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Abstract. This paper supports the assessment of the alignment of governance 
structures towards stakeholder’s concerns. Considering the characteristics of 
governance structures and models in project, program and portfolio discipline, 
and left to the enterprise to handle its integration in the overall enterprise govern-
ance, this work contributes to the assessment of temporary governance structures’ 
alignment under an actor-role permanent and temporary evaluation. As contribu-
tions from this work we can entail: i) a conceptual map for the temporary and 
permanent governance roles enrolled in enterprise transformation; ii) a proposal 
of a viewpoint for stakeholders with the concerns on the identification of perma-
nent and temporary governance transformation roles and serve relations; iii) the 
views generated from the viewpoint proposal, where the instantiation of the ar-
chitectural elements allow to add meaning and value to the represented models, 
adding the required data for the iv) evaluation of alignment of temporary and 
permanent governance roles against a stakeholder’s concern. This last contribu-
tion opens the possibility to the stakeholders, either in design phase or in imple-
mentation phase, to assess the governance structure alignment adequacy to the 
expected outcomes of the projects. The demonstration presented, based in a real 
case study, allows to clarify the opportunities and follow up research in adding 
other evaluation metrics and taxonomies to the proposed solution. 

Keywords: Enterprise Governance, Transformation Governance, Governance 
Alignment. 

1 Introduction 

The fast pace in the development of technology creates challenges for enterprises to 
survive, and thrive. One of such challenges is the ability of the enterprise to promote 
the required transformations from an As Is to a To Be state without occurrences or 
events that reduce value from the expected benefits.  

An enterprise, understood as “any collection of organizations that has a common set 
of goals and, or a single bottom line” [1] requires to have in place the right instruments 
that allow to design, plan and implement such transformation within the enterprise, 
granting alignment between the organizations. 

Governance, defined under the scope of this work as “the sum of organizational 
measures for continuously maintaining unity and integration in the (re-) development 
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and operation of an enterprise(…), concerns enterprise adaptation and renewal: ‘chang-
ing the mill’ [2] organizations, but also in alignment with the ‘running the mill’ organ-
izations of the enterprise. 

These temporary endeavors promote the ‘change of the mill’ putting the focus on the 
required transformation, resulting in a gradual change of the enterprise elements' be-
havior, or the result of a deliberate action [3]. 

A project, while “a transformation process designed to achieve a goal specified by a 
to-be state” [4] requires a governance to transform the organization, with a planned 
finish time, as opposed to governance structure for “running the mill” dealing with daily 
activities. 

It is more and more required for the enterprise to have the agility to change and adapt 
to new realities (legal, compliance, environment, social or commercial) when a new 
temporary governing body is created to answer a given need. 

As such, there is an empirical need in determine the adequacy of the governing body 
to deliver the expected value by the stakeholder on a given project. A concern that can 
be as distinct as to have a project driven on cost and time, or quality and technical 
expertise.  

1.1 Problem Motivation 

When approaching the governance concept in the context of enterprises that foster 
transformation processes for the strategy implementation, we can assume from state of 
the art that: 

─ Projects are temporary endeavors, with temporary governance structures [[5–8], [9]]; 
─ Projects can be conceptualized as an instrument for the Enterprise to achieve its ob-

jectives - [[10], [11]]; or as organizations, relating with other organizations in the 
same Enterprise - [[12], [13], [14], [15], [16], [17]];  

─ Projects being either conceptualized as an instrument, or as an organization, have a 
vast research field on Governance as a key dimension that determines the success of 
the project (finish on time, on scope, and costs) - [[5–8], [13], [14], [18]]; 

─ Is up to the Enterprise, more specifically for a formal and permanent governance 
structure, to integrate and grant unity in the organizational Governance of projects – 
[[8], [19] [20]]; 

─ Enterprises tend to have permanent and temporary governance structures that coexist 
in sharing responsibilities and attributions according to its scope and objectives – 
[[21], [22]]; 

─ The higher the maturity enterprises have in handling transformation processes, sta-
tistically, have better results -  [[23], [24], [25]]; 

Considering such, it would be expectable to have in place a set of solutions address-
ing the alignment of temporary governing bodies’ governance structures with the en-
terprise governance and formal authority scheme.  

However, it remains evidenced that enterprises still struggle in making the process 
of strategy implementation as effective and efficient as possible, being the apparent 
interactions between the permanent governing bodies and temporary governing bodies 
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a critical organizational link, where potential misalignments are most likely to cause a 
negative impact on the strategy outcome. 

In a literature review on project governance and stakeholders [26], its authors con-
cluded that “project management literature lacks from an inclusive framework which 
defines the roles, relationships and positions of internal and external stakeholders inside 
and outside of the organization’s governance structure” [26]. On the other hand, the 
existent governance approaches are heavily formal, structural, and management-ori-
ented [27]. 

So, how can we access and evaluate the alignment between temporary and perma-
nent governance structures against a stakeholder’s concern? 

To start answering this question, we detail in section 2. the need to validate the ex-
istence of a common authority and decisional layered vision of the Enterprise, and any 
temporary governance structure. By mapping the roles into such decisional layers, it 
will be possible to place the temporary and permanent roles at a same level in what 
concerns with their responsibilities and attributions (addressed in subsection 2.1). Also 
the ArchiMate suitability for the identified problem (addressed in subsection 2.2). Fi-
nally related work on the evaluation and metrics allowed to validate the alignment (ad-
dressed in subsection 2.3). In section 3 are presented: a conceptual model of the solution 
(addressed in subsection 3.1); a viewpoint and views of the solution (addressed in sub-
section 3.2); and the evaluation and alignment level for the governance structure in 
place against stakeholder’s concern (addressed in subsection 3.3). 

Finally, section 4 provides a demonstration on the application of the solution to a 
real case in an enterprise, followed by the Conclusions and Further Work. 

2 Related Work 

Transformation of the enterprises have different speeds and priorities. The need to steer 
the enterprise demands accurate and precise information to support decision making. It 
matters now to understand what to detect. Patterns, rules, procedures, performance in-
dicators or others, to allow, on design phase or during monitoring, to identify potential 
misalignments in temporary and permanent governance roles. 

More than the relation on permanent and temporary governing bodies, the focus is 
required to be on the permanent governances’ roles that share the same actor assigned 
to a temporary governance role.  Following the research in [28], the actor-role, “an 
entity that is capable of performing behavior, and has the responsibility to perform spe-
cific behaviors according to a status”, can be assessed on its influence authority from 
the enterprise permanent governance. 

Considering such, the related work on the relevance in addressing a possible gov-
ernance assessment based on actor-roles’ focus in three main requirements: 

─ The existence of a common authority and decisional level framework for permanent 
and temporary governing bodies – The authorities and the function level in which a 
determined temporary role is expected to operate within its temporary governance 
structure must be at the same level of authorities and functions of the layered enter-
prise where the project is undergoing. This will allow to have a clear authority line 
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and a common layered vision of the permanent and temporary governances struc-
tures - addressed in subsection 2.1;  

─ The validity in using ArchiMate modelling language and framework for the archi-
tectural Viewpoint and the associated views – Assuming the adequacy of the meta-
model and the scope of the solution of ArchiMate, it matters to understand the view-
points and views that may already provide a representation of the elements relevant 
for the scope of his work - addressed in subsection 2.2; and 

─ The evaluation and alignment measures required to assess and validate a temporary 
governance structure alignment towards a stakeholder concern – the architectural 
elements resulting from the representation of the set views require assessment met-
rics in order to determine the alignment level. Those assessment metrics are required 
to validate the need in assessing the actor-roles in the permanent and temporary gov-
ernance structures against an expected structure in place by the stakeholder - ad-
dressed in subsection 2.3. 

2.1 Common Authority and Decisional Level Framework   

Standards such as ISO 215 series regularly refer to decisional levels in the organization 
as: Senior Management or Executive Level; Management; and Operations level. In par-
ticular in [5] the level of given liberty allows to place the different roles, such as Project 
Owner, at the executive level of the enterprise. It is visible and understandable the dif-
ficulty in imposing a solution that can be adopted to, a less complex organization in 
decisional levels to a more complex one, being accurate on a decisional level base. 
Table 1 shows the identified roles or functions normalized into the standard, and clas-
sified under a specific decisional level according to [5–7]. 

Table 1. - Roles and Decisional Organizational Levels in ISO 215 series 

 
 
In that direction, the authors in [19] present a reference architecture on projects, pro-

grams and portfolios (PPP) governance model. Using ArchiMate, the proposed refer-
ence architecture allowed the verification of deviations between different projects, pro-
gram and portfolio governance models at competences and roles levels. 

As we can notice, the authors used the decisional layers presented in PM2 Method-
ology [29], as seen in the project organization model in Fig. 1.  

