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Introduction to federated EA Model Management 

Datamodel1 

A: Project Portfolio Management 

PPM 

Team 

Processes 

Data-/ 
Metamodel 

Applications A B C 

Datamodel2 

B: Business Process Management 

BPM 

Team 

Processes 

Data-/ 
Metamodel 

Applications D E B 

Datamodel3 

C: IT – Service Management 

ITSM 

Team 

Processes 

Data-/ 
Metamodel 

Applications F A D

To develop and maintain an integrated enterprise architecture model, additional activities (e.g. model mapping, data extraction) and 

organizational changes (e.g. role allocation, definition of policies) are needed.  

Model Mappings Instance Mappings 

•  Importing 
•  Differencing 
•  Conflict Detection 
•  ... 

Processes Model Community Modeling Experts 

EA Management 

EAM 

publish model 
changes 

publish model 
changes 

publish model 
changes 

Integration of 
Changes 

Publish Model 
Changes EA Metamodel 
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Research Question 

A: Project Portfolio Management 

  

B: Business Process Management C: IT – Service Management 

Model Mappings Instance Mappings 

•  Importing 
•  Differencing 
•  ... 

Processes Model Community Modeling Experts 

EA Management 

changes changes changes 

changes changes Model 

Our research will focus on governance specific 
aspects of federated EA management. These 
could be for instance: 
 
1)   Role allocation: Which roles are involved 

within the federated EA management? 
Which responsibilities are defined? 

2)   Processes: What kind of standard 
processes will be used to avoid technical 
issues? What kind of processes have to be 
conduced, when an issue occur? 

3)   Policies / Standards: To maintain such a 
complex EA model, all participants have to 
stick to defined policies and established 
standards. Which polices and standards 
are necessary? Which are a mandatory? 

4)  Are there further governance-specific 
“best-practices” that need to be 
established? 

Research 
question 

Which Governance specific changes and structure are needed to develop and maintain a 
Federated EA Management? 
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Research Approach 
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Identify Foundation 

 
Design and Evaluate Artifacts 

 
Finalize Artifacts 

Identify Problem Conduct 
Interview 

Finalize 
Artifacts 

•  Identify problem 
to analysis 

•  Limit scope of 
research 

•  Define desirable 
artifacts 

•  Perfrom 
literature 
research 

•  Analaysis and 
aggregate the 
state of the art  

•  Design Interview 
Guidline for 
semi-structured 
interviews 

•  Consider state of 
the art and 
desirable 
artifacts 

•  Conduct 11 semi-
strucured 
interviews 

•  Consider findings 
after each 
interview for next 
interview 
(iterative 
learning) 

•  Identify findings 
•  Aggregate major 

findings 
•  Develop artifacts  

•  Perfrom online 
survey with 48 
participants 

•  Test the stability 
and correctness 
of artifacts 

•  Use survey to 
finalize artifacts 

Update 

Interview 
Guidline 

DevelopedAr
tifacts 

Final 
Artifacts 

Theory & 
Foundattion 

Evaluate 
Findings 

Perform 
Survey 

Literature 
Research 

Interview 
Guidline 
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Findings 

Value of Federated EA Model Management: 
Specific Scenarios 
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Findings 
Values of a Federated EA Model Management: Specific Scenarios 

IT - Controlling 
7"out"of"10"companies"men2oned"that"a"federated"EA"Modell"Management"could"be"used"
for"IT"Controlling"purposes."E.g.:%One%par,cioner%men,oned%that%his%organiza,on%assess%the%
opportunity%to%get%an%overview%of%the%running%SAP%components,%which%requires%intensive%
addi,onal%customizing%ac,vi,es:%Before%puBng%further%effort%in%these%addi,onal%
customizing%ac,vi,es%they%decided%to%setup%an%EA%Model%to%get%an%overview%of%the%whole%EA.%

Community A 

App./ Proc. 

Model 

A B C 

Community B 

App./ Proc. 

