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The Enterprise Coherence-governance Assessment (ECA) instrument is a part of the
GEA (General Enterprise Architecting) method for enterprise architecture. Based on
experiences with this assessment instrument in a range of real world projects, the ECA
has been improved, leading to the extended Enterprise Coherence-governance Assess-
ment (eECA). So far, the eECA been applied in 54 organizations with a total of 120
respondents. The paper discusses the context in which the eECA instrument was devel-
oped, the instrument itself, as well as the results of the assessment study in which the
instrument was applied.

The ECA and eECA use the term ‘coherence’ rather than the more common term
‘Business-IT alignment’, since the latter is generally associated with bringing only
‘Business’ and ‘IT’ inline. The word coherence, however, stresses the need to go be-
yond this. Enterprise coherence involves connections and synchronisation between all
important aspects of an enterprise. ‘IT’ and ‘Business’ just being two of these aspects.

Key words: business-IT alignment, enterprise coherence-governance assessment, en-
terprise architecture, enterprise architecture maturity model, enterprise coherence frame-
work

1 Introduction

As reported on in earlier work [27, 28], the Enterprise Coherence-governance Assess-
ment (ECA) is an instrument that enables organizations to assess their ability (maturity)
to effectively govern their enterprise coherence, where enterprise coherence is under-
stood to be:

The extent to which all relevant aspects of an enterprise are connected, to the
extend necessary to let the enterprise meet its desired results.

The relevant aspects in the above definition are organization dependent. Even more, the
clarity with which an organization has articulated these aspects is one of the parameters

? This work has been partially sponsored by the Fonds National de la Recherche Luxembourg
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determining their ability/maturity to govern enterprise coherence. In [28] we have dis-
cussed the concept of the (organization specific) coherence dashboard, which enables
organizations to precisely express the relevant aspects that need to be connected.

As argued in [27, 28], and demonstrated in terms of a report on a real world case
in [29], enterprise coherence involves more than aligning ‘Business’ and ’IT’. Enter-
prise coherence involves connections and synchronisation between all important as-
pects of an enterprise. ‘IT’ and ‘Business’ just being two of these aspects. Other (prac-
tise oriented) sources also explicitly acknowledge the need for enterprise architecture
methods to look well beyond the traditional Business-to-IT stack. Consider for exam-
ple: [9, 12, 7].

The ECA is part of the GEA (General Enterprise Architecting) method for enter-
prise architecture. The development of GEA was initiated in 2006 by the consultancy
firm Ordina (www.ordina.nl) as a multi-client2 research project. The decision by
Ordina to embark on the development of the GEA method originated from the observa-
tion that large scale enterprise transformations fail more often than not, while, in their
experience, existing methods and frameworks for enterprise architecture failed to con-
tribute to the success of enterprise transformation efforts [26, 25]. Furthermore, a survey
held at the start of the GEA research programme, showed that the experience was not
limited to Ordina alone, but was equally shared among a broad range of client organiza-
tions participating in the programme. The underlying issues were also considered grave
enough for the participating client organizations to indeed co-invest in the programme
in terms of time and money, in the GEA research programme. The initial survey also
resulted in the driving hypothesis of the GEA programme: the overall performance of
an enterprise is positively influenced by a strong coherence among the key aspects of
the enterprise, including business processes, organizational culture, product portfolio,
human resources, information systems, IT support, etc.

A first step in the GEA programme was the the development of (the first version
of) an Enterprise Coherence-governance Assessment (ECA) [27] instrument to obtain a
clearer understanding of the challenges to enterprise coherence, and its potential impact
on organizational performance. This assessment was consequently applied at the par-
ticipating client organizations. Based on the outcomes of these ECA studies the GEA
research programme focussed its efforts on four research objectives:

1. Definition of the indicators and factors influencing/defining enterprise coherence.
2. Identification of the impact of enterprise coherence on organizational performance.
3. An instrument to assess an enterprise’s level of coherence.
4. Instruments to guard/improve the level of coherence in enterprises.

