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The method and process of academic research and the development of industry 
standards to increase the level of reusability, replication and standardization of 
standards. 
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7ÈÁÔ ÉÓ ÔÈÅ 'ÌÏÂÁÌ 5ÎÉÖÅÒÓÉÔÙ !ÌÌÉÁÎÃÅ 

Founded in 2004, the Global University Alliance is a non-profit organization and international 
consortium of university lecturers and researchers whose aim it is to provide a collaborative 
platform for academic research, analysis and development and to explore leading practices, 
best practices and industry practices as well as to develop missing practices. The Global 
University Alliance currently consists of 450+ universities, lecturers and researchers from 
across the world and is growing rapidly in size and scope. 

The Global University Alliance aims to align intellectual resources across the academic world 
to: 

¶ RESEARCH: Address research concerns and questions that span around enterprise 
ontology and thereby the enterprise concepts, design, functions, tasks, information 
handling and governance and the relationships between those concepts within 
enterprise modelling and enterprise architecture disciplines. 

¶ UNIVERSITY CURRICULUM: Develop university curriculums for both Bachelor and 
Master level (existing BPM, SOA, Enterprise Architecture, Sustainability, Information 
Management and Project Management). 

¶ DEVELOP STANDARDS: Package applied academic research and findings into 
frameworks, methods and approaches that can be used by industries and universities 
alike. 

¶ COMMUNITY SHARING: Share and publish the findings either in publications or to 
this open standard community. 

The Global University Alliance (GUA) is an open group of academics with the ambition to 
provide both industry  and academia with state-of-the-art insights into research and artefact 
design. The importance of research methods and design concepts within both academia and 
industry is not a new phenomenon. Knowledge exchange between these two parties is both 
mutually beneficial, as well as continuous, bi-direction and symmetric in the sense that 
although often different in nature contributions by practitioners should be valued as much as 
academic contributions to the knowledge base. As work everywhere becomes more 
collaborative, the need to develop concepts for the analysis and development of collaborative 
research and design between academia and industry is identified. This paper therefore, aims 
at presenting the knowledge gap in existing research and design methods and introduces a 
framework for analysing and developing Collaborative Research and Design between 
!ÃÁÄÅÍÉÁ ÁÎÄ )ÎÄÕÓÔÒÙȱȢ When academics build artefacts for practitioners, these artefacts 
need to be constructed rigorously to meet academic standards and need to be relevant for 
practitioners (von Rosing, Laurier, 2015). Construction rigour is typically considered to be the 
domain of academia, while practitioners have been acknowledged to create knowledge and 
artefacts relevant to themselves and others (Nonaka, Umemoto, & Senoo, 1996). As an 
revolutionized way of working between academia and industry, the Global University Alliance 
promotes an innovative way of thinking, working and modelling taking full advantage of a 
mutually beneficial collaboration between academic research and industry design through 
ÅÖÁÌÕÁÔÉÏÎ ÂÙ ÐÒÁÃÔÉÔÉÏÎÅÒ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÁÐÐÌÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ '5! ÁÒÔÅÆÁÃÔÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÁÌ ×ÏÒÌÄȢ 4ÈÅ '5!ȭÓ 
structured way of working is based on both construction rigor and practical relevance of 
concepts and artefacts.  To manage the size and complexity of the research topics addressed 
and to promote networking across universities, lecturers and researchers, the GUA has 
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defined research responsibilities in key areas. In each of these key areas, research 
coordinators were appointed. An example of a collaborative Academic Industry Design their 
names and industry organizations can be found in this document. They are a blend of 
academics, standard bodies, governments and industry experts.  The foundational thinking of 
this Academic Industry Design ÉÓ ÔÈÅ ËÅÙ ÒÅÓÅÁÒÃÈ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÉÂÌÅȭÓ ÔÁÓË ÔÏ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅ ÁÎ 
international platform where universities and thought leaders can interact to conduct 
research on the key aspects of the overall research.  

