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As a result of the recent economic downturn, companies have been streamlining operations
and even changing their business models to manage the financial challenges and prepare for 
post-recession growth. These actions have been frequently structured around 
“transformation initiatives” that provide the umbrella for change.

While there are numerous ways to analyze, design, manage and communicate these 
transformation initiatives, IBM has been promoting the use of a business architecture it 
calls component business modeling (CBM). Business architectures are approaches to 
formalize the way an organization operates based on the convergence among strategy, 
management, business process management and information technology. Now that 
numerous companies have used the CBM approach, it is the objective of this master thesis 
to evaluate the perceptions of this approach through five case examples from various 
industries.

The primary research questions is "Can a competence-based component business model 
approach support medium sized companies in their transformation initiatives?” 
Additionally, the paper explores “In which areas of the transformation is this competence- 
based component business model approach suitable/not-suitable?” and “What are the 
challenges of using a competence based component business model approach to support 
the transformation initiatives?”

As a result of the literature review and the holistic multi-case study approach the study 
presents three findings. The first is that based on the respondents of the five case studies, 
the respondents perceive that the CBM approach has supported the case companies in their 
transformation initiatives. Secondly, the study identifies that the CBM approach can 
support in both the hard and soft-side of the transformation as well as in approaching the 
implementation phase of the transformation. The third finding is that the most significant 
weakness of the approach is related to the definition of the model. In addition to the 
findings above, the study concludes that while the approach supports the transformation 
initiatives, the literature review shows that it has limited scope compared to other available 
business architectures.

Keywords: business model, transformation, competence, medium sized companies, 
business architecture, component business modeling,
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Yritykset ovat joutuneet sopeuttamaan toimintojaan ja jopa muuttamaan toimintamallejaan
vallitsevan finanssikriisin vuoksi. Sopeuttamistoimet ovat osaltaan olleet lyhyen tähtäimen 
kustannussäästöohjelmia ja toisaalta harkittuja valintoja odotetun laman jälkeisen kasvun 
hyödyntämiseksi. Tavoitteiden saavuttamiseksi on käynnistetty lukuisia muutoshankkeita, 
joita on viety läpi laajamittaisina ”transformaatioina”.

Transformaatioiden suunnittelu, läpivienti ja kommunikointi voidaan toteuttaa lukuisin eri 
keinoin, joista IBM:n luoma liiketoiminta-arkkitehtuuri component business modeling 
(CBM) on eräs vaihtoehto. Liiketoiminta-arkkitehtuurit ovat viitekehyksiä, joiden avulla 
organisaatioiden on mahdollista strukturoida toimintojaan ottaen huomioon mm. yrityksen 
strategia, johtamismalli, prosessistruktuuri ja tietojärjestelmät. Koska lukuisat yritykset 
ovat hiljattain hyödyntäneet CBM-liiketoiminta-arkkitehtuuria transformaatio- 
hankkeissaan, on nyt tarjoutunut mahdollisuus arvioida lähestymistavan hyödyllisyyttä 
tapaustutkimusten avulla. Tämän diplomityön tavoitteena on selvittää, strukturoitujen 
haastatteluiden availla, tapaustutkimuksessa mukana olevien viideltä eri toimialalta olevan 
yrityksen kokemuksia mallin hyödyllisyydestä transformaation tukena.

Tutkimuskysymykseksi on asetettu ”voiko kompetenssipohjainen component business 
model -lähestymistapa tukea keskisuuria yrityksiä näiden transformaatiohankkeissa?” 
Tämän lisäksi tutkimuksessa selvitetään tarkemmin “millä transformaation osa-alueilla 
kompetenssipohjainen CBM-lähestymistapa on hyödyllinen/hyödytön?” sekä ”mitkä ovat 
kompetenssipohjaisen CBM-lähestymistavan hyödyntämiseen liittyvät haasteet 
transformaatiohankkeiden tukemisessa? ”

Tutkimus osoittaa selvästi kompetenssipohjaisen CBM-lähestymistavan hyödyllisyyden 
keskisuurten yritysten transformaatiohankkeiden tukemisessa. Lähestymistapa on 
hyödyllinen kaikilla kolmella tunnistetulla transformaation osa-alueella; sekä ”kovien” ja 
”pehmeiden” osuuksien määrittelemisessä että itse transformaation implementoinnin 
suunnittelussa. Tutkimus vahvistaa käsityksen lähestymistavan selkeyden tärkeydestä sen 
hyödyllisyyttä arvioitaessa, sillä tutkimuksen pohjalta voidaan todeta lähestymistavan 
merkittävämmäksi heikkoudeksi mallin määritelmien koettu selkeysaste.

Lisäksi tutkimus osoittaa, että vaikka tarkastelun kohteena oleva CBM-liiketoiminta- 
arkkitehtuuri on hyvin soveltuvainen transformaation tukemisessa, on se muihin 
liiketoiminta-arkkitehtuureihin verrattuna suppea ominaisuuksiltaan.

Avainsanat: liiketoimintamalli, liiketoiminta-arkkitehtuuri, transformaatio, 
keskisuuriyritys, component business model, kompetenssi
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1 Introduction

As a result of the recent economic downturn, companies have been 
streamlining operations and even changing their operating models to 
manage the financial challenges and prepare for post-recession growth. 
These actions have been broadly referred to as “transformation initiatives” 
that have provided the umbrella for change.

While there are numerous ways to analyze, design, manage and 
communicate these transformation initiatives, business architectures have 
emerged as one approach to support organizations. Business architectures 
are approaches to formalize the way an organization operates based on the 
convergence among strategy, management, business process management 
and information technology (Glissmann and Sanz, 2009). Reviewing 
recent research on the adoption of business architecture by companies, 
Forrester predicts that 40% of organizations have an established business 
architecture program in 2010 (Scott, 2010). This is very different 
compared to the situation in 2008, when a similar study had difficulties in 
finding business architecture practitioners to participate in the study 
(Scott, 2008). Consequently, the phenomenon of business architectures is 
rising rapidly into broader attention. On the other hand, no holistic 
business architecture is available and instead, numerous business 
architectures have emerged with different maturity, focus and scope 
ranging from IT-centric to business-centric approaches.

IBM has been promoting the use of a business architecture it calls 
component business modeling (CBM) (IBM, 2005). CBM can be described 
as a business-centric approach that is mainly oriented towards an internal 
point-of-view of transformations focusing on changes in operating models 
as opposed to an organizations position in broader value networks. While 
research papers (Barroero et al., 2010) note that CBM focuses on business 
change and transformation of enterprises, there are limited references to 
empirical studies that would elaborate on this matter. Various research 
papers simply focus on evaluating the CBM approach from a conceptual 
perspective (Sanz et al., 2006; Ernest and Nivasic, 2007; Glissmann and 
Sanz, 2009). Now that numerous companies have used the CBM approach, 
it is the objective of this master thesis to evaluate the perceptions of this 
approach through five case examples from various industries.

1.1 Research Question and Objectives

This study aims to analyze how companies perceived the value of using 
component business modeling to support them in their transformation 
initiatives. As a result, the primary objective is to answer the following 
research questions:

Question 1: Can a competence-based component business model 
approach support medium sized companies in their 
transformation initiatives?
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Question 2: In which areas of transformation is this competence- 
based component business model approach perceived as 
suitable/not-suitable?

Question 3: What are the challenges of using a competence-based 
component business model approach to support the 
transformation initiatives?

Additional objectives of the study are to take a broader view into 
existing business architectures and evaluate the key differences of these in 
comparison to the component business model approach. Furthermore, the 
study aims to provide a view into the component business model approach 
as a tool to support companies overcome known challenges of managing 
change in transformations.

1.2 Research Method

The research method for this study is a literature review followed by a 
holistic multiple-case study as applied by Yin (1994). A total of five 
companies using component business modeling have been selected as the 
case companies for the study. As a result, the case companies represent the 
units of analysis. The cases are analyzed using a structured questionnaire 
to discover answers to the research questions by means of cross-case 
analysis. Furthermore, these interview findings are put into perspective of 
the highlights of the literature review. The details of the research method 
and questionnaire are presented in Section 4.

1.3 Research Scope and Limitations

The scope of this research is confined by three elements: the chosen 
business architecture, the context of a transformation agenda and the 
characteristics of the selected case companies. Hence, while the study 
acknowledges that other enterprise architecture related architectures exist, 
such as information-, data- and infrastructure architecture, this research 
will consider these only as input for the discussion on framing business 
architecture into the wider concept. As a result, the analysis of business 
architecture is only considered to be in scope of this study. Secondly, while 
business architecture can be utilized in various contexts, the scope of this 
study is restricted to the context of a transformation agenda. Hence, 
context such as business strategy, process design, information flows etc. 
are only addressed if recognized in context of a transformation initiative. 
Thirdly, the characteristics of the selected case companies confine the 
scope of the study. As a result, only the information gathered from the five 
case companies will be used as primary sources of input on assessing the 
research questions. Hence, possible case study findings from other studies 
will not be considered as primary sources of information.

The study recognizes various limitations that may have an impact on 
the findings. As a result, a view on limitations is provided at the end of 
each section. Furthermore, two key assumptions are made on the research 
approach. The first assumption is that the respondents of the survey are
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capable of providing an evaluation of the approach and its support on the 
transformation as opposed to a view altered by other factors that might 
have impact on the transformation. The second assumption is that by 
choosing cross-industry cases, the findings of the study can be related to 
industries beyond the ones in which the case companies reside in.

1.4 Structure of the Study

The study is structured into seven sections. Section i provides an overview 
on the objectives of the study and key research questions. Section 2 
introduces strategy and management literature, resource-based view- 
theory, change frameworks in transformations and business architectures. 
The section is followed by examples of business architecture models in 
Section 3. Section 4 has been created to provide a detailed view into the 
component business modeling approach. Section 5 elaborates on the 
methodology of the research and introduces the questionnaire used in the 
case interviews. Section 6 introduces the case companies and provides a 
presentation of results and analysis. The thesis concludes its findings and 
identifies areas for further research in section 7. Figure 1 visualizes the 
content and defined objectives of the different sections of the study.
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Sections Objectives

Section 1:
Introduction to study 4 Provide the reader an overview 

of objectives for study

Section 2:

Literature Review 4
Provide the reader an overview 
of related research and the 
background to the key concepts 
and models

Section 3:
Business Architecture 
Models

4 Provide the reader with 
examples of business 
architecture models

Section 4:
Component Business 
Modeling 4 Provide the reader a detailed 

overview of the selected 
business architecture

Section 5:
Research method 4 Provide the reader guidance on 

how the research was 
conducted

Section 6:

Findings 4 Provide the reader the details 
on the findings of the study

Section 7:

Conclusion 4 Provide the reader conclusions, 
recommendations and ideas on 
further research

Figure i: Structure of the study

9
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2 Literature Review

The objective of the literature review is to introduce key concepts and 
thoughts that support the reader in framing the component business 
model approach within the broader context of business architectures and 
in relation to strategy and management literature. The literature review is 
structured into two parts. The first part includes the positioning of the 
topic within the broader area of strategy and management literature and 
specifically in context of the resource-based view theory and managed 
change. The second part focuses on business architecture, its key concepts 
and a brief overview of currently prominent approaches. Examples of 
existing business architectures are presented and evaluated in Section 3 
while the component business modeling -approach is described in detail in 
Section 4.

2.1 Strategy and Management Literature

This section on strategy and management literature provides a brief 
overview of how the study area has evolved and how this area of literature 
provides a link to the transformation initiatives that the case companies 
have been addressing with the component business model approach. The 
overview is based on prominent in-depth analysis articles on the strategy 
and management literature inch bibliometrical studies (Furrer et al.,
2008) and more qualitative overviews (Bowman et al., 2002; Herrman, 
2005) of the study area.
2.1.1 Introduction and Patterns in Literature

While some may pinpoint the origins of the strategy and management 
literature to historical writings of military strategy by Sun Tzu (1971) and 
Carl von Clausewitz (1968), the modern literature is commonly referred to 
be triggered from the General Management group at the Harvard Business 
School in the 1960s and 1970s. Publications, such as the Chandler’s 
Strategy and Structure in 1962, the textbook Business Policy: Text and 
Cases from Christensen et al. in 1965, and Ansoffs Corporate Strategy in 
1965 provided the first wave of key literature in the field of strategy and 
management.

Looking at patterns within this area of literature, it is possible to 
identify a few different perspectives. Pettigrew et al. (2002) describe the 
literature as being characterized by several switches in focus; 1960s and 
1970s revolving around theorizing on the goals, structures and leadership 
of the firm, Porter introducing the language of industrial organizations in 
1980s switching the focus from the firm to industrial structure and in mid 
1980s and 1990s Wernefelt (1984) and Barney (1991) returning the focus 
back to the firm and its capabilities with the resource-based view theory 
and process orientated thinking. Post 1990s have been described as a time 
of integration and cross-fertilization of thinking in which the literature has 
begun to focus on strategic themes and complementary scholarly
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development (Pettigrew et al., 2002). While this simplistic view is widely 
recognized, various sub-fields of economics research other then the 
industrial organization approach have had a strong influence in the field of 
strategy and management literature. Examples of these include 
transaction costs economics (Williamson, 1975; 1985; Hoskisson, 1987), 
agency theory (Fama and Jensen, 1983; Hoskisson and Hitt, 1990) and 
game theory (Camerer, 1991; Saloner, 1991, Nalebuff and Brandenburger, 
1997). Furthermore, Mintzbergs process view of strategy (1978, 1990, 
1994) and the field of strategy process and change research (Pettigrew 
1985, 1992; Chakravarthy and Doz, 1992) are areas of research that 
illustrate key patterns of the literature.

Another interesting complimentary view into the patterns in the theory 
and research of this field of strategy and management is provided by 
Hoskisson et al. (1999) using the “swings of a pendulum” metaphor to 
characterize the development. The paper (ibid.) sees periodic swings from 
an internal firm focus to external firm focus and then back again occurring. 
Hence, thinking moved from the 1960s an 1970s work in the business 
policy tradition to an externally focused view in the 1980s dominated by 
industrial organization economics, then in mid 1980s, with the rise of 
organizational economics, an attempt to mix inside and outside 
perspectives and finally with the rise of 1990s of the resource and 
knowledge based theories of the firm, a swing back to an internal focus in 
explaining the firm performance.

While the swings of the pendulum is a suitable metaphor up until the 
1990s, scholars such as Bettis (1998) argue that the unit of analysis (the 
business unit, firm, industry) needs to be complemented in the 20th 
century by work on dynamically changing networks and webs or clusters of 
firms. This is distinctly different from Porter’s (1985) value chain analysis 
as it broadens the scope of analysis beyond the firm and the immediate 
industry. Coyne and Subramaniam (2000) further argued how the rise of 
co-dependent systems and cross industry structures such as alliances, 
networks and economic webs in both old and new economies are 
undermining some of the core assumptions of the five forces model of 
Porter (i98o).This dialogue was also captured in the Strategic 
Management Journal special issue on Strategic Networks in March 2000 
were the arguments revolved around location in, access to and skill in 
operating in networks. (Pettigrew et al., 2002)

This theme of looking beyond the firm and industry into cross industry 
structures is well approached by Venkatraman and Subramaniam (2002) 
in reframing the evaluation of strategy research into three eras: first as 
portfolio of businesses (1970s), second as a portfolio of capabilities (mid 
1980s) and third as a portfolio of relationships (mid 1990s). They continue 
in identifying distinct cumulative paradigms for each of these eras 
respectively: economies of scale, economies of scope and economies of 
expertise. The provided Table 1 summarizes these thoughts of eras in 
strategic thinking.
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Era 1 Era 2 Era 3

Description Portfolio of businesses Portfolio of capabilities Portfolio of relationships

Key drivers of 

competitive advantage

Economies of scale Economies of scale and

scope

Economies of scale, scope 

and expertise

Key resources Physical assets Organizing skills for 

managing relatedness 

across businesses

Position in the network of 

expertise

Unit of analysis Business unit Corporation Network of internal and 

external relationships

Key concept Leverage industry 

imperfections

Leverage intangible

resources

Leverage intellectual 

capital

Key questions What products? What 

markets?

What capabilities? What streams of 

expertise?

Dominant view Positioning Inimitability of processes 

and routines

Network centrality

Representative studies Andrews (1971), Ansoff 

(1965), Porter (1980), 

Henderson,(1979)

Amit and Shoemaker 

(1993), Barney (1991),

Itami (1987), Prahald and 

Hamel (1990)

Quinn (1992), Gulati et 

al. (2000), Lewis (1994), 

Kogut (2000), Venkatram 

and Subramaniam (2002)

As these examples of perspectives on the patterns of the Strategy and 
Management literature convey, it is fair to say that neither the research nor 
theory has confined itself to a certain “school of thought". On the contrary, 
Henry Minzberg et al. (1998) acclaimed book Strategy Safari: a guided 
tour through the wilds of strategic management identifies ten “schools of 
thought” which are introduced as ten parts of the strategy-formation. 
While a thorough evaluation and analysis of each of these schools might be 
appropriate for a thorough overview of strategic literature, it is the 
conclusion that the book brings that is of interest to this study. Namely 
that, “the different schools of thought should not just be seen as a portfolio 
of possible approaches to managing strategy, but also as different 
dimensions of a single strategy formation process’’^Minzberg 1998, 
p.282). As this study will show in future sections, the component business 
model approach utilizes this outcome to a high degree utilizing both sides 
of the pendulum swing as well as touching upon the second and third era 
of the Venkatraman and Subramaniam (2002) evolution model to support 
companies in their strategy formulation process and transformation 
agendas.
2.1.2 Resources, Capabilities and Competencies

Two streams of research emerged in the end of 1980s and early 1990s in 
the strategy and management literature that provide a valuable context for 
the component business model approach of this study; the resource-based 
view theory of competitive advantage (Wernefelt, 1984; Barney 1991) and 
competence-based theories of corporate diversification (Prahalad and 
Bettis, 1986; Prahalad and Hamel 1990).

The resource-based view theory was coined by Birger Wernefelts (1984) 
article A Resouce-Based View of the Firm exploring the usefulness of
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analyzing firms from the resource point-of-view as opposed the product 
view. A broadly cited definition from Daft (1983) defined the firm 
resources to include all assets, capabilities, organizational processes, firm 
attributes, information, knowledge, etc. controlled by a firm that enable 
the firm to conceive of and implement strategies that improve its efficiency 
and effectiveness. While the definition and theory of the resource-based 
view was later developed significantly by Barney (1991), Peteraf (1993) and 
Teece et al. (1997), Wernefelts (1984) article proposed a set of four 
interesting arguments:

1. Looking at firms in terms of their resources leads to different 
immediate insights than the traditional product perspective. In 
particular, diversified firms are seen in a new light.

2. One can identify types of resources which can lead to high profits. 
In analogy to entry barriers, these are associated with what we 
call resource positions barriers.

3. Strategy for a bigger firm involves striking a balance between the 
exploitation of existing resources and the development of new 
ones. In analogy to the growth-share matrix, this can be 
visualized in what we will call a resource-product matrix

4. An acquisition can be seen as a purchase of a bundle of resources 
in a highly imperfected market. By basing the purchase on a rare 
resource, on can ceteris paribus maximize this imperfection and 
one’s chances of buying cheap and getting good returns.