Project Program Portfolio
Steering Committee Program Governing Body Portfolio Governing Body

Project Sponsor Program Sponsor -
Project Manager Program Manager Portfolio Manager

Project Management Team Program Management Team Portfolio Management Team
Operations Project Team - -

Senior Management/ Executive

Management
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Fig. 1. Project Organization in [29] 

The PM2 methodology from the European Commission [46], does a strong effort to 
align classic project management practices to the context of EU funded projects. Such 
alignment attempt is evidenced with the Project Owner and Project Manager's roles, 
which appear as part of different sides (Requestor side and Provider side) adapting in 
this sense to the reality of a project carried on under an outsourcing model. 

Such a proposal on the project organization's layered vision, extrapolated for the 
overall organization, can provide relevant inputs when applied generally in analyzing 
the roles defined under a more classical project management approach. A better under-
standing of the decisional level in a layered vision of the project organization will foster 
a clearer view of such Governance's scope and the organizational landscapes. 

Also, by granting a common decisional layered vision on the actor roles of one or 
more governing bodies, other elements allow to identify potential misalignments, such 
as a possible actor assuming a temporary role in a higher or lower decisional level than 
its permanent role. 

For last, the number of roles and respective actors in each decisional layer can have 
significance, since the higher it is, the higher the risk of losing efficiency and quality in 
the negotiations and required compromises for decisions. 

2.2 ArchiMate’s Viewpoint and Views 

ArchiMate [30] is the modeling language that has a vast number of resources and tools 
in the organization's design activities. The standard provides a set of entities and rela-
tionships with their corresponding iconography to represent Architecture Descrip-
tions”[30]. This amplitude in the way ArchiMate allows the all organization to be rep-
resented under the correct level and aspect, seems to provide a coherent set of elements 
to assess a governance alignment. 

As key attributes for the use of Archimate are: 1) the two main types of elements in 
the language are structure (nouns) and behavioral (verb) elements, [30]; and ii) it also 
distinguishes between the model elements and their notation. This last one allows a 
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more varied, stakeholder-oriented viewpoint, framing the notation to the context in 
place.  

In Fig. 2, are referenced the elements under the respective aspects and layers, that 
are under the scope of the problem to address. The elements by itself allow us to un-
derstand the conceptual representation of the problem, locating it in strategy, business 
and migration & implementation layers. The elements include behavioral, active struc-
ture and motivation aspects, alongside one composite element. 

 

Fig. 2. Aspects, Layers and Elements in the scope of the problem 

The viewpoint and related views required for the proposed solution become also a 
key feature in ArchiMate that expects to provide the necessary tools for the representa-
tion and communication necessities for its stakeholders. 

Viewpoint & Views 
 
Viewpoints, defined as “a specification of the conventions for constructing and using a 
view; a pattern or template from which to develop individual views by establishing the 
purposes and audience for a view and the techniques for its creation and analysis.” [1]” 
focus on particular aspects and layers. Such aspects and layers are determined, as seen, 
by the concerns of a stakeholder. 

Looking at Basic Viewpoint classification in ArchiMate specification [30], the closer 
to the scope of this work is the Organization viewpoint from the Composition Category: 
“viewpoints that define internal compositions and aggregations of elements”. 

As, “a viewpoint establishes the purposes and audience for a view and the techniques 
or methods employed in constructing a view” [1], the purpose expressed in this basic 
viewpoint falls short in addressing the concerns on designing, deciding and informing 
on two different organization viewpoints. One regarding the “running the mill” organ-
ization, and the other regarding the “changing the mill” organization. 

Since by now we can state as required elements, common to organization viewpoint 
are elements such as: Actor, Role, Business Collaboration or Outcome, the proposal 
below for a Transformation Governance Viewpoint (Table 2), tries to address the con-
cern on the identification of permanent and temporary governance transformation roles. 
While maintaining the scope as a multi layer & single aspect of the enterprise.  
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Table 2. Proposal of Transformation Governance Viewpoint 

Transformation Governance Viewpoint 
Stakeholders Enterprise, Process Architects, Transformation managers, 

PMO, EPMO 
Concerns Identification of permanent and temporary governance 

transformation roles and serve relation 
Purpose Designing, deciding, informing 
Scope Multi layer/ Single Aspect 

 
The views, understood as the “representation of a system from the perspective of a 
related set of concerns” [1] have its conventions defined by the proposed viewpoint. 
Containing elements and relationships (concepts) framing the stakeholder’s concern. 

