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Abstract 

Regulations require the implementation process to be interconnected across organizational and 
technological settings. However, the implementation of regulations is frequently perceived as a 
compliance procedure that is straightforward. This leaves limited attention to how various actors 
are shaping their expertise, authority and responsibilities. This study utilizes DORA’s 
implementation as an empirical case in Swedish context to further explore how these dynamics 
are constructed within regulatory environments. It employs boundary work as its theoretical 
framework and utilized a qualitative multiple case approach, conducting nine semi-structured 
interviews with financial institutions, consultants, and system providers engaged in DORA 
implementation in Sweden. The findings add to the literature on regulatory implementation and 
boundary work by demonstrating that DORA implementation involves more than mere 
compliance but entails continuous negotiation across organizational and technological 
boundaries. Consequently, the process of implementing DORA itself generates boundary work. 
As DORA implementation continues to evolve, there is a necessity for future research on how 
these dynamics will develop over time. 
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Introduction 

Cyberattacks, including ransomware and data breaches, have risen in recent years, especially 
targeting financial organizations (ENISA, 2023). Financial institutions are three times more 
likely to be victims of cyberattacks than other sectors (Trautmann, 2024). Due to their 
dependence on digital systems and external ICT suppliers, along with the rise in accessible attack 
techniques, they grow increasingly vulnerable (Trautmann, 2024). Such cyber attacks decrease 
public trust and financial stability, creating a regulatory issue since financial institutions possess 
sensitive customer information (World Economic Forum, 2026). Additionally, geopolitical 
tensions driven by political interests heighten risk, with 64% of organizations indicating they 
have faced it. These attacks target financial institutions for leverage, causing regulators to view 
cyber resilience as a critical concern.  

A regulatory response is the EU’s Digital Operational Resilience Act (DORA) which was 
effective from 17 January 2025. DORA addresses ICT risk management, risks from third parties 
in ICT, operational resilience testing, reporting incidents and overseeing critical third-party 
providers (EIOPA, 2025). It is applicable to a broad range of financial institutions such as banks, 
insurance and investment companies, payment services, crypt-asset providers and essential cloud 
or data service providers (EIPOA, 2025). It signifies a key regulatory initiative and also provides 
an empirical context that unfolds the broader aspect of the regulatory implementation. In contrast 
to previous regulations that primarily discussed compliance frameworks, DORA tackles the 
interconnected infrastructure and relationships among the organization itself and external actors 
(AFME, 2024). 

Previous studies of regulatory implementation have frequently emphasized the difficulties 
associated with translating external regulatory requirements into organizational practice, 
including ambiguity, conflicting demands, coordination challenges, and gaps between formal 
structures and everyday practices (Knill et al., 2020; Czarniawska, 2012). These dynamics 
become particularly relevant in the context of DORA implementation. Because DORA 
introduces extensive regulatory requirements across interconnected technological and 
organizational infrastructures, implementation involves multiple actors, dependencies, and 
interpretations across organizational settings (Clausmeier, 2023). Consequently, implementation 
is mostly viewed as a regulatory framework issue where requirements seem too abstract to put 
into practice or as an issue of organizational capacity, where implementation difficulties are 
connected to limited knowledge, collaboration or preparedness among those who are related to 
implementation activities. This provides limited direction on the implementation process among 
actors and the hidden interpretive, relational and cross-organizational tasks needed in regulatory 
settings. 

These dynamics are particularly visible in DORA, where, similar to quality improvement 
collaboratives implementation (QIC), implementation depends on overlapping legal, 
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technological, organizational, and regulatory expertise (Carstensen et al., 2023). These dynamics 
become particularly visible in DORA implementation, where multiple actors participate in 
interpreting regulatory requirements and shaping implementation practices across organizational 
and technological contexts. These positions are not simply different interpretations of the 
regulation but claims over expertise, legitimacy, and responsibility regarding what “good” 
implementation is. To better understand these dynamics, this study draws on the concept of 
boundary work by Langley et. al. (2019). Instead of viewing implementation as a straightforward 
translation of regulation (Møller, 2019), boundary work emphasizes how individuals get to 
negotiate their roles, responsibilities, and authority across organizational and professional 
boundaries in complex organizational environments (Langley et al, 2019). 

This study aims to examine the regulatory implementation process as boundary work in 
multi-actor contexts, utilizing DORA as the empirical example. The research will analyze how 
authority, responsibility, and expertise are negotiated among interconnected actors during the 
implementation process. DORA served as an appropriate example due to the novelty of the 
regulation, making it intriguing to observe the interactions among the participants as they evolve 
in real time during the initial phases of regulation implementation. Simultaneously, it manages 
technologically linked infrastructures and engages various interdependent actors whose 
cooperation is essential for implementation (EIOPA, 2025). The research adds to implementation 
literature by examining not just compliance results but also the claims and interpretations related 
to the implementation process. It further adds to the literature on boundary work by investigating 
how the regulatory framework leads to continuous negotiations regarding implementation, 
ownership, legitimate expertise, and coordination among the actors. With this, the research is 
guided by the following question: 

How are different actors implementing new regulatory requirements across organizational 
boundaries? 

To answer this research question, the study adopts a qualitative multiple‑case approach based on 
semi‑structured interviews with financial institutions, consultants, and system providers involved 
in DORA implementation in Sweden. Through the focus on DORA, the study aims to contribute 
to a broader understanding of how the requirements of regulations are implemented within 
organizations, particularly when they are complex, involve multiple actors, and open to 
interpretation.  

Literature Review 

DORA establishes new regulatory requirements related to digital operational resilience and the 
management of external actors in increasingly interconnected financial and technological settings 
(Scott, 2021). Consequently, the regulation’s implementation process requires organizational 
adaption, coordination among various actors and the engagement of external actors. Thereby, the 
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following chapter explores prior studies on regulatory implementation, multi-actor governance 
and the role of expertise and intermediary actors in these implementation processes. 

Regulatory Implementation as Ambiguous and Interpretive 

Research on regulatory implementation has consistently questioned the assumption that policies 
are implemented through a non-complex administrative process (Matland, 1995). Rather, 
implementation processes are influenced by continuous interpretation, ambiguity and local 
adaption (Matland, 1995). The author’s “ambiguity-conflict” model suggests that objectives of 
unclear policies and its implementation strategies generate a pathway for local actors to 
differently interpret and operationalize them across organizational settings. Some studies also 
view these implementations as translation processes where policies are perpetually adapted and 
reshaped as they move through these organizational contexts (Carstensen et al., 2023). Similar 
dynamics can also be seen in recent articles concerning GDPR (General Data Protection 
Regulation) implementation. Even though GDPR & DORA target distinct regulatory domains, 
both regulations require organizations to implement extensive regulatory requirements within 
their current organizational framework and technological systems (Wilczopolski, 2026). 
Smirnova et al. (2024) argued that implementing GDPR regulation often makes organizations 
redesign their internal processes, modify governance framework and manage interactions with 
external actors like third party vendors, legal consultants and IT specialists. The author also 
emphasized on the challenges that are shaped by organizational context, resources and 
interconnected relationships among various actors. 

Thereby, existing implementation research indicates that regulatory implementation frequently 
goes beyond than just adhering to formal procedures and includes interpretation, modification 
and organizational changes in response to regulatory requirements (Matland, 1995; Carstensen et 
al., 2023; Møller, 2019). Previous research also highlights that the entire process requires 
collaboration between internal organizational functions and engagement with external actors 
directly or indirectly involved in regulatory tasks (Smirnova et al., 2024). 

Multi-Actor Governance and Interdependence 

Although earlier research emphasized that regulatory implementation involves external 
organizational relationships, Busetti and Dente (2016) mentioned how the implementation 
processes should be viewed and understood as reliant on the continuous collaboration of 
numerous independent actors. The authors further highlighted that implementation rarely takes 
place within one single organization and instead develops through interconnected relationships 
between actors with different responsibilities and resources. Hence, cooperation among actors 
must consistently be maintained during the implementation process (Busetti & Dante, 2016). 
Moreover, Sager and Gofen (2022) also argued that hybrid governance structures, and 
incorporation of both public and private actors shape the regulatory implementation process. 
Even though implementation tasks are shared among multiple actors, governance still operates 
through institutional frameworks. For example, regulation, contracts and accountability 

4 



 

mechanisms. Actors involved in this implementation process most of the time operate according 
to distinct institutional logics and professional priorities. It potentially creates tensions and 
coordination difficulties throughout the process (Sager & Gofen, 2022). One of the recent 
research projects also shows that competing institutional logic can create conflicting 
expectations, obligations and operational priorities in the process of any regulatory 
implementation (Xiao et al., 2025). 

