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Abstract

Despite the immense growing popularity of enterprise architecture (EA), the practice remains
excruciatingly challenging. This study explores the challenges from an impelling standpoint, which is to
gain a deeper understanding of the factors that influence decision-making in enabling the practice of EA
in organizations. This helps to comprehend why EA practice is increasingly difficult in many
organizations, as it affects the realization of its benefits. The document analysis technique was employed
in gathering existing literature. The structuration theory (ST) was applied as a lens, to view the materials,
from which three fundamental factors, Institutional articulation, Rigidity, and Instantiation were revealed.
The originality of the factors makes them useful, reduces constraints and guides the formulation of policies
and governance for EA practice in an organization.

Keywords: Enterprise architecture, Information technology, implementation and practice, structuration
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Introduction

In the last three decades, there has been an increase in the interest of Enterprise Architecture (EA) by
organizations in various sectors. EA is a practice that helps organizations achieve their overall performance
by showing a holistic view of the organization while focusing on how the IT and business domains are
linked to each other (Olsen, 2017). The implementation of EA enables alignment between information
technology (IT) solutions and business needs in an organization (Wiranti et al., 2020). The advancement of
alignment between IT and business units is perceived to be one of the most critical aspects of any
organization (Rodrigues et al., 2021; Banaeianjahromi & Smolander, 2019). Thus, the practice of EA is
viewed as an essential approach to solving complex challenges concerning both business and technical (1T)
solutions (Anthony Jnr, 2021). Other strengths of the practice are the integration of systems and design of
business processes and the management of information (Samsudin & Hadiana, 2019).

However, the implementation and practice of EA have not been easy for many organizations, primarily
because of the numerous challenges that come with it (Aliee et al., 2019). Some of the challenges emanate
from a lack of understanding of the influencing factors. Also, challenges can be attributed to the broadness
of the concept, which it gained from descriptions and focuses. Thus, many organisations tend to interpret
and adopt EA differently. According to lyamu (2019), EA is a tool and an approach that can be used to
holistically bring about change through organizations’ activities and processes. Gong and Jansen (2019)
assert that EA can be used to examine the current state and determine the future state of an organization.
Based on its focus on current and future states, it is used to create roadmaps within organizations. Despite
the differences in the understanding by organizations, decision-making remains a critical aspect of EA,
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towards fulfilling business goals and objectives. Thus, the factors that sway the decisions must be
understood.

Increasingly, managers rely on certain norms and factors to improve the value and quality of decisions that
they make (Cabrerizo et al., 2015). According to Ibitomi et al. (2021), the use of decision support systems
assists management in easing the decision-making process, towards achieving the business goal and
objectives. However, EA decision-makers are either not familiar with or hardly make use of decision
support (Goldston, 2021; Goldston, 2019). Additionally, it is difficult to find a decision support system,
framework, or model for EA, from an academic perspective. This could be attributed to a lack of awareness
of the influencing factors.

Factors influencing decisions manifest from resources and rules, which Giddens (1984) refers to as
structure. Employees, including managers, rely on rules and resources, to execute tasks or make decisions.
According to Giddens (1984), structure exists only in the instantiation of human knowledge, which in turn
produces actions. Thus, structures provide the critical guidelines that are crucially needed to practice EA.
Shanks et al. (2018) state that EA professionals need in-depth knowledge of the organization’s strategy and
IT technologies to develop the roadmaps needed. Thus, a decision based on knowledge informed by
structure is needed to guide the practice of EA. This is what is missing in the practice of EA in many
organizations.

In contributing to the extensive work that has been conducted in the areas of EA, this study aimed to help
gain a deeper understanding of the factors that influence decision-making, to enhance support that can
enable the practice of EA in organizations. Based on the objective, the study was conducted, and it is
structured into five main sections, as presented in this paper. Firstly, the study is introduced. A review of
the literature was conducted as presented in the second section, and the methodology employed is discussed
in the third section. In the fourth section, structuration theory is employed as a lens to view the influencing
factors of EA practice. Finally, a conclusion is drawn in the last section.

