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Abstract

Background: Information technology (IT) has become a critical part of almost every department
within organizations. As a result, organizations have become heavily dependent on IT services
to improve their performance and have high expectations of their technology investment to
enhance productivity. Although this forces organizations to synchronize their business goals
and their IT services to create value propositions for customers, organizations move forward at
different paces and with different levels of success. Moreover, some organizations face
challenges and issues in synchronizing their business goals and their IT capabilities. Due to
this, a need has risen to help organizations become mature in integrating business and IT
strategies. A methodology for integrated business-technology planning has been designed and
used in education at Leiden University [by Visser] to solve this need. Since the methodology
was created for an educational purpose, various limitations exist, which need to be removed to
allow the methodology to be used in practice.

Aim: This research aims to improve the pre-existing methodology and solve limitations for
guiding organizations to combine IT and business strategies. The resulting methodology should
be understandable and usable by a broad set of business and IT stakeholders and should help
organizations effectively create integrated business-technology strategies.

Method: We have taken a design-science research approach, where the improved planning
methodology constitutes the design artifact. Before embarking on the design activity, we
performed seven exploratory interviews with practitioners (application context) and reviewed
relevant literature (knowledge context). We then identified specific limitations in the pre-existing
method and proceeded to extend the method with additional steps and supporting materials to
remove these limitations. Finally, we conducted four evaluation interviews with practitioners to
test their perception of the acceptability and usefulness of the extended methodology.

Results: We extended the pre-existing methodology in six major areas (e.g., we added a step
for stakeholder and user analysis, we added a step for linking the situation analysis and
ambition) and four minor areas (i.e., we added “outcome” and “output” besides “strategic intent”
and “criteria of done” terms to increase understandability in design moves element, we added
TOWS matrix to help users use the SWOT analysis in an actionable way, and we added actors
to the roadmap to indicate accountable actors for implementing actions). Validation of the
method demonstrated that it is generally regarded as compatible and easy-to-use. However,
some changes should be considered to make the methodology acceptable to all the relevant
stakeholders.

Conclusion: The extended and validated methodology can be used by organizations for
collaborative development of integrated business-technology strategies, which can be
understood by and shared among a wide range of stakeholders and contains clear measures of
progress and success.



1 Introduction

1.1 Background

With increased reliance on digital technologies, businesses need to develop and evolve digital
strategies that closely integrate business and technology considerations. The digital strategy
shows the direction and the tactics that organizations can take for achieving competitive
advantages with technology. Using this direction and tactics will lead to creating new products
or reimagining current organizational processes (Digital Strategy - The Evolving Business
Strategy | Liferay, 2021).

On the one hand, novel and transformative technologies rapidly enter the workplace and enable
businesses to innovate and thrive in an increasingly digital world. Digital transformation has
been defined to respond to the business ecosystems and help organizations keep up with
emerging customer demands in the fast-speed environment. In addition, it allows companies to
compete in the economic environment, which has constantly changed in response to technology
evolutions.

On the other hand, it should be considered that embarking on a digital transformation of the
businesses is not enough. Doing a successful transformation at an appropriate time is essential
(Visser, 2019). Consequently, businesses must ramp up their efforts to meet sudden changes
and become masters in software evolution. To do that and be adapted to the digital
transformation, renovation of the business models is essential to be consistent with the
organizations' business strategies (Correani et al., 2020).

Furthermore, as it is clear, challenges exist everywhere, and it is undeniable that adopting digital
transformation strategies also involves challenges. "According to recent estimates, 66% to 84%
of digital transformation projects fail* (Correani et al., 2020). One of the ways to increase the
likelihood of success of the digital transformation is to create consistency between strategy
formulation and strategy implementation. Although there are interdependencies between these
two concepts, some distinctions also cause challenges for the firms and cause failures in the
projects.

Digital strategy formulation talks about the factors related to the external environment and
technological potentials in the market that is necessary for modifying the business models. In
contrast, digital strategy implementation talks about how firms translate digital strategy into
concrete plans and actions. Therefore, firms must consider consistency between the firm's
actions and the objectives defined in the digital strategy formulation (Correani et al., 2020).

Thus, digital transformation can help firms create products and services that are more matched
and efficient with customer needs in today's competition. To implement this, firms must make a
simple approach to formulating their strategic plan and implementation methods. Therefore, a
need for linking digital strategy formulation and digital strategy implementation has been raised
to ensure the success of the digital transformation.



1.2 Problem statement

Due to the impact of digital technologies on organizations, companies must integrate their
capabilities and new technologies to drive their businesses in the market competition. Before
integrating companies' business capabilities with advanced digital technologies, companies
must understand an essential distinction between IT, business, and digital transformation
strategies.

IT strategies have been defined based on the current operational activities of the firms to help
the organizations for their future. These strategies show which infrastructures, application
systems, financial framework, and organizational framework are essential for a company to fulfill
its business operations. In other words, IT strategies talk about the management of IT within
firms with limited impact on driving innovations in business development. In addition, these
strategies talk about roadmaps that could be useful for firms to use technologies in the future.
Nevertheless, they do not talk about the products and processes transformation that integrates
technologies. In contrast, digital transformation strategies come from a business-centric
perspective. And talk about the products and processes transformation and organizational
aspects owing to new technologies (Matt et al., 2015).

In addition to the gap between IT and digital transformation strategies discussed above, an
alignment gap between IT and business strategies has been recognized within firms. Many
reasons cause this gap, such as lack of communication, lack of strategic alignment between
different business areas, etc. (Wen et al., 2005).

Thus, a need has been raised to fit business strategies, IT strategies, digital transformation
strategies, and all other functional and organizational features in the firms. In 2013, Bharadwaj
et al. defined “digital business strategy” to consolidate IT strategies and business strategies to
solve this issue. Digital business strategies talk about the desired future of firms that digital
technologies could achieve. These strategies do not include transformational insights and do
not mention the guidelines for achieving these desirable states. While a digital transformation
strategy is a blueprint that supports companies in governing the transformations that arise owing
to the integration of digital technologies and helps organizations do their operations after
transformation (Matt et al., 2015).

In 2019, the paper which Schallmo published discussed the development of an approach for a
digital strategy. Their approach has been offered after fully considering existing approaches and
semi-structured interviews with researchers and consultants in this field. According to their
analysis and interviews, although the digital strategy is an essential topic in different industries,
it is still in its infancy. Therefore, to further develop digital strategy, this paper offered an
integrated approach in six phases. These phases are named: “strategic analysis external,
strategic forecast, strategic analysis internal, strategic principle, strategic options, and strategy
formulation” (Schallmo et al., 2019).

In addition, in order to show the logic of digital business strategy, a map has been designed by
Woodard. This model has been conceptualized in two constructs which are called design capital
and design moves. In this map, option value and technical debt have been identified as two
salient dimensions of design capital. According to this design capital map, high-quality design
capital places a firm in a superior position to execute competitive actions. When the quality of
capital improves, firms can launch digitally enabled products and services with more speed and
scale (Woodard et al., 2013).



According to the above paragraphs, companies must have a unique value proposition that
incorporates digital technologies to succeed in today's economy. Moreover, this value
proposition should be defined in a way that competitors could not replicate (Ross et al., 2016).

Although many companies have recognized the need and the importance of digital strategy,
there is no straightforward method to help companies transform their digital assets and services.
In addition, companies that have this methodology do not have clarity in terms of implementing
these methods. In other words, there is currently no integrated, concise, easy-to-apply method
that allows companies to create strategic plans for transforming digital assets and services and
monitor their implementation.

1.3 Research objective

The objective of the research presented in this thesis is to develop a method to develop a digital
transformation strategy and monitor its implementation that integrates business and technology
considerations. In addition, we aim to create a concise and easy to apply method that can be
used by key business and technology staff alike.

To do this, we aim to study current challenges and solution patterns for aligning business and
IT, augment an existing method developed for teaching purposes by Visser [see Appendix ],
and validate the augmented method against the experience and judgment of digital
transformation experts. Since Visser's method was defined as part of the course Managing
Software Evolution, and its objective is to create a plan for evolving a software system, we will
from now on refer to this method as Software Evolution Planning (SEP). The original method
will be referred to as SEPv1, and the improved version will be referred to as SEPv2. Both SEPv1
and SEPv2 are attached in Appendix Ill and Appendix IV.

1.4 Research questions

Research guestion 1: What discrepancies can be observed between IT and business in the
case of continually adapting modern digital businesses?

Research question 2: What ingredients should be used to create a strategy design method to
help organizations remove discrepancies between IT and business?

Research question 3: Is the future method for strategy design deemed usable by the relevant
people to achieve the desired market position?

1.5 Research approach

We have followed a Design Science Research approach, where we started with exploratory
literature review and exploratory interviews, then proceeded to design an improved model, and
finally evaluated the model with confirmatory interviews.

An exploratory literature review was done in the first stage of this research to understand the
relevant existing research and identify current needs and gaps to this particular topic. In the
second phase, to better understand and explore research subjects' opinions, behavior,
experiences, etc., exploratory interviews with the experts working in both IT and business



domains were done. In other words, this research study uses exploratory interviews to capture
the underlying dimensions of IT and business integration and its challenges within organizations.

After conducting seven exploratory interviews coding qualitative data was done to interpret,
organize, and structure the exchanged data conducted during the interviews. This qualitative
analysis helped us to interpret our findings to meaningful theories. Our findings were
summarized in two main parts. The first part describes problems that exist in organizations
regarding business and IT integration. The second part shows the possible solutions that
organizations use or think can be useful for solving challenges and problems regarding business
and IT integration.

In the next phase of this research, we gathered problems and solutions conducted by our
gualitative analysis. We thought through each of them to see whether SEPv1 already addresses
these. Or do we need an improvement in the evolution plan to address them? For those
problems that the SEPv1 could not solve, we tried to find how our future methodology can
provide solutions and what features must be added to SEPv2.

After analyzing and evaluating the SEPv1, some limitations were identified and improved. As a
result of this step, SEPv2 with new functionalities and improvements was created.

The evaluation part was the final step which had to be done after designing and introducing the
SEPv2. This part was required to assure us about the quality of the methodology. Interviews
were conducted for doing this part.

Based on the requirements discussed above, on the one hand, we had to design a study to
ensure the validity and reliability of the results that address the research aims and objectives of
the project. On the other hand, design science research methodology is defined to develop
technology-based solutions to solve critical and relevant business problems (Bisandu, 2016).
Therefore, the design science methodology was looked fit with this research project and was
chosen as a research methodology for this research.

According to (Hevner Alan, 2007), design science research combines three closely related
cycles of activities. The central cycle is named design science which is about designing an
artifact and somehow evaluating that artifact in an iterative cycle. In this research, the artifact
can be referred to as the methodology designed for planning and executing strategy design.
Moreover, the evaluation phase can refer to interviews that were conducted with experts in the
industry.

In the relevancy cycle, the artifact should be connected to the environment. In this cycle,
requirements from the field should be collected. Moreover, an artifact can be brought into the
field for testing. For this research, requirements were collected from the environment, the artifact
was introduced to the four relevant people in the industry, and their opinions were collected to
implement the relevance cycle.

In the rigor cycle, existing scientific theories, methodologies, existing frameworks, experiences,
etc., which have been written down in papers or knowledge bases, should be collected as
grounding. And at the end, the new knowledge that has been generated from the research
should be added to the knowledge base for growth. During this research, literature review and
exploratory interviews helped us discover the limitations and the required features for improving
SEPv1. In addition, at the end of the research, research works produced during the research
are used to produce literature as a knowledge base.



In summary, this research started from both the knowledge base and the environment for
implementing design science methodology and resulted in creating SEPv2. And then, the
method was tested in the field. In the end, when the method was validated, it was put into the
knowledge base.

1.6 Thesis structure

The thesis structure is structured as follows:
Chapter 2: Research Methodology

This chapter discusses the research design and methodology which has been chosen and used
for this study. In other words, this chapter explains what and how this research was done. This
chapter provides information to the reader to become familiar with the tools and materials used
for this research. In addition, by reading this chapter, readers will understand the rationale
behind the choice of these methods.

Chapter 3: Explorative Interviews

This chapter talks about the approach that was used for doing the exploratory interviews.
Furthermore, the procedure for selecting interviewees and coding interviews is discussed. At
the end of this chapter, the results executed from exploratory interviews have been discussed
and analyzed.

Chapter 4: Model Desigh and Development

As a result of this research, a methodology was created. This chapter introduces the
methodology to the reader and introduces the elements in them.

Chapter 5: Evaluation

Evaluation is required in order to confirm that a methodology achieves its intended purposes.
Therefore, this chapter discusses the processes taken for methodology evaluation and the
evaluation results.

Chapter 6: Discussion

This chapter talks about the meaning of the results of this study. It will explain and evaluate what
we found during this research and how our findings are related to the research questions. In
other words, this chapter is where we delve into the meaning and relevance of our results.
Chapter 7: Conclusion

This chapter clearly states answers to the research questions defined at the beginning of the

research. In addition, it shows what new knowledge we have contributed. At the end of this
chapter, proposals for future work indicated by the research are suggested.



2 Research Methodology

Due to the aim of this research and the logic behind the design science approach, this
methodology was chosen as an approach for this research.

Research is not just about gathering information while it is about answering unanswered
guestions or creating new questions that do not exist. In order to have good research, research
should be systematic with a specific goal. The research procedure will be organized and planned
by systematic research (Goddard & Melville, 2001). In order to have systematic research, the
research methodology should be selected. By selecting research methodology, we clarify how
we will identify, select, process, and analyze the information about the topic. This topic aims to
create a methodology that helps organizations integrate business and IT strategies, and we had
to choose an approach that looks suitable for this topic.

To develop a research instrument by traditional research approaches, a new instrument is being
developed. And then, the instrument is being subjected to a relatively short pilot test for
validation. Due to this, this approach is more suitable when the validity of the theories and
instruments are already well established. In addition, due to the emphasis of the traditional
approaches on evaluating the explanatory or predictive properties of a research instrument and
its underlying theories, the assessment of the descriptive or prescriptive utility is being
overlooked (Mclaren & Buijs, 2011).

In contrast to the traditional approaches, the design science approach emphasizes more on
assessing the descriptive and prescriptive utility of an instrument. In this approach, the
assessment is being done by providing outputs that managers can use for decision-making.
Instead of checking the artifact's validity and reliability, the artifact is being evaluated in the
design science approach by answering the question ‘How well does it work?’ Because the
primary goal of this approach is to produce an understanding guideline for managers to make
decisions rather than focusing on exploring and confirming hypotheses that traditional research
does. In other words, the design science approach has emerged to develop information system
(IS) research artifacts. In the first stage of this methodology goal of the artifacts (constructs,
methods, models, or instantiations) are being defined. And building, evaluation, reliability, and
validity check of the artifacts are being done in future steps (Mclaren & Buijs, 2011).

In summary, using a design science approach allows a researcher to gain knowledge and
understand the problem domain and the solutions needed for solving them. Moreover, applying
this approach will result in building and applying artifacts (Hevner et al., 2004).

2.1 Design science approach

Researchers have advocated for the design science research method because it allows bringing
the practitioners and academic researchers closer together.

According to (Holmstrom et al., 2009), the design science approach is a methodology that can
bridge the gap between theory and practice. The design science approach is a problem-solving
paradigm that seeks to enhance human knowledge by creating innovative artifacts. The main
goal behind creating innovative artifacts is to solve the problems that exist in the environment.
As a result of implementing this approach, an artifact will be created. In addition to the artifact,
design knowledge will be generated to understand better why the artifacts enhance the relevant
application context (vom Brocke et al., 2020).



2.1.1 Design science framework

(Hernver et al.,2004) defined a conceptual framework to help researchers understand, execute,
and evaluate the design science research approach. Figure 1 shows this conceptual framework.
There is a part within the framework called the environment, composed of people, organizations,
existing technologies, and planned technologies and talks about the problems, goals, tasks, and
opportunities that the stakeholders perceive within the organization. This information helps the
researcher to understand the required needs within the organization. After identifying required
needs, needs should be assessed and evaluated within the context of the organization. This
means that needs should be assessed and evaluated with the organizational strategies,
structures, technologies, infrastructure, cultures, etc. Together these steps help the researcher
define the research problem to address the needs of stakeholders (vom Brocke et al., 2020).

There is another part within the framework which is called knowledge base. This part is
composed of methodologies, foundations, and prior research that are related and were done
about the research. The theories, frameworks, models, results of previous researchers need to
be considered in this part.

Environment |Relevance Design Rigor Knowledge Base
| Foundations
‘P'!DP 2 Build * Theories
i Rc\les” - * Theories * Frameworks
Capabilities * Instruments
L] it . i
Characteristics Artifacts .
Organizations feplicable o
. : Needs Knowledge * Models
Strategies * Methods
* Structure & Culture Asgsess Refine * | nstantiations
* Processes Methodologies
Technology * Experimentation
* |nfrastructure Evaluate * Nata Analysis
* Applications * Analytical Technigues
* Communications . .
: Case Study Formalisms
Architecture * mMeasures
. .
- Experimental
Development * validation Criteria
Capabilities * Field Study * Optimization
* Simulation

1

Application in the Appropriate

Environment

Additions to the Knowledge Base

Figure 1) Design Science Research Framework (vom Brocke et al., 2020)



2.1.2 Design science research process

Researchers use different models for performing the design science approach. According to
(vom Brocke et al.,2020), the model developed by Peffers, Tuuanen, Rothenberger, &
Chatterjee (2008) is the most widely referenced model for performing the design science
approach.

The model, defined by (Peffers et al.,2008), consists of six steps and four entry points. The
picture below shows the model, and details about each step can be found in the following
paragraphs. This research starts from a problem-centered initiation point by doing exploratory
interviews as input for the design cycle.

Process Iterafion

v v g | I
= @
s 2 )
IDENTIFY o DEFINE DEsicH & 3 DEMONSTRATION § EvALUATION k: COMMUNICATION
FROBLEM 2 | OBJECTVESOF | = | DEVELOPMENT %- 3 Obsarve ho §
Nominal process B MOTIVATE E ASOLUTION E g Find suitsble | & ;;;;E - Scholarly
sequence Atifact context > - e publications
Define protvem E = =] flicient
pre What would a — 2 i E
Show better arf:ifacf § Use artefact to '::; Werate back fo | 2 Professional
importance accomplish? slve problem | & design a publications
s a
-3
=
DEsiGN &
PROBLEM- OBJECTIVE- DEVELOPMENT- CLENT/
CENTERED CENTERED CENTERED CONTEXT
INITIATION SOLUTION INITIATED

INmATION

Possible Research Entry Points

Figure 2) Design science research process (DSRP) model (Peffers et al., 2008)

2.1.2.1 Problem identification and motivation

This step helps the researcher define the problem and justify the solution's value for solving the
problem. As a result of problem definition, an effective artifactual solution will be developed.
Therefore, atomizing the problem conceptually would be helpful to create a concrete solution
for capturing the complexity of the problem. Understanding the state of the problem and the
importance of its solution are the required resources for implementing this step. Justifying the
value of a potential solution accomplished two advantages. First of all, it impacts the motivation
of both the researcher and the research audience to pursue the solution. Secondly, the audience
will become familiar with the problem domain (Peffers et al., 2008).