 

4ÈÅ !ÃÁÄÅÍÉÃ )ÎÄÕÓÔÒÙ $ÅÓÉÇÎ ÁÓ Á ÃÏÌÌÁÂÏÒÁÔÉÖÅ 
ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ÒÅÓÅÁÒÃÈ ÁÎÄ ÉÎÄÕÓÔÒÙ  

Many hundreds of people (academics and practitioners) have been directly involved over the 
many years in researching, comparing, identifying patterns, peer reviewing, categorizing and 
classifying, again peer reviewing, developing models and meta models, again peer reviewing, 
and at last but not least developing standards and reference content with industry. Through 
this iterative peer review process that involves both academics and practitioners as reviewers 
and contributors. As illustrated in figure 1, they do this through defining clear research 
themes, with detailed research questions, where they analyse and study patterns, describe 
concepts with their findings. This again can lead to additional research questions/themes as 
well as development of artefacts which can be used as reference content by practitioners and 
industry as a whole. What the GUA also does uniquely is the collaboration with standards 
bodies like: 

Ɇ )3/ȡ Ȭ4ÈÅ )ÎÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ /ÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎ ÆÏÒ 3ÔÁÎÄÁÒdization. 

Ɇ CEN: The European Committee for Standardization (CEN). 

Ɇ IEEE: The Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers is the largest association of 
technical professionals with more than 400,000 members. 

Ɇ OMG: Object Management Group: Develops the software standards. 

Ɇ .!4/ȡ .ÏÒÔÈ !ÔÌÁÎÔÉÃ 4ÒÅÁÔÙ /ÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎÓ ɉ.!4/ȭÓɊ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ςψ ÍÅÍÂÅÒ ÓÔÁÔÅÓ ÁÃÒÏÓÓ 
North America and Europe and the additional 37 countries participate in NATO's 
Partnership for Peace and dialogue programmes, NATO represents the biggest non-
standard body that standardises concepts across 65 countries. 

Ɇ ISF: The Information Security Forum investigates and defines information security 
standards. 

Ɇ W3C: World Wide Web Consortium - the W3CȭÓ purpose is to lead the World Wide Web to 
its full potential by developing protocols and guidelines that ensure the long-term growth 
of the Web/Internet. 

Ɇ LEAD: LEADing Practice - the largest enterprise standard body (in member numbers), 
which actually has been founded by the GUA.  The LEADing Practice Enterprise Standards 
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are the result of both the GUA research and years of international industry expert 
consensus and feedback on the artefacts and thereby repeatable patterns.  

  

Figure 1: Overview of the Academia ɀ Industry Concept process which is used in the GUA. 

We in the GUA, do not only work with other standards developing organization (SDO) like ISO, 
IEEE, OMG, OASIS, NATO etc, but also work with various industry organizations and the  
standards setting organization (like governments). Among some of them are the US 
Government, the Canadian Government, German Government etc.. Most relevant is that the 
Academia and Industry process used in the Global University Alliance and the various 
collaborative industry practitioners has two types of different cycles. As is illustrated in figure 
2, the one where Academia is leading the research and innovation, this is called the Academia 
Industry Research (AIR) process. The other is where practitioners from Industry describe 
concepts and develop artefacts and thereby they bring about innovation. This process is called 
the Academia Industry Design (AID). 
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Figure 2: Overview of the Academia Research and the Industry Design Concept method.  

The major difference between the two Academia Industry concepts AIR and AID, towards 
other existing models is the way knowledge is acquired and shared across both academia and 
industry. We have discussed erlier that industry practitioners typically rely on Experience and 
Induction, while Academia use research, analysis, deduction and the scientific method. 
Merging the Rigor and Relevance concepts in a flow together is what the Academia Industry 
Design concepts has implemented. Where the Academia does the Rigor components and the 
Practitioners do the Relevance components. Merging the worlds where each has the best 
expertice, but creating and allowing and ideal mixing of the worlds. Our research of the GUA 
way of working concludes that the Academia Industry Design interlink between academia and 
practitioners in the following ways:  

Ɇ Academia defines:  

o At the Abstraction level the typical setup is that Academia typically designs the 
research themes with research questions and thereby the solutions at the type level 
(concepts and solution for a type of problem)  

o The knowledge creation processes in terms of analyzing real world situation and 
patterns as well as studying patterns interlinks between rigor and relevance, of which 
the rigor aspect can be analyzed in theory best and the relevance can be tested in 
practice best.  

o Thereby, combining explicit knowledge to develop new explicit knowledge. Academia 
typically combines explicit knowledge at type or instance level to create new 
knowledge concepts at type level.  

