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Executive Summary

In 2006 already, Clive Humby said: “Data is the New Oil!” and like oil, data needs “infrastructure”
to be gathered, analyzed and used. This infrastructure is called data governance and it is essential
in today’s data-driven era to ensure availability, quality and security of an organization’s data. This
is especially true for financial services firms, which deal with massive amounts of highly-sensitive
personal data, such as names, dates of birth and bank details, and operate in a highly regulated
environment. Therefore, it is essential that any new data governance policies, such as a transition
to a cloud-based data governance policy, are implemented as quickly and efficiently as possible.
Research thus far has primarily focused on the importance of data governance and developing data
governance models. However, the implementation of data governance proves to be not without its
barriers. Some research has been done into what barriers organizations encounter when attempting
to implement new data governance policies, but strategies to deal with these barriers have not been
found in existing literature. Therefore, this research seeks to answer the question:

“How do managers at financial services firms in the Netherlands deal with the bar-
riers to successfully implement new data governance?”

This thesis used a literature study, twelve individual interviews with PwC employees who were
heavily involved in data governance implementation processes at financial services firms in the
Netherlands and a focus group interview with experts from PwC to determine what barriers fi-
nancial services firms face when they are implementing new data governance, which strategies they
use to deal with these barriers and what key factors influence the decision-making in this implemen-
tation process. These three elements were then used to find the answer to how managers at financial
services firms in the Netherlands successfully implement new data governance.

The research attempts to close the gap in the literature surrounding the general strategies that
are used to navigate the barriers that inhibit (new) data governance implementation. Furthermore,
it can help further identify which barriers (financial services) firms face when attempting to imple-
ment new data governance and aid in the development of more effective data governance framework.
Additionally, the improved understanding of how financial services firms navigate the barriers that
inhibit data governance implementation can help maintain trust in financial services firms and the
financial system as a whole and it can aid in the development of more effective regulatory frameworks
to increase how fast financial services firms are able to comply to them.

The barriers financial firms face to implementing data governance that were found in this thesis were
sorted into four broad categories: “Organizational culture/structure”, ”Senior management prior-
ity”, ”IT performance” and ”Lack of information”. Examples of these barriers are: a “restrictive
mindset”, “unfocused strategy”, “incompatible IT systems” or a “lack of information on technol-
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ogy”. The strategies the firms used to deal with these barriers were also sorted into four different
categories: “Senior management vision/championing”, “Technological tools/skills”, “Stakeholder
involvement /consensus” and the “Business case” strategy. Examples of these strategies are: “devel-
oping a global vision”, “standardization of technology”, “stakeholder involvement” and “building a
broad business case”. A complete overview of the barriers and their corresponding strategies that
were found in this thesis can be found in figure [4.1

It was found that both the barriers financial services firms face to implementing data governance
as well as the strategies they use to deal with those barriers are very similar to the barriers and
strategies involved with implementation of innovation. Furthermore, some of the strategies that
were mentioned in the individual interviews, were previously unknown to some participants of the
focus group and thus provided them with an immediate point of action. The focus group also rec-
ommended the development of a data governance maturity model that would help provide a quick
scan of the state of data governance implementation in an organization and a list of what would
need to happen to complete the implementation. Thus creating a more holistic approach to the
implementation of data governance. Additionally, based on this research, there were three strategies
that are believed to be more important than the other strategies found in this research. Those were
involving all the stakeholders in the process, finding an appropriate sponsor and/or champion and
developing a broad business case. Combining these three strategies with the aforementioned holistic
approach will allow firms to navigate the barriers involved with data governance implementation. It
is recommended that future research replicates this study from the perspective of internal financial
services firms employees, to be able to compare and contrast the internal and external perspective.
Another recommendation is that future research investigates the temporal dependencies of the data
governance implementation process by analyzing an ongoing process from start to finish to be able
to obtain a better understanding of the entire process.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

“The world’s most valuable resource is no longer oil, but data” was the headline of a 2017 arti-
cle in The Economist which illustrated the transformative power of data in the 21st century (The
Economist| (2017))). As we witness data surpassing oil in significance, the need to safeguard, govern,
and derive value from this invaluable asset becomes increasingly apparent. This had already been
predicted by British mathematician Clive Humby in his 2006 talk aptly titled: “Data is the New Oil!”
(Humby| (2006])). However, Humby did not only predict data to become more valuable than oil, he
also compared data to oil in a different fashion. In the same way that oils needs drilling installations,
pipelines and refineries to become usable, data also needs certain “infrastructure” to be gathered,
analyzed and used. Furthermore, like oil, data leaks can be massive risks to a company and lead to
huge damages, for example when all three billion Yahoo accounts were hacked in 2013, decreasing
the company’s value by $350 million (Stempel and Finkle| (2017))).

Unlike oil however, data is not a finite resource, it is reusable and above all the amount of data
is increasing rapidly. Between 2010 and 2020 annual data production increased thirty-twofold and
is projected to increase even further (Taylor| (2021))). Even though not all of this data is stored, it
is evident that strong guidelines need to be in place to manage an organization’s data to ensure its
quality amidst an ever increasing ocean of data. Furthermore, these guidelines should also ensure
that reusable data does not disappear in the aforementioned ocean. In response to the growing
importance of data, the European Union has set up regulations to ensure the data protection of
its citizens through the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR). This regulation applies to
anyone or any organization that collects and processes personal data of EU citizens, wherever they
are based or wherever the data is stored (Tankard| (2016])). The breach of this regulations could lead
to fines up to 4% of the worldwide turnover of an enterprise (Albrecht| (2016))). However, compliance
to this regulation proves to be not without its difficulties evidenced by many multi-million euro fines
with a 1.2 billion euro fine for Facebook’s and Instagram’s parent company Meta taking the crown
(European Data Protection Board| (2023)).

The set of standards and policies an organization can put in place to ensure the quality and security of
their data is called their Data Governance policy. The purpose of this data governance is to increase
the value of data and minimize data-related costs and risks (Abraham, Schneider, and vom Brocke
(2019)). This is done by setting up a framework of decision rights and accountabilities, formaliz-
ing data policies, standards and procedures, monitoring compliance and data quality and thereby
enabling the organization to manage data as a strategic asset (Abraham et al. (2019)). According



to |Stulp, Demneri, and Munnik| (2023), when well-implemented and embedded data governance is
effective it will result in proper management of the availability, usability, integrity, quality and se-
curity of data within the organization. It will also improve regulatory compliance, create consistent
data definitions, solve data analytics and reporting issues and reduce costs (Stulp et al|(2023)).

1.1 Problem Statement

The increasing importance of data in the financial services sector (i.e. banks, insurance companies,
pension providers etc.), combined with the generally low quality of financial data
Doumpos, Pardalos, and Zopounidis| (2019)) and the fact that financial services firms deal with
sensitive personal data (e.g. names, addresses, dates of birth, bank details) signify the relevance
of data governance within the financial services sector. Without appropriate data governance, fi-
nancial services firms will lose the public’s trust to carefully handle their personal data which will
in turn destabilize the global financial system since that is based on people’s trust in banks, hence
the term “fiduciary money”. Furthermore, data quality and security requirements in the financial
services sector are being driven by continuous tightening of regulatory and compliance standards
(Orgeldinger (2018)). Aside from the aforementioned GDPR, already in 2013 the Basel Committee|
lon Banking Supervision| (2013)) published the “Principles for effective risk data aggregation and risk
reporting” (BCBS 239) which requires global systemically important banks (G-SIBs) (i.e. banks
whose failure might lead to a financial crisis) to have a strong data governance and infrastructure
for their risk management data. This was set up to give banks guidelines to help increase their
financial stability, and thus the stability of the global financial system as a whole, through robust
risk data management (Basel Committee on Banking Supervision| (2013); |Orgeldinger| (2018))).

The progress report on compliance to BCBS 239 by the Basel Committee on Banking Supervi-|
found that in the five years since BCBS 239 was published, none of the banks were fully
compliant with their data governance policies. Additionally, according to [Runte and Kamps| (2023)
there has been a significant increase in the number of fines for GDPR violations in the financial
services sector. Clearly, there are barriers to the implementation of data governance at financial
services firms. This is reinforced by |Al-Ruithe and Benkhelifa] (2017)), who found several barriers to
the implementation of new data governance policies. New data governance policies are a change to
current policy, for example when a firm switches to cloud computing or when there are regulatory
changes such as BCBS 239. Examples of these barriers are a lack of support from executives and
stakeholders, a lack of focus on data governance within the organization and an unsupportive organi-
zational culture (Al-Ruithe and Benkhelifa| (2017))). Morabito (2015)) also mentions several barriers
to the implementation of data governance policies, e.g. incompatible systems and IT infrastructures,
divergent and opposing priorities within an organization and getting all parties to agree on appro-
priate rules and policies. found similar barriers in unsupportive organizational structures

(Ladley| (2020a))) and legacy applications (Ladley| (2020c)).

Research thus far has primarily focused on the importance of data governance and developing data
governance models, in general (e.g. Khatri and Brown| (2010), [Weber, Otto, and Osterle, (2009) and
\Janssen, Brous, Estevez, Barbosa, and Janowskil (2020)) and in the financial services industry in
particular (e.g. [Karkoskova| (2022))). In their literature review, |[Abraham et al| (2019) develop a
data governance framework based on existing literature and use that framework to discuss the state
of knowledge regarding data governance. They discuss the exact data governance mechanisms, the




scope of data governance, the antecedents and the consequences of data governance. |Abraham et al.
(2019) found that certain antecedents of data governance can act as barriers to the implementation
and that many data governance approaches do not consider these barriers, which [Abraham et al.
deem as reductionist and unrealistic. They suggest that future research needs to analyze the impact
of these barriers on the implementation of data governance. A similar suggestion is made by [Al-
Ruithe and Benkhelifal (2017)), who recommend that future research develops a deeper understanding
of the impact of the barriers they found on the implementation process and how these barriers can
be overcome.

It is clear that the implementation of data governance policies at financial services firms suffers
from barriers that inhibit it. This in turn inhibits the financial services firms, their clients and
the financial system from enjoying the benefits of effective data governance. In order to enable
and accelerate the implementation of data governance, one needs devise a strategy to address and
navigate these barriers. The importance of these strategies is illustrated in [Loewe and Dominiquini
(2006)), Meijer| (2015)) and [Parris, Bouchet, Welty Peachey, and Arnold| (2016). [Parris et al.| (2016)
suggest several implementation steps that organizations are recommended to take to address the
potential pitfalls and barriers to the implementation. Examples of these strategies are selecting an
appropriate champion, demonstrating the return-on-investment (ROI) and providing appropriate
training/education to better understand what they are trying to implement and the implementa-
tion process itself. However, the three aforementioned papers do not discuss data governance, but
rather they consider the barriers to innovation and the strategies that are needed to overcome these
barriers. So far, no research has been done into the strategies that are needed to overcome barri-
ers to data governance implementation. Furthermore, Karkoskovd (2022)), when developing a data
governance model for a specific financial services firm, also found a lack of data governance imple-
mentation strategies, especially in financial services firms and therefore recommends future research
studies the implementation methods of data governance at financial services firms. However, since
Karkoskovéd| (2022) developed an approach for a specific financial services firm that had no existing
data governance practices in place, this thesis is academically relevant as it attempts to close the
gap in the literature surrounding the general strategies that are used to navigate the barriers that
inhibit (new) data governance implementation.

1.2 Research Objective & Research Questions

If no strategies are applied to navigate the barriers that inhibit the successful implementation of data
governance, (mandatory) data governance implementation is slowed down considerably or inhibited
entirely, as exhibited by |Basel Committee on Banking Supervision| (2020). The implementation pro-
cess then takes up massive amounts of time and resources of financial services firms that could have
been spent on other urgent projects. Additionally, data governance implementation also strength-
ens the global financial system, as mentioned above, and thus this thesis has a considerable societal
relevance. Identifying the strategies that financial services firms have used to successfully implement
data governance can help optimize the implementation process so that it requires less resources and
is completed faster. However, the definition of a successful implementation is not that simple since
data governance is not a project but a continuously ongoing program (Karkoskova (2022)). Does
the success of the implementation depend on the success of the data governance itself or does it
depend on the degree of success experienced by an outside party that was hired to consult on the
implementation project? It is important to identify the success of an implementation project to be



able to determine how successful firms have tackled the barriers they faced. Therefore the goal of
this research is to identify the barriers financial services firms face when implementing new data
governance policies and the strategies they use to successfully implement data governance. Thus,
the main research question of this thesis is:

How do managers at financial services firms in the Netherlands deal with barriers to successfully
implement new data governance?

The following sub-questions were developed to help answer the main research question:

o What does a successful implementation of data governance mean?

o What are the barriers that financial services firms in the Netherlands encounter when attempt-
ing to implement new data governance policies?

o What strategies do managers at financial services firms in the Netherlands employ to deal with
barriers to data governance?

This thesis contributes to the understanding of barriers that inhibit the implementation of data gov-
ernance at financial services firms and the strategies that are used to address them. An improved
understanding of how the strategies financial services firms employ to mitigate the barriers to data
governance implementation influence the success of said implementation can help financial services
firms with their implementation of new data governance in response to changing regulatory require-
ments, such as the aforementioned BCBS 239 (Basel Committee on Banking Supervision (2013)),
Payment Service Directive (PSD) 2 (Dutch Central Bank (n.d.)) or the EU Artificial Intelligence
(AI) Act (Future of Life Institute| (2023)), or when modernizing their core banking systems by
switching to Cloud computing. All to optimize, stabilize and future-proof data management in the
crucial global financial system.

1.3 Societal and Scientific Relevance

This thesis is societally relevant because in the current age of increasing data breaches and privacy
concerns, understanding how financial services firms navigate data governance contributes to the
safeguarding of sensitive personal data. Furthermore, the insights obtained from this thesis may
contribute to practices that help maintain trust in financial services firms and thus maintain the
stability of the financial system. Additionally, since it has proven difficult for financial services firms
to comply with data governance regulations, such as those in BCBS 239, the improved understand-
ing of the barriers and strategies involved in data governance implementation gained through this
thesis can help design more effective regulatory frameworks and thereby increase how fast financial
services firms are able to comply.

As stated earlier, this thesis is scientifically relevant as it attempts to close the gap in the liter-
ature surrounding the general strategies that are used to navigate the barriers that inhibit (new)
data governance implementation. Furthermore, it can help further identify which barriers (financial



services) firms face when attempting to implement new data governance, as current literature on
these barriers is rather limited. Additionally, the improved understanding of how (financial services)
firms implement data governance, along with the barriers and strategies that accompany this im-
plementation, can help develop data governance frameworks that are more effective to avoid these
barriers in the first place.

1.4 Thesis Structure

In order to achieve this goal chapter [2] will analyze current literature on the success of data gover-
nance implementation, barriers to data governance implementation and the strategies that are used
to deal with those barriers. Chapter [3| will then elaborate on the research methods of this thesis
and provide and describe the barriers and strategies that were found. The results of the research
will be presented in chapter 4] where strategies will be linked to their corresponding barriers and
analyzed and discussed in chapter 5} Chapter [5] will also present the limitations of the thesis and
provide recommendations for future research. Finally, chapter [6] will attempt to answer the research
questions.






Chapter 2

Literature Framework

This chapter will develop a framework of existing literature based on the research question presented
in chapter Since data governance can be quite a vague subject, section further on in this
chapter will provide a description of the current state of knowledge of data governance itself to
provide a better feel of the subject. Then a definition of a successful implementation will be chosen
based on the available literature in section [2.1.2] to be able to answer the first sub-question of
this thesis. Next the literature, some of which has already been mentioned in chapter |1} will be
further explored in section to describe the current knowledge of barriers to data governance
implementation and to be able to classify the barriers that will be found in chapter [l Lastly, the
current literature surrounding strategies to deal with the aforementioned barriers will be explored in
section [2.1.4] to develop a framework that can be used to help classify the strategies found in chapter
4l

2.1 Conceptual Framework Development

Based on the problem description in chapter [T} the conceptual model in figure 2.1 was drawn. It
is assumed that this is a mediation model. This means that there are a series of n barriers that
would inhibit the implementation of data governance. These barriers are further discussed in section
The inhibiting relation between the barriers and the implementation success is mediated by
applying (a set of) strategies which is discussed further in section The exact nature of these
mediating effects, and what strategies are used to achieve this effect is what this thesis attempts to
find. Finally, the success of the data governance implementation is not objective, its subjectiveness
and the definition of success that is chosen in this thesis is discussed in section 2.1.21

2.1.1 Data Governance

According to|Janssen et al.| (2020)), the goals of data governance are ensuring the quality and proper
use of data, meeting compliance requirements and helping to use data to create public value. There-
fore they define data governance as “organizations and their personnel defining, applying and moni-
toring the patterns of rules and authorities for directing the proper functioning of, and ensuring the
accountability for, the entire life-cycle of data and algorithms within and across organizations.”

Janssen et al.[(2020) go on to describe three approaches to data governance. First is the planning and
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Figure 2.1: The conceptual model of the implementation of a data governance model developed
based on chapter

control approach. Organizations taking this approach base their data governance implementation on
an annual cycle of planning and control. Targets are formulated every year along with the allocation
of budget and teams and departments need to compete with each other to obtain priorities for that
year. This makes the process replicable, verifiable and auditable. However, this approach is often
criticized for not easily adapting to change (Janssen and Van Der Voort| (2016])).

The second approach |Janssen et al| (2020) describe is the organizational approach. This approach
uses a top-down design to set up organizational structures for data governance. This is done through
setting up decision-making structures in different data areas underneath the Chief Information Offi-

cer (CIO), for example a Chief Data Officer (CDO) or a Chief Artificial Intelligence Officer (CAIO).
These structures then in turn include the responsibilities for data governance in their respective areas.

The third approach was popularized in the advent of GDPR and AI. The risk-based approach first
identifies the risks associated with the data and formulate appropriate governance measures to ad-
dress these risks (Janssen et al|(2020)). Examples of these risks are: inaccurate data, data loss or
data transfer to a different jurisdiction. The risk-based approach is widely advocated as a foundation
of data governance.

Khatri and Brown| (2010]) takes the organizational approach to developing a data governance model.
Their model spans five “decision domains”: data principles, data quality, metadata, data access and
data lifecycle. An organization that wants to implement that model then needs to decide on which
level of centralization the decision rights for the decision domain then lie. For example, the decision
rights for an organization’s data principles could be very centralized with a group of corporate ex-
ecutives while decision rights for data quality may be with data owners in many different business
units and thus be highly decentralized.

However, the data governance approaches are not mutually exclusive and can even complement
each other. This is evidenced by |Karkoskova (2022]) who developed a data governance model for a
specific financial services firm using a combination of the planning and control and organizational ap-



proaches. They use a cycle of data governance increments and evaluations to develop organizational
structures that support data governance. The data governance model in |[Karkoskova (2022) spans
three domains: “data governance”, which includes an assessment of the current state of data gover-
nance, development of data strategy and the definition of organizational structures and roles; “data
quality management”, which includes data quality management process, their associated RACI-
matrix (where RACI stands for Responsible, Accountable, Consulted and Informed), data quality
monitoring and data verification; and “metadata management”, which includes the data architec-
ture, data definitions and data lineage tracking. These domains were then developed over a series
of iterations until the stakeholders were satisfied with their functionality.

2.1.2 Implementation Success

Ladley| (2020b)) describes the following steps for the implementation of data governance: engagement,
in this step a clear vision of the necessity of data governance is developed and all stakeholders become
fully supportive and engaged in data governance; strategy, in this step a plan and set of require-
ments that need to be delivered to support and achieve organization initiatives is developed and the
data governance policy is aligned with organization-wide strategy; architecture and design, in this
step new organization capabilities are developed to sustain the data governance; implementation,
in this step the plan to roll out the data governance is made and carried out and data governance
is made operational; and operation and changes, in this step data governance is fully operational,
activities are being undertaken to make sure it is sustainable and its performance is being monitored.

However, what is a successful implementation? |Karkoskova (2022) supports |Ladley| (2020b)) by
saying: “It is important to note that data governance is not viewed as a project, but it must be
continuously handled as a program to meet changing business and requlatory needs.” Therefore, it is
not that simple to define a “successful” implementation. The most concise definition of successful
data governance is given by [Kooper, Maes, and Lindgreen| (2011): “Implementation of information
governance may be considered successful when it has led to an acceptable balance of the information
value for the three (groups of) actors involved”. These three actors are the creator, consumer and
governor of the data.

Kooper et al.| (2011)) uses the term “acceptable” over maximal for two reasons: (1) Using max-
imal would mean that the value of information can be measured which is questionable since no
objective measures can be applied and (2) the three actors might reach an acceptable optimum
instead of a maximum since they all have different perspectives. A blogpost by KPMG takes this to
a more practical level by stating that successful data governance reduces risk of data breaches, pro-
tects customer data, improves quality of the data and ensures the data is compliant with applicable
regulations and standards (KPMG Sofy Suite| (n.d.)).

Since these implementation projects are often done by outside consultants, it is also important
to define the success of a (management) consulting project. According to [Bronnenmayer, Wirtz,
and Gottel| (2016)), there are four dimensions that make up the perceived success of a management
consulting project: compliance with budget and schedule, degree of target achievement, profitabil-
ity and expansion and extension of work with a client. Of these four dimensions, degree of target
achievement was found to be the most important dimension.



Considering that the target of a (management) consulting project is set by the client, the degree of
target achievement is the degree of client happiness with the outcome of the project. In the case of
a data governance implementation project, this would mean that the implementation was successful
in the sense of [Kooper et al| (2011): “Implementation of information governance may be considered
successful when it has led to an acceptable balance of the information value for the three (groups of)
actors involved”. Or put into simpler terms data governance is successful when all three actors agree
on what has been implemented.

2.1.3 Barriers

As stated earlier, there is a substantial amount of evidence for the existence of barriers that in-
hibit successful implementation of innovation and/or data governance (Das, Verburg, Verbraeck,
and Bonebakker| (2018)), Sandberg and Aarikka-Stenroos| (2014), Drew| (1995)), Morabito| (2015]), |Al-
Ruithe and Benkhelifa (2017)). [Sandberg and Aarikka-Stenroos| (2014) divide barriers to innovation
in two categories: internal and external barriers, each with their own subcategories.

This thesis assumes that the barriers to data governance implementation at financial services firms
are roughly the same as the barriers to innovation at financial services firms since the categories of
barriers to the implementation of data governance named by [Al-Ruithe and Benkhelifa| (2017) share
considerable overlap with the barriers to innovation implementation (at financial services firms)
described in Das et al| (2018). |Cordeiro and Vieira (2012)) found that 33.3% of the CEOs they
interviewed stated that they found internal barriers to be the most important, while 57.1% found
both internal and external barriers to be significant and only 8.9% of CEOs thought the external
barriers were most important. Furthermore, internal barriers are barriers that a firm can actually
influence while external barriers are partially or completely outside of its influence (Sandberg and
|Aarikka-Stenroos (2014), Das et al| (2018))). Therefore, this thesis will focus on the internal bar-
riers that financial services firms face when implementing new data governance policies. Examples
of these barriers found in literature are: overzealous risk management (Das et al. (2018))), insuffi-
cient senior management support (1995))) and lack of focus (Al-Ruithe and Benkhelifa) (2017)).
Commonly cited external barriers are market turbulence and competitor behavior (Das et al.|(2018)).

So far two overarching classes of barriers have been described: internal and external barriers. How-
ever, there are other categories to classify barriers to data governance implementation.
land Benkhelifa| (2017) divide the barriers to cloud data governance implementation, or challenges as
they call them, into three categories: technological, e.g. data availability and data migration, legal,
e.g. contracts between actors and laws, and organizational /business, e.g. top management support
and organization size. However, the classification from [Al-Ruithe and Benkhelifa) (2017) does not
make a distinction between internal and external barriers and therefore also includes barriers firms
have no influence over. Therefore, this thesis will proceed with the overarching internal and external
classifications. [Sandberg and Aarikka-Stenroos| (2014)) divides the relevant category of internal bar-
riers into four different subcategories: restrictive mindset, for example fear of change, conservative
decision-making or a restrictive organizational culture; lack of competences, for example a lack of
knowledge about data governance or a lack of competences to turn data governance into a business
proposal; insufficient resources, for example a lack of time or budget to complete the data gover-
nance implementation; and unsupportive organizational structures, for example strict hierarchy or
bureaucracy causing communication and coordination difficulties.
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It is unlikely that a firm suffers from all of these barriers during the implementation of data gover-
nance and it is likely that the specifics of the new data governance policies influence what barriers
are encountered. For example, if the new policy requires that the company stores their data securely
for twice as long as they do now, it is very likely that they do not currently have the data storage
capacity for that. This falls under the incompatible IT infrastructure barrier found by [Morabito
(2015). Another example is that if a company is currently very lax with data privacy and the new
policy places a lot of emphasis on privacy and security, there may be resistance and push-back due
to the organizational culture acting as a barrier to the implementation. This is further enhanced by
the paper from Weber et al.| (2009) that developed a “contingency” model of data governance, to ad-
dress the need for data governance models to be adapted to the firms contingency factors, whatever
those may be. Examples of internal contingency factors, that can act as barriers, are organizational
structure and decision-making style (Weber et al.| (2009)).

2.1.4 Strategies to Deal with Barriers

New data governance policies are often a big change to the usual way of working and thus re-
quire appropriate strategies to deal with any barriers resisting this change. |D’Este, lammarino,
Savona, and Von Tunzelmann| (2012)) provide a very basic view to what these strategies should look
like. They say that strategies to reduce or remove the impact of barriers should be aimed at the
micro-level and thus foregoing the need for high-level, broad, unspecific change management models.

Loewe and Dominiquini| (2006) advise conducting an “innovation diagnostic” to determine a firms’
specific innovation challenges and opportunities and use that to learn from others who have faced
similar challenges. They also promote a holistic view to the innovation process by not just treating
the symptoms of the barriers, but their root-causes and not only acting on one root-cause. The root-
causes of innovation barriers fall into four different categories according to |[Loewe and Dominiquini
(2006) (leadership and organization; processes and tools; people and skills; and culture and values)
and they provide a strategy or “treatment” for each of these categories as can be seen in figure

Loewe and Dominiquini (2006)) advise to deal with organizational structure barriers through vision-
ary leadership that stresses the importance of innovation through convincing stories and aligning the
entire organization around a common definition of innovation. They say that innovation processes
should be systematic, but simple to allow for experimentation and idea generation and elaboration.
They also advise setting up diverse, cross-functional teams so that people from all over the organi-
zation can learn from each other and to allow for a more holistic approach to innovation so that it
is weaved into the business model. Lastly, they suggest creating a more supportive organizational
culture by allowing employees room to fail and opportunities to provide new ideas without fear of
negative judgement and by eliminating bureaucracy and hierarchy.

Meijer| (2015)) names more specific strategies to deal with barriers to innovation: organizational
structure barriers, organizational culture barriers and lack of competences barriers. According to
Meijer| (2015]), organizational structure barriers can be dealt with by demonstrating the ROI as a
way of obtaining organizational support; organizational culture barriers can be dealt with through
encouraging experimenting with the new technology by employees as a means of diminishing the feel-
ing that technology-induced change threatens their job security and firm leaders actively sponsoring
the new innovation to help convince doubtful elements within the firm; and lack of competences
barriers can be dealt with through enhancing digital literacy to ensure everyone understands the
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Figure 2.2: A schematic overview of the root causes to innovation barriers and the “treatment” of
these root causes to promote effective innovation as seen in [Loewe and Dominiquini| (2006).

capabilities of the innovation.

Contrary to the approach for dealing with lack of competences barriers of Meijer| that sug-
gests increasing the competences of the firm itself, [Sandberg and Aarikka-Stenroos| (2014) suggests
that in the case a firm runs into a lack of competences as a barrier, they should look for appropriate
partners to help develop the implementation with regards to these missing competences, for example
through hiring a consulting firm to help with the implementation process or through procuring a
third party data quality tool. Aside from demonstrating ROI, all of the aforementioned strategies
from [Meijer| (2015) and [Sandberg and Aarikka-Stenroos| (2014) can be sorted into the categories
from |[Loewe and Dominiquini (2006). The strategy to deal with a lack of competences from both
Meijer| (2015) and |Sandberg and Aarikka-Stenroos| (2014) has considerable overlap with the People
& Skills category from Loewe and Dominiquini (2006), whereas the strategy for the same barrier
from |Sandberg and Aarikka-Stenroos| (2014) would fit more into the Processes & Tools category.
The strategy of encouraging experimenting to deal with an unsupportive organizational culture fits
right into the Culture & Values category, whereas the Meijers other strategy to deal with the same
barrier fits more in the Leadership & Organization category.

[Parris et al| (2016) also discuss strategies to overcome barriers to the implementation of innova-
tion. The strategies they name are essentially more detailed versions of the strategies named above.
Examples of this are: selecting a preliminary champion for the innovation who can articulate all
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the potential benefits to sell the idea to a broad array of stakeholders, as an example of visionary
leadership; developing a solid proposal with emphasis on costs and benefits that can be delivered in
a short elevator speech, as an example of demonstrating ROI; and hiring a specific project manager
and empowering skilled personnel to be accountable for the implementation, as an example of pro-
viding the enabling processes and tools for the implementation.
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Chapter 3

Methods

This chapter will discuss the research methods that were used in this thesis to help answer the
research question from chapter [1| based on the framework that was provided in chapter This
chapter will first go into the research design and then discuss the two instruments that were used to
gather the data.

3.1 Research Design

The aim of this research is to find out how managers at financial services firms deal with the barriers
they face when implementing new data governance. Since this research aims to answer a “how” ques-
tion, this research applied a case study design (Yin| (2009)). More specifically, a multiple case study
design was applied to be able to compare similarities and differences between cases and increase
robustness of the research (Hunziker and Blankenagel (2021)). Data for this research was gathered
through semi-structured interviews with people closely involved in the implementation projects. The
individual interviews were followed up on by a single focus group interview with participants from
PwC Advisory to briefly validate the findings from the individual interviews, have an open discussion
about the actionability of the results for future data governance implementations and thereby aid
in developing a cross-case analysis, which is an advantage of a multiple case study design (Hunziker
and Blankenagel| (2021))

To ensure that a broad range of high-quality data governance implementation cases are a part
of this research, it was chosen to complete this research in collaboration with the PwC Advisory
branch in the Netherlands. They helped select six different cases that had encountered barriers in
their data governance implementation from banks and pension providers and provided the oppor-
tunity to interview someone from the team who had worked on the project for each case. All six
of these cases were projects that had been done in the past three years. The first case regarded
the analysis of the implementation of the current data governance policy at a large Dutch bank and
the development of a high-level roadmap for the implementation of a new data governance policy to
restructure their global customer data. Therefore this case carries out steps one and two of the five
steps of data governance implementation by [Ladley| (2020bf). The second case regarded the analysis
of the implementation of a new data governance policy at a Dutch pension firm that was initiated
because of the Dutch new pension law that went into effect on July 1st 2023 (Dutch Department
of Social Affairs (2023])). This case went through the first four steps from |[Ladley| (2020b)). The
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third case regarded a risk analysis of the current data governance policy at a large Dutch bank and
the development of a high-level roadmap and a business case for the implementation of a new data
governance policy for the decommissioning of their legacy applications. Therefore this case carries
out steps one and two from |Ladley| (2020b)). The fourth cases regarded the full implementation of
a new data governance policy at a large Dutch bank due to their transition from legacy systems to
cloud-based systems, thereby completing all five steps from [Ladley| (2020b)). The fifth case regarded
the analysis of the implementation of the current data governance policy to convince the manage-
ment board of a large Dutch bank of the need to implement a new data governance policy and the
development of a high-level plan for the implementation and aligning data governance with the firm’s
overall strategy, thereby completing steps one and two from [Ladley| (2020b)). The sixth and last case
regarded the vision of a corporate executive with regards to a transition to cloud-based systems and
the accompanying data governance. This was followed by the development of an implementation
plan, a risk analysis and mitigation plan and a data architecture, thus completing steps one through
three from |Ladley| (2020b)). These case details are summarized in table

Table 3.1: A summary of the case details.

Case Project details Steps completed from | Firm type
Ladley| (2020b)
1 Current DG analysis and | 1 & 2 Bank

high-level roadmap devel-
opment towards new data
governance

2 Change to mnew Dutch | 1-4 Pension firm
pension system
3 Current DG (risk) | 1& 2 Bank
analysis and high-level
roadmap development
towards new data gover-
nance

4 Change from legacy sys- | 1-5 Bank
tems to Cloud-based sys-
tems

5 Current DG analysis and | 1 & 2 Bank
high-level roadmap devel-
opment towards new data
governance

6 Preparing change to pub- | 1-3 Bank
lic Cloud-based systems

When these six cases are put next to the definition of a successful implementation from section [2.1.2)
cases two and four have completed a “successful implementation of data governance”. However, an
argument can be made that case 6 also completed a successful implementation since according to
participant 6.1 (from table “all stakeholders fully trusted the new data governance policy”, satis-
fying the success condition formulated in section and implementations of the data governance
were being done application by application at the time of the interview. On the other hand, the
other three cases have not particularly completed a successful implementation, however, they have
completed at least the first two steps from [Ladley| (2020b). Therefore, these cases have some degree
of success as well, which was one of the case selection criteria. The other case selection criteria were
the sector, the project had to have been completed in the financial services sector; availability of
participants, at least two participants had to be able to be interviewed about a case, and the case
had to have happened recently, so that recall bias would play less of a factor and participants would
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be able to remember details about the case.

3.2 Interviews

3.2.1 Interview protocol

Primary data collection was done through semi-structured interviews. This was the most suitable
method as it allowed for flexibility to explore participants’ experiences, perspectives and approaches
while maintaining a consistent set of core questions. Before the interview process, the areas and
topics of focus were defined to help develop a framework of questions to help obtain the right infor-
mation. Furthermore, the protocol was set up to make the interviews as clear and concise as possible
to avoid jargon and compound sentences that could cause confusion. According to |George| (2023),
these three steps help get the right information from the interviews without biasing the responses.
The full interview guide is provided in appendix [A]

In their invitation to the interview, participant’s were already told the exact case they were to
be interviewed on so that they could prepare and potentially look into case document’s to help
remind them of case details and help refresh their memory. Before the start of the interview, the
interviewer and participant exchanged in a brief informal conversation to ensure that participant’s
felt comfortable in their interaction with the researcher, to ensure a “good” response (Barriball and
While| (1994)). Following that, the interview starts with an introduction to discuss the confidential-
ity of the research and to ensure the consent of the participant. The participant was then reminded
of the case they were going to be interviewed on and politely requested to limit their responses to
only discuss this case and not discuss any other data governance related projects they had worked
on. The first two questions they were asked regarded the background and context of the case and
the role of the participant in the case. These questions were used to develop an understanding of
the approach and design this case had towards their data governance.

When the context of the case was clear, participants were asked to sketch out a project timeline
to develop a clearer view on the implementation process and to help participants think about the
steps they had taken to help remind them of any additional case details they might have forgotten.
Participants were then asked to describe the barriers they encountered during this process and the
strategy they used to deal with these barriers. Furthermore, they were asked if they felt that any of
the strategies they used were particularly effective or ineffective.

Lastly, participants were asked about the lessons they learned during this process and how they
rated the success of their case. They were also asked to provide the metrics used to judge this
success rating. Then there was room for participants to provide any additional comments or ask
any questions to the researcher they might have. Finally, participants were thanked for their time
and a moment was taken to re-agree on the confidentiality of the interview and restate their consent.

3.2.2 Interview Participants

Participants for the interviews were selected with the help of a manager at PwC Advisory. It was
chosen to conduct the interviews with PwC employees instead of employees of the financial services
firms themselves for three reasons: as external consultants they are more likely to offer a more
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neutral and objective viewpoint compared to internal employees, this neutrality can be beneficial
for obtaining candid responses and avoiding potential biases that arise from internal perspectives
(Von Soest/ (2023)); they are more likely to have knowledge of the entire process since they are hired
to help and advice top-level management as well as perform more “grunt-level” work during the
implementation phase (Larsson, Andersson, Markowski, Nilsson, and Mayor| (2019)); and practical-
ity, coordinating interviews with one consulting firm is more simple and efficient than coordinating
interviews with multiple financial services firms and their employees. The manager provided a list
of PwC employees who had worked on the six cases that were selected beforehand.

For four of these cases, this list contained only two people that had worked on this project. There-
fore, to maintain a consistent approach to each case, it was chosen to interview two people per case
spread across two rounds. The interview guide was revised in between the two rounds to make sure
anything that remained unclear after the first round could be cleared up in the second round. If after
that, participants still had conflicting answers on the same subject, they were contacted individually
to clear up any possible misconceptions and discover the reasons for these conflicting answers. For
the cases that had more than two people on the list of potential participants, participants were
selected based on the following selection criteria: extent of involvement in the process, participants
who have been involved in more steps from the five steps of data governance implementation from
Ladley| (2020b) are likely to have more knowledge; diversity of roles, there was a preference of se-
lecting a second participant with a different role in the project compared to the first to capture
more perspectives and a broader knowledge of the case; and availability, if more participants were
as equally qualified the criterion of availability was used to select the person that was available at
the earliest moment to make the research process more efficient. These potential participants were
then invited through the Microsoft Teams scheduling tool that automatically provided suggestions
for appropriate timings for the interviews.

As discussed in section only one of the cases completed all five steps from Ladley| (2020b)).
Another case completed the first four steps, another the first three and the other three cases only
completed the first two steps. A full overview of the cases is given in table The first participant
who was interviewed about the case is denoted with x.1 and the second participant with z.2 as can
be seen in the first column of table [3.2] their role in the project is displayed in the second column,
the steps that they were involved in are displayed in the third column and the last column displays
the firm they completed the project at.

3.2.3 Data Collection

Individual interviews were conducted virtually through Microsoft Teams which allowed the inter-
view to be recorded easily and the automatic writing of a rough draft of the verbatim interview
transcript. Ten out of twelve interviews were conducted in Dutch, but coded in English, because the
participants were more comfortable in Dutch and two interviews were conducted in English because
the participants did not speak Dutch. Since the interviews were conducted virtually, prior to each
interview, consent was obtained from each participant, ensuring confidentiality and voluntary par-
ticipation. During the interview, the interview guide in appendix [A] was used to provide structure to
the interview and ensure all interviews went according to the plan described in section After
the interviews, the audio recording was listened back to eliminate any mistakes in the automatically
generated transcript, e.g. the automatic Dutch transcript often contained “PBC” or “PVC” instead
of “PwC”. After finishing the transcripts, interview recordings were deleted. Furthermore, steps
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Table 3.2: An overview of the cases the interview participants had worked on.

Interview Role Implementations Firm
steps completed

1.1 Responsible for final | 1 & 2 Bank Alpha
deliverable

1.2 Engagement lead 1&2 Bank Alpha

2.1 Engagement lead 1-4 Pension firm Bravo

2.2 Project management | 1-4 Pension firm Bravo
support

3.1 Engagement lead 1&2 Bank Charlie

3.2 Finance and risk, data | 1 & 2 Bank Charlie
and investments

4.1 Implementation team | 1-5 Bank Delta

4.2 Overview of imple- | 1-5 Bank Delta
mentation

5.1 Data management 1&2 Bank Echo

5.2 Data management 1&2 Bank Echo

6.1 Risk and compliance 1-3 Bank Foxtrot

6.2 Data architecture 1-3 Bank Foxtrot

were undertaken to ensure no confidential or personal identifiable data will be publicized. This
will all be in compliance with TU Delft Human Research Ethics Committee regulations who have
approved the methods used in this research.

3.2.4 Data Analysis

All transcripts were automatically generated in Microsoft Word documents. These transcripts were
edited based on listening to the audio recordings to eliminate any mistakes in transcription, as men-
tioned in section [3.2.3]

Data Reduction

According to [Miles and Huberman| (1994), the first step to qualitative data analysis is data reduc-
tion. This was done through randomly selecting five transcripts, creating a code for summarizing
these excerpts and broader themes of these codes. The broad themes were divided into Project
details, Timeline, Barriers, Strategies and Measures of success. Some examples of this are: “The
business case and the high-level roadmap were both delivered and were both well received.” was coded
as “positive judgement of deliverable” within the broader “measures of success” theme; “(...) train-
ing and involving people in the process was the best way to conduct to ensure sustainability and
adaptability.” was coded as “stakeholder training” and “stakeholder involvement” within a broader
“strategies” theme; “(...)besides, the stakeholder is sometimes unavailable (...)” was coded as “stake-
holder availability” within a broader “barriers” theme; “We started off with a kick-off session with
the core team to make sure everyone is on the same page.” was coded as “kick-off session” within
the broader “timeline” theme, all steps following this example were all grouped in chronological
order within the “timeline” theme of that case; and “(...) I was the engagement lead and responsible
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for the final deliverable (...)” was coded as “engagement lead” within a broader theme of “project
details”, where all case details (assignment description, the role of the participant, the reason for
the need to implement new data governance, etc.) were grouped into.

This initial code was then used to deductively code the other transcripts and the codes were grouped
into themes based on their similarities. This grouping helped with an initial structuring of the data.
These codes and themes were then imported into Microsoft Excel and reviewed to make sure they are
useful and accurate representations of the data. This was done by re-reading interview transcripts
to look over which excerpts belonged to which themes. The codes for barriers and strategies were
further treated with more detail to be able to compare them with literature.

During the coding of the interviews, eighteen different barriers to the implementation of new data
governance at financial services firms in the Netherlands were discussed. For this coding the barriers
were used that had already been found in literature by |Drew| (1995)), [Morabito| (2015) and [Das et
al. (2018)). However, some of the barriers in these papers had so much overlap that they were then
classified as the same category in the 15* order constructs in coding, for example “Organizational
inflexibility” and “Unsupportive organizational structure”. Table displays the code book of the
barriers that were found in the individual interviews. The first column of the table displays the 274
order constructs that are formed by the 15* order constructs that were discussed earlier, which are
displayed in the second column of table The definition of these 1% order constructs is displayed
in the third column and an exemplary quote from the individual interviews is displayed in the fourth
column along with the participant who said the quote. The last column shows the grounding of the
quote with the number of times the 1¢ order construct was mentioned in total on the left and the
number of individual interviews this construct was mentioned in is displayed on the right in brackets.
Section [£.2] will describe the contents of table [3.3] in more detail as a part of the results chapter.

Similarly to the barriers above, the strategies used to deal with the barriers were also sorted into
different categories during coding. Thirty different strategies were found during initial coding, but
again some of them were found to be too similar to others and were thus assimilated. An example
of this is “global vision”, “global direction” and “corporate vision” which were all grouped under
“develop global vision”. This left nine unique strategies, which, unlike the barriers, were not drawn
from existing literature, since no specific strategies had been found in literature. These 15 order
construct categories were then grouped into broader 2" order constructs, in the same way as the
barriers in the previous section, as can be seen in table Section will describe the contents of
table in more detail as a part of the results chapter.

Data Display

The next step from Miles and Huberman| (1994)) is to display the data. [Eisenhardt and Graebner
(2007)) suggest displaying the data in tables and other visual devices that summarize the related case
evidence and creating a summarizing “construct table” that summarizes evidence and indicates how
each construct is “measured”. In this research the data is displayed in three different tables, a table
with the code book for the barriers (table , a second table with the code book for the strategies
(table . The third table forms the core of the results and matches the strategies to the barriers
and was used to elaborate on how these specific strategies were used to address the specific barriers,
as illustrated in figure
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Table 3.3: The code book of the barriers that were f

und in the individu

al interviews.

27°d order construct 15t order construct Definition Exemplary quote Grounding
Restrictive mindset Quotations concerning “There was discussion 6 (4)
the restrictive and con- surrounding data own-
servative mindsets sur- ership that dominated
rounding change. over the need to migrate
to the new system.”, 3.1
Unsupportive organi- Quotations concerning “The stakeholder 52 (12)
zational structure examples of unsup- management and gover-
portive organizational nance structure at the
structures in financial firm are wvery complex
services firms. and additionally there
are multiple exter-
nal stakeholders with
immense power.”, 2.2
Cultural barriers Quotations concerning “The German cultural 4(2)
barriers that exist due thoroughness and punc-
to cultural differences tuality made them not
between different na- want to adopt the global
tional branches of the system they saw as inac-
firm. curate.”, 1.1
Employee turnover Quotations concerning “The CTO left during 6 (2)
the turnover of employ- the project and nobody
ees and the involved is able to make a deci-
loss of knowledge and sion due to the absence
decision-making power. of C-level.”, 6.1
Organizational cul- Overzealous risk man- Quotations concerning “The company aims at 15 (3)
ture/structure agement the risk aversion of the perfect control of data
financial services sec- even though that was
tor. not necessary due to ex-
ternal controls.”, 2.2
Unfocused strategy Quotations concerning “They have a vision on 19 (5)
an unfocused strategy. data that does mot go
much further than: we
want to do smart things
with data.”, 2.1
Diverging and oppos- Quotations concerning “Certain  stakeholders 44 (8)
ing priorities diverging and opposing resisted the change due
priorities within the or- to their own personal
ganization. agenda’s.”, 3.2
Time and financials Quotations concer- “There is a certain ca- 12 (5)
ing the lack of time pacity within a team and
and financials for the if part of that capacity
project. is used to implement the
change, it is not used to
directly create value for
the business.”, 4.2
Senior management Insufficient senior man- Quotations concerning “Program manager with 13 (4)
priority agement support insufficient support for opposing view tried sab-
the project from senior otaging the change.”,
management 3.1
Incompatible IT sys- Quotations concerning “The process did not 15 (6)
tems incompatible IT sys- go owver wery smoothly
tems within an organi- due to the different mu-
zation. tually incompatible IT
systems.”, 1.1
IT performance Performance of IT de- Quotations concerning “We had to wait for 19 (6)
partment the performance of the the data to get unlocked
IT department. and moved into the data
lake.”, 2.1
Lack of understanding Quotations concerning “If you don’t agree on a 4 (2)
that business defini- the lack of understand- definition of done, you
tions vary ing that some people will run into problems
may understand cer- with differing expecta-
tain terms differently. tions at the end.”, 2.1
Lack of information on Quotations concerning “Because it’s new we see 16 (4)
markets the lack of information a change in the rules of
on what the rest of the the game every month
market is doing. or so.”, 2.1
Lack of information Lack of information on Quotations concerning “There is a machine 7 (1)
technology the lack of informa- learning tool that we

tion on specific tech-
nologies.

could use to enhance the
process, but we do not
use it as much because
seniors at the business
do not understand how
it works.”, 2.2
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An empty version of this table is displayed in table |[3.4] This table is used to display the rela-
tionship between the barriers that were encountered and the strategies that were used to deal with
them. These relationships will be displayed in table where the 2°4 order barrier constructs from
table are displayed in bold in the first row and the 2" order strategy constructs from table
B on the first column. The cells where a barrier and strategy cross will be used to display the
specific strategies that were used to address the barriers from that 2"¢ order construct. Using this
table, the specific strategies that are used to deal with specific barriers will be elaborated upon using
quotes from the interviews to describe how the strategy deals with the barrier, for example through
obtaining senior management support or through making changes in the organizational structure.

Table 3.4: An empty version of the table that will be used to provide an overview of the specific
strategies that were used to address specific barriers.