Enterprise architecture

Enterprise architecture (EA) has been widely adopted by many organizations around the globe. To fully
understand the concept of EA, the terms ‘enterprise’ and ‘architecture’ are first, explained separately. An
enterprise is an organization or institution that has been legally established to generate profit from the
products and services that they provide to their clients (Sapna et al., 2019). Pisching et al. (2018) describe
architecture as an organizational framework that comprises components, relationships, principles, and
guidelines, purposely to guide the design and development of activities. The terms were first combined with
enterprise architecture by John Zachman in the 80s (Zachman, 1987). The concept has since evolved and
continues to do so. According to Mayer et al. (2019:2287), EA is “a coherent whole of principles, methods,
and models that are used in the design and realization of an enterprise’s organizational structure, business
processes, information systems, and infrastructure”.

Traditionally, business processes, planning, activities, and IT improvements in organizations used to be
attended to in isolation (Niemi & Pekkola, 2020). In addressing this type of unproductive isolation,
organizations began to put more effort into developing and implementing EA frameworks to facilitate the
integration of business and IT domains (lyamu, 2018). EA implementation is premised on adding value to
organization through benefits such as minimizing cost, enhancement in decision making, alignment of
business and IT domains, and regulating compliance (Dang & Pekkola, 2017). However, this has not always
been the case, and many organisations find it difficult to achieve this. The benefits of EA lie in its practice
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to enhance the performance of the entire organization (Shanks et al., 2018), and result in accomplishing set
goals (Abunadi, 2019).

The evolution of EA is evident in many of its frameworks developed in the last two decades. This includes
Zachman’s Framework, The Open Group Architecture Framework (TOGAF), Gartner Inc., Forrester, and
the Department of Defense Architecture Framework (DoDAF) (Al-Turkistani et al., 2021). Each EA
framework has its weaknesses and strengths, which this study does not focus on. The implementation and
practice of the frameworks remain challenging for many organizations (lyamu, 2019). The challenges
continue to deprive organizations of gaining from the benefits of EA, critically, from areas such as
information flow and management (Banaeianjahromi & Smolander, 2019), business design, application
development (Alwadain et al., 2016), selection (lyamu, 2017), and technology infrastructure selection
(Abunandi, 2019), deployment, and management (Gong & Jansen, 2019; Olsen, 2017).

The theory underpinning the study

Many theories exist. Therefore, in ensuring the most appropriate theory, to underpin the study, a set of
criteria was formulated and used. The criteria that guided the selection were that the theory must focus on
(1) the relationship between actors; (2) the interaction between humans and technologies; and (3) the
structure of a system. Based on the criteria, structuration theory (ST) was selected to underpin the study.
The focus areas of the theory guide this study from different viewpoints. Increasingly, theories are often
used to underpin IS studies, in a cumulative rigor while achieving the objectives (lyamu, 2021).

Structuration theory

Structuration theory (ST) focuses on structure and agent (or agency). Structure is defined as rules and
resources (lyamu, 2019). According to Giddens (1984: 304), sstructures exist only in their instantiation in
the knowledge activities of situated human subjects, which reproduce them as structural properties of social
systems embedded in spans of time-space. In ST, agents are also known as agencies, and they can be
technical (e.g., technology) or non-technical such as humans and processes (Batyashe & lyamu, 2020).
Human agency refers to knowledgeability and through it, makes use of the resources available to them
(Khando et al., 2022). Agents and structure are inseparable (Nunu et al., 2019). This is because agents and
their actions are guided by structure, and structure is created by agents.

One of the significances of ST is that it focuses on the usefulness of power among the agencies (Batyashe
& lyamu, 2020). This assists to examine and understand how agencies exercise their power to act within a
social system. Furthermore, another strength of ST is the focus on the interaction between the main tenets
which are agents and structures, to reproduce structure (Nunu et al., 2019; Giddens, 1984). This helps to
examine and understand how agencies consciously and unconsciously interact in a social system in the
implementation and practice of EA in an organization. This interaction between structures and agencies is
known as the duality of structure (Mutudi & lyamu, 2020).

As shown in Figure 1, the duality of the structure consists of three-dimensional components, which are
structure, modality, and interaction. The structure contains signification, domination, and legitimation
(Tungela & lyamu, 2022; Giddens, 1984). The structure and interaction are linked by the modality
(interpretative schemes, facility & norm) (Giddens, 1984).
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Figure 1: Duality of Structure (Giddens, 1984)

This is mainly because the relationships that exist between structures and agents are not fixed but
reproductive (lyamu, 2019). In addition, agencies are made up of communication, power, and sanction
(Sackstein et al., 2023). Human agents communicate their interaction with each other using interpretative
schemes (also known as stock of knowledge) which helps them to make sense of what was communicated
and informs signification structure (Schneidewind et al., 2018). An agent is bestowed with allocative and
authoritative power, which includes resources to facilitate the reproduction of structure (lyamu & Nunu,
2021). This sort of power enables the domination of an agent within a social structure. Agents throng their
power to get action sanctioned. Once that happened, it became the mode of operandi, the norm. Over time,
the norm is legitimized within the structure. Actions of agencies become sanctioned or approved because
of being accepted as a norm and result in the legitimation structure.