The arguments presented include two interesting elements that can be 
gained from this resource based view; immediate different insight 
especially for diversified firms and exploitation of existing resources and 
development of new ones in bigger firms. It follows that these two 
outcomes can be set as objectives for approaches utilizing the resource- 
based view theory.

Barney’s (1991) work on the resource-based view theory (based actually 
on seminal work of Penrose (1959) and not directly to Wernefelt), argued 
that firms resources can provide sustained competitive advantage 
enforcing two assumptions: firms within an industry may be 
heterogeneous with respect to the strategic resources they control and 
secondly, resources may not be perfectly mobile across firms. The study 
concludes that the sources of sustained competitive advantage focus on 
valuable, rare, imperfectly imitable and non-substitutable resource 
characteristics. To conclude, an interesting link to Porter’s (1985) work is 
made in the article: “the resource based view of the firm developed here 
simply pushes [Porter’s] value chain logic further, by examining the 
attributes that resources isolated by value chain aiwlysis must process in 
order to be sources of sustained competitive advantages.” (Barney 1991)

The resource based view literature has evolved from Barney’s (1991) 
article towards dynamic capabilities (Stuart and Podolny, 1996; Teece et al. 
1997) and a knowledge-based approach (Grant 1996) as well as being 
famously criticized, for lack of strategic and theoretical background (Priem 
and Butler, 2001), and defended, claiming the critique to be unfounded 
(Barney, 2001), in due course. Of these, Teece et al. (1997) argue that due
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to the rapidly changing market place, the firm needs to pay more attention 
to the competitive environment in order to effectively manage its 
resources. The term ‘dynamic’ is referred to as the capacity to renew 
competences so as to achieve congruence with the changing business 
environment. The definition of ‘capabilities’ emphasize the key role of 
strategic management in appropriately adapting, integrating and 
reconfiguring internal and external organizational skills, resources and 
functional competences to match the requirements of a changing 
environment. As a result, the authors conclude to define dynamic 
capabilities as the firm’s ability to integrate, build, and reconfigure internal 
and external competences to address rapidly changing environments. 
(Teece el al., 1997)

The competence-based theories of corporate diversification (Itami, 
1987; Prahalad and Bettis, 1986; Prahalad and Hamel 1990) are closely 
related to the ‘dynamic capabilities’ approach of Teece et al. (1997). The 
thought behind the competence-based theories was simplified by Prahalad 
and Hamel (1990) as the difference between a firm having a portfolio of 
competencies vs. a portfolio of businesses. Within these competencies, the 
authors identified core competencies that “are the collective learning in the 
organization, especially how to coordinate diverse productions skills and 
integrate multiple streams of technologies”. Furthermore, these 
competencies require “communication, involvement and a deep 
commitment to working across organization boundaries” and are hence 
the “glue that binds existing businesses”. As a result, this can be linked 
back to the argumentation of Wernefelt (1984) in arguing that the resource 
based view theory can support especially for bigger and in particular 
diversified firms. In identifying these core competencies, the authors 
provide three guidelines:

1) a core competence provides potential access to a wide variety of 
markets

2) a core competence should make a significant contribution to the 
perceived customer benefits of the end product

3) a core competence should be difficult for competitors to imitate

In addition to the guidelines or characteristics of core competencies, 
Prahalad and Hamel (1990) provide a perspective on the quantity of these 
within a firm. They argue that few companies would not pursue leadership 
in more than 5 to 6 competencies, referring to a company with 20 to 30 
capabilities listed being still far away from a core competence view. If such 
list would be created, the authors suggest seeing aggregate capabilities as 
building blocks. Neither this suggestion nor the figures are linked to any 
specific research or analysis within the article, yet remain as interesting 
data points for further discussion when analyzing the component business 
model approach in Section 4.
2.1.3 Managed Change and Transformation

Barroero et al. (2010) argue that CBM focuses on business change and 
transformation of enterprises. Thus, a perspective to these concepts of 
change and transformation are presented here from literature.



10

Interestingly some of the most cited business articles on this topic 
approach these concepts through failure; Beer et al. (1990) with “Why 
Change Programs Don’t Produce Change” and later Kotter (1995) with 
“Leading Change: Why Transformation Efforts Fail”. (Mintzberg 2005, 
P-336)

While numerous definitions of change are available in literature, 
Mintzberg (1998) provides a change cube (see Figure 2) as an effective 
elaboration of the concept. He argues that there are two major dimensions 
to change; it can be about strategy (on the left side of the cube) or about 
the direction an organization is heading (illustrated on the right). 
Furthermore, the elements of these can vary form concrete or tangible to 
highly conceptual. The examples given show vision on the strategy 
dimension and culture on the organizational dimension as the most 
conceptual elements of change. Then moving towards more concrete 
elements, changes in position and structure (reorganizing etc.) provide the 
next areas of change. Finally programs and products as well as systems 
and people provide the most concrete and tangible elements of change. 
While changes on the most concrete level are typically evident in 
organization, Mintzberg argues that wherever you intervene on this cube, 
you have to change everything below. Hence, if you are to change 
structure, you should also consider changing systems and people 
accordingly. The third and final dimension of the cube provides the notion 
of a formal vs. informal approach given the example that people can be 
changed formally through education or informally through coaching and 
mentoring.

Informal

ConceptualFormal

Strategy
Culture

Structure
Systems
People

Vision
Positions
Programs
Products

Concrete

Figure 2: The Change Cube by Mintzberg (1998)

The concept of transformation is referred to by Kotter (2002) as a 
adoption of new technologies, major strategic shifts, process 
reengineering, mergers & acquisitions, restructurings into different sorts of 
business units, attempts to significantly improve innovation, and cultural 
change. On the other hand, Doz and Thanheiser (1996) have concluded 
that almost all of the forty companies of their survey included portfolio 
restructuring, downsizing and outsourcing, benchmarking and some sort 
of process improvement and quality management efforts in their 
“transformation” efforts. Relating these lists of transformation content to 
the change cube and Mintzberg’s (1998) own simplification of the 
definition to programs of comprehensive change, I conclude for the 
purpose of this study that the concept of transformation can be defined by



change in numerous elements beyond the most concrete layer in the 
change cube.

Entering further into the topic of managed change and transformation 
of enterprises, two distinct approaches emerge - a top-down and a bottom 
up change process. The top-down change approach is characterized as 
leader-driven and the case of iconic leadership of Jack Welsh at General 
Electric has been viewed as a cornerstone of this approach (Mintzberg, 
1998). Baden-Fuller and Stopford’s (1992) have provided a model of their 
own to illustrate this change approach: 1. Galvanize (create top team 
dedicated to renewal) 2. Simplify (cut unnecessary and confusing 
complexity) 3. Build (develop new capabilities) 4. Leverage (maintain 
momentum and stretch the advantages). While this approach is very 
closely tied to the iconic leader-driven approach, research also shows that 
the role of the leader and it’s quick initial strategic actions seem to evolve 
towards “winning the hearts” of the employees and moving gradually from 
bursts of energy to periods of energy diffusion (Doz and Thanheiser, 1996).

The bottom-up change approach relies on smaller change happening 
throughout the organization and contributing to a larger overall change 
process (Mintzberg, 1998). The article by Beer et al. (1990) aims to prove 
that successful change can happen further from the headquarters and 
without the chief executive officer acting as the driver for the change. 
Hence, a premise for change is established to promote change and 
innovation at the periphery of the firm to enable successful 
transformation. The article provides a set of six steps to effective change 
for managers at the business unit or plant level to enable the vision of a 
bottom-up change approach. Steps include elements such as helping 
people develop a shared diagnosis of what is wrong, foster consensus for 
the new vision, spread revitalization to all departments without pushing it 
from the top etc. (Beer et al., 1990)

For the purpose of this study, Rotter’s (1995) article “Leading Change: 
Why Transformation Efforts Fail” has been selected as the reference point 
in literature on the concepts of change and transformation. While the 
benefits of the bottom-up change approach have been argued and 
possibilities of conducting minor changes impacting only few concrete 
elements of the change cube are possible, the top-down change context 
within which Rotter has framed his article seem’s close to the view of 
Barroero et al. (2010), where the component business model approach is 
focused. In the article, Rotter’s (1995) perception of the transformation is a 
change process that goes through a series of phases that in total take 
considerable length of time (essentially years). The “Eight steps to 
transforming your organization” have been illustrated in Figure 3.



12

Eight steps to transforming your organization

1.
Establishing a sense of 
urgency

• Examine market and competitive realities for potential crises and untapped 
opportunities.

• Convince at least 75% of your managersthat thestatus quo is more dangerous 
than the unknown

2.
Form a powerful guiding 
coalition

• Assemble a group with shared commitment and enough powerto lead the 
changeeffort.

• Encourage them to work as a team outside the normal hierarchy.

З.
Create a vision • Create a vision to direct the change effort.

• Develop strategies for realizing that vision

4.

Communicate the vision • Use eveiy vehicle possible to communicate the new vision and strategies for 
achieving it

• Teach new behaviors by the example of the guiding coalition.

5-

Empower others to act 
on the vision

• Remove or alter systems or structures undermining the vision.
• Encourage risk taking and nontraditional ideas, activities, and actions.

6.
Plan for and create 
short-term wins

• Define and engineer visible performance improvements.
• Recognize and reward employees contributing to those improvements.

7-

Consolidate 
improvements and 
produce more change

• Use increased credibility from early wins to change systems, structures, and 
policies undermining the vision.

• Hire, promote, and develop employees who can i mplement the vision.
• Re invigorate the change process with new projects and change agents.

00 Institutionalize new 
approaches

• Articulate connections between new behaviors and corporate success.
• Create leadership development and succession plans consistent with the new 

approach.

Figure 3: Eight steps to transforming your organization (Kotter, 1995)

Kotters (1995) list of eight steps to transforming your organization 
commences with establishing a sense of urgency and the formation of a 
powerful guiding coalition. This can be reflected well in the characteristics 
of the top-down change approach in which the leadership-driven model is 
enforced. The following steps revolve around the change vision; creating, 
communicating and empowering others to act on it. This can be reflected 
back to the change cube and taking clear decisions on which elements of 
the cube will the change have impact on. The final steps move towards the 
target setting and implementation of the change with short-term wins, 
presenting progress and articulating the success.

On a final note, an interesting categorization of the “hardware” and 
“software” dimensions of the transformation has been presented in 
literature (Minzberg, 1998). In this categorization, the “hardware” is 
referring to the strategy, structure and systems of the organization while 
the “software” is referring to employee behavior and mindset. This 
categorization and the above Kotter’s model for transformation have been 
taken into account in the development of the research questionnaire of this 
study are described in further detail in Section 5.

2.2 Business Architectures

The component business model approach in focus of this study has been 
classified as being related to business architecture (IBM, 2010). As a result, 
this part of the literature review aims to provide a definition on business 
architecture and an overview of existing business architectures that have 
been recognized in recent studies (Greefhorst et al., 2006; Minoli, 2008;
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Glissmann and Sanz, 2009; Scott, 2011). The Component Business 
Modeling method is analyzed in detail in section 4.

2.2.1 Definition and Objectives of Architectures

Architectures in the context of this study refer to the taxonomy used in the 
field of information technology (IT). Having said that, the more common 
reference of architecture defining the blueprint and master plan of 
buildings and houses etc. is not far from the usage of the term within the 
context of IT. Lankhorst (2005) elaborates this analogy in detail arguing 
that the same principles apply in contracting an architect to design your 
house as there are in establishing an enterprise or business architecture. 
Essentially, the architecture is to provide a common understanding and 
language on what the master plan is for the end result (the house) and 
what is requested to be included, a ‘balcony’, a ‘staircase’ etc. (Lankhorst, 
2005)

The formal definition of architecture is commonly derived from the 
IEEE Standard 1471-2000 (IEEE Computer Society, 2000): “Architecture 
is the fundamental organization of a system embodied in its components, 
their relationships to each other, and to the environment, and the principle 
guiding its design and evolution” (Jonkers et. al, 2006).

The need for architectures has originated from the current business 
practice within which an integrated approach to business and IT is 
indispensable. Frequent changes in company’s strategy and business goals 
have significant consequences within all domains of the organization, such 
as the organization structure, business processes, applications, 
information and technical infrastructure. As a result, architectures have 
emerged to provide an integrated view of the system being designed or 
evaluated. (Jonkers et al, 2006).

The most common point of reference for architectures has been the 
enterprise architecture (EA) covering the largest breadth of firm related 
architectures (The Open Group, 2009). Minoli (2008) defined the purpose 
of enterprise architecture to create a map of IT assets and business 
processes and a set of governance principles that drive an ongoing 
discussion about business strategy and how it can be expressed through IT.

A review of literature on enterprise architectures shows that there are 
numerous suggested frameworks to develop a common standard from, yet 
none have emerged dominant (Greefhorst et al., 2006; Jonkers et al., 
2006; Minoli, 2008; The Open Group, 2009; Glissmann and Sanz, 2009).

Some of the most notable enterprise architecture frameworks include 
the Zachman Enterprise Architecture Framework (ZIFA) (Zachman, 1987), 
The Open Group Architecture Framework (TOGAF) (The Open Group,
2009), Federal Enterprise Architecture Framework (FEAF) and the 
Information Framework (IFW) (Evernden, 1996). Out of these, the TOGAF 
is considered as one of the most comprehensive and widely adopted 
(Barroero et al., 2010; Scott, 2011).

The Open Group Architectecture Framework (TOGAF) is developed by 
the Open Group Architecture Forum and has now come to it’s ninth 
version, TOGAF Version 9. It was originally developed in 1995 upon the 
basis of the US Department of Defence Technical Architecture Framework
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fro Information Management. The key to TOGAF is the TOGAF 
Architecture Development Method (ADM) for developing an enterprise 
architecture that addresses business needs. For the purpose of this study, it 
is the structure of the TOGAF itself that provides a reference point into 
business architectures. Namely, four types of architectures are accepted as 
subsets of the overall enterprise architecture; Business Architecture, Data 
Architecture, Application Architecture and Technology Architecture. Table 
2 summarizes the TOGAF definitions for each of these and Figure 2 shows 
the TOGAF metamodel to visualize the next level of details.

Table 2: Architecture Types identified as subsets of the overall enterprise 
architecture in TOGAF (The Open Group, 2009)

Architecture Type Description

Business Architecture The business strategy, governance, organization, and key business 
processes.

Data Architecture The structure of an organization’s logical and physical data assets 
and data management resources.

Application Architecture A blueprint for the individual application systems tobe deployed, 
their interactions, and their relationships to the core business 
processes of the organization.

Technology Architecture The logical software and hardware capabilities that are required to 
support the deployment of business, data, and application services. 
This includes IT infrastructure, middleware, networks, 
communications, processing, and standards.

Figure 4 shows the TOGAF metamodel to visualize content of the 
subsets of the framework. It becomes hence very clear that the business 
architecture is only one of many areas of the enterprise architecture.
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Figure 4: TOGAF Version 9 Content metamodel overview (The Open
Group, 2009)

While the usage of the architectures is subject to the needs of the 
practitioner, a hierarchical positioning can be found from literature. The 
TOGAF visualizes the architectures typically in a stack having the business 
architecture on top, followed by information architecture (data and 
application architecture) and technology architecture. This hierarchical 
dimension is also evident in Veersteg and Bouwman’s (2006) positioning: 
business architecture contributes to clarify the complexity within an 
organization and form a useful starting point from which to develop 
subsequent functional, information, process and application architectures.

2.2.2 Business Architecture Definition

The positioning of business architecture within the enterprise architecture 
is clear in the TOGAF framework (see Figure 4). However, as with 
enterprise architecture, a clear definition and framework for business 
architectures has not emerged (Glissmann and Sanz, 2009; Barroero et al., 
2010; OMG, 2010) and as a result business architecture may even be 
treated totally independent of the enterprise architecture (Veersteeg and 
Bouwman, 2006). For the purpose of this study, the definition by 
Glinssmann and Sanz (2009) is taken: Business architecture is an 
approach to formalize the way an organization operates based on the 
convergence among strategy management, business process management 
and information technology. This definition includes the notion that the
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various business architectures that have emerged differ significantly in 
purpose, scope, level of detail and maturity (The Open Group, 2011). 
Glissmann and Sanz (2009) conclude that some business architectures are 
very business-centric focusing on business transformation and business 
capabilities necessary to realize change while others are IT centric, guiding 
enterprises in IT strategy and IT investment decisions. As a result of this 
variance, Table 3 has been provided to illustrate the definitions of business 
architecture.

Table 3: Definitions of Business Architectures adopted from Glissmann 
and Sanz (2009)

Author Business Architecture definition
Rensburg,
1997

“Good business architecture consists of business models 
which allow the modeling of any organizational entity 
together with its multi-dimensional organizational views”.

Strosnider et 
al., 2002

Business architecture ... “describes the fundamental 
relationships between a business entity’s business 
environment and its intent, values, capabilities, processes, 
and resources (human, IT, knowledge, capital, facility, and 
material)

Whittle and 
Myrick, 2004

"Enterprise business architecture defines the enterprise 
value streams and their relationships to all external 
entities and other enterprise value streams and the events 
that trigger instantiation. It is a definition of what the 
enterprise must produce to satisfy its customers, compete 
in a market, deal with its suppliers, sustain operations and 
care for its employees."

Aerts et al., 
2004

The business architecture defines the business system in 
its environment of suppliers and customers. The system 
consists of humans and resources (including ICT), 
business processes, and rules. It belongs to the disciplines 
of industrial engineering and management science.

Versteeg and
Bouwman,
2006

The business architecture arranges the responsibilities 
around the most important business activities (for 
instance production, distribution, marketing, etc.) and/or 
economic activities (for instance manufacturing, assembly, 
transport, wholesale, etc.) into domains...and is 
specifically meant to structure responsibility over 
economic activities by multiple organizations (supply 
chain level), by one organization level (enterprise level) or 
by part of an organization (business unit level)

The Open 
Group, 2009

“BA is the business strategy, governance, organization, 
and key business processes information, as well as the 
interaction between these concepts.... A Target Business 
Architecture describes the product and/or service strategy, 
and the organizational, functional, process, information, 
and geographic aspects of the business environment, 
based on the business principles, business goals, and 
strategic drivers.”
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Glissmann & 
Sanz, 2009

Business architecture specifies the core functions of an 
enterprise, how they operate and how they collaborate

Ulrich and
McWhorter,
2010

“The business architecture provides the means for
organizing previously disparate and poorly connected 
capabilities, organizational structures, processes, 
semantics, customer views and other aspects of the 
business into a readily accessible knowledge base.
Common views of the factors and challenges at hand, 
abstracted from the business architecture, allow 
management to rapidly ascertain the root cause of a 
problem and objectively discuss ways to address these 
issues.”

Due to the variance in the definition of the of business architecture, it 
follows that the characteristics of these are also heterogeneous. For the 
purpose of this study, two examples of guidelines, one by Whittle and 
Myrick’s (2004) and another by Glissmann and Sanz (2009), on the 
structure of the architectures are given. The latter structure is taken as the 
basis for this study (see Figure 5). Whittle and Myrick (2004) argue that 
three types of models are needed to create the structure for business 
architecture:

1) Architectures - Graphically portray the style and method of design 
and construction that compromises the elements of an enterprise 
and defines the purpose and interrelationships of those elements.

