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ABSTRACT

Aim/Purpose

Background

Methodology

Contribution

Findings

Recommendations
for Practitioners

The paper addresses the two important dynamic features of business intelli-
gence (BI) — maturity and agility — and the interrelation between the two, pro-
jected into supportt for BI agility.

An analysis of published research sources, together with interviews with BI pro-
fessionals, resulted in defining important traits of B environment that support
its ability to change and renew.

The research used a literature analysis to confirm contradictory issues between
the ultimate stages of known BI maturity models and the need to develop Bl
agility. The most important issues have been projected against similar issues
from interviews with BI professionals.

This paper attempts to define possible “pillars” of BI agility that have to de-
velop together with growing BI maturity.

The interviews, combined with previous research and literature sources, have
shown that the ultimate goal of BI maturity journey is an optimized system en-
compassing the entire organization. Such approach often introduces rigidity and
limits BI ability to change and adapt. On the other hand, this ability seems to be
supported by certain managerial and human factors, where organizational cul-
ture appears to play a key role.

There are certain types of organizational culture that are supportive for Bl agil-
ity and contradict optimized and rigid maturity.
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The Dynamics and Agility of Business Intelligence

Recommendations ~ The presented conclusions ate to an extent based on assumptions and should

for Researchers be tested by quantitative analysis, where possible. Further research models
might include related and under-researched sets of issues like BI resilience and
informing resilience in general.

Impact on Society ~ Against wider context, value creation by advanced IT does not guarantee suc-
cess by itself if human and especially cultural factors are neglected.

Future Research Testing of assumptions and hypotheses based on the findings of this paper. Ex-
pansion of research ideas to wider network of research partners to test assump-
tions against different backgrounds.

Keywords business intelligence maturity, business intelligence agility, organizational culture

INTRODUCTION

The concept of business intelligence (BI) has been in use for several decades, undergoing the life cy-
cle phases of an important informing innovation — fast rise, explosive interest, significant efforts in
research, and practical issues. Such phases are often followed by subsequent stabilization and cooling
of public interest, and mutations into related approaches. However, in the case of BI we deal with
advanced business informing activities that are not much likely to fade away with loss of their initial
spark.

There are multiple ways to define the role of BI in contemporary business, and for this reason some
clarifications are presented below in this paragraph. However, to project this role into a fast-changing
environment, the dimension of time and dynamics is introduced. BI systems are continuously ad-
vancing, the user base is expanding, and capabilities are enhanced beyond customized data access to
flexible self-service reporting and decision support tools (Bani-Hani et al., 2018). Operating in a per-
manent flux of business environment drives the need for organizational agility (Nicoletti, 2023;
Vejseli et al., 2022). For organizational agility, the ability to sense and respond is largely dependent on
the quality of informing activities, and BI in particular (Levallet & Chan, 2022; Pinho et al., 2022; Pu-
lakos et al., 2019). The value extraction from BI applications largely depends upon analytical capabil-
ity development, growing sophistication, and maturity (Korsten et al., 2022; Su & Cardoso, 2021).
Being a digital technology-enabled function, BI keeps changing in response to IT advances. At the
same time, the business community expects BI to develop its capability to sense and respond, main-
tain its informing power regardless of changes, and provide valuable insights of stable quality. This
somewhat contradictory relation calls for better understanding of issues related to dynamics of
changes. Therefore, the purpose of this paper is to investigate relations between BI maturity and agil-
ity as important concepts of BI dynamics, based on literature research and interviews with BI profes-
sionals.