Ɇ Industry Practitioners:  

o typically design solutions/artefacts at instance level (solution for a particular 
problem). 

o combine explicit knowledge at type or instance level to create new knowledge at 
instance level. Thereby creating an ideal interaction and loop between academia and 
industry practitioner around research themes and research questions. 

The internalization, socialization as well as externalization happens in interaction between 
both the academic and industry practitioners, in the following ways: 

Ɇ Internalization:  Converting explicit knowledge (e.g. books, standards) to tacit knowledge 
(e.g. personal knowledge). Academia typically teaches explicit knowledge to be 
transformed into tacit knowledge of students (e.g. practitioners). Whereas practitioners 
typically study academic concepts and non-academic solutions to develop competencies 
(tacit knowledge). 

Ɇ Socialization:  Sharing tacit knowledge through interaction. Academia research share tacit 
knowledge in doing research and publications together. Whereas practitioners share tacit 
knowledge by doing things together (and learning from each other while doing). 
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Ɇ Externalization:  The need to convert tacit knowledge into explicit knowledge. Academia 
study in this context, what practitioners do (at instance level) to create new knowledge at 
type level. Whereas practitioners sometimes document what they do, and sometimes 
share this content (e.g. industry standards, best practices) 

Ɇ Combination:  This is where internalization, socialization as well as externalization 
applies combined with academia and industry. 

 

"ÕÉÌÄÉÎÇ ÕÎÉÑÕÅ ËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ !ÃÁÄÅÍÉÁ 
)ÎÄÕÓÔÒÙ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔ 

Applying the AID and AIR arrangement in the GUA over 15 years has facilitated the acquiring 
and building of a unique set of knowledge on patterns and practices in industry. Already after 
5 years of working in the AID setup, in 2004 the GUA started to formally represent their 
knowledge as a set of concepts within a domain, and the relationships between those 
concepts. The GUA choosed to used the concept of ontology as their basis for categorizing and 
classifying all their concepts (von Rosing & Laurier). It thereby provides the basis for both a 
shared vocabulary and the very definition of its objects and concepts. It is quite common to 
use the notion of ontology for the categorization as well as classification of concepts, both in 
academia(Gomez-Perez et al. 2004; von Rosing & Laurier, 2016; Borgo 2007, Lassila and 
McGuinness 2001; etc) as well as in industry OWL, OMG MOF, Zachman Enterprise Ontology 
etc.. Each of them have a specific purpose, therefore the categorization and the classification is 
focused on the expressivity and formality of the specific languages used/proposed: natural 
language, formal language, etc. The other more general applicable categorization as well as 
classifications of the ontologies, is centred around the scope of the objects described by the 
ontology. (Roussey, C., Pinet, F., Ah Kang, M., and Corcho, O. 2011). Since the enterprise 
ontology of the Global University Alliance, is and should be generally applicable within any 
organization. The more general applicable categorization and classifications of the ontologies, 
was chosen. Thereby the Ontology classification is centered around the sphere, filed and level 
and the categories is grounded on the scope of the objects described by the ontology. 
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Figure 3: Overview of the AID developed Ontologies and their Categorization and 
Classification. 

The GUA, has found that there is a benefit of categorizing and classifying the ontologies 
around the scope of the objects described. For instance, the scope of an application ontology is 
narrower than the scope of a domain ontology; domain ontologies have more specific 
concepts than core reference ontologies, which contains the fundamental concept of a domain. 
Foundational ontologies can be viewed as meta ontologies that describe the upper level 
concepts or primitives used to define the other ontologies. (Roussey, C., Pinet, F., Ah Kang, M., 
and Corcho, O. 2011, von Rosing, Zachman 2017). 