2) Workflows - Graphically portray how inputs are transformed to 
outputs for the enterprise. Wokflows illustrate the flow of control, 
delays, sequencing and which entity performs the activity

3) Events - Graphically portray when the enterprise must react in a 
pre-planed way

Glissmann and Sanz (2009) have defined the composition of business 
architecture to comprise of four core components or dimensions, namely,
1) conceptual model, 2) methodology 3) tooling and 4) current-future state 
models. Hence, one might argue this definition to be broader then Whittle 
and Myrick’s (2004) structure as it takes into account the practitioner 
point-of-view of how to utilize the business architecture through tooling 
and methodology contrary to a plain conceptual model. The four different 
dimensions of a business architecture framework are illustrated in Figure 
5-
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Figure 5: The different dimensions of a Business Architecture (BA) 
Framework (Glissman and Sanz, 2009)

The Business Architecture (BA) Conceptual Model, also referred to as 
metamodel or modeling language, offers modeling contstructs that cover, 
fully or partially, the four business domains of an enterprise (strategy and 
structure, business network, operations and performance and revenue 
model) (Tikkanen et al., 2005; Glissmann and Sanz, 20og).These 
conceptual models can be represented as business capability maps and 
high level business process models using business goals and strategy- as 
input and IT strategy and application portfolio content as output (Scott, 
2008).

The Business Architecture (BA) Models are instances of the conceptual 
model that are applied in the context of a real-world company or 
organization. In particular, these are used to illustrate the current and 
future states of the company and it’s specific business concerns. By 
providing these states, companies are able analyze the gap between the two 
states and reveal areas of further improvement and guide the design of the 
final state (Ross et al., 2006; Glissmann and Sanz, 2009).

The Business Architecture (BA) Methodology describes the 
development process of BA Models. The methodology is subject the 
content of the conceptual model, yet in cases of a process model, for 
example, the methodology explains the responsibilities to be defined, the 
activities to be executed and the principles to be considered. The scope 
and detail of the methodology will likely vary yet it may include design 
principles, best practices, reference models, use case scenarios etc. 
(Glissmann and Sanz, 2009).

The Business Architecture (BA) tools are part of the framework to 
identify how far the model and approach is supported by tooling and how 
the engineering of the BA models is to be conducted. Ultimately, 
functionalities would include the possibility to develop, visualize, analyze 
and even simulate the business architecture (Glissmann and Sanz, 2009).

Before reviewing different business architectures based on the 
components described in figure 3, the question of what to look for in 
business architectures should be addressed. This question can be 
addressed based on some of the recent comparative studies on business 
architectures (Aerts et al., 2004; Glissmann and Sanz, 2009; Scott, 2011)
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of which the list below includes a summary of what well-structured 
business architectures are:

• Represent a complete view of the business - the business 
architecture should contain multiple views of the business: 
strategy, capabilities, operations

• Have business focus - it should encourage to describe the 
business without IT terminology in order to be as well 
understood as possible by business stakeholders

• Be practical - it should focus on delivering value to business 
stakeholders through being effective in providing support to 
solving real problems

• Have clarity - as architectures will keep on varying, the selected 
approach should be consistent within it to ensure clarity and 
possibility to link it to other existing frameworks

• Have meaningful examples - as the usage of the frameworks 
become more active, reference implementation models and best 
practices should be incorporated to support practitioners in 
understanding the full intent and implications of it
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3 Business Architecture Models

While Jeff Scott (2011) provocatively named his article “Current business 
architecture models lack both breath and depth”, he also noted in an 
earlier paper (Scott, 2008) that 50% of the analyzed companies claimed to 
have an active business architecture initiative. Fundamentally, business 
architecture frameworks exist and are being utilized more and more. The 
objective of this section is to provide an overview of selected business 
architectures that have been noted in literature (Glissman and Sanz, 2009; 
Scott, 2011) as being most used and well representative of the business 
architecture approach. The following business architectures will be 
addressed:

1) TOGAF Business architecture
2) United States Government’s Business Reference Model (BRM)
3) MIT Sloan School’s Center of Information Systems Research 

(CISR) Business Architecture
4) Canadian Business Transformation Enablement Program 

(ВТЕР)
5) Enterprise Business Architecture (EBA)
6) Business Motivation Model (BMM)
7) Business Architecture Working Group (BAWG)
8) Enterprise Business Motivation Model (EBMM)

The business architectures will be reviewed from six perspectives that 
are a combination of the dimensions presented by Glissmann and Sanz 
(2009) and Scott (2011). The chosen perspectives are: breadth of the BA 
conceptual model, detail of the BA method, availability of a BA tool, degree 
of business (vs. IT) focus, availability of meaningful examples and 
clarity/availability of information on the BA in general. An overview is 
presented at the end of this section to summarize the findings of the 
business architectures (see Figure 14).

3.1 TOGAF Business Architecture

The Open Group Architecture Framework (TOGAF) is the most widely 
used architecture model according to Scott (2011). As such, the TOGAF 
refers to an entire enterprise architecture framework split into the four 
architectures of business, application data and technology architectures 
(Figure 4). The TOGAF Business architecture is positioned as the 
prerequisite for architecture work done in the other domains and consists 
of a set of guidelines to support the practitioner in describing the baseline 
business architecture, developing the target business architecture, analyze 
the gaps between these and support the practitioner in presenting different 
view points of these (The Open Group, 2009).

The conceptual model of the TOGAF business architecture is broad as it 
is tied into the broader TOGAF enterprise architecture model. The core
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concepts and definitions of these are provided in detail and are linked to 
each other. While the business architecture is designed to support the 
practitioner in defining business strategy, governance, organization and 
key business processes, what it provides is more of list of requirements and 
content that the practitioner needs to have or consider while approaching 
the targets of the approach. As a result, the conceptual model of the 
business architecture is broad in context and the detail is characterized by 
list of typical contents.

The detail of the BA method is substantial; as one may argue that the 
TOGAF business architecture is primarily a checklist or list of activities 
that the practitioner needs to take into account. As a result, the nine step 
approach provides a clear process for the practitioner to follow. However, 
the guidelines point-out-that the level of detail required will depend on the 
scope and goals of the overall effort. As the BA is only one section of the 
approach, the practitioner may also refer to other sections of the 
documentation, such as the section on Architecture Vision to gather 
further guidelines on requirements gathering etc. (The Open Group, 2009)

The approach doesn’t provide any tools as such, yet illustrates detailed 
schematic drawings of how to proceed into further detail of the business 
architecture. Hence, the approach is not confined to a specific set of tools 
but provides the practitioner the possibility to select from available entity 
relationship tools.

The business focus of the TOGAF BA approach is limited to guidelines 
and hence shallow. A review of the documentation shows that the TOGAF 
business architecture is mainly intended to provide support to the primary 
goals of establishing architectures in the other domains. Hence, the focus 
on IT and technical details remains strong even within the TOGAF 
business architecture definition.

The approach provides limited detail to the practitioner on best 
practices, use cases and end-to-end examples of implementations. Hence, 
the approach remains on a very abstract level only recognizes the best 
practices as possible lists of content and views that the practitioner needs 
to take into account. However, the approach does provide links to industry 
reference models, such as eTOM (enhanced Telecom Operations Map), 
that it recommends to be used as input. However, these are by definition 
not directly related to the approach as they are used in other contexts as 
well and have not been specifically designed for this approach.

To conclude, the amount of information included in the TOGAF is vast 
and certainly beyond the grasp of a brief reviews. Guidelines related to the 
development of business scenarios, capability assessments and 
communication plans provide interesting elements of information to 
support the practitioner in both architecture development programs as 
other corporate transformation initiatives. However, the amount of 
information also makes the repositories difficult to navigate and grasp. 
While looking into the frameworks provided by The Open Group, the 
existence of Archimate should be mentioned as a complementing approach 
to TOGAF. Archimate is a visual design language to support the modelling 
of the inter-related architecture domains and specific viewpoints of 
different stakeholders (The Open Group, 2008).



22

3.2 United States Government’s Business Reference 

Model

The United States Government’s Business Reference Model (BRM) (part of 
the overall Federal Enterprise Architecture Framework) is a framework 
that provides a functional, non-organizationally aligned, view of primarily 
the United States federal government organization. The objective of the 
model has been to promote agency collaboration and serve as an 
underlying foundation for the federal enterprise architecture strategy. 
While the model is intended for governmental use, it has been promoted to 
be applicable to non-profit organizations and private sector firms.

Purpose ot J 
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Defense 8 National Secunty 
Homeland Secunty 
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Management of Government 
Resources

Administrative Management 
Information 8 Technology 

Management

Figure 6: The four tiered hierarchy of the United States Government’s 
Business Reference Model (BRM) (Office of Management and Budget,

2007)

The conceptual model is structured around a four tiered hierarchy 
presented in Figure 6. The idea of the hierarchy is to trace the purpose of 
the analyzed line of business (Services for Citizens), to the mechanisms it 
uses to achieve these purposes (Mode of delivery) and the support 
functions required (Support Delivery of Services) in addition to the general 
resource management activities (Management and Government 
Resources). The model provides descriptions on the content of each of tiers 
in the context of the government and as a result provides structures similar 
to business capability maps illustrating the core competencies and services 
provided by the business. However, the breadth of the model narrow and 
provides limited concepts beyond the four tier hierarchy model. Additional 
interesting elements that are defined are within Federal Enterprise 
Architecture are in the Service Component Reference Model section of the 
framework and could be considered as part of a broader business 
architecture definition.
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The methodology for utilizing the BRM is not specified in detail within 
the framework. Based on the documentation, the main purpose of the 
model is to create a framework that is functional and component-driven. 
However, no documentation is given on how the framework has been 
established or how the logic could be applied to the private sector 
companies. However, as Scott (2011) notes, the BRM approach has been 
widely implemented beyond the government agencies. The documentation 
does not recognize tools designed for the approach, yet acknowledges that 
common visualization tools may be used to create the presented views.

The degree of business focus is high as the model has been created to 
fucus entirely on business functions. Furthermore, the model has limited 
references to technical details by promoting its simple-to-understand 
model of services and components. However, the business focus does not 
imply that the model would be especially suitable for defining business 
strategy or goals.

As to the amount of use cases and examples provided, the 
documentation is very concrete in the context of the services provided by 
the government. Furthermore, examples are given on success stories and 
lessons learned form implementation in selected government agencies. 
However, implementations beyond these are not referenced.

To conclude, the BRM is a special example of a business architecture 
that is highly visual and promotes the capabilities view in structuring the 
analyzed entity. It is furthermore supported by various other architecture 
frameworks developed within the departments of the United States 
Government, such as the detailed Department of Defence Architecture 
Framework. However, the BRM provides little support for organizations as 
a standalone business architecture to support these in transformation 
initiatives.

3.3 MIT Sloan School’s CISR Operating Model framework

The third business architecture example is developed by MIT Sloan 
School’s Center for Information Systems Research (CISR) and defined in 
the broadly cited book Enterprise Architecture As Strategy: Creating a 
Foundation for Business Execution (Ross et al., 2006). The framework is 
based on research projects exploring enterprise architecture projects in 
more then 200 companies from 1995 to 2005. However, the definition of 
enterprise and business architecture used in the book has evolved since 
and as such, could now be better described as a business operations model 
(Scott, 2011). The fundamental thought behind the framework is to 
establish a good foundation for execution by enforcing the operating model 
as the key driver for the enterprise architecture and IT engagement model. 
While the approach is IT driven, the operating model concept is intended 
as a business view into the orientation of processes, applications, data and 
customers. This orientation is structured in to four groupings based on 
two dimensions: business process standardization and business process 
integration (Figure 7). As a result, coordination, unification, 
diversification and replication emerge as the operating model
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classifications within which Ross et al. argue all enterprises fall into. The 
characteristics provide a link to the transformation agendas that are 
explored in the research survey of this study as well as the specialized 
enterprise example provided in section 4.1.4.

i— Characteristics of four operating models
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Figure 7: Characteristics of four operating models for enterprises
(Ross et al., 2006)

The conceptual model of the operating model framework is well defined 
in the book. An example of the operating model framework is given in 
Figure 8, where the coordinating operating model is visualized in the 
framework. The conceptual model combines the process view with an 
outcome view consisting of business processes, data, technology, customer 
types and a mapping of this in relation to each other. While reviewing the 
conceptual model, it becomes clear that the approach does not provide 
much beyond the core diagram concept. For example, limited support is 
given in to thorough business process development or the consideration of 
capabilities and business strategy development.

The methodology for creating the core diagram and respective analysis 
has been documented for each operating model case. Hence, the 
methodology is well structured and significant detail and discussion is 
provided to supplement each step of the approach. The tools to support 
the visualization and creation of the core diagrams are omitted from the 
methodology. It is presumed that the practitioner is aware and has access 
to tools through which the respective visualizations may be created. Widely 
available simple graphical design tools are required to create the 
visualizations.
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Г Coordination core diagram
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Figure 8: Example of the CISR model core diagram applied to the 
coordination category (Ross et al., 2006)

The business focus of the approach can be argued from several 
standpoints. On the one hand, the authors highlight their insight on 
different operating models in different businesses with a strong business 
orientation in the book. However, reviewing the content of the notation 
and characteristics of the operating models, limited market, and business 
strategy perspective is evident in the predominantly IT centric terminology 
and concepts. The amount of use cases in the book is, however, significant 
and provides concrete examples on how different companies have been 
modeled and positioned within the framework. Thus, the examples do 
provide practical elements to the approach compared to other mostly 
conceptual business architectures.

To conclude, the book provides a clear and practical approach to 
designing operating models of enterprises with a strong intention to attract 
business leaders into this discussion. However, the terminology and 
content of the approach is evidently IT focused and as such the narrow 
process and information driven modeling approach provides an interesting 
perspective into business architecture, yet remains limited in its 
application possibilities.

3.4 Canadian Business Transformation Enablement 

Program

According to Scott (2011), the Canadian Business Transformation 
Enablement Program (ВТЕР) business architecture is the least known but 
most robust of the publicly available business architecture models. The



26

objective of the ВТЕР has been to assist government agencies with their 
transformation initiatives by providing a thorough and standardized 
approach for planning and managing the initiatives. The ВТЕР is referred 
to as a toolkit as opposed to the business architecture. However, the 
context and content of it positions it well with the other frameworks 
presented. Furthermore, the foundations of the approach are based on the 
Zachman Framework (Zachman, 1987) which is known enterprise 
architecture framework (Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat, 2004).

The conceptual model of the ВТЕР is very broad and consist of an 
array of different documents and templates that define the various aspects 
of the transformation. The ВТЕР model includes a practitioners handbook, 
methodology guide and related deliverables that intend to define the 
conceptual model to such a degree that the ВТЕР provides the common 
language between IT and non-IT stakeholders. The transformation 
roadmap, strategic reference models, transformation framework (Figure
9), set of core enablers and requirement domains and an overall 
methodology for transformation constitute the elements of the approach. 
It should however be noted that while the foundations of the approach are 
from 2004, the model is currently under review and revision of the 
approach and documentation is due. (Treasury Board of Canada 
Secretariat, 2004; Scott, 2011)

ВТЕР Transformation Framework
Transformation Blueprint - T ransformation ~ 

Agenda

-flings important to

Target Group State

System Оеещп *

Implementation

Operating Plena

f*оседл outpots

Operations Blueprint

Figure 9: ВТЕР Transformation Framework (Treasury Board of Canada
Secretariat, 2004)

The detail of the methodology is very concise and provides detailed 
guidelines and reasoning for the different steps and activities defined 
within the approach. Furthermore, the methodology provides links to 
other frameworks and approaches created by the Canadian authorities to 
broaden the set of approaches available. As to the tooling, the approach 
includes specific tools and templates created to be used in the context of 
governmental institutions and agencies. Hence, the tools have been 
created to a high level of detail in the governmental context, yet provide 
limited support for non-governmental approaches. However, the templates
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related to business vision, transformation readiness and change 
management for example are readily available for use. (Treasury Board of 
Canada Secretariat, 2004; Scott, 2011)

To conclude, while Scott (2011) argues that ВТЕР has a more of project 
than architecture focus, the ВТЕР provides a broad business centric 
approach to business architecture. While the examples and origin are 
grounded in a governmental context, practitioners have a wealth of 
templates and models readily available for private sector firms. The ВТЕР 
is clearly a very comprehensive non-IT business architecture that focuses 
on enabling successful transformation initiatives in a governmental 
context.

3.5 Enterprise Business Architecture

The Enterprise Business Architecture (EBA) developed by Gartner is 
primarily an approach to establish a business dimension to enterprise 
architecture. The EBA aims to mitigate the desire to “align” and “integrate” 
IT and business initiatives and enable the demonstration of the value from 
EA efforts. Hence, the positioning of the EBA falls well within the context 
of other business architectures. While Gartner has defined an enterprise 
architecture framework of its own, it has taken the standpoint that EBA 
may be used together with various enterprise architecture frameworks 
beyond its own. (Burton and Robertson, 2008)

Manage and Communicate

Migration
Plan

Iterate
and

Refine

Gap
Analysis

Future
State

Current
State

Organize'Define
and

Scope

Govern

Ongoing throughout the entire process of supporting 
EBA, including manage, communicate and govern

Figure 10: EA development process (Burton and Robertson, 2008)

The conceptual model of EBA is described in various Gartner reports 
and journal references and hence establishing a clear view on the 
conceptual model is challenging. However, the result of the EBA is seen as 
the creation of artifacts including requirements, principles and models that 
support business and IT stakeholders in achieving their target state. This 
result is to be achieved with the evaluation of the business 
functions/capabilities through four dimensions: process, people, 
organization and finance. Thus, these are the dimensions that provide the
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input for the approach in terms of defining the areas in which the change 
should be defined. (Burton and Robertson, 2008)

The detail of the methodology to establish EBA is sufficient to 
understand the key steps in the process and the different consideration 
that should be taken into account in each one. The documentation has 
clear visualizations of artifacts that the practitioner may consult and 
highlights what options are available at the different stages starting from 
the define and scope stage to the final iterate and refine stage (see Figure 
(X+4). As the approach essentially provides artifacts and options for the 
practitioner to consider while creating the EBA, it does not provide 
concrete tools to support this process. Hence, the practitioner needs to rely 
on standard visualization tools to construct the different elements of the 
EBA viewpoints. The availability of best practice and use case examples 
does however assist the practitioner in using the approach and 
understanding how the EBA viewpoints should be implemented and the 
dimensions assessed (Burton and Robertson, 2008).

As a conclusion, the EBA offers a well structured approach to business 
architecture in providing a methodology which provides more options then 
confinement for the practitioner in utilizing it. This may be very suitable 
for experienced practitioners, yet is likely to have too much insecurity for a 
stakeholder with limited capabilities in this area. Furthermore, while the 
approach does try to take a business orientation to it, the target audience 
of the approach and documentation seems to be more of an IT practitioner 
looking for support in how to communicate the idea to the business 
stakeholders.