In its current form, the GEA method comprises three core ingredients [25]. Next
to the Enterprise Coherence-governance Assessment (ECA) [27] that allows organi-

2 During different stages of the GEA research programme, the members of the programme in-
cluded: ABN AMRO; ANWB; Achmea; Belastingdienst – Centrum voor ICT ICTU; ING;
Kappa Holding; Ministerie van Binnenlandse Zaken en Koninkrijksrelaties; Ministerie van
Defensie; Ministerie van Justitie – Dienst Justitiële Inrichtingen; Ministerie van LNV – Dienst
Regelingen; Ministerie van Landbouw, Natuur en Voedselkwaliteit; Nederlandse Spoorwegen;
Ordina; PGGM; Politie Nederland; Prorail; Provincie Flevoland; Rabobank; Radboud Univer-
sity Nijmegen; Rijkswaterstaat; UWV; Wehkamp.
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zations to assess their ability to govern coherence during enterprise transformation, it
contains an Enterprise Coherence Framework (ECF) [28] and a (situational) Enterprise
Coherence Governance (ECG) [25] approach. The latter includes the identification of
specific deliverables/results to be produced, the processes needed to produce these de-
liverables/results, as well as an articulation of the responsibilities and competences of
the people involved. The ECF enables enterprises to set up their own coherence dash-
board. This, enterprise specific, dashboard enables senior management to govern the
coherence between key aspects of an enterprise during transformations.

As already identified in [27], there was a need to extend future versions of the
ECA with a.o. characteristics from additional sources, including IT Architecture Ca-
pability Maturity Model [6], the Normalized Architecture Organization Maturity Index
(NAOMI) [19], the Enterprise Architecture Score Card [21] and the NASCIO Enter-
prise Architecture Maturity Model [1]. Next to that, practical experiences in using the
ECA is client projects, also produced feedback that called for an update/extension of the
original ECA. This paper reports on the resulting new version of the ECA, the extended
Enterprise Coherence-governance Assessment (eECA).

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. In Section 2 we briefly explain
two other parts of the GEA method that are relevant to the discussions in this paper.
More specifically, this involves the Enterprise Coherence Framework (ECF) and the
Enterprise Coherence Governance (ECG) approach. In Section 3 then we continue with
the presentation of the current version of the eECA instrument. Before concluding,
Section 4 continues with a report on the application of the instrument in the context of
54 large Dutch organizations with a total of 120 respondents.

2 Relevant elements of the GEA method

In this section, we briefly summarize the ECF and ECG parts of the GEA method. They
will be used as a basis for our discussion of the eECA.

2.1 The Enterprise Coherence Framework

The ECF (Enterprise Coherence Framework) [28] defines a series of cohesive elements
and cohesive relationships, which together define the playing field for an enterprise’s
cohesion. By making the definition of these elements explicit in a specific enterprise,
one gains insight in the ‘state of cohesion’ while also being able to assess the impact
of potential transformations. This then enables a deliberate governance of enterprise
coherence in terms of an organization specific coherence dashboard (also making the
organization specific ‘relevant aspects’, that make up enterprise coherence, explicit).
The ECF is defined in terms of two levels and their connections: the level of purpose
and the level of design. At the level of purpose, the following cohesive elements have
been identified, which are based on commonly known concepts from strategy formula-
tion [15, 4, 3]:

Mission – a brief, typically one sentence, statement that defines the fundamental pur-
pose of the organization that is enduringly pursued but never fulfilled.
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Vision – a concise statement that defines the mid to long-term goals of an organization.
Core values – defines the desired behaviour, character and culture of an organization.
Goals – the visions quantified success factors, which become the reference points to

judge the feasibility of strategies.
Strategy – forms a comprehensive master plan stating how the corporation will achieve

its mission and goals.

The presence of a well documented enterprise mission, vision, core values, goals and
strategy are preconditions to be able to determine the content of the core factors on the
design level of the organization and they are the essential resources for this determina-
tion. The cohesive elements at the design level are:

Perspective – an angle from which one wishes to govern/steer/influence enterprise
transformations. The set of perspectives used in a specific enterprise depend very
much on its formal and informal power structures. Both internally, and externally.
Typical examples are culture, customer, products/services, business processes, in-
formation provision, finance, value chain, corporate governance, etc. In GEA’s
view, it are really these perspectives that need to be aligned, in order to achieve
enterprise coherence on the design level.