In conclusion we can note that ArchiMate provides an adequate set of elements to 
allow an adequate representation of Governance Relationships in a given reality. Due 
to its language/ notation independence, a better evaluation of the permanent and tem-
porary nature of the governance structures in place is possible by allowing stakeholder-
oriented representation.  

2.3 Evaluation and Alignment Level 

[19] evidenced the validity in ArchiMate assessing different frameworks and classi-
fications against a reference architecture for governance roles. This solution allows to 
better answer to the heterogeneity in complexity, scope, specificities that each transfor-
mation process can entail. 

Stakeholder’s concern becomes in this sense the set of elements that represent his 
interests. Concern, understood as “an interest of a stakeholder with regards to the ar-
chitecture description of some system, resulting from the stakeholder’s goals, and the 
present or future role(s) played by the system in relation to these goals” [1].  

The stakeholder, restricted to the scope of this work as someone who has approval 
rights on the suitability of implementation, can determine the adequate governance by 
at a first stand choosing the focus to be in time and cost, or quality and technical exper-
tise. 

A commonly used approach to Project Organization [31, 32] focuses on the collab-
oration within two roles: i) project manager and ii) functional manager. Temporary and 
permanent roles respectively. Such organization is based upon two extremes: Project 
Hierarchy and Functional Hierarchy. If in project hierarchy it is denoted a stronger fo-
cus on time and costs control on the project, in functional hierarchy the focus is on 
quality and technical expertise [31].  

As expected, a third category of project organization is the balanced matrix, where 
the collaboration and negotiation nature required for the project manager and the func-
tional manager roles leads to a higher risk of conflicts and dead end negotiations.  

In [32], the author indicates two other types, the Coordinated Matrix, between Func-
tional Hierarchy and Balanced Matrix; and Secondment Matrix, between Balanced Ma-
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trix type and Project Hierarchy. Both distribute the authority either to the project man-
ager, or to the functional manager, but with a stronger collaboration link than the ex-
tremes (Fig. 3). 

If in project hierarchy it is denoted a stronger focus on time and cost control on the 
project, and in functional hierarchy the focus is on quality and technical expertise [31]. 

 

Fig. 3. Range of matrix structures in [32] 

As such, the concern level on Time, Cost, Quality and Technical Expertise seems 
suitable to determine the alignment between the governance roles in place and their 
adequacy on the stakeholder concerns. Being possible to present an evaluation on per-
manent and temporary governance, based in the “matrix continuum” [31], with the pur-
pose to map different characteristics evidenced by the elements in the architecture of 
the desired transformation action.  

Beyond this representation, other approaches such as [33] apply the same matrix but 
under a Functional or Product influence in the decision making. That represents a dif-
ferent semantic over the governance roles in place, but with the qualities, and disad-
vantages, of the model. 

As visible in the adapted representation of the Matrix Continuum, Fig. 4, we can 
determine as extremes the functional hierarchy and the project hierarchy for some qual-
ities of the system, but with other sets of qualities being similar in the “middle” of a 
given governance structure. In fact, each model of governance structure is more suitable 
than others to other contexts, the awareness of the type of governance structure in place 
allows a double check on the alignment expected with the stakeholder’s concern. 

 

Fig. 4.  Matrix Continuum [31, 32], adapted 

Bringing to the reality of enterprises, and considering the complexity and own hier-
archy of the enterprise, it matters to understand that, when centered in one same actor 
a temporary and a permanent role, the efficiency of the governance structure may not 
be the expected. This is because being a functional manager or a project manager, if in 
the same actor, misalignment tends to happen. 
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3 Temporary and Permanent Governance Continuum 

Considering the existent models, tools and semantics, we present the solution’s con-
ceptual model (addressed in 3.1), the views and viewpoints (addressed in 3.2) and how 
it allows us to promote the measurement and evaluation on the governance alignment 
(addressed in 3.3). 

3.1 Conceptual Model 

The proposed conceptual model in Fig. 5 provides the required concepts to frame 
the conceptual domain of this work; at the same time that allows a more clear under-
standing on relations between each concept. If we remove the Permanent Role and the 
Permanent Transformation Governance roles, the conceptual model can be seen as any 
other project conceptual model. But, to assess permanent roles, under a permanent 
transformation governance roles plateau, in the governance continuum of a project, they 
become key concepts. 

 The course of action of the temporary plateau regarding governance in place is 
set to influence the outcome associated with the main stakeholder. 