3.6 Business Motivation Model

The Business Motivation Model (BMM) is the sixth example of business 
architecture and is different in that it provides a very business focused 
approach. Becoming a standard of the Object Management Group (OMG) 
already in 2005, and being developed by the Business Rules Group since 
2000, the available documentation and information is of high quality. As 
such, the BMM is intended to provide a structure to develop, communicate 
and manage business plans in an organized manner.

The conceptual model of the BMM is a set of built-in concepts that 
define the elements of the business plans and roles that may or may not be 
used in conjunction to the defined elements (see Figure 11). The elements 
of the BMM are structured into groups of which the Means and End 
provide the guidance on the aspirations (vision, goals, objectives) and 
action plans (mission, strategy) of the organization. These two groups of 
elements are complemented with a group of Infiuencers that can hinder or 
assist in achieving the set targets. The provided documentation gives 
thorough conceptual examples on how the different elements are defined 
and linked together. As a result, the conceptual model is well defined in the 
context of business plans.

The detail of the methodology to utilize the BMM is high. While all of 
the elements and the relationship between these, are well defined as well, 
no guidance is given as to how to create a company-specific BMM model 
(Glissmann and Sanz, 2009). However, the breadth of the detail given in
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the documentation provides the practitioner a clear framework within 
which to utilize the business architecture. Furthermore, as the model is 
well-defined, BMM can be modelled using any entity relationship 
modelling software. This provides great benefit as it makes the model 
easily accessible. As there are numerous examples given on how to utilize 
the different elements and a broader EU-rent example carried throughout 
the documentation, the practitioner has a wealth of best practice and use 
case examples to support he usage of the model.

To conclude, the BMM presents a truly business focused business 
architecture that is well defined and hence applicable to across industries. 
On the other hand, the BMM has a rather narrow scope in only looking at 
the business plans and high level Means and Ends of the company without 
addressing the business operations context. Hence, while providing a well 
defined approach, an organization looking for broader context and linkage 
to enterprise architecture beyond the motivation view will need to rely on 
other models to meet its aspirations.
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Recommended

Figure 11: Business Motivation Model (OMG, 2010)

3.7 Business Architecture Special Interest Group

The work of the Business Architecture Special Interest Group (BASIC), 
presents a business architecture that is still in its early stages of maturity. 
Hence, most of the material related to the architecture is available in the 
OMG hosted wiki-site and selected whitepapers released on the plans for 
the creation of the business architecture standard. The work is based on 
the prior Business Architecture Working Group (BAWG) material and has 
also a link to the Open Group’s Business architecture working group (The 
Open Group, 2011) As a result, the amount of stakeholders involved in the
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creation of the standard is very broad. The amount of stakeholders makes 
it an interesting business architecture approach to evaluate. While it is still 
in an un-mature state, the aim is to establish industry standards for the 
supporting the creation and alignment of business blueprints. The term 
business blueprint is used as a synonym for business architectures in this 
context. (Ulrich and McWhorter, 2010)

The conceptual model of the approach is still in it’s infancy. However, 
whitepapers exist on the requirements of the business architecture that 
provide insight into the key concepts of the business architecture. Figure 
12 presents a combined view into the domains that are to planned to be 
covered by the business architecture in addition to the existing or planned 
OMG business standards that have been identified to provide the content 
to these. The primary goal of the desired conceptual model is to provide 
means for organizing loosely coupled and poorly defined capabilities, 
organizational structures, processes, semantics, customer views and other 
aspects of the business into a readily available knowledge base (Ulrich and 
McWhorter, 2010). Hence, the planned conceptual model is intended to 
provide both a high level view into the business in addition to the detailed 
view provided by the well defined standards. Furthermore, the conceptual 
model is planned to wove together an IT view to support the business and 
IT alignment challenge.
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Figure 12: Visualization of potential abstract business domains and 
respective existing or planned OMG business standards to contribute to 

the business architecture standards (Ulrich and McWhorter, 2010)

As the work related to the conceptual model is still in its early stage, the 
support for the practitioner from a methodological point-of-view remains 
low. However, the identified existing OMG standards do provide guidelines 
and methods for the practitioner, yet a business architecture methodology 
in line with the work of BASIC is still missing. This also implies that the 
availability of tools is low as it the conceptual model is still not intact. 
Tools to support the existing standards are available and are mostly related 
to entity relationship modelling software. To support the methodology and 
tool development, a list of use cases and business scenarios has been
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established to illustrate the business context within which the business 
architecture should be used (Ulrich and McWhorter, 2010b).

As the BASIC clearly distinguishes between the business and IT 
viewpoints in the latest published material, it is likely the business 
architecture standard will have a strong business focus. This remains to be 
seen as there is variance in business centricity in the OMG business 
standards identified to provide the content to the standard.

To conclude, BASIC is one of the most interesting business 
architectures developed as the scope is likely to become very broad yet 
providing sufficient detail through the incorporation of existing standards. 
However, as the business architecture seems to be intended to be built 
using existing material, it may end up having to decrease its ambition level 
in order to keep the existing standards on track.

3.8 Enterprise Business Motivation Model

The Enterprise Business Motivation Model (EBMM) represents the final 
example of business architectures and has been selected as an example of 
how companies are utilizing standards as a basis for their own business 
architecture approaches. The Microsoft enterprise architect Nick Malik 
argues that the existing business architectures TOGAF and BMM are not 
sufficient to address the needs of organizations to present the link between 
the actions of the company and its objectives. As a result, he has designed 
the EBMM to provide further concepts on to the BMM approach (see 
Figure 13). The model is positioned to assist practitioners in creating an 
understanding of their business and to ensure the alignment and focus of 
business initiatives to fulfil strategic goals. (Malik, 2009a, Malik, 2009b)

Figure 13: Enterprise Business Motivation Model (Malik, 2009b)
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The conceptual model of the EBMM is defined visualised similarly to 
the BMM. The latest version of the designed model consists of eleven 
interrelated core elements. Each one of the elements is further described to 
a lower level of detail of elements included within the higher level. Hence, 
the conceptual model can be considered to be two layers deep. As to the 
actual logic of the model, the model builds relationship between the core 
elements using simple lines. The logic of the model may be followed by 
starting at the Assessment core element which provides an assessment of 
the business model based on the output of Influencer element. The Driver 
element is affected by the Assessment and Influencer elements and has a 
further relation to the Business Model and Initiative elements. Following 
this logic, one can follow Maliks definitions of the elements and the 
relationships between these. In addition to the high level logic, the lower 
level diagrams provided in the conceptual model include use cases 
focusing on different elements, such as using the EBMM for strategy 
development. (Malik, 2009a)

The conceptual model is supported by a well written methodology for 
utilizing the EBMM. Malik provides information both in his original article 
and through the webpage designated for the model (Malik, 2009b). The 
defined methodology supports the utilizing the model on both the higher 
and lower level yet provides limited guidance to further detail. Examples 
and use cases residing around Microsoft are given to provide further 
confidence for the practitioner in using the models. However, a repository 
of scenarios or best practices is not provided. As the model is well 
structured and defined, common entity relationship tools will support the 
model.

To conclude, the EBMM is an effective business architecture to 
visualize and understand the relationships between the core elements of 
the organization and the impact of initiatives and drivers on to these. It 
provides a broad set of high level elements and concepts that should be 
taken into consideration, yet provides limited further detail as to how these 
should be created, analyzed and visualized. Hence, while the objective of 
the model has been to expend from existing business architectures, it 
remains narrow in scope compared to some of the most extensive business 
architectures.

3.9 Findings from the Business Architecture examples

The eight business architectures selected for this study are only a partial 
representation of the available business architectures. Customizations of 
existing business architectures, such as the EBMM by Microsoft, or 
consolidation of existing standards and approaches, such as the work fo 
BASIC, have been chosen on examples on how the field of business 
architecture is evolving. IBM’s CBM approach is also not unique as several 
companies have created their own competence or activity based model to 
represent a high level view of the organization from different perspectives.

As part of this research, an evaluation criteria based on the six 
perspectives set in the beginning of this section has been created to assist 
in the evaluation of the different business architectures (see Table 2). The 
criterion has been based on a six -step scale ranging from not applicable
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(о) to excellent (5). The objective of the scale is to provide an indication on 
the degree to which the selected business architectures support the 
different perspectives.

Table 4: Evaluation criteria of business architectures according to the six 
perspectives

No
Conceptual
model
defined

Model is vaguely 
defined with 
limited scope

Model 
provides 
only high 
level
definition

Model is well 
definedand 
has clear 
scope

Model is 
broadand 
clear scope

Model has 
extensive 
scopeand 
detail

No
methodology-
defined

Some guidance 
to usage is given

Methodolog 
у lacks 
breadth

A BA method 
is given with 
guidance

Methodology 
is well 
structured

Methodology 
is extensive 
and clear

No Tool 
identified

Some tools 
identified, yet 
weak support

Tools are 
available but 
limited 
support

Tools arc 
available and 
meet purpose

Tools arc 
readily 
available and 
exceed basic 
needs

Tools provide 
additional 
functionality 
and interfaces

BA has no
business
relation

BA has a vague 
link to business 
agenda

Business 
focus 
limited, 
focus on IT

Business 
needs and 
focus taken 
into account

Business
Focus and 
agenda well 
supported

BA is business 
centric from 
various 
dimensions

No use 
cases/bcst 
practices 
given

Few simplistic 
best practices

Examples 
arc limited 
and partial

Examples are 
clear and 
artifacts are 
presented

End-to-end 
examples are 
given with 
artifacts

Examples are 
broad and 
provide links 
to broader 
contexts

Information

available of 
unclear

Limited 
information 
available and 
scattered

Information 
presented is 
unclear and 
partial

Information 
is well 
structured 
and clear

Available 
information 
is beyond 
standard 
needs

Extensive
information
casilyand
clearly
available

As the definition of business architectures remains broad (see Table 3), 
so does the spread in detail and scope of the selected business 
architectures. Figure 14 has been created to present a summary of the 
evaluation conducted in this study of the nine business architectures in 
scope of this study. Based on the summary, it can be concluded that none 
of the models fully support all of the dimensions selected. Furthermore, 
looking at the overall evaluations, we can see that variance in focus is very 
high between the business architectures implying that various approaches 
to business architecture is being currently used. To highlight some of the 
models, the BMM is an example of a well defined and supported model 
with a narrow scope while the BASIC, similar to the ВТЕР, approach 
presents one of the most ambitious approaches to providing a broad set of 
tools both on a high and detailed level to support in business modeling and 
transformation initiatives.
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Figure 14: Comparison of the selected nine business architectures in scope 
of the study according to the six perspectives set in the study
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4 Component Business Model (CBM) Framework

This section of the study focuses on the component business model (CBM) 
framework which is the business architecture framework under evaluation 
in the research questions. The usage of the CBM-framework has been 
referred to as the “component business model approach" in this study to 
imply that it is the implementation of the CBM framework that is being 
evaluated by the respondents in this study as opposed to the theoretical 
and conceptual foundation of CBM.

4.1 Definition of CBM

The component business model (CBM) framework has been developed by 
International Business Machines Corporation (IBM) and is actively applied 
in the consulting activities of IBM’s Global Business Services (GBS). The 
framework has been widely recognized as one of the prominent business 
architectures available, yet its usage has been limited due to its proprietary 
nature as an IBM asset (Scott, 2011). IBM has published two whitepapers 
that provide insight to the CBM framework (IBM 2005, 2010).

The CBM framework can be used in various contexts, yet most 
descriptions of the model refer to it being effective in business 
transformations, within which it is used in the prioritization of strategic 
targets and linking these to IT (Cherbakov et al., 2005). However, as the 
IBM whitepaper from 2005 illustrates, the focus does not necessarily need 
to be IT related and can be a pure business related situation such as the 
contexts of the specialized enterprise. In this context, the CBM framework 
is used to support in decision making related to which parts of the value 
chain currently managed by the company could be dealt with through 
strategic partnerships with specialized providers (IBM, 2005). To conclude 
on the context of the CBM framework, it can used to support decision 
making on company’s strategy, governance, operations, as well as revenue 
and performance models by providing an structured approach to design a 
CBM-model and applicable methodology to utilize it. While examples are 
given on how the CBM framework may be used to illustrate value chains 
and “industry ecosystems”, these are use cases are less prominent in CBM 
framework implementations (Nayak et al., 2007). As a result, the primary 
focus of the CBM-framework is to focus within the context of the 
organization or business entity in scope of the respective study.

Reflecting on the first part of literature review on strategy and 
management literature, the fundamental conceptual background of the 
CBM framework can be linked to the resource-based view of Wernefelt 
(1984) and Barney (1991) and the (core) competence concepts of Prahalad 
and Hamel (1990). As a result, the CBM framework takes an inside-out 
view of the organization and utilizes competencies as the building blocks of 
the organization similar to the notion of the “glue that binds existing 
businesses” of Prahalad and Hamel (ibid.).
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The overview of the CBM framework is provided based on the different 
dimensions of the business architecture framework presented in Figure 3 
(Glissmann and Sanz, 2009) including the BA conceptual model, BA 
methodology, BA tools and BA models as discussed in Section 2.2.2 of this 
research paper.

4.1.1 CBM Conceptual Model

The core of the CBM conceptual model is the business component. Figure 
15 provides the different dimensions of the business component and 
presents one component as a white box among an array of other blue boxes 
(i.e. components). The objective of the business component is to represent 
a certain competence of the organization that has distinct characteristics 
and as a result provides unique services to the organization while requiring 
certain services from other components as input.

Manage | Design | Btfy | *^*J^*J*)

Dimensions of a business component
Business purpose

Why does it exist?

Activities
What simple, cohesive 
actions are regularly 

pertormed?

Resources
What tangible assets 

and human resources 
are required?

Governance
How are activities and 
resources managed?

Business services
What is taken trom and ottered to other components?

Figure 15: The dimensions of a business component (IBM, 2005)

The characteristics (or dimensions) of the business component include 
business purpose, activities, resources, governance and business services. 
The business purpose of the business component provides the definition of 
the component and should provide an answer to why the component 
exists. If the name of the business component were “Sales and pricing 
execution”, the purpose of the component would likely be to ensure that 
sales and pricing is conducted within the organization. The activities 
within the definition of the business component relate to the activities that 
are performed within the scope of the business component. For the 
previously mentioned component, the activities may include pricing 
customer orders, perform contract negotiations etc. The resource 
dimension refers to the tangible and intangible assets required to perform 
the activities of the business component. For “Sales and pricing execution” 
these may include among others the field sales agents and required pricing 
tools. The fourth dimension, governance, defines how the activities and 
resources linked to the business component are managed. In the example 
sales related business component, the governance could include principles 
such as “sales and pricing is managed within countries, while pricing 
policies are created and managed centrally by management team of
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respective offering”. The final dimension, business services, illustrates the 
fundamental idea behind the concept of business components: the 
possibility to establish a loosely coupled model of the operations of the 
enterprise as a composition of numerous unique components that offer 
and require services to and from other components. Hence, as part of the 
characteristics of the business component, a list of services is generated 
that represent what services are required as input to perform the activities 
of the component and on the other hand, what services does the 
component offer to other components as a result of the activities it 
performs. In context of the “Sales and pricing execution" illustrative 
business component, the services required may include “pricing policy, 
sales force management, sales strategy” and the services provided include 
“executed pricing, negotiated contracts, established order”. (IBM, 2005) 

The conceptual model provides further dimensions beyond the 
business component to enable the reconstruction of the operating model to 
present the enterprise as a sum of unique business components. As a 
result, the two dimensions are provided for structuring are accountability 
levels and business competencies (IBM, 2005). Figure 10 provides an 
illustration of these two dimensions.

Control

Execute

Manage I Design i Buy

Accountability level 
• A simple framework 

for separating 
strategic decisions 
(i.e.. direct), 
management checks 
(i.e.. control) and 
business actions 
(i.e., execute)

Business competencies
• A high-level description of the activity 

conducted
• The framework should be simple, logical 

and practical

Figure 16: Business competencies and accountability levels provide a 
matrix structure for organizing the business components (IBM, 2005)

The accountability level dimension is intended to provide a simple 
framework for categorize the business components by strategic decisions, 
control mechanisms, and business actions (Glissmann and Sanz, 2009). 
Essentially the business components are categorized into the three 
accountability levels of “direct”, “control" and “execute”. The objective is to 
enable further clarity in the organization on the different capabilities 
required to provide strategic direction within a certain competence area, to 
manage, plan and control the activities within the competence area and 
finally to actually execute the tasks required. The example “Sales and 
pricing execution” business component used to illustrate the definition of 
the business component would have been categorized onto the “Execute” 
accountability level. A related business component on the “Control’’ level 
could be “Sales management” or “Pricing Planning”. Furthermore, “Sales 
Strategy” or “Pricing Strategy” could be business components related to 
the example that would be categorized on to the “Direct” accountability 
level.
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All of the business components are also related to one business 
competency area that has a common denominator between the business 
components in terms of required skills and capabilities (Glissmann and 
Sanz, 2009). The business competencies are typically high-level 
descriptions of activities performed and commonly related to a key 
function or core process of the organization. The example business 
component, “Sales and Pricing Execution”, could be logically related to a 
business competency termed “Sell” and “Sales and Marketing”. The simple 
example given in figure 16, has “Manage”, “Design”, “Buy”, “Make”, “Sell" 
as business competencies. Hence, the primary purpose of the business 
competencies to provide a further dimension to categorize the business 
components and hence provide further structure to the conceptual model. 
Furthermore, as the accountability level and business competency provide 
different perspectives to the business components, it is possible to organize 
the business components into matrix similar to Figure 16.

The allocation of business components into a matrix structure within 
which the accountability levels represent rows and business competencies 
columns provides the fourth key concept of the conceptual model, namely 
the component business model map (CBM-map). An illustrative example 
of a CBM-map is represented in Figure 17. While all organizations will 
have there own unique composition of the business components, 
substantial commonality exists with other players in the industry. As a 
result, industry and function specific reference maps are included in the 
CBM-framework to assist organization is assessing best practices for 
defining CBM-maps.
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Document
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Figure 17: An illustrative example of a component business model map
(IBM, 2010)

One of the key benefits that the CBM framework has been accounted
for is the notion of it providing a view of the organization “on-a-single- 
page” (IBM, 2010); this view is the CBM-map. The CBM-map can be 
linked back to the resource-based view point-of-view of Barney (1991) as it 
fundamentally provides an illustration of the organization as a 
composition of unique components that constitute resources that as a sum
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provide a view of the organization. However, as such, the CBM-map does 
not meet the criteria as an illustration of core competencies coined by 
Prahalad and Hamel (1990) as their definition presumes that there are 
only a few (6-8) core competencies that provide unique value and 
differentiation from competitors within a company. As a result, core 
competencies might constitute a selected portion of the business 
components, yet the CBM-map present’s all of the competencies of the 
organization and hence will by definition also include non-core 
competencies.

Two further elements of the conceptual model remain to be introduced, 
namely lenses and the link between processes and business components. 
These two elements are integral parts of the CBM-methodology and hence 
important aspects to clarity.

The concept of lenses is related to providing new categorizations of the 
business components based on chosen variables/characteristics. Similar to 
relating the business component to the accountability levels and business 
competencies, it is also possible to relate the business component to other 
dimensions. The objective of the lenses is hence to evaluate each business 
component of the CBM-map based on the given criteria of the lens. A 
simple illustrative example of a CBM-map viewed through a lens is given in 
Figure 18.

Direct

Control

Execute I

Manage 1! Design I Buy Make I Sell

J_l□ 9 External component 
□ Internal component

Figure 18: An illustrative example of applying lenses on to the CBM-map
(IBM, 2005)

The example presented in Figure 18 shows how each business 
component has been classified as either an external or internal component. 
Hence, the lens applied in this example could be whether or not the 
component is internally resourced or externally resourced. Based on the 
evaluation of the criterion, the component has further been given a color to 
support the reader in distinguishing between the two classifications. The 
application of a lens onto the CBM-map and the resulting view with 
colored business components is referred to as a heat map. The notation of 
the lens does not have to be a color and hence, it is possible to apply
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several lenses on to the CBM-map simultaneously. This characteristic of 
the conceptual model of the CBM-framework is differentiating as it enables 
a wide variety of application of the CBM-framework as the criterion of the 
lenses is not restricted by the definitions of the conceptual model. The 
feature of CBM-maps and lenses provides an interesting link to Wernefelfs 
(1984) article that was cited in the literature review in section 2.1.2, as she 
noted “Looking at firms in terms of their resources leads to different 
immediate insights...” Furthermore, the definition of the CBM-map 
correlates well with the criteria of “representing a complete view of the 
business” defined in the literature review (Scott, 2011). The one-page- 
views of the organization with applied lenses are characteristics of the 
CBM framework that have made it a prominent business architecture 
approach (IBM, 2005).

The final element of the conceptual model is the clarification of the 
relationship between processes and business components. An example of 
the relationship between a process framework and CBM has been provided 
in Figure 19. However, to provide clarity into this link, one needs to 
establish some foundations on how to perceive and approach processes. 
For the purpose of this study and the definition of the CBM framework 
conceptual model, we shall simplify that processes ultimately consist of 
activities that have responsibilities, descriptions, key performance 
indicators etc. assigned to them. However, as the amount of groupings of 
activities into processes becomes challenging for large organizations, 
processes are structured into process models with process hierarchies 
typically including up to four levels of detail. Depending on the maturity of 
organizations, enterprises base their business processes on available 
standards, such as APQC’s Process Classification Framework (PCF) or have 
established a process structure unique to themselves. As the business 
components in the CBM-framework are by definition composed of 
activities and not processes, organizations and practitioners sometimes 
remain unclear on how this relationship should be established. The 
resolution to this uncertainty is derived from the applicable process model 
and the composition of the business components. Hence, a relationship 
can be established when the activities of the business component match 
with the activities of a process within the process framework. As it is likely 
that the documented processes within the process model included a wide 
array of activities, it is possible that the relationship between the CBM- 
map and the process model is derived through numerous business 
components (as presented in Figure 19). As a result, the challenge with the 
fifth element of the conceptual model of the CBM framework is that it is 
subject to the structure and maturity of the process model in addition to 
the decisions made on allocation activities to business components. Hence, 
a simplified guideline that a business component represents a process 
would only be valid in certain special cases. The details behind this 
relationship are beyond the scope of this research paper and thus the 
simplified example given in Figure 19 is a sufficient model of the 
relationship.
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Figure 19: Example of a process model and its relationship to CBM
(IBM, 2010)

To conclude, the CBM framework conceptual model includes six distinct 
concepts that provide the foundations of the framework. These concepts 
are: business component, accountability level, business competency, 
CBM-map, lenses and relationship between processes and business 
components.
4.1.2 CBM Methodology and Tools

In addition to the conceptual model, methodologies are provided to guide 
the practitioners in the use of the CBM framework for different types of 
implementations and cases. As noted in the previous section, the CBM 
framework is used in a variety of situations and hence the conceptual 
model can be utilized respectively in a variety of ways. One of the criteria 
for well-structured business architectures is for it to have meaningful 
examples (Scott, 2011). Two examples of methodologies related to the CBM 
have been described in detail in literature (IBM, 2005; Ernest and Nisavic, 
2007) of which the development of a strategic roadmap is presented here 
as an example in Figure 20.
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Figure 20: Example of a CBM methodology to develop a transformation
roadmap (IBM, 2005)

The provided example (Figure 20) of a CBM methodology to develop a 
transformation roadmap is based on a three phased ten step approach. The 
“Insight” phase illustrates to importance of establishing clarity to the 
business strategy (step 1 and 3) from a both traditional perspective of 
focusing on the firm (Chandler, 1962) and the positioning perspective of 
Porter (1980, 1985) within the value chain. These two dimensions of 
business strategy together with a customized CBM-map of the organization 
provide the foundations of the majority of CBM methodologies. The 
“Architecture” phase varies between the methodologies and is not 
necessarily as business driven as in the example. However, it typically 
includes the element of current capabilities (step 7) vs. target requirements 
(step 6) and the concluding gap analysis (step 8). The creation of these 
views is based on utilizing the CBM-map and applying various lenses to it 
in order to distinguish the gaps. The final phase, “Investment”, is focused 
on processing and analyzing the findings of the gap analysis of step 8 and 
transforming these into an approach for taking actions on the identified 
opportunities (steps 9 and 10). While the process of the approach has been 
described in this example, several other dimensions are important factors 
of the methodology. These include decisions on participants in the process 
(who should provide the view on strategy, current capabilities, target 
requirements?), on whether or not the analysis should be based on 
subjective perspectives of the participants or quantitative data (such as 
financial performance of business components; cost, resources etc.) and 
how should the process be facilitated. (IBM, 2005)

The business architecture framework model includes the BA Tools as 
one of the four dimensions. For the CBM framework, as set of core tools 
are available to support the conceptual model. The primary tool related to 
the framework is IBM’s Websphere Business Modeler-tool with a CBM- 
specific extension to it. The tool is intended to support in two perspectives
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of the methodology. Firstly, its objective is to provide a tool to design and 
document the business components and create the CBM-map. Secondly, it 
provides the functionality to utilize lenses and quantitative data layered on 
to the business components to support in the establishing the current and 
target state CBM-maps and hence provide the foundation of for the 
analysis. (Glissmann and Sanz, 2009)

4.1.3 CBM Models

The final dimension of the business architecture framework is the BA 
Model, which in the CBM framework is represented by an instance of the 
CBM conceptual framework and thus represented as a CBM-map reflecting 
an organization with possible lenses applied to it. Figure 15 represents and 
example of a CBM-model.

The provided example (Figure 21) represents a CBM-map created to 
model the entire IT function representing the basic building blocks 
(business components) of an IT business. IBM refers to this model as the 
CBMBoIT (CBM for the Business of IT) and has established it based on its 
Process Reference Model that uses ITIL (Information Technology 
Infrastructure Library) as a base. As a result, the CBMBoIT provides a 
CBM framework that has a clearly defined relationship to a process 
reference model. In contrast to the illustrative CBM-map example 
presented in Figure 17, the example in figure 21 of CBMBoIT shows how 
the names of the components have become more concrete and that the 
number of business components has increased significantly. The amount 
of business components allocated to a CBM-map is not defined by the 
conceptual model. However, reflecting on the conclusions of Prahalad and 
Hamel (1990), whereby referring to a company with 20 to 30 capabilities is 
far away from core competencies yet suggest seeing them as building 
blocks of these. The amount of business competencies presented in a 
CBM-map is typically between 5 and 7 with an average of 7-9 business 
components allocated to the each. Hence, one might provide an estimate of 
an average of 35-65 business components on a typical CBM map. This is 
higher then the estimates give by Prahalad and Hamel and can be taken 
into the perspective of core competencies vs. the resource based view to 
which the CBM-framework is more inclined to be referred to as it captures 
the entire organization (Ernest and Navisic, 2007).

The CBMBoIT example provides also further insight into the usage of 
lenses as tools for visualizing the current and target states. The applied 
lens on categorizing the business components into three waves of priority 
in Figure 21 represents a more profound as opposed to the simplistic 
example in Figure 18. As a result, the amount of options in the lens 
typically varies from an “applicable/non-applicable” option to a lens with 
up to seven different options. While the conceptual model doesn’t restrict 
the amount of options to choose from in a lens, the visualization and 
distinction of colors beyond five becomes challenging for the 
participant/reader. (Ernest and Navisic, 2007)
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Figure 21: Example of a CBM model instance (Ernest and Navisic, 2007)

4.1.4 CBM Utilized Beyond the Scope of the Firm

While the majority of literature on business architecture focuses on 
modelling firms and translating business requirements into IT roadmaps, 
the applicability of the business architecture frameworks to ecosystems 
and networks varies. As mentioned earlier, the focus on the firm as 
opposed to value chain as the entity to be represented by the CBM map is 
dominant. However, the conceptual model of the CBM framework does not 
restrict it to be used in modelling governments, nations, cities, non-profit 
organizations or constructions of networks and ecosystems. One example 
of a city referenced by IBM that has chosen to use the CBM-framework is 
the Johannesburg in South Africa (IBM, 2006). One can conclude that the 
scope and perspective of the CBM-map becomes broad yet the 
fundamental structure of business components, competencies, 
accountability levels and lenses remain intact. In the case of a city, the 
competencies may be referred to as “Urban planning” or “Safety and 
security services” and the business components could be “Property and 
Land management” or “Law enforcement activities”.

From a broader perspective, one of IBM’s original concepts behind the 
CBM framework has been the Specialized enterprise presented in Figure 
22. Figure 22 presents a framework where the company is positioned in a
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matrix based on its degree of internal and external specialization. The 
internal specialization is presented as a shift from a business unit 
optimized operating model into a process ad enterprise optimized 
operating model. On the other hand, the external specialization is 
presented as a shift from a company being internally integrated to a 
industry networked operating model. Hence, the framework presented in 
Figure 22 can be linked back to elements identified in the strategy and 
management literature review. Firstly, the concept of internal 
specialization is closely coupled with the inside-out view of strategy and 
the resource based view of the firm where strategic decisions are made on 
internal operating models and lately across business units (Chandler, 
1962; Ansoff, 1965). The bottom-left corner of the matrix in Figure 22 also 
provides a visualization of the first era in the evolution of strategy as 
argued by Venkatraman and Subramaniam (2002). The second era of the 
evolution of strategy (ibid.) including value chains (Porter, 1985) and 
capabilities (Barney, 1991; Amit and Shoemaker, 1993) are located either 
within or in the vicinity of the oval in the framework. Hence, on the path of 
the transformation towards the specialized enterprise located at the top 
right corner of the framework. As a result, while the majority of cases and 
focus on the CBM framework is related to the enterprise, the end state of 
the original model is to move beyond this notion of the firm and into a 
representation of the third era of strategy, namely the portfolio of 
relationships (Venkatraman and Subramaniam, 2002; IBM, 2005). This 
last shift to positioning the enterprise further right on the axis represents 
to movement of focus to networks and ecosystems that include activities 
and services that were formally at least partially provided by the 
enterprise. Linking this point-of-view back to the CBM framework implies 
that the conceptual model of the framework supports the analysis of 
ecosystems and business networks with carefully selected business 
components, competencies and lenses. Furthermore, this framework also 
illustrates why the CBM-framework has been associated with 
transformation initiatives, as it by definition has been created as a tool to 
enable the changes visualised below.
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Figure 22: IBM's concept of the “Specialized enterprise” (IBM, 2005)

4.2 Limitations of the CBM Framework

While the presented CBM framework includes elements of the all of the 
four dimensions of the business architecture (Glissmann and Sanz, 2009) 
and meets the criteria set for well-structured business architectures (Scott, 
2011), it does have limitations. The most significant of these relate to the 
proprietary nature of the framework, the limited scope of analysis, the 
availability of the tools and the level detail of the definitions of the 
conceptual model.

Firstly, the proprietary nature of the CBM framework as an IBM asset 
confines the usage of the model significantly. While to IBM whitepapers 
are available to address the framework and various research papers exist 
with high level overviews of the approach, limited amount of artifacts, 
guidelines and playbooks are available for interested parties beyond IBM. 
While proprietary solutions are common in today’s industry, business 
architectures, such as TOGAF, BRM and BMM, elaborated in the literature 
review are open to all stakeholders.

Secondly, the CBM framework is focused primarily on the component 
view of the organization taking the competence and service perspectives 
into acc.ount, yet providing limited tools to expand this view into processes, 
organizational structure, strategy formation, information flows, and 
change management as seen in business architecture such as TOGAF, 
ВТЕР and CISR business architecture.

As a result, based on the introduction to the CBM framework in this 
section and the characteristics of other prominent business architectures 
in section 2, three conclusions may be made: 1) the CBM framework 
provides a structured conceptual model that can be utilized in various 
situations as a result of the well established concepts of business
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component, CBM-map, accountability level, business competencies and 
lenses, however, 2) the scope of the CBM framework is very narrow 
compared to other business architectures and based on the literature 
review leaves little room for expansion beyond the specialized enterprise 
concept and 3) the proprietary nature of the CBM framework makes it 
challenging for practitioners to explore, utilize and develop the model 
further.

As a final comment on the framework, IBM’s latest whitepaper (IBM,
2010) on business architecture has taken the perception that the CBM 
framework is only one element of IBM’s actionable business architecture 
framework, which includes other elements such as Business Process 
Management (BPM), Information models as part of Industry Business 
Architecture Models (IBAM) and Service-Oriented Modeling and 
Architecture (SOMA). Hence, as the field of business architecture becomes 
more, so it seems do the scope and complexity of the models as well.
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5 Research Method

The objective of this section is to provide an overview of the research 
survey used in this holistic multiple-case study (Yin, 1994) and provide the 
reader with the reasoning for selecting the questions. As discussed in 
section 1.2 (Structure of the study), a multiple-case study approach is used 
to provide answers to the research questions. The objective of this section 
is to provide an elaboration of the reasoning behind the developed 
research survey and the specific questions within it.

5.1 Research Survey Approach

The research survey used in this study has been created specifically for this 
research paper. As discussed in the introduction of the study, the amount 
of conceptual research on business architectures is increasing, yet the 
amount of empirical studies on how business architectures have been 
perceived by companies is low. Therefore, it was not possible to use a 
previously created questionnaire on business architecture in this study.

The objectives set for the research survey are tied to the research 
questions and the practicality of conducting the surveys. As a result, the 
survey is structured in accordance to the sequence of the research 
questions, first ensuring that the case companies are either within or 
planning a transformation and then trying to discover within which areas 
of this transformation the component business model approach has been 
perceived suitable. These questions are to be concluded by giving the 
chance for the respondent to provide some comments and perceptions on 
the strengths and weaknesses of the approach to provide insight to the 
third research question.

Limited information is gathered about the respondents, as the unit of 
analysis for this study is the case companies and respective cases. 
Furthermore, as the findings are based on cross-case analysis, the amount 
of detail captured per case has been restricted to the situation within which 
the case company has faced the transformation. The descriptions include a 
brief introduction to the objectives of the transformation, a notion on how 
the component business model approach was utilized and some key 
information on revenue and personnel of the company. If this survey 
would be an in-depth analysis of only one case, with numerous 
respondents, then the amount of variables related to the case company 
would preferably be higher.

As to the practicalities of the conducting the survey, the survey is 
created so that it can be completed during a one-hour interview with the 
respondent in which the interviewer documents the responses. The 
questions are created so that the majority of respondents should be able to 
respond to them and feel that they are applicable to the cases. As a result, 
the nature of the questions in the survey is general and there are a limited 
amount of links between the questions as it is presumed that the responses 
to the questions are likely to have variance. The chosen structured
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questionnaire format is valuable in ensuring that the questions and 
interview approach is similar to all respondents. However, it does not 
provide the possibility to dive into such a detail as open-ended questions 
would enable..

5.2 Research Survey Structure

The research survey contains 15 questions of which the majority has a sub
set of questions related to the main question. The research survey used in 
this study is presented in Appendix A. The following section of this study 
introduces the structure of the survey in detail. The questions of the survey 
have been extracted into Figure 23 to support the reader in following the 
review of the questions.

Overview of questions included in the survey

Question
#

Question:

1 What is your current position and role inyour organization?

2 In what role did you come across the utilization of the component business model approach? Where you the project 

manager/sponsor/owner/participant in discussions etc?

3 Was your organization planning a transformation initiative, when you came across the component business model 

approach?

4 Below are listed some possible transformation agendas that companies are facing. Please select the ones applicable to 
you in using CBM: a) One Company Strategy such as integration of business units: b) Major strategic shift...

5 Considering vour own experience, how would you rate how familiar your organization is in using of frameworks, 
business architectures, analytical models etc. to support decision making?

6 Why do you rate the familiarity of your organization in using frameworks as [RespQ.5]?

7
Do you have some frameworks, business architecture, and analytical models in mind that yourorganization has used 

to support transformation initiatives?

8 Thinking about the component business model approach in general, to what degree would you say that it has 

supported you in your transformation initiative?

9 Thinking about the component business model approach with respect toyour transformation initiate, to what degree 

would you say that it has supported you in managing the hard side of the transformation (strategy, structure, 

systems)?

IO Thinking about the component business model approach with respect toyour transformation initiate, to what degree 
would you say that it has supported you in managing the soft side of the transformation (change vision, 
competencies, communication, leadership,commitment etc)?

11 Thinking about the component business model approach with respect toyour transformation initiate, to what degree 
would you say that it has supported you in approaching the implementation of the transformation (roadmap, quick- 

wins, prioritization)?

12 Thinking about the component business model approach with respect toyour transformation initiate, to what degree 
would say that definition of the model was clear?

13
What strengths do you perceive in the component business model approach?

14
What weaknesses do you perceive in the component business model approach?

15 Othercomments

Figure 23: Overview of the questions included in the research survey

Questions 1 and 2 focus on capturing the background of the 
respondent. The notable difference between these two questions is to 
distinguish the difference between the position of the respondent within 
the organization and the role of the respondent in context of the case.
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Questions 3 is intended to verify the that the respondent perceives the 
case relating to a transformation and question 4 explores on which type of 
transformation agenda is applicable to the case. The list provided in 
question 4 (see Appendix A for further details) is based upon the 
transformation agendas that Mintzberg (1998) and Doz and Thanheiser 
(1996) have observed.

Questions 5, 6 and 7 are related to the capturing information on the 
extent to which the case companies are aware and utilize frameworks, 
analytical models and business architectures. The objective of these 
questions is to see whether or not the case companies have been using 
some of the other business architectures introduced in the literature 
review of this study or other frameworks that this research paper has not 
addressed. As these questions are intended to provide perspective to the 
findings of the survey, the questions are open ended and the chosen five 
stage response scale based on familiarity ranging from “very familiar” to 
“very unfamiliar”. As the concept of familiarity may mean various aspects 
to the respondents, question 6 has been included to clarify the reasoning 
behind the answer given to question 5.

Question 8 is directly related to the primary research question of this 
study: Can a competence-based component business model approach 
support medium sized companies in their ti'ansformation initiatives? The 
question has been formulated to “Thinking about the component business 
model approach in general, to what degree would you say that it has 
supported you in your transformation initiative?” As a result, the 
respondent is asked for a direct verdict on the primary research question 
given the context of the transformation agenda(s) selected in question 4. 
The five stage Likert scale selected for the question ranges from “Strongly 
agree” to “Strongly disagree”. The intention is that if the respondent’s 
answer is either “Agree” or “Strongly Agree”, then the answer to the 
primary research question in confirmative.

The following questions 9, 10 and 11 of the survey are created to 
provide perspective’s on the different dimensions of the transformation. 
These are intended to provide input to the second research questions: In 
which areas of transformation is this competence-based component 
business model approach perceived as suitable/not-suitable? The decision 
on the content of the applied dimensions of the survey is based on 
Minzberg’s (1998) contexts of “hardware” and “software” in change. By 
this, the “hard” side of the transformation builds on Minzberg’s 
“hardware” ideology of it containing the foundational reasoning and 
drivers of the change that shows the course of the transformation. The 
“soft” side of the transformation is aligned with the concept of “software” 
and relates to the change management aspect of bulding commitment, 
clarity and communication to support the course of the transformation.

Question 9 is intended to capture whether or not the component 
business model approach is suitable in supporting the “hard” side of the 
transformation. As the definition and content of the “hard” side may vary 
and be considered broad, a subset of questions are included to provide 
further insight to the areas that the approach may be suitable in 
supporting. This subset is based on characteristics identified by Minzberg’s 
(1998) and Doz and Thanhaiser (1996) in addition to Kotter’s (1995)
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research on success criteria for change. The evaluation is changed from 
previous questions to a five stage scale from “Excellent” to “Poor 
Furthermore, it is presumed that some respondents will not be able to 
answer the questions as these areas might not be applicable to them. As a 
result, the importance of having a “N/А [not applicable], don’t know” 
option has been noted and provided as an additional response option. 
Question 9 includes six specific sub-questions on clarifying the strategy, 
defining desired level of commonality, defining organizational structure, 
future governance model, impact on systems and processes. While these 
areas of interest are common to transformations, the commonality 
perspective of operations is something that has been discussed as an area 
of heightened discussion on companies due to the past recession in 2009- 
2011. As noted in the introduction, many companies have been reviewing 
their operating models and challenging their strategies to derive a mode 
harmonized and efficient operating model with higher degree of 
commonality within ways of working. As a result, the question on 
commonality has been specifically included to see if this approach can 
provide support in this popular change theme in organization.

The objective of question 10 is to approach the “soft” side of the 
transformation and provide insight on the suitability of the component 
business model approach to support in this dimension of the 
transformation. The specific sub-questions within this question are based 
on application of Kotter’s (1995) research on “Leading Change: Why 
Transformation Efforts Fail”. The intention has been to take the elements 
of failure and turn them into specific sub-questions into the survey. The 
specific areas that the questions approach include the creation of a 
compelling need for change, committed and visible leadership, effective 
communication, facilitation of discussion, visualization of the agenda, 
determining the complexity and increasing the understanding of the 
alignment of people, process and IT. As a result, if the respondent 
perceives that the approach has been able to support within these areas, it 
is possible to utilize Kotter’s findings and indicate that 1) the approach is 
suitable to support in the soft side of the transformation and 2) the 
approach will possibly assist the company in avoiding failure in its 
transformation effort based on the criteria identified by Kotter. To 
elaborate further, the question on alignment of people, process and IT is of 
interesting significance from the enterprise and business architecture 
point-of-view. As presented in the literature review, one of the objectives of 
business architectures of to provide requirements for the other 
architectures and essentially act as the linking pin between business and 
IT. Hence, this specific question in this survey is included to provide 
insight on how well the respondents have perceived the model is 
supporting this critical dimension and objective of business architectures. 
To conclude, the evaluation scale of question 10 is similar to question 9.

Question 11 has been included to provide insight if the approach is 
suitable in supporting the case companies approaching the 
implementation. As the implementation as such may be a long multi-year 
program, this question is confined to the planning of the implementation. 
The specific questions reflect on Kotter’s (1995) concept of achieving 
quick-wins in the early stages of the transformation as well as the more
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general idea of projecting work and having roadmaps and prioritized 
action list to approach the project. As a result, the questions within this 
dimension are short and brief and the main focus area is to assess to what 
degree the support for identifying quick-wins is perceived. The overall 
support for approaching the implementation is assessed using the 
“strongly agree” to “strongly disagree” scale of question 8 while the specific 
questions have the same “excellent” to “poor” scale as questions 9 and 10.

The objective of question 12 is to capture responses on the clarity of 
the definition of the component business model approach and key 
concepts related to it. The trigger for this question is linked to the findings 
of the literature review and the list of characteristics of well-structured 
business architectures within which clarity is highly stressed. As a result, 
the sub-questions within this question are intended to assess the clarity of 
the definition of the different key concepts (CBM-map, component, 
competence) of the approach. The question on the distinction of process 
and component is an area that has been stressed in literature (IBM, 2010) 
and is therefore now included for evaluation. The perception of clarity of 
the definitions is evaluated based on the five stage scale from “strongly 
agree” to “strongly disagree”.

Questions 13 and 14 are intended to provide insight into the third 
research question: “What are the challenges of using a competence based 
component business model approach to support the transformation 
initiatives?” While question 14 on the weaknesses of the approach links 
directly to this research question, the perspective of strengths in question 
13 is included to provide further insight to the matter as well as to see if the 
respondents perceived the same elements differently. Hence, whether or 
nor respondent A finds attribute A as a strength while respondent В 
perceives the same attribute A as weakness. These two questions are open- 
ended and the intention is that a list of attributes can be derived from the 
responses that are either strengths or weaknesses of the approach. The 
questions are kept broad and are not confined to a prioritized list of 
attributes or a request of Top 3 or Top 5 attributes. The reasoning behind 
this has been that the respondents, cases and case companies may differ to 
such a high degree, that a prioritized list or request for a set amount of 
attributes might not do justice to the selection of the attributes and hence 
responses to these questions.

The final question 15 is an open-ended question to capture further 
comments from the respondent. As the case companies and cases have 
variance within them, this final question provides the respondents to 
highlight unique characteristics of their case of discuss some view points 
they might have on the approach and its suitability.

5.3 Limitations of the Research Method

The chosen holistic multiple-case study research method based on the 
structured questionnaire has limitations to it. The first limitation is related 
to the relatively broad scope that it tries to cover from the identification of 
transformation agendas, maturity of using frameworks overall to the 
different dimensions of the transformation and the clarity of the model. As 
a result, the research method does provide a limitation in terms of the
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detail of the analysis that is possible as a result of it. However, reflecting on 
the objective of the study, it can be argued that the study intends to 
identify the areas within which the component business model approach 
can support and thus identify the areas of future research.

The second limitation of the chosen research method is related to the 
decision to collect data purely through the structured questionnaire. As a 
result, no quantitative data is analyzed, nor has the possibility to make 
observations of the cases been included in the research method. The 
quantitative data could have been on the amount of stakeholders, 
organizations, countries, processes or applications in scope to provide 
more variables to the analysis etc. The decision to leave quantitative data 
out of the study was due to the small amount of cases analyzed and hence 
the sample size would have been small for statistical analysis. On the other 
hand, as these cases had numerous stakeholders (internal and external), it 
could have been possible to have some stakeholders introduced as 
observers to the cases to provide a different perspective on the suitability 
of the approach and may be more importantly on the actual case structure. 
This would have required a briefing of these stakeholders prior to the cases 
which was not possible in the setup of this study. Furthermore, if 
stakeholders would have been given observatory roles, they might have 
also acted differently in the cases.

The third limitation of the chosen research method is that no 
evaluation is taken on whether or not the transformation analyzed is a 
success or failure. Although it can be argued that the purpose of this study 
was only to evaluate the suitability of the component business model 
approach to support transformation initiatives, the study could include a 
dimension on the evaluation of the outcome of the transformations. This 
could bring new insight to the usage of the approach as well as if its usage 
has a correlation on the success of the transformation initiatives.
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6 Findings

This section of the study present the findings of the five cases reviewed 
with the survey presented in section 4. The first part of the section gives 
the reader a brief introduction to the case companies and an overview of 
the context within which they applied the component business model 
approach. The second part presents the key findings of the survey 
following the order of the questions within the survey. Analysis of the 
findings is carried out as the findings of the question are presented. The 
analysis is intended to provide responses to the research questions 
introduced in section 1. The section concludes with remarks on the 
limitations of the presented findings. General conclusions are presented in 
the following section 7.

6.1 Introduction to the Cases

The cases selected for this study have been conducted in 2009-2011 and 
have four common denominators: 1) they have all included Component 
Business Modeling as the chosen business architecture, 2) the companies 
have all been either planning or executing a transformation, 3) the project 
manager of the respective company has been the respondent to this survey 
and 4) the cases have been an average of three months in duration. 
However, it should be noted and as will be illustrated in the following 
sections, numerous difference exist between the cases, their outcomes, the 
perceptions of the usability of the component business model approach as 
well as the characteristics of the companies.
6.1.1 Case 1: Global Industrial Machinery and Service Company

Case 1 is related to an industrial machinery company in the middle of a 
transformation towards further commonality between operating models 
and the establishment of further group-wide shared services. The case in 
scope of this study is related to the objective to establish clarity in to which 
extent the commonality between the operating models should be achieved. 
As a result, a current and target state of commonality of all of the 
operations needed to be established in order to support on-going and 
planned development initiatives to achieve the target state. The 
component business model approach was selected to support in achieving 
the objectives. The component business model map was created and 
customized for the company based on process and governance model 
material provided by the company.

The company operates globally with over 1 billion Euro revenue and 
over 5 000 employees. It operates in a matrix organization with several 
business units, market areas and shared functions.
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6.1.2 Case 2: Global Industrial and Clean Technology Company

Case 2 is related to a global industrial and clean technology company that 
was looking into renewing its IT strategy as a result of changes in 
ownership structure and strategic decisions on enabling more 
commonality between different business units as well as the strengthening 
of corporate shared services. The case in scope of this study is related to 
the objective of creating a IT strategy to meet the needs of the changes. In 
addition to the set objectives, the case included the task of establishing a 
view on the current and target level commonalities between the business 
units to identify where potential harmonization activities of applications, 
processes and infrastructure will occur. A significant part of the case was 
hence to capture the business strategy requirements to establish the IT 
strategy. The component business model approach was selected to support 
in achieving the objectives and especially deriving a link between the 
business demands and applications effected by these. The component 
business model map was created for the company based on reference 
material.

The company operates globally with over too million Euro revenue and 
over l ooo employees. It operates in several business units with selected 
corporate shared services.

6.1.3 Case 3: Regional Financial Service Company

Case 3 is related to a regional financial institution. The company was going 
to initiate an enterprise architecture development program to support its 
aspirations for possible changes in operating models and respective 
developments in data, application and infrastructure architectures. The 
scope of this case study was to meet the four key objectives l) improve 
business and IT alignment across and within businesses 2) create common 
terminology and baseline for business to vision the transformation of the 
enterprise architecture, 3) define the current status and future aspirations 
on enterprise architecture inch IT performance in different businesses and
4) identify commonalities and non-commonalities between businesses. 
The component business model approach was selected to support in 
achieving the objectives and especially improving business and IT 
alignment. The component business model map was created for the 
company based on interviews and operational assessments of the current 
operating model.

The company operates regionally with over 1 billion dollars revenue 
and over 1 000 employees. It operates through several business units with 
selected corporate shared services.

6.1.4 Case 4: Regional Industrial Products and Trading 

Company

Case 4 is related to a industrial products and trading company that was 
preparing for expansion in to new markets and planning on adjusting its 
operating model and application portfolio accordingly. The case in scope of 
this study is related to meeting the objective on establishing the business



56

requirements of the future operating model and evaluating the fit of the 
current application portfolio to these requirements. A significant part of 
the case was hence to capture the effect of the planned expansion to the 
new markets as well as the possible adjustments in terms of further 
commonality in the current operating model and businesses. The 
component business model approach was selected to support in achieving 
the objectives end especially clarifying the target state of the commonality 
and related requirements to the application portfolio. The component 
business model map was created for the company based on reference 
material with minor adjustments.

The company operates regionally with over too million Euros of 
revenue and over 500 employees. It operates in several business units with 
limited shared services.
6.1.5 Case 5: Regional Chemicals Company

Case 5 is related to a chemicals company that was looking into enabling 
more commonality between operations as a result of recent ownership 
changes and a new one company strategy. The case in scope of this study is 
related to the objective of evaluating the current application portfolio, it’s 
performance and it’s fit to meet the planned possible changes in operating 
models. In addition to the assessment, some preliminary planning was 
initiated on harmonization of processes and application as well as the 
deployment of a possible new enterprise resource planning (ERP) system. 
A significant part of the case was to create a common view on the 
application portfolio that is clearly structured and linked to the operating 
model. The mapping and discussion on planned changes to this operating 
model were a secondary objective of the case. The Component business 
model approach was selected to support in achieving the objectives end 
especially deriving providing structure to the analysis. The component 
business model map was created for the company based on reference 
material, yet adjusted during the case period to better meet the 
characteristics of the company.

The company operates regionally with over 500 million Euro revenue 
and over 3 000 employees. It operates in several business units in several 
market areas.

6.2 Analysis of Findings

This part of the study aims to provide selected views into the findings of 
the survey and create an analysis on these based on the research questions 
presented in Section 1. The structure of this part of the study follows the 
sequence of the questions within the survey. The survey and respective 
responses per case have been included in the appendixes of this study (see 
Appendix A - Research Survey).

6.2.1 Type of Transformation Agenda

The primary question of this study is “Can a competence-based component 
business model approach support small and medium sized companies in 
their transformation initiatives?” While it was stated in part 6.1., that one
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of the four common denominators of the cases is that each company was 
either planning or executing a transformation, the question on what kind 
of transformation initiatives the companies were in remain. As a result, 
figure 24 provides an overview of the responses to question 4 of the survey 
within which the respondents were asked to select the applicable 
transformation agendas from a given list. The reader should keep in mind 
that the responses are of the project managers of the company and 
represent their view of the situation. This might be different from the 
perspectives of other stakeholders involved in the case.

Four general findings emerged based on the answer to question 4 of the 
survey. The first finding is that each case meets the criteria of the case 
being related to a transformation, as all respondents have identified an 
applicable agenda from the list that applies to them. The second key 
finding is that the majority of cases are related to several agendas on the 
list. As a result, this would imply that the magnitude of change and amount 
of change initiatives within the transformation is significant in case 
companies 1, 2, 4 and 5. The third finding that is that the majority of cases 
are related to both a “One Company strategy” as well as “Process 
reengineering”. While this link might sound evident, it is the trajectory of 
change that is interesting; the case companies seem to be moving towards 
further commonality in their way of operating as opposed to creating more 
independent and unique operating models within business units, functions 
or market areas. The fourth finding illustrates how the different 
architectures are linked together and provide input/output to each other, 
namely that most of the cases have identified an architecture development 
being part of their transformation agenda. As a result, the case companies 
have chosen to utilize a business architecture framework to support them 
in the development of other architectures, such as the application 
architecture.

a) One Company strategy such as integration of business units X X X
b) Major strategic shift such as Products to Services
Transformation
c) Adoption of new technologies such as common ERP platform X X
d) Process reengineering such as process harmonization and 
enablement of business process management X X X X

e) Restructuring business units and functions such as Shared 
services development X X
f) Cultural change such as customercentricity

g) Globalization of working model such as shifting work and focus 
to low cost countries and X
h) architecture development such as application portfolio 
optimization X X X X
i) M&A activity such as un-organic growth

j) Other? IT
Strategy ment of

strategy

Figure 24: Overview of transformation initiatives that were applicable to 
the cases based on the responses of the survey respondents
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Reviewing the answers for question 4, some further case-specific 
findings can be made. The first of these is that, contrary to the other cases, 
the response from case 1 illustrates that the case has had limited 
IT/application related transformation elements applicable to it. The 
second specific finding relates to the response of case 3 restricting the 
scope of the case to architectural development such as application portfolio 
optimization. This would imply that the case (3) was primarily related to 
an IT organization need and was not necessarily tied to a broader 
development agenda in changing operating models as part of the case. As a 
result, the transformational element in case 3 is likely to be of significant 
changes to the application portfolio or infrastructure architecture. Cases 
2,4 and 5 seem to be cases within which the business and IT alignment 
around the transformation agenda are likely to be at the forefront as both 
business and IT related agendas have been identified to be applicable.

To conclude the analysis of the findings related to question 4 of the 
survey, the selected cases can be considered as well representative to 
address the research questions of this study as a) they are all tied to one or 
more transformation agendas b) the majority of them are approaching the 
development of other architectures with the usage of component business 
modeling business architecture and c) the majority of the cases are related 
to numerous transformation agendas and hence provide examples of 
potentially high magnitude of change.
6.2.2 Familiarity in Using Frameworks in Decision Making

The subsequent question 5 (Figure 25) in the research survey provides a 
view into the maturity of the companies in using frameworks such as 
business architecture. The key finding of this question is that none of the 
case organizations feel that their organization is very familiar in using such 
frameworks to support decision making. An even stronger message is 
conveyed by the fact that 3 out of 5 of the case companies responded as 
their organization being unfamiliar in using frameworks to support 
decision making. Relating to the specific comments made, respondents 
noted that decisions are taken within business units, there is limited 
structural analysis in decision making and that this case was the first time 
that a framework was used in this context. The response of case 1 as 
“familiar” might have something to do with the fact that the case company 
is the largest and global. As a result, a more structured approach to 
decision making might have evolved due to its global operating model. Yet 
this is only hypothetical as the reasons’ were not assessed in this study.
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g

Case 1: X
Case 2: X
Cases: X
Case 4: X
Case 5: X
Distribution 0% 20% 20% 60% 0% 0%

Figure 25: Overview of the familiarity of the organizations in using 
frameworks to support decision making based on the responses of the

survey respondents.

Reviewing the responses to question 7 on which or what kind of 
frameworks have been used the case organizations, a rather short and 
common list emerged. The majority of the case companies referred to 
process charts and documents done with common Microsoft Office tools to 
form the basis of the utilized frameworks. Case 2 had developed the 
processes further to create analytical models to predict changes in the 
market demand etc. Strategy process was noted to have incorporated some 
frameworks, yet limited concrete frameworks were noted beyond SWOT 
and blue ocean strategy. The frameworks used in Case 1, which was 
familiar in using frameworks, were SWOT, PESTE, Porter’s five forces, 
adjacency maps etc. It should be noted that none of the business and 
enterprise architectures listed in section 2 were mentioned by the 
respondents.

To conclude on the familiarity in the usage of frameworks to support 
decision making, it is clear that the maturity is low across the cases 
especially in respect to the examples of wealth of available frameworks 
given in the literature review of this study (Section 2). There might be 
several different reasons for this, either a) the case companies cultures do 
not promote the usage of frameworks, b) the frameworks are not sufficient 
to tackle the needs of the case companies or c) the case companies are not 
aware of their existence. Reflecting on the responses on the magnitude of 
change and amount of applicable transformation agendas to the selected 
case companies, the need and “market” for business architectures seems to 
have the potential to be large.