Core concept – a concept, within a perspective, that plays a key role in governing the
organization from that perspective. Examples of core concepts within the perspec-
tive Finance are, for instance, “Financing” and “Budgeting”.

Guiding statement – an internally agreed and published statement, which directs de-
sirable behaviour. They only have to express a desire and/or give direction. Guiding
statements may therefore cover policy statements, (normative) principles [10] and
objectives.

Core model – a high level view of a perspective, based on, and in line with, the guiding
statements of the corresponding perspective.

Relevant relationship – a description of the connection between two guiding state-
ments of different perspectives.

The cohesive elements and their relationships are illustrated in Figure 1.
GEA’ concept of perspective is related to the notion of viewpoint as defined in ar-

chitecture standards such as TOGAF [23] and the IEEE definition of architecture [22].
The two notions are, however, not equal. A perspective is an angle from which one
wants to govern enterprise transformations. Given a this desire to govern transforma-
tions from a certain angle, a viewpoint can be defined that captures the way one wants
to view/contemplate from this angle. As such, one might say that GEA’s notion of per-
spectives could be defined as transformation-governance viewpoints.

The set of perspectives used by a specific enterprise on its coherence dashboard is
highly organization specific. This set is not likely correspond to the cells of well known
design frameworks such as Zachman [32] or TOGAF’s content framework [23]. Such
frameworks, however, can indeed play an important role in the development of the core
models within the different perspectives. Based on their respective underlying “design
philosophies”, these more design/engineering oriented frameworks provide a way (1)
to ensure completeness and consistency from an engineering point of view, (2) to en-
force/invite a specific line of reasoning on the design/construction of the enterprise and
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Fig. 1. The Enterprise Coherence Framework

(3) to classify/structure the different core models. In the creation of the latter models,
modelling languages such as ArchiMate [13], e3Value [8], BPMN [16], or UML [17]
can be used.

2.2 Enterprise Coherence Governance

As reported in [28], at the start of the GEA programme 31 requirements were formu-
lated that should we met by the GEA method. The ECA [27] and ECF [28] only partly
covered those requirements. Additional method components were needed, in particular
a process to for enterprise coherence governance, the ECG. Collectively, the ECA, ECF
and ECG method components cover the GEA concepts as depicted in Figure 2, where
one concept builds on the other leading to a coherent whole. All the promises of the
EA-vision, such as improving the coherence of the organization, should be achieved
through the execution of EA-processes. The execution of the EA-processes results in
EA-products that will direct change programmes and via this the enterprise coherence.
EA-people are needed to carry out the EA-processes and to produce the EA-products.
The EA-people need, to execute the EA-processes, allocation of means in terms of
time, budgets and tools. The EA-people and the execution of EA-processes need to
be governed by EA-governance. And finally to store a maintainable formal description
of the formulation of the EA-Vision, EA-processes, EA-products, EA-people and EA-
governance there is need for an EA-methodology. The ECG binds all these concepts
together in a workable procedure for doing enterprise architecture [30, 25].
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Fig. 2. Coherent set of GEA concepts

3 The extended Enterprise Coherence-governance Assessment

The original ECA [27] was based on the original requirements on the GEA method.
The eECA is based on the experiences gained from the development of the additional
GEA components (ECF and ECG), as well as practical experiences in using the ECA
and the GEA components in client engagements. See for example [29]. We also used
additional sources to derive characteristics to assess an enterprise’s coherence, e.g. from
the Architecture Maturity Model embedded in the Dynamic Enterprise Architecture
(DYA) method [31], the IT Architecture Capability Maturity Model [6], the Normalized
Architecture Organization Maturity Index (NAOMI) [19], the Enterprise Architecture
Score Card [20], and the NASCIO Enterprise Architecture Maturity Model [1].

