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ABSTRACT Although adopting Low Code Development Platforms (LCDPs) promises significant 

efficiency and effectiveness improvements for application development, its adoption still needs further 

empirical research. This paper uses a combinatorial approach to research LCDP adoption and presents the 

results of a multiple mini case study with 36 cases on LCDP adoption. A combination of the Socio-Technical 

Systems theory and the Technology-Organisational-Environment model is used as a theoretical lens. In this 

paper, we show that LCDP adoption is a multifaceted phenomenon and identify three archetypes for LCDP 

adoption (i.e., IT Resource Shortage Mitigators, Application Development Democratisers, and Synergy 

Realisers) and one archetype for LCDP non-adoption (i.e., Intricacy Adversaries). Each archetype can be 

interpreted as an individual path towards LCDP (non-)adoption. Based on these archetypes, we derive seven 

starting points for practitioners to adopt LCDPs in work systems. Moreover, by using the theoretical lenses, 

the paper shows that for an LCDP adoption to occur, an optimisation of the social and technical sub-systems 

is required.  

INDEX TERMS Low Code Development Platform, Low Code, Adoption, Case Study

I. INTRODUCTION 

Information Technology (IT) is a crucial driver for 

organisations to create value and stay competitive [1]. 

Therefore, organisations must increase their speed in 

developing applications within budget and time constraints 

[2]. However, a significant gap in skilled developers for 

application development exists [3], e.g., with over 137,000 IT 

vacancies in 2022 in Germany [4]. Traditionally, outsourcing 

has been a common strategy applied to address this shortage 

[5]. However, recent developments suggest that this approach 

is becoming less attractive [5]. Low Code Development 

Platforms (LCDPs) are promoted to address these challenges 

by increasing efficiency and effectiveness for application 

development and by empowering end users to develop 

applications [6]–[8]. For instance, Forrester Research claims 

that LCDPs “have the potential to make software development 

as much as 10 times faster than traditional [development] 

methods” [9]. LCDPs are advertised to support professional 

software developers and so-called citizen developers with little 

to no programming experience [6], [7]. Therefore, the global 

market size for LCDPs is expected to grow significantly, from 

USD 13.2 billion in 2020 to USD 45.5 billion by 2025 with a 

Compound Annual Growth Rate of 28 % [10]. 

Despite practitioners’ widespread adoption of LCDPs, 

academia has just recently begun researching LCDP adoption. 

However, a better understanding of LCDP adoption can help 

to explain the rapid adoption growth and to address factors 

hindering it. Therefore, we researched LCDP adoption in work 

systems and identified 12 drivers and 19 inhibitors as factors 

for LCDP adoption in [11]. We conducted a Delphi study, 

analysed the drivers' and inhibitors' importance, and found that 

experts agreed on the most and least important drivers and 

inhibitors for adoption [11]. However, for the factors between 

the most and least important, the experts' ranking was context-

dependent [11]. Our Delphi study only researched single 

factors and neglected the combinatorial effects between 

different factors. Another study researched LCDP adoption on 

an organisational level with 18 semi-structured expert 

interviews, archival data, and user reviews [1]. The authors 

identified ten aspects supporting and six aspects hindering the 

This article has been accepted for publication in IEEE Access. This is the author's version which has not been fully edited and 

content may change prior to final publication. Citation information: DOI 10.1109/ACCESS.2023.3325092

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 License. For more information, see https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/



 

2 
 

adoption of LCDPs [1]. Furthermore, in [1] it was argued that 

researching LCDP adoption just from a technology adoption 

perspective falls short, as Low Code Development (LCD) is 

an entirely new way of application development. Therefore, a 

combination of technical, organisational and environmental 

aspects must be considered when researching LCDP adoption 

[1]. We argued in [12] in the same direction and proposed a 

combination of technical, organisational, and environmental 

factors to research LCDP adoption in work systems. To 

represent the technical aspects, we considered results from 

previous cloud computing (CC) adoption research. We 

justified this by the Platform as a Service (PaaS) cloud 

delivery model used by LCDPs [12]–[14]. We included 

factors from agile software development method (SDM) 

adoption to consider the transformed application development 

approach [12]. Moreover, we showed that LCDP adoption is a 

multifaceted phenomenon which should be researched by 

combining different factors that influence each other [12]. 

Consequently, we built a combinatorial research model with 

13 factors in [12]. Nevertheless, we could not yet empirically 

validate the model, which is the purpose of this paper. 

Therefore, the paper at hand addresses the following research 

questions (RQ): 

RQ1: What factors determine LCDP adoption in work 

systems? 

RQ2: Which combinations of these factors lead to LCDP 

adoption in work systems? 

The unit of analysis is the LCDP adoption decision in 

work systems, i.e., “systems in which human participants 

and/or machines perform work [...] using information, 

technology, and other resources” [15, p. 75]. The focus is on 

work systems where professional and citizen developers adopt 

LCDPs as systems to develop applications. Academic 

literature distinguishes between the adoption and post-

adoption phases [16]. In the adoption phase, an organisational 

view is taken, i.e., the organisation must decide upon the 

adoption, selects a provider, and enables the usage within the 

organisation [16]. In the post-adoption phase, the decision to 

adopt the LCDP for a specific project is taken in a work 

system. Therefore, this paper researches the post-adoption 

phase. To answer the research questions, we use a multiple 

case study, which allows us to research the adoption in its real-

world context. However, as we collect 36 cases to be able to 

investigate combinatorial effects and each case has a 

somewhat limited depth (i.e., one interview per case), we call 

the methodology a multiple mini case study. A similar 

approach was chosen by [17] when researching Software as a 

Service adoption. 

The paper at hand has four contributions. First, we 

confirm ten of the 13 factors for LCDP adoption from our prior 

research published in [12]. Furthermore, we find two 

additional factors (i.e., the sophistication of the to-be-

developed application and the replacement of shadow IT) that 

are important for LCDP adoption. Second, we show that 

LCDP adoption results from a combination of different factors 

and is a multifaceted phenomenon. