to record 
this interview. 

• After transcribing, the recordings will be deleted. 

• I will only list your function title in the report.  

• Your data will only be used within this research and will not be shared 
with others than the research team. 

Consent • Do you give consent to record this interview and that your data is 
processed to conduct this research? 
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Basics • What is your position within the organization? 

• How long do you work at your organization? 

• Could you describe your function? 

• What are your responsibilities? 

Topics • In the short survey you received prior to this interview, you have 
indicated that you are familiar with # artifacts in a cross-organizational 
collaboration context. Per artifact that you are familiar with, I will discuss 
the following questions: 

o Why is this artifact used in your organization? 
o Could you indicate in what context this artifact is used? 

▪ Type of project(s), only internally or also shared 
external, et cetera 

o How does this artifact add value in cross-organizational 
collaboration? 

• <ask questions per artifact> 

• Looking at cross-organizational collaboration within your organization, 
what kind of artifacts and/or information is currently missing in your 
opinion?  

• Do you have suggestions to improve the utilization of artifacts within 
cross-organizational collaboration? 
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g 
- 

(5
 m

in
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 Conclusion • Thank you for cooperation. 

• How did you experience the interview? 

• Did you had the opportunity to say everything you desired? 

• If there is something unclear, do you mind if I contact you? 
 
 
 

Table 9 Interview guide 
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Appendix 3 – Respondent score per artifact 
Table 10 indicates which respondent is familiar with which artifact. 

Artifact # 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Total yes 

Solution Designs  Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 7 

Roadmaps  No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 6 

Technology Reference Models (TRM)  Yes Yes No No Yes No No 3 

Principles  No Yes No Yes Yes No No 3 

Business Capability Models  No Yes Yes No No No No 2 

Guidelines  No Yes Yes Yes Yes No No 4 

Solution Overviews  No Yes Yes Yes Yes No No 4 

Landscape Diagrams  Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No 5 

IT Roadmaps  Yes Yes Yes No Yes No Yes 5 

Inventories  No Yes No No Yes No No 2 

Patterns  Yes No Yes No No No No 2 

IT Principles  Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes No 5 

Total yes  6 11 9 6 10 3 3  

Table 10 Respondent score per artifact 
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Appendix 4 – Case study results 
 

 

Artifact Part 
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 p
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C
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U
sed
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tern

a
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o
n

ly 

Sh
ared

 

extern
ally 

Solution 
Designs 

Why 1 6 1 1 4 0 1 3 1       

When          7 0 4 1   

Shared              0 7 

Value 1 5 2 1 5 1 2 1 0       

Roadmaps Why 1 1 6 3 2 1 3 0 1       

When          6 0 1 4   

Shared              0 6 

Value 0 4 2 3 1 1 3 0 0       

Technology 
Reference 
Models 
(TRM) 

Why 1 3 0 0 2 1 1 1 0       

When          2 0 0 1   

Shared              1 2 

Value 1 2 0 0 2 2 0 2 0       

Principles Why 1 0 0 2 0 1 0 2 0       

When          2 0 1 1   

Shared              0 3 

Value 1 0 0 1 2 2 0 2 0       

Business 
Capability 
Models 

Why 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0       

When          2 0 0 0   

Shared              2 0 

Value 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 0 1       

Guidelines Why 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 3 1       

When          2 1 1 3   

Shared              0 3 

Value 0 0 0 1 2 1 0 3 1       

Solution 
Overviews 

Why 1 3 1 0 2 0 4 0 0       

When          4 0 1 0   

Shared              0 4 

Value 0 2 0 2 4 1 2 0 0       

Landscape 
Diagrams 

Why 1 5 0 1 4 0 4 0 0       

When          3 1 1 1   

Shared              1 4 

Value 0 3 0 1 5 0 3 0 1       

IT 
Roadmaps 

Why 1 3 4 0 1 1 4 0 1       

When          4 0 1 1   

Shared              0 5 

Value 0 2 4 1 1 0 3 1 0       

Inventories Why 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 0 0       

When          0 2 0 2   

Shared              2 0 

Value 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0       
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Patterns Why 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0       

When          2 1 0 0   

Shared              0 2 

Value 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0       

IT 
Principles 

Why 0 0 0 5 2 0 2 4 0       

When          4 1 0 3   

Shared              1 4 

Value 0 1 0 2 1 1 0 5 1       

Table 11 Case study results 
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Appendix 5 – Used codes and recoding 
 

# Original code Recode Part 

1 EA governance EA governance General 

2 Document life cycle EA governance General 

3 Evaluation EA governance General 

4 Central library Central library General 

5 Standardization of artifacts Standardization of artifacts General 

6 Quality standard Standardization of artifacts General 

7 Reusability Standardization of artifacts General 

8 Standard set Standardization of artifacts General 

9 Lack of process Utilization process General 

10 Adjust to audience Utilization process General 

11 Systematic use Utilization process General 

12 Shared externally Shared externally Shared 

13 Used internally only Used internally only Shared 

14 Continuous Continuous When 

15 Implementation phase Implementation phase When 

16 Maintenance phase Maintenance phase When 

17 Design phase Preparation/Design phase When 

18 Preparation phase Preparation/Design phase When 

19 Change management (Project) Management Why and Value 

20 Coordination (Project) Management Why and Value 

21 Cost reduction (Project) Management Why and Value 

22 Decision-making (Project) Management Why and Value 

23 Dependencies (Project) Management Why and Value 

24 Overarching projects (Project) Management Why and Value 

25 Prioritization (Project) Management Why and Value 

26 Result of project (Project) Management Why and Value 

27 Role distribution (Project) Management Why and Value 

28 Sequentially (Project) Management Why and Value 

29 Stakeholder identification (Project) Management Why and Value 

30 Stakeholder management (Project) Management Why and Value 

31 Streams (Project) Management Why and Value 

32 Agile (Project) Planning Why and Value 

33 Alignment (Project) Planning Why and Value 
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# Original code Recode Part 

34 Deadlines (Project) Planning Why and Value 

35 Iterations (Project) Planning Why and Value 

36 PI (Project) Planning Why and Value 

37 Planning (Project) Planning Why and Value 

38 Timeline (Project) Planning Why and Value 

39 Application level Organization Why and Value 

40 Architecture level Organization Why and Value 

41 Domain level Organization Why and Value 

42 IT Platform level Organization Why and Value 

43 Target architecture Organization Why and Value 

44 Agreement Control Why and Value 

45 Assessment Control Why and Value 

46 Checklist Control Why and Value 

47 Compliancy Control Why and Value 

48 Control Control Why and Value 

49 Enforcement Control Why and Value 

50 Incident management Control Why and Value 

51 Justification Control Why and Value 

52 Reflection Control Why and Value 

53 Rules Control Why and Value 

54 Transparency Control Why and Value 

55 Best practice Knowledge Why and Value 

56 Explanation Knowledge Why and Value 

57 Guide Knowledge Why and Value 

58 Input Knowledge Why and Value 

59 Insight Knowledge Why and Value 

60 Inspiration Knowledge Why and Value 

61 Knowledge building Knowledge Why and Value 

62 Knowledge sharing Knowledge Why and Value 

63 Reference Knowledge Why and Value 

64 Reuse Knowledge Why and Value 

65 Understanding Knowledge Why and Value 

66 Ability to monitor Monitor Why and Value 

67 Cost management Monitor Why and Value 

68 Monitoring Monitor Why and Value 
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# Original code Recode Part 

69 Pinpoint Monitor Why and Value 

70 Review Monitor Why and Value 

71 Verification Monitor Why and Value 

72 Capabilities Organization Why and Value 

73 Coherence Organization Why and Value 

74 Collaboration Organization Why and Value 

75 Communication Organization Why and Value 

76 Cross-company Organization Why and Value 

77 Engagement Organization Why and Value 

78 Governance Organization Why and Value 

79 Organization Organization Why and Value 

80 Organizational values Organization Why and Value 

81 Structure Organization Why and Value 

82 Way of recording Organization Why and Value 

83 Abstract view Overview Why and Value 

84 Breakdown Overview Why and Value 

85 Context Overview Why and Value 

86 Foundation Overview Why and Value 

87 Lifecycle Overview Why and Value 

88 Overview Overview Why and Value 

89 Process Overview Why and Value 

90 Consistency Quality Why and Value 

91 Gap analysis Quality Why and Value 

92 Quality assurance Quality Why and Value 

93 Requirements Quality Why and Value 

94 Standardization Quality Why and Value 

95 Technical details Quality Why and Value 

96 Uniformity Quality Why and Value 

97 Future vision Strategy Why and Value 

98 Guidance Strategy Why and Value 

99 Strategy development Strategy Why and Value 

100 Vision Strategy Why and Value 

Table 12 Used codes and recoding 
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Appendix 6 – Document Research 
 

Artifact Found Y/N Example 1 Example 2 Example 3 

Solution Designs Yes APL Platform Mission Control 
Platform 

Field Services 

Roadmaps Yes Consumer 
Platform Team 

Vision, Strategy & 
Roadmap 

PLI Roadmap 

Technology 
Reference Models 
(TRM) 