A problem with the existing architecture maturity models, is that they have a tradi-
tional business-IT alignment focus. In our view the cause of this is that existing enter-
prise architecture approaches and frameworks, such as Zachman [32], DYA [31], Ab-
couwer et al. [2], Henderson & Venkatraman [11], TOGAF [23], IAF [24] and Archi-
Mate [14], take an “engineering oriented” style of communicating with senior man-
agement and stakeholders in general. The architecture frameworks underlying each of
these approaches are very much driven by “engineering principles”, and as such corre-
spond to a Blue-print style of thinking about change [5]. The requirements on the GEA
method, however, suggested the need to use another style of thinking. More in terms
of stakeholder interests, formal and informal power structures within enterprises, and
the associated processes of creating win-win situations and forming coalitions. In terms
of De Caluwé [5], this is more the Yellow-print style of thinking about change. In the
GEA programme, the Yellow-print line of thinking was taken as a starting point rather
than the Blue-print line of thinking. This was done by taking the perspective that the
actual social forces and associated strategic dialogues within an enterprise should be
taken as a starting point, rather than the frameworks of existing architecture approaches
suggesting the full make ability of an organization. This is also the reason why (see
Section 2) GEA’s enterprise architecture framework does not have an a priori defined
set of perspectives. The relevant set of perspectives is highly organization dependent.

For this reason we have adopted the maturity levels used in the aforementioned ar-
chitecture maturity models, but as aspects on which the maturity level should be deter-
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mined we use the GEA components, including the requirements and cohesive elements
which these components are based on. The eECA developed by the members of the
innovation programme GEA consists of three interrelated parts. See Figure 3.

EA
gradation 
questions

EA
open 
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Individual +
organisational
positioning:

•Spider diagram
•Quadrant diagram
•Maturity matrix

Context
information

Draft 
assessment 

report

Make
presentation

Assessment
report

Assessment
presentation

Feedback 
results

Discharge and 
follow-up

Week 1

Week 1

Week 4

Interviews

Week 2 - 3

Week 5

Week 5

Fig. 3. Application of the eECA (processes and products)

These parts consists of a set of fifty gradation questions (see ++++ Appendix 1),
a set of twenty three open questions (see +++ Appendix 2) and an interview based
on these questions. To conduct these 3 parts including the following reporting activi-
ties takes a turnaround time of approximately 5 weeks by a given number of about 25
respondents. Each of the gradation questions must be answered by one of the follow-
ing gradations: ‘not at all’, ‘minor’, ‘sufficient’, ‘largely’, ‘entirely’, ‘do not know’. By
choosing the latter possibility the appropriate question does not count in the calculations
to determine the maturity level.

The gradation questions result in three types of reporting: a ‘spider diagram’, a
‘quadrant diagram’ and a ‘maturity matrix’ both on individual level and on organiza-
tional level. The answers on the open questions provide the necessary context informa-
tion. Also include the open questions a number of cross-reference questions with respect
to the gradation questions. After receiving the answers on the gradation questions and
the open questions the interviews are planned. During the interviews the interviewer
can ask more detailed questions about the gradation and open questions, but may also
ascertain things that respondents not initially want to write down. Through conducting
the interview the interviewer completes the context information obtained through the
open questions. First we discuss the above mentioned diagrams and maturity matrix.

3.1 Spider diagram

In the spider diagram, the answers to the 50 gradation questions are plotted on a four-
point scale on the seven axes representing the seven GEA components. See Figure 4.
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So one can quickly see how each of the maturity levels of the GEA components are
measured and also the diagram gives an insight about the overall maturity level of the
EA function. Is the shaded area in the spider diagram relatively small one can say that
in the opinion of the respondent(s) the organization has not done enough to EA. The
diagram would be completely shaded in case all the questions were answered with
‘entirely’.

0,0

0,5

1,0

1,5

2,0

2,5

3,0

3,5

4,0
Vision

Processes

Products

PeopleMeans

Methodology

Governance

GEA score Employee 1 [Organisation XYZ]

Fig. 4. Maturity score, of a single employee, on the seven GEA components

3.2 Quadrant diagram

The results of the answers to the fifty rating questions are reflected in a quadrant model,
as depicted in Figure 5. This model is composed of two axes, the horizontal axis repre-
sents the level of development of the EA Vision and the vertical axis represents the level
of the application of the EA Vision. These axes represent two dimensions of the gov-
ernance of enterprise coherence, which correspond to the aforementioned GEA parts
that need to be developed. Each quadrant has a lavel, characterizing the hypothetical
(maturity) state of the enterprise as a function of the maturity of the EA function. In
short, the scores are computed as follows:

Sdevelopment , ∑
7
i=1 W development

i . Ci

Sapplication , ∑
7
i=1 W application

i . Ci

Ci , ∑
50
j=1 wi, j.Q j

where:
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W development is a vector expressing the relative weight of a GEA component
towards the development of an EA vision.