Model 

A B C App./ Proc. 

Model 

A B C ..."

SAP FSRI 
(Instances)"

HOST 
(Instances)"

DB2 
(Instances) 

Service A Service B Service A2 

High Level illustration 

Used"by:"A,B,C"
Cost:"10.000"€"Used"by:"A,B"

Cost:"2.000"€"Used"by:"A"
Cost:"16.000"€"

Used"by:"A"
Cost:"1.000"€"

Used"by:"A,B,C"
Cost:"1.000"€"

Used"by:"B,C"
Cost:"1.000"€" Service"B"and"SAP"FSRI"is"only"

used"by"Community"A."SAP"FSRI"
is"only"used"for"a"small"amount"
of"reinsurance"ac2vi2es"and"has"
over"16.000"€"maintance"costs"
!"to"expensive"!"subs2tute"
with"less"complex"system."

Community C 
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Findings 
Values of a Federated EA Model Management: Specific Scenarios 

5"out"of"10"companies"men2oned"that"a"federated"EA"Modell"Management"help"to"iden2fy"
trends"and"run"forecasts"regarding"the"development"of"their"IT"–"landscape."

Community A 

App./ Proc. 

Model 

A B C 

Community B 

App./ Proc. 

Model 

A B C 

Community C 

App./ Proc. 

Model 

A B C ..."

SAP FSRI 
(Instances)"

HOST 
(Instances)"

DB2 
(Instances) 

Service A Service B Service A2 

High Level illustration 
DB2"is"geTng"used"by"all"
Fedra2ons"and"is"involved"in"all"
Services."Next"year"3"further"
Services"will"be"implented"that"
also"will"use"a"DB2."The"DB2"is"
running"out"of"capcacity"!"
Intrdocu2on"of"a"2."DB2."

Trends and Forecasting 
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3"out"of"10"companies"(both"in"the"insurance"sector)"men2oned"that"the"setup"of"an"EA"
Model"could"help"to"analyze"exis2ng"data"flows"between"the"produc2ve"systems."Thereby"
several"requirements"(e.g."QRT"repor2ng,"SCR"calcula2on)"could"benefit"from"this"overview."

Control and planning future IT – landscape 
4"out"of"10"companies"would"use"the"federated"EA"Model"to"control"and"plan"their"IT"–"
landscape"more"efficient."Case:%1%par,cipant%described%that%their%organiza,on%has%over%150%
produc,ve%IT%–%systems.%Due%to%the%fact%that%a%huge%amount%of%these%systems%were%
developed%by%single%persons,%freelancers,%etc.,%documenta,ons%about%these%systems%are%
missing.%A%federated%EA%Model%with%par,cipa,on%of%the%major%communi,es%could%help%the%
organiza,on%to%get%an%overview%of%the%whole%IT%–%landscape%and%also%serves%some%kind%of%
documenta,on%about%the%current%IT%–%landscape.%

Further: Bechmarking between communities, effective CIO reporting, less conficts, 
seperation of duties 

Regulatory requirements 

Findings 
Values of a Federated EA Model Management: Specific Scenarios 
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Findings 

Role Allocation 
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Findings 
Role Allocation (Definition in current Research) 

Staging Area 

EA Stage 

Community C Community B Community A 

Data Owner So
ur

ce
 A

 
So

ur
ce

 B
 

So
ur

ce
 C

 