The current positioning of Bl is rather wide, if not vague, due to its evolution over the last few dec-
ades that has initiated different opinions on its current state and positioning. This is easy to explain:
since naming BI the “umbrella term” to join together technologies and processes for decision sup-
port and general awareness, many new developments in business informing, intelligence and analyti-
cal technologies have moved under the same umbrella. The evaluation of current interest in BI points
to several streams of opinions regarding the current positioning of BI:

a) First — BI has settled — opinions of BI having matured into clearly positioned set of informing
activities — some sources even equal it to reporting, which for decades has been the typical func-
tion of ERP-level systems (Zimmer et al., 2012); other sources state internal Bl orientation as an
inward looking function (Negash & Gray, 2003); a survey by Arnott et al. (2019) provides many
examples of this strain of BI positioning;
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b) Second — BI keeps evolving with the current wave of sophisticated analytics utilizing artificial
intelligence and machine learning (Susa Vugec et al., 2020) or expanding, pointing out to the
overarching nature of BI activities (the authors of this paper consider themselves belonging to
this group as well). In this case, the principal goal of BI is seen as complete coverage of infor-
mation on environment (Arnott et al., 2019; Phillips-Wren et al., 2021). One of the more bal-
anced BI definitions is suggested by Olszak (2013): BI may be seen as a collection of technolo-
gies, applications, and processes to help users make better decisions or to provide better insights
into the company and its and its chain of actions. Under this approach, all instances of BI po-
tential from the above streams of opinions are utilized to provide informing for as complete
coverage as possible.

An important feature of this approach is time dimension that reflects the dynamic environment of BI
operation, where changes are driven by technology and organizational forces, and originating inter-
nally and externally. The rest of the paper discusses the issues of BI dynamics and is organized as fol-
lows: the first section discusses the issues of BI dynamics, namely, maturity and agility; the following
section focuses on contradictions between the two. In the next section, a role of cultural factors for
BI agility is discussed, based on published research and performed interviews. The paper concludes
with the aggregated findings.

BUSINESS INTELLIGENCE DYNAMICS

The dynamics of BI — development, changes, and mutations of BI systems and activities — have initi-
ated several research directions regarding BI dynamics, among which BI maturity and BI agility are
quite prominent. It would be correct to note here that many published sources on maturity or agility
in business informing do not necessarily concentrate specifically on BI field. Some sources (Cosic et
al., 2012; Elliott, 2014; Knabke & Olbrich, 2016) discuss the maturity or agility of business analytics,
which, to author’s opinion, largely intersects with BI activities, and a term “Business intelligence &
analytics” (BI&A) is often used. Yet other sources (Lu & Ramamurthy, 2011; Seo & LaPaz, 2008;
Van Oosterhout et al., 2006; Vejseli et al., 2020) focus on maturity or agility in the area of infor-
mation systems (IS) or information technology (IT). The view of the authors is that maturity and agil-
ity issues in the wider field of IT and IS largely intersect with those of BI&A, the difference being in
the greater required flexibility of BI&A.

The targets of BI maturity and agility are different in (a) a sense of goals to be achieved and (b) the
dynamics of their development. Because of these differences, a question might arise whether maturity
and agility apply to the same object. However, it can be stated that, at least in the case of BI, we are
talking about the same object — a well-defined function of advanced informing to produce quality in-
sights — finding itself in a middle of an old debate between efficiency and flexibility. It may also be
noted that agility is seldom discussed together with maturity. This can, at least in part, be explained
by the different dimensions that maturity and agility reflect, but we here point out the obvious rela-
tion between the two.

BI MATURITY

The adoption or renewal of a Bl system in an enterprise is a process that takes some time until the
system is accepted, matures, and its value is recognized. The implementation and adoption of BI sys-
tems in businesses has settled into a process with several common phases, initiating BI maturity con-
cept and a set of BI maturity models as a result. The structure of such a process is ordered by value
growth in each step, and usually encompasses past experience, current state of things, and foreseea-
ble future. A generic BI model, distilled from several known models and containing a generic set of
maturity levels, is presented in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. A generic BI maturity model with maturity levels