W application is a vector expressing the relative weight of a GEA component
towards the application of an EA vision.

w is a matrix expressing the relative contribution of a question to
the score of a given GEA component.

Q is a vector expressing the score that was given to a specific ques-
tion, ranging from 0 (‘not at all’) to 4 (‘entirely’).

The axis ‘EA vision development’ describes the extent to which an organization’s body
of knowledge concerning the governance of enterprise coherence has been made ex-
plicit, in particular the EA-vision and the EA-methodology. Is there a vision about en-
terprise architecting? Has the vision been translated into a methodology and how an or-
ganization wants to use it (is there an implementation plan)? Is there a real ambition for
the application of EA? The axis ‘EA vision application’ describes the extent to which
an organization actually operates the body of thought, in particular the EA-processes,
the EA-products, the EA-means and the EA-governance. The correlation between the
two axes results in four quadrants. Each quadrant has a label, characterizing the hypo-
thetical state of the enterprise as a function of the maturity of the EA function. This is
illustrated for one employee in Figure 5.

Employee 1

0

1/2

1

0 1/2 1

EA
 v

is
io

n 
ap

pl
ic

at
io

n

EA vision development

PhilosophisingDegeneration

Suboptimisation Optimisation

Fig. 5. Example individual (Employee1) perception of the maturity of the EA function

Figure 6 provides a brief outline of the characteristics per quadrant. Below we will
discuss the quadrants in more detail, while Table 1 provides anonymized real world
examples of fifty-four organizations and their positioning in relation to the quadrants.
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PhilosophisingDegeneration

Suboptimisation Optimisation

PhilosophisingDegeneration

Suboptimisation Optimisation

Suboptimisation
•Only local coherence
•No synchronisation
•Local EA-visions and activities
•EA integrated in BU strategy
•EA applied through third parties
•Temporary personnel and means
•Local architectural solutions
•Ineffective, efficiency improvement

Degeneration Philosophising
•Organisation not aware of coherence
•No synchronisation
•No EA vision and activities
•Strategy not supported by EA
•No awareness of EA
•No personnel and means allocated
•No architectural solutions
•Decrease in effectiveness and 
efficiency

•Strategic awareness of coherence
•Regular synchronisation
•Integral EA vision, no application
•EA integrated in organisation strategy
•EA inspired by third parties
•Limited personnel and means
•Some architectural solutions
•Increase in effectiveness, no 
efficiency

•Coherence applied org. wide
•Frequent synchronisation
•Integral EA-vision and activities
•EA integrated in org. strategy
•EA internalised in thinking
•Structurally personnel and means
•Integral architectural solutions
•Structural improvement of coherence
•High effectiveness and efficiency

Optimisation

Fig. 6. Characteristics of organizations as a function of EA maturity

Degenerating quadrant If an organization has no vision about enterprise architecting
and also does not know how to apply this form of management then the organization
scores in this quadrant. Coherence in the organization will continue to degenerate with
proportionate effects on the organization’s performance. Characteristic aspects for this
quadrant are:

– Coherence is not considered an important aspect.
– There is little or no synchronisation between representatives of the important aspects

of the enterprise.
– No worth mentioning EA vision or activities.
– Strategy is not supported by EA.
– There is no awareness of EA.
– No people or resources are allocated to EA.
– Solutions are designed and implemented without architecture.
– Decrease in effectiveness and efficiency.