Organizational cul- Senior  management IT performance Lack of information
ture/structure priority

Senior management
vision/ championing

Technological  tools/
skills
Stakeholder involve-

ment/ consensus

Business case
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Table 3.5: The code book of the strategies that were found in the individual interviews.

20d Grder construct 15 order construct Definition Exemplary quote Grounding
Develop global vision Quotations concerning “The global head office 10 (6)
the strategy of devel- needs to develop more
oping a global vision of a wvision or direction
and/or strategy sur- of where and how they
rounding data and data want to record and store
governance. their data.”, 1.1
Limit autonomy Quotations concerning “You get to dectde how 3 (3)
the need to limit the you want to manage the
autonomy of teams or system, but you have
department to decide to work with this sys-
which systems they tem otherwise if every-
want to use and which one decides on their
projects they would own system the entire
like to start working data landscape gets frag-
on. mented.”, 1.1
Senior management vi- Champion importance Quotations concerning “My product owner was 7 (5)
sion/championing the importance of a definitely a champion
champion or sponsor at for this project. He re-
a senior management ally saw the mnecessity
position within the or- and fought to obain the
ganization. priority.”, 4.1
Standardization Quotations concerning “I’'m forming one team 15 (5)
standardizing systems across the entire trans-
and implementations formation to avoid iso-
across teams and lation of the different
departments. steps and to streamline
the process.”, 2.1
Develop technological Quotations concerning “A" machine learning 17 (7)
solutions technological solutions tool was developed to
that help streamlin- help check the data to
ing the transformation help  free-up  capacity
process. for humans to help in
the actual transforma-
tion.”, 2.2
Technological tool- Training Quotations concerning “This way the training 10 (5)
s/skills training and upskilling was really important on
both employees and se- both sides, make sure
nior management on the engineering team
the use and under- understood the risks and
standing of the new the risk team under-
technologies used. stood the technology.”,
6.1
Stakeholder involve- Quotations concerning “We need to get the 55 (11)
ment the need to involve business stakeholders on
stakeholders in how the board to obtain the nec-
change will go and essary capacity and re-
make sure their opin- sources.”, 4.2
ions are heard.
Stakeholder involve- Stakeholder consensus Quotations concerning “We had to agree on a 31 (8)
ment/consensus the need to have stake- way of working together
holders agree to the that involved making
changes that are going deals that everyone
to happen and on who agreed on surrounding
is responsible for what, the work that had to be
e.g. with a RACI ma- done.”, 5.1
trix.
Business case Build a broad business Quotations concerning “You have to look at 32 (6)

case

the construction of a
(broad) business case
to create a sense of ur-
gency and necessity at
the firm.

the business case in
a wvery broad sense to
make sure everybody in
the business feels the
pain and wunderstands
the benefits.”, 1.2

3.3 Focus Group interview

Since the interview sample was rather small which could endanger the research’s validity, it was
decided to follow up on the individual interviews with a focus group interview at PwC Advisory as
this can be a source of validation of individual interviews (Frey and Fontanal (1991))). The other goal
of the focus group was to formulating actionable recommendations from the results of the individual
interviews, which is another way the focus group interview can supplement individual interviews ac-
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cording to|[Frey and Fontanal (1991)). The focus group started with a presentation of the research and
the results of the individual interviews and then asking how they feel about the results and whether
they would like to add something to the results as a source of validation and finally facilitating a
brainstorming session to come up with (new) actionable recommendations based on the results.

3.3.1 Composition of the Focus Group

Invitations were send to roughly twenty people at PwC who had experience with working on projects
that involved implementing data governance at financial services firms in the Netherlands. Nine of
these twenty people had already been interviewed in the individual interviews and were invited as the
main source of validation for the individual interview results, as recommended by [Frey and Fontana
(1991). The other eleven people were not familiar with the research yet, and would thus need some
more time to introduce them to the research, but they would also be more likely to bring forward
previously unmentioned ideas that can stimulate discussion in the brainstorming session. Out of
these twenty, only eight people actually attended. The other twelve people indicated that they were
very interested in participating, but had conflicting work priorities. The participants of the focus
group did form an accurate reflection of the group that was invited. They had the same mix of work
experience with a range of employees up to senior management. The focus group participants also
had the same mix of people previously familiar and unfamiliar with the research as the group that
was invited, thus maintaining the ratio that was predetermined to help validate the results and also
put forward novel ideas.

3.3.2 Facilitation of the Focus Group

The focus group interview was completed at the PwC office and made use of slides containing in-
formation on the topic of the research and the results from the interviews and an anonymous online
interactive presentation tool called Mentimeter which can be used to ask questions to the audience
and have their answers show up on the presentation screen. The focus group started off with a five
to ten minute presentation about the topic of the research.

Following the presentation the participants were asked the question through Mentimeter what they
thought would be the most named barrier to the implementation of data governance at financial
services firms to kick-off their participation. Moving on to the next ten minute segment during which
the results of the individual interviews were presented including which barriers and strategies were
named how many times and which specific strategies were used to address which specific barriers.
Following up on this presentation, the participants were asked to answer how they felt about these
results again through Mentimeter. Then using the word cloud that resulted from their answers,
which is displayed in figure in appendix [B] there was an open discussion for about ten minutes
about how recognizable they felt it was and whether there was anything they felt was missing in
table Any additions they had were then added to table in italics. This discussion was
then rounded up and followed by the question what they thought about the actionability of these
results. There was again a twenty to thirty minute brainstorming session, without the support of
Mentimeter. During this brainstorming session participants discussed on what they could use these
results for at their current projects and how they could use the results in the future to improve the
processes of future projects.
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3.3.3 Data Analysis

Focus group interview data was collected through Mentimeter and through notes made during the
discussions. The Mentimeter data was collected in a word cloud (figure that displayed the
feelings of participants with respect to the individual interview results. The word cloud was then
used for a discussion to stimulate recall (Frey and Fontana) (1991))) for the participants who had also
been individually interviewed and for the participants who had not been individually interviewed
to weigh in with their experiences of which the researcher made notes. The word cloud was then
used, together with the notes, to validate the results from the individual interviews. After this
discussion, participants had the chance to add anything they felt was missing from table [3.4] which
was collected through Mentimeter and notes made by the researcher and these suggestions were
subsequently added in italics to the the table.

After this validation of the individual interview results, participants were asked what they thought
were the practical implications of these results. It was attempted to collect responses through Men-
timeter, however due to a very enthusiastic participant, it turned into an open brainstorming session.
The researcher collected notes of this brainstorming session that were analyzed to obtain the prac-
tical implications and any actionable recommendations of the research.
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Chapter 4

Results

This chapter presents the result of this research. It includes a filled out version of table from the
previous chapter and it will provide more context to the contents of this table. After the description
of the strategies that were used to deal with the barriers that were encountered, there will be a brief
description of the barriers and strategies themselves from tables [3.3] and respectively.

4.1 Integration of Strategies and Barriers

So far, the barriers to implementing new data governance at financial services firms in the Nether-
lands and the strategies used to address them have only been named separately. However, it is
crucial to recognize that these elements are not isolated; rather, they exist in a symbiotic relation-
ship. Strategies are formulated in response to barriers, illustrating the dynamic and interdependent
nature of the implementation process. Therefore, the interview participants were also not asked
about the barriers in strategies in isolation, but rather about their symbiosis, i.e. which strategies
did they use to tackle which barriers?. These relationships are displayed in table [f.I} where the
2" order barrier constructs from table are displayed in bold on the horizontal axis and the 274
order strategy constructs from table |3.5[ on the vertical axis and where the cells where the two cross
display the specific strategies that were used to address the barriers from that 2" order construct.
Furthermore, the strategies displayed in italics were not mentioned in the individual interviews, but
were added based on comments from the focus group interview.

4.1.1 Table axes

As mentioned above, the horizontal axis of table displays the 2" order barrier constructs from
table The first cell says Organizational culture/structure which contains all of the barriers that
are caused due to unsupportive organizational cultures or structures, for example overzealous risk
management or employee turnover. The second cell says Senior management priority which con-
tains all of the barriers that are caused due to insufficient or conflicting priorities within (senior)
management, for example unfocused strategy or lack of time and financials. The third cell says IT
performance which contains all of the barriers that are caused due to an underperformance by a
firm’s IT, for example Incompatible IT systems. The last cell says Lack of information which con-
tains all of the barriers that are caused due to a lack of information, for example lack of information
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on technology.

The vertical axis of table displays the displays the 2°d order strategy constructs from table
The first cell says Senior management vision/championing which contains all strategies that
include direct influence from senior management through developing or articulating their vision or
through their championing. The second cell says Technological tools/skills which contains all strate-
gies that include using or developing technological tools and skills to mitigate a barrier. The third
cell says Stakeholder involvement/consensus which contains all of the strategies that involve getting
all stakeholders to agree or involving all stakeholders in the implementation process. The last cell
says Business case which involves the development of a broad business case to, for example, help
obtain organizational support.

4.1.2 Organizational Culture & Structure Barriers

This subsection will describe all of the strategies that were used by financial services firms to deal
with the barriers that fall under the 2°¢ order barrier construct of Organizational culture/structure.
The description will start with the strategies in the first cell below “Organizational culture/struc-
ture” and work its way down the column from there.

The first strategy that can be seen is developing a data governance vision. This means that the
senior management, or probably more specifically the board and the C-suite, need to develop a
vision on what they would like to do with the data, how they would like to create value, what kind
of risks they find acceptable, etc. in order to have a clear vision and strategy for the rest of the
organization. A strong example of this was seen in case 4, where an attempt was made to start the
data governance implementation before there was a clear organization-wide vision. This attempt
stalled, forcing the firm to return to the drawing board and “(...) 18 months later there were more
organization-wide guidelines and boxes we had to check for the implementation.” (Participant 4.1).
This was confirmed by participant 4.2 who stated “I think it was important to develop a vision of the
change in culture, way of working, stakeholder management, architecture etc. to create a uniform
process.” According to participant 4.1 this “(...) made the process a lot easier to manage and the
scope a lot easier to define.”. Therefore a clear organization-wide vision on data governance can help
deal with organizational culture and structure barriers through clearly defining the roles and the
steps that need to be taken and thus creating an organization that supports the importance of data
governance and a structure that supports its implementation. The other strategy that senior man-
agement can use to deal with organizational culture and structure barriers is limiting the autonomy
of individual teams and employees. There were three interviews that found that the autonomy of
different branches, teams or individual (software) developers at an organization led to inefficiencies
or operational risks. This was due to varying choices on systems of records or developers starting
with the hardest tasks because they found it more interesting instead of starting simple and learning
along the way to make the hardest tasks less complex. Participant 1.2 stated that:

“(...) there is a central vision on what they want to do with data governance. However,
due to the autonomy of the different branches and teams, there are other choices that
dominate the discussion. Therefore you have to be able to obtain some sort of mandate
to limit the autonomy of these branches and say this is how we are going to do it.”
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Table 4.1: An overview of the specific strategies that were used to address specific barriers.
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A similar statement was made by participant 5.1 “If you want to implement this across the orga-
nization, you need to have a 95% uniform process, but leave 5% customizability for specific wishes
of the branch.” That this works was confirmed by participant 4.1 who stated that “It definitely has
advantages, a uniform company-wide programme. It makes sure everyone understands the priorities
and makes sure they get to work.” Limiting the autonomy of teams and employees can thus help
remove organizational structure and culture barriers through creating a more uniform implementa-
tion process across the organization to help people understand the priorities and importance. This
makes sure they start work with what the organization deemed as the most important and not what
they as individuals thought was most important.