Expertise, Intermediaries and Authority  

Furthermore, existing studies also showcased how collaboration between multi-actors is 
frequently negotiated through expertise and legitimacy. Initial research by Fincham (1999) 
highlighted the necessity for external actors (e.g. consultants) to build their own credibility and 
show the value of their experience and expertise compared to the existing knowledge within their 
client organizations. Later studies have been further developed and analyzed the social and 
organizational aspects of this connection, issues including power, the exchange of knowledge 
and the cooperation between external and internal stakeholders (Sturdy, 2011; Pozzebon & 
Pinsonneault, 2012). On the other hand, Abbott et al. (2017) defined intermediaries as actors 
situated between regulators and organizations that can gain influence in regulatory processes 
even while lacking direct formal power. Brès et al. (2019) also argued that intermediary actors 
can enhance their position through specialized expertise, active participation, and direct 
involvement in organizational decision-making processes. Therefore, in complex regulatory 
settings, such actors may evolve into key contributors in shaping implementation processes and 
organizational response to regulation (Brès et al., 2019). 

Although existing research provides significant insights on the uncertainty in implementing 
regulations, governing multi-actor frameworks and the increasing involvement of intermediary 
actors and external knowledge, these dynamics are often studied in isolation. Hence, a limited 
focus has been placed on how implementation processes are influenced when multiple actors are 
involved simultaneously in interpreting regulatory requirements, coordinating implementation 
tasks and establishing their own expertise. This especially becomes relevant in implementing 
DORA, where financial institutions, consultants and system providers participate in the process 
across an interdependent organizational environment (Wilczopolski, 2026). Therefore, to further 
analyze how the expertise, authority and responsibility are getting shaped among these different 
actors, the next chapter introduces boundary work as the theoretical framework for this study. 

Theoretical Framework 

This research utilizes the concept of Boundary work by Langley et. al (2019) to explore how the 
dynamics are shaped during the implementation process. Gieryn (1980) originally described 
boundary work by explaining how individuals differentiate themselves between groups to 
impose legitimacy, authority and expertise. Hence, boundaries are not perceived as fixed 
divisions. Instead, the theories suggest that boundaries are an ongoing process and it is created, 
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maintained & modified on the basis of social environment and interactions between individuals 
(Lamont & Molnár, 2002).  

Expanding on previous boundary studies, Langley et al. (2019) broaden the idea of boundary 
work by emphasizing on the actions that influence boundaries within organizational context. The 
authors define boundary work as an ongoing process which includes individuals and 
collaborative actions to establish, maintain, contest and reorganize boundaries among groups, 
professions and organizations. Boundary work gets significantly relevant in organizational 
contexts where tasks, duties and expertise are shared among various actors and domains 
(Langley et al., 2019). In these circumstances, organizational activities often emerge through 
continuous interactions between individuals with different professional roles, functions and 
responsibilities. Simultaneously, these individuals also remain mutually dependent on each other 
(Langley et al., 2019). Furthermore, recent studies on boundary work indicate that organizational 
processes with numerous individuals and domains can require the individuals to maintain 
differences in organizational roles and responsibilities while collaborating across pre-existing 
organizational boundaries (Kranke, 2022). In such contexts, it suggests that boundaries do not 
isolate organizational domains, rather it influences how dependencies and relationships are 
maintained in reality. Additionally, interdependent organizational tasks may require the 
individuals to collaborate with each beyond the established organizational boundaries to maintain 
relationships and coordinate activities across distinct domains (Marrone, 2010). 

Therefore, this makes boundary work significant to understand how regulatory implementation 
processes are influenced by the different dynamics. Actors involved in these processes can 
interact with organizational boundaries in various ways based on the organizational context, such 
as managing distinctions, facilitating coordination across domains or navigating interdependent 
relationships (Langley et al., 2019; Kranke, 2022; Marrone, 2010). Hence, boundary work can 
take multiple forms depending on how actors engage with boundaries during the implementation 
process. There are three forms of boundary work that would be useful in analyzing how actors 
navigate complex, multi-actor implementation environments: 

The first form relates to the maintaining and defending of the boundaries already in existence. 
Actors may seek to maintain their existing domains of expertise, authority and responsibility 
when new regulations threaten to disrupt existing arrangements (Zietsma & Lawrence, 2010). 
Defensive boundary work strategies are characterized by the reinforcement of internal 
jurisdictions, the protection of interpretive authority, or the emphasis on the sufficiency of 
organizational structures and capabilities (Zietsma & Lawrence, 2010). This strategy helps 
maintain organizational stability through clarifying who is responsible for what and which type 
of knowledge is legitimate within the implementation process (Sturdy, 2011). The second form 
refers to competitive or contesting boundary work, in which actors seek to challenge, expand, or 
redefine established boundaries (Langley et al., 2019). Actors could seek to re-position 
themselves by demonstrating new forms of expertise, interpretive authority or control over 
implementation activities beyond simply defending an existing domain (Langley et al., 2019). 
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Research on intermediaries and professional groups has demonstrated how actors can use their 
specific knowledge, analytical methods or interpretative skills to gain legitimacy and influence 
organizational activities (Bessy & Chauvin, 2013). Such competitive dynamics may be 
particularly salient in ambiguous and interdependent regulatory environments, as actors compete 
over what counts as legitimate implementation (Carstensen et al., 2023). The third form is 
boundary spanning and configurational boundary work, which centers on connecting, integrating 
or restructuring formerly separated domains (Marrone, 2010). As Langley et al. (2019) argue, it 
is important to recognize that boundaries separate but also coordinate by structuring the ways 
actors interact across organizational and technological contexts. The processes of implementation 
usually require collaboration at multiple levels, whether between internal functions, external 
partners, or technological infrastructures (Barrett et al., 2012). As such, boundary spanning 
activities, including translating knowledge across domains, integrating distributed information, 
and coordination of cross-functional tasks, may become essential for making implementation 
possible (Quick & Feldman, 2014). In complex regulatory environments, such practices may also 
contribute to reconfiguring how responsibilities, expertise, and coordination are organized 
(Busetti & Dente, 2016). These different types of boundary work suggest that regulation is not 
just about the translation of rules into practice but also about the negotiation of organizational 
relations, jurisdictions and expertise. These dynamics are important to understanding how actors 
negotiate the interpretive and organizational difficulties of implementing regulations, such as 
DORA. 

Contrary to viewing the process of implementation as just a linear and merely an administrative 
process, the study considers it as an interpretive and relational process through which 
organizational boundaries are continually constructed and reconstructed. This makes it possible 
to examine the extent to which the actors defend the existing jurisdiction, contest or broaden the 
jurisdictional domain, and reorganize the boundaries across organizational and technological 
settings. In focusing on these dynamics, the study examines how expertise, ownership over 
implementation, and responsibility are shaped within financial institutions, consultants, and 
system providers. Using the three forms of boundary work gives the thesis the ability to examine 
the process of implementing DORA not just in terms of compliance, but rather as a formation of 
organizational and technological boundaries. 

Methodology  

Given the study's focus on understanding how different actors construct, position, and contest 
expertise and authority in DORA implementation, a qualitative research design was considered 
appropriate. As described by Silverman (2022), qualitative research design is particularly 
appropriate for exploring the way that meanings and interpretations become constructed within 
processes of interaction. Rather than studying implementation as a fixed compliance outcome, 
the study focuses on how implementation is interpreted, framed, and contested across actors 
involved in DORA-related work. By concentrating on the financial institutions, the consultants, 
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and the systems providers from various organizations, the research was able to obtain a more 
diverse set of views compared to what could be achieved within a single organization. This 
allowed for the research to be concerned with the different means of implementation itself rather 
than the organizational culture of a particular institution. Each actor group approached DORA 
differently, making it possible to understand how implementation is influenced by competing 
claims over expertise, authority, and responsibility. The research follows implementation 
activities and interpretation through which DORA becomes operationalized. In analyzing these 
interactions rather than broader policy structures, the study was able to observe how different 
understandings of implementation emerge across actors in everyday organizational settings.  

Setting of the study  

The study conducted nine semi-structured interviews with DORA implementation actors in 
Sweden. It targeted three interconnected actor groups: financial institution employees, 
consultants, and system providers. They were strategically chosen since they occupy different 
roles within the implementation and thus construct implementation differently. Financial 
institutions were included since they hold formal responsibilities and accountabilities for 
compliance with the requirements set out by DORA. Consultants were selected because of the 
interpretative, organizational, and implementation support that they provide to financial 
institutions. Finally, system providers were included since they provide technological platforms 
and infrastructures through which the information is structured and operationalized. This helped 
to ensure that the study goes beyond treating implementation as an internal organizational 
process and instead examined how implementation is shaped across interconnected actors with 
overlapping expertise. 

Although the participating organizations were not directly collaborating within the same 
implementation projects, the actors continuously referred to one another during the interviews. 
This made it possible to capture how actors define and defend their own relevance within 
implementation processes while simultaneously positioning other actors as either necessary, 
complementary, or insufficient. The interviews were conducted with individuals directly 
involved in DORA-related work, including regulatory officers, legal advisors, governance 
specialists, consultants, and system specialists. These positions were deliberately selected 
because of their involvement in interpreting, facilitating, advising on, or managing DORA 
implementation activities. The interviews ranged between approximately 45 and 60 minutes and 
were conducted digitally through Microsoft Teams. As the majority of the participants had prior 
experience with Microsoft Teams, technical difficulties during the interviews were minimal.  