Philosophical quadrant There is a vision of enterprise architecting, this is also trans-
lated into how it should be implemented, but it is not developed beyond terms of ‘paper’
and ‘goodwill’. It is not ‘exploited’, let alone implemented. There may be some basic
increase in effectiveness. A basic level/awareness of governance of enterprise coher-
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ence may be developed. Therefore, there is an increased likelihood that things move in
‘the right direction’. Characteristic aspects for this quadrant are:

– Coherence is considered to be a strategic aspect throughout the organization.
– There is regular synchronisation between representatives of the important aspects of

the enterprise.
– There is an integral EA vision, limited EA activities in the enterprise’s operations.
– EA is integrated in the organization’s strategy.
– EA is inspired especially by third parties.
– A limited number of people and resources has been allocated to EA.
– Some solutions are implemented with architecture.
– Increase in effectiveness, not in efficiency.

Suboptimal quadrant Organizations positioned in this quadrant are inhabited with
do-ers, individuals with their own perception, belief and ideas about enterprise archi-
tecting, who have taken their own local actions. Models have been designed that perhaps
offer the most potential for reinforcing governance of coherence throughout the orga-
nization. However, these are not synchronized/aligned and are formulated in their own
jargon. The biggest flaw is that the managers, who should use these products in their
decision making processes, do not know that they exist or they do not know how to un-
derstand and interpret them. A number of things are done well, but these are not good
things by definition. Throughout the organization there is some increase in efficiency.
Characteristic aspects of this quadrant are:

– Coherence is only experienced as an enterprise aspect locally and in different ways.
– There is no synchronisation between representatives of the important enterprise as-

pects.
– Local EA perceptions and interpretations and activities are on the agenda.
– EA is integrated in one or more department strategies.
– EA is applied particularly by third parties.
– Local and frequent temporary allocation of people and resources to EA.
– Local solutions are implemented with architecture.
– Not effective, increase in efficiency.

Optimization quadrant In this quadrant, vision and action go hand in hand. The
organization has a clear understanding of enterprise architecting and knows how to use
it to its advantage. The managers take strategic decisions from their integral and actual
knowledge about the meaning and design of the organization. The organization works
on optimising management and implementation processes that are supported by EA
processes and products. The good things are done well, in other words efficiency and
effectiveness go hand in hand. Characteristic aspects for this quadrant are:

– Coherence is experienced as an important aspect and governance of coherence is
applied throughout the organization.

– There is frequent synchronisation between representatives of the important aspects
of the enterprise.
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– EA is used as a directional framework to guide decision making processes resulting
in integral solutions addressing all important aspects of the enterprise on strategic,
tactical and operational levels and aligning the interdependencies between them.

– EA is integrated in the organization’s strategy.
– The notion of necessity of enterprise coherence is internalized in the thinking and

action of its leaders and managers.
– People and resources are structurally assigned to the EA function.
– Integral solutions for major issues are implemented with architecture.
– Structural improvements in coherence within the organization is on the agenda.
– There is high effectiveness and efficiency.

When the questions from the questionnaire have been answered, then the respon-
dents’ scores offer a good starting point for follow up actions to improve the governance
of enterprise coherence. In particular, by using the following questions as drivers:

– How can the (possible) differences in the positioning of the maturity of EA according
to the respondents be explained?

– Which steps for improvement can be made in connection with the positioning on an
aggregate level (average of the respondents’ scores)?

The discussion arising from the first question may urge employees adjusting their
views, which would have provided a very different score. Especially employees who
are supposed to make use of EA products, but did not have the courage to do so, will
find a platform to express their dissatisfaction. Or if not, it may lead to new concepts for
the whole group. The organization’s score is an average of the given scores from the in-
dividual respondents. However, as we will see in the next section, the average is not just
computed, but rather determined in joined sessions with all the involved respondents.
During such a session, individual respondents may change their scores in response to
improved insights into their understanding of the actual situation in the organization
and/or insight into the question itself. If the results of the organization’s score are in
the optimization quadrant then people will be reap the benefits of applying coherence
governance. It is important to maintain this optimization and to stay alert so as not to
fall back into old habits. In other words, a position in a quadrant is not a fixed state, but
subject to constant change. More specific, you need to put a constant effort in keeping
of improving the enterprise coherence otherwise it will gradually decline into a state
of degeneration. If the positioning falls in one of the three following quadrants: de-
generation, philosophising or sub-optimisation, then this offers greater possibilities for
improvement. If the score falls in the degeneration quadrant this means that one must
first take a step to the right as well as directly upwards, before the step can be made
towards optimization (see Figure 7). These approaches correspond to organization’s
management styles. One organization may first want to consider it properly, as a sup-
porter of the Design School and another organization may want to initiate experiments
first, as a supporter of the Learning School [18].