Despite the attention of researchers for maturity in the field of informing and information systems,
there seem to be no agreed definitions of IS or BI maturity. Mettler and Ballester (2021) present ma-
turity as the extent to which a specific process is explicitly defined, managed, measured, controlled,
and effective. According to Cosic et al. (2012), maturity is intended to reflect the level of develop-
ment of organizational capabilities, processes, or resources. A set of BI maturity models has been de-
veloped with an intent to provide structure for the dynamics of BI development and adoption
(Rajteric, 2010). Maturity models provide “a consistent design and management view on the subject
at hand” (Raber et al., 2013) — in this case, a BI system. However, a common understanding of what
is understood as mature BI, or an ultimate Bl maturity level, seems to be lacking. In the authors’
opinion, it requires clarification in an evolving context to have a look at several possible contradic-
tions. BI has to evolve in the boundaries of an organization to gain required acceptance and extract
expected value, at the same time keeping up with changing environment (development of BI agility).
A similar point is made by Cosic et al. (2012), where the authors, while proposing a business analytics
maturity model, point out to its required flexibility and reflection of the evolutionary and distributed
nature of BA innovations within organizations.

Summarizing the above, BI maturity models reflect the dynamics of Bl implementation and adoption
in businesses, reflecting BI value growth and a certain desirable ultimate state. However, changes in
the business environment and in Bl technology itself are inevitable, and this creates a contradiction
between maturity goals and readiness for transformation.

BI AGILITY

For a number of years there has been a strong agreement among researchers and practitioners that a
well-pointed BI system creates substantial value for business activities. However, this value is not a
given in itself — as business environment experiences constant change, BI function has been evolving
and will experience changes and mutations. Depending on its ability to adapt, I'T has either an ena-
bling or impeding effect on informing activities (Van Oosterhout et al., 2006). Despite the technol-
ogy being more capable, fast environment changes often lead to discontent and confusion among
business users (Elliott, 2014). Sources supporting the need for Bl agility point out to factors like vola-
tile and turbulent environments (Knabke & Olbrich, 2016), changing business with changing data
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sources, data models, and functionality (Baars & Hiitter, 2015), and the need to support organiza-
tional agility (Zimmer et al., 2012). In the context of environment changes, Bl as a sensory system
may find itself in three roles:

e A valuable sensing asset providing advanced environment information and predictive power,
e A business accessory providing adequate current informing functions, or

e A rigid and obsolete system that becomes a liability by failing to provide proper informing in a
changing environment.

When changes in the informing environment outpace a once-efficient BI system, an emergence of
so-called “shadow BI” applications often happens. Although for quick and agile solutions some of
these applications may prove valuable (Kretzer & Maedche, 2014), such approaches are inconsistent
and inefficient, lacking structure, oversight, and control over growth. A related concept is self-service
BI (Lennerholt, 2022; Passlick et al., 2020; Schlesinger & Rahman, 2016), but it also requires con-
sistency and oversight to be valuable.

BI is expected to provide sensing and responding capabilities to support organizational agility (Lee &
Liu, 2022; Tallon et al., 2019). Obviously, to maintain a required level of informing over time and
stay valuable, a BI system has to be agile by simultaneously developing its competences and adapting
to changes from outside the system. An often-refereed theoretical foundation for agility is Dynamic
Capabilities Approach (Teece et al., 2016). Under the lens of dynamic capabilities, agility is consid-
ered as the firm’s ability to quickly, efficiently, and effectively deploy its resources and business pro-
cesses to enhance value creation (Pinho et al., 2022; Teece et al., 2016). The reflection of the dynamic
capabilities approach in BI activities is seen as the ability to cope with changing business environ-
ments by building, reconfiguring and managing BI assets to transform them into greater value
(Knabke & Olbrich, 2016).

As stated above, changes in the business environment and in BI technology itself are inevitable, lead-
ing to a contradiction between maturity goals and readiness for transformation. A concept of Bl agil-
ity targets the readiness for such changes and BI ability to maintain its potential through changes.
The evident dynamism of the innovation-rich BI domain has impacted the understanding of BI ma-
turity, challenging it against upcoming changes. Here we can make an assumption that to become
truly mature in terms of developing and maintaining Bl value, an organization needs to develop read-
iness for future changes.

CONTRADICTIONS BETWEEN MATURITY AND AGILITY

Both concepts of BI maturity and agility seek to create and maintain value from BI operations. While
the concept of maturity reflects value growth, the concept of agile BI concentrates on preservation of
this value. A contradiction emerges between the ultimate state of maturity and the never-ending
transformation requiring agility. The contradictions between BI maturity and agility seem to come up
from different concentration focuses. For maturity, it is the value extraction from the current plat-
form, while for agility, it is the ability to grow flexible competences that would hold against changes.
The controversy also comes from longitudinal perspective: optimized target levels of maturity models
cannot last for longer time and are easier to disrupt; agility aims exactly at developing and maintain-
ing competencies for as long as possible.

Several common features to compare the two concepts are presented in Table 1.



The Dynamics and Agility of Business Intelligence

Table 1. A comparison of features of BI maturity and agility

BI maturity BI agility

Has a finite point as its goal, developing to- Does not have a finite point; instead maintains

wards alignment and optimization flexibility and preparation for change

Criteria of efficiency and utilization Criteria of resilience and competence preserva-
tion

One path or alternative; one set of activities in | Many paths, alternatives or versions without

its current version to be developed and opti- aiming at optimization

mized

Maturity reflects a single instance of coupling Agility seeks to cover a larger context (includes

between BI and organization external factors) and longer time window (cov-
ering possible future changes)

Most maturity models show overly optimistic and vague expectations regarding the last stage, espe-
cially the ones claiming aligned and optimized activities. Mettler and Pinto (2018) state, ““what is ma-
ture today must not necessarily be mature tomorrow; or what works in one context, must not neces-
sarily work in another.” The analysis of a set of existing BI maturity models (Rajteric, 2010) has
shown that many of them reflect a sequence of phases towards some ideal and optimized BI in-
stance. The exceptions are several models that declare flexible ultimate stage, important role of cul-
ture, and avoid optimization (Gartner, TDWI, and AMR models). In such cases, maturity would
point to an ability to embrace future changes more easily. For BI being a fluid and dynamic set of ac-
tivities, aligned and optimized activity is not considered to last for long. Eventually, BI is doomed to
be immature because its agility requires keeping extra elements of freedom — e.g., alternative ap-
proaches and processes, search for solutions outside existing boundaries, to name a few.

An emerging idea raised in this paper is that BI maturity has to be redefined in its goals. The more
realistic, in the authors’ opinion, models of BI maturity in their ultimate stages present exactly this —
development of sustainable competencies and capabilities to deal with the dynamic future. Such com-
petencies should be the opposite of what is declared in the “optimized” last stage of some maturity
models — rigid, and therefore fragile, processes. In other words, flexible maturity has to stay imma-
ture by the standards of maturity models, or the concept of maturity has to undergo significant ex-
pansion.

The movement between maturity stages in BI maturity models suggests several things.

Firstly, it is often assumed that a certain BI system — the technical or systemic foundations
of BI activities — is already in place and will stay stable during the entire maturity cycle.

Secondly, important developments along the maturity stages lie in the area of governance of
BI activities — sources of value are recognized and defined; processes are better organized
and managed.

Thirdly, although this is not always obvious, the facilitation of future flexibility requires im-
portant changes to take place in values, people behaviors ,and attitudes. Such foundation
points, or “pillars” of flexible maturity often are attributed to the area of organizational cul-
ture, of which information culture and BI culture is an important part. For this reason, the
role of cultural factors is discussed more widely in this paper.

THE ROLE OF CULTURAL FACTORS FOR BI AGILITY

Organizational culture is one of under-researched factors of BI agility, as well as of BI success in gen-
eral. However, it is a factor present in many publications, as well as interviews with BI practitioners
and business analysts. In the authors’ opinion, the support of organizational culture for Bl agility is
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an interesting fresh research avenue. One of possible assumptions may be presented here: a certain
type of organizational culture may strengthen or impair BI agility — ability to change while maintain-
ing its competencies.