Table 1 provides an overview of the participants, which includes their organizational roles. 
Interviewees were anonymized by name and organizational affiliation. Consultant from Firm A 
is labeled A1, consultants from Firm B are labeled B1 & B2. Employees from financial 
institution X are labeled X1 & X2. Alongside, employees from software provider organization 
S1 are labeled S1a & S1b, and software provider organization S2 are labeled S2a & S2b. 
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Organization Role  Code 

Consulting Company 1 Cybersecurity Consultant A1 

Consulting Company 2 Cybersecurity Consultant B1 

Consulting Company 2 Cybersecurity Consultant B2 

Financial Institution 1 Regulatory Officer X1 

Financial Institution 1 Legal Council X2 

System Provider 1 DORA product owner S1a 

System Provider 1 Customer Success S1b 

System Provider 2 Product Marketing Manager S2a 

System Provider 2 Compliance Product Lead S2b  

Table 1: List of Interviews 

Data collection method  

Through conducting semi-structured interviews, participants expressed their own experiences, 
interpretations and perceptions of DORA implementation (Bryman & Bell, 2011; Silverman, 
2022). As the study analyzes competing viewpoints and interpretations of implementation, these 
semi-structured interviews are used to understand how actors themselves define implementation 
issues, roles and expertise instead of limiting them to predefined categories. In order to remove 
biases, the interview guide utilized a broad and open-ended structure to expand on participant’s 
experiences and organizational practices. As the study adopted an exploratory and abductive 
method, the interview process consistently evolved during the data collection stage. 

Questions were mostly centered on implementation methods, interpretations of DORA, 
challenges they face during the process, collaboration with internal and external actors, expertise 
and responsibilities. Even though similar themes were examined throughout all the interviews, 
the interview guides were adapted to reflect each actor group’s role in DORA-related activities. 
Financial institutions were mainly asked about their implementation tasks, collaboration among 
organizational departments and interactions with external actors including questions such as: 
“How is expertise around DORA distributed within the organization?”. Consultants were 
inquired about their advisory roles, implementation support and client partnership through 
questions like “Why do organizations bring in consultants to support their DORA work?”. 
Similarly, system providers were asked about their platform integration, challenges they face and 
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organizational adjustments via questions such as: “How does your platform fit within the broader 
DORA ecosystem?”. 

This interview design made for specific actors enabled a comparison of how different actors 
frame implementation challenges, organizational roles and legitimate expertise within 
interconnected organizational contexts. Additionally, the open-ended format of the interviews 
made themes and conflicts arise directly from the empirical material itself. Follow-up questions 
were also frequently asked to further clarify meanings, analyze contradictions and encourage 
participants to provide more detail on their experiences in relation to the implementation process. 

Data analysis  

Interviews were recorded and transcribed, and the transcription facilitated multiple readings of 
the empirical data to allow for patterns, narratives, tensions, and interpretations to become 
increasingly apparent during the analysis process. The analysis utilized an iterative and abductive 
approach, based on the Gioia methodology (Gioia et al., 2013). The first stage involved 
identifying concepts using interviewees’ own wording, for example: “internal competence”, 
“helping them understand”, and “shared workflows”. This coding then revolved around recurring 
patterns, such as preserving interpretive authority, constructing organizational awareness, and 
embedding compliance into system structures. The interviews revealed that rather than merely 
talking about the implementation process, the actors were positioning themselves in relation to 
one another. In turn, this meant shifting away from implementation as coordination and moving 
towards an understanding of implementation as a form of contestation over authority and 
expertise among interconnected actors. As a result, boundary work became the primary 
theoretical lens (Langley et al., 2019).  
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Table 2. Thematic analysis of interactions  

In accordance with the Gioia methodology, first-order concepts were gradually grouped into 
second-order themes and then further aggregated into broader analytical dimensions. Throughout 
the analysis process, the empirical findings were continuously compared with prior literature on 
regulatory implementation, multi-actor governance and interdependence, and negotiation of 
expertise and authority in order to further contextualize and refine the emerging interpretations. 
Since the study focuses on actors’ interpretations and constructions of implementation, the 
analysis should be understood as interpretive rather than as an objective representation of 
implementation reality.  

Limitations and Ethical Reflections  

The study’s methodological limitations are mainly related to interview design based on 
qualitative interviews. As the study centers on how actors interpret and construct DORA 
implementation, the findings rely on participants’ narratives instead of direct observations of 
implementation activities. Therefore, the research explores how actors define, interpret and 
position implementation processes within organizational context. Moreover, the organizations 
involved were not directly working with each other on the same DORA projects which suggests 
the study reflects varied perspectives on implementation rather than direct engagement among 
similar actors. As DORA implementation still remains in its initial phase, organizational 
interpretations and methods of the process may keep evolving over time. However, this also 
allowed the study to capture the continuous uncertainties, tensions and contestation related to 
expertise and implementation tasks as the processes were still developing. 

During the study, ethical issues were also taken into consideration in regard to the privacy 
regulations of the University of Gothenburg. Prior to participation, all participants were given an 
informed consent form, and it was mentioned that their participation along with their 
organization name will remain anonymous. In addition, the form consisted of the study’s 
purpose, the use of the data, and their rights as participants. This also included the right to 
withdraw at any point without repercussion. Furthermore, AI-driven tools were used selectively 
to assist in refining language, helping with transcription, and developing interview questions. 
Nonetheless, all interpretations, theoretical & analytical approach, coding mechanism, 
conclusions and the study overall were conducted and critically evaluated by the authors. 

Empirical Findings  

This chapter demonstrates the findings from interviews with different actors involved in the 
implementation of DORA. This highlights their description of roles, activities and experiences 
throughout the process. The findings are divided into three categories according to actors’ 
groups: A. Financial institutions, B. Consultants and C. System providers. Every section shows 
how these actors interact with DORA from their own specific roles. In each section, the findings 
are then organized around four aspects: what actors are doing during the DORA implementation, 
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how the process is carried out, why specific actors are brought in and the challenges they face. 
This structure allows a uniformed presentation of methods by various actors during the process. 

A. Implementing DORA internally: Financial Institutions 

This section outlines how financial institutions explain their involvement during the 
implementation process in their organizations. Therefore, it is split into four parts. Firstly, it 
describes the need for actions related to the process, secondly how implementation gets 
structured in practice, thirdly the way these institutions are managing the entire process through 
internal resources and lastly the challenges they encounter during the implementation. 

What financial institutions do in DORA implementation 

Financial institutions frame DORA implementation as something that is not confined to one 
single function rather it is carried across multiple established functions: 

So it was set a project…a group of people from different areas, compliance, legal, 
risk management…We have also a separate team working on third-party 
monitoring, risk monitoring again…cybersecurity team, So yeah, it was set up a 
project with all the relevant people - X1 

What can be seen here is that implementation of DORA is usually set up in a project where 
different functions come together that already have accountability for different parts of the 
organization. Each function supports their own respective domain, indicating that DORA related 
tasks are done through current roles instead of being centralized or reassigned. Consequently, 
implementation stays grounded within already established domains of organizational expertise 
and responsibility. To structure this implementation, the organizations create internal initiatives 
that translate the regulation into organizational activities: 

…it's quite regular that we get new regulations from European Union. So we are 
quite structured in that way that there is established a new regulation we need to 
adhere and then the project is established to handle, to understand, analyze, 
understand what are we asked to, what we're supposed to do and plan next steps - 
X1 

These projects show that the implementation is structured as a specific internal procedure, where 
the regulation itself is initially interpreted and then divided into defined tasks to make it easier 
for every function to work. In this way, the interpretation and management of the regulations get 
maintained within the current organizational frameworks and accountability areas. This is 
especially evident in how the financial institutions work with risk management activities related 
to third-party relationships as part of DORA: 

…so we have risk management around in general how we handle the risk of bank 
having outsourced these services or buying their services from different vendors. 
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So we have different activities. We have risk assessments, we have VCPs, exit 
plans, and many of these requirements are already related to DORA… Because it 
is meant to strengthen the contingency of services - X1 

Here, the respondent outlines various activities related to managing outsource service risks 
within the organization. It includes monitoring third-party vendors, governance and 
implementing procedures like risk evaluation, contingency plans, exit strategies etc. These 
activities portray that DORA implementation involves not only managing internal relationships 
but also the external relationships where various types of risks need to be identified, assessed and 
mitigated through established structures of the organization. In addition, the organizations 
usually update their internal structure to comply with DORA regulation: 

…the internal governance document instruction was updated…we have an 
instruction how to manage third-party risk so it was updated including DORA 
changes and then we have this a first line establishing new tools like templates so 
these were also updated…and then we can adjust our requirements do the risk 
tiering…the processes were developed because of that - X1 

The respondent explains how current governance documents, tools and processes are updated to 
fit the regulatory requirements. These updates suggest that DORA implementation requires 
internal systems and governance structure to adhere to DORA-related elements in order to 
support the new regulation. That means organizational structures are adapting to DORA’s 
demands instead of creating something entirely new. 

Altogether, financial institutions explain DORA implementation as internal collaborative effort 
among multiple functions, structured through projects and includes works such as third-party risk 
management and system upgradation to comply with regulatory standards. It happens through 
processes primarily managed by the organization itself. 

How financial institutions implement DORA 

Apart from the activities involved, the financial institution also outlines the organization of 
DORA implementation in practice, specifically how risks are communicated, reported and 
escalated within the institution. 

…So we are setting the governance structure, but we don't have like a decision 
mandate apart from the mandate given to us from the COO and the group risk 
committee…So we are escalating risks up to the management body. So decisions 
can be made on the right level - X2 

The respondent explains the importance of ensuring that implementation related issues are 
communicated through the right channels within the organization. Instead of taking decisions 
themselves (the DORA office function), their reasonability falls under preparing and 
communicating information to the management body, who at the end can make the final 
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decision. It also highlights that reporting occurs regularly and follows a specific structure where 
risks get escalated based on their importance. In this way, implementation gets organized in a 
“top-down” approach where the flow of information moves upwards and decisions are made at 
higher levels. The division of roles is also evident in how communication with regulators is 
managed: 

…Well, we are responsible for the report of the Register of Information, so that 
we submit to the regulator, meaning the Swedish office…But we don't 
communicate directly with the regulator. The main communication with the 
regulator goes via compliance or group non-financial. So second-line risk 
normally communicates directly with supervisory authorities - X2 

While the previous narrative describes the internal escalation of information for 
decision-making, this statement highlights the difference in approach taken in external 
communication. The respondent further clarifies that they do not necessarily engage with 
supervisory authorities even though they are compiling and submitting regulatory data to the 
authorities. It is the compliance or group non financial function who are responsible to engage 
with the regulators. This signifies that communication with regulators is limited to designated 
roles. It is separated between those who are generating the information and those who have the 
authority to represent the organization externally. 

Taken together, these narratives demonstrate that DORA implementation is structured with a 
clear distinction of roles and responsibilities. Within the organization, risks are documented and 
escalated for decision making to the management body while externally, interactions with 
regulators are managed by some other functions. 

Why financial institutions implement DORA internally  

Financial institutions frame DORA as an enhancement of existing regulatory practices which are 
already present in the organization. This shapes their approach in regard to the implementation 
process. As one respondent mentioned: 

...DORA is not new, it's just an enhancement of what was already in place due to 
previous regulations…DORA is applying previous requirements more strictly, 
more than being a completely new regulation...So no, I would not say that DORA 
is like an alien for a financial institution - X2 

By referring to the regulation as “not new” and “not an alien”, the respondent emphasizes that 
DORA is not built from entirely new sets of regulation but rather it’s a stricter and more 
formalized version of existing regulatory demands. A regulation which the financial intuitions 
are already familiar with. This implies that implementation is seen as an extension of current 
practices, where the organization builds on what is already established instead of having to create 
completely new structures. This perspective on DORA is closely connected to how financial 
institutions articulate their dependence on internal expertise during the implementation: 
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No, as far as I have never heard that we had an external consultation, but also 
little bear in mind that we are *name of the organization* is very big right so we 
have a lot of knowledge within the company we have legals in different areas 
from you know technical perspective or product or all this knowledge - X1 

Here, it has been highlighted that the organization already has a wide range of knowledge and 
expertise. So, instead of looking for external support, they utilize their existing expertise from 
multiple functions to implement DORA. Internal competence is portrayed as both adequate and 
reliable, which reinforces their choice to handle the implementation internally and gain control 
over the process entirely. Simultaneously, the main focus on internal capability is also reflected 
in how the institutions define the external consultant’s role during the process: 

...it's important to rely on internal competence because that's the only thing that's 
consistent over time…sometimes you need the external consultant to get progress, 
but also to get new perspectives on how to approach things and challenges…so 
it's easier to get clear advice from in-house competence because it's easier to just 
suggest a way forward…still in-house to take accountability for the consequences. 
External consultants might not be there once the consequences are realized - X2 

The respondent also described, in DORA implementation, internal competence is the primary 
source of dependency, but more specifically in situations where interpretations can be 
ambiguous. External consultants are acknowledged in certain scenarios, for example providing 
alternative viewpoints or supporting progress. However, their roles and responsibilities seem to 
be limited in the process. The challenges of not receiving clear guidance from them along with 
the reality that responsibility or consequences ultimately lie within the organization, suggest the 
significance of preserving knowledge internally.  

Taken together, implementing DORA suggests that it is not only about a technical or procedural 
task, but also about the requirement of continuous interpretation and judgement. In this context, 
internal knowledge becomes primary and central because it enables the organization to take 
decisions, accountability for consequences and ensure consistency over time. Rather than 
delegating this interpretive work, the financial institutions frame themselves as the main actor 
responsible for understanding and implementing DORA. 

Challenges in DORA implementation 

From the financial institution’s perspective, one of the ongoing challenges they face during the 
implementation is coordinating tasks among different parts of the organization when the 
responsibilities still remain divided and interconnected. One of the respondents mentioned: 

…So breaking the silos has also been a challenge to make sure that everyone 
takes one step back and looks at how does your work and your responsibility 
affect all the other capabilities…we all have the same goal, but we have different 
roles, but we also need to work together to reach that goal…- X2 
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What is articulated here does not seem to be only a mere issue of coordination, but a continuous 
effort to operate beyond established practices. DORA implementation requires individuals to 
work beyond their specific areas of responsibility and engage with how their work connects to 
others. As organizational tasks are structured around designated roles and responsibilities, each 
unit remains oriented towards its own domain. This can lead to misunderstandings and limiting 
visibility throughout the organization. While there is a common goal for everyone to ensure 
resilience, collaboration relies on continuously making these connections apparent and aligning 
the work among different functions that normally stay isolated. This challenge is further 
emphasized by the complexity of large and decentralized organizational models: 

…It's a large institution and we've been up and running for so long. So driving 
change is often the biggest challenge to make sure that we're all going toward the 
same direction…we also have like a very decentralized model. that makes it hard 
to break the silos…And with a decentralized model, it's even more challenging to 
do so. - X2 

Here, the respondent highlights how the size of an organization and its decentralization shape the 
implementation of DORA. As responsibilities are distributed across various functions with their 
own prioritized work and operation, it is difficult to move in a unified direction. Even when there 
is an agreement on a broader scale, ensuring various functions operate in a similar way and 
prioritizing the same issues, remain challenging for the organization. The statement indicates that 
implementation is not just influenced by “what needs to be done” but also by how an 
organization is typically structured. Alongside co-ordinational issues, financial institutions also 
struggle in aligning DORA requirements with their existing operational practices: 

...it's a detailed regulation, but at the same time it's very principle-based, so it's 
been hard to implement all these detailed regulations and at the same time... 
remain adapted to the *name of the organization* way of working…it's been quite 
challenging to…take your stance here and support the organization with 
interpretations and implementation support that enables implementation in 
accordance with the regulation, but at the same time to remain or have a 
pragmatic approach that works with the way of working - X2 

According to the respondent, as DORA presents both detailed requirements and aspects that need 
interpretation, it is quite challenging for the organization to implement the regulation in practice 
without disrupting the current processes. On one hand, DORA introduces structured and 
formalized expectations. On the other hand, organizations are already functioning with practices, 
systems, and governance structures that were developed beforehand. The necessity to “remain 
adapted” indicates that these current practices cannot simply be substituted. Instead, DORA 
needs to be integrated into organizations even if they are not aligned completely. Moreover, 
challenges also occur when they collaborate with external actors such as third-party vendors: 
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…the most challenging part was the renegotiation with agreement with the 
changes with the vendors because…we are very much aware of that, but 
for…some companies it could be like, oh, what is Dora…some of them, they have 
to hire external help to understand..the interpretation of DORA…it was more 
time-consuming, it was like a lot of renegotiation back and forward - X1 

In this narrative, the implementation seems to go beyond the organization and includes actors 
who might not have the same level of familiarity with DORA. Third-party vendors need to 
understand the new regulation and evaluate if they can comply with the updated contractual 
terms. This makes the process lengthy and complex because financial institutions must not only 
adapt DORA internally but also need to coordinate external relationships to meet regulatory 
demands.   

Altogether, the findings show that implementation of DORA is influenced by challenges that 
include coordination among functions, adaptation requirements to existing organizational 
practices and management of third-party vendor dependencies. Instead of implementing in 
isolation, the entire process occurs within pre-existing structures and connections that shape how 
DORA is implemented in practice. 

B. Implementing DORA Through Consultants 

Consultants do not just see themselves as external advisors on implementation, but rather as 
actors who participate actively in the process of implementing DORA. Their role develops 
through interactions with financial institutions, where they contribute to structuring, interpreting, 
and operationalizing regulatory requirements. For this reason, consultants are involved in making 
DORA operational within financial institutions. Consequently, their role goes beyond 
implementation because they get involved in the process of operationalizing regulation. 