For doing this research, we need to find the existing problems within the organizations regarding
business and IT integration. In addition to the problem understanding, we need to understand
what existing potential solutions are used to solve these problems. Moreover, we have to know
what is still needed to be developed for solving the remaining problems. Therefore, to identify
the root cause of the problems and potential solutions, a literature review and exploratory
interviews with experts in the industry were done for this research.



2.1.2.2 Definition of the objectives for a solution

Based on the problem definition and possibility and feasibility knowledge, the objectives of the
solutions should be inferred. These objectives can be quantitative or qualitative. Qualitative
objectives describe how the new artifact can solve and support problems that have been defined
in the problem definition. Alternatively, quantitative objectives talk about the terms in which the
new artifact can be used and act better than the current solutions. For the implementation of
this step, a researcher should know the state of the problem. In addition, he/she should be aware
of the available solutions for solving this problem and their level of efficacy(Peffers et al., 2008).

Based on the identified problems and solutions that we gathered during the exploratory
interviews, we analyzed the possibility of SEPv1 to solve business and IT alignment problems.
Moreover, we identified limitations in his method and the required features to be added to SEPv1
to solve limitations.

2.1.2.3 Design and development

During this step, the researcher should create an artifact. This artifact can be any designed
object which embeds the research contribution in itself. For implementing this step, the desired
functionality and architecture of the artifact need to be determined, and following that, an actual
artifact needs to be created (Peffers et al., 2008).

Based on the required features identified in the previous steps, SEPv2 was created to solve the
problems in the organizations regarding business and IT integration.

2.1.2.4 Demonstration

This step defines how the artifact can be used to solve problems and limitations that have been
defined in the previous steps. The demonstration can involve using artifacts in case studies,
experimentation, simulation, proof, etc. (Peffers et al., 2008).

SEPvV2 aims to solve the problems analyzed from the exploratory interviews. To prove the
artifact's usability, we scheduled confirmatory interviews, introduced the new version of the
method, and discussed how the methods' elements could solve the problems discussed during
exploratory interviews. To make the methodology more understandable to the interviewees, we
created a worked-out example called Invest4All [see Appendix V] as the demonstrator. The
worked-out example was created as a synthetic case for testing the methodology and supporting
materials during the confirmatory interviews.

2.1.2.5 Evaluation

This step should measure how well the artifact supports the solutions for solving identified
problems defined in the previous steps. For implementing this step, artifacts must be used in
the context, and defined objectives must be compared to the actual observed results. Based on
the results from the comparison, researchers can decide whether to return to the third step and
improve the effectiveness of the artifact or go for the last step and communicate the artifact with
the relevant stakeholders (Peffers et al., 2008).



Confirmatory interviews were conducted with four of our interviewees who participated in the
exploratory interviews to evaluate the methodology. During these interviews, the methodology
was shown and introduced to them. For each methodology element, we asked our interviewees
to assess the element based on five criteria: ease of use, compatibility, subjective norm,
usefulness, and intention (Riemenschneider et al., 2002). Moreover, their qualitative feedback
about each element was collected. At the end of the interviews, we asked our interviewees to
assess the methodology as a whole and share their overall feedback about that.

2.1.2.6 Communication

Based on the research goals and the research audience, all aspects of the problems, the artifact,
its utility, and novelty need to be communicated to the relevant stakeholders (Peffers et al.,
2008).

Results that have been conducted during this research were gathered in the master thesis
document and shared with relevant stakeholders to show the efficacy of the artifact in solving
identified problems.



3 Explorative Interviews

Conducting interviews is one of the leading research techniques that help researchers to gather
data through verbal communication. Doing interviews is being used as a methodology in survey
designs and exploratory and descriptive studies. There are different approaches to conducting
interviews. Interviews can be done from entirely unstructured to highly structured. In completely
unstructured interviews, the interviewee is free to talk about whatever he/she wishes. While in
a highly structured interview, the subject responses are limited to answering direct questions
(Lacey & Luff, 2001).

3.1 Type of interview

An exploratory interview is used to develop and explore possible ways and ideas for gathering
information. In this type of interview, the question areas are predetermined, but the interviewee
can respond in his/her way. This type of interview is valuable at the early stages of the research
to identify the issues related to the topic (IMA: Research Methods for Information Research: 2.1
Research Interviews: Forms of Interview, 2021).

An exploratory interview was selected as a type of interview for the first stage of this research.
This type of interview provided a situation for us to have a conversation with the participant and
allowed him/her to tell about the area under investigation (Hunter, 2014).

Exploratory interviews stand in contrast to confirmatory interviews, which we will use as an
instrument in the later phase of evaluation, described in Chapter five.

3.2 Interview methods

Video conferencing has become popular for at least the last decades due to the rapid
development of technologies. This development provides a situation for people to communicate
face-to-face in real-time regardless of their geographical location. Skype has been one of the
leading applications used for conducting interviews (Nehls et al., 2014).

Due to the COVID-19 pandemic and the resulting stay-at-home orders, many people work from
home, which has increased the use of video conferencing technology (Karl et al., 2021). For
instance, Microsoft Teams has seen a significant increase in the number of its users. According
to the statistics, in 2019, Microsoft Teams had 20 million users, while in 2020, their number of
users has topped 115 million. This increase generated $6.8 billion in revenue in 2020 (Why
Microsoft Teams Gained Incredible Popularity During the Pandemic, 2021).

Due to the pandemic situation, exploratory and confirmatory interviews of this research were
conducted online via Microsoft Teams application. Although it was hard to build interpersonal
connections through online interviews, online interviewing provides flexibility and time efficiency
for both interviewer and interviewees. In addition, in online interviews, as in face-to-face
interviews, we as an interviewer had this chance to correct a misunderstanding, explain the
goals behind the questions, probe responses, and follow up on new ideas during the interviews.



3.3 Locating and selecting interviewees

There are several approaches for selecting interviewees for research. For this research, we
needed a straightforward approach to maximize coverage for different categories and determine
who could be interviewed for this topic. For these interviews, our main objective was to include
as many perspectives as possible; therefore, we tried to include different diversities to gather a
wide range of information (Lacey & Luff, 2001).

The approach that provides a wide range of information is called theoretical sampling. In this
approach, the number of interviewees is not essential, while the information added by the
respondents to the research is essential. These interviews should be continued until the
interviewer feels that he/she cannot achieve and uncover new meanings in the interviews. That
is the moment that the interviewer can stop interviewing. And this step is called theoretical
saturation.

LinkedIn is the world's largest professional network on the internet. Therefore, for finding
professional interviewees and building strong professional relationships, a list of potential
interviewee candidates that could be helpful for this research was provided by the researcher.
The list included the role of people, their organization name, their year of experience, and their
contact information. After the consultation with the project supervisor, an invitation message
was created and sent to the potential candidates. In total, we sent an invitation message to
twenty people. And we received positive responses from eleven of them. However, due to the
schedule mismatch, we could not schedule interviews with four of them.

3.4 Getting agreement to undertake interviews

To reach the agreement between the interviewer and the interviewees, a summary of the main
objectives behind the research is mentioned in the invitation message to clarify why the study
is being done. For interviews, we have looked for people who have a relationship strategy of
their own organization or have a relationship as an adviser regarding the strategy of the other
organizations, such as consultants. Since we looked for problems, challenges, and solutions in
the organizations in this research, we had to reassure interviewees about confidentiality issues.
Therefore, we asked them to talk about the problems and challenges of their client companies
without mentioning their names and private information.

3.5 Structuring interviews

Different types of approaches for doing interviews provide different advantages and
disadvantages. For instance, in a structured interview, a set of questions has been used and
provides a situation for the interviewer to compare the results. Nevertheless, the interviewee
cannot shape the discussion. While in unstructured interviews, the interviewee has this chance
to structure the interview, which can lead to an in-depth analysis of issues. However, the
comparative data analysis becomes hard since the interviewer cannot be assured about the full
coverage of the relevant issues. Due to the limitations in each of the approaches, researchers
prefer to use semi-structured interviews and use the advantages of both approaches and reduce
the disadvantages of approaches as much as possible (Young et al., 2018).

Due to the mentioned reasons, a set of questions defined in the following table was created as
an interview guide for this research. This means that we tried to have a set of standard questions



for comparing and data analysis. In addition to that, we considered a space for ourselves to ask
additional questions if new interesting information arises during the interviews. Although we tried
to structure the interviews, we also had to be unbiased and offer no personal views during the
discussions. Therefore, we tried to ask neutral questions as much as possible.

Introduction

Could you please tell me what your organization is currently doing? What is your organization
size?

How many people are working in your team?

How many years of experience do you have?

Could you please tell me about your role? How do you describe your current duties?

Strategy creation and execution

At your client companies, how is the strategy being made and executed?

Who is involved in strategy creation? Are there people involved in strategy creation throughout
the organization, or is it centralized in a couple of people?

What is your process for creating business and IT strategies?

Business and IT integration

To what extent are business strategy and IT strategy integrated within these organizations?

What is going well regarding this alignment? What is not working well?

Does your organization experience problems in terms of achieving alignment between IT and
business strategies? If yes, what kind of challenges do you have regarding business and IT
alignment when you are on a path of digital transformation? Why is that challenging?

Is your organization successful in achieving business and IT alignment? If yes, how is this
integration achieved?

Level of understanding between teams

How well do technical and business staff understand each other within your organization?

Do technical and business staff connect easily and frequently?

Do the staff have the skills needed to be effective?

How well do the technical staff understand business drivers and speak the language of the
business?

How well do the business staff understand relevant technology concepts?

Building connections and implementing strategies

How do you connect the individual projects to the overall strategy within your organization?
What do you do to make that connection?




When your strategies are in place or formulated, what do you do with them? How do you
implement them?

Overcoming challenges regarding the business and IT alignment

What are your organization's tactics to overcome challenges regarding business and IT
alignment?

Have you been successful in terms of tackling challenges? What is the result? Do you have
specific outcomes?

What is lacking there? What would you like to be there?

Table 1) Interview questions

3.6 Analyzing the interview data

After conducting interviews, the interview results need to be analyzed. However, before
analysis, data needs to be prepared. In order to prepare data, data should be transcribed. Data
transcription means that the data from interviews, memos, or observational notes should be
typed into word processing documents. After transcription, data is ready to be analyzed. “To
analyze means to take apart words, sentences, and paragraphs, which is an important act in
the research project to make sense of, interpret, and theories such data.” (Brigitte Smit, 2002).
This analysis can be done manually or by computer programs. ATLAS.ti is one of the leading
programs popular in qualitative analysis (Brigitte Smit, 2002).

According to the ATLAS.ti website, ATLAS.ti is a robust qualitative analysis tool regardless of
the user's fields. This tool provides powerful features to analyze even the complex data material.
In addition to coding data, it provides an opportunity for users to visualize their findings and links
their findings in a meaningful way (What Is ATLAS.Ti | ATLAS.Ti, 2021).

One of the main goals of the analysis is to describe the data and describe the events and objects
to which data refers to. Data description is not enough in some situations, and explanations or
interpretations are required to analyze the data (Smit, 2002).

For this research, after transcription, the ATLAS.ti program was used to analyze the exploratory
interviews. By the use of ATLAS.ti, data was broken up and assigned into new categories.
Furthermore, we tried to identify the formal connections between the categories. According to
Brigitte Smit, data classification is an essential step in data analysis that provides a meaningful
comparison. In other words, by data classification, data becomes understandable for others
(Brigitte Smit, 2002). As a result of this analysis, the data of this research is classified into two
main categories. The first category talks about the problems and challenges within organizations
regarding business and IT alignment. And the second category talks about the potential
solutions that can help organizations overcome mentioned challenges and problems.

3.7 Interview results

This part presents the results which have been derived from the exploratory interviews. The
results are presented in tables. The subsection of the section provides an overview of the people
who were involved in exploratory interviews. The second section shows detailed information on



the interviewee organizations and their roles. The third chapter talks about the people who are
responsible within the organizations about the strategy creation. The fourth section discusses
the data from the interviews related to the business and IT alignment problems. Finally, the fifth
section presents the data about the solutions for integrating business and IT strategies.

3.7.1 Cases overview

This section provides an overview of interviewees, their roles, their organizations, and their
experiences. The interviewees who participated in this research work in different organizations
and with different clients in the IT industry. Therefore, due to the confidential limitations, the
names of interviewees were kept anonymous.

Interviewee | Interviewee Role Interviewee | Interviewee Organization
Experience
A Principal consultant 18 years Software Improvement Group (SIG)
B Consultant 4.5 years Deloitte
Technology Strategy
C Consultant Strategy 6 years Deloitte
& Operations
D Senior Consultant 4.5 years KPMG
Digital Strategy
E Dev Engineer 6 years ING Nederland
F Senior Consultant 4 years Deloitte
Tech Strategy &
Transformation
G Senior IT Architect 17 years VZVZ

Table 2) cases overview




3.7.2 Summary of the organizations and interviewee roles

This section provides more detailed information on the organizations of the interviewees and

their roles.

Interviewee

Information of the organization and interviewee roles

A

SIG is a consultancy firm that consists of 120 people in Amsterdam, Kbenhavn,
Antwerp, New York, and Frankfurt. They do management consultancy. However,
in a niche precisely, they do that based on IT quality management. So, they give
advice on IT strategy based on measuring software. The interviewee's role is a
principal consultant. He leads consultants who deliver the services of the
organization to the commercial sector.

Deloitte is a firm in which tens of thousands of professionals in independent firms
worldwide collaborate in different fields such as financial advisory, audit &
assurance, consulting, tax, etc. The interviewee works in the technology strategy
and transformation team. This team does two things. On the technology and
strategy side, they offer advice to companies regarding how IT and technology
and their business strategy are aligned. Then the transformation side is more
about executing the projects that come from the strategic analysis.

The interviewee is active in the business and operations team at Deloitte. The
team specifically specialized in business process transformation. Moreover, that
team also splits into different teams. They have a strategic focus team that looks
at the processes of companies and advises them on process improvement. They
also have a team that looks at automation tooling, intelligence, RPA, etc. The
interviewee is working on the strategy side.

KPMG is an international accountancy and consultancy firm that provides
services in 147 countries. The interviewee is a part of the KPMG digital strategy
group. There are about 30, 35 people in this group. They also have a strategy
and operations group. These groups do digital strategies together. In addition,
the interviewee is also part of a digital health team.

ING is a bank that supports retail customers the same as other banks. The
interviewee is in the front-end cyber security department. And he is working on
the applications that help detect fraud and act on that. Before ING, the
interviewee worked in SIG as a full-stack developer.

The interviewee works in a strategy group at Deloitte. And their primary focus is
more on technology and transformation, Not the strategy part but the part that
comes after that.

VZVZ is a not-for-profit business. It is an organization that was set up to make
interoperability in the healthcare sector. This company was started with a
national switch point, the LSP. A central system where mostly pharmacists and
the GPs exchange data with each other and hospitals as well. The interviewee
works as an IT architect at VZVZ.

Table 3) Information of the organization and interviewee roles




3.7.3 Involved people in creating strategies

This section provides an overview of people who have been involved in strategy creation at
interviewee companies or their client companies.

organizations, or is it a couple of people in charge?

Interviewee | Who is involved in strategy creation? Is that something that spreads through the

A The management team is responsible for strategy definition and evolution. The
management team consists of the CEO, CFO, COO, and the commercial
director.

The management team describes the strategy in a document and reminds
everybody of what it is.

B The management team is responsible for the overall strategy definition.
The Board of directors defines corporate strategy.

CIlO is responsible for IT strategy and is not on the board of directors.
CFO is responsible for IT strategy in medium-sized companies.

The Board of directors does not like to outsource its strategy.

C The management team is responsible for strategy definition.
The Board of directors is always the decider.
The manager, director, or the CEO always decide about the final decision

D The Board of directors defines corporate strategy.
The CIO or the CTO or IT director is responsible for IT strategy.

E The Board of directors defines corporate strategy.
The Board of directors needs to approve the ideas that come from the bottom.

F The CEO or the shareholders are the owners of the strategy.

G C-level people have made decisions.

People in the C-level think from a functional perspective.

The IT architecture board advises the C-level people to decide.

The management team decides whether to do a business case or not.

Table 4) Involved people in strategy creation within organizations



3.7.4 Sample of seven problems in integrating business and IT
strategies

This section provides a sample overview of the problems and challenges in interviewees'
organizations which will later use as an input for methodology design. These problems were
collected during the exploratory interviews. The complete overview of sixty-five problems can
be found in Appendix I. In the section later, we will discuss how these problems can be linked
to solutions. And how it can feed into the design of our extended method.

What challenges do you have regarding business and IT alignment when you are on a path of

digital transformation?

Challenges A B C D E F G

A long time is required for digital
strategy formulation. x

Strategy implementation takes
much time, especially in big X x x x x x
organizations. During the
implementation phase, due to
the failures, you might come
back and update the strategy.

There are different ways of
interpreting strategies. People x x x
do not know what strategy
means for them because it is
described at a very high level.

Implementation of the strategy is
challenging. The strategy makes x x x x x
many  straightforward rules.
However, in reality, it is not so
simple to implement strategies.

Different levels of understanding
between IT and business teams x x x x x
cause problems. Moreover, if
people do not understand the
strategy very well, they will work
far from it.

Finding ways that comply with
the strategy of the organization x x x
is challenging.

Reminding people of what they
should do and how to execute x x x x x x
strategy is challenging.

Table 5) Sample overview about problems in integrating business and IT strategies



3.7.5 Sample of seven solutions for integrating business and IT
strategies

This section provides a sample overview of the solutions and tactics in interviewees'
organizations or their clients’ organizations to overcome business and IT integration challenges.
This information will be later used as an input for methodology design. The complete overview
of thirty-seven solutions can be found in appendix II.

Solutions A B C D E F G

Setting central KPIs and incentives help
people to act in the right way. X X X

Companies should explain to employees why
they want things and how things work by | * x x x
training. IT people should be trained for what
needs to happen for future progress.
Moreover, business people should be trained
on things like digital advances that are
happening.

A one-to-one  conversation  between
employees and managers in organizations | * x x
with a limited number of employees can work
as a solution.

Offering bonuses and setting target scores
quarterly or monthly with the people to get | * x
them to move in the same direction.

The healthier relationship is to put business
people to say the final words, but IT should x
have a decisive role and teach businesses
how to do IT right. In addition, it should be
considered that business should not overrule
everything IT says.

The strategy should be translated into tactics
to help people to make decisions. X

Business people and IT people should listen
to each other, and IT people should be invited | * x x X X x x
from the beginning in the decision-making
process. Involvement of both groups is
required for strategy creation and to keep
change going.

Table 6) Sample overview of solutions for overcoming mentioned challenges



3.8 Grouping interview results

Based on the results of the interviews, eleven categories have been defined for grouping the
sixty-five problems gathered from interviews. Although most identified problems have been
categorized in these eleven categories, sixteen problems have not been classified. The following
table shows these eleven categories. Moreover, to clarify these categories in the problems table
in the appendix, we highlighted each category with a specific color to give an overview to the

reader.

Problem category

Description

Problems in strategy
implementation

Once the organization has agreed on the strategies, it can
implement them. This step is where some organizations face
challenges and failures. These failures can happen due to both
micro and macro organizational issues. Macro-organizational
issues are system-wide issues that affect people in the
organization (e.g., technology, decision processes, reward
systems and structure). Micro-organizational issues depend on
the organization's individuals' behaviors to implement strategies.
(e.g., organization culture, employee acceptance, resistance to
change). These issues prevent organizations from successfully
implementing the defined strategy (Strategy Implementation |
Encyclopedia.Com, 2021). This category is defined to discuss the
problems companies face to turn the plans defined in strategy
formulation into actions for reaching desirable outcomes.

IT autonomous teams

Lack of an appropriate
conversation between
business and IT teams

Some interviewees mentioned that autonomous teams pursue
goals that are not aligned with the organization-wide goals set by
the defined strategy, and they have organizational latitude for
establishing their own goals and objectives, they have just spent
the budget on implementing new and overly sophisticated features
and functionalities without thinking about the usefulness and
necessity of those features. In other words, these teams give their
own objectives precedents over the cooperate and overall team
goals. Therefore, this category is defined to discuss challenges
that IT autonomous teams cause in organizations.

Our interviewees mentioned that sometimes there is not an equal
weight between IT and business teams within firms. Moreover, the
business team is dominant in the conversation between teams. It
means that business teams want new features and functionalities
to pursue near-term financial goals. As a result, they constantly
push and ask the IT team to implement those features. Due to
overruling the words of the IT people, imperfect and slow systems
are created. This category is defined to discuss problems that
organizations face due to the domination of business teams.

The overall goal of each organization is to achieve its objectives.
Therefore, decisions should be formulated, integrated, and
implemented between IT and business teams to achieve this goal.
For implementing this idea, IT and business teams need to be in
close relation with each other. According to the exploratory
interviews, most of our Iinterviewees mentioned that no
appropriate conversation exists between business and IT teams
within their firms. Moreover, this poor conversation results in over-




Lack of a central
coordinating point for
prioritization

expensive tools. This category is defined to discuss these
challenges.

During the exploratory interviews, some interviewees said that
some projects have different stakeholders with different
expectations. And sometimes, it is hard for organizations to
understand stakeholders' expectations and address them.
Therefore, we defined this category to discuss the problems that
arise due to the existence of different stakeholders within the
projects.

Lack of awareness might happen due to many reasons such as
inaccuracy, inaccessibility, absence of information, etc. Some of
our interviewees mentioned that lack of awareness about new
digital technologies prevents some organizations from improving.
This category shows problems that exist in organizations due to
the lack of awareness.

Some of our interviewees mentioned that project coordination
should exist to ensure the defined project steps are progressing to
the prescribed timeline. Therefore, they have thought that a
coordinating point should be considered in organizations to help
organizations control projects, manage risks and validate the
tasks. This category discusses the problems that occur due to the
absence of a coordinate point for prioritization within firms.

Lack of an appropriate
analysis of the current
situation of the
organization

Problems in defining a
clear, focused, shared goal

Our interviewees mentioned that it is essential for the teams to get
a comprehensive overview of the project before starting them.
They believed that most problems happen during the projects'
implementation due to inappropriate situation understanding.
Therefore, this category discusses the problems that occur due to
the inappropriate understanding of an organization's current
situation.

Some of our interviewees mentioned that some well-known
frameworks and models such as SAFe and “the Spotify model”
(Kniberg & Ivarsson, 2012) could be used to remove the gaps
between business and IT teams. They also mentioned that these
frameworks need structural changes, which means that
organizations should resolve their organizational issues before
using these tools. Due to this, they thought that it would be hard
for some organizations to use these new frameworks and models
directly. This category discusses the limitations of the current
frameworks and models that exist in the market.

Our interviewees mentioned that business and IT teams have their
own goals and targets. Moreover, each team wants to achieve its
goal. And this caused conflicts between teams and prevented
them from improving. This category classified problems that exist
within firms regarding the goal definition.

The world is changing fast, and new technologies are entering the
market. Due to this, it was thought by our interviewees that it is
hard for some organizations to formulate digital strategies
properly. This category discusses the problems in choosing the
best actions for realizing organizational objectives.

Table 7) Problem categories




Based on the problem categories and solutions discussed during interviews, a mapping table
has been created to link the possible solutions to the problem categories discussed in the
previous table. The following table shows this information.

Problem category

Possible solutions

Problems in strategy
implementation

Firstly, central KPIs, incentives, and bonuses can be set to help
teams act in the right direction. Secondly, strategies need to be
translated into tactics to help people to make decisions. Thirdly,
companies need to start with inspiring projects that may have a
less widespread impact but showcase digital power. Moreover,
this helps them to gain trust.

IT autonomous teams

Both business and IT teams need to be trained. IT people
should be trained for what needs to happen for future progress,
and business people should be trained on things like digital
advances.

Domination of business
teams

Involvement of both IT and business teams is required for
strategy creation and to keep change going. In addition, visibility
in agendas and receiving feedback during the implementation
will help them to build collaboration.

Lack of an appropriate
conversation between
business and IT teams

Using the roles such as product owner, information manager,
etc., that exist in the organizations to bridge the gap between
business and IT teams.

Diversity of stakeholders

For the success of the projects, goals should be defined by all
stakeholders of the organization. In addition, target translation
is essential. Targets need to be translated into clear steps.

Lack of awareness within
organizations

Training is a helpful solution to explain to employees why we
want things and how things work by training. IT people should
be trained for what needs to happen for future progress, and
business people should be trained on things like digital
advances. In addition, creating success stories is one of the
best ways to involve more decentralized people and increase
their awareness.

Lack of a central coordinating
point for prioritization

One central coordinating point is helpful for digital strategy
transformation and shaping strategy. In addition, a central role
creates more progress in a shorter amount of time. These
people should be in charge of projects to control. Different roles
can do this task, such as product owner, information manager,
CIO, etc.

Lack of an appropriate
analysis of the current
situation of the organization

Use of inside-out and outside-in perspectives is required for
understanding the current situation of the organization.

Limitations of the existing
frameworks and tools

Famous frameworks such as SAFe and Spotify can be used to
remove the gaps between business and IT teams. However,
organizational issues in the old organizational framework need
to be resolved before using these tools.

Problems in defining a clear,
focused, shared goal

Business and IT teams have their own goals and targets. These
goals need to be prioritized based on their added value.

Problems in strategy
formulation

Digital strategy should be defined with a big horizon, but re-
evaluation is required due to the fast digital world.

Table 8) Possible solutions for problem categorizes




4 Chapter 4: Model Design and Development

4.1 Evolution plan template

As a result of this research, we created SEPv2 discussed in the introduction chapter. New
elements have been added to SEPvV1 for solving limitations. The following table shows SEPv2
with its new elements. These changes are written in red to give an overview to the reader.

Planning Stages To Do Elements of the
methodology
Analyze the initial «ldentifying and grouping +Stakeholder analysis
state stakeholders *SWOT analysis
Current -Asskessing strengths, N *TOWS analysis
. . . n weaknesses, opportunities,
Situation -w::tﬂ;?erihyeogr.oblems and threats of the business.
_ and potentials? *Match external opportunities
What is? and threats with internal
strengths and weaknesses of
the system.
The vision of intended | *Analyzing the outcomes and | «Gap analysis
change impacts of intended results *Ambition element
Ambition -Qom_parin_g the c_urrent
State ‘Where do you want to go? | Situation WI.'[h dgswed and
What results do you want expected situation of the
to achieve? system.
What should +Defining the ambition state
be?
Design of project +Defining required design *Design moves element
Strategy moves with their strategic *Risk assessment
intent *Mitigation actions
‘What are the ways to *Analyzing risks and actions | *Benefit generation for
achieve ambition state? for mitigating risks stakeholders
“What are the external *Defining benefits that are
Design factors that have an going to be generated for
Moves impact on the project? stakeholders by each design
*What benefits are going | move
How to fill the | t©© be generated for each
gap? stakeholder by design
moves?
Design of project +Defining roles and *Roadmap
organization responsibilities (Allocating *Monitoring and
resources) evaluation matrix
“What are the required *Fill in the monitoring and
roles and responsibilities? evaluation_template during
How can the project be the execution.
steered and evaluated?

Table 9) Overview of the evolution plan




4.1.1 Current situation understanding

In order to change the story of an organization or a system within an organization, it is necessary
to understand the current state of the organization and the system. Situation understanding is
the first place that helps people to find their way to achieving their ambition state. By doing this
stage, people will become aware of the requirements needed to achieve the ambition state.
Understanding the people, technologies, processes, etc., which exist in the organizations will
be helpful for people to have an overview of their current state. To consider this step in the
evolution plan, stakeholder analysis, SWOT analysis, and TOWS analysis have been
considered. The following sections will discuss the details of these three elements.

4.1.1.1 Stakeholder analysis

Satisfied stakeholders can have a significant impact on the progress and the performance of
the projects and ultimately contribute to the success of the projects. Thus, developing the
support and managing the expectation of the stakeholders can be counted as one of the crucial
steps that need to be taken at the beginning of the projects (Kennon et al., 2009).

In SEPv1, there was little explanation of the stakeholder analysis. It was mentioned in SEPv1
that the main stakeholders of the projects need to be identified. However, there was not an
explicit approach for identifying the stakeholders. A new table has been created in SEPv2 to
analyze the projects' stakeholders to manage the social capital and human resources. This table
is created to group the stakeholders and identify their level of impact and support.

Furthermore, this table helps the methodology users clarify the reasons for resistance or support
of each stakeholder group. In the end, based on the information filled out in the table, required
actions for addressing each group of stakeholders will be defined. The following table gives an
overview of this table, and the following paragraphs will discuss each column of the table.

Stakeholders Impact level Support level Reasons Actions
Who are your What are the How supportive | What are the What are the
stakeholders or | impacts of of the project reasons for actions to
stakeholder stakeholders on | objectives is the | resistance or address this
group? a business? stakeholder? support? stakeholder

group?

Table 10) Stakeholder analysis

4.1.1.1.1 Stakeholder group

A project stakeholder is a person who benefits from the project when it succeeds and shares
the pain with you when you face a failure. In other words, if a person does not lose anything
when you face a failure during a project, he/she does not have a stake in it. Influence can be
defined as the person's power to affect the project implemented in a particular direction. As a
result of plotting these two dimensions, the following map will be created for grouping
stakeholders (Verwijs, 2021).
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Figure 3) Stakeholder map (Verwijs, 2021)

Based on the above map, stakeholders of the projects can be identified in four different groups.
The following paragraphs will discuss each of these groups.

Promoters: This group of stakeholders has a significant influence and stake in the product. This
group should be involved extensively. Therefore, they need to be invited frequently, and their
needs and assumptions should be identified and validated. This group consists of crucial
customers, prominent investors, vocal users, etc. (Verwijs, 2021).

Defenders: Although this group of stakeholders has a significant stake in the product, they have
a low influence. This group of stakeholders needs to be updated about the new changes in the
product. Users who frequently use the company's product can be categorized in this group
(Verwijs, 2021).

Latents: This group of people significantly influences the product but do not have a stake in it.
Due to the level of influence, this group needs to be satisfied. The customers who buy other
products of the company can be categorized in this group. Moreover, it is undeniable that a
company’s success can move these people to the promoters (Verwijs, 2021).

Audience: This group of people does not have influence and stake on the product. Therefore,
this group should be informed when it is needed (Verwijs, 2021).

4.1.1.1.2 Impact level

The following categories have been defined to help methodology users to define the level of
impact of stakeholders.

Decision authority: This level of impact refers to the stakeholders who have the power and
right to make decisions. In addition to the decision-making task, these stakeholders are the ones
who are responsible for the success or failure of the projects and should respond to them.
Affected: Stakeholders of a project can be either affected or be affected by a project. This group
consists of people who have been affected during the project. This effect might be by actions,
policies, objectives, employees, etc., of the organization.



Impactful: This level of impact refers to stakeholders whose actions and opinions strongly
impact organizational performance.

4.1.1.1.3 Support level

The following categories help methodology users to define the support level of their
stakeholders.

Supportive: This group of stakeholders is kind and helpful to the project at difficult times of
implementation.

Neutral: This group of stakeholders is the ones who do not support or detract from you during
projects. This group is just going with the flow.

Resistance: This group of stakeholders is resistant to any changes in the project's execution.
These people are unsupportive about the project and its outcomes. Actions need to be taken in
order to attract the trust of this stakeholder group.

The remaining columns are reasons and actions. The reasons column will help methodology
users find the reasons for resistance or support of each stakeholder. Moreover, the actions
column helps the methodology users define the required actions for addressing each
stakeholder group.

4.1.1.2 SWOT analysis

Environmental analysis is a vital stage to do strategic management. The SWOT analysis
(Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, Threats) framework categorizes internal and external
environmental factors to the organization, project, or business venture. Many people have used
this framework due to its simplicity and practicality. Although this framework is easy to use, it
should not be used as a static analytical tool, and it should be used dynamically during the
business development process (Pickton,1998). Due to its simplicity, this framework was
considered in SEPv1. Moreover, it helps its users identify the system's strengths, weaknesses,
opportunities, and threats by asking the following questions defined in the following table.

What does the system do well? What could be improved?
What unique capabilities does the system | What capabilities are lacking?
have?

| Opportunities

How else could the system be used? How could the system fail?
What emerging demand could the system | What damage could the system do?
satisfy?

Table 11) SWOT analysis



4.1.1.3 TOWS analysis

As discussed in the above paragraph, although SWOT analysis helps users identify strengths,
weaknesses, opportunities, and threats, it cannot help them primarily create a strategy. Due to
this, we added the TOWS matrix in SEPv2. According to Warren Lynch (2021), TOWS analysis
is an action tool that Heinz Weihrich created. This tool is the variant of the SWOT analysis tool
and helps organizations identify strategic options that need to be pursued by matching internal
factors to external factors. In other words, TOWS helps users to take advantage of the
opportunities, overcome weaknesses, reduce threats and exploit strengths. As a result of the
TOWS analysis, four strategies can be defined to cover all strategic perspectives (Lynch,2021).
The following table shows the questions that can guide users during the definition of these
strategies.

Weaknesses

Strengths

Threats

Counter weaknesses and threats:
How can you minimize the system’s
weaknesses to avoid the identified
threats?

Leverage strengths to minimize
threats: How can you use the
system’s strengths to minimize the
identified threats?

Opportunities

Counter weaknesses through
exploiting opportunities: What
actions can you take to minimize the
system’s weaknesses using the

Leverage strengths to maximize
opportunities: Which of the
system’s strengths can be used to
maximize the opportunities you

identified opportunities? identified?

Table 12) TOWS analysis

Based on the answers which the above table can provide, four following strategies can be
identified:

The WT strategy: This strategy has been used in organizations that face both external threats
and internal weaknesses. In the case of this situation, the organization/system needs to fight to
survive. There are different options for controlling this situation, such as merging, cutting back
the operations to overcome weaknesses or diminishing threats over time, liquidation, and so
forth (Weihrich, 1982).

The WO strategy: This strategy has been used in organizations with internal weaknesses and
identified external opportunities. Therefore, the main aim of this strategy is to reduce the
weaknesses which cause obstacles for the organization to take advantage of the market
demands. There are options that organizations might use during this situation. For instance, if
weaknesses can be removed by training current employees or hiring new employees’
organization should act immediately. Alternatively, if a technology can be borrowed from other
organizations, it can be borrowed. But if the organization cannot solve the weaknesses in the
organization, it should leave the opportunity to its competitors. Because without removing the
weaknesses, organizations will not be able to take advantage of the market demands (Weihrich,
1982).



The ST strategy: This strategy has been used in organizations that should use their strengths
while dealing with the threats that exist in the external environment. Organizations in this
situation need to maximize their strengths while minimizing their threats (Weihrich, 1982).

The SO strategy: This situation is the best place that any organization would like to be. In this
situation, the organization wants to maximize its both strengths and opportunities. To do this,
an organization can use its internal resources and capabilities (strengths) to take the
advantages which exist in the market demands (opportunities) (Weihrich, 1982).

4.1.2 Ambition

Although recessions impact hard on the business and cause severe damages, some businesses
came out more vital than ever. Ready and Truelove did a study in 2011 for three years on
companies that defied conventional logic. This study was done to understand how these
organizations achieved success. During this study, interviews were taken by "dozens of CEOs,
senior executives, and mid-level managers". As a result of this study, a model was constructed
and shows how these organizations become successful. The model is called collective ambition.
This model contains different elements such as the reasons for the organization's existence that
have been defined by the leaders and employees, the goals that leaders and employees hope
to accomplish, the ways to achieve their ambition, and the ways to align their promises with their
core values. According to this study, Collective ambition is used by these successful companies
to achieve and sustain excellence (Ready, 2011).

Based on the idea of this model, if organizations want to succeed and stay ahead in market
competition, they should shape an ambition for themselves and consider elements needed for
achieving that ambition. Due to the importance of defining ambition, the following table was
created in SEPv1 for helping methodology users to formulate their ambition. It should also be
considered that situation understanding and its main stages in the previous sections play a
crucial role in defining ambition properly. In our methodology, an ambition stage is where the
users formulate the goals they want to achieve in 12-18 months. In addition to the goal
identification, the ambition element will help users clarify which stakeholder will benefit from
each goal and how. Furthermore, the motivations behind each goal will be clarified by answering
guestions that have been shown in the following table.

Goal Stakeholder interest Motivation
What to achieve in 12-18 Who benefits and how? Which strength is used to
months? seize which opportunity?

Which weakness is
remediated to mitigate which
threat?

Table 13) Ambition definition

4.1.3 Gap analysis

Gap analysis is the process in which organizations can measure the distance between their
current state and their ambition state. An ambition state is a place where organizations can act
better to meet the organization's needs, while the current state is where organizations stand at



this moment. Based on the result of the gap analysis, organizations will become aware of the
needs required for the success of the organizations to accomplish their goals. In addition, it
helps organizations find ways to remove the issues that prevent the improvement of the
organizations (Murray, 2000).

Based on the analyses discussed in the previous paragraphs, our methodology users have to
become aware of their current and ambition states at this stage. Therefore, the following table
has been added to SEPv2 to measure the distance between these stages and help
organizations see how far they are from their ambitious state.