Data Owner 

Data Owner 

Data Steward 

Data Steward 

Data Steward 

Data Steward 

Data Steward 

EA Coordinator 

Community 
Level 

Staging Level 

EA Repository Manager 

EA Stakeholder A EA Stakeholder B EA Stakeholder C 

Decision Maker 

Governance 

Enterprise Architect 

supports 

supports 

supports 

Enterprise Level 

Enterprise Architect 

•"•"•"•"•"© sebis 17th June 2014 11 



Findings 
Role Allocation 

Overview of defined roles in industry 

Enterprise Architect 
 
x x x x x x x x 

EA Coordinator  

Modelling Expert  

EA Repository Manager  

Data Owner  x x 

Data Stewart  

EA Stakeholder  

Decision Maker  

Business Architect  x x x 

Domain Architect 
 
x x x x x x x x x 

Security Architect  x 

Architect on organizational / company level  

Responsible for architecture strategy on company level 

Deals with modeling specific issues, helps within modeling conflicts 

Responsible for technical issues, defines models to EA model 

Expert from the community 

Provide the data from the community to the EAM 

First contact between IT and community 

Benefit from the federated EA Model 

Architect with specific Business Knowledge 

Architect for one specific platform, technology, etc. 

Only Security related Aspects 

8 / 10 

0 / 10 

0 / 10 

0 / 10 

2 / 10 

0 / 10 

0 / 10 

0 / 10 

3 / 10 

9 / 10 

1 / 10 

x 

x 

Enterprise Architects and Domain Architects have the most significant role within the setup of a federated EA Model Management. 10 out of 10 participants 
mentioned that they defined Domain Architects (for specific platforms, applications, etc.) . These architects knows their specific domain and can provide the 
most accurate information for the EA Model. Business Architects (3 out of 10) should be also part of the organizational setup, to provide information 
regarding the requirements from business (e.g. Solvency II within Insurance sector). Furthermore 3 out of 10 participants that they would not split the 
technical role in Modeling Experts, EA Repository Manager, etc. Modeling and repository maintenance issues should be conducted by the Enterprise 
Architects. Furthermore, a too granular split of the roles could lead to an oversized organization that could lead to political challenges.  Data Owner (2 out of 
10) are responsible for a specific community. 2 out of 10 participants mentioned that these community members should also be part of the organizational 
setup. Reason: One participant explained that the attendance of community members is the best way to communicate new standards, frameworks, etc. to 
the communities. EA Coordinators or Data Stewards are not necessary within the organization of a federated EA Model Management team. 
 

! Consider dedicated specialists in case of granular conflicts (such as the Data Steward) 
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Findings 

Generated Artifacts 
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Findings 
Generated Artifacts 

Standardize the General Understanding of IT 
To"perform"an"adequate"mapping"without"major"conflicts,"there"should"be"a"standardized"understanding"of"the"IT"–"products"and"
synchronized"Meta"–"Models"across"the"communi2es."

En
te

rp
ris

e 
Ar

ch
ite

ct
 

Strategy"/"
scope"

definition 

Scope"

Co
m

m
un

ity
 

EA
 B

oa
rd

 

Pilot study with one 
community 

Provide Feedback to EA 
board 

Rescope 

Not"OK"

Definition of 
a roadmap 

OK"

Provide list 
of IT 

products 

Prepare + 
Perform 

workshops 

Test / 
validate 
changes 

Prepare"+"
Perform"

workshops 

Customize  
IT  systems 
(incl. test) 

Provide 
Iteration 
sign off 

ini2ate"next"itera2on"

Perform one iteration for each entity of the EA model 
(e.g. application, platform, IT service)  

Final sign 
off 

Define EA 
implementation  and 

strict governance 
principles 

The"implementa2on"of"Escala2on"flows"to"the"EA"Board"within"each"ac2vity"is"a"mandatory,"to"ensure"the"finaliza2on"of"the"defined"
roadmap"in"budget"and"in"2me."Nevertheless,"2"par2cipants"also"prefer"an"more"“pragma2c”"approach"(just"start!)."
 