 

Fig. 5. Conceptual Model of Temporary and Permanent Governance Continuum 

The rules associated with the proposed conceptual model are: 

1. One actor can have one or more permanent or temporary roles; 
2. One role can only have one assignment from one Actor; 
3. There are two plateaus for transformation roles, one regarding temporary roles, and 

a second regarding the permanent roles; 
4. Permanent Roles are related with business units from the operations of the enterprise, 

where the benefits of the transformation are expected to occur; 
5. Temporary Roles are related with the governance structure for the temporary en-

deavor; 
6. One actor with a temporary role and no permanent role in the enterprise is considered 

to be from an external governing body of the scope and benefits of the project; 
7. The permanent roles of business areas outside the scope of the transformation are 

not referenced as permanent roles in an actor with a temporary role; 
8. The alignment of temporary and permanent roles can be determined by the adequacy 

of stakeholder concerns on transformation events (Cost, Time, Quality, Technical 
Expertise) in place; 
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9. A concern (represented as outcome) on Time and Costs is in alignment with a tem-
porary roles hierarchy reality of a given transformation event; 

10. A concern on Quality and Technical expertise is in alignment with a permanent roles 
hierarchy model of a given transformation event. 

3.2 Views and Viewpoint on Governance Continuum 

Building upon Fig. 4 we can see that by applying the solution to the functional hierarchy 
and project hierarchy, as in Fig. 3, we can set as reference the representations in Fig. 6 
and Fig. 7 while the two extreme governance structures expected for a project. 

 

Fig. 6. Functional Hierarchy matrix view on ArchiMate 

If in Fig. 6 we can evidence that all temporary roles in the project are assigned from 
actors that also have permanent roles in the enterprise, under the functional scope of 
the project. Hence, such view allows us to evidence when a governance structure in 
place presents the characteristics of a Functional Hierarchy Matrix. 

In Fig. 7 we can see a more governance structure closer to the Project Matrix Struc-
ture, where Directing and Managing layers are performed by temporary roles. 

 

Fig. 7. Project Hierarchy matrix view on ArchiMate 

For the two ‘opposite’ project governance structures we can evidence that, by eval-
uating the relevance of either permanent roles or temporary roles, we can determine if 
governance in place is more cost/time, or quality/ expertise oriented, due to the charac-
teristics of the governance structure. 
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The balanced matrix hierarchy, in Fig. 8, is supposed to be in between the functional 
and project hierarchy. As said, the risk and the need for collaboration and negotiation 
in between different roles is a constraint/ risk to address in project implementation. 

 

Fig. 8. Balanced Hierarchy Matrix view on ArchiMate 

As set, it becomes clearer the validity in assessing governance alignment between a 
temporary governing body and the enterprise governing bodies, in a structured and for-
malized way.  

 
3.3 Evaluation and Alignment level 

The impact that the governance structure in place has in the project outcome, according 
with the different characteristics of the identified governance structures, is determinant 
in the value that brings in a project design phase, or ongoing project governance eval-
uation. By promoting an evaluation, and determining the influence on outcome, we can 
promote the alignment measure against a stakeholder’s concern.  

The number of architectural elements and their associated semantics allow to evalu-
ate in a quantifiable way the governance structure in place. As seen in Table 3, the 
three main governance matrix models are denoted in the ratio of permanent governance 
roles from the enterprise in the temporary governance structure. 
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Table 3. Assessment of functional, balanced and project governance structures 

  

As seen in section 2.3, we can now evidence that Project Matrix represents in its 
structure 100% of temporary roles. However, since that according to standards, a pro-
ject sponsorship is always represent at the highest level by the enterprise. Considering 
that, the Project Matrix in Fig. 9 does not have 100% in temporary roles. 

On the other hand, in same figure, we can see the Functional Matrix, with 100% of 
actors with permanent roles assuming temporary governance roles for that project. 

 

Fig. 9. Temporary and Permanent Governance Continuum 

 Placing the values in a governance continuum between the functional governance 
matrix and the project governance matrix, we can evidence the shift in governance 
structure characteristics, such as the more biased information in functional matrix, to 
full focus on time and cost in the project matrix. 

4 Case Study 

Based on the proposed solution, we now assess its practical validity under a concrete 
case that occurred in a Public Company, with a formal PMO, where a concern from the 
Project Sponsor stop being met, after a change in the actors associated with the roles of 
a particular project. 
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The case in question happened in a company, that for anonymity purpose we call 
Company A. That company had a high maturity level in handling transformation, with 
a permanent structure with that function, a PMO. 