6.2.3 Support for the Transformation

Question 8 of the research survey was intended to address the primary 
research question of this study directly; “Can a competence-based 
component business model approach support medium sized companies in 
their transformation initiatives?” Reviewing the chart presented in Figure
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26, we can make two clear findings. The first finding is that none of the 
respondents disagree with the claim that the component business model 
approach in general has supported them in their transformation initiative. 
The second finding comes to the extent that the respondents agree with 
this support; the majority of the respondents have answered “agree". 
Furthermore, if we reflect that case 3 was the case with limited magnitude 
of change and only impacted by one transformation agenda, then all of the 
other cases with a more complex change agenda have either agreed or 
strongly agreed with the statement.

To conclude on the findings of question 8, the findings seem to validate 
that a competence-based component business model approach can support 
medium sized companies in their transformation initiatives. Even more 
surprisingly, in none of the five cases did the respondents feel that the 
approach would not have provided support. The positive answer to the 
primary research question can be further backed by the finding that 
responses were most positive in the cases with the most change and 
applicable transformation agendas.

Case 1 X
Case 2 X
Cases X
Case 4 X
Cases X
Distribution 0% 0% 20% 60% 20% 0%

Figure 26: Overview of the extent to which the CBM approach has 
supported the transformation initiatives

6.2.4 Guidelines for Reviewing the Findings and Charts

The next parts of the analysis findings will try to provide a response to the 
second research questions: “In which areas of transformation is this 
competence-based component business model approach perceived as 
suitable/not-suitable?"

Before reviewing the findings of this question, it is important to define 
some links between the response choices and the research question. For 
the purpose of this study, it is argued that the business model approach 
can be perceived as suitable if the respondent answers that the support has 
been “good”, “very good” or “excellent”. On the other hand, it can be 
considered not-suitable if the respondent answers “fair” or “poor”. 
Furthermore, a numerical value has been presented in the table in figure 
21 inline with each (sub)-question. The intention of this numerical value is 
to provide the reader a quantitative response that provides the average 
response across the cases. The figure is a weighted average of the
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significant (excl. “N/А”) responses (Excellent =5, Very Good=4, Good=3; 
Fair=2; Poor=i). As a result, the higher the figure in the “AVG” (meaning 
average) column is, the higher the satisfaction/suitability is and vice versa. 
The highest possible figure would be 5 and the lowest 1.

The different symbols, lines and colors in Figure 27 represent the 
specific cases. As a result, based on the legend on the bottom of the figure, 
each case has been assigned a specific icon (circle, box, star, diamond, 
triangle), color and line type. The objective of this is to assist the reader in 
looking at the responses of a specific case in context of the other cases.

6.2.5 Supporting the “Hard” Side of Transformation

Similar to the notion of “hardware” by Mintzberg (1998), the research 
survey concludes that one area of the transformation can be defined as the 
“hard” side containing strategic decisions and choices on strategy, 
structure and systems etc. Question 9 includes an overall perception of the 
degree in which the component business model has supported in 
managing the hard side of the transformation in addition to six sub
questions to address specific issues within this context.

9. Thinking about the component business model 
approach with respect to your transformation 
initiate, to what degree would you say that it has 
supported you in managing the hard side of the 
transformation (strategy, structure, systems)?

Overall:

Clarifying you г strategy for the transformation

Defining the desired level of commonality of operations as a
result of the transformation

Defining the desired organizational structure

Defining the future governance model

Defining the impact on systems as a result of the 
transformation

Defining the impact on processes as a result of the 
transformation

■- ,* .T"~

Case 1 Case 2 Caseß Case 4 Case 5

3,5

4.0 

2,7

3.0

4.3

3.3

~3,5

Figure 27: Overview of responses to the perceptions on how well the 
component business model approach has supported in managing the hard

side of the transformation

Several general findings can be made based on the responses illustrated 
in Figure 27. The first key finding is that the results do not conform to a 
certain pattern; there isn’t even a single question to which all of the 
respondents would have responded similarly. As a result, one may observe 
that the amount of scattering might convey the message that the cases have 
been different and hence the needs related to the business architecture has 
varied.

The second finding is that the variance in responses per case is within 
two answering options excluding “N.A”. This might imply two things: a) 
the model is capable of approaching the hard side of the transformation in 
a rather unified approach in that it “either does or doesn’t” support or b)
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that the respondent had a certain perception of the value of the approach 
and sustained that view without further distinction on the variance 
between the questions.

The third finding is that there are clearly two sub-areas within which 
the approach has had a very good effect: “defining the desired level of 
commonality of operations as a result of the transformation” (Avg: 4,0) 
and “defining the impact on systems as a result of the transformation” 
(Avg: 4,3).

The fourth general finding is that it seems like the value using the 
approach in defining the desired organizational structure (Avg: 2,7) is low 
and may be even considered to imply that the model is “not suitable" to 
support this dimension. This however seems to be in line with the 
definition of business architecture and the key concepts of component 
business modeling within which it is stressed that the competence point- 
of-view is a complement to the organizational and functional view. Having 
said that, the findings from above would imply that the organization 
structure changes would not clearly benefit from a competence-based 
business architecture approach. However, the organizational 
transformation was not a key element of any of the transformation agendas 
of the studied cases and hence, the this might also reflect this score.

To conclude on the question of how well component business modeling 
approach supports the hard side of transformation, it becomes evident that 
the responses are positive. As a result, reflecting on the second research 
question, one could conclude that the component business modeling 
approach is suitable to support in managing the hard side of the 
transformation especially in identifying commonalities between operations 
as well as the impact on systems due to the transformation. On the other 
hand, caution should be taken in approaching organizational structure 
changes with the approach. Furthermore, reflecting on the characteristics 
of the cases, it seems that the component business model can support in 
managing the hard side of transformation especially in cases where there is 
a large amount of changing including both business and IT dimensions 
(Cases 2,4 and 5).

6.2.6 Supporting the “Soft” Side of Transformation

While the question 9 was focusing on the hard side of transformation, the 
following question addresses the soft side of the transformation. The “soft” 
side of the transformation is defined taking elements such as change 
vision, communication, visible and aligned leadership, commitment and 
understanding of the complexity in to consideration. As a result, question 
10 of the survey addresses the overall perception of the degree to which the 
component business model has supported in managing the soft side of the 
transformation in addition to seven sub-questions to address specific 
issues within this context.
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m. Thinking about the component business model 
approach with respect to your transformation 
initiate, to what degree would you say that it has 
supported you in managing the soft side of the 
transformation (change vision, competencies, 
communication, leadership, commitment etc)?

Overall:

Creating a compelling need for change

Having a visible, aligned and committed leadership

Creating targeted and effective communication

Facilitating effective discussion around the transformation 
agenda

Helping the organization visualize the focus of the 
transformation agenda

Determining the complexity of the transformation 

Understanding the alignment of people, process and ГТ

ф- — —ф Case i Case 2 j—

3,2

3.2 

2,7

3.3

4,0 

3,6 

4,0 

3,3

Case 5 ~3>4

Figure 28: Overview of responses to the perceptions on how well the 
component business model approach has supported in managing the soft

side of the transformation

The responses for question 10 are shown in Figure 28 with a similar 
notation to the responses in question 9. Based on the responses, a set of 
general findings can be made. The first finding is that the overall score is 
above “good” (average: 3,2). As a result, this would imply that the 
component business model approach is suitable to support in the soft side 
of the transformation. Looking into further detail, this support is ranked 
highest in two areas: 1) facilitating effective discussion around the 
transformation (average score 4,0) and 2) determining the complexity of 
the transformation (average score 4,0). It should be noted that 
respondents have unanimously rated the facilitation of the effective 
discussion around the transformation as “very good”. This is an interesting 
finding, as it in addition to validating the suitability of the approach it also 
supports the categorization of the business architecture framework (Figure
5) beyond the business architecture conceptual model to also include the 
business architecture methodology and tools to support the practitioners 
in actually using the approach. Hence, the facilitation is part of the defined 
BA methodology and requires more then just a static instance of the 
business architecture model.

The second finding on question 10 shows that the variance between the 
responses of specific cases within the sub-questions is high as all cases 
have answered using three or more options on the response scale. This 
would imply that the suitability of the approach varies significantly based 
on the dimensions of the soft side of the transformation. For example, in 
case 2, the response for creating a compelling need for change was “fair”, 
while supporting the “understanding the alignment of people, process and 
IT” was rated “excellent”. Part of this variance is likely to be due to the 
different objectives and scope of the cases and hence the variance might 
not be purely related to the approach.
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The third finding is related to the relatively low support on “having a 
visible, aligned and committed leadership” (average score 2,7). In 
reviewing this finding, some considerations can be taken into account; 1) 
the majority of respondents have perceived the value “good” and hence the 
average score is close to still close “good” 2) two respondents have 
answered “N/А; don’t know” implying that this might not have been part 
of the objectives of their transformation and 3) the non-IT related case 1 
valued this dimension as “good” implying that it was able to support the 
largest case company. As a result, while this dimension has scored the 
lowest average score, it may still be debated whether or not the model is 
suitable or not in supporting the company in having a visible, aligned and 
committed leadership.

The fourth finding reflects on Kotter's “Eight steps to transforming 
your organization” (Section 2.1.3) and the responses to question 10. The 
key questions related the Kotter’s guidance are on creating a compelling 
need for change (10.1), having a visible and aligned and committed 
leaderships (10.2), creating targeted and effective communication (10.3) 
and helping the organization visualize the focus of the transformation 
agenda (10.5). These questions are essentially related to the first four steps 
of Kotter’s model in which establishing a sense of urgency (step 1), forming 
a powerful guiding coalition (step 2), creating a vision (step 3) and 
communicating the vision (step 4) are to be considered. A review of the 
respective questions provides a finding that the approach provides a 
“good” or even “very good” support to the first four steps of Kotter’s “Eight 
steps to transforming your organization”. Having said that, this does not 
imply that the approach alone could deliver such a transformation, but 
only implies that the approach can support on some of the steps of 
achieving the transformation. Furthermore, the support that it can provide 
seems to vary by the objectives and scope of the transformation.

The fifth finding is that no clear difference in responses can be taken by 
reviewing the difference in responses between the business driven case 1, 
the business and IT related cases 2, 4 and 5 and the IT-centric case 3. 
Having said that, it seems that the business and IT related cases 4 and 5 
have relatively higher responses to the questions. Furthermore, the scores 
of the business related case 1 are high with “good” and “very good” 
responses give to the questions. However, these findings do not imply that 
there would be general link between the characteristics of the cases and the 
results of this study due to the variance within this low amount of cases in 
scope.

The sixth finding is the high variance in the degree to which the 
approach supported the case companies in understanding the alignment of 
people, process and IT. One of the objectives for business architecture is to 
support the link between business and IT and especially capturing 
business requirements to support IT development. Based the responses, 
this was achieved in the two business and IT related cases with the 
response in case being “excellent”. However, the IT related case 3 “fair” 
response indicates that establishing a good alignment cannot be taken for 
granted as a result of applying the component business model approach.

To conclude, the component business model approach is suitable to 
support the soft side of the transformation, especially in determining the
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complexity of the transformation and facilitating discussion around it. 
Furthermore, the results imply that the approach can provide support in 
the first four steps of transforming the organization according the Kotter's 
model. However, the results imply that there is significant variance to the 
degree of support that the approach provides between the different 
dimensions in specific cases. As a result, while the approach may be 
suitable to support the soft side of the transformation, there is likely to 
variance in the degree of support between the different dimensions.

6.2.7 Approaching the Implementation of the Transformation

The third dimension through which the suitability of the usage of the 
component business model approach is evaluated is the implementation of 
the transformation. The survey question 11 was intended to provide insight 
into how and within which areas the respondend perceived the value of the 
approach in approaching their implementation efforts. The overall 
question was structured similarly to question 8 on the overall support of 
the model, while the following sub-questions were similar in structure to 
questions 9 and 10.

Reviewing the responses of question 11 presented in Figure 29 shows 
that the respondents have been very positive towards the suitability of the 
approach in supporting them in approaching the implementation of their 
transformation. On the “overall” question, none of the respondents have 
disagreed that the approach would have supported them in approaching 
the implementation of the transformation. Hence, the score 3,8 to this 
questions indicates the suitability of the approach. The sub-questions 
provide further detail to the specific elements of approaching the 
implementation. A review of the score supports the finding that the 
approach is suitable in supporting the case companies in creating a 
transformation roadmap, identifying quick-win items and prioritizing 
roadmap items. The scores for identifying quick-win items are especially 
favorable towards the approach, as all of the responses are “good” or above 
with and “excellent” evaluation from case 5. Based on the scores, it is also 
possible to notice that both the business focuses (case 1) and business and 
IT focused cases (case 2,4,5) have scored very high on this dimension of 
the transformation while the purely IT focused case 3 has lower scores. 
Although the amount of cases is low to make solid conclusions on this, the 
finding is interesting as it might imply that a) the role of the roadmap is 
more important in the IT and business focused cases then in the pure IT 
case may be due to the complexity and challenge of establishing the IT and 
business alignment or b) that IT focused case company has different types 
of needs that the component business model approach does not support as 
well.
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11. Thinking about the component business 
model approach with respect to your 
transformation initiate, to what degree would 
you say that it has supported you in

transformation (roadmap, quick-wins, 
prioritization)?

Overall

------ ф Case 1 3,5

Figure 29: Overview of responses to the perceptions on how well the 
component business model approach has supported in managing the 

implementation of the transformation

To conclude, the results clearly support the view that the component 
business model approach is suitable in supporting the case companies in 
approaching the implementation of the transformation. Based on the 
findings, this approach is especially suitable in identifying quick-win items 
for the implementation of the transformation. The results could also imply 
that the approach can better support business and IT focused cases in 
approaching the implementation as opposed to purely IT focused cases.

6.2.8 Clarity of the Definition of the CBM Approach

One of the criteria of well structured business architectures (presented in 
section 2.2.2) is clarity. As a result, the approach should be consistent in its 
definitions and have clear descriptions on how it should be used and what 
it represents. The survey Question 12 was intended to address this 
criterion and provide a view into how this was perceived by the 
respondents. The question was structured similar to question 8 with a five 
point scale from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”.

A review of the responses presented in Figure 30 show that the clarity 
of the approach was not very good in the cases. Considering that an 
average score of 4,0 would indicate that the respondents agree, all of the 
average scores in this dimension fall below this. Hence, it could be argued 
that the respondents neither agreed nor disagreed with the clarity of the 
model and approach. A closer review indicates that the variation between 
the scores is high; the spread of responses on the five point scale is four in 
three of the five questions. While low scores are reported in all of the 
questions, the distinction between a component and process is clearly an 
area that was not very clear to the respondents. Most clarity was within the 
definition of the competence area of the model. The definition of the unit 
of analysis of the approach, the component, had a split response in terms 
of clarity. Two cases (case 3 and 2) disagree and three cases agree (cases 
1,4,5) that the definition of the component was clear. While the average 
score is above “disagree”, this is an alarming finding as it does question
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how well the component business model has been understood if the unit of 
analysis is not clear. Interestingly, in case 2, the overall definition of the 
approach has still been perceived as clear despite the disagreeing on the 
definition of the component. However, the responses for case 3 are clearly 
negative towards the clarity of the approach throughout the questions 
within this dimension. The difference in the overall score and the 
remaining scores can be justified by the business architecture framework 
(Figure 5), within which it is illustrated that the business architecture 
constitutes of more then just the BA model. Hence, the respondents have 
taken the elements of the BA methodology, BA conceptual model and BA 
tools into account as they have responded using slightly higher scores 
(Glissmann and Sanz, 2009).

12. Thinking about the component business model 
approach with respect to your transformation 
initiate, to what degree would say that definition 
of the model was clear?

Overall

The definition of the Component Business Model-map is clear 

The definition of the Component is clear

The definition of the Competence area is clear

The distinction between a component and process is clear

Case 1 Case 4 Cases
Total avg

3,3

Figure 30: Overview of responses to the perceptions on the clarity of the
definition of the model

To conclude on the clarity of the component business model approach, 
the findings do not support that clarity would have been achieved in the 
cases studied. While the responses of case 4 are positive throughout the 
questions, the responses of the remaining four cases have a high variance 
and even include a “strongly disagree” response. While it may be possible 
to argue that the response “neither agree nor disagree" does not imply 
disagreement with the approach, it is still important from an approach 
evaluation point-of-view that the respondents would agree with the 
approach having a clear definition. As a result, based on these findings, the 
model does not fully meet the criterion of having clarity, that has been 
defined as a part of a well-structured business architecture.

6.2.9 Strengths and Weaknesses of the Approach

In addition to the four dimensions of evaluation presented above, the 
survey contained two open end questions (question 13 and 14) on the 
strengths and weaknesses of the approach. The objective of these was to 
capture elements identified by the respondents to answer to the third 
research question: “What are the challenges of using a competence based
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component business model approach to support the transformation 
initiatives?” A summary of these has been captured in Figure 31.

1 q.What strengths do you perceive 
in the component business model 
approach?

• Defining the desired level of commonality

• Facilitating discussion around the 
transformation agenda

• The simplicity of considering all 
operations on one page

• The possibility to use CBM for many 
purposes

• The possibility to link lenses to the model

• Creates a common language and tool

• Can be used to capture the views of a 
broader group of stakeholders

• Includes a tested structure with reference 
models to proceed quicker

• The CBM-mapprovides a new 
perspective of the organization

14. What weaknesses do you 
perceive in the component 
business model approach?

• The idea of the model could have come 
through in a clearer fashion

• It’s capabilities in actually tackling hte 
identified issues remained unclear

• The level of customization of the CBM- 
map might remain too generic and the 
organization cannot relate to it

• Definition of a specific component can be 
understood differently by different 
stakeholders

• Input is based on responses of participants 
that might not poses the knowledge to 
assess alli dimensions of the organization

• The outcome of the framework is generic

• Distinction between component and 
process is difficult

• The outcome, CBM-map- provides 
averages, that need to be discussed further 
inorder to understand the implications

• Big and small things can get mized

Figure 31: Overview of responses to the perceptions strengths and 
weaknesses of the component business model approach based on 

questions 13 & 14 of the survey

A review of the summary of the responses to question 13 and 14 
provides interesting insight to what the respondent perceived as the 
notable strengths and weaknesses of the component business model 
approach. The first observation between responses is that these are not 
contradictory i.e. the same items are not highlighted in both questions. As 
a result, we can review the responses within the context of the research 
question.

Based on the responses on strengths of the model in Figure 25, several 
features are highlighted. However, no common theme can be identified 
between these. One area that the respondent’s have touched upon is that 
the CBM-model strengths are it’s simplicity, structure, establishment of 
common language and a tool to facilitate discussion with. If we reflect back 
to the fundamental purpose of architecture and the criteria for well- 
defined business architecture, this list of strengths seems to be well aligned
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with several of the key requirements. It could be concluded that the some 
of the most value has been perceived in providing a new view of the 
organization that is easy to use and applicable to several situations. 
Furthermore, the availability of reference models has been highlighted as a 
key strength.

The list of weaknesses of the component business model listed in 
Figure 25 shows that the methodology and definition of the elements of the 
model still has room for improvement. A review of the summary validates 
the challenge of achieving sufficient awareness of the details behind the 
methodology and conceptual background of the approach. Several items 
on the list reflect upon the risks related to mixed perceptions on the 
definition of the component and the level of detail as well as structure of 
the CBM-map. However, responses also highlight on the criticality of how 
to interpret the outcome of the approach and to what extend this outcome 
should be further critiqued and analysed.