Further information from online survey ! Stronger involvement of business stakeholder 

Provide 
sign off 

Communicate 
requirements with all 

communites 

General"setup"ac2vi2es" Itera2ons"for"standardiza2on" Final"sign"off"

•"•"•"•"•"© sebis 17th June 2014 14 



Process of Schema Update (Change of EA Meta Model) 
The"following"process"illustrates,"the"implementa2on"process"of"schema"changes."As"men2oned"the"conflict"resolu2on"will"be"
conducted"manual"and"without"any"automated"ac2vi2es."Most"of"the"conflicts"reflect"unique"situa2ons"that"require"unique"
solu2ons."The"par2cipa2on"of"all"stakeholders"(Data"Owner,"EAM,"etc.)"is"required."During"the"expert"–"interviews,"it"turns"out"that"
the"following"process"fits"most"to"this"process:"

En
te

rp
ris

e 
Ar

ch
ite

ct
 

Analysis of 
necessary 

data 

Development 
of (first) 

Prototype 

Requrie
i"ments"

Discussion of 
Prototype 

Run final DQ 
- Assessment 

Implement 
Changes to 
EA Model 

The"implementa2on"of"the"changes"to"the"EA"Model"depends"on"the"complexity"of"the"change"and"the"used"EA"Model"
Documenta2on"Tool."The participation of a developer is not an Mandatory."Depending"on"the"severity"of"the"change,"furhter"
stakeholder"(e.g."other"community"member)"should"also"par2cipate"to"the"change."

D
om

ai
n 

Ar
ch

ite
ct

 

2" 3"

4"

5"

6"

D
ev

el
op

er
 

OK"

Not"OK"

Document 
Changes 

7"

Inform EA 
about 

changes 

1"

Changes"

Findings 
Generated Artifacts 
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Process of automated Instance Mapping (no Changes of Schema) 
The"following"process"illustrates"the"automated"instance"mapping."As"men2oned"the"conflict"resolu2on"will"be"conducted"manual"
and"without"any"automated"ac2vi2es."Most"of"the"conflicts"reflect"unique"situa2ons"that"require"unique"solu2ons."The"par2cipa2on"
of"all"stakeholders"(Data"Owner,"EAM,"etc.)"is"required."During"the"expert"–"interviews,"it"turns"out"that"the"following"process"fits"
most"to"this"process:"

En
te

rp
ris

e 
Ar

ch
ite

ct
 

Provide required 
information to 

EAM 

Export"File"
or"manual"

Run (automated) 
DQ - Assessment 

Update Instances 
within EA Model 

OK"

Feedback to 
Data Owner 

Not"OK"

D
om

ai
n 

Ar
ch

ite
ct

 

1"

2"

3"

6"

Analysis of 
missing data 

Feedback"is"
traceable"

Collaborative 
analysis and 

provision of data 

Export"File"
or"manual"

4"

5"

Feedback"is"not"
traceable"

Depending"on"the"change"related"processes(e.g."architecture"audit"within"a"transforma2on"project),"might"also"transfer"updated"
instances"to"the"EA"model.""""

Findings 
Generated Artifacts 
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Maintenance Design and Development Initialization 

Ensure 
Management 

Support 

Initialize 
Project 

Align EA 
Termi-
nology 

Define 
Model 
Scope 

Setup 
Meta 
Model 

Import 
Instances 

Inform and 
Analysis 
Change 

Develop 
Prototpye 

and 
resolve 

conflicts 

Run final 
DQ 

Implement 
Change 

Document 
Change 

Inform 
Change 

Run DQ 

Resolve 
Conflicts 

Update 
Instances 

1 Support: 
• Business stakeholder 

rarely participate in EA 
activities 

• Participation of various 
stakeholder required 

• Ensure management 
support for the project 
purpose 

2 Initialize: 
•  Inform relevant 

stakeholder about 
upcoming project 

• Communicate purpose, 
responsi- bilities 

• Setup governance 
principles and timeline 

4 Scope: 
• Define, which EA 

entities should be 
considered within 
the EA model 

• Define, which 
attributes should be 
considered within 
each entitiy 

6 Import: 
• Conduct, first import 
of instances for each 
entity 

• Resolve upcoming 
conflicts and 
consider conflicts for 
potential Meta 
model changes and 
DQ activities 

5 Meta Model: 
• Definition of a holistic 
EA meta model 

• Implement or 
document defined EA 
meta model 

• Communicate EA meta 
model to relevant 
stakeholder 

3 Terminology: 
• Define scope of 

alignment 
•  Inform communities 

about alignment 
purpose 

• Conduct EA 
terminilogy alignment 

Meta Model 
Changes 

Data Model 
Changes 
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Findings 

Generated Model Setup 
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Manual vs. Automated Information Transfer 
Automated 

0 

Manual 

11 

EA%
Model%

Trivial Data             Complex Data            Scheme Information 

Le
ve

l o
f M

an
ua

l A
ct

iv
iti

es
 

11out of 11 companies confirm that major operations of a 
federated EA Model Management (conflict(management,(
mapping(opera0ons,(etc.)(can(only be performed with manual 
activities. 
 
Reasons:  
•  Complexity and uniqueness of conflicts (see Conflict 

Resolution) and lack of Data Quality 
•  Most companies plan major changes in their EA (over all 

communities) at the beginning of the year by defining a 
clear roadmap. Further changes in the IT landscape (e.g. 
introduction of a new SAP system) are not usual and have 
to be planned, signed off and communicated to the 
supervisory as soon as possible. Due to the fact that such 
complex changes have an complex impact on the EA Model 
and the participation of all stakeholders (Business, Domain 
Architect, EAM, supervisory, etc.) is required the 
customization of these changes will be performed manually 

•  2 out of 9 participants also mentioned the missing Know 
How about the IT – landscape that is necessary to provide 
automated activities on complex data. 

•  Automated changes are possible for trivial and high 
frequented data (e.g. virtual machines, information about 
licenses, etc.) 

Findings 
Generated Model Setup 
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Process of Conflict Resolution 
As"men2oned"the"conflict"resolu2on"will"be"conducted"manual"and"without"any"automated"ac2vi2es."Most"of"the"conflicts"reflect"
unique"situa2ons"that"require"unique"solu2ons."The"par2cipa2on"of"all"stakeholders"(Data"Owner,"EAM,"etc.)"is"required."During"the"
expert"–"interviews,"it"turns"out"that"the"following"process"fits"most"to"this"process:"

Conflict Identification 

Analysis 

Manual Solution 

Changes 

Updated EA Model 

Update the final EA Model by 
EA Team 

Collaborative Solution 
Finding with all Stakeholder 
(EAM, Domain Architect) 

Identified by EA – Team 

Analysis of the Conflict by EA 
Team 

Conduct changes in EA 
Model by EA Team 

Contact%Stakeholder%

Developed%Solu,on%

Implement%

There"might"be"granular"differences"within"the"process,"depending"on"the"complexity"of"the"conflict"(e.g."major"changes"are"
required.""

Findings 
Generated Model Setup 
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Unidirectional Data Flow Bidirectional Data Flow 

Unidirectional vs. Bidirectional Flow of Data 

EA Model 

Community A Community B Community C 

EA Model 

4 out of 9 companies prefer a directional data flow 
•  Communi2es"s2ll"has"the"lead"about"their"own"

business"and"their"opera2onal"data"
•  Technical"boundaries:"One"par2cipant"is"facing"the"

problem"of"legacy"systems."For"instance:"The"
company"has"a"database"that"is"produc2ve"since"
1976."Due"to"the"missing"documenta2on"and"
knowledge"about"this"system,"customiza2on"
ac2vi2es"are"not"possible."