We use MOF-Meta Object Facility (OMG), Basic Formal Ontology (BFO) and Zachman 
Enterprise Ontology as some of our Top-Level Ontologies. The Top-Level Ontology describes 
primitives that allow for defining very general concepts like space, time, matter, object, event, 
action, etc. (Adapted from N. Guarino, 1997) Provides the foundation for the formal system 
that allows for developing meta-meta-models, of which the completeness and clarity needs to 
be guaranteed trough a mapping between a top-ÌÅÖÅÌ ÏÎÔÏÌÏÇÙ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÆÏÒÍÁÌ ÓÙÓÔÅÍȭÓ 
primitives (MOF). (von Rosing, Zachman 2017). Using for example MOF to structure the 
academic research by the various industry design artefacts is found in figure 4.  

The Enterprise/Business Ontology is the Foundational Ontology. It is a generic ontologies 
applicable to various domains. It defines basic notions like objects, relations, structure, 
arrangements and so on. All consistent ontology should have a foundational ontology. 
(Roussey et al, 2011) Foundational ontology can be compared to the meta model of a 
conceptual schema (Fonseca et al. 2003). It is a system of meta-level categories that commits 
to a specific initial -view. We use the foundational ontology, to provide real-word semantics 
for general conceptual modelling languages, and to constrain the possible interpretations of 
their modelling primitives. As such, we map our meta-meta-model (M3) to our foundational 
ontology. Both to certify its comprehensiveness and clarity. It also ensures that all can and will 
relate through our Enterprise/Business Ontology. 
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The Business Layer Ontology, Information Layer Ontology and the Technology Layer Ontology 
are our Core Reference Ontologies.  They are the standard used by all our different groups of 
users. These type of ontology are linked to a specific topic/domain but it integrates different 
levels and tiers related to specific group of users. We know from theory that core reference 
ontologies as well as domain ontologies based on the same foundational ontology can be more 
easily integrated. (Roussey et al, 2011). 

Our layered enterprise ontologies are the result of the integration of the sublayer domain 
ontologies. However, they are a formal (i.e., domain independent) system of categories and 
their ties that can be used to construct models of various domains, and not one of a specific 
domain. Our core reference ontologies are built to catch the central concepts and relations of 
the specific layers. They provide the foundations for a (generic) modelling language trough a 
mapping between the core reference ontology and the modellÉÎÇ ÌÁÎÇÕÁÇÅȭÓ ÍÅÔÁ-model 
(M2). 

The Domain Ontologies of Value, Competency, Service, Process, Application, Data, Platform 
and Infrastructure, describe, the context and vocabulary related to their specific domain by 
specializing the concepts introduced in the core-reference ontology. In the 
Enterprise/Business Ontology, the domain ontologies are linked to a specific core reference 
ontology layer. In terms of the MOF tiers, they provide the foundations for a domain-specific 
modelling languages (M2) trough a mapping between the domain ontology and the modelling 
ÌÁÎÇÕÁÇÅȭÓ ÍÅÔÁ-model. Each specific domain ontology is only valid to a layer with their 
specific view point, however the layers relate through the semantic relations, captured in the 
foundational ontlogy. Therefore, the individual viewpoints, ensures the ability to engineer, 
architect or model across multiple sublayers. That is to say that the viewpoints defines how a 
group of users conceptualize and visualize some specific phenomenon of the sublayers. The 
domain ontologies could be linked to a specific application. (Roussey et al, 2011) They 
provide the foundations for a domain-specific modelling languages (M2) trough a mapping 
ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ÔÈÅ ÄÏÍÁÉÎ ÏÎÔÏÌÏÇÙ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÍÏÄÅÌÌÉÎÇ ÌÁÎÇÕÁÇÅȭÓ ÍÅÔÁ-model. (G. Guizzardi, 2005). 

The Tiering Ontology, Categorization Ontology, Classification Ontology, LiveCycle Ontology, 
Maturity Ontology, Governance Ontology, Blueprinting Ontology, Enterprise Requirement 
Ontology as well as Layered Enterprise Architecture Ontology are all a part of the Task 
Ontologies. They provide the basis to the generic tasks relevant to both the domain ontologies 
and application ontologies. They do this by specializing the terms introduced in the core-
reference ontology, therefore ensuring full interoperability across the various task ontologies 
and the core reference, domain and the application ontologies. The task ontology contains 
objects and descriptions of how to achieve a specific task, on the other hand the domain 
ontology portrays and defines the objects where the task is applied. In terms of the MOF tiers, 
they provide the foundation for a task-specific modelling language (M2) trough a mapping 
ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ÔÈÅ ÔÁÓË ÏÎÔÏÌÏÇÙ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÍÏÄÅÌÌÉÎÇ ÌÁÎÇÕÁÇÅȭÓ ÍÅÔÁ-model. 