The next cell starts with the strategy of standardizing processes. This is the technological ex-
tension of the “limit autonomy” from the previous cell. According to participant 6.2 “Providing
standardized templates for data infrastructures will simplify the process for developers.” This was
said to be an appropriate strategy to deal with an organizational culture that normally gives de-
velopers a lot of freedom so that they can work more innovatively. However, this freedom can lead
to them overcomplicating things and providing standard templates for important parts of the data
governance implementation makes sure this overcomplication is avoided. The next strategy is used
for organizations that suffered from overzealous risk management. An example of this was case 2,
where participant 2.2 stated that “Endless quality control checks led to enormous delays. These
checks were not even necessary since external controls existed to ensure the involved risks remained
within the company’s risk appetite.” If the entire organization is properly educated on the risks
involved with the implementation program and the data governance itself, overzealous risk manage-
ment can be avoided.

The cell below contains the strategies pertaining to stakeholder involvement and consensus that
were used to tackle organizational culture and structure barriers. The first strategy involves setting
up and enforcing a proper RACI matrix. If an organization’s structure led to extensive discussions
about data ownership, setting up a RACI matrix helped to clearly define the roles in the process.
Cases 1 and 5 actually advised setting up a RACI matrix as part of step two. According to par-
ticipant 5.1 “A complete RACI matriz for all data systems and different data fields will a lot of
clarity in the data ownership discussion.” This was one of the strategies that was also put forward
by the focus group, stressing the RACI matrix should not only be completed, but enforced as well.
The next strategy in this cell is the involvement of stakeholders in the design and implementation
process. Participant 1.2 advised “You need to use a multidisciplinary team to design the imple-
mentation, business stakeholders, solution architects and risk and requlatory experts.” Participant
2.1 also advised the use of a “cross-functional team” that oversees the implementation process to
avoid organizational “slands” that blame each other for mistakes in the implementation instead
of cooperating to fix the mistakes. This ensures that change is not only top-down directed, but
also supported from the bottom-up as done in case 6. Participant 6.1 said “We also let them (the
stakeholders) sit together during the design phase and have them achieve consensus on what needs
to happen.” This ensured stakeholder support to obtain sufficient organizational support. Another
strategy in this cell is the streamlining of communication. This is especially important in firms that
suffer from organizational structure/culture barriers due to high levels of bureaucracy. For example,
in case 2 participant 2.2 found that there were “too many meetings” and that there were “too many
people in them”. To address this barrier they “(...)reduced the number of people in meetings and the
number of meetings of in total by making sure that only the “right” people were in the meetings.”
This made the entire implementation process run much more smoothly.
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The last cell in this column only contains one strategy, but it is one that has been mentioned
very often: the development of a broad business case. A broad business case can help unsupportive
elements in an organization, for example stakeholders on the business side that only see a decrease
in capacity of their technology teams, see the benefits of the end-result of the implementation on
their specific interests and sway their minds in supporting the implementation. Participant 1.2 said
about the business case that it “needs to be strong enough to create such a mandate that otherwise
autonomous branches are convinced they need to follow along with the organization-wide program.”
They suggests building a business case “across multiple azes, so that all stakeholders feel the ne-
cessity and the pain if the implementation is not done.” This included direct monetary costs and
benefits analyses, but also including risks that were hard to monetize or other indirect costs and
benefits that were harder to monetize, such as increased organizational flexibilities or increased tech-
nology capabilities. Participant 4.2 experienced that “As soon as the business-side stakeholders saw
the benefits of the new data governance policies, they were immediately convinced of the necessity of
the program and fully supported it.”

4.1.3 Senior Management Priority Barriers

This subsection will describe all of the strategies that were used by financial services firms to deal
with the barriers that fall under the 2nd order barrier construct of Senior management priority. The
description will start with the strategies in the first cell below “Senior management priority”
and work its way down the column from there.

The first cell states the importance of champions and sponsors to help achieve priority for the
implementation process. The individual interviews only mentioned internal champions and spon-
sors, but the focus group added that there are also external champions and sponsors that could also
help achieve the required effect, for example the central bank or another regulatory body. Therefore,
it is important to find someone with power in or over the organization to help champion or sponsor
the project to achieve the necessary priority. This importance is exemplified by participant 6.1 who
said “The initiator of this program was someone directly below the C'TO who thus had no trouble con-
vincing everyone of the necessary priority.” However, this participant also said the program stalled
when the CTO left the company as there now was no one to make executive decisions. Another
example was found in case 4, where participant 4.2 said “The program leader probably was not high
enough up the corporate ladder to convince everyone of the necessity of the project.” Therefore, an
appropriate champion and/or sponsor, can help obtain the necessary priority for the implementation
by using their position to talk to other senior stakeholders and convince them using their strong story.

The cell below contains only one word, “Training”. This indicates the importance of training and
upskilling senior management to help understand the urgency of the transformation. This strategy
was brought forward by the focus group as well as participant 6.1 who stated “The initiator of the
project definitely acted as a sponsor of this project because of their knowledge of the technology as
well as the financial services industry.” A champion or sponsor who knows both the financial side
as well as the technology side can thus make a bigger impact in obtaining priority than a cham-
pion or sponsor who knows just one of the two sides. The focus group thus stated that training and
upskilling of senior management with respect to data governance is very important to ensure priority.

The strategy in the third cell “Top-down and bottom-up communication and involvement” means
that in order to ensure (senior)management priority for the implementation all along the chain, up
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to the board and C-suite, the organization needs to involve the stakeholders along this chain, look
out for their interests and communicate their ideas up and down the chain. A prime example of this
was found in case 2, where participant 2.2 said:

“We, as the actual tmplementation team, did not have any communication with the team
high up on the corporate ladder that decides on the actual policy surrounding data within
the organization. This made us think that there might be a mismatch between our knowl-
edge and their knowledge.”

This made the team doubt the commitment and priority from senior management which led to
frustrations within the implementation team. Another example was found in case 5: “(...) they
were scared to hand off control due to personal agenda’s, so we included them in a “sounding board”
that involved them in the process and had them wvoice their concerns.” Here the involvement of se-
nior managers in a sounding board helped ensure their commitment to the implementation program.

The last cell contains an addition to the aforementioned broad business case. To ensure senior
management, C-suite and board support, the business case needs to address their personal interests
as well. Participant 1.2 illustrated this:

“The implementation program takes 6-7 years, while a board or C-suite term is generally
only 2-8 years, so you need to address their (short-term) personal interests in the busi-
ness case to ensure they sign off on it.”

Including the personal interests of key senior stakeholders in the business case ensures their support
even if their term will end before the completion of the implementation program.

4.1.4 IT Performance Barriers

This subsection will describe all of the strategies that were used by financial services firms to deal
with the barriers that fall under the 2nd order barrier construct of IT performance. The description
will start with the strategies in the first cell below “IT performance” and work its way down the
column from there.

This first cell restates the importance of an appropriate champion for the transformation, because
a champion could ensure that there is enough priority for the project so that some of the capacity
that the IT department needs to use to work for the business can be moved towards the completion
of the transformation. An example of the importance of champions to obtain the relevant capacity
was found in the case 4 where participant 4.1 stated that “(...) development teams only had lim-
ited capacity and resources to work on the implementation (...)”. When asked about these capacity
issues participant 4.2 replied: “My product owner definitely was a champion for the process as he
did his best to obtain the necessary priority to assign our team the capacity we needed to complete
the implementation.” This champion made it much easier for that team to obtain more capacity to
work on the implementation compared to other teams at the same firm.
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The cell below contains a strategy that was already discussed in the first column, the standard-
ization of processes. This strategy was also included in this cell, because the change in the firm’s
culture that follows from the change described in section will improve the performance of the
IT department with respect to the implementation program. Another barrier that was mentioned
often to the implementation of data governance was the low level of data quality. Cases 2 and 4
dealt with this barrier by simply circumventing the bad quality data. This was possible because
most bad quality data was due to the data being manipulated somewhere in its journey away from
the source. According to participant 4.2 case 4 “(...) implemented a golden source program, so that
anytime anyone was in doubt about the quality of the data they had received, they could refer to the
list of golden source to see how they could obtain the source data.” Case 2 also set up an initiative
to improve the quality of all data. According to participant 2.1 this was done by “(...) analyzing
the lineage of a particular data element. How did it go from the source, through multiple processing
operations, to the central repository.” By tracking the data lineage, data quality can be monitored
continuously and thus any barriers caused by insufficient data quality can be dealt with.

The third cell again contains the strategy of involving the stakeholders in the design process. This
involvement works in two directions. According to participant 6.1:

“Since the IT team is very much focused on innovation and the risk and requlatory team
is very much focused on risk and compliance, we had them sit together to reach an un-
derstanding of what they thought was critical. This way the IT team can make sure the
risk team trusts their design and implementation.”

Therefore, through having the I'T department stakeholders sit together with other stakeholders, they
can come to an understanding of what needs to happen.

The last cell contains a strategy that was added by the focus group. They were asked to what
they think would be a proper strategy to navigate any IT performance-related barriers through the
use of a business case. The focus group responded by saying that personnel needed to be included
in the business case in two ways. Firstly, the business case should include the costs of hiring capable
personnel, but also include the indirect benefits of hiring skilled employees. The business case should
also include incentive schemes that stimulate the employees for hitting implementation targets, for
example when a team completes one of the steps from [Ladley| (2020b)). This way, when the business
case is realized, employees are stimulated to increase their performance metrics and thus increasing
IT performance.

4.1.5 Lack of Information Barriers

This subsection will describe all of the strategies that were used by financial services firms to deal
with the barriers that fall under the 2"d order barrier construct of Lack of information. The de-
scription will start with the strategies in the first cell below “Lack of information” and work its
way down the column from there.

The first cell contains only a strategy that was introduced by the focus group interview: mak-

ing sure the vision on the implementation from senior management is clear in such a way that it
limits the emergence of misunderstandings with regards to business definitions. According to the
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focus group, this would effectively address the barrier that was found in case 2, where “(...) the
actual tmplementation team did not have any communication with the team high up on the corporate
ladder that decides on the actual policy surrounding data within the organization.”

The next cell contains a rather simple strategy, if there is a lack of information on technologies,
a simple solution is just to set up training to make sure the employees’ knowledge is up to date.
This is exemplified by case 6, where the risk and regulatory team had to map the bank’s current
data-related risk appetite onto their new data governance model. However, because this was a cloud-
based model and the current model was not, re-mapping the risk was a near-impossible task for the
less tech-savvy risk team. Therefore, a training was set up so that “(...) the risk team understood
the new process (...)” (participant 6.1). This helped the firm accurately analyze their new risks
through improved understanding of the technology.

The third cell contains “Avoid knowledge silos through communication”, which sounds rather
straightforward. Sometimes there is not a lack of knowledge within an organization, it’s just that
that knowledge is hidden in “silos”, for example an organization’s top cloud computing expert works
from the office in Australia, while the head office coordinating the implementation is in the Nether-
lands. This is something case 6 avoided through deliberate meetings and communication. They
“(...) conducted a lot of interviews with different stakeholders.” and “(...) waited for stakeholders
to be available to sit together and reach consensus.” This way, stakeholders were able to share their
knowledge and make sure as little information as possible remained hidden within the organization.

The last strategy is again the broad business case. It can be the case that immediate benefits
from the implementation of new data governance policies are not abundantly clear, as evidenced by
participant 2.1: “It only costs money. You cannot use a normal calculation model to determine the
value.” However, this lack of information with respects to the costs and especially the benefits of
data governance can be tackled. This was explained by participant 1.2, who said not to just include
the direct costs of the implementation and any direct benefits, but also the many indirect benefits
such as limiting Know-Your-Client risks (e.g. anti money laundering fines), increased capabilities of
creating value from data and improved customer experience due to standardized systems of records.
This helps collect the necessary information to properly understand the business case of implement-
ing new data governance policies.

4.2 Barriers

Following this description of the contents and context of table [£.1} the following sections [£.2] and [.3]
will provide some more context to tables and respectively from chapter

The first 2°¢ order construct that is mentioned in tableis Organizational culture/structure which
means that the barriers in that category can be found in the organizational culture or structure of
the company. This can be seen in table by looking at the 15¢ order constructs that are grouped
in it. For example, if there is a restrictive mindset towards change within a company, that might
mean their employees are dragging their feet while implementing the change, or outright sabotaging
it. Another example is overzealous risk management which was found in case 2, about which partic-
ipant 2.2 said: “Endless quality control checks led to enormous delays. These checks were not even
necessary since external controls existed to ensure the involved risks remained within the company’s
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risk appetite.”

Secondly, the barriers under Senior management priority concern themselves with obstacles that
are due to the lack of priority given to the change by senior management. For example, if senior
management does not assign enough resources to the implementation, the implementation team will
suffer from a lack of time and financial resources to do the implementation, next to their regular
work for the business. According to participant 4.1, “The development team’s received their priorities
from business stakeholders, however if these teams would say “sorry we don’t have the capacity due
to the implementation program”, that would make the business stakeholders very nervous.” However,
on the other hand, if the business stakeholders get their way, the implementation program would be
seriously hindered due to the lack of capacity and resources.

Next the IT performance constructs are split into the performance of the IT departments them-
selves and the performance of the infrastructure. For example, the IT department could be giving
bad quality or slow work due to being understaffed or underskilled, but it could also be because the
IT systems are mutually incompatible due to years of data governance neglect or the gluing together
of IT systems from predecessors as the firm expanded over the years. That this acts as a barrier to
data governance is illustrated by participant 1.1: “When you give all branches complete freedom to
choose their own IT systems and systems of records, it leads to complete fragmentation of data and
ruining the data quality.”

Lastly, there is the Lack of information which is split into the lack of information on the actual
technologies that are used in the transformation, the lack of information on how other parties have
completed such a transformation and the lack of understanding that business definitions vary. For
example, one person’s idea of done is if the task they were working on was completed, while the other
person’s idea of done is the task being submitted to and approved by an external party, imaginably
this could lead to frictions. That is something that particularly frustrated participant 2.1, as “They
did not define a definiton of “done”, so when is the implementation done or completed? Since this
was not discussed, at the end there were a lot of varying expectations of the result.”

4.3 Strategies

The first 2"4 order construct in table is Senior management vision/championing which means
that the strategies that fit in that construct have to do with a vision from senior management or
them acting as a sponsor or champion for the project. For example case 2, where the product owner
in the team of participant 2.2 “(...) was fighting to obtain the necessary priorities.” which helped
the business stakeholders see the necessity, whereas other teams had much more difficulty obtaining
these priorities.

Second, there is Technological tools/skills where the strategies fit that have to do with either devel-
oping technological solutions to the barrier, training/upskilling the workforce to ensure they have
enough information to work on the implementation or standardizing the technologies and systems
that are currently used across the firm. An example of this was in case 6, where “ (...) the engi-
neering team did not understand risk and the risk team doesn’t understand the engineering process.
So we had them sit together to share their knowledge.” (participant 6.1).
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Then there is Stakeholder involvement/consensus which stresses the importance of involving stake-
holders in building up the transformation and having stakeholders sit together and agree on the
elements of the transformation, especially since these were the most named strategies. A great
example of this was found in case 5, where other departments within the firm were making a big
fuzz about obtaining a piece of the implementation program’s resources in exchange for knowledge
that they had. This organizational trouble was navigated by agreeing “(...) on a way of working to-
gether that involved making deals that everyone agreed on surrounding the work that had to be done.”

The last construct is the Business case which has only one 1%¢ order construct under it: Build
a broad business case. Participant 2.1 said “it is impossible to make a business case for data gover-
nance, it only costs money.”. However, the six participants who named the business case as one of
the strategies they used to help implement new data governance, or convince an organization that
they needed to implement new data governance, said that it is necessary to look at the business
case in a very broad sense. They advised to not only look at direct benefits, like avoiding Know-
Your-Client (KYC) risks, but also to possible innovation avenues that will make new revenue or to
improved customer experience which can lead to attracting new clients.

This results chapter examined the challenges and strategies involved in the implementation of data
governance within Dutch financial services. Through an exploration of the symbiotic relationships
between 2°¢ order barrier and strategy constructs, as depicted in Table the interplay of these
factors was unveiled. Strategies, ranging from senior management involvement to technological so-
lutions, stakeholder engagement, and broad business cases, were discussed. The chapter elaborated
on specific 2"? order barriers, including organizational culture/structure, senior management pri-
ority, IT performance, and lack of information. This analysis sets the stage for the next chapter,
providing a foundation to interpret the findings and their implications for the implementation of
data governance at financial services firms.
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Chapter 5

Discussion

After describing the results in the previous chapter, this chapter will place the results in a context
of existing literature and provide an outlook to the future for data governance implementation at
financial services firms and for future research.

5.1 Barriers & Strategies

The goal of the research was to determine how strategies managers at financial services in the
Netherlands use to successfully implement new data governance. This lead to “How do managers
at financial services firms in the Netherlands deal with barriers to successfully implement new data
governance?” as the research question of this thesis.

Table [£.1] presented the strategies that were used to deal with the barriers to the implementation of
data governance in the six cases. These strategies were sorted into four broad 2™ order constructs
that had emerged naturally from the interview data. These four constructs are “Senior manage-
ment vision/championing”, “Technological tools/skills”, “Stakeholder involvement/consensus” and
“Business case”. The specific strategies from these broader categories were named in the cell to the
table and chapter [4 described how they dealt with the barriers. These barriers were also divided into
four broad 2" order constructs: “Organizational culture/structure”, “Senior management priority”,
“IT performance” and “ Lack of information” which, contrary to the strategies, had been developed
from barriers found in literature.

All eighteen barriers that were identified in the individual interviews fit under the umbrella of
barriers that had already been found in literature by Drew| (1995), [Morabito| (2015)) and Das et al.
(2018). Of these three papers, only Morabito (2015|) actually studied data governance, Drew| (1995)
and |Das et al.| (2018) studied implementing innovation at financial services firms. Therefore, the
assumption that this thesis made that, in case of financial services firms, data governance implemen-
tation suffers the same barriers as innovation implementation holds is supported by the interview
data.

When taking a look at the strategies from table it stands out that, in accordance with |D’Este
et al.| (2012), all of the strategies address work on the micro-level. They deal with the barriers
by addressing individual concerns of those resistant to the change. When looking at the individ-
ual strategies, they bear quite some resemblance to the specific strategies to deal with innovation
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barriers found in literature (Sandberg and Aarikka-Stenroos| (2014)), [Meijer| (2015) and [Parris et al.
(2016))). This is further corroborated by the 2"¢ order constructs that emerged naturally from the
specific strategies in table Out of the four 2" order constructs, three have significant overlap
with one, or more, of the four root causes for innovation effectiveness as found by |[Loewe and Do-
miniquini| (2006) displayed in ﬁgure Senior management vision/championing has a lot of overlap
with Leadership & Organization from Loewe and Dominiquini (2006), Technological tools/skills has
overlap with Processes € Tools and People € Skills and Stakeholder involvement/consensus has
considerable overlap with Culture & Values. Therefore, the assumption about the barriers can be
stretched even further to say that to deal with the barriers to data governance implementation,
financial services firms make use of strategies that have been described in literature as strategies to
deal with barriers to innovation implementation.

The only 2" order construct of strategy that does not have any overlap with the root causes
from |Loewe and Dominiquini (2006) is the Business case. However, it does bear quite a striking
resemblance to the proposal strategy from [Parris et al| (2016) and demonstrating the ROI from
Meijer| (2015) which they name as a way of obtaining organizational support. However, the busi-
ness case strategy, as described in this research, is much more broad than merely demonstrating
the ROI. It could even prove to be impossible to demonstrate positive ROI for a data governance
implementation project, as one interviewee put it: “Data governance does nothing but cost money,
it does not cause any direct income.” Admittedly, the proposal approach from [Parris et al.| (2016) is
more broad (it should “cover all details”) than just the ROI, however, their description is also quite
brief and vague and includes that the entire proposal must be able to be delivered in a short elevator
speech. This is quite different from the broad business case as presented in this thesis. The broad
business case is described as not just a simple cost and benefit analysis, it must include all risks,
from KYC risks such as Anti-Money Laundering (AML) fines, to cyber security risks, all benefits
from improved customer experiences to enabling digital transformations. It must also cover as many
interests of board members as possible, to make sure that they support the implementation during
their terms on the board. By covering all these personal interests, the “elevator pitch” can also
be adjusted for each board member or senior manager so that it strikes the right chords for each
and every one of them. This way, a data governance implementation team can ensure the Senior
management priority, which was the most often mentioned barrier across all individual interviews.

There are also several strategies that address multiple categories of barriers at once. A perfect
example is the Business case, developing a broad enough business case would aid in navigating
all four categories of barriers. Another example is the importance of appropriate champions and
sponsors for the implementation process. A champion or sponsor with a vision high-up in the or-
ganization can make a huge difference by ensuring priority and communicating the strategy clearly
to the entire organization. This also works the other way around, if the person who is supposed to
champion the process does not believe in the vision, this person might accidentally, or on purpose,
become an anti-champion (Land| (2018)) and start sabotaging the implementation process. Thus a
senior manager at a financial services firm should think carefully about selecting a proper champion
to lead the implementation process and this senior manager should also be aware of the role they
could play as a sponsor to this project. However, they should not get too high up that horse since
change works both ways, it needs to be both top-down and bottom-up. For a change to happen, it
must be supported by stakeholders from the bottom to the top. Therefore involving stakeholders by
asking about their needs and wishes and seeing what management can do for them as well as what
they can do for the management is essential to a successful implementation process.

38



These three strategies (the broad business case, the selection of an appropriate champion and in-
volving all stakeholders) are the strategies that stand out most from all of the interviews and were
confirmed to be essential strategies in the focus group. All cases had selected a champion for the
project, even if not all of them were appropriate. However, for the other two strategies, every single
case had trouble applying this strategy on their own and had hired PwC, who came up with the
strategy. Therefore, these strategies are something financial services firms could focus on to be able
to streamline their data governance implementation processes.

5.2 Practical Implications

Based on the brainstorming session at the end of the focus group interview several practical implica-
tions had been found. The first practical implication was already mentioned above, one of the focus
group participants who realized their current project did not focus enough on the risk side of the
process. However, this was not the only point of action that was discussed. The importance of the
broad business case and the difference a champion or sponsor can make that were found in the indi-
vidual interviews, led the focus group participants to discuss the need for external sponsors. They
felt that sponsorship from within the organization was often not enough and that things would move
forward at a much faster pace if external sponsors were involved. Examples of external sponsors that
were named were the Dutch Central Bank and the Dutch Authority on Financial Markets. They
could help financial services firms by stressing the importance of regulatory compliance, for example
with BCBS 239, and the AML fines they risk if money launderers are discovered as customers of the
firm because do not have their (customer) data under control.

Another practical implication was what PwC could do with the results to help their “sales ap-
proach”. This did not mean the focus group participants wanted to start using this thesis as a
sales pitch, however they did say these results could be a basis to develop a data governance ma-
turity model. This model would consist of all of the barriers that inhibit the implementation of
data governance, the strategies that need to be used to deal with these barriers and a diagnostic
questionnaire. This questionnaire would then have to be filled in by the client (the financial services
firm) and the result of the questionnaire would place them somewhere in the model and provide a
quick scan of what would need to happen to complete the implementation. This would allow PwC
to quickly assess the necessary resources to complete this project and not spend as much resources
on project orientation. Additionally this model would move the implementation process from an
ad-hoc approach to a more holistic approach to change.

The third practical implication dives somewhat deeper into the business case. Since all focus group
participants had recognized the importance of a broad business case, they discussed on how they
could include the results of the individual interviews into a data governance implementation business
case offering. They found that there were some elements of the interview results that were relevant
for building a broad business case. This included the importance of a clear company-wide data
governance vision in the business case, the costs of training personnel or hiring trained personnel
and the costs and benefits of a proper data infrastructure. They also suggested widening the scope
to industries that deal with similar data governance issues such as the telecom and utilities industries.

The last practical implications regards the final paragraph of section the three essential strate-
gies: the broad business case, the selection of an appropriate champion or sponsor and the involve-
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ment of all stakeholders. While the financial services firms studied in this thesis all have selected
champions for their projects, some of them were not appropriate and thus it is recommended that
they spend more consideration towards who they put forward as the champion of a project. More
strikingly, however, none of the financial services firms that were studied in this thesis put forward
the broad business case and involving all stakeholders strategies by themselves, all of them required
the help from PwC to think of and apply this strategy. Therefore, relevant managers at financial
services firms should consider implementing these strategies themselves which would save them the
resources they otherwise would have spent on an external consultancy firm. Furthermore, not having
to involve an external consultancy firm would save the financial services firm from suffering from
the Not-Invented-Here syndrome, which |[Katz and Allen| (1982) defines as “the tendency of a project
group of stable composition to believe it possesses a monopoly of knowledge of its field, which leads
it to reject new ideas from outsiders to the likely detriment of its performance”, i.e. the rejection
of new ideas from an outsider purely because they are an outsider. This syndrome was mentioned
by participants 2.1 and 5.2 to have hindered the progress on their projects, further stressing the
importance that financial services firms either apply these strategies themselves or, if that is not
possible, create an internal environment that is more open to outside ideas.

5.3 Limitations and Recommendations for Future Research

While this thesis has provided valuable insights into the data governance implementation process
at financial services firms in the Netherlands, it is essential to recognize and address the four main
limitations that may impact the interpretation of these findings.

The first limitation regards the composition of the interview sample, all interview respondents were
PwC employees. This composition was chosen to ensure that the interview respondents offered a
more neutral and objective viewpoints compared to internal employees. However, this could lead to
a bias in the results as PwC has a certain way of working, its “best practices”. An example of this is
that participant 6.1 commented that they had acted “(...) according to PwC' best practices(...)” in
dealing with the barriers they encountered. Therefore, it is recommended that the study is repeated
with internal employees of financial services firms that did not work with PwC, or another consulting
firm, and the results are compared and contrasted with those obtained from this thesis to eliminate
the influence of the PwC best practices.

Secondly, the composition of the focus group could have had influence on the results. More ju-
nior employees might have felt hesitant to provide candid responses due to the presence of one or
more superiors, especially when these superiors have only recently joined the team. This dynamic
can contribute to an uncomfortable atmosphere, as employees may fear being judged, leading to
a hesitancy in expressing their true thoughts and opinions. This could lead to them withholding
valuable information that could have enriched the results of this research. Therefore it is recom-
mended that future research conducts multiple focus group interviews, as this could allow dividing
the focus groups so that there is a focus group for each level of seniority. This would allow especially
junior employees to feel like they can speak more freely and could help avoid the conversation being
dominated by the most senior employee present.

The third limitation concerns itself with the retrospective nature of the research. This approach may
have affected the results due to recall bias. An example that illustrates possible recall bias in the
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other cases are the interviews of case 2. Case 2 had only been completed a few days before the first
individual interviewed. This might be the reason that the interviews about case 2 provided much
richer information than for example case 5, which was completed three years ago. Therefore, to
avoid recall bias, it is advised that future research looks at an ongoing implementation process, from
start to finish and collect and analyze barriers and strategies as they are encountered and employed.

The fourth and final main limitation is the composition of the case selection. All six cases were
projects at financial services firms done by PwC, therefore the composition is quite which is good
for “literal replication” (Yin| (2009)). However, that means that there are no real contrasting cases
for “theoretical replication”. Therefore, to be able to obtain theoretical replication, it is recom-
mended that future research selects cases that are expected to have contrasting results from the
ones selected in this thesis, this includes cases from other financial services firms who have com-
pleted data governance implementations without the help of external consultancy firms and/or firms
in other sectors such as the telecom and utilities sectors. This would allow for greater support of
the findings of this thesis according to [Yin| (2009).

Analyzing an ongoing process also offers another interesting research opportunity, due to the close
look the researcher gets at the actual process. This way future research can identify possible tempo-
ral or process dependencies in the barriers that are encountered and the strategies that are used to
deal with them, which this thesis fails to take into account. When the interview participants were
asked to describe the timeline of their project, every single participant responded with the same an-
swer. They first collected information to analyze the current situation, then they determined what
the ideal situation needed to be and proceeded to make a plan on how to get their and executed that
plan. This is not a coincidence, because all participants acted according to the PwC best practices.
Therefore, it is recommended that if one wants to analyze the temporal aspect, that they also include
the internal point-of-view in order to be able to compare and contrast both points-of-view.
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Chapter 6

Conclusions

The goal of this research was to identify the barriers financial services firms face when implementing
new data governance and the strategies they use to successfully implement data governance. This
was done through twelve individual interviews and a focus group interview. These interviews were
then analyzed and compared to each other and to literature to provide an answer to the following
sub-questions.

What does a successful implementation of data governance mean?

There are five steps to the implementation of data governance: engagement; strategy; architec-
ture and design; implementation; and operation and changes. However, since data governance is a
continuous effort with no clear beginning or ending, data governance was defined to be successfully
implemented when the creator, consumer and governor of the data agree that an acceptable balance
of value of data has been achieved.

What are the barriers that financial services firms in the Netherlands encounter when attempting to
implement new data governance?

During the individual interviews, fourteen different barriers to the implementation of data gov-
ernance at financial services firms were mentioned and they were consequently sorted into four
different categories: Organizational culture/structure, Senior management priority, IT performance
and Lack of information. All of these fourteen barriers had previously been described in literature,
most of them as barriers to innovation at financial services firms. This leads the answer to this sub-
question to be that financial services firms face the same barriers to implementing data governance
as they would to implementing innovation and that these barriers can be sorted into the following
four categories: Organizational culture/structure, Senior management priority, IT performance and
Lack of information.

What strategies do managers at financial services firms in the Netherlands employ to deal with
barriers to data governance?

The individual interviews identified a list of nine unique strategies that managers at financial services

firms employed to address the barriers discussed above. These nine strategies were then grouped into
four broad categories as well: Senior management vision/championing, Technological tools/skills,

43



Stakeholder involvement/consensus and the Business case. The first three of these four categories
showed considerable overlap with strategies that had been found in literature for addressing barriers
to implementing innovation, further enforcing the aforementioned claim that financial services firms
face the same barriers to data governance implementation as they do to innovation. Furthermore,
the fourth category the Business case was found to be more inclusive than its counterpart that was
found in literature. It includes direct costs and benefits as well as all possible risks and personal
interests of stakeholders. Some of these strategies were even used to deal with multiple barriers at
once. Prominent examples are the aforementioned broad business case, the selection of a suitable
sponsor and/or champion of the project and the involvement of stakeholders in the process. There-
fore, the answer to this sub-question is that financial services firms mostly use the same strategies to
address barriers to data governance implementation as they would for innovation implementation.
Additionally, there is special attention for the importance of selecting a suitable sponsor and/or
champion for the project, involvement of stakeholders and developing a broad business case to con-
vince the entire organization of the project’s importance as these strategies proved to be essential
to the implementation process.

However, this does not do justice to the complexities of this research problem. Yes, for each barrier
that was encountered in the six different cases there was a suitable strategy to help navigate that
barrier, but that does not mean the problem is solved. Since none of the firms that were studied
applied two of the three essential strategies of their own accord, it points to a lack of openness
towards innovation implementation at these financial services firms, which is further reinforced by
the experience of two of the participants of the interviews who felt that there was some form of re-
sistance from the firm due to the Not-Invented-Here syndrome. Considering that there is a strategy
to navigate every barrier and that there are still difficulties in the implementation, that points to a
deficiency in the general implementation approach by the firms. They tend to deal with barriers as
they come up, instead of taking a holistic approach towards the implementation, seeing things from
a broader perspective and creating an environment that encourages innovation and change instead
of resisting. This holistic approach would also align more with the approach [Karkoskova, (2022) took
in the design and implementation of their Data Governance Model, confirming that this approach
could be suitable to more financial services firms than just the specific firm they studied.

The answers to these sub-questions help answering the main research question which was:

How do managers at financial services firms in the Netherlands deal with barriers to successfully
implement new data governance?

The strategies that managers at financial services firms in the Netherlands use to deal with the
barriers to successfully implementing new data governance are largely the same strategies as they
would, or should, use to address the barriers to innovation. However, three essential strategies were
emphasized by the individual and focus group interviews. Firstly, no change is happening without
the support from all of the stakeholders and to ensure their support, managers that help successfully
implement data governance involve the stakeholders, their needs and their wishes in the implemen-
tation process. Secondly, these managers develop broad business cases that covers all direct and
indirect costs and benefits, risks and personal interests of senior executives. Lastly, they find, or are,
an appropriate sponsor and/or champion for the implementation process to obtain the necessary
priority, develop a vision on data governance and convince the rest of the organization of the impor-
tance of data governance. This helps keep the two main influencing factors in the decision-making
process, money and personal interests, in favor of progressing with the implementation process.
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The results of this research can be used by financial services firms to evaluate their current and
future data governance implementation processes and to develop a data governance implementation
model with barriers and the corresponding strategies. They can then use this, along with a diagnos-
tic questionnaire, to streamline their data governance implementation processes to be prepared for
any future data governance implementations. This would allow financial services firms to develop
a more holistic approach to the implementation of data governance. This improvement in the data
governance of financial services firms could lead to more trust in financial services firms and thus
to a more stable and robust financial system. Additionally, this thesis contributes to literature by
showing that, for financial services firms, there is no need to think differently about barriers to the
implementation of data governance, and the strategies to navigate them, and the barriers to the
implementation of innovation, and the strategies to navigate those.
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Appendix A

Interview Guide

A.1 Introduction

Thank the participant for agreeing to take part in the research. Ask permission to record the
interview (either through MS Teams or with phone). Agree on level of confidentiality. State
that if they feel uncomfortable answering certain questions, they are not required to answer
them. Briefly explain the purpose of the research and its importance in understanding how
financial services firms navigate barriers to innovation implementation and in particular the
implementation of data governance. Explain which project this interview is about to help

remind the participant.

A.2 Background and Context

1. Could you please tell me what your role and responsibilities were within the [insert project name
here], in particular in relation to the implementation of data governance and the transition to
[project detail]?

2. How long did the process of implementing new data governance during the transition to Cloud
computing take in your organization? Could you briefly describe the key objectives and mo-
tivations behind this initiative?

A.3 Process

3. To make the process a little more clear, could you take me through it step by step and help
me sketch out a timeline of the process, including the barriers or challenges you encountered
and the strategies used to deal with them.

(a) What significant barriers or challenges did you and your team encounter?
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(b) What strategies and approaches did you adopt to address these barriers? Were there any
specific measures or actions taken to overcome these barriers?

(¢) In retrospect, do you think that any of the strategies employed were particularly effective
or ineffective in dealing with barriers? If so, could you explain why? (Maybe something
to classify the strategies to change management models, |Meijer| (2015) strategies or Loewe
and Dominiquini| (2006)) strategies)

A.4 Lessons Learned and Recommendations

. Based on your experience, what are the key lessons learned from the data governance im-
plementation process during the transition to Cloud computing? Are there any insights or
best practices that you would recommend to other financial services firms undergoing similar
initiatives?

(a) Looking back, are there any specific changes or improvements that you would have done
differently if you were to start the process again to enhance the data governance imple-
mentation or address barriers more effectively?

. How would you rate the success of this project? What measures do you use for the successful-
ness of the project?

A.5 Conclusion

. Give the participant time to ask me any questions they might have. Thank the participant
for their valuable insights and time. Offer an opportunity for them to provide any additional
comments or share anything they believe is important for the research. Repeat that I would
like to report their experience as part of my research. Ensure that I have clarity about their
consent that their responses will be used as a part of this research. Ask whether they would
like to stay updated on the status of the research and if they would like to receive a copy of
the thesis when it is done.
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Appendix B

Focus Group Results

recognizable
requires a broader tomch
recognisable
makes sense

difficult to transform
strategys needmore detail

Figure B.1: The Mentimeter word cloud that was generated from the responses of the focus group
to the question of what they thought of the results of the individual interviews, particularly with
respect to table {1} “Broader tom ch” stands for “broader target operating model change”
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