5 out of 9 companies prefer a bidirectional data flow 
•  Best"way"to"communicate"organiza2onal"standards"

to"communi2es"!"Further"steps"towards"
Standardiza2on"

•  More"effec2ve"interac2ons"between"EAM"and"other"
Management"func2ons"

Community A Community B Community C 

Findings 
Generated Model Setup 
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Use of Ontologies 
All"par2cipants"confirmed"that"Ontologies"cannot"be"used"in"term"of"federated"EA"
Model"Management."Main"structure"of"an"Ontology"involve"standardized"classes,"types,"
structure"of"instances,"rela2ons,"inheritance"and"axioms."It"turns"out"that"ontologies"can"
be"defined"as"an"academic"and"oversized"concept"that"will"not"work"out"within"industry."
Reasons:"
•  Missing"standardiza2on"within"the"IT"–"landscape"of"companies"(Talanx%case)"
•  Missing"Know"How"about"these"academic"structures"
•  Cost"factor"(Major"standardiza2on"ac2vi2es"necessary)"
•  Missing"defini2on"of"Ontology"components"within"the"IT"–"landscape"of"the"

companies"

! Online Survey: Could be a possibility in future 
"

Findings 
Generated Model Setup 
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Only"two"par2cipants"confirm"that"there"is"a"wide"range"of"support"by"all"communi2es/domain"Architects"across"the"organiza2on"
regarding"federated"EA"Model"Management"(Business"and"IT)."Most"of"the"par2cipants"men2oned"that"the"EAM"department"has"
difficul2es"to"convince"(especially"Non"IT)"departments"to"provide"the"necessary"informa2on"in"the"required"format,"due"to"missing"
value"for"these"departments."During"the"expert"interview,"it"turns"out,"there"are"two"different"ways"to"get"the"required"informa2on"
from"the"communi2es:""""

Commitment%to%%
federated%EA%Model%

Missing%ComQment%to%
Federated%EA%Model%

EAM%

ITG%

Domain%Architect% Domain%Architect%

“Social”%Methods% Governance%Pressure%

Governance%

Community A Community B Community C 

“Order”% “Order”% “Order”%

 4 out of 9 participants tries to convince Data Owners for providing the 
necessary information without Governance pressure. Used Methods are: 
•  Agreement on Objectives 
•  Extra bonus 
•  Convince about the benefit 

5"out"of"9"par2cipants"make"use"of"Governance"pressure"to"get"the"
provided"informa2on"from"the"communi2es."The"companies"differ"in"their"
grade"of"IT"complexity"and"the"size"of"the"group"(<3.000"–"60.000"
employees). 

Findings 
Generated Model Setup 
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Conclusion and Further Work 

Conclusion"

Make"use"of"governance"
pressure"

Alignment"of"terminology"is"
mandatory"

Involve"business"stakeholder"

High"degree"of"automiza2on"
not"possible"

S2ck"to"a"pragma2c"approach"

Further"Work"

Raise"the"awareness"of"the"
significance"of"EA"

Refinement"of"terminology"
ar2fact"

Clarify"the"role"of"the"
business"stakeholder"

Perform"further"steps"
towards"standardiza2on"

Consider"EA"documenta2on"
in"EA"frameworks"and"tools"

""""Present " " " " " " " " " "Future"

•"•"•"•"•"© sebis 17th June 2014 24 



Bibliography (1) 

Álvarez, José M.; Evans, A.; Sammut, P: Mapping between levels in the metamodel architecture � UML� 2001—The Unified 
Modeling Language. Modeling Languages, Concepts, and Tools. Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 2001. 34-46. 

Armour, F.; Kaisler, S.; Liu, S: A Big-Picture Look at Enterprise Arhcitecture. IEEE 1999. 
Becker, J.; Pfeiffer, D.: Beziehungen zwischen behavisoristischer und konstruktionsorientierter Forschung in der 

Wirtschaftsinformatik. Fortschritt in der Wirtschaftsinformatik, DUV 2006. 
Berson, A.; Dubov, L: Master Data Management and Customer Data Integration for a Global Enterprise. Mcgraw-Hill Professional, 

2007. ISBN: 0-07-226349-0. 
Cobit 5: A Business Framewwork for the Governance and Management of Enterprise IT. ISACA, 2012. 
Conrad, S: Föderierte Datenbanksysteme, Konzepte der Datenintegration. Otto-von-Guericke-Universität Magdeburg, Springer 