What Consultants Do (Services and Roles)  

Consultants initially try to understand where the organization currently stands in regard to 
DORA. This task is not presented as an easy or technical one, but as a discovery of whether 
existing practices are meeting regulatory requirements. What consultants accomplish at this stage 
is helping bring about self-awareness to the organization by addressing areas that have not been 
explored or understood within the organization before. This initial stage can be viewed as an 
important step that sets the tone for the implementation process, as gap assessment becomes one 
of the first ways consultants enter the organizational boundaries of the financial institution: 

In the beginning, it was a lot of gap assessments… to understand, okay, do we 
have everything in place or are we missing anything that we need in order to be 
fully compliant? - A1 
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The gap analysis is more than just identifying the gaps, but involves building an understanding of 
what "compliance" actually means in specific organizational contexts. Rather than revealing a 
gap, the process contributes to defining what is necessary, relevant, and lacking. This is seen in 
how consultants describe their roles in awareness of risks and critical functions, suggesting that 
organizations do not always have a clear understanding of this: 

I think making them aware of the risks that they are facing… they often aren't 
even aware of their blind spots - A1 

The SIF part of DORA… is still a mystery… they are not aware of what is critical 
at the bank - B1 

This indicates that consultants not only assess organizations, but also play a part in how 
organizations understand themselves. Their function involves calling into focus aspects that 
might have been overlooked before. Identification of “blind spots” implies that implementation 
does not only involve compliance with external regulations but also involves restructuring the 
internal understanding. Through their ability to identify issues that organizations are unable to 
see clearly, consultants position themselves as knowledgeable participants in the process of 
implementation to justify the necessity of their involvement. After the gap analysis, the 
consultants describe how their role shifts from analysis to that of structuring organizational 
response. This involves developing governance frameworks and procedures in line with the 
requirements of DORA. However, this is not described as a straightforward process from 
analysis to implementation, but as a continuous process in which structures are continuously 
adjusted: “We start with governance, creating policies, setting structures within the company, and 
then as it moves on into detail, like the actual security measures that you need” (A1). Here, 
governance becomes more about the way in which DORA is embedded within the organization 
and not just implementing the solutions. The focus on "creating" and "setting structures" shows 
how consultants are involved in shaping how responsibilities, processes, and controls are 
organized. Consultants are also involved in activities such as internal audits and vendor advisory. 
These activities further extend their role into monitoring and ensuring alignment between 
organizational practices and regulatory expectations: 

We do also meet the vendors a lot, to ensure that the contracts between them are 
DORA compliant - A1 

We do a lot of internal audits… to understand have they done what they should do 
- B1 

This demonstrates how consultants become a part of the organization as they operate across 
different layers of the organization, from internal processes to their external relationships with 
vendors. Their involvement, therefore, is not limited to a single function but spans multiple areas 
where DORA requirements intersect with organizations’ practices. They also highlighted their 
role in helping organizations move from being stagnant to taking action: “Consultants often… 
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come in to alleviate the need to get things rolling… it’s tedious, time consuming, and that’s why 
they call consultants to do it” (B1). This suggests that aside from solving problems, consultants 
also act as agents of change, taking on tasks that are considered necessary but difficult to execute 
internally. 

How Consultants Implement DORA 

By having close and continuous interactions with internal actors, consultants become embedded 
in the organization’s day-to-day activities. However, access to internal systems, documents, and 
personnel is needed for these interactions. This embeddedness is necessary for their work, since 
implementation requires detailed knowledge of organizational structures and processes: 

They need to provide us the relevant information… we need to interview those 
people… go to their offices… basically collaborate - A1 

We work on the bank’s premises… on their computers… with their information - 
B1 

This shows that although consultants operate within the boundaries of the organization, they 
somehow still remain external to it. Their work takes place inside the organization’s premises, 
yet their position as external actors is maintained through contractual agreements and security 
measures: 

For *name of consultancy firm* employees we have a lot of guardrails ourselves 
and then of course when we are under contractual obligations we also are under 
some sort of guardrails and then And there's all these security functions within the 
bank in itself - B2 

Boundary work in this context unfolds in two directions. Consultants also play a part in 
establishing guardrails and contractual obligations for themselves in order to regulate access, 
responsibility, and risk while working within organizations.  The implementation process is 
further described as involving interaction across multiple departments, reflecting the 
cross-functional nature of DORA. As opposed to being done by one department alone, 
implementation involves coordination between departments that contribute to the interpretation 
and application of the regulation: “We interact most with… IT, the risk department, the internal 
audit function, and the board or management” (A1).  Implementation in this case cuts across 
internal organizational boundaries. However, these interactions do not occur automatically but 
require active coordination and communication. The consultants act as intermediaries in this 
process, ensuring that these interactions take place through bridging the gap between different 
departments. In this collaborative setting, consultants emphasize the importance of “sharing our 
knowledge along the way… so they understand… how things correlate” (A1). This suggests that 
implementation is not only about delivering outcomes, but also about building internal capability. 
However, while it is common for financial organizations to stress the importance of depending 
on and building upon their own internal expertise, consultants portray themselves as being part 
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of this process through the sharing of knowledge and guiding organizations through the 
complexities of DORA implementation. 

Why Consultants are Brought In 

The need to involve consultants in DORA implementation is reflected in both the organization’s 
needs and the characteristics of the regulation itself. An example is the need for additional 
capacity, particularly in situations where organizations lack internal resources in order to meet 
the demand that is associated with implementation: “Either I'm hiring those people… or I will go 
to consultants… and most of the time, those consultants are already ready to go” (A1). Here,  
consultants describe themselves as flexible sources of help whenever necessary. Their readiness 
to engage makes it possible for the organization to meet its immediate needs without the delay 
that typically results from having to develop internal capabilities. At the same time, consultants 
are used to navigating the complexity of DORA, which requires not only technical expertise but 
also the ability to structure and organize implementation efforts: “Consultants often… come in 
to… set up the sort of framework… and make sure that you have done all this tedious 
registration” (B2). This perspective portrays consultants as actors who are responsible for 
creating some form of order in complexity to help organizations structure their approach toward 
DORA. In doing so, consultants appear to be allowed to cross organizational boundaries because 
they are perceived as already possessing the expertise and direction required to navigate the 
implementation process. However, this need for structure does not stem solely from the 
regulation but also from the way organizations are internally organized. According to the 
respondents, there are cases when financial institutions operate in silos making implementation 
challenging, as it requires coordination across areas that are not typically integrated in day-to-day 
operations. This is reflected in how one consultant describes the difficulty of aligning business 
functions: 

This was very difficult from the big banks, because the business functions were 
not before working together across silos…implementation has been done by 
compliance departments… on a paper level… they say everything is fine, we are 
compliant… but the people responsible for operations don’t even know the 
requirement is there - B1 

Due to the fragmentation across functions, implementation remains confined to specific units, 
such as compliance departments, without being fully integrated into operational practices. These 
observations further support the difficulties that financial institutions face themselves in 
coordinating across silos within their organizations. What this illustrates is that consultants are 
not limited to helping understand regulations but also lies in bridging the gap between 
compliance and organizational practice. It involves moving beyond merely transforming 
regulatory requirements into documentation and making sure that they are understood and put 
into practice within various organizational units. In this sense, the need for consultants is partly 
rooted in internal organizational dynamics, where both silos and “paper-level” implementation 
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create barriers that must be addressed. Building on these challenges, their involvement is also 
associated with times of uncertainty or disruption, where organizations recognize limitations in 
their current capabilities: 

Some do it from the beginning… others have started and realized we don't have 
the competence in-house… others come when they've hit on a sanction - A1 

This suggests that the engagement of consultants is not immediate but depends on the situation 
of the organization. Consultants may be brought in proactively or reactively in response to 
internal challenges or external pressures. 

Challenges in the Partnership 

Despite their extensive involvement, the presence of consultants in DORA implementation 
includes several challenges. A key aspect is their temporary and flexible position within 
organizations, where their engagement can be adjusted or terminated if needed. Consider, for 
example, how one of the consultants explains how their clients think: “They make sure that they 
have a redefined number of consultants that they can terminate at any point in time” (B2). 
Supporting this, the temporary nature of consultants raises challenges within financial 
institutions themselves related to their long-term sustainability, as one financial institution 
employee noted that consultancy is “not a permanent thing” (X2). This flexibility reflects how 
consultants are treated as adjustable resources rather than permanent actors of the organization. 
While this allows for adaptability, it can also be understood as an attempt by financial institutions 
to let external actors participate in their internal processes without increasing the level of risks 
and dependency on them. Another challenge relates to the dependence on organizational 
openness. The effectiveness of consultants’ work is closely tied to the level of access and 
collaboration provided by the organization: “If they are not that open, then it may affect the 
project itself” (A1). This indicates that implementation is not solely determined by consultant 
expertise, but also by the willingness of internal actors to engage and share information. Taken 
together, these findings highlight a tension in consultant involvement. While consultants 
contribute with expertise, structure, and support, their external and temporary position creates 
challenges in terms of dependency, continuity, and the integration of knowledge within 
organizations over time. 