3.3 Maturity matrix

The results of the answers of the fity rating questions are reflected in a weighted, not
normalized score and showed in a maturity matrix, as depicted in Figure 8. This model
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is composed of two axes, the horizontal axis represents the EA maturity levels and the
vertical axis represents the set of GEA components. In the cells of appendix 3 ‘GEA
Maturity Model@@ one will find the status of a GEA component on a certain maturity
level as well as descriptions of on the axes presented maturity levels and GEA compo-
nents. In practise, we plot the maturity scores of the GEA components as represented in
Figure 8 on the figure as represented in appendix 3 ????? making the state of maturity
in terms of the GEA components quickly visible.

Vision 0 1 1 2 2 3 3 4 4 5 5 6 6 7 7 8 8 9 9 # # # # # # # # # # # # # # # # # # # # # # # # # # # # #
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Fig. 8. Case illustration results eECA plotted on the GEA Maturity Model
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4 Results of the application of the eECA

In 2011 we applied the eECA with respect to the part of the grading questions in 54
organiza-tions with the participation of 120 respondents. We distinguished in this re-
search four market sectors: Public, Finance, Industry and Rest. See Table 1 for the
distribution of participating organizations per market and number of respondents.

Market sector Number of organisations Number of respondents

Public 16 64
Finance 17 29
Industry 7 7
Rest 14 20

Total 54 120

Table 1. Participants eECA in 2011

In Figure 9 we show the results of the eECA 2011 per market sector in a Spider Di-
agram. These diagrams provide the following insights. First all market sectors explores
about the same efforts to enterprise coherence governance, in which the Finance sector
scores a little higher. Compared to the other sectors the Finance sector scores, except
for the component Means, for all GEA components on 1.5 points. Second, all market
sectors do have a low score on enterprise coherence governance. If all the grading ques-
tions had been completed with ‘entirely’, the surfaces shown in Figure 9 would be fully
shaded.

In Figure 10 we show the results of the eECA 2011 per market sector on the GEA
Quadrant Diagram. The numbered spheres in the quadrants represent the participat-
ing organizations. Figure 10 shows that 11.1% (6 of 54) of the organizations do have
a score in the quadrant op-timisation. So 88.9% do not. A similar, but more limited
study in [27], if less than 50% of the assessed organizations scores in the optimization
quadrant. In that study we showed that 85.7% of the participants did not score in the
optimization quadrant and that it clearly demonstrated the need for further research into
the governance of enterprise coherence, in particular the development of a theory for
the governance of enterprise coherence. With a similar score of 88.9% in our extended
study of 2011, we confirm the aforementioned need.

In Figure 11 we show the results of the eECA 2011 per market sector on the GEA
Maturity Model. These maturity models provide the following insights. First, in all
market sectors the GEA component ‘Governance’ scores lowest. Second, all market
sectors are at the begin-ning of the maturity level ‘In development@@ in which the
market sector ‘Finance’ is most far.

5 Conclusion

In this article we explored the Extended Enterprise Coherence-governance Assessment
(eECA) instrument and the application of the eECA in 54 organizations in the Nether-
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Fig. 9. Results of the eECA 2011 plotted as spider diagrams

lands with 120 respondents in de market sectors Public, Finance, Industry and Rest.
This instrument provides individual organizations with an important measure for posi-
tioning itself on a maturity scale, indicating the organization’s ability to govern enter-
prise coherence. Also, it helps to provide the degree of maturity on the 7 components
enterprise coherence governance consists of. Through this assessment, conducted in
2011, we have shown that 88.9% of the participating organizations lack enterprise co-
herence governance. Also we confirm with this assessment the result of a similar but
more limited study carried out in 2007, which showed a corresponding percentage of
85.7%. Principles, design, procedure and backgrounds to the instrument were also dis-
cussed. The results of the assessment offer organizations useful arguments and insights
for discussions, about the use of enterprise architecture as an instrument to achieve
better governance of enterprise coherence.
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