Verlag 1997. ISBN: 3-540-63176-3. 
Drucker, P: The Coming of the New Organization. Harvard Business Review 1988. 
Farwick, M., Hauder, M., Roth, S., Matthes, F., Breu, R.: Enterprise Architecture Documentation: Empirical Analysis of Information 

Sources for Automation - In the46th Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences (HICSS 46), Maui, Hawaii, 2013. 
Fischer, R.; Aier, S.; Winter, W: A Federated Approach to Enterprise Architecture Model Maintenance. Enterprise Modelling and 

Information Systems Architectures 2, 2007. 
Gerber, A.; Kotzé, P.; Van der Merwe. A: Towards the formalisation of the TOGAF Content Metamodel using ontologies, 2010. 
Godizenz, M.; Hechler, E.; Koenig, K.; Lockwood, S.; Oberhofer, M.; Schroeck, M: The Art of Enterprise Information Architecture: A 

Systems-Based Approach for Unlocking Business Insight. IBM Press, Boston 2008. ISBN 978-0-13-703571-7. 
Hevner, A.; March, S.; Park, J.; Ram, S: Design science in information systems research. MIS quarterly 28.1, 2004. 
Hauder, M., Matthes, F., Roth, S.: Challenges for Automated Enterprise Architecture Documentation - In the 7th Workshop on Trends 

in Enterprise  Architecture Research (TEAR 2012), Barcelona, Spain, 2012. 
Hauder, M., Roth, S., Schulz, C., Matthes, F.: An Examination of Organizational Factors Influencing Enterprise Architecture 

Management Challenges, 21st European Conference on Information Systems (ECIS), Utrecht, Netherland, 2013. 
 
 
 
 
 

•"•"•"•"•"© sebis 17th June 2014 25 



Bibliography – cont’d (2) 

Jonkers, H.; Lankhorst, M.; Doerst, H.; rbarb, F.; Bosma, H. Wieringa, R: Enterprise architecture: Management tool and blueprint for 
the organisation, Information Systems Frontiers 8.2, 2006. 

Keller, W; Unternehmensarchitektur – Von der Geschäftsstrategie zur optimalen IT-Unterstützung. dpunkt.verlag, Heidelberg 2012. 
ISB: 978-3-89864-768-7. 

Kimball, R.; Caserta, J: The Data Warehouse ETL Toolkit: Practical Techniques for Extracting, Cleaning, Conforming, and Delivering 
Data. Wiley Publishing Inc. Indianapolis 2004. 

Matthes, F.; Buckl, S.; Leitel, J.; Schweda, C. M.: Enterprise Architecture Management Tool Survey 2008. TU München, Chair for 
Informatics 19 (sebis), Germany, 2008. ISBN 978-3-00-024520-6. 

Rockart, J. F: The changing role of the information systems executive: a critical success factors perspective. Massachusetts Institute 
of Technology, 1982. 

Roth, S; Hauder, M., Farwick, M., Matthes, F., Breu, R.: Enterprise Architecture Documentation: Current Practices and Future 
Directions, 11th International Conference on Wirtschaftsinformatik (WI), Leipzig, Germany, 2013. 

Roth, S., Hauder, M., Münch, D., Michel, F., Matthes, F.: Facilitating Conflict Resolution of Models for Automated Enterprise 
Architecture Documentation, 19th Americas Conference on Information Systems (AMCIS 2013), Chicago, Illinois, USA, 2013. 

The White House: THE COMMON APPROACH TO FEDERAL ENTERPRISE ARCHITECTURE, 2012. 
The Open Group: TOGAF 9.1. The Open Group, 2013. http://www.opengroup.org/togaf/  
Zachman, J.; Sowa, J: Extending and formalizing the framework for information systems architecture, IBM Systems Journal Vol. 31, 

1992. 
 
 
 
 

•"•"•"•"•"© sebis 17th June 2014 26 