While this section has focused on consultants as key actors in supporting and shaping DORA 
implementation, they are not the only external actors involved in this process. System providers 
also play a key role, offering technological solutions that structure how DORA is operationalized 
in practice. However, unlike consultants, whose work is often relational, interpretive, and 
embedded within organizational processes, system providers position their contribution through 
tools, standardization, and data-driven approaches. The following section, therefore, focuses on 
system providers and what they do, how their solutions are implemented, why they are adopted, 
and the challenges that can emerge. 
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C. Implementing DORA through System Providers 

Alongside consultants, system providers also position themselves as key actors in the process of 
implementing DORA since they play an important role in providing technological means to 
structure the implementation of regulatory requirements. Through these systems, the regulatory 
requirements are turned into data fields, work-flows and processes which direct the user on how 
to act. In this sense, system providers do not just facilitate the implementation of DORA, but also 
actively contribute to how it is understood by embedding regulations into technological 
infrastructures. 

What System Providers Do (Services and Roles) 

According to the system providers, the development of such platforms helps in managing 
and structuring the information related to DORA. The main element within the system is 
that which supports the register of information (ROI). Rather than leaving this as a 
fragmented or manual process system providers position their platforms as tools which 
help in structuring and simplifying such requirements: 

We have a specific solution for providing the file that they need to submit for the 
register of information - S1b 

They will be able to… be guided through what information that has to be there… 
and the system validates this before you get the output - S2b 

This implies that rather than individuals who cross organizational boundaries, it is the 
technologies itselves that do so. This is because compliance becomes embedded in workflows 
where users are guided step-by-step, and outputs are validated based on regulatory formats. In 
this way, the system does more than store data, but actively organizes how compliance is 
performed. This guidance is especially important considering the complexities of DORA. One 
respondent described how their system assists users in navigating the regulation  by breaking it 
down into actionable tasks: “Our DORA solution has… a walkthrough through the whole 
regulation… have you done that or yes or no” (S1b). Through this, interpretation is partially built 
into the system itself. Rather than requiring users to independently make sense of the regulation, 
the platform provides a structured pathway for engaging with it. In addition to guiding users, 
system providers emphasize their role in structuring and integrating data across different 
domains, particularly contracts, vendors, and risk-related information, and how the platforms 
enable coordination across multiple stakeholders and functions: 

If you combine that data together with the contracts, with the vendors, risk, 
incidents… then you can get… a blueprint of the company - S1a 

…multiple stakeholders within a company can work together… the contract 
management… and the DORA information… all in the same system - S2b 
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These accounts suggest that systems are not only tools for compliance but infrastructures that 
connect different areas of the organization. In doing so, they enable coordination across functions 
that must contribute to DORA implementation. At the same time, they also position their 
platforms as supporting contract management and third-party risk management, which are central 
to DORA. 

How System Providers Implement DORA 

System providers explain the implementation of DORA as translating regulatory demands into 
organized data, workflows and system setups that guide how compliance is executed in practice. 
A key aspect of this process includes the breakdown of these requirements into specific data 
components and allocating them to a more appropriate structure: 

...We looked at the specifically on every DORA field and tried to map it in the 
correct entity in our system. So we could reuse it and we have only one source of 
truth - S1a 

The respondent describes how the regulatory requirement is initially assessed and then assigned 
to a specific area in the system. The focus is on identifying the specific storage locations to input 
different types of information in order to ensure they can be reused without any duplicity. It 
suggests that the implementation process requires arranging complex regulatory demands into an 
organized data framework rather than relying on individual interpretation. Hence, the data that 
might otherwise remain separated across functions becomes interconnected within a common 
system infrastructure. Implementation also includes adjusting the system according to the 
existing organizational structure: 

We try to have a system that will support their processes..because of this new 
regulation, we actually have to change our processes…but our platform supports 
different ways of working and our customers work very differently with it…It’s a 
long process where we try to make sure that we support reality and not just 
something that could be reality - S1b 

Here, it can be seen how implementation is unfolding through consistent modifications between 
the organization and the system. The platform is intended to support existing processes but also 
is reassessed and adjusted as the regulatory requirements are incorporated. This shows that 
DORA implementation is not fixed and linear. It develops over time depending on the system 
functionality and organizational practices. Thus indicating that the system consistently adapts to 
numerous organizational methods of working while also making sure they remain compliant with 
regulatory expectations. Moreover, system-based implementation depends on bringing tasks 
together that are distributed across different positions within the organization: 

...multiple stakeholders within a company can work together towards getting the 
information right. The contract management itself might fall on one person or one 
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team, and then the Dora information might fall on someone else, and we can all 
work together in the system where everything also is up to date at all time - S2b 

In this narrative, it is evident how different responsibilities are incorporated into a common 
system setting. This work seems to be organized across distinct functions where multiple 
individuals contribute to the same information platform. Therefore, the implementation process 
relies on the interaction of these roles in the system, where their inputs are integrated and 
managed collectively. 

Altogether, these perspectives demonstrate that the implementation process occurs not only 
through organizational efforts but also through systemic settings that shape how the actions are 
conducted. By using the system, individuals work with established data structures, workflows 
and system logic that influence how the regulatory requirement is entered, connected and 
retained. Thereby, DORA implementation gets embedded within the system itself. 

Why System Providers Are Brought In 

System providers explain that DORA regulation lacks clear guidelines on how it should be 
implemented in practice. Instead of focusing solely on complexity, they highlight a scenario 
where organizations are unaware of what necessary actions are required for the implementation: 

DORA is something completely new. Nobody knew how to do it, how to register, 
what to report. And the data documentation from the European Bank Authority, 
was not fully explained. There was a lot of holes. So we needed to figure out all 
of these bugs or issues that we had. So that's why customers didn't know actually 
anything about DORA - S1a 

Here, the issue is not just that DORA introduces new requirements, but there is little to no 
guidance on how it should be implemented. Therefore, implementation is represented as a 
process where organizations must decide on what data to generate, how to organize it and how to 
report it to the authorities. In this context, system providers strategically position their platforms 
as a means of offering a method to outline and structure these activities. As a result, the 
regulatory demands are converted into clearer and more manageable actions. This rationale is 
further reinforced by how they describe organizations as having misjudgment initially by the 
scope of DORA: 

...they didn't understand the magnitude of it. So should we look at all our ICT 
contracts or should we only look at contract supporting and critical or important 
function?...What is the scope of the whole project?...Then part of the regulation is 
also that you have to make a business impact analysis and not all companies kind 
of had that or knew what that meant or how they should deal with that - S1b 

In this narrative, the implementation process is portrayed as involving continuous clarification of 
what DORA demands in practice, specifically in regard to its scope. Decisions about the need to 
include all ICT contracts or solely those linked to critical functions are framed as open questions 
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which require consistent discussion and legal interpretation. The necessity for legal guidance 
suggests that these decisions are complex and it relies on the interpretation and implementation 
of DORA regulation. Together, this indicates the entire implementation process is influenced by 
negotiation, interpretation and the creation of innovative approaches to work. However, system 
providers vary in the way they define the scope of their responsibilities. Some refer to their 
systems as covering only certain areas of the regulation: 

...when we say DORA, in our world, in our system, it really is the third-party ICT 
risk management…We don't implement all of the other pillars. And DORA is 
huge…But all the other parts, they really have to either have subject matter 
expertise internally or work with someone that can help them get that. Because it 
has to be the full scope of it. It's not just this part - S2b 

In this scenario, the system is confined to specific areas, whereas additional elements of DORA 
remain under the responsibility of internal or external teams. Thus the process is characterized as 
something that is implemented through various actors, with the system representing one part of a 
broader arrangement. On the other hand, other system providers explain the extension of their 
platform which allows a broader range of DORA related tasks to be managed within the system 
itself: “No, we don't need consultants. We provide data directly to the banks” (S1a). Since their 
platform can handle the implementation process independently covering a broader scope of 
DORA requirements, they do not have to rely on any external actors. It suggests that 
implementation can be centrally coordinated through the system which has the ability to reduce 
the need for additional actors. 

Taken together, these narratives indicate that system providers are involved in the 
implementation of DORA when regulatory demands need to be translated into practical forms. 
At the same time, their roles vary in the extension of their contributions. For example, while 
some frame their system as a part of a broader network of participants, others present them as a 
complete solution to organize and manage larger segments of the implementation process. 

Challenges in the Partnership 

System-based implementation comes with challenges that result from the regulation itself and 
organizational conditions. One difficulty is linked to the extensive requirement for data, 
especially in terms of the register of information. The system providers point out that the 
problem is not in using the system, but rather obtaining the required data: 
  

They underestimate how much time it takes to gather all the information about the 
vendors… they don’t know how many vendors they have and how far down in the 
supply chain they need to go - S2a 
  
They spend time to collect this information from the vendors… and it’s not until 
now been a natural part of the contract documentation - S2b 
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This highlights that systems are dependent on data that often does not yet exist in a structured or 
accessible form within an organization. Since data ownership involves multiple actors, it requires 
time to gather the necessary information. This suggests that implementation relies on 
coordination beyond the system itself, as it seems to not be able to function independently of 
organizational processes. Another challenge that arises is the initial lack of understanding among 
users, especially in the early stages of implementation: “When users start doing our DORA, they 
don’t understand anything… they’re just like input fields” (S1a). This means that while systems 
guide actions, they do not reduce ambiguity. This is because the user may make assumptions and 
personal interpretations when filling in data, resulting in inconsistent information.  Aside from 
obtaining data, there is also a case of misalignment between the logic of the system and 
organizational practices, especially when the users try to structure their data in a way that does 
not correspond to the system's design: “They added like two contracts… because in their head 
that makes sense… we have to go back and say… it’s the same” (S1a). Systems impose a certain 
structure that may not align with how organizations understand their own operations, requiring 
adjustments and learning over time.  The scope of system-based solutions also differs from one 
system provider to another. While some system providers cover several aspects of the DORA 
data, other system providers define a more limited scope aligned with specific regulatory areas. 
One system provider describes the limits of its solution: “They can do all the whole A to C in the 
system… but all the other parts… they have to still do outside of the system” (S2b). Here, their 
system focuses on ICT risk and third-party risk management (which is linked to Pillar 4 of 
DORA), rather than covering the full regulatory scope. This highlights how system-based 
implementation is not a one-size-fits-all solution, but varies depending on the scope the system 
covers. As a result, organizations may still need to rely on additional tools, internal processes, or 
external actors to address aspects of DORA that are outside the system’s capabilities. 

Analysis and Discussion 

This chapter analyzes how the implementation of DORA is influenced by the interactions among 
financial institutions, consultants and system providers. By utilizing the framework of boundary 
work, the study explores the complexity in implementation, interpretive ambiguity, growing 
interdependencies and how they affect the actors who position themselves in regard to expertise, 
authority and responsibility during the process. The analysis is organized into three aggregated 
dimensions following the Gioia methodology that emerged through the empirical findings. The 
first dimension explores how financial institutions engage in defensive boundary work by 
upholding organizational control and interpretive authority during the implementation. The 
second dimension analyzes how one system provider and consultants negotiate & challenge 
implementation expertise by strategically positioning themselves as significant participants in the 
interpretation and structurization of DORA. Lastly, the third dimension examines both the 
system providers by how they reconfigure coordination using the technological infrastructure. 
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Altogether, these dimensions illustrate how the implementation of DORA can be understood as a 
site where boundary work unfolds within both the organizational and technological domains. 

Maintaining Organizational Control and Interpretive Authority (How financial institutions 
defend boundaries) 

The findings indicate that financial institutions view DORA implementation as a process that 
needs to be managed internally through current governance frameworks, internal expertise and 
pre-existing accountability systems. Even though the involvement of external actors is 
increasing, the respondents consistently indicated that their internal organizational expertise is 
the most legitimate foundation for the implementation. However, since consultants and system 
providers also participate in implementation by providing interpreting insight and technological 
coordination, financial institutions become more cautious about preserving their internal control 
over implementation decisions. As DORA is described as an extension of established regulatory 
practices instead of a full new regulation, the institutions position their existing governance 
framework sufficient for managing the implementation. This reflects how organizational 
boundaries are preserved through existing systems and areas of jurisdiction (Jæger & Pedersen, 
2020). It also demonstrates a defensive form of boundary work where organizations are trying to 
protect their interpretive authority and maintain their jurisdictional control regardless of the 
growing interdependencies of the external actors (Langley et al., 2019; Zietsma & Lawrence, 
2010). Furthermore, according to Busetti and Dente (2016), implementing regulations frequently 
involves interconnected forms of coordination between various actors and responsibilities. This 
becomes evident in the findings where DORA implementation requires enhanced collaboration 
among organizational domains that typically work independently. But the organizations still 
maintain the distinct domains of accountability and responsibility to impose internal control over 
decision making authority and regulatory responsibilities (Sager & Gofen, 2022). According to 
Camacho & Glicksman (2021), it happens because the implementation decision and regulatory 
duties remain to be coordinated through the established governance framework. For example, the 
escalation of guidelines, assigned reporting tasks, role-specific duties and implementation 
activities stay aligned with these formally established organizational hierarchies despite the 
growing coordination requirements introduced by DORA. This indicates that financial 
institutions react to the implementation complexity by strengthening their internal framework 
rather than redistributing it externally to protect organizational boundaries during the 
implementation process. Altogether, the findings suggest that financial institutions engage in a 
defensive form of boundary work while implementing DORA by legitimizing their internal 
knowledge, structure and interpretive authority. Although DORA implementation may create 
situations where external actors are needed, financial institutions still strategically position 
themselves as the main actors accountable for understanding, interpreting and managing 
implementation. In this regard, organizational boundaries become strengthened by reinforcing 
the internal framework and control system, while consultants and system providers consistently 
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aim to engage in the implementation process through their own expertise, coordination and 
technological systems.   

Expanding and negotiating boundaries (How external actors contest boundaries) 

System providers and consultants both influence how the regulation is understood and enacted. 
Rather than agreeing on the regulation’s requirements, there appears to be tension between the 
external actors in defining what counts as relevant expertise, what the core problem of 
implementation is, who is best suited to address it, and how DORA can be interpreted based on 
the key problems of its implementation. The ambiguous nature of DORA allows different actors 
to develop their own interpretations and solutions, while also creating opportunities for them to 
attempt to enter the organizational boundaries of financial institutions. This illustrates how 
regulatory ambiguity leads to scenarios where organizational boundaries become open to 
negotiation, permitting actors to assert their own expertise and interpretations as valid resolutions 
to implementation challenges (Faulconbridge et al., 2023). 

System providers frame DORA as a problem of structuring and managing data, where their 
platforms then become necessary to solve the fragmentation within financial institutions. By 
emphasizing how financial institutions initially lacked clarity regarding the scope of what DORA 
required, they constructed a problem space characterized by uncertainty and low maturity. This 
allows them to position their systems as necessary tools that bring structure, standardization, and 
guidance through data and predefined processes. In this sense, system providers engage in a form 
of competitive boundary work by framing implementation as primarily a technical problem that 
requires system-based coordination, simultaneously reinforcing the relevance of their own 
expertise and solutions (Langley et al., 2019). In this way, implementation is characterized as a 
process that can be structured and managed through systems, whereas other types of expertise, 
especially those linked to consultants, are minimized. This indicates a strategic coherence 
between the way DORA is framed as a problem and the issues the system aims to address. This 
becomes their way of entering organizational boundaries by positioning themselves as the actors 
most capable of addressing the implementation challenges associated with DORA. Unlike 
consultants, who enter the organization physically through manpower and direct involvement 
within organizational processes, system providers enter organizational boundaries through 
systems that become embedded within the organization itself. This illustrates that technological 
infrastructures are not just tools for implementation but serve as mechanisms through which 
individuals strive to define legitimate practices and redefine the coordination of responsibilities 
across organizational boundaries (Pelssers, 2025). However, it is important to note that only one 
system provider company positioned itself as offering a more comprehensive implementation 
solution. The other system provider company explicitly recognized that its system was limited to 
ICT-related requirements, leaving broader interpretive and implementation responsibilities to 
other actors. Consultants, on the contrary, view DORA as a challenge that cannot be addressed 
solely through systems or through the internal expertise that financial institutions claim to 
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possess. Their responsibility centers on identifying gaps, understanding ambiguity, and 
transforming regulatory requirements into governance frameworks and organizational 
procedures. This means revealing aspects of the organization that it overlooks, especially when it 
comes to risks and critical functions that are not entirely understood internally. In doing so, 
consultants position themselves as individuals who clarify the organization's self-awareness by 
identifying aspects that need focus and understanding. This also reflects a form of competitive 
boundary work in which actors seek to enter and influence domains traditionally associated with 
internal organizational expertise (Mikes, 2011). In addition, they frame their involvement as 
necessary for initiating and advancing implementation in situations where internal processes are 
perceived as slow, fragmented, or difficult to operationalize. However, their position still remains 
temporary and controlled, as their access and involvement are bound by contractual 
arrangements and organizational “guardrails,” meaning they can be adjusted or terminated as 
needed. This creates a tension where consultants are embedded in organizational processes but 
still somehow remain external, illustrating how organizational boundaries do not entirely 
disappear through collaboration but remain continuously negotiated and controlled (Pelssers, 
2025). Moreover, through their emphasis on interpretation, coordination, and contextual 
adaptation, consultants contest system-based approaches and instead claim authority over the 
interpretive space of DORA. Their skills are therefore built not on technological systems, but on 
their ability to manage uncertainty and organize responses effectively. This illustrates how 
consultants seek to assert control over the interpretive aspects of implementation by framing 
ambiguity, coordination, and context-specific adjustments as issues that standardized systems 
alone cannot solve (Orlikowski & Scott, 2008). In this way, they confront alternative definitions 
of what “good” implementation must include, attempting to enter organizational boundaries by 
positioning themselves as the actors most capable of providing the necessary support and 
guidance. 

Reconfiguring Coordination Through Technological Infrastructure (How system providers 
configure boundaries) 

The findings indicate that system providers carry out the implementation process of DORA by 
using centralized platforms, workflows and integrated data systems. The system structures how 
compliance tasks or regulatory demands should be implemented, and which information should 
get priority in reality (Leonardi, 2011). As a result, interpretation related tasks become integrated 
into the technological framework (Barrett et al., 2012). Simultaneously, systems keep on 
influencing implementation methods instead of acting as only a technical tool (Orlikowski, 2010; 
Leonardi, 2011). Furthermore, the findings also suggest that organizations grow increasingly 
dependent on technological systems during the implementation process. While the systems are 
there to standardize implementation processes and minimize interpretive fragmentation, 
respondents mentioned certain situations where users faced difficulties while using the system. 
For example, understanding the technological logic, aligning the organizational practices with 
the infrastructural demands or interpreting how technological outputs can be applied within their 
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own specific organizational environments.  However, Orlikowski (2010) mentioned humans still 
need to interpret, adapt, improvise and enact technology in reality. Hence, financial institutions 
do not entirely transfer the interpretive authority to the technical system, since implementation 
still needs human adaptation, negotiation and organizational judgement. Simultaneously, 
technological infrastructure still gets integrated into organizational workflows, contractual 
agreements, vendor management and regulatory coordination activities. In contrast to 
consultants, whose engagement is visibly external, systems enter organizational boundaries 
through their incorporation into daily implementation activities.  Additionally, technological 
infrastructure establishes an environment where various organizational actors can coordinate 
implementation tasks, share information and manage regulatory procedure through a common 
system (Levina & Vaast, 2006). As different stakeholders can oversee contracts, vendors, 
incidents and regulatory data in one centralized system during the process, the implementation 
tasks become more synchronized across multiple organizational domains. This enables system 
providers to frame their systems as an essential infrastructure for coordinating implementation 
tasks across those organizational functions that previously remained isolated. The findings 
altogether show that system providers engage in DORA implementation by using their 
infrastructure that eventually becomes embedded into the internal organizational workflows and 
coordination processes. During the implementation, even though financial institutions maintain 
interpretive authority, technical systems increasingly influence implementation activities across 
multiple organizational functions. 

To conclude, rather than agreeing on a single understanding of how DORA should be 
implemented, actors actively position themselves by defining what the regulation entails, what 
kind of expertise is required, and whose approach should guide it. In doing so, ownership over 
implementation is one where different actors seek to establish their relevance and influence. The 
findings suggest that implementation is not seen as the application of predefined requirements, 
but rather as a continuous process of defending the organizational boundaries in financial 
institutions, contesting expertise, and reconfiguring coordination through the use of technology. 
It suggests that DORA is not just regulation that “fits” organizations. Rather organizations are 
the ones who consistently make DORA adaptable in practice. Consequently, the implementation 
of DORA does not simply strengthen or weaken organizational boundaries. Instead, 
organizational boundaries are reshaped differently depending on how implementation is 
organized and which actors participate in the process. While DORA may strengthen internal 
governance, control, and accountability, the involvement of external consultants and technology 
providers simultaneously increases dependence and collaboration across organizational 
boundaries. This raises an important question: “Does the engagement of various actors, 
frameworks and systems actually strengthen financial institutions' organizational boundaries? or 
“Does it shift complexity of DORA-related tasks to new domains where understanding, 
coordination and responsibility is harder to synchronize?” 
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The following discussion presents a conceptual model that compares and combines the analytical 
elements and shows how implementation triggers various organizational and technological 
boundary dynamics. Instead of portraying the actions of individual actors in isolation, the model 
views DORA implementation as a process where boundaries are simultaneously defended, 
negotiated, and reorganized. This perspective emphasizes that implementation goes beyond just 
compliance tasks and becomes an ongoing process of negotiating expertise, authority, and 
responsibility among interconnected actors. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 3. Boundary Dynamics in Multi-Actor DORA Implementation 

The conceptual model demonstrates how DORA's implementation evolves into a form of 
boundary work. What is demonstrated here is that instead of implementation occurring in the 
form of a stable or sequential linear application of regulatory standards, DORA disrupts existing 
frameworks for expertise, authority, accountability, and coordination. As Langley et al (2019) 
contend, in ambiguous situations organizational boundaries may be continuously negotiated and 
reorganized. Given the need for organizations to address ambiguity related to interpretation, the 
dependence upon other actors, and technology-based connections, the process of implementing 
DORA requires the continuous negotiation and reorganization of the organizational boundaries. 

Through governance structures, internal expertise, and accountability hierarchies, financial 
institutions are able to maintain their interpretative authority internally (European Confederation 
of Institutes of Internal Auditing, 2023). However, according to consultants, these means of 
defending their authority are insufficient for executing implementation smoothly since their 
engagement is crucial to uncover organizational blind spots, offer direction for ambiguous 
regulations, and help translate regulatory mandates into action, with some being noted as 
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challenging for them to comprehend independently. This became evident during their initial 
collaborations with institutions. This indicates that implementation is not solely reliant on 
financial institutions but instead evolves through interactions with external actors possessing 
various areas of expertise (McVey, 2022). In light of this, to make the implementation of DORA 
possible for consultants, they need to negotiate access to areas that were initially restricted to 
internal controls only. At the same time, technological infrastructures are altering the 
implementation process by integrating compliance logics into workflows and system-guided 
processes. By offering centralized platforms and incorporating various data types, including 
third-party vendor information, system providers create an environment where implementation 
can be structured and overseen through their systems (Scott, 2021). As a result, the systems not 
only assist financial institutions but also transform how coordination and information transfer 
occur among different departments within the organization and in their interactions with external 
vendors. This redefines the boundaries within financial institutions, promoting collaboration 
across departments through the systems. Consequently, the successful implementation of DORA 
depends on how effectively financial institutions utilize these systems to support the application 
of DORA. 
 
All three actors involved in boundary work are engaged simultaneously. They cannot operate 
independently as they affect and interact with one another during the implementation process, 
since each actor plays a vital role. As a result, the implementation of DORA has evolved into a 
situation where various claims contest the real implementation issue, the necessary expertise to 
address it, and the approach to execution. Together, these findings suggest that DORA 
implementation is not merely a process of translating regulation into organizational practice, but 
a process through which organizational boundaries surrounding expertise, authority, 
accountability, and coordination are continuously defended, contested, and reorganized. The 
implementation process itself, therefore, generates boundary work by creating conditions where 
actors must constantly negotiate legitimacy, jurisdiction, and responsibility within an 
increasingly interconnected regulatory environment (Langley et al., 2019). 
 
Conclusion 

This study contributes to the boundary work literature by expanding the perception of how 
boundaries develop and change throughout the regulatory implementation process. Current 
research on boundary work has primarily focused on how individuals defend, negotiate, maintain 
or span boundaries in the existing organizational professional environment (Langley et al., 2019; 
Kranke, 2022). While these existing research adds significant value in understanding the 
boundary work, this study shows how the process of regulatory implementation itself can emerge 
into a processual cycle where boundaries are produced, destabilized and reorganized 
continuously. The study also contributes to the existing DORA implementation research papers 
by demonstrating how the implementation process creates ongoing tensions related to authority, 
expertise, coordination and accountability among the interconnected actors. Instead of 
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implementation taking place within stable organizational structures, organizational relationships 
continuously get reshaped by the implementation activities themselves. In this way, the study 
emphasizes how the regulatory implementation can effectively transform organizational 
boundaries in increasing interconnected regulatory context. 

Furthermore, the study extends current perspectives on technological boundary reconfiguration. 
Barrett et.al (2012) described how technological infrastructures reshape coordination and 
professional relationships across organizational functions. But this study expands upon that 
knowledge by demonstrating how technological infrastructure becomes integrated into the 
implementation process of the regulations, where systems increasingly play a role to shape the 
interpretations, coordination and implementation practices between interconnected actors. 
Thereby, it shows technological infrastructure not only changes existing organizational 
relationships, but also actively shapes how implementation activities are created and reinforced 
across organizational boundaries. 

By focusing on the interactions and competing perspectives from the actors’ viewpoints, the 
study provides a foundation upon which more in-depth studies of regulatory implementation 
processes can be conducted in the future. This includes adopting longitudinal approaches to 
examine how these dynamics evolve as implementation practices mature and stabilize, as this 
study only captures DORA implementation at an early stage. Future studies could analyze 
additional actors’ involvement (e.g., regulatory committee or EBA itself) and clarify how DORA 
or comparable regulatory frameworks are implemented in various national and institutional 
settings, in order to evaluate if the findings noted in this study remain consistent or vary. Lastly, 
future studies may also further investigate the role of technological infrastructures in regulatory 
implementation, particularly how systems, platforms, and data structures influence 
organizational coordination, expertise, and authority. 
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