The Application Ontologies describe concepts of the domain and task ontologies. Often the 
Application Ontologies are specializations of both the related ontologies in order to fulfil the 
specific purpose of a specific use, function, purpose and thereby application. In terms of the 
MOF tiers, they provide the foundation for a model (M1) trough a mapping between the 
application ontology and the model. 
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The Global University Alliance has the following Application Ontologies: 

Ɇ Force & Trend Ontology 
Ɇ Strategy Ontology 
Ɇ Planning Ontology 
Ɇ Quality Ontology 
Ɇ Risk Ontology 
Ɇ Security Ontology 
Ɇ Measurement Ontology 
Ɇ Monitoring Ontology 
Ɇ Reporting Ontology 
Ɇ Capability Ontology 
Ɇ Role Ontology 
Ɇ Enterprise Rule Ontology 
Ɇ Compliance Ontology 
Ɇ Business Workflow Ontology 
Ɇ Cloud Ontology 
Ɇ Business Process Ontology 
Ɇ Information Ontology 
Ɇ Infrastructure Ontology 
Ɇ Platform Ontology 
Ɇ Enterprise Culture Ontology 

 

!ÃÁÄÅÍÉÃ 2ÅÓÅÁÒÃÈȡ )ÄÅÎÔÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ 2ÅÐÅÁÔÁÂÌÅ 
0ÁÔÔÅÒÎÓ ÁÃÒÏÓÓ )ÎÄÕÓÔÒÙ $ÅÓÉÇÎ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔÓ 

As a part of the 2004 detailed academic research, which was the foundation of developing the 
Enterprise Ontology, we identified the most common meta objects, stereotypes, types and 
subtypes with all their definitions and over 10.000 semantic relationships that were common 
across all organizations, business units, departments and agencies. There were plenty 
surprises along the way, one of them was that despite being independent of size, product or 
service when the objects existed within the organization, they had the same semantic 
relationship. It surprised us, because were these findings really true? We analyzed 10 
different industry sectors, namely the Financial Services, Industrial sector, Consumer 
Packaged Goods, Consumer Services, Energy, Public Services, Healthcare, Utilities, 
Transportation, Telecommunication and the High Tech sector organizations with the same 
output and results. The semantic relations were the same. Even when analyzing and 
researching the 52 sub-industries we came to the same conclusion. 

While certain industries had specific meta objects with types and subtypes relevant for their 
industry, all the industries had the meta objects listed in ÐÕÂÌÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ Ȱ5ÓÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ "ÕÓÉÎÅÓÓ 
/ÎÔÏÌÏÇÙ ÔÏ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐ %ÎÔÅÒÐÒÉÓÅ 3ÔÁÎÄÁÒÄÓȱ ɉÖÏÎ 2ÏÓÉÎÇȟ ςπρχɊ. All the industries also had the 
same semantic relations. The findings led to a lot of questions in our research team, so we 
decided to analyze what differentiated the organizations in their way of working with the 
objects. In order to understand the behavior, we decided to examine the activities of the 
industry leaders (financial outperformers in each industry). In order to do that, we examined 
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data from the StandaÒÄ Ǫ 0ÏÏÒȭÓ ÁÒÃÈÉÖÅÓ ÄÕÒÉÎÇ Á ÐÅÒÉÏÄ ÆÒÏÍ ρωωτ ÔÏ ςππτȟ ÁÎÄ ÌÁÔÅÒ ÁÇÁÉÎ 
from 2004 to 2014. As part of the GUA research, we scrutinized the differences between the 
responses of financial outperformers and those of underperformers over a 10-year period. 
For organizations with publicly available financial information, we compared revenue and 
profit track records with the average track records for those in the same industry. 