Yes IAM Referentie 
Architectuur 

Reference 
Architecture Event 
Integration 

Target Architecture 
CICD 

Principles Yes Merkwaarden & 
principes 

Documentation 
Guidelines 

Principles and 
decisions 

Business Capability 
Models 

Yes Business Function 
Model 

CBS Business 
Models 

Business Units and 
Product 
Lines/Business 
Models 

Guidelines Yes Design principles, 
guidelines and 
best practices 

Code review 
guidelines 

Serverless design 
guidelines 

Solution Overview Yes Coulance via 
chatbots & SF 

Cases feature SDUI Overview 

Landscape Diagrams Yes Inbox System 
Diagram 

PostNL Application 
Landscape 

Overall integration 
landscape 

IT Roadmaps Yes Migration 
Roadmap 

LED Mail PI Planning Q4 

Inventories Yes Golden Record TAM -TopDesk 
Asset Management 

Applications 

Patterns Yes Patterns for 
migration 

Design patterns Event-driven 
messaging patterns 

IT Principles Yes Integration design 
principles 

Development 
principles 

Visie op 
microservices 

Table 13 Document research results 

 

https://postnl.atlassian.net/wiki/spaces/AP/pages/2982183281/Solution+Design
https://postnl.atlassian.net/wiki/spaces/MCP/pages/2959638992/Solution+Design
https://postnl.atlassian.net/wiki/spaces/MCP/pages/2959638992/Solution+Design
https://postnl.atlassian.net/wiki/spaces/PST/pages/1839760220/Solution+Design
https://postnl.atlassian.net/wiki/spaces/CA/pages/3161227524/CPT+Mission+Vision+Roadmap
https://postnl.atlassian.net/wiki/spaces/CA/pages/3161227524/CPT+Mission+Vision+Roadmap
https://postnl.atlassian.net/wiki/spaces/LDP/pages/2462057201/Vision+Strategy+Roadmap
https://postnl.atlassian.net/wiki/spaces/LDP/pages/2462057201/Vision+Strategy+Roadmap
https://postnl.atlassian.net/wiki/spaces/PLI/pages/966754673/PLI+Roadmap
https://postnl.atlassian.net/wiki/spaces/IAM/pages/3310452802/IAM+Referentie+Architectuur
https://postnl.atlassian.net/wiki/spaces/IAM/pages/3310452802/IAM+Referentie+Architectuur
https://postnl.sharepoint.com/:p:/r/sites/MgdShrdInIn01/architectuur/_layouts/15/Doc.aspx?sourcedoc=%7BD84838FF-9D80-4E92-A331-D248F7875F4C%7D&file=030%20-%20Reference%20Architecture%20Event%20Integration%20v1.0.pptx&action=edit&mobileredirect=true&DefaultItemOpen=1
https://postnl.sharepoint.com/:p:/r/sites/MgdShrdInIn01/architectuur/_layouts/15/Doc.aspx?sourcedoc=%7BD84838FF-9D80-4E92-A331-D248F7875F4C%7D&file=030%20-%20Reference%20Architecture%20Event%20Integration%20v1.0.pptx&action=edit&mobileredirect=true&DefaultItemOpen=1
https://postnl.sharepoint.com/:p:/r/sites/MgdShrdInIn01/architectuur/_layouts/15/Doc.aspx?sourcedoc=%7BD84838FF-9D80-4E92-A331-D248F7875F4C%7D&file=030%20-%20Reference%20Architecture%20Event%20Integration%20v1.0.pptx&action=edit&mobileredirect=true&DefaultItemOpen=1
https://postnl.sharepoint.com/:p:/r/sites/MgdShrdInIn01/architectuur/_layouts/15/Doc.aspx?sourcedoc=%7B694C5958-FB46-4088-83A3-D25F0A60FCB0%7D&file=020%20-%20Target%20Architecture%20CICD%20v1.3.pptx&action=edit&mobileredirect=true&DefaultItemOpen=1
https://postnl.sharepoint.com/:p:/r/sites/MgdShrdInIn01/architectuur/_layouts/15/Doc.aspx?sourcedoc=%7B694C5958-FB46-4088-83A3-D25F0A60FCB0%7D&file=020%20-%20Target%20Architecture%20CICD%20v1.3.pptx&action=edit&mobileredirect=true&DefaultItemOpen=1
https://postnl.atlassian.net/wiki/spaces/VP/pages/566362156/Merkwaarden+principes
https://postnl.atlassian.net/wiki/spaces/VP/pages/566362156/Merkwaarden+principes
https://postnl.atlassian.net/wiki/spaces/LDP/pages/3146285292/Documentation+Guidelines
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