RELATION OF ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE AND BI AGILITY IN PUBLISHED
WORKS

In published research on relations between BI agility, organizational culture, and organizational agility
in general, many sources point out to the importance of cultural factors. The promotion of culture
that is not averse of changes, but welcomes them instead, and is no less important than I'T, has been
pointed out by Tallon et al. (2019). Proposing an IS agility construct, Maurer (2010) stressed a “hu-
man characteristics” component including interpersonal skills and social capital of IS personnel. De-
fining management actions to support agility, Vejseli et al. (2020) presented a set of such actions,
where the majority of them relate directly to organizational and information culture: cross-boundary
committees, communication, and information sharing. Seo and LaPaz (2008) stressed the importance
of organizational culture for IS to support organizational agility. Yousif and Pessi (2016), based on
literature review, posit that business agility can be supported through IT agility. Bieda (2020) stresses
the culture of collaboration from formal to informal to gain insights from multiple and deeper per-
spectives. Elliott (2014) has pointed to the importance of community of business and IT across func-
tional silos, utilizing “soft power” for the best use of information.

An interesting point raised in a paper by McKinsey consultancy (Aghina et al., 2015) is that agile ver-
sus rigid is a common dimension, but many companies just look at it and try to find their position on
this spectrum. Instead, they should be trying to be both — go for stability and dynamic capability —
and one of the key indicated factors is culture that takes a long time to build or change.

RELATION OF ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE AND BI AGILITY IN
INTERVIEWS

In order to complement the published research findings about cultural factors for BI agility, a set of
15 interviews has been performed with BI professionals from medium and large companies operating
in Lithuania. The interview method has been chosen for several reasons — frequent use for explora-
tory studies in information systems research, extraction of genuine expert opinions from prominent
participants either by seniority or professional excellence, and ability to detect nuances that disappear
between questions in surveys (Jarvenpaa & Lang, 2005; Torkzadeh et al., 2000). The interview ex-
cerpts provided below point to the need for an open, flexible culture (a number at the end of a quo-
tation indicates a certain respondee).

(A) General issues on organization culture and agility:

e If a rigid organization wants to be agile, a contradiction emerges (8).

e A feature of organization maturity is the ability of stakeholders to ask well-
pointed questions that is ahead of intelligence & analytics maturity (8).

e Context and storytelling are of prime importance when delivering information,
as opposed to analysts’ stance: “I have delivered information; now you do
whatever you want with it” (8).

e Agile principles need teamwork success, but rewards are individual — a contro-
versy (10).

e Organizational agility does not depend upon company size — it is more an issue
of management and culture. ... Good examples — management and culture
support interest in innovations and new good practices. Very much depends
upon leaders (12).
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(B) Value added by shared insights:

¢ Inanew organization I deal with independent colleagues from non-competing
organizations in the same areas — BI architects, data scientists. I talk to
healthcare BI architects from Switzerland, search engine data analysts from
other places, and essentially it is a win-win, because in fact we do not mention
confidential stuff once, and instead ask: “How’s your data model? And yours?”
v

e  Statistically, analysts are introverts and not inclined to communicate, so you
have to get them into one room to start talking (7).

e  Cultural differences between business and I'T emerge: business culture works
towards frequent and fast changes; IT and engineering culture — towards nor-
mally operating stable systems (9).

e Lack of horizontal informing — commerce/sales do not care about delivery
costs from logistics; explained by low level of BI culture. ... Organizational cul-
ture and community had not been a reason for BI changes (15).

e There is a lack of communication between departments. But the blame is not
on the employees, and comes from undefined processes instead. It is unclear
who has to be notified if some information changes, and how this would affect
the entire organization (15).

(C) Stepping out of your comfort zone / embracing trial-and-error:

e A frequent topic among analysts in terms of figures is: everyone is looking at
their data, and very few consider the market situation. This part is neglected,
and no one thinks about it: only internal data matter, when almost no one cares
about external data to benchmark against market, competition or other external
factors (7).

e The ability to learn and get out of the comfort zone is a valuable competence
(-

e  The data shown by BI tool were so embarrassing that the system had been left
to die (13).

e  Growing and permanently developing personnel competencies — a need to see
wider picture and context (13).

e The inability to see the larger picture seriously impairs organizational agility. Bl
tools are available, but factors like everyday workloads and lack of intelligence
culture prevent their use (15).

e BI tools had been created, but management did not use them. Reason: lack of
intelligence culture; workload prevents from seeing the wider picture (15).