We analyzed and cross-referenced the findings to other existing research that have proven 
that there is a connection to organizations approaches and their overall performance (Malone, 
T.W., Weill, P., Lai, K, D'Urso, V., Herman, G., Apel, T., Woerner, S., 2006). MIT (Malone, 2004), 
Accenture Research (Accenture, 2009), IBM Institute for Business Value (IBM, 2008, 2009, 
2010, 2011, 2012), Business Week Research (BW, 2006), and The Economist Intelligence Unit 
(Economist, 2009). Throughout the analyses, there was gathered information and 
conclusions, based on these top- and bottom-half groupings of the organizations that 
outsmarted and outcompeted their peers. 

The analysis confirmed that the outperformers and underperformers both had the objects 
identified  as well as the same semantic relations. But there was a difference between how the 
outperformers versus the underperformers worked with the objects. We identified that the 
outperformers did the following, which the undeÒÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÅÒÓ ÃÏÎÓÉÓÔÅÎÔÌÙ ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ÄÏȢ 

They identified which objects were: 
1. Important to develop the core differentiating  aspect of the organization to outthink, 

outsmart and outcompete other organizations. The outperformers converge on the 
revenue model and value model to strengthen the competitive advantage with 
emphasis on innovation. It was less than 5% of the organization that was core 
differentiating in terms of adding to the value model and the revenue model. The 
objects relevant to the core differentiating aspects are the foundation for design 
thinking and innovation.  

2. Relevant for core competitiveness . Contrary to general thinking, it was less than 15% 
ÏÆ ÁÎÙ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ ÁÓÐÅÃÔÓ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÁÓ ÒÅÌÅÖÁÎÔ Æor the core competitiveness, and 
thereby head to head industry competition of the organization. The outperformers 
focused on performance model and service model to improve the competitive parity 
with emphasis on efficiency, innovation and transformation. 

3. Significant for the non-core aspects of the organization. In the organizations analyzed, 
it was more than 80% of the organization that was non-core, and thereby do not add to 
the differentiation or competitiveness of the organization. In those areas the 
outperformers focused on the cost model and operating model to standardize, 
harmonize, align, optimize and thereby enabling cost cutting.  

! ÎÏÔÁÂÌÅ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÃÅ ×ÁÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÕÎÄÅÒÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÅÒÓ ÉÎ ÇÅÎÅÒÁÌ ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÙ ÔÈÅÉÒ core 
differentiating, their core competitive nor their non-core aspects. So while they worked with 
the relevant objects, such as identifying the disruptive industry forces and trends, developed 
their enterprise strategy, specified their critical success factors etc., they did not realize that 
the concepts they applied them to needed different ways of working and modelling.  In figure 
4, we have illustrated the patterns that we identified. Exemplifying the connections between 
the business context researched and the repeatable patterns identified (i.e. best practices, 
industry practices and/or leading practices). Additionally, how the patterns should be 
automated within the technology perspective. 
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Figure 4: Exemplifying the connections between the researched business context and the 
patterns identified. 

There were multiple repeatable patterns identified, both in the business, information and 
technology layer. Below are some examples of repeatable patterns identified: 

Business Layer: 
¶ Disruptive forces and trends that can influence the core differentiating aspects of the 

enterprise. The patterns are therefore Leading Practices that help to outperform, 
outsmart and outcompete the competition. The patterns were identified in 52 different 
industries.  

¶ Benchmarks on which strategies are being used for the core differentiating, the 
competitive as well as the non-core aspects. The strategies were distinctive for the core 
differentiating aspects versus the non-core aspects.  

¶ Most critical organizational capabilities - those that are the basis for both core 
differentiating and core competitiveness (across 52 different industries). 

¶ Integrated planning (typical functions, processes, KPIs, and the flows involved as well as 
the continuous improvement loops). 

¶ Most common non-core capabilities and processes across organizations, such as 
Finance, HR, IT, Procurement, etc. This enables organizations to reuse the content as 
well as to help them standardize and cut cost. 

¶ Industry -specific processes that helps organizations develop their core competitive 
performance model as well as help standardize the operating model. 

¶ Critical KPIs (across 52 different industries) that help organizations in their reporting, 
control and decision making activities. 

 
Informati on Layer:  
¶ Most common SAP blueprints, both in terms of processes automated in SAP modules, 

application tasks as well as the SAP system measures. What is relevant is that the level 
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