To conclude on the challenges using the component business model in 
transformation initiatives, two clear areas can be highlighted: 1) ensuring 
the clarity of the approach and methodology to the key stakeholders and 2) 
ensuring sufficient analysis of the outcome of the methodology to ensure 
validity of the findings. Based on this, the challenges identified are mostly 
related to the practitioner’s usage of the model and approach as opposed to 
the model itself. Having said that, a comparative review of the features of 
the component business model business architecture and other available 
business architectures show that the approach has numerous other 
limitations to its scope that were not highlighted here in the responses. 
These are presented in Section 3 during the introduction to the component 
business model business architecture.

6.2.10 Case Specific Findings

While the objective of this research paper is to provide a general view into 
whether or not the component business model approach can support 
companies in their transformation initiatives using several case studies, 
some case specific findings can be noted for the interest of the reader and 
the study. A case specific view into findings shows that the responses of the 
cases have case specific characteristics.

Case 1 responses are positive throughout the survey. A closer review 
shows that the responses to the “soft” side of the transformation are higher 
then the responses to the “hard” side of the transformation. Furthermore, 
the case company 1 was the largest company and most familiar with using 
methodologies of the group of companies. Considering that the strengths 
of the approach highlighted by the company were related to the facilitation 
of the discussion around the transformation, it can be concluded that the 
slightly higher response to the soft-side of the transformation was actually 
very significant from the respondent point-of-view. However, looking at 
the critique on how well the approach can provide a resolution to the 
identified issues, one may reflect on the maturity of the organization in 
using analytical frameworks and the expectation that the component 
business model approach would include further features to derive more 
tangible results. The findings of case 1 could be concluded with verification 
in the suitability of the model in especially supporting on the “soft” side of
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the transformation yet lacking features to tackle tangible solutions to the 
identified prioritized roadmap items.

Contrary' to case l findings, the business and IT related case 2 specific 
responses show that the component business model approach was more 
suitable in supporting the “hard” side of the transformation with scores 
“very good” and “excellent” given throughout question 9 of the survey. The 
scores on the “soft” side of the transformation are significantly lower and 
can be related to the weaknesses identified in question 14, namely the 
clarity of the model and challenge of the organization relating to the 
model. As a result, the approach was able to derive the key support for the 
hard side of the transformation, yet due to challenges in establishing 
commitment around the clarity and structure of the CBM model, the soft 
side of the transformation was not supported as well.

A review of the responses on case 3 shows that these are the lowest of 
all of the cases with the majority of responses either “fair” or “good”. 
Reviewing the characteristics of this case, the IT centricity and clarity of 
objectives were key drivers for it. These characteristics imply that the 
magnitude of change related to this case was not very high and as such the 
facilitation and expectations for the support on the soft side of the 
transformation was low. The strengths of providing a tested structure and 
reference models were met by the project, yet the list of weaknesses related 
to the approach may indicate that the challenges were faced in adapting to 
the different perspective of the model and the possible lack of clarity in 
some of the definitions of the approach. As a result, the responses related 
to the definition of the model were very low. This case clearly shows the 
high expectations and requirements set on the clarity of the definition of 
the key elements of the model as well as the required focus on ensuring 
that there is a broad common understanding of the model.

The business and IT related case 4 at the smallest company provided 
positive responses to all of the questions. Both the responses on the soft 
and hard side of the transformation are “good” or above with an “excellent” 
score on helping the organization visualize the focus of the transformation 
agenda. Furthermore, the respondent has agreed that the definition of the 
model has been clear. The findings of this case strongly suggest that the 
component business model was a suitable approach for supporting in the 
transformation initiative, yet it also seems to validate the importance of 
clarity of the approach. Hence, in this case, the respondent has provided 
high scores on the suitability of the approach together with a confirmation 
on the clarity of the approach.

Similar to Case 4, the business and IT related case 5 has scored highly 
on all of the different dimensions of the transformation. The responses 
confirm that the component business model approach has been suitable in 
supporting the “soft” and “hard” side of the transformation as well as 
approaching the implementation. In addition, the respondent has strongly 
agreed that the definition of the approach has been clear. Having said that, 
as the detailed comments show, there were challenges in managing the 
distinction of the definition between the component and process. To 
conclude, case 5 further supports the linkage between high scores in 
perceived support of the transformation and clarity in understanding the 
model.



6.2.11 Overall Findings

The intention of this section is to review the different questions and 
provide findings that are beyond a specific question of the survey. Three 
interesting overall findings can be made.

The first findings is that the amount of “N/А, don’t know” responses is 
fairly low, 14 in total out of 115 responses given. Furthermore, these 
responses did not accumulate to a specific case, but were the sum of 
several cases. This would imply that the questions selected for the survey 
were relevant to the case companies and to the transformation agendas as 
the respondent’s were capable and willing to answer them.

The second finding is that no clear distinction on whether or not the 
component business model approach is more suitable in between the three 
dimensions of the transformation. The total average scores of these was 3,5 
on the “hard” side, 3A on the “soft” side and “3,5” on approaching the 
implementation of the transformation. Hence, the survey findings clearly 
support that the approach is suitable in all three of these dimensions, yet 
no clear distinction can be made between them. Having said that, two 
specific findings can be made; 1) scores for the three dimensions of the 
transformation were higher in those cases in which the definition of the 
approach was clear and 2) the suitability of the approach in the different 
dimensions of the transformation varies between the cases in which some 
cases perceived more support on the “hard” side of the transformation as 
others valued to “soft” side higher.

The third overall finding is related to the correlation between the open- 
ended questions 13 and 14 on the strengths and weaknesses of the 
approach and the responses to questions 8-12. As a result of this review, it 
becomes clear that the implication and impact on the low scores given in 
question 12, on the clarity of the model, is a significant driver of the lower 
scores given in questions 8-11 as the importance of clarity is significantly 
stressed in responses in question 14. Based on this result, two possible 
hypothesis could be taken: 1) the perception on the clarity of the model is 
more significant than the characteristics of the case in relation to the 
scores given to the suitability of the model to support in transformation 
initiatives or 2) the characteristics of the cases have set the expectations for 
the clarity of the model and together provide the perception on the 
suitability of the model. The data gathered in this survey cannot validate 
either one of these hypothesis, yet provide these as interesting topics for 
future research.

6.3 Limitations of Findings

A review of a study of this relative small magnitude must take several 
limitations to account. The first of these is related to the amount of case 
studies studied and the amount of respondents from each. These two 
factors provide several limitations. The first limitation is in respect of 
creating links between the characteristics of the cases and the findings. As 
the common elements of the cases (presented in section 6.1) were limited, 
the characteristics of the cases remained significant in terms of
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transformation agenda content, familiarity with analytical models, size of 
the organization and magnitude of change. Hence, from a characteristics 
point-of-view, the cases represent rather unique. On the other hand, the 
limitation of having only one person respond to the survey from the case is 
interesting. One may argue that the project manager has the best overall 
view of the case and is hence the best respondent to the survey. Having 
said that, there are numerous stakeholders to a case and the perceptions of 
these might vary even significantly due to various reasons (position in 
organization, political role, competence of respondent, external consultant 
etc.) As a result, while the amount of respondents may be considered a 
limitation, it may also provide an interesting research questions on how 
significantly different the perceptions of different stakeholders may be on 
the suitability of the component business model approach in supporting 
transformation initiatives.

A further limitation to the analysis of the findings is related to the 
quantitative analysis. As the amount of the cases is confined to five and 
amount of respondents respectively five, no significant statistical analysis 
has been made on the findings nor has the correlation between one 
response to another mathematically calculated. If the amount of cases and 
respondents would be significantly higher and more variables provided of 
each, then the application of mathematical analysis beyond the weighted 
averages of the specific survey questions would have provided possible 
additional insight to the data and patterns within it.
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7 Conclusion

This section is divided into four parts. The first part presents the results of 
study. The second part is an assessment of the results and third part a 
discussion on the exploitation of the results. The section is concluded by 
addressing areas of future research.

7.1 Results

The research conducted as part of study has been able to provide results in 
the form of insight and answers to the research questions. Consequently, it 
can be concluded that:

1. the component business model approach supports companies in 
their transformation initiatives

2. the approach supports in both the hard and soft-side of the 
transformation as well as in approaching the implementation of the 
transformation, yet is not specialized in any of these

3. the success and perceived value of the approach is tightly linked to 
the perception that the stakeholders and practitioners have on the 
clarity of the conceptual model of the business architecture i.e. the 
CBM-map and components

4. the approach is highly valued in determining the complexity of the 
transformation and facilitating discussion around it

5. the approach is not ideally suited for approaching changes in 
organizational structure

6. the component business model is narrow in scope and has limited 
areas of expansion compared to other business architectures that 
are either available or are being developed

7.2 Assessment of Results

On the comparison between the evaluated component business model 
approach and other prominent business architectures, the study shows 
that while the approach clearly supports medium sized companies in their 
transformation initiatives, it carries some significant limitations within it. 
The scope and breadth of the approach has been concluded as narrow 
compared to other approaches and limited evidence has been presented 
within which the CBM framework would be extended from within. As a 
result, it is likely that the CBM framework is on its path to be formally 
amended to a broader business architecture concept (IBM, 2010). In 
contrast to the majority of the other reviewed business architectures, the 
CBM framework is a proprietary asset of IBM and hence practitioners have 
challenges in exploring, utilizing and developing the model due to limited 
publicity of the methodologies, guidelines and artifacts of the approach.
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However, the study also shows that the CBM framework has solid 
definitions of all of the four dimensions of business architectures and is 
aligned with the criterion of well-structured business architectures. 
Furthermore, the study describes that although the majority of examples 
related to the usage of CBM are related to firms, the conceptual model does 
not restrict it from being used in the context of networked entities, 
ecosystems and specialized enterprises. As a result, the CBM approach can 
be seen as a tool to cut across the different eras of the evolution of strategy 
described by Venktraman and Subramaniam (2002) and hence support 
organizations in different stages on the specialized enterprise framework 
(IBM, 2005)
The study shows that the component business model approach supports 
medium sized companies in their transformation initiatives. This support 
is evident from all of the case companies irrespective of industry, maturity 
of using analytical frameworks or the transformation agenda. Considering 
the amount of change incorporated onto the transformation agendas of the 
case companies, the study provides a strong indication that the need and 
“market” for business architectures seems to have the potential to be large 
especially considering the relatively low maturity of the case companies in 
currently utilizing analytical frameworks. To conclude, the study confirms 
the first research question by showing the support of the component 
business model approach in transformation initiatives of medium sized 
companies.

As to the suitability of the component business model approach in 
supporting different areas of the transformation, the study shows that the 
approach supports the hard and soft-side of the transformation as well as 
approaching the implementation of the transformation. The study shows 
that the approach is especially highly valued in determining the complexity 
of the transformation and facilitating discussion around it. However, while 
the study shows that the support is present in all the dimensions, it also 
shows that there are differences in the magnitude of this between the 
cases. Furthermore, the study notes that caution should be taken in 
approaching organizational structure changes with the component 
business model approach. Additionally, reflecting on the characteristics of 
the cases, it seems that the component business model can support in 
managing the hard side of transformation especially in cases where there is 
a large amount of change within both the business and IT dimensions. To 
conclude on the second research question, the study does not identify a 
specific area of the transformation within which the approach would be 
especially suitable but confirms that it is perceived as suitable in all of the 
different areas of the transformation.

On the third research question on challenges related to the usage of the 
component business model approach in supporting transformation 
initiatives, the study identifies two clear areas that need attention: 1) 
ensuring the clarity of the approach and methodology to the key 
stakeholders and 2) ensuring sufficient analysis of the outcome of the 
methodology to ensure validity of the findings. As a result, the study does 
not provide clear issues with the conceptual model of the CBM-framework, 
but confirms the importance of stakeholder commitment and clarity of the
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approach in line with Kotter’s (1995) findings on characteristics of 
successful transformation efforts.

Additionally, based on the case companies in this research, the study 
also concludes that the use of business architectures is new to companies, 
yet clear benefits have been delivered as a result of these. One of the key 
success factors of the CBM approach has been that it provides a parallel 
view to the organization that is not tied to the organizational structure, but 
the competencies within it. As a result, it mitigates the challenge of having 
power battles between organizations during strategic discussions.

7.3 Exploitation of Results

The results of this study can be exploited to three different areas; the 
development of the component business model framework scope and 
methodology as well as the development business architectures in general.

For the component business model framework, the results imply that 
the conceptual model should have more clarity in its definitions and have a 
broader documentation to increase the understanding of it as part of the 
methodology. As a result, the results imply that the methodology would 
likely need to be further clarified on the extent to which the conceptual 
model needs to be described and presented.

The second input for the component business model framework from 
the results is the relatively narrow scope of the business architecture. 
Compared to the other business architectures and reviewing the open- 
ended comments of the case studies, the results imply that the framework 
will likely need to expand to meet the needs of the organizations. It is 
important that this expansion should take note of the first input in 
ensuring that the detail of the conceptual model is kept as accurate as 
possible.

The third implication of the results can be linked to the development of 
business architectures in general. The results show that the maturity of 
organizations using frameworks is low, while the perception on the 
benefits of using component business modeling is positive. As a result, the 
need for business architectures is likely to increase and based on the 
selected business architectures evaluated in this study, none can currently 
provide the full spectrum of requirements set for these. Furthermore, the 
results imply that business architectures should put effort in visualizations 
of the models to gain commitment and support for the usage of these.

7.4 Future Research

While numerous opportunities arise as potential areas of future research, 
the study highlights two. The first area is related to the relevance of the 
amount of respondents to such a study. Hence, the study raises an 
interesting research questions on how significantly different the 
perceptions of different stakeholders may be on the suitability of the 
component business model approach in supporting transformation 
initiatives. The second area for future research is related to clarity of 
business architectures. Hence, specifically, what is the correlation between
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the perception on the clarity of the model in relation to the characteristics 
of the case and the scores given to the suitability of the model to support in 
transformation initiatives i.e. does the magnitude of change have an 
impact on the requirements towards the clarity of the business 
architecture. As the field of business architecture is still in a great state of 
change and development, the possibilities for research in this area are 
extensive and the interest on the findings will certainly rise if the adoption 
of business architectures rises similar to the previous five years.
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Appendix A - Research Survey:

Can a competence-based component business model 
support small and medium sized companies in their 
transformation initiatives?
This academic study aims at evaluating wether or not a component business model 
(CBM) business architecture can support small and medium sized companies in their 
transformation initiatives. Furthermore, if this support is identified, it questions in which 
areas of the transformation is this competence-based component business model 
approach suitable/not-suitable? What are the challenges of using a competence based 
component business model approach to support the transformation initiatives?

1. What is your current position and role in your organization?

2. In what role did you come across the utilization of the component business 
model approach? Where you the project manager/sponsor/owner/participant 
in discussions etc?

3. Was your organization planning a transformation initiative, when you came 
across the component business model approach?

[ ] Yes [ ] No ________

4 Below are listed some possible transformation agendas that companies are 
facing. Please select the ones applicable to you in using CBM:

[ ] a) One Company strategy such as integration of business units 

[ ] b) Major strategic shift such as Products to Services Transformation

[ ] c) Adoption of new technologies such as common ERP platform

[ ] d) Process reengineering such as process harmonization and enablement of business
process management
[ ] e) Restructuring business units and functions such as Shared services development

[ ] f) Cultural change such as customer centricity

[ ] g) Globalization of working model such as shifting work and focus to low cost countries
and Asia
[ ] h) Enterprise architecture development such as application portfolio optimization

[ ] i) M&A activity such as un-organic growth 

[ ] j) Other?
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5 Considering your own experience, how would you rate how familiar your 
organization is in using of frameworks, business architectures, analytical 
models etc, to support decision making?

[ ]Very Familiar [ ] Familiar[ ] Neither familiar nor unfamiliar [ ] Unfamiliar [ ] Very 
Unfamiliar [ 1 Don't know___________ _________________________________ ____

6 Why do you rate the familiarity of your organization in using frameworks as 
[Resp Q.51?

7. Do you have some frameworks, business architecture, and analytical models 
in mind that your organization has used to support transformation initiatives?

8 Thinking about the component business model approach in general, to what 
degree would you say that it has supported you in your transformation 
initiative?

[ ] Strongly agree [ ] Agree [ ] Neither agree nor disagree [ ] Disagree [ ] Strongly 
disagree_____________________________ ________________________________

9. Thinking about the component business model approach with respect to your 
transformation initiate, to what degree would you say that it has supported you 
in manaqinq the hard side of the transformation (strategy, structure, systems)?

[ ] Excellent [ ] Very Good [ ] Good [ ] Fair [ ] Poor [ ] Don’t
know

And specifically, how would you rate the component business modeling approach in

Excellent Very
Good

Good Fair Poor Don’t
know/NA

Clarifying your strategy 
for the transformation

Defining the desired level 
of commonality of 
operations as a result of 
the transformation

Defining the desired 
organizational structure

Defining the future 
governance model
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Defining the impact on 
systems as a result of the 
transformation

Defining the impact on 
processes as a result of 
the transformation

10. Thinking about the component business model approach with respect to your 
transformation initiate, to what degree would you say that it has supported you 
in managing the soft side of the transformation (change vision, competencies, 
communication, leadership, commitment etc)?

[ ] Excellent [ ] Very Good [ ] Good [ ] Fair [ ] Poor [ ] Don't 
know ___________________________ ______________________________

And specifically, how would you rate the component business modeling approach in

Excellent Very
Good

Good Fair Poor Don’t
know

Creating a compelling 
need for change

Having a visible, aligned 
and committed leadership

Creating targeted and 
effective communication

Facilitating effective 
discussion around the 
transformation agenda

Helping the organization 
visualize the focus of the 
transformation agenda

Determining the 
complexity of the 
transformation

Understanding the 
alignment of people, 
process and IT
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11. Thinking about the component business model approach with respect to your 
transformation initiate, to what degree would you say that it has supported you 
in approaching the implementation of the transformation (roadmap, quick- 
wins, prioritization)? 

[ ] Strongly agree [ ] Agree [ ] Neither agree nor disagree [ ] Disagree [ ] Strongly 
disagree ___________________ ____________________________________

And specifically, how would you rate the component business modeling approach in

Excellent Very
Good

Good Fair Poor Don’t
know

Creating a transformation 
roadmap

Identifying quick-win items

Prioritizing roadmap items

12. Thinking about the component business model approach with respect to your
transformation initiate, to what degree would say that definition of the model 
was clear?

[ ] Strongly agree [ ] Agree [ ] Neither agree nor disagree [ ] Disagree [ ] Strongly 
disagree

And specifically, please indicate how much you agree with the following statements

Strongly
agree

Agree Neither 
agree nor 
disagree

Disgree Strongly
disagree

Don't
know

The definition of the 
Component Business 
Model-map is clear

The definition of the 
Component is clear

The definition of the 
Competence area is 
clear

The distinction between 
a component and
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process is clear

13. What strengths do you perceive in the component business model approach?

14. What weaknesses do you perceive in the component business model 
approach?

15. Other comments

Thank you for your paricipation in this study.