A set of cultural factors, in part based on one author’s earlier work (Skyrius et al., 2018), has served in
projecting the interview findings into issues distilled from publications, and noting several common
points. This grouping is reflected in Table 2.
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Table 2. Role of culture in developing agility: Summarization of literature review and inter-
view responses by features of organizational culture

Features of or-

gamzagonal Literature sources Interview responses
culture, impact-
ing BI agility
Organizational | Gregory and Taylor (2019) | (8) If a rigid organization wants to be agile, a contradiction

culture type

specify the levels of agile
culture by dimensions —
purpose, leadership, people
feel, collaboration, trust,
change acceptance, innova-
tion and failures

Seo and LaPaz (2008)
stress the importance of
organizational culture for
informing function to sup-
port organizational agility.

Newell et al. (2007), dis-
cussing mechanistic and
organistic organization
types, define the former as
clumsy and impairing agil-
ity.

emerges.

(10) Agile principles need teamwork success, but rewards are
individual — a controversy

(12) Otrganizational culture is a defining factor for BI cul-
ture.

Clear strategy,
goals, metrics

Vejseli et al. (2020): Bench-
marking between programs
and projects.

Gregory and Taylor (2019):
Organizational purpose is
clear and compelling.

(8) A feature of organization maturity is the ability of stake-
holders to ask well-pointed questions that is ahead of intelli-
gence & analytics maturity.

(10) The strategic direction is too wide, lacks clarity, and
risks of different interpretation emerge.

(12) The existence of BI strategy sets ground for Bl culture
development. Clear strategic vision provides focus regarding
goals and resources for their fulfilment.

Decision dele-
gation to lower
levels

Yousif and Pessi (20106):
Decision making and hier-
archies.

Aghina et al. (2015): Deci-
sions made both for stabil-
ity and dynamic capability.

(9) Decision delegation to lower levels.

Information
sharing, analyti-
cal communi-
ties

Vejseli et al. (2020): Cross-
boundary committees to
integrate all stakeholders;
sharing information and
success.

Yousif and Pessi (20106):
Information management
and sharing,

(7) In a new organization I deal with independent colleagues
from non-competing organizations in the same areas — BI
architects, data scientists. I talk to healthcare BI architects
from Switzerland, search engine data analysts from other
places, and essentially it is a win-win, because in fact we do
not mention confidential stuff once, and instead ask:
“How’s your data model? And yoursr”
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Features of or-
ganizational
culture, impact-

ing BI agility

Literature sources

Interview responses

Bieda (2020): Culture of
collaboration from formal
to informal to gain insights
from multiple and deeper
perspectives.

Gregory and Taylor (2019):

cross-functional collabora-
tion.

Maurer (2010): stresses in-
terpersonal and social skills
in proposed 1S agility con-
struct.

(7) A frequent topic among analysts in terms of figures is:
everyone is looking at their data, and very few consider the
market situation. This part is neglected, and no one thinks
about it: only internal data matter, when almost no one cares
about external data to benchmark against market, competi-
tion or other external factors.

(8) Removal of cultural batriers.

(9) Collaboration and information sharing are essential for
the development of BI culture.

(15) Information sharing and cooperation — processes could
be better defined. ... Lack of horizontal informing — com-
merce/sales do not care about delivery costs from logistics.

Business and
IT cooperation;
barrier removal

Elliott (2014): The im-
portance of community of
business and IT across
functional silos.

Bieda (2020): stresses the
culture of collaboration to
gain insights into deeper
petspectives.

(8) A feature of organization maturity is the ability of stake-

holders to ask well-pointed questions that are ahead of intel-
ligence & analytics maturity. ... Context and storytelling are

of prime importance when delivering information.