Research methodology

Based on the objective of the study, which is to gain a deeper understanding of the factors that influence
the support for EA in an organization, the qualitative method was deemed most appropriate. Nehemia-
Maletzky et al. (2018) explain that qualitative methods are commonly used to examine phenomena to get
an understanding of what, how, and why things occur the way they do. Thus, the document analysis
technique was selected in the collection of the data (existing materials).

Documents such as organisational reports, journal articles, conference proceedings, and books that are
relevant to the study were collected. Permission for access to reports such as strategy documents was sought.
Document analysis provides insight into historical information (Lee, 2020), of the phenomenon under
investigation. According to Adewumi et al. (2019), document analysis is the process of collecting existing
documents to get information to gain more knowledge of the phenomenon being studied. These documents
can be presented as hard or soft copies (Rikhotso et al., 2022).

Using the document analysis techniques, existing materials, which are articles published in Journals, book
chapters, and conference proceedings were gathered. A set of criteria was used in gathering the materials.
The criteria consisted of three attributes, which are scope (nearness), credibility, and history.

i.  Nearness — in the context of gathering materials for the study, nearness entails articles that focus

on the development, implementation, and practice of EA. This helps to be specific and explore the
factors that influence the EA practice, which is the objective of the paper.
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ii.  Credibility — there are thousands of white and green papers including blogs available. However,
only articles peer-reviewed were selected. This was to ensure the credibility of the articles. Thus,
academic databases such as EBSCOhost, IEEE, AlS, and Emerald were used as sources for the
collection of the data.

iii.  Historical — The third attribute of the criteria focuses on historical balance. Thus, a ten-year
timeframe was proffered, and articles published between 2013 and 2023 were gathered.

The academic databases mentioned above were preferred primarily because they host the majority of IS
and IT research articles, globally. Also, the databases are most popular among IS researchers. Based on the
criteria, a total of 51 documents were collected.

Structuration view: analysis

Following inductive reasoning, the thematic approach is employed in the data analysis, guided by ST as a
lens. ST is employed. Firstly, to identify technical and non-technical agents and their roles in the
implementation and practices of EA in an organisation. Secondly, to understand the interaction between
agency and structure and how new structures are re-produced. Lastly, how structure and agents influence

the deployment of EA in an organisation.

Structure Signification

Table 1: The Practice of Enterprise Architecture

Domination

Legitimation

The practice of EA is not a
‘nice to have’ but, to serve the
practical needs of an
organization. It is intended to
provide aesthetics that enable
competitiveness and
sustainability (Setyawan et al.,
2020).

EA is critical in its
reproductive role, in
designing processes and
governance. In facilitating
and allocating available
resources structures of
domination among actors are
enforced, according to Nyella
and Mndeme (2010).

EA requires approval and
sponsorship for its
deployment in an
organization (Dang &
Pekkola, 2020). However,
this alone is not enough for
successful practice.

Modality Interpretative scheme Facility Norm

It is difficult to decide on what | The practice of EA is an EA is intended to enact a
EA frameworks to adopt approach intended to balance | culture of evolving
(KomariahHildayanti et al., business functions and IT articulation. It shapes the IT
2018) because they are solutions (Ahmad et al., and business environments
flexible enough for 2020). However, it does and creates a sense of
instantiations. This is cumulate to ineffective improved efficiency and
associated with an governance in many effectiveness (Tamm et al.,
understanding of the organizations 2022).
frameworks and the
organization’s needs or
requirements.

Interaction Communication Power Sanction

An institutional articulation
helps to define the
communication of the EA.
Poor communication leads to
miscommunication of
processes and activities of EA
practice, according to Kurnia
et al. (2021).

The importance of EA
manifests in the power to
control and govern (lyamu,
2022). The effect is that some
stakeholders resist buy-in.
This is caused by either a
lack of understanding or the
zeal to control.

EA is rigid. As a result,
many stakeholders do not
approve of it
(Banaeianjahromi &
Smolander, 2016). This
creates a misalignment
between EA and business
goals.
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From Table 1, the most prevalent factors of influence are extracted, they are three, which are understanding,
culture, and rigidity.