Gap Type of the Current state Ambition state Possible
gap solution
directions
What is the What is the area | What are you What would you | What are the
name of the of the gap? know? like to be? possible or
gap? alternative
ways to solve
the gaps?

Table 14) Gaps analysis

To categorize the gaps, we have decided to group the gaps based on the area of the gaps.
(Peterson, 2019) defined four areas for categorizing the gaps, and we used his categories for
our methodology. The following paragraphs will discuss each of these gap areas.

Performance gap analysis: This type of gap exists when there is a variance between the
achieved goals and objectives and defined goals and objectives of an organization. In other
words, this type of gap exists when an organization is distant from its main objectives and goals.
To survive as a business, the company needs to remove this gap and achieve its remaining
objectives (Peterson,2019).

Product (or market) gap analysis: This type of gap is found in organizations where the
demand is greater than the supply or the other way around. This type of gap analysis will help
organizations make evidence-based decisions rather than opinion-based or observational
decisions for controlling the market (Peterson,2019).

Profit gap analysis: This type of gap exists in organizations that have problems in profit
forecasting, and their profit forecasts are over-shot. Different factors cause this gap, such as a
shift of market trends, aggressive competitions, political implications which are unforeseen, etc.
In addition, this type of gap might have occurred during the planning, execution, or even both
phases. The profit gap analysis will help organizations understand the root cause of the problem,
plan the best actions, and prevent the repeat of mistakes (Peterson,2019).

Manpower (or HR) gap analysis: This type of gap analysis exists in organizations that face
problems in hiring, training, on-boarding, off-boarding, in-sourcing, and outsourcing employees.
In other words, these types of organizations face problems regarding their human resources.
Manpower (or HR) gap analysis will help these organizations have a clear understanding of the
competencies of their workforce and identify the required competencies that are lacking and
required in their organizations (Peterson,2019).



Based on the above categories, users will become capable of categorizing the gaps. Moreover,
based on that, they can suggest possible or alternative ways to solve these gaps and, they
should fill them in the last column, which is named possible solution directions.

4.1.4 Desigh moves

Discrete strategic actions should be taken to change the structure or function of a digital artifact.
(Woodard et al., 2013) defined these strategic actions as design moves. According to Woodard,
these actions need to be strategic. It means that these actions should be taken with a strategic
intent to achieve a competitive advantage. In addition, these moves should be discrete, which
means that these actions can be identified separately or can be in a temporal sequence, or can
be a part of a more significant design move (Woodard et al., 2013).

The design moves table is created in the methodology to compose the gap analysis into a
complete solution. According to the following table, a design move has strategic intent [outcome]
and the criteria of done [output]. Strategic intent clarifies the crystallized vision of the design
move while criteria of done talks about the measurable terms of the outcome of the design move,
which is acceptable to the relevant stakeholders. The following table shows the design moves
table in SEPv2. This version has tiny differences from SEPv1. These differences are related to
the new terminologies added to some of the columns of the table.

In addition to the columns discussed above, there are four more columns in this table. Actions
column is used for identifying needs that should be taken for implementing design moves. The
cost column defines required costs, efforts, expertise, and prerequisites needed for fulfilling
design moves. Moreover, the last column talks about the risks that might affect the design moves
during the execution.

Design Strategic Criteria of Actions Cost Risks
move intent done
[outcome] [output]
What is the What benefit | What is the What What are the | What risks
name of the | are you measure of changes costs, effort, | need to be
design trying to success? need to be required controlled to
move? achieve? made to the expertise, assure a
What is the software? prerequisites | successful
marked What other that need to outcome?
effect or actions need | be fulfilled?
influence of to be taken?
this design
move?

Table 15) Design moves

4.1.5 Benefit generation for stakeholders

Most companies' main focus and purpose are to deliver value to their primary stakeholders
through their products or services. And they use a value creation process for implementing this
objective. Value creation is when companies use their resources and relationships (inputs) and
turn them into results (outputs) to create values for stakeholders. As a result of value creation,



the purposes of the companies will be connected to the project's stakeholders and their desired
outcomes. Moreover, this will create a basis for the organization's success (UNDERSTANDING
VALUE CREATION, 2020).

Although SEPvV1 consisted of a design moves table to help organizations achieve their ambitious
state, it was unclear which benefits would be generated for which stakeholder of the project and
who is responsible for the benefit generation. Therefore, in SEPv2, the following table has been
added to clarify which benefit will be generated or optimized for which stakeholder by
implementing design moves and which stakeholder is responsible for generating benefits.

In the following table, benefits have been separated into two different categories. Some design
moves will have an effect sooner than the other design moves. Therefore, we call them short-
term benefits. In contrast, some design moves affect the distant future, and the long-term is
required for achieving them. Therefore, we categorized these benefits as long-term benefits.

Action/ Responsible Benefiting Immediate Long term
Design move stakeholder stakeholder benefit benefit

By which design | Which Which What is the What is the long-
moves or in stakeholder is stakeholder is short-term goal? | term benefit?
which step in the | responsible for benefiting from What immediate
roadmap does this benefit the benefit benefit is there?
the benefit get generation? generation?
created?

Table 16) Benefit generation

4.1.6 Risk assessment

In general, during the execution of projects, unexpected events might have occurred. These
events might cause positive or negative impacts on the projects. Moreover, it might deviate the
project from its plan. Positive events might create opportunities for the projects, while adverse
events might generate losses in the projects. Based on this definition, risk can be defined as
terminology which focuses on avoiding loss from unexpected events (Ahmed &
Amornsawadwatana, 2007).

The risk management process helps organizations uncover their weaknesses to manage the
risks during the projects. Managing risks means avoiding risks, reducing risk likelihood, reducing
risk impact, and transferring risk (Ahmed & Amornsawadwatana, 2007). Our methodology helps
people define the required design moves to achieve the ambition state in previous steps.
Although a column in a design move table in SEPv1 showed the risks that might happen during
the evolution, there is no detailed information about the risks, such as risk severity and risk
likelihood. The following table has been added to SEPv2 to define risks and help users to have
more control over implementing their design moves. In other words, as a result of completing
this table, users will have a chance to imagine the risks upfront. This table consists of seven
columns and helps users classify the risks based on risk description, risk impact level, risk
likelihood, and the risk level as a whole.



Risk ID Risk Related Risk Risk Risk Risk
design description Impact Likelihood Level
move
What is What is During What is the | If arisk What is the | What is
the risk the name | which description | occurs and | state of the level
ID? of the design of the risk? | is not being of the
risk? move mitigated, | probable or | risk?
might this what is the | chance of
risk occur? impact of a threat
the most occurring?
likely
problem
that will
occur?

Table 17) Risk assessment

4.1.7 Mitigation actions

The risk assessment section helps the methodology users assess the risks that might happen
during their design moves. After clarifying the risks, we need to define the required actions to
eliminate or reduce these risks. Therefore, another table is created and added to the
methodology to clarify the mitigation actions needed for controlling these risks. The following
table shows the mitigation actions and their impact on risk likelihood, impact, and risk level as a
whole.

Risk ID Risk Mitigation Revised Revised Risk- | Revised-
actions Risk Impact Likelihood Risk Level
Which risk What is the What are the | What is the What is the What is the
ID? name of the | actions to risk severity | risk likelihood | risk level
risk? reduce or after risk after risk after risk
eliminate the | mitigation? mitigation? mitigation?
risk?

Table 18) Mitigation actions

4.1.8 Roadmap

According to (Mirzoyan,2020), a roadmap is a graphical and high-level overview of the
objectives and deliverables of a project presented with a defined timeline. The roadmap is used
to manage stakeholders' expectations and communication between team members within an
organization. In addition, due to the functionality of the roadmap, this tool can be used as a
supporter for team members to fully realize a project regardless of what tasks of the project they
might be working on. Moreover, since the roadmap is defined with a time frame, this helps teams
to plan their implementation in an acceptable timeline (Mirzoyan,2020).

SEPvV1 includes a roadmap table and helps users define which actions need to be taken in the
time frame to achieve the ambition. In addition, it indicated the pre-conditions which are required



for starting the actions. The only difference added to the SEPv1 and considered in SEPVv2 is a
column to define the actors for implementing actions. In other words, this column has been

added to the table to show who should act for the action.

Nr Action By which Dependent on By whom
month
(Expected
month)
What is the Which action to | When will the What pre- Who should
number of the take first? action take conditions are act?
action? place? required before
the action
starts?

Table 19) Roadmap

In addition to the table, another template was created in SEPV1 to give a graphical overview of
the roadmap. Actors have been added to this template as well. The following picture shows the
graphical view of the roadmap template.

Roadmap

Put the actions on a rough timeline

+ Indicate dependencies between actions

+ Indicate accountable actors for actions

Action 2

Actor1

et s

Discover the world at Lenden University

Template

Figure 4) Graphical Roadmap

4.1.9 Monitoring and evaluating the plan

These days, the performance of the organizations and their employees is measured based on
numbers, and stories are no longer used to measure their success. In other words, “Quantifying
the qualitative has become a norm rather than a choice.” And this results in implementing
monitoring and evaluation frameworks within organizations (Atlan,2016). These frameworks
help organizations ensure that everything is going on plan and the team is acting effectively to

achieve its ambition.



In order to monitor and evaluate the methodology, a new table has been added in SEPv2. We
created a table to identify the best ways to allocate resources for implementing plans efficiently.
The idea of this table has been inspired by the Logical Framework Approach (LFA). LFA has
been used for planning, managing, and monitoring development interventions. This framework
was initially created for the US military for planning, and later, it was adopted for the use of
development projects. This framework considers the procedures for problem analysis,
developing objectives, developing indicators to measure the success for achieving objectives,
assumptions, and risks during project implementation. As a result, it feeds this information into
the matrix called log frame (Fujita, 2010).

By the inspiration of the LFA, the following table has been added to SEPv2. This table can be
used within the teams to answer questions that might be raised during the implementation. For
instance, users want to know whether they are initiating or progressing in their activities? Or
whether their outputs were achieved? Or whether they have achieved their goals? To answer
these questions, we considered different columns for the users to compare what they have
achieved during the execution to what they expected in the planning phase.

Overall
ambition

Strategic Actions Dependent
intent on

Achieved
output

Expected
output

Achieved
output

Expected | Estimated Current
outcome cost cost

Table 20) Monitoring and evaluation template

In addition to the table discussed above, a matrix has been created for visualizing the monitoring
and evaluation template during the execution. We created this matrix based on the idea of the
log frame and added it to the methodology to be used as an interface for the execution part. In
other words, this matrix can be used in quarterly meetings to check where teams are in terms
of planning. The following picture gives an overview of this matrix. Cells of this matrix should be
completed during the planning phase, and empty boxes should be put in front of them; and

during the plan execution, methodology users should use checkmarks to show how far they are
there.

Project

S Indicators Dependent on
uminary

What are yon trying to

0 'What are the key measnres = What are the external
G‘Da]. ‘|” ??::E;m Fou and targets that reflect the | factors that are essential
A_mbition state pml:lem?w'hatis_',rn'l.r achievement of the overall  to sustain objectives in
F— goal ? the long term?
What is the effect or Which indicators clearly Which external factors
immediate development show that the objective of | and conditions are
Outcomes outeome at the end of the the purpose has been necessary to achieve
project? achieved? project objective?
‘What the indicators to
Wl_nt are the specifically mag:l.l: whether an;ri; ‘What external conditions
Outputs deliverable results +what extent the action must be met to obtain the
tp envisaged to achieve the achieves the expected expected resnlts on
specific objectives? —— scheduls?
What are the key actions to What are the means _ "
Actions/ becamied out andinwhat | required toimplement [ PR ERTSE,
Desi sequence in order to these activities, ez e .
E31811 INOVES produoce the expected personnel, equipment, starts?
results? sopplies, ete.

Figure 5) Monitoring and evaluation matrix



Furthermore, as it is apparent, time is not being considered in the monitoring and evaluating
table. Therefore, users cannot monitor the timeline during the execution. We created the
following table for solving this limitation. This table is similar to the roadmap table, but the only
difference is that this table contains two more columns, and the title of one of the columns is
changed. “By which month (Expected month)” column is changed to “By which month (Originally
expected month).” Moreover, two other columns with the title “By which month (Currently
expected month)” and “By which month (Achieved expected month)” are added to the table.
These three columns allow users to monitor the timeline and compare the original, current, and
achieved expected months during the execution.

Nr Action By which Dependent By By which | By which
month on whom month month
(Originally (Currently | (Achieved
expected expected | expected
month) month) month)
What is Which When will What pre- Who When will | When did
the action to | the action conditions should the action | the action
number of | take first? | take place? | are required | act? take take
the before the place? place?
action? action
starts?

Table 21) Monitoring roadmap




5 Evaluation

To evaluate SEPv2, we constructed a demonstrator in the form of a worked-out example of a
hypothetical evaluation plan, and we conducted confirmatory interviews where participants were
asked to review each step of the methodology, each part of the templates, and the instantion of
the template for the worked-out example, and then answer closed and open questions regarding
their perception of the methodology.

5.1 Design of the Evaluation

We used the artifact in the demonstration to measure how well the artifact supports the solutions
for solving identified problems. For implementing this step, we brought the artifact into the
context. We interviewed four of our interviewees who participated in the exploratory interviews
to evaluate the methodology.

To make the methodology more understandable to the interviewees, we created a worked-out
example, and each time, we showed each element of the methodology plus the worked-out
example. Then we asked questions and their feedback about that specific element. We
continued this for all the elements of the methodology. In the end, we had an open discussion,
and we asked for their overall feedback about the entire methodology.

To define the measurement scales for the evaluation, we took five criteria introduced in a
methodology paper on technology acceptance (Riemenschneider et al., 2002). For each
methodology element, we asked interviewees to evaluate the element based on the mentioned
criteria on a scale from -3 to +3. The following paragraphs will discuss each of the criteria used
for the assessment.

Ease of use: We chose this criterion to define how the interviewee perceives that using the
element will be free of effort.

Compatibility: We chose this criterion to assess how the element is perceived as consistent
with the current interviewees working way.

Subjective norm: We chose this criterion to define to which degree the interviewee thinks that
others, such as colleagues, supervisors, clients, etc., who work in his/her organization, will
accept to use the element.

Usefulness: We chose this criterion to define to which extent the use of the element will
enhance the interviewee's job performance and increase his/her effectiveness.

Intention: We chose this criterion to assess to what extent the interviewee would use this
element in the case of having the opportunity to use it.

To consider the above criteria in our evaluation interviews, we created the following slide and
asked interviewees to assess each element based on them.



- o Using this element would be compatible with
— my current way of working
R =

Using this element would be well accepted by
3 others (colleagnes, supervisor, clients)

| |
—

Usefulness Using this element would make me more
|

effective

5 Given an opportunity, I would use this element

Figure 6) Assessment criteria

In addition to the above criteria, we asked our interviewees to give overall qualitative feedback
about the element. The following sections will provide an overview of the results of interviews
for each element and discuss how our interviewees perceive each element in terms of five
defined criteria.

5.2 Evaluation: Executive summary

The following table gives an overview of how our interviewees perceive executive summary in
terms of the defined criteria.

Interviewee Ease of use Compatibility Subjective norm Usefulness Intention
C 2 3 3 3 3
E 3 3 3 0 3
F 2 3 2 0 0

Table 22) Assessment results of the executive summary

Ease of use: All interviewees thought that using this element would be easy and would not need
much effort. Therefore, they graded this criterion with two and three.

Compatibility: Three of the interviewees thought that this element is compatible with their way
of working. However, it was thought by interviewee B that although this element is compatible
with his current way of working but this slide should summarize a client's question and focus
more on the ambition in terms of an executive summary for a digital strategy. Therefore, he
graded this criterion with -1.

Subjective norm: All the interviewees except interviewee B mentioned that this element would
be well accepted by the other working people in their organizations. Therefore, they graded this
criterion with the highest grade. Interviewee B graded this element with zero, and his reason for
that was the same reason he mentioned for the compatibility criterion.

Usefulness: Three interviewees thought that the executive summary would not significantly
enhance their job performance and would not impact their effectiveness. Interviewee F believed
that the way of writing an executive summary impacts the level of usefulness; therefore, he
preferred to assess this element as a neutral. Interviewee B graded this element with -1



because he believed that the use of this element is not in the context of his working style.
Interviewee E thought that this element is high level and just contains the problem statement.
He mentioned that he prefers to see the whole platform by himself to understand it. Interviewee
C was the only person that thought this element would increase her effectiveness, and she
graded it with three. In addition, she recommended asking methodology users to keep this
element as short as possible and use as many bullet points as possible.

Intention: This element looked attractive to the three of the interviewees, and they mentioned
that given an opportunity, they are going to use it. Interviewee F was the only person who was
not interested in using the element and thought that the executive summary depends on what
you deliver and the quality of the deliverables. Therefore he graded it with zero.

5.3 Evaluation: Situation

The following table gives an overview of how our interviewees perceive the situation element in
terms of the defined criteria.
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Table 23) Assessment results of the situation

Ease of use: Three interviewees thought that using this element would be easy and would not
need much effort, and they graded it with high grades. Interviewee C was the only one who
graded this element with zero because she thought that based on her experience describing a
situation is the hardest step in actual cases.

Compatibility: All the interviewees evaluated this element with high grades, and they
mentioned that it is compatible with their current way of working in their organizations.

Subjective norm: Interviewees used different grades for assessing this element in terms of the
subjective norm. Interviewees E and F thought that others would well accept this element in
their organizations; therefore, they graded this criterion with three and two. Interviewee C
mentioned that they use quantitative description instead of qualitative description in their
everyday work, so she graded this element with one. Interviewee B graded this element with
zero. He mentioned that sometimes they do not have a current state description because
sometimes people want an expert opinion based on the target state and are not limited by
assumptions about the current state.

Usefulness: Three of the interviews thought using this element would impact their effectiveness
and graded this criterion with three and two. At the same time, interviewee F graded this element
with one and mentioned that he preferred to understand the current situation, challenges and
define the next steps by asking questions. And since there are no questions in the situation
element, he felt that this element would not impact his job performance. In addition to
interviewee F, interviewee B proposed that having tools or ways to define critical questions or
critical problems would improve the usefulness of this element.



Intention: This element looked attractive to all the interviewees, and they mentioned that given
an opportunity, they are going to use it. Therefore, this criterion was graded with two and three
for the situation element.

5.4 Evaluation: Ambition

The following table gives an overview of how our interviewees perceive the ambition element in
terms of the defined criteria.

B 2 2 -3 0 1
C 2 3 3 0 2
E 0 0 0
F -2 -1 0 -1 0

Table 24) Assessment results of the ambition

Ease of use: Two interviewees thought that using this element would be easy and would not
need much effort, and they graded it with two. Interviewee E graded this element with zero
because he believed that agility had not been considered in this element, and this would cause
problems in the implementation phase. Moreover, interviewee F graded this element with -2,
and he believed that the use of this element depends on the client cases, and it would not be
easy to define.

Compatibility: Interviewees B and C thought that this element would be compatible with their
current working methods, and they graded this criterion with two and three. At the same time,
interviewees E and F did not see this element as compatible. The only thing that affected
interviewee E's assessment was the time period we defined in the ambition table. Apart from
the time period, he was interested in the element, and he felt that the ambition element was
compatible with his way of working. His recommendation to improve this element was to adjust
the model to be more agile or decrease the time period to provide flexibility.

Subjective norm: Interviewee C was the only person that thought her colleagues in her
organization would accept the ambition element. Reasons discussed in the above criteria
impacted the grades of interviewees E and F for the subjective norm, and they chose zero for
this criterion. Interview B was the only person who graded this element with the lowest grade.
He felt that the stakeholders' column should not be included in the ambition table. He believed
that the ambition element should craft a story that applies to all the readers, not only benefiting
stakeholders.

Usefulness: Interviewee B thought stakeholders' interests should be discussed in internal
meetings and not be put in the deliverables. Due to this, he graded this criterion with zero.
Interviewee C thought that although using the element would make methodology users more
effective, it has to be used well, and she found this element a bit tricky since it depends on the
execution quality. She mentioned that it is a tree in the sense of communicating, culture change,
etc., and if people do not do that well and do not make it visible, then the usefulness is actually
on the other side of the scale, where it gets maybe into the minus.

Intention: Three interviewees were not intended to use this element due to the reasons
discussed in other criteria. Interviewees E and F graded the intention with zero, and interviewee



B graded it with one. Interviewee C was the only one who was positive in terms of intention and
graded it with two.

5.5 Evaluation: Gap analysis

The following table gives an overview of how our interviewees perceive the gap analysis element
in terms of the defined criteria.

B 3 3 3 3
C 3 3 3 3 3
E 3 3 3 3 3
F -2 2 2 0 1

Table 25) Assessment results of the gap analysis

Ease of use: Three interviewees thought that using this element would be easy and would not
need much effort, and they graded this criterion with the highest grade. Interviewee F was the
only person who thought it was not easy to use the gap analysis element because it is always
quite challenging to do it properly.

Compatibility: All the interviewees evaluated this element with two and three, and they
mentioned that the gap analysis element is compatible with their current way of working in their
organizations.

Subjective norm: All the interviewees mentioned that this element would be well accepted by
the other working people in their organizations. Therefore, they graded this criterion with two
and three.

Usefulness: Three of the interviews thought using this element would impact their
effectiveness, and they graded the usefulness with the highest grade. At the same time,
interviewee F graded this element with zero and proposed that to make this element more
helpful; you can use numbers or percentages to show how far people are from their target states.
Moreover, he recommended considering prioritization in this analysis to show which gap needs
to be solved sooner than the others. Interviewee B also mentioned that it would be nice to make
the gap analysis results more visual by using colors.

Intention: The gap analysis element looked attractive to three interviewees, and they graded
this criterion with the highest grade. Moreover, they mentioned that given an opportunity, they
are going to use it. Interviewee F was the only person who graded the intention with zero
because he thought the features discussed in the usefulness part needed to be added to the
gap analysis.

5.6 Evaluation: Design moves

The following table gives an overview of how our interviewees perceive the design moves
element in terms of the defined criteria.
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Table 26) Assessment results of the design moves

Ease of use: Three interviewees thought that using this element would not be easy and require
much effort, and they graded it with one. Interviewee E was the only person who perceived this
element easy to use and graded it with the highest grade. Interviewee C mentioned that users
have to define many elements for completing the design moves table, and adequately
completing this table would be tricky. Moreover, the reason behind the choice of interviewee B
was that there is not an element of comparing the options that people can use for choosing the
best solution for removing gaps. To remove this limitation, he recommended considering a place
in the methodology to weigh the pros and cons of each possible solution before moving to the
design move table.

Compatibility: Each interviewee graded this criterion differently. Interviewee E was the only
person who graded this element with the highest grade. Interviewee B did not grade this with
the highest grade, and that is because of the lack of comparison feature discussed in the ease
of use criterion. Interviewees C and F graded this criterion with zero and one because they
thought this element is not compatible with their field of work.

Subjective norm: As the same as compatibility, each interviewee graded this criterion
differently. Interviewee B graded this criterion with zero because he thought that the name of
the design moves should be changed to make this element more understandable to people.
Otherwise, from his point of view, it would be hard for people to understand this element
properly. Interviewee C graded this criterion with two, and she thought this element could not
be a good option for creating buy-in. Interviewee E graded this element with the highest grade,
and he mentioned that the design moves element is similar to the tool they have already used
in his organization. The tool they have already used calls Epics, and he saw lots of similarities
between these two. Therefore, he believed that other people in his organizations would accept
the design moves element.

Usefulness: Interviewee F thought that using the design moves element would not improve his
performance since prioritization has not been considered in it. In addition, he mentioned that
this table does not show which value will be generated by each design move for the company
and the user. Therefore, he graded it with zero. Interviewee E also graded this element with
zero because they have already used Epics in his organization. And from his point of view, the
design moves element is similar to Epics. Interviewee C graded this element with zero because
she thought that this element is not helpful in her function. However, she mentioned that using
this element would be a different story with the IT team. Interviewee B graded this criterion with
two. He thought that changing the element's name and adding solutions comparing feature to
the element could improve the usefulness.

Intention: Due to the existence of Epics in the interviewee’s E organization, he did not intend
to use the design moves element, so he graded it with zero. Interviewee C also graded this
element with zero, and she thought that this element is not needed in her function, but it might
be helpful for the IT teams within her organization. Interviewees B and F were interested in using
design moves, and they graded it with three and two. Moreover, it was mentioned by interviewee



B that they are using the same approach in his organization, so there is no specific reason or
situation where they would not use design moves.

5.7 Evaluation: Benefit generation for stakeholders

The following table gives an overview of how our interviewees perceive the benefit generation
element in terms of the defined criteria.

1
-1

NN [~ [N [

N W N[N |E
N jw [N (w

MmO |

-1

Table 27) Assessment results of the benefit generation for stakeholders

Ease of use: Three interviewees thought that using this element would be easy and would not
need much effort; therefore, they graded it with two and three. Interviewee B graded this criterion
with two because he believed that methodology users have to gather information from the client
to complete this table. From his point of view, this would be more complex because sometimes
they have to rely on their company’s estimations. Interviewee F was the only person who graded
this criterion with -1, but he did not mention any specific reason for his choice.

Compatibility: All the interviewees thought this element is compatible with their current way of
working, and they graded it with two and three.

Subjective norm: All the interviewees thought that since this element is compatible with their
current work style, other colleagues in their organizations would also accept using it.

Usefulness: Interviewees B and E graded this criterion with one. Moreover, interviewee B
believed that benefits should not be categorized as immediate and long-term. Because, from
his point of view, design moves take time, and there is no immediate benefit. To solve this, he
recommended that it be better to consider a timeline and discuss what will be delivered based
on it. Interviewee C graded this criterion zero, and she thought combining this table with the
design moves table would be more helpful.

Intention: Three of the interviewees intended to use this element and graded this criterion with
two. Interviewee C graded it with zero because she thought that separating design moves and
benefits that are going to be generated by each design move would be confusing for the
methodology users.

5.8 Evaluation: Risk assessment

The following table gives an overview of how our interviewees perceive the risk assessment
element in terms of the defined criteria.
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Table 28) Assessment results of the risk assessment

Ease of use: Interviewees E and F graded this criterion with -1. Interviewee E mentioned that
design moves were designed for 12-18 months, and there is no flexibility there; therefore, he
graded this criterion with -1. Moreover, he mentioned that the grade for ease of use would
increase if the time period got limited. Interviewee F also mentioned that based on the agenda
of this evolution plan, it would not be easy to do the risk assessment properly. In contrast,
Interviewees B and C thought that using this element would be easy and would not need much
effort; therefore, they graded it with three and two.

Compatibility: All the interviewees thought this element is compatible with their current way of
working, and they graded it with two and three.

Subjective norm: Interviewees C and F graded this criterion with one. Interviewee C mentioned
that acceptance of this element depends on how it is created, but she believed that this tool
could be helpful in a team setting where people can look at it all together and brainstorm on the
risks. Interviewee F mentioned that based on the reasons discussed in ease of use, lack of a
column to define ownership of the risks and responsible people for resolving them might impact
the acceptance of other people in his organization. For interviewees B and E, this element
looked acceptable to be used by other people in their organizations, and they graded this
criterion with three and two.

Usefulness: Due to the reasons discussed in ease of use and subjective norm criteria,
interviewees C and F graded this element zero. They felt that the use of this element would not
make them effective. Interviewee C mentioned that this element would help people put things
on the map, but effectiveness has a meaning when people take actions to solve those risks.
For the two other interviewees, using this element would affect their level of effectivity, and they
graded with two and three.

Intention: Interviewee B and E were interested in using this element, and they graded this
criterion with the highest grade. Interviewee C graded the risk assessment element with two.
She thought it would be more interesting to make this element more explicit by describing if
people would not address the risk and the scenarios that could evolve from that. From her point
of view, in this way, the element will become more valuable to CFO or CIO for making more
educated decisions. Interviewee F graded this criterion with zero due to the absence of a column
for defining risk owners and responsible people for resolving risks.

5.9 Evaluation: Mitigation actions

The following table gives an overview of how our interviewees perceive the mitigation actions in
terms of the defined criteria.



Interviewee Ease of use Compatibility Subjective norm Usefulness Intention

C 2 2 2 2 2
E 2 3 3 3 3
F 1 1 -2 1

Table 29) Assessment results of the mitigation actions

Ease of use: Interviewees C and E thought that using this element would be easy and would
not need much effort; therefore, they graded it with two. Moreover, interviewee C recommended
considering another column in this element to show what will happen if users take this action or
do not take it. Interviewee E recommended adding another column to the table to signify whether
this mitigation is accepted or not. Moreover, he proposed that it would be nice to add another
column to show who decides about these decisions at high levels. Interviewee B graded this
criterion with -1 because he believed that since we have separated the risks assessment table
from mitigation actions in our methodology, it will be difficult for the users to see and compare
risk levels and the delta between them. To solve this, he recommended having these two in one
table. Interviewee F graded this criterion with zero, but he did not mention any specific reason
for his grade.

Compatibility: Interviewees B, C, and E thought this element is compatible with their current
way of working, and they graded it with two and three. Interviewee F graded this element with
one, and he did not mention any recommendations for improving the element in terms of
compatibility.

Subjective norm: As the same as compatibility, interviewees B, C, and E thought this element
would be well accepted by other people in their organizations; therefore, they graded it with two
and three. Interviewee F graded this element with one, and he did not mention his reason for
choosing this grade.

Usefulness: Interviewees B, C, and E thought this element would affect their level of
effectiveness, while interviewee F felt differently and graded it with -2.

Intention: This element looked attractive to three of the interviewees, and they mentioned that
given an opportunity, they are going to use it; therefore, they graded this element with two and
three. Interviewee F was not much interested in using this element and graded this criterion with
one. However, he did not mention the reasons for his choice and recommendations for
improving this element.

5.10 Evaluation: Risk mitigation matrix

The following table gives an overview of how our interviewees perceive the risk mitigation matrix
in terms of the defined criteria.

Interviewee Ease of use Compatibility Subjective norm Usefulness Intention

C 1 2 2 2
E 3 2 3 3
F 2 2 2 2
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Table 30) Assessment results of the mitigation matrix



Ease of use: Three interviewees thought that using this element would be easy and would not
need much effort; therefore, they graded it with two and three. Interviewee C graded this criterion
with one since it was hard for her to understand this matrix, and from her point of view, it would
take a bit of time to understand this matrix properly. She proposed to put a description in this
element to make it more understandable to the methodology users.

Compatibility: All the interviewees thought this element is compatible with their current way of
working, and they graded it with two and three.

Subjective norm: All the interviewees thought that since this element is compatible with their
current way of working, other relevant people in their organizations would accept using it.
Therefore, they graded it with two and three.

Usefulness: All of the interviews thought the use of this element would impact their
effectiveness level. Therefore, they graded it with two and three.

Intention: This element looked attractive to all the interviewees, and they mentioned during the
interviews that given an opportunity, they are going to use it. Therefore, they graded it with two
and three. To improve this element, interviewee F recommended considering a part to clarify
how these scores are calculated. Moreover, interviewee B proposed that it would be nice to use
a different color for the risks before and after mitigation.

5.11 Evaluation: Roadmap

The following table gives an overview of how our interviewees perceive the roadmap element in
terms of the defined criteria.

B 3 3 1
C 3 3 3
E -1 0 -1 0 0
F -2 1 1 -1 1

Table 31) Assessment results of the roadmap

Ease of use: Interviewee B graded this criterion with two because he believed that this element
would be helpful for the visualization, but from his point of view, methodology users should have
input from the company for creating this roadmap, and sometimes they have to deal with
imperfect input, which makes it difficult. Interviewee C graded this element with three, and she
believed that using this element would be easy and would not need much effort. Interviewee E
graded this element with -1 that is because he did not see flexibility in the roadmap. From his
point of view, this roadmap should be split into multiple roadmaps to create more agility.
Interviewee F assessed this criterion with -2, and he did not mention any specific reason for his
choice.

Compatibility: Interviewees B and C agreed that this roadmap is compatible with their current
work style; therefore, they graded it three. The lack of flexibility mentioned by interviewee E had
an impact on his assessment for compatibility as well. Therefore he graded it with zero.
Interviewee F graded the compatibility with one and recommended adding the owner of the
actions in the roadmap to make it compatible.



Subjective norm: Interviewees B and C thought that since this element is compatible with their
current work style, other people in their organizations would also accept using it. Interview F
graded this criterion with -1, and the only reason for choosing this grade is the lack of agility in
the roadmap. Moreover, he mentioned that it is not necessary to put everything on the roadmap
from now. From his point of view, the roadmap could be split into multiple roadmaps instead of
having one big one where the users can have a little more agile. Interviewee F graded this
criterion with one, and no specific reason was mentioned for his choice.

Usefulness: Interviewee C graded this criterion with the highest grade. She thought that
roadmap is super helpful in managing expectations. Moreover, she recommended having a top-
level road map and a detailed road map for stakeholders at different levels. Interviewee B graded
this criterion with one. He thought our roadmap element follows a waterfall approach, which is
what strategy usually is, but there are situations where it would be more agile. And since we do
not have clear milestones and timelines in the agile situation, this map would not really make
much sense. Interviewee E also graded this criterion with zero due to the lack of agility.
Interviewee F graded this criterion with -1, but he did not mention any reason for his choice.
Intention: Interviewee B graded this criterion with one, and he mentioned that there is no
specific thing that could be added to the roadmap. He mentioned that this element would be
usable most of the time, and sometimes it would not be. Interviewee C graded this criterion with
the highest grade. Due to the time period, interviewee E graded this criterion with zero.
Interviewee F graded this criterion with -1, and he did not mention any specific reason for his
choice.

5.12 Evaluation: Monitoring and evaluating matrix

The following table gives an overview of how our interviewees perceive the monitoring and
evaluating matrix in terms of the defined criteria.

B -2 -2 -3 -1 -3
C 0 2 1 1
E 1 2 2

F -1 0 -1 0

Table 32) Assessment results of the monitoring and evaluating matrix

Ease of use: Interviewee C graded this criterion with zero, and she mentioned that using a
traffic light for tracking could be more effective than having someone in place to put checkmarks.
Moreover, she thought the use of a table instead of a matrix would be easier. Interviewee B
graded this criterion with -2. He mentioned that understanding this element takes time. Instead
of having this matrix, he suggested having a slide explaining how people will monitor and
evaluate the plan. From his point of view, the methodology users should focus more on
guestions like how regular their steering group meetings are for this strategy, what army KPIS
at which time, etc. Interviewees E and F graded this criterion with one and zero, but they did not
mention any specific reason for their choices.

Compatibility: Interviewee B mentioned that they typically have a steer call meeting once every
two weeks for the strategy where the stakeholders come together, and they look at the product
KPIs and see what they have realized and what they still have to realize; therefore, he thought
that this element is not compatible with his current way of working and he graded it with -2.
Interviewee C graded this criterion with zero, and she mentioned that from her point of view,



good information considered in this matrix, but she thought that looking day-to-day and how
busy people are, they are probably not going to prioritize it, and it is just going to end up on the
back burner probably. Interviewee E graded this criterion with two, and he recommended not to
do it once per quarter; instead, from his point of view, this matrix should be used more often.
Interviewee F graded this element with -1, and he mentioned that this matrix was designed very
high level.

Subjective norm: Interviewee C thought that although it would be helpful to communicate this
information between team members, using it is not easy; therefore, she graded it with two.
Interviewee E also thought that the other people in his organizations would accept to use this
element, and he graded it with two. Interviewee F thought that this element is client-dependent.
Therefore, he graded it with -1. Due to the reasons discussed in the compatibility, interviewee
B felt that this matrix is incompatible with his current work style. Therefore, others in his
organizations would not accept that as the same as him. Therefore, he graded it with the lowest
grade.

Usefulness: Interviewee B thought some information in the matrix could guide him when
stakeholders understand the framework, but he thought it would be hard to understand this
element correctly. Therefore, he graded this criterion with -1. Interviewee C mentioned that using
this element will not impact her day-to-day work but will help communicate where she is, what
she is running into, and the barriers. Therefore, she graded it with one. Interviewee E thought
that this element would affect his effectiveness, and he graded it with two, but he recommended
doing this matrix more often. Interviewee F graded this criterion with -1, and he did not mention
his reasons for his choice, nor did he mention any recommendations for improving it.

Intention: Interviewee B did not intend to use this matrix because he thought it is complicated
and a long time is required to understand it; therefore, he graded it with the lowest grade.
Interviewee C saw this matrix as a bit complicated, but she also saw the advantages; therefore,
she graded the intention as one. Interviewee E was interested in the element, and he thought
the matrix was designed clearly and graded it with two. Interviewee F preferred to be neutral
about this criterion and graded this criterion with zero.

5.13 Evaluation: Methodology as a whole

The following table gives an overview of how our interviewees perceive the methodology as a
whole in terms of the defined criteria.

B 2 1 2
C 2 2 3
E 2 0 1 1 1
F -1 2 -1 0 0

Table 33) Assessment results of the methodology as a whole

Ease of use: In general, three of our interviewees thought this methodology is easy to use and
would not take too much time for users to use it. Therefore, they graded it with two. Interviewee
F was the only person who did not see this methodology as easy to use and graded it with -1.



Compatibility: Three interviewees thought this methodology is compatible with their current
way of working. Therefore, they graded this criterion with two. Interviewee E graded this criterion
with zero, and that is because of the time scale we considered for our methodology.

Subjective norm: Interviewee B graded subjectiveness with one because he believed those
factors defined in the ambition table would not apply to digital strategies. Therefore, from his
point of view, we might lose people at the beginning of the methodology. Lack of agility and the
time period discussed in different steps impacted the grade of interviewee E, and therefore he
graded this criterion with one. Interviewee F felt that the methodology is not very detailed and
designed at a high level; therefore, he graded it with -1. Interviewee C felt that others in her
organizations would also accept to use this methodology. Therefore, she graded it with three.

Usefulness: Interviewee B mentioned that this methodology is practical, and lots of parts are
also typical in practice and are common in place nowadays. Therefore, he graded it with one.
Interviewee C mentioned that using this methodology would affect her job performance;
therefore, she graded it with two because she thought methodology has a good foundation, but
implementing it might be challenging. Interviewee F graded this criterion with zero because he
thought that although this methodology has logical steps, It is not ready to pick off the shelf and
be used.

Intention: In general, interviewee B liked the middle part of the methodology, and he mentioned
that it was created in a structured way and looked like something that they regularly use;
therefore, he graded it with two. Interviewee C graded this criterion with the highest grade
because she believed that this methodology created a good solid foundation in what they are
trying to resolve. Furthermore, from her point of view, the methodology broke the foundation
down into actionable steps. Interviewee E mentioned that the methodology tries to bring
everyone on the same page and has come on the reference to understand how the project is
going but, he thought the methodology should become more adjustable. In addition, he
mentioned that it is tricky to find a balance to have an overall view of how the project is going
but be adjustable and flexible. Therefore, he graded it with one. Interviewee F graded this
criterion with zero because he believed that the methodology is not proven at the moment;
therefore, he would not use it one-on-one.

5.14 Evaluation: Stakeholder analysis

The following table gives an overview of how our interviewees perceive stakeholder analysis in
terms of the defined criteria. We defined stakeholder analysis in the appendix; therefore, we
showed it to the interviewees at the end of the interviews. Furthermore, this element was not
assessed by interview F and only evaluated by three interviewees due to the time limit.

Table 34) Assessment results of the stakeholder analysis

Ease of use: Three interviewees thought that using this element would be easy and would not
need much effort, and they graded it with two and three. Interviewee E recommended adding
another column to show each stakeholder with each goal or design move related. In addition,



he recommended considering another column to distinguish future stakeholders from current
ones.

Compatibility: Interviewees C and E mentioned that this element is compatible with their
current work style; therefore, they graded it with two and three. Interviewee B graded this
element with the lowest grade because he thought users would define the resistance level of
the stakeholders in this element. Due to this, this element should not be included in the
deliverables and should not be in the methodology.

Subjective norm: Due to the reasons discussed in the compatibility, interviewee B graded this
element with -3. In contrast, interviewees C and E thought that people in their organizations
would accept to use this element. Therefore, they graded it with two and three.

Usefulness: Due to the reasons discussed in the compatibility, interviewee B graded this
criterion with -3. In contrast, interviewees C and E thought using this element would increase
their effectiveness; therefore, they graded the usefulness two and three. In addition, interviewee
C recommended adding another column in the element to show the way of communication with
each stakeholder.

Intention: Due to the reasons discussed above, interviewee B did not intend to use this element
and graded it with zero. However, he thought it could be helpful to use it. In that case, he pointed
out that this element should be shared with the person the user has got this assignment from.
Interviewees C and E graded this criterion with three and two, and they were interested in using
this element.

5.15 Evaluation: SWOT and TOWS

The following table gives an overview of how our interviewees perceive SWOT and TOWS
matrixes in terms of the defined criteria. We also defined these matrixes in the appendix and
showed them to the interviewees at the end of the interviews. Furthermore, due to the time limit,
these elements were also not evaluated by interview F.

B 3 3 3 3
C 2 2
E 3

Table 35) Assessment results of SWOT and TOWS

Ease of use: Three interviewees thought that using these elements would be easy and would
not need much effort. Therefore, they graded it with three.

Compatibility: Interviewee B mentioned that these elements are compatible with his current
work style, and he graded it with three. Interviewees C and E did not see TOWS before, and
they graded this criterion with two.

Subjective norm: Since these tools look compatible with our interviewees' current way of
working, they thought that other people in their organizations would also accept using these
matrixes. Therefore, they graded them with three and two.

Usefulness: Interviewee B graded this criterion with three because he used these elements in
his work, and he mentioned that these are beneficial tools. Interviewee C graded this criterion



with one, and she mentioned that SWOT analysis is an excellent brainstorm tool used for
brainstorm sessions where people get their topics. From her point of view, after these sessions,
people forget about the things mentioned during these sessions. She did not see TOWS before,
but after becoming familiar with TOWS, she felt that combining these tools would be a good
option and make the SWOT more actionable. Interviewee E graded this element with one, and
he mentioned that although it can be a helpful tool, it has to be adjusted to be used in the IT
context.

Intention: SWOT and TOWS looked attractive to all the three interviewees, and they graded
this criterion with two and three.

5.16 Summary of the evaluation phase

This section provides a visual overview of the results of the evaluation interviews. This section
drew bar charts based on the five criteria we used during the evaluation interviews to create a
visualization. The horizontal axis in the bar charts shows all the elements of the methodology.
The vertical axis shows the average of the grades collected from the interviewees about each
element for that specific criterion.

5.16.1 Ease of use

The following graph shows all the elements of the methodology and the average of grades
collected from the interviewees for ease of use criterion.

Figure 7) Assessment of the elements in terms of ease of use

As it is apparent in the above graph, SWOT and TOWS elements achieved the highest grade in
terms of ease of use. In addition to SWOT and TOWS, our interviewees perceived the
stakeholder analysis, risk mitigation matrix, and the executive summary as easy to use. A factor
for having higher grades on these elements perhaps would be that these elements are not the
“core” of the evolution plan but rather the elements that connect the core to the context. Such
“‘context” elements naturally are easier to comprehend and use and more recognizable to people
than the “core” elements. The monitoring and evaluation matrix is the most complicated element
for interviewees because they need more time to understand it compared to other elements.



Followed by monitoring and evaluation matrix, roadmap and ambition were evaluated with low
grades, and use of them looks challenging to the interviews. The time-period that has been
considered in the methodology (12-18 months) affected the grades of roadmap and ambition.
Our interviewees thought that it would be hard to define these elements for this time-period, and
flexibility and agility are limited in these elements.

5.16.2 Compatibility

The following graph shows all the elements of the methodology and the average of grades
collected from the interviewees for compatibility criterion.

Figure 8) Assessment of the elements in terms of compatibility

The bar chart shows that most of the elements are compatible with our interviewees' current
working styles. Situation and gap analysis elements achieved the highest score while monitoring
and evaluation matrix graded with the lowest score. The stakeholder analysis element was also
assessed with a low grade, and that is because of the strong opposition of interviewee B. He
believed that this element should not be included in the deliverables since it contains the
information of resistance stakeholders. Due to this, he graded it with the lowest grade (-3) and
affected the final average score.

Furthermore, the ambition element was less compatible with two of our interviewees
(interviewee E and F), which resulted in the average grade; The only thing that affected
interviewee E's assessment was the time-period we defined in the ambition table. Apart from
the time-period, he was interested in the element, and he felt that the ambition element was
compatible with his way of working. Interviewee F graded this element with a low grade, but no
specific reason was mentioned about his choice.

5.16.3 Subjective norm

The following graph shows all the elements of the methodology and the average of grades
collected from the interviewees for subjective norm criterion.



Figure 9) Assessment of the elements in terms of subjective norm

As evident in the bar chart, the gap analysis element achieved the highest score in terms of the
subjective norm. In addition to the gap analysis, the benefit generation element, SWOT and
TOWS, and the risk mitigation matrix were compatible with our interviewees' current working
methods. Due to this, they thought that other people in their organizations would also accept
using these elements. According to the graph, ambition is graded with zero, which means that
some interviewees graded this element with negative scores and the others graded it with
positive scores. In general, our interviewees thought that the ambition element would not be
accepted in their organizations. This thought might be because ambition is just a bit too
confronting in corporate environments. Stating an ambition in a very concise and high-level
manner means taking a risk that not all people in the organization (want to) sign up to that
ambition. Therefore, a tactic by employees or consultants in corporate environments is to “lay
low” and not state the ambitions quite as unitary, but rather state multiple goals such that multiple
stakeholders can recognize their own ambition in the list.

The monitoring and evaluating matrix is also graded with a low score, and it means that the level

of the subjective norm for this element is low in interviewee's organizations. The opposition
interviewee B on the stakeholder analysis element has also affected this criterion.

5.16.4 Usefulness

The following graph shows all the elements of the methodology and the average of grades
collected from the interviewees for the usefulness criterion.



Assessment of the elements in terms of usefulness

3
2,5
2
1,5
1
0,5
0 m
_ Qo S -© o S Q & < L .0 © &
PE F F S S
N 6@ V@ > oé\ & & Qo & S @& & o
2 Q ©) o P Q) ) <& ) < N\
& 2 > & SO S & x
S O & © N AP\
O (%) Q— @ QO (%)
& 2N < o @ ©
Q <& P 2
@O

Figure 10) Assessment of the elements in terms of usefulness

The bar chart shows that using some elements such as situation, gap analysis, and risk
mitigation matrix directly would affect the effectiveness level of our interviewees. In contrast, it
was thought by our interviewees that some elements such as ambition, benefit generation for
stakeholders, and monitoring and evaluating matrix could not improve their performance;
therefore, they graded them with low scores. Benefit generation graded with low grades to the
personal tastes. For instance, interviewee C preferred to see this element with the design moves
element. Or interviewee B thought that immediate benefit should not be included in this element
since design moves will not have an immediate benefit from his point of view.

5.16.5 Intention

The following graph shows all the elements of the methodology and the average of grades
collected from the interviewees for the intention criterion.

Assessment of the elements in terms of intention
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Figure 11) Assessment of the elements in terms of intention

The bar chart shows that our interviewees were interested in most methodology elements,
especially SWOT and TOWS, gap analysis, situation, and risk mitigation matrix. The monitoring
and evaluation matrix achieved the lowest grade, which means that this element was not



attractive to our interviews. The monitoring and evaluating matrix is one of the elements in the
methodology that need much time to understand. Since it was designed at the end of the
methodology, the interviewees were not energetic enough, and it was hard for them to
understand it correctly, which impacted their grades.

The ambition element was also not attractive to the interviewees, and they thought some new
changes should be considered to improve this element. Increasing flexibility was one of the main
things that interviewees like to consider in this element. Moreover, they thought that this could
be done by limiting the time duration.



6 Discussion

This chapter discusses the results and methodology used in this master thesis research.
Specifically, this chapter discusses the potential threats to the validity and limitations of our
study, the general lessons we have drawn from our research, our work's relevance, and its
potential impact.

6.1 Threats and limitations

This subsection discusses a humber of potential threats to the validity and limitations of our
study.

6.1.1 Keeping challenges confidential

We tried to find problems and challenges regarding business and IT integration within the firms
during the exploratory interviews. When we were doing interviews, we noticed that it was hard
for some interviewees to talk about the challenges and problems in their organizations. In
contrast, these interviewees were more comfortable when they were talking about their client
organizations. From our point of view, this behavior could be related to their level of commitment
to their organizations that encourage them to keep the problems confidential and show a positive
overview of their organization.

6.1.2 Effect of worked-out example on grades

We noticed that some respondents were having trouble making sure their grades were about
the methodology, not the worked-out example during the evaluation interviews. The worked-out
example we used during the interviews was created as a synthetic case for testing the
methodology and supporting materials. Although we reminded the interviewees to assess the
methodology itself and not assess the worked-out example, the worked-out example impacted
their assessment in some elements.

6.1.3 Time limitation

We have to validate thirteen elements with our interviewees during the evaluation interviews.
Moreover, in each round, we had to introduce the element itself and the worked-out example.
After presenting each element of the methodology and the worked-out example, we had to ask
interviewees to assess the element based on five criteria. Doing this instruction was quite hard
in just one hour. Moreover, some elements in our methodology need more time than others to
become understandable for the people. Unfortunately, there was not too much room to discuss
the details of those elements, and we thought that our interviewees did not sufficiently
understand some elements. For instance, the monitoring and evaluating matrix is one of those
elements that needed much time to understand. Since it was designed at the end of the
methodology, the interviewees were not energetic enough, and it was hard for them to
understand it correctly, which impacted their grades.

6.1.4 The limited number of interviewees

Although we collected valuable feedback during these four evaluation interviews, we believed
that more interviews could be conducted to ensure the validity of the methodology.



6.1.5 Limitation in the role of interviewees

This methodology is a multi-stakeholder document; therefore, different roles that would work
with this methodology should see and validate it. During these interviews, we tried to keep
diversity as much as possible. However, to ensure the validity of the methodology, it would be
better to test the methodology with different types of stakeholders.

6.1.6 Use of worked-out example

We created a worked-out example for the evaluation interviews to make the methodology more
understandable to the interviewees. The example that we used during these interviews was not
about a real case study. Due to this, it contained some limitations. This is the left out problem in
our work and transport to the future of this research. In order to validate the methodology
properly and receive more valuable grades, real case studies should be chosen based on the
background of the interviewees' organizations.

6.1.7 Interview method limitation

The evaluation interviews were conducted online, and it was hard for us to keep the interviewees
focused and on track to completion. At the end of the interviews, two interviewees were
distracted, and we felt that distraction impacted their assessment since they did not understand
some elements properly. Maybe an in-person interview is a better option to keep respondents
focused, but from our point of view, working through a small case study with the respondents
and having interactions during the completion of the evolution plan will be the best option for
evaluating. Thus, workshops can be conducted within firms, and methodology could be tested
during the workshops.

6.2 Reflection

This section discusses the general lessons we have drawn from the research and the relevance
and its potential impact.

6.2.1 Lessons learned

The evaluation phase was one of the main phases of this research. During the evaluation phase,
we had to understand the level of effectiveness and efficiency of our methodology. As discussed
in the evaluation chapter for implementing this step, we did confirmatory interviews with experts.
Before scheduling interviews, we tried to predict the challenges that might happen during the
interviews and overcome them as much as possible. Although we were successful in controlling
most of them, some challenges were beyond our control. These challenges provided good
experiences for us that could be taken into account in our future work. The following paragraphs
discuss the challenges that we faced.

6.2.1.1 Challenge 1: Interview bias

Interview bias is one of the main challenges that might happen during interviews. We needed to
prevent this challenge as much as possible during exploratory interviews. Moreover, we should
not have allowed interviewees' judgment on a particular aspect to influence interviewees'
perceptions in other aspects. Since unstructured interviews are prone to bias, we structured our



interviews by a set of questions to avoid bias. However, we considered a space to ask additional
guestions if new interesting information arises during the interviews.

6.2.1.2 Challenge 2: Poor planning

Planning was one of the significant challenges that we faced during confirmatory interviews. We
had limited time introducing our methodology and its elements properly to interviewees and
collecting their feedback. And poor planning could have led to not having collected the right and
valuable information. Moreover, this could prevent us from not achieving what we were looking
for. To solve this challenge, we tried to distinguish more essential methodology elements from
less important ones. And this resulted in moving three less essential elements from the main
methodology document to the appendix. By implementing this thought, we prepared peace of
mind to evaluate the main elements properly and evaluate the less important ones if time
allowed.

6.2.1.3 Challenge 3: Ineffective approaches

We needed a proper methodology for data collection to have a practical evaluation experience.
Due to this, we had to find the best approach to introduce the method and its elements properly.
We used a worked-out example during the evaluation interviews. Using a worked-out example
provided an opportunity for our interviewees to understand the output and outcome of
implementing our methodology. Although creating a worked-out example was an excellent idea
for making methodology more understandable for interviewees, it caused new challenges. We
had to create a synthetic case study by ourselves. And building it was challenging. However, it
had a significant advantage and helped us test the methodology step by step and found
limitations and strengths by ourselves. In other words, creating a synthetic case helped us see
the methodology from the template users' perspectives and helped us find limitations and
strengths.

6.2.1.4 Challenge 4: Unclear questions

We needed the right questions for evaluating the methodology properly. Otherwise, asking the
wrong questions might have derailed our interviews. We thought we should not ask unclear,
jargon, and biased questions. To consider these considerations, we used five criteria discussed
in the evaluation chapter. These criteria were easy to understand for our interviewees and were
not biased in any way, and structured our interviews very well. In addition, since we used these
criteria for all the elements of the methodology after using them for the first elements, our
interviewees quickly got to use them.

6.2.1.5 Challenge 5: Everyone will not follow your ideas

Different people have different perspectives about the same topics, and it is usually expected
that everyone does not agree and think the same as others about the same topics. Therefore,
it was evident that some people might not be interested in some elements of the methodology
or methodology as a whole. During the interviews, we faced some disagreements, even strong
opposition to some elements of the methodology or some features within the elements.
Receiving feedback was valuable for us because it could help us improve the method, and it
helps our primary goal. Because ultimately, we want to make our methodology usable in
practice. Apart from these disagreements discussed during interviews, we faced a biased
interviewee about the whole method and its elements. For some of the elements, he even did



not mention any reasons for his low grades. The only thing that we tried to consider during this
interview was to interact with him and ask him to give us reasons as much as possible.

This challenge might happen in different research projects. Researchers should consider that
some people resist accepting new ideas even if they are true. From our point of view, the
researcher should try to build interactions with these people and attract them to overcome this
challenge. In our research, we thought choosing a case study related to the interviewees'
background would be a good option for attracting interviewees and increasing the level of
interaction.

6.2.2 Potential impact

Many organizations are doing digital transformation these days to make their businesses digital.
Although there is a significant enthusiasm to implement a digital transformation, many
organizations are still fuzzy on understanding its meaning and implementation. That is because
recognizing the digital transformation is different from doing the digital transformation. By doing
this master thesis research, we tried to help organizations take actionable steps to do digital
transformation. The following paragraphs discuss how our methodology is expected to enable
organizations to understand the meaning of digital transformation and implement it.

To do digital transformation, organizations need the support of both C-level people and
employees. Employees need to learn to do tasks in new ways, while C-level people should lead
and communicate what needs to be achieved. Our methodology is a multistakeholder document
that can bring all the stakeholders together. Therefore, we expected that use of our methodology
could bring stakeholders together and make the implementation easier. In addition, to benefit
most from digital transformation, organizations need to understand their digital assets and
services' current situation and identify strategic areas for improvement. Our methodology and
its elements can help organizations identify strategic needs by situation understanding and help
them define required actions for solving these needs by design moves. Furthermore, time is
changing, and this change affects the implementation of digital transformation as well. We
expected that our monitoring and evaluation element in our methodology could help
organizations check their progress over time and make methodology users aware of the new
changes.

In summary, we expect that our methodology and its elements can bring stakeholders together
to understand the meaning of digital transformation, understand the organization's digital assets
and services, and ways to transform and monitor the transformation.



7 Conclusion

This chapter discusses the answers to the research questions defined at the beginning of the
thesis, contributions that we have achieved during the thesis, and future work that can be done
to continue this research.

7.1 Answers to the research questions

Research question 1: What discrepancies can be observed between IT and business in
the case of continually adapting modern digital businesses?

Due to the improvement of information technology (IT), the world and market are changing
rapidly. To be sustainable in market competition and stay competitive and relevant organizations
need to adjust their strategies constantly. Adjusting strategies means that firms need to use
their IT capabilities efficiently and effectively for supporting business processes and strategies.
During this research, after conducting seven exploratory interviews, we noticed that although
some organizations have taken reasonable steps to align business and IT capabilities within
firms, some problems and challenges still remain.

Through interviews with seven experts in the field of business and IT, we identified eleven major
discrepancy areas that persist to occur frequently, among which: Failure to implement the
defined strategy successfully, problems regarding IT autonomous teams, problems regarding
the domination of business teams within firms, lack of an appropriate conversation between
business and IT teams, diversity of stakeholders and lack of awareness about new digital
technologies within organizations.

Research question 2: What ingredients should be used to create a strategy design model
to help organizations remove discrepancies between IT and business?

Our methodology and its elements try to solve six of the problems defined in research question
1. The following paragraphs discuss how these elements help organizations to remove
discrepancies.

Lack of an appropriate conversation between business and IT teams: We believe that our
methodology could make an agreement between IT and business teams before implementing
new features and functionalities. With design moves and benefits generation elements, new
features and functionalities could be prioritized based on their level of functionality and
necessity. Furthermore, using the monitoring and evaluating matrix could bring business and IT
teams together in regular meetings. This matrix could provide a comprehensive overview of the
logic of a project, and it can be used as a means of communication among stakeholders.

Diversity of stakeholders: We designed a stakeholder analysis table to address different
stakeholders in our methodology. This element tries to help the methodology users clarify the
stakeholders, stakeholder groups, reasons for resistance or support, and the required actions
for addressing each group of stakeholders. Therefore, the use of this element will help
organizations to manage their stakeholders' expectations.

Lack of an appropriate analysis of the organization's current situation: Our methodology
considered stakeholder analysis, SWOT, and TOWS to help organizations analyze their current
situations. Moreover, we believed that using these elements could help methodology users
minimize risks as much as possible and create transparency in their project.



Limitations of the existing frameworks and tools: We tried to create the methodology as
simple as possible. Moreover, for implementing our methodology, structural changes are not
required. Therefore, organizations can easily use our methodology without making any
significant changes.

Problems in defining a clear, focused, shared goal: Our benefit generation for stakeholders
element could help IT, and business teams define their goals based on the added value which
is going to be generated for stakeholders. In other words, we believe that by using this element,
defining goals will be more manageable for the teams, and teams can prioritize goals based on
their added value.

Problems in strategy formulation: From our point of view, situation understanding is a
necessary step before implementing new organizational changes. Our methodology tried to help
organizations analyze their situation by situation element, stakeholder analysis, SWOT, and
TOWS. As a result of a good situation understanding organizations will become more capable
of strategy formulation.

Research question 3: Is the future model for strategy design deemed usable by the
relevant people to achieve the desired market position?

For answering this research question, we contacted our interviewees who participated in the
exploratory interviews. And we scheduled confirmatory interviews with four of them. Four
interviewees validated the new version of the methodology (SEPv2) during confirmatory
interviews. In general, three of the interviewees were inspired by the methodology and thought
it creates a good solid foundation in the context of what they are currently trying to resolve. They
believed that this methodology could help organizations to take actionable steps. Only one
interviewee was not interested in the entire methodology, although some of the elements
inspired him. Like other interviewees, he believed that the methodology has logical steps, but
he felt that the methodology is not ready to be used. All the interviewees mentioned some
recommendations to make some of the elements of the methodology more practical. These
recommendations will discuss in the future work section and could be done as future work.

7.2 Contributions

This section lists the contributions that we have achieved during this research. The following
bullet points show each of the contributions.

¢ We created an inventory of sixty-five challenges and problems regarding business and
IT integration during exploratory interviews. The sample overview of the problems and
challenges in interviewees' organizations was provided in table 5. The complete
overview of sixty-five problems can be found in Appendix I.

¢ We created an inventory of thirty-seven solutions for overcoming mentioned challenges
and problems discussed during the exploratory interviews. The sample overview of the
solutions and tactics in interviewees' organizations or their clients’ organizations to
overcome business and IT integration challenges was provided in table 6. The complete
overview of thirty-seven solutions can also be found in appendix II.

e Based on the results of the exploratory interviews, we defined eleven categories for
grouping sixty-five problems. Although most identified problems have been categorized
in these eleven categories, sixteen problems have not been classified. These groups
can be found in table 7.



We classified possible solutions for eleven categories that we defined as a result of
grouping interview results. This information can be found in table 8.

We identified limitations in SEPv1 and sample evolution plans created by students.

We designed SEPv2 by extending SEPv1. We extended the pre-existing methodology
in six major areas (i.e., we added a step for stakeholder and user analysis, we added a
step for linking the situation analysis and ambition, we added a step for clarifying the
benefits which are going to be generated by each design move, we added a step for
defining risks and helping users have more control over implementing their design
moves, we added a step to define the required actions to eliminate or reduce risks, we
added a risk mitigation matrix to give a good overview of the risk and the impact of the
mitigation actions on the risks to the users and we added a step that can be used as a
means of communication among stakeholders for monitoring and evaluating the plan
during the execution) and four minor areas (i.e., we added “outcome” and “output’
besides “strategic intent” and “criteria of done” terms to increase understandability in
design moves element, we added TOWS matrix to help users use the SWOT analysis
in an actionable way, and we added actors to the roadmap to indicate accountable actors
for implementing actions). Table 9 shows SEPv2 with its new elements. These changes
are written in red to give an overview to the reader to understand new elements. Details
about each element of the methodology are discussed in chapter 4.

We created a synthetic case for testing the evolution planning methodology and
supporting materials. An overview of the worked-out case study is considered in
Appendix V. We used the created synthetic case study during the evaluation interviews
to make the methodology more understandable to the interviewees.

We validated the added elements in addition to the initial methodology that Visser
created (SEPv1). Chapter 5 discussed the evaluation results. Each section in this
chapter showed the evaluation results of each element of the methodology.

We identified threats to the validity and limitations of our study in the threats and
limitations subsection in chapter 6.

We identified the general lessons that we have drawn from our research, our work's
relevance and its potential impact in the reflection subsection in chapter 6.

We identified the remaining weaknesses and possible extensions of SEPv2. The
following section in the current chapter discusses future work that can be done to
improve and develop this methodology and this research project as a whole.



7.3 Future work

This section discusses the future work that can be done to improve and develop this
methodology and this research project as a whole.

7.3.1 Gap analysis types

This research referred to an article (Peterson, 2019) for categorizing the areas of the gaps in
the gap analysis element. However, the categories used in this section cover most areas, but
other gap areas could also be identified and added to these categories. Identifying new gap
areas can be done as future work.

7.3.2 Visualizing gap analysis element

Two of our interviewees mentioned that they usually use different colors or numbers to visualize
the gaps between current and ambition states. To make the gap analysis element more visual,
they proposed using different colors to show how far methodology users are from their ambition
stage. However, it should be considered that using numbers will make this element more
complicated for template users. Therefore, further research is required to find what would be the
best option for visualizing this element.

7.3.3 Risk categorization

The risk assessment element in our methodology is designed to help users to define risks and
help users control the implementation of their design moves. In other words, we tried to help
methodology users to have risks upfront. In addition to the risk assessment element, the
mitigation actions element is considered in the methodology to clarify the mitigation actions
needed for controlling risks. We did not categorize risks in these two elements and did not clarify
which risk has the most priority.

Many agile organizations use the ROAM risk management approach (Peterson,2020) to ensure
that potential risks are being dealt with appropriately in their organizations. ROAM stands for
Resolve, Own, Accept, and Mitigate and helps organizations define which of four potential
actions can be used to handle risks. In organizations that use this approach after risk
identification, risks are categorized in these four categories and help organizations decide which
risks are worth working on. The following paragraphs discuss these four categorize in more
detail (Managing Risks with ROAM in Agile - Planview Blog, 2021).

Resolved: This category is used when the risk is not determined as a threat. Therefore, no
further action is required.

Owned: This category is used when the risk can not be resolved during the meeting. Therefore,
one of the team members is selected to own the risk, and he/she has the responsibility to

manage the risk appropriately.

Accepted: This category is used when a risk can not be resolved and should be accepted as it
is. These types of risks will be dealt with when it is necessary.

Mitigated: This category is used when a plan is required for eliminating the threat of risk.



As future work, the ROAM approach can be considered in the methodology to help organizations
categorize their risks.

7.3.4 Prioritize a list of design moves

The design moves element is considered in our methodology to compose the gap analysis into
a complete solution. In other words, we designed this element to help methodology users define
the required actions needed to remove the gaps between their current and ambition states. We
have not considered any feature in the design moves element to help methodology users
prioritize design moves. There is a tool used in Scaled Agile Framework (SAFe) that helps teams
prioritize their initiatives. This tool is named Weighted Shortest Job First (WSJF). For each
initiative, the team calculates the cost of delay divided by the job’s size or duration. Based on
the results, they prioritize initiatives. Those items that have the highest grades compared to the
others will be selected to be done first (WSJF - Scaled Agile Framework, 2021). Further research
could be conducted to see how we can consider prioritization in our design moves element.

7.3.5 Lack of comparison between possible solution directions

The gap analysis element is considered in our methodology to measure the distance between
the current and ambition stages, help organizations see how far they are from their ambitious
state, and show the possible solutions to remove these gaps. In addition, the design moves
element is designed in our methodology to compose the gap analysis into a complete solution.
Our methodology has not considered any element to help methodology users compare possible
solution directions defined in the gaps table. Therefore, another element should be added to the
methodology between gap analysis and design moves that help methodology users to compare
different solutions for removing gaps. In future research, necessary features that are needed for
creating this element should be identified.

7.3.6 Change the terminology “design moves”

Design moves is a terminology that was introduced in a paper which (Woodard et al., 2013)
wrote. This terminology is not easy to understand for all people. We described this terminology
verbally during the evaluation interviews, but this word could be changed to practical words such
as “initiatives” to make this element more understandable.

7.3.7 Way of communication to each stakeholder

Satisfied stakeholders can have a significant impact on the progress and the performance of
the projects and ultimately contribute to the success of the projects. Due to this, we designed a
stakeholder analysis element in our methodology to help users clarify the reasons for resistance
or support of each stakeholder group and the required actions for addressing each group of
stakeholders. We did not mention the best way of communicating for each stakeholder in
SEPv2. As future work, another column can be added to our stakeholders' element to show the
best way of communication.



7.3.8 Desigh move catalog

As discussed in the methodology, the design moves element will help organizations bridge the
gaps between their current and ambitious states. Since some design moves repeat from one
plan to another and exist in different plans, we thought it would be nice to create a catalog that
collects design moves from multiple plans. As a result of implementing this thought, a catalog
(set of archetypal moves) will be created and shared with people to check before defining the
evolution plan's design moves. In addition, people will have a chance to specialize the design
moves discussed in the catalog for their situation. The following table shows how the catalog
structure could look like.

Title of the design move: Brief description of the design move

Description Strategic intent

Detailed information on the design move | This part discusses the overarching purpose of the
should be discussed in this part. design move.

Risks

This part contains information about the risks that might happen during the implementation of
the design move. This information will help users of the catalog to see the risks upfront.

Cost

This part contains information about the cost that should be spent on implementing the design
move.

Impact (Actual outcomes)

This part contains information about the intended results of the design move, which will be
generated after implementation.

Read more

This section has been considered since complete information on each design move cannot be
entered in the design move catalog. Users of the catalog can find more links in this part for
finding more materials.

Related desigh move

This part should be completed if another design move in the catalog relates to this design move.
For instance, if there is a design move in the catalog which is opposite to this design move.

Table 36) Design move catalog structure

In order to enter design moves to the catalog, design moves need to be validated. Due to the
time limitation, it was not possible to create a complete catalog during this research. Therefore,
completion of this catalog is something that can be done in the future. In addition, after entering
design moves samples to the catalog, the catalog can be shared as an open catalog with people,
and people can be invited to contribute to expanding it.
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9 Appendix

9.1 Appendix I: Problems in integrating business and IT
strategies

What challenges do you have regarding business and IT alignment when you are on a path of
digital transformation?

Challenges A B C D E F G
X
X X X X X X
X X X
X X X X X
X X X X X
X X X
X X X X X X
X X X X X




It is tough to get incentives right
in strategy implementation.

One to one conversation
between an employee and the
manager is a slow process.

Some companies have bigger
chunks of projects that go to IT
teams, and they organize them
autonomously. As a result, it is
hard for the management to
keep the ship under control
when IT teams work
autonomously.

Product owners always ask
about functionality.

Companies need to be careful
about giving IT much money.
Otherwise, IT is going to build
very nice and awesome features
without considering the users.

There are medium-sized
companies that do not do
strategy, and they just do
operations.

Non-IT companies use IT as a
supporting function and use
bullet points for defining IT




strategies.

The use of the bottom-up
approach in strategy formulation
creates conflicts within the
organizations.

Poor conversation between IT
and business results in over
expensive or over quality tools.

Failures happen when business
and IT are shouting from a
distance. There are some
organizations in which IT and
business teams do not have
regular meetings with each
other.

Business people do not know
what IT people are doing and
what IT people can deliver. And
IT people do not have ideas
about business needs.

There are some organizations in
which IT lives too far from the
product owner of the
organization in terms of
geographical distance or culture
of the department.

In some organizations, there is
no procedure for prioritizing
which projects go true and
which are not.

Differences in the personality of
people cause challenges.
Business people understand the
commercial elements and lead
the sessions, while IT people do
not want to know what needs to
be executed but as a whole
around it. And these personality
differences will result in clashes.

There is usually a little training
and coaching budget to train
people to communicate and be
extraverted.




Restructuring teams have its
downsides. It will be helpful for
you to achieve your objectives.
On the other hand, it will lead to
inefficiencies in other
processes.

Lack of analysis of the current
situation of the organizations
will result in expensive tools
which cannot do what the
organizations need. And this will
result in failure.

IT and business teams both
have their agendas and criteria.
And talk in different languages.
Sometimes this will cause
conflicts between IT and
business teams.

Although IT and business teams
have the same goal, they are
working from different angles.

Conflicts happen when clear
communication does not exist
between IT and business
teams.

One of the pitfalls is dealing with
power balance between teams.
IT people were never invited to
the table in some organizations,
so they do not know anything
happening until the solution is
designed.

Some product owners are not
professional enough to build the
alignment between business
and IT teams.

Lack of involvement of people
within organizations will cause
failure in transformation. The
majority of people should




connect to the strategy and
comply with you. For this,
people need to believe your
solutions, and this takes time.

Organizations overestimate the
change that they are asking of
people.

It is hard for people to give up
something that they are very
used to doing in a certain way.

Digital strategy is defined with a
big horizon, but re-evaluation is
required due to the fast digital
world.

People who want functionalities
create what they need based on
what they see without realizing
what they need and want.

Lack of outside-in perspective in
IT teams will cause failure due
to the demands of business
teams.

Lack of a central coordinating
point will result in risks in the
future.

The market puts pressure on
companies to implement new
features. In addition, there are
many initiatives that
organizations do not know how
to work with. Therefore, the
strategy needs to be re-
evaluated due to the fast rapid
environment.




It is harder to translate IT goals
to added values compared to
business goals.

It is not possible to do all of the
goals defined by business and
IT teams.

The level of support of your
supervisor is essential in the
demands of business people.

The level of maturity has an
impact on the level of business
and IT alignment within firms.
And different factors define the
level of maturity.

The overall performance of a
company can cause
misalignment between business
and IT teams.

Sometimes in some
organizations, IT strategy is
seen as a utility rather than a
business opportunity.




People invest in marketing
campaigns rather than IT
systems.

Misinformation exists at higher
levels. And higher levels do not
know how laws have to be
applied.




Sometimes the overall goals of
the organizations are too broad
to concrete and do projects.

Feedback processes are
complicated in projects that do
not have direct interactions with
users.

Table 37) Full table of problems in integrating business and IT strategies




9.2 Appendix Il: Solutions for integrating business and IT
strategies

What are your organization's tactics to overcome challenges regarding business and IT

alignment?

Solutions A B C D E F G

Setting central KPIs and incentives help
people to act in the right way. x x x

They are explaining to employees why we
want things and how things work by training. | * x x x
IT people should be trained for what needs to
happen for future progress. And business
people should be trained on things like digital
advances that are happening.

One to one conversation between employees

and the manager in organizations with a| * x x
limited number of employees can work as a
solution.

They offer bonuses and set target scores
every quarter or monthly with the peopletoget [ % x
them to move in the same direction.

A healthier relationship is to put business
people to say the final words, but IT should x
have a decisive role and teach businesses
how to do IT right. In addition, it should be
considered that business should not overrule
everything IT says.

The strategy should be translated into tactics
to help people to make decisions. x

Business people and IT people should listen
to each other. And IT people should be invited | * x X x x x x
from the beginning in the decision-making
process. Involvement of both groups is
required for strategy creation and to keep
change going.

Restructuring teams is one of the solutions to
bring IT and business people together. X X x

DevOps can be used as a solution for
innovative products. x x x




To better align IT strategy and corporate
strategy in technological companies’ IT
strategy should be integrated into the
company’s strategy. It should not be two
separate processes because IT or technology
is your product.

Corporate strategy should be an input for IT to
better align business and IT in non-
technological companies.

CIO can act as a communicator to bridge the
gap and should listen to both parties. But it
really should be a co-creation effort. And
he/she should behave equally.

To be successful in defining corporate
strategy, IT people should do the feasibility
check.

Companies need to start looking at their
processes. And standardize them before
building the IT solution to enable those
processes because standard systems create
a balance between business and IT teams.

Product owners can act as communicators
between business and IT teams.

Visibility in agendas and receiving feedback
from both groups can be used as a solution.

Give the work of the IT team as much weight
as the business team. That is where the
conversation happens. Otherwise, you will
have business people that go to the IT people
for demanding certain things.

Managers should walk and talk among
employees to check their progress.

Digital strategy is how you are going to use
digital to change the business. So, it can be
used as a solution to bridge the gap between
business and IT.

Use of inside-out and outside-in perspectives
is required for understanding the current
situation of the organization.




One central coordinating point is helpful for
digital strategy transformation and shaping
strategy. In addition, having a central role
creates more progress in a shorter amount of
time. And these people should be in charge of
projects to control.

Starting with inspiring projects that may have
a less widespread impact but that can
showcase the digital power and help you gain
trust. (Start with small projects and then scale

it up)

They create roles within organizations to
bridge the gap between business and IT and
make people part of the team.

Nine plane model is one of the models helpful
in creating collaboration and conversation
between business and IT teams.

The information manager should act as a
leader of the conversation between business
and IT teams. The information manager role is
as a product owner role.

They are creating IT-business portfolio
management for prioritizing projects and
frequent discussions.

Creating success stories is one of the best
ways to involve also more decentralized
people or the organization.

Use of agile methodology for developments
that can be done in a short period.

The mix of both bottom-up and top-down
approaches will help organizations in
integrating business and IT strategies.

Business and IT teams have their own goals
and targets. These goals need to be prioritized
based on their added value.

For the success of the projects, goals should
be defined by all stakeholders of the
organization. In addition, target translation is
essential. Targets need to be translated into
clear steps.




The organization matrix can be used as a
solution to create communication between X
business and IT teams.

Performance should be checked during the
implementation to fix the problems. Quarter | * X
meetings can be used as a solution to check
the performance of the group.

Product owners should take inputs from both
IT and business teams and the people at the x x
top level. C-level people have to say the last
words. They have to say what needs to be
done. But the architecture board advises the
C-level people to decide.

Use of famous frameworks such as SAFe and
Spotify to remove the gaps between business
and IT teams. But Organizational issues in
your old organizational framework need to be
resolved before wusing new tools or
frameworks.

Archimate can be used as a tool to align
business and IT teams for internal use.

They start with an initiation phase where IT
project architects have to describe how the
solution or the projects fit into the IT strategy.
The architecture principles also should be
added in the project start architecture. In
addition, you have to define what is needed to
be discussed in the architecture board.

Table 38) Full table of solutions for integrating business and IT strategies




9.3 Appendix lll: Pre-existing methodology (SEPv1)

Evolution plan for

SYSTEM NAME

!_% . Universiteit This evolution plan was created as
AEie) Leiden an assignment for the course
. A

anaging Software Evolution

The Netherlands

Situation

Brief description of the current state of the system

Identify the system, describe its main functionality, its main stakeholders

Describe current state of the system, in terms of its volume, quality, technology

Describe current strengths and weaknes

s of the system

Discover the world at Leiden University

Executive Summary

Summary of evolution plan
+ Must fit on a single slide
- Must be understandable to general audience without context

= States eurrent state of the software system, ambition for the future, main steps to achieve that ambition

Ambition

Description of 1 or 2 strategic goals to achieve in

8 months

+ The goals should be linked to interests of the system’s main stakeholders

Goals should not be strietly technical in nature, but serve a larger purpose

Goals may be motivated from SWOT, i.e. use strengths to seize opportunities while mitigating threats and
repairing weaknesses

Design moves

List of high-level design moves needed to achieve stated ambitions
+ Adesign move has strategic infent (goal) and a measurable definition of suceess
+ Each design move ean be broken down into a sequence of actions

* Adesign move comes with costs and (controllable) risks

« Use multiple slides if needed

Discover the

Roadmap

Put the actions on a rough timeline

+ Indicate dependencies between actions

—mre

]




9.4 Appendix IV: New version methodology (SEPv2)

.. Executive Summary
A method for digital strategy e of xluion

planning - Validation by + Must fit on a single slide

example « States current state of the software system, ambition for the future, main steps to achieve that ambition

+ Must be understandable to general audience without context

:t;f k. Universiteit
' Leiden

The Netherlands

er the world at Leiden University

. .
Situation Ambition

Bricf description of the current state of the system Description of 1 or 2 strategic goals to achieve in 12

8 months

Identify the system, deseribe its main its main can be identified

ai
from the stakeholder analysis table, which is attached in the appendix

The goals should be linked to the interests of the system’s main stakeholders

) X Goals should not be strictly technical in nature, but serve a larger purpose
« Deseribe current state of the system, in terms of its volume, quality, technology

- Goals may be motivated from SWOT, TOWS or other toals, i.e. use strengths to seize opportunities while
* Deseribe current strengths and weaknesses of the system. SWOT and TOWS analysis tables attached in the mitigating threats and repairing weaknesses. Mentioned tools can be found in the appendix
appendix can be used to define strengths and weaknesses

Goal Stakeholder inferest Motivation
218 months? how? W used ek
apportunity? Whichweakness Isremedisted to
mitigatewhich threat?

Discover t

eld ar Leiden University

Gap analysis Design moves

Identify and describe the gaps where you give a short name to the gap and indicate its type. The following

categories could be used to define types of gaps. List of high-level design moves needed to achieve stated ambitions
+ Performance (or strategy) gap: Actual versus expected performance. + A design move has strategic intent (goal) and a measurable definition of suceess (criteria of done)
+ Produet {or market) gap: Actual versus budgeted sales + Each design move can be broken down into a sequence of actions

« Profit gap: Actual versus target profit. = Adesign move comes with costs and (controllable) risks

+ Manpower gap: Actual number and quantified performance of workforee versus that which is required

Designmove  Strategicintent  Criteriaofdone  pctions Cost Rk
[outcome] [output] [What could gowrong?]
y Whatistheneme  What benefitareyou  What i the Whatchanges  Whatarethe costs,in  What risksneed to be
Gap Type of the gap Current state Ambition state  Possible solution ofthe design tyingtoachieve?  measureof needtobe madeto terms of effort, contralled to assure a
’ ctions move? Whatisthe marked  sucoess? the software? requiredaxpertise,  suceassfal outcome?
Whatisthenameofthe Whatisthearenofthe  Whatare younaw? Whatwouldyouliketo  Whatarethe possible "*‘mﬂr *""“wc;vl What m\wrﬂ vnbr:?t;;s:‘gﬂmnmd
p? = be? ralternative ways to this desizn move: =

solve the gaps?

Discover the world at Leiden Univers

at Leiden University

Benefit generation for stakeholders Risk assessment

o] eonaig Benefiting  y e dinte benefit  Long term benefit e Risk  Relateddesign BBk g, Risk P
Design move stakeholder stakeholder move " Description Likelihood
e ' D |UES I Whatisthe sk Whatisthe Duringwhich  Whatisthe ariskoceurs  Whatisthe state Whatisthe level
e s m DMmeaifhe  dwignmoveins deciptonor  sndisnat . ofbeing
Errscraned? risk? fkmight  therisk? mitigated,what _ probablear
Pk s the impactof  chanceof
themostiliely  threat

occurring?

willoeear?




Mitigation actions Risk mitigation matrix

Comain Modsrate Figh

Risk ID Risk Mitigation ~ Revised-Risk ~ Revised-Risk  Revised-Risk
Actions Tmpact Likelihood Level
WhichriskD?  Whatisthename  Whatarethe i v
K impa kolilood af Tosolaftorrisk
orcliminatethe  mitigation? dskmitigation?  mitigation?
sk

Tesigaifioast Catasropts:

Discover the world ar Leiden University

Roadmap Monitoring and evaluating the plan

Put the actions on a rough timeline

Use chect the answerof .
+ Indicate dependencies between actions p the indlcators coltii during the executio
roet Indicators | Dependenton
* Indicate accountable actors for actions Summary 1) Haveyou achieved your overall goal and targets?
- =) Which cutcomes Lave already been achieved?
Action 2 Bisses Goal/ priaseta - 3) Which euputs have already been achieved?
Ambitionstate 41 Which actions bave already been executed?

Outcomes

Outputs

W ane o i o accorapli?
Andwhy?

How will you measure success?
what ather conditions tacst
ek

Hor do youget there?

world at Leiden University

.
Stakeholder analysis

Stakeholder analysis can be conducted in two phases;

Appendices -

stakeholder:

+ In the situation analysis, fill out the first column of the stakeholder's table to define the

s and stakeholder groups. And try to be as complete as possible. Use the following diagram to

eategorize stakeholders based on stakeholders group, impact level, and support level

Phase 2: When you build your roadmap and do the benefit gener:

table, it makes sense to do the

seeond phase of stakeholder analysis, which is to fill sut the remaining columns.

Slakbholdeeruy‘ Tmpact Level _

Decision authority Supportive

tf' Universiteit = Afeted eura
5 Leiden s

‘The Netherlands

Stakeholder analysis SWOT analysis

+ What does the system do well? + What could be improved?

. have2 .
Stakeholders Impact Level Support Level Reasons Actions
b e fmp PP What

stakeboldersor derson n the n ppor

stakebolder group? business? stakeholder is? stakeholder group?
* How * He uld
- What + What damag
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threats?
.

ploiti Le imi i hich of

opportunities?




9.5 Appendix V: Worked-out example (Invest4All)

Evolution plan for

InvestgAll

Universiteit This evolution plan was created as

Leiden an synthetic case for testing the

The Netherlands evolution planning methedology
and supporting materials.

Leiden University

Executive Summary

Current state: Invest4All is an investment banking application for mid-income private individuals and families
in The Netherlands, allowing lost-cost and low-risk investment into the AEX stock market. Invest4All currently
has 4,000 users.

TInvest4All is currently available as web application with support from all major browsers. On the server-side the
system runs on a group of servers hosted in-house.

Invest4All is currently not profitable.

Opportunity: Low and even negative interest rates on savings acrounts has increased interest among private
individuals and families in investment banking. This rise in interest occurs in The Netherlands, but also in other
European countries. Current (Duteh) users of Invest4All have strong interest in investing not only in the AEX,
but in exehanges worldwide.

Ambition: Make Invest4All available to users across the European Union, allowing them to invest in all major
European exchanges. Let the number of users grow from 4,000 now, to 100,000 in three years.

Steps: (1) Enable connection to more exchanges, () Increase scalability in terms of number of users and.
number of transaction, (3} Support internationalisation

Situation

Tnvest4All is an i private individuals and families in The
\e']\ﬂ].md» llowing lost-c msl aud \m\‘ n;k m\eslnml\ mﬂxe AEX stock market and related funds.

Fr nalities: Users can inspeet the current status of their
nn»smmm pt their investment strategy, and obtain a mul
investments’

westments, make changes to specific
ear projection of the value of their

Users: Invest4All currently has 4,000 users. About 65% of these users checks the status of their investments
each 1]\14)1\']\ About 10% of these users make a change to their investments or their investment strategy each
month.

Software pmﬁ]e Invest4All is currently available as \\eb Y\pﬁslmnou\.yth ans\pwm[mn all major browsers.

On the server-side the system runs on a group of servers h h Tamme

Angular and The sorvor-side 1s programmed in Cs. The jotal eade buse has a rebujd sale o person-years.
e quality of the code base is above market average. The development team works according to Agile-

uses a modern development environment, and has fully automated integration, testing, m"l dep fovment.

upervision: The application is regularly audited, and audit reporis are shared with the Dutch and European
1\(\001\(\] banks and the Duteh financial markets authority (AFM).

Problems: The system has experienced brief moments of unavailabi
the end of each working day

v as a result of peak loads oceurring at

Investment4All eurrently runs at a loss. Operation and maintenance of Invest4All is currently €65,000 per
month. Revenue from subscriptions and transaction fees amounts to €60,000 per month.

Discover the world at Leiden University

Ambition

Make Invest4All available to users across the European Union, allowing them to invest in all major European
exchanges. Let the number of users grow from 4,000 now, to 100,000 in three years.

Motivation

Whieh strength s used to seizewhich opportunity? Which
wealaiess is remediated to witigate which threat?

Goal Stakeholder

Incresse user based and associated  CFO

revenue to achieveat least a 40% canbe expande to other European sountries.

profit

Ensurestability, alsounderhigh €O Current in-house deployment is not sealable. High-quality

peakloads. codean: aMmp nent proeess allow re-deployment on eloud
infrastructure.

Inerease user satisfaction by Customers Cumu(hun(anunmDuld)mdlawtanbe removed to give

widening investment possibilities. nsers access to broad investment passibilities.

3

Gap analysis

i Possible solution
Gap Type of the gap Current state Ambition state i
0 the Wl you like to
zp? zp? be? or alternative ways to
saps?

L 2 e 1

sametimes unavailable  under peakloads sealie better

during pe:
Low numberofusers  Market gap 4,000 users 100,000 users Rall ot to mere

countries
Notprofitable Frofitzap €5,000}0ss permonth  atleast €500,000profit Inereaserevenue (at
per month. Teast i6-fold) more than

costs (at most 3-fold)

the world ar Leiden University

Design moves

Designmove  Strategic intent  Criteria of done Actions Cast Risks
e . [Vt cou g wroeg?)
Whatlsthe Whatbenefitareyou  Whatls the measura w ,in o
nameofthe  hyingtoachiev?  ofsuceess to required  becon
designmove?  Whatis the marked software? Whatother _expertise,prevequisites  aseure a sucosssf
ctor influenceof actionsneedtobe  thatneed to be fulflled?  outcome?
this design mone: taken?
Addeschanges  Addnew exchangesfor Fronch ipe
largemarkets Italian, Spanish,  exchange(2)Take  configurationeffortper  exchangesmay
Belgianexhanges  intooperation exchange not work as
areconnected documented.
Internationalisat Maketheapplication  UsersfromallEU (1) Supportmultiple 6 person-months Development
i accesibla tonon-Dutch  countrissareusing  langunges, (2) developmnt offort
x5 theapplication.  Supportmultiple -
dentification supporte
mechanisms languages

orld at Leiden University

Design moves

o  Stategiointemt  Criteriaofdone Risks
Design move po T Actions Cost e ——
Whatis the name Wha Whatehanges need Whatare thecosts, in  Whatrisks needto

of the design ‘mensure of tobemadetothe  terms of effort, reqy controlled 1o assure 8

suecess? What  espertise, prerequi suceassful cutcome?
that need to be

fulfilled:

i

ot o ot
this design move?

) il Currentdev team has no
underincreased  sidesode to Azure,  effort, lhmdwd eloud experienca
lond (2) Configureauto-  operation expenseof €2
®  per userper month

Cloud deployment

and sudit
Extensible Aot comnetion Newaxhangecn (4 SOlsARC | Gpesson-onss Ertors may be
architecrure of new exchanges added w pedfccode () Gnopasatefon. ol code
S e inges. Code base
code configuration Hoenmnes mors comples.
intorfoce, (3}
Support AEX

through
configuration, not
code

(Continued)

University

Benefit generation for stakeholders

Action/ Responsible Benef ) )
Immediate benefit  Long term benefit

Design move: stakeholder stakeholde: "8

By which designmoves  Which stakeholderis ‘Which stakeholder is Whatisthe short term  Whatisthe long term

orinwhichstepinthe  respansible for this benefiting from the goal? Whatimmediate  benefit?

magstha > Denefitis?
getscreated?
Internationalisation CTO, CO0 CFO None. InvestaAll will become
profitable
Cloud deploviment CTO, CO0 User Always available Always available
T ero,c00 = T T —

possibilities

Leiden University




Risk assessment

ik N Related design Risk Risk .
fskin (5 move Description RiskImpact  1golihood Rtk Level
Whatis Whatisthe  Duringwhich Whatisthe Ifariskoccurs  Whatlsthestate Whatiathe level
therisk nameofthe  designmovemight descriptioncftbe  andis ot ofbeing of the risk?
ke thisriskoscur?  risk? mitigated, what  probable or

sthe impactof  chancaofa
themostlkely  threat

mthat  occurring?
will cecur?
B Cond slle Clow deplayment corrent devteambas  Msjor Likely Estreme
e e
B e ek Msjor Passibie High
troduee errors.
3 Cofe complesity  Extensible archtzcture  Cod base becormes mope Mg Passibie Hih
cormplex by cade changes
4 Foor 271 A8 exchonges APLsof various exchanges Major Likely Estremne
docurmerssion ey it wark o
5 Lackat e Tie et taiene Bassibie
Freicencs = oot prafiient m the
cupported cugportad hngiages
Dngunges
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Risk mitigation matrix

Catasropiss

Monitoring and evaluating the plan

Froject Indicators Dependenton Use checkmarksto show the answer of following
Summary v qestions in the indicators column during the
exscution.
1) Hrve you achievedyour overal] goaland
Goi
Ambition state omes have alreadybeen achieved?
putshave alreadybeen achisved?
Which sctions have already béen executad2
Guteomes =
e
i
Outputs: Froctcn of expeta
g
Actions
oves

er the world at Leiden University

Mitigation actions

RikID  Risk Mitigation Actions ~ Revised-Risk  Revised-Risk  Revised-Risk
Tmpact Likelihood Level
Which W What is the risk Vi th ok
ID?  of the risk? n rigk? 1pa ik level after risk
mitgaten? dtmigaton?  iganon?
. Goutbts St ety gy | st -
i ﬁ rwmdp‘;&.mrm w2
== it
e el
e ot
: tewmew  Mecteossmeouse e p— .
e
ooty socsien —_— i
3 =L Sl oasaig Tk aaitarmd ok
e e
ks
© ik s s e p— o
Syt
e g o
Lt
TR i - .
s e o oesach TS (Taaslston

Maigezent Sy
youseedoingLeaiion ight oot

January February

Isclate AEX-specificcade

May

Extensible
architecture

Support multiple languages_
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Stakeholder analysis

Stakeholders ~ ImpactLevel  Support Level Reasons Actions
Wioars your Wttt o sppatie o VDt the oo Whatare the actions o
stakeholders o e | et sl o seppart? adiress tis abebalder
Sabmhlder group?  asimem? ol ke iy
CommaipadnsgAtacd e

o iy sy
Duch cpem sk Tapact Sppartne iyt .

e —t o i
Dk fmtiie D S
P AR e e
b=
OidFomdOBe  Dsimambory - The -
b ey
T i T
e e
)

Chid Ol o0y tmpici s
— %

e ety e s

s i m«ﬂampm,mmm

L

QUeTelon ) Diasebat pparti
b=

i ey g i il g
o e irtbanecare st bacaac
gl e hanges
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TOWS analysis

Howeanyou  Le inimize tl How eanyou use
threats?
Dutel o y
remaved to give users access to broad investment
possibilities and prevent users from going to
competitors.
c ity Le imi hichof
itics: What act used to maximize the identified
opportunities?
ks Invest4all availabl Mk a

European Union

associated revenneto achieveat leasta 4o% profit.  satisfaction.

SWOT analysis

* What does the system do well? + Whatcould be improved?
- Wi have? .
+ The qualityofl ‘market - w o peakloads
average (High-quality code) oceurringat the end of each working day.
. » i + Users only have access to Dutch exchange.
that provides fully automated integeation, esting,
and deployment.

‘The strong interest of both Dutchand non-Duteh
usersto uze the application,

+ How else could the system be used? + Howcould the system fail?
+ Tnterest of Dutch users to favest i exchanges + Dnvestment4All curvently runs ata loss

‘warldwide. . L:enllllghmsemnmﬂhurs ‘systems that provide
* Interestof non-Duteh ppl .

the world a