Project A, had as Sponsor a Member of The Board of the company and he made 
notice to the PMO that there had been a change in the quality of the report of that par-
ticular project. 

PMO argued that the governance model's recent changes is the only change that 
could have affected the quality and truth of information on the projects' status. 

The mentioned recent organizational change in PMO's enterprise structure had re-
allocated the project manager role to an actor that had a role in the business area where 
its director was also the project owner. The previous project manager was allocated 
from a pool of resources, managed by the PMO.  

Such change, by altering the actor of a temporary role, created the constraint that 
affected the quality in the expected information from Enterprise PMO reports. To un-
derstand the cause, we have to look at the enterprise formal and permanent governance 
structure of involved actors-roles in two different moments: As Was and As Is. 

By mapping the actor-roles under the scope, it was applied the conceptual model 
presented and the generated lists as are presented in Fig. 10. The same exercise was 
done for the As Is situation. 

 

 

Fig. 10. Map of temporary and permanent actor-roles in Project A - As Was 

With that information we can model in ArchiMate the identified actors, roles, deci-
sional levels and governance structures. As we can see in Fig. 11, the generated views 
make also visually clear on the existent balance between temporary and permanent gov-
ernance roles. This in what concerns the As Was situation, because regarding As Is, the 
generated view is the same as we have seen in Fig. 6. 

If in Fig. 11 we can see the clear serve line in the temporary transformation roles, in 
the type of structure identified in Fig. 6, the serve relations becomes in line with what 
translates the “running the mill”, permanent governance. A mirrored serve relation from 
the permanent governance. 
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Fig. 11.  Case A – governance structure as it was 

After 1) mapping Actors under Scope of the project (As Was and As Is) and 2) mod-
elling the different elements under the permanent and temporary plateaus, the structural 
differences that may have changed the quality in the reporting become visible. 

The change in the assignment of the project manager role, changed the balance be-
tween temporary and permanent roles, by bringing it to a more functional matrix gov-
ernance structure, instead of a more balanced one. Not coincidentally, one of the char-
acteristics in governance models based in a more functional matrix is the higher risk of 
biased information to the stakeholders. 

By making clear, through the generated views, the shift in balance between tempo-
rary and permanent roles, it allows to better identify in design phase, or implementation 
phase, the governance structure in place.  

 

Fig. 12. Percentage on temporary and permanent actor-roles in Project A - As Was 

 

Fig. 13. Percentage of temporary and permanent actor-roles in Project A - As Is 

In conclusion, and as seen in Fig. 14, the change in the temporary role allocation 
promoted an increase in the permanent role influence on the overall governance of the 
project A. By becoming a fully functional governance matrix, it also carried out its cons 
as a model. In this case the loss of quality in the reporting information. 
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Fig. 14. Project A - Governance Continuum Roles Influence 

In what concerns with the proposed solution, we have now evidenced the validity of 
solution presented in section 3, allowing to assess and evaluate a temporary governance 
structure, under the enterprise relevant actor-roles, promoting a fine tuning in the im-
pact that some variables have in project outcomes. In this case, temporary and perma-
nent governance roles and a Stakeholder concern. 

5 Conclusions and Further Work 

The level of knowledge, theoretical or practical, in fields of study in enterprise effi-
ciency and governance is vast and has allowed enterprises to increase their pace in 
transformations to adapt to new realities, business models, products, or services. The 
efficiency level required, and increasing, put to enterprises and their workers the pres-
sure for delivery, with quality, under several types of concerns when dealing with trans-
formation. 

From this work we can assess the validity in the identified problem: the alignment 
on temporary and permanent governance roles, towards the stakeholder’s concern on 
Time and Cost Vs. Quality and Expertise (or Functional Vs. Product as [33] put it. 

As main contributions from this work we can highlight: 

1. A conceptual map for the temporary and permanent governance roles enrolled in 
enterprise transformation (Fig. 5); 

2. A proposal of Viewpoint for ArchiMate, and related views, with the concerns on the 
Identification of permanent and temporary governance transformation roles and 
serve relation (Table 2); 

3. A method on assessing the governance structure in a project and classify according 
to governance structures characteristics (section 3- Temporary and Permanent Gov-
ernance Continuum). 

As for future work, adding other efficiency and control instruments are a way for-
ward in the research. Two directions are being followed: i) the set of rules and elements 
to measure and represent the influence relationship between permanent and temporary 
governance roles; and ii) the identification of added rules onto the coherence of the 
governance structure, from different classifications and models. 
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