Institutional articulation

Institutional articulation refers to a situation where two or more departments or units within an organization
work together to formulate a shared set of aims and objectives. EA is intended to solve an organisation’s
business and IT challenges and improve efficiency. However, this is not always the case (lyamu, 2022).
This is because many enterprise architects are experts who often do not have a holistic view and
understanding of business processes, information artefacts, and IT solutions of the organisation. As a result,
institutional articulation of EA becomes challenging and static. Articulation defines the boundaries, the
deliverables, allocative, and much more critically, it engineers alignment between business and IT units.
Shanks et al. (2018) highlighted the significance of articulation in achieving the benefits of EA.

Institutional articulation continues to receive less attention in the practice of EA in many organizations.
Beese et al. (2023) suggest that the complexity of EA can be better understood by articulating the relations
between existing the different building blocks. Such articulation evolves and Holistic is not static but
recursive, which some enterprise architects and many stakeholders sometimes lack. Giddens (1984)
summates this type of circumstance well, stating that “structure as the medium and outcome of the conduct
it recursively organizes; the structural properties of social systems do not exist outside of action but are
chronically implicated in its production and reproduction (P. 374)”.

Rigidity

Rigidity is a discipline-oriented artefact. It is a situation where the enactment of processes and activities is
not easily negotiable or dismantled. It entails a high level of compliance and shapes the outcomes. The EA
is rigid, which can be attributed to its highly disciplined and specialisation. Corroboratively, many
enterprise architects are considered too rigid and do not adapt fast enough to the continuously evolving
business needs and evolutions. Kotusev (2016) argues that many organizations fail to succeed with EA
because of its excessive rigidness. The concept of EA is governed by rules and regulations, which are
strictly applied to manage available resources in an environment. According to Giddens (1984: 377), “rules
and resources, recursively implicated in the reproduction of social systems. Structure exists only as memory
traces, the organic basis of human knowledgeability, and as instantiated in action”.

Instantiation

In the context of this study, instantiation is about providing specific factors and how those factors manifest
to influence the practices of EA. A lack of instantiation is consequential in fomenting two fundamental
problems in an organization. Firstly, it results in business personnel making architecture-related decisions,
and vice versa. In EA there are challenges of instantiations, to create new attributes and elements that can
fortify and enable successful practice. As currently understood, instantiation is the process, which seems to
conflict with EA rigidity. This, therefore, requires creativity and innovation, to create a new context based
on pre-existing models or domains, by enterprise architects. Nahar and Gill (2022) argued that solutions
can be modelled through instantiation. According to Giddens (1984), rules and resources are sets that are
implicated in the institutional of systems.

The second problem is that the business unit’s personnel begin to draw the attention of the enterprise
architect to solutions instead of problems. Instantiations can happen at various stages of EA practice (Trad,
2022) including reuse and specialization purposes (Firdausy et al., 2022). chronically involved with the
instantiation of rules and are fundamental to the form of those rules. The instantiation process should help
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to encapsulate context as EA evolves. Giddens (1984: 16) explains how “rresources are media through which
power is exercised, as a routine element of the instantiation of conduct in social reproduction”.

Limitations and further research

Although the study is comprehensive and achieves its objective, there are two primary limitations. The first
of the limitations is that it focuses on non-empirical data. Empirical data could offer different and more
practical insights. Secondly, it is non-case studied. A different outcome could be revealed from studies in
an organization’s setting. Future research should aim to validate the findings in organizational settings and
explore the feasible factors impacting EA practices.

Conclusion

The contributions of this study are two-fold, namely: theoretical and practical. Theoretically, this study
contributes to advancing the use of ST in IS research. In addition, it adds to the existing literature in the
areas of EA, IT governance and management. Revealing factors of influence is a practical contribution.
This means that managers in organizations can develop policies that facilitate EA practice based on the
factors. This allows organizations to respond to ever-changing needs while providing efficient and effective
service delivery, enabled, and supported by EA.

The study is most significant to four groups, the IT architects, IT managers, business personnel, and
academics. To the architects, the study provides a framework based on which policies and governance can
be developed, to increase the chances of EA success in their organizations. The study provides awareness
and an understanding of the influence of EA and how it can help to reduce challenges and increase
competitiveness. From an academic perspective, the study is significant in that it provides a framework that
is based on empirical evidence.
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