(9) Cultural differences between business and IT: business
culture works towards frequent and fast changes; I'T/engi-
neering culture — towards stable operating systems.

(11) BI receives no feedback from business on how data are
used for decisions.

Learning, ex-
perimenting,
expertise
preservation;
mistake toler-
ance

Majchrzak et al. (20006):
Build a mental map of
other’s expertise.

Elliott (2014): Sandboxes
as specific BI service.

Tallon et al. (2019): Pro-
motion of culture of calcu-
lated risk taking and idea
testing.

(7) The ability to learn and get out of the comfort zone is a
valuable competence.

(8) Most important human feature for flexibility is the will to
learn and unlearn.

(10) In some places, we do not have a “speak-up” culture.

(13) The data shown by BI tool were so embarrassing that
the system had been left to die.

(15) During change implementation, volumes of valuable ex-
perience have been recorded and are currently in use. ...
Human competences need to be non-static.

The information in Table 2 summarizes the role of organizational culture in building BI agility. The
most prominent features of organizational culture in the leftmost column are supported by both pub-
lished research and interviews with I'T/BI practitioners. This set of features indicates the possible di-
rections to make appropriate decisions on organizational weaknesses and strengths, and may serve as
a basis for further research. The presented findings largely suggest that BI requires an open organiza-

10
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tional culture to match its maturity and agility. Open organizational culture, and especially its part re-
garding sharing of information and insights, is regarded as a key motivation factor for effective use of
technology potential.

CONCLUSIONS

This paper proposes several findings regarding the relation between BI maturity and agility. Firstly,
the results of literature review and interviews with BI professionals show that an important direction
for maturing BI to follow is to avoid becoming strained and rigid. What should matter for maturing
BI in the face of upcoming changes is a set of competencies and skills to assure required changes
with as little disruption as possible, and maintaining core competences at that. According to this ap-
proach, the targeted ultimate BI maturity stage should be open for change and possess the necessary
strengths to withstand the inevitable change stress. In other words, growing BI maturity should de-
velop agility pillars to accommodate future changes. The important question here is, “What universal
and change-independent competences should be nurtured that would support future BI agility in two
wayse” Firstly, such competences would allow value extraction from current system or platform by
maintaining and pushing forward visibility and awareness. Secondly, they would amortize or mini-
mize the stress of future changes. A McKinsey consultancy paper (Aghina et al., 2015) pointed out
that truly agile organizations learn to be both stable and dynamic by having an unchanging set of sta-
ble elements — “a fixed backbone”. To the authors’ opinion, this approach projects well into BI agil-
ity context, and the identified features of organizational agility, largely based on organizational cul-
ture, may serve as such stable elements.

In addition, this paper proposes a clarification of the role of organizational culture in balancing BI

maturity with BI agility. If mature systems are expected to change and adapt without significantly re-

ducing their potential, it becomes important to discover what are the key features, sustainable com-

petences, and strengths that remain throughout changes. The candidate pillars of agile maturity, sup-

ported by open organizational culture, could be:

e cfficient communication and information exchange;

e information integration, strongly supported by sharing and cross-silo accessibility;

e outside-the-box alternatives that require creative approaches; ability to learn and unlearn; tolerate
trial-and-error; drop outdated and obsolete rules;

e Close cooperation and partnership between business and IT.

Such suggested pillars of BI agility center around the flexible and open mentality. In terms of practi-
cal application, several potentially important issues come up. Firstly, horizontal collaboration across
functional borders should be facilitated, especially for business analysts whose area is inquiry and in-
sight. Secondly, functional information silos should be opened to facilitate insight exchange and inte-
gration. Thirdly, feedback between business and IT, especially business feedback on IT innovations,
should be a commonplace requirement.

While presented research shows organizational culture emerging as an important Bl agility factor, this
importance has to be tested empirically in a comprehensive manner. This research direction is going
to be unclear and vague, and much more difficult to perceive and manage than technology or system
parameters. However, it requires significant attention and effort of both BI researchers and practi-
tioners concerned about sustained value of their findings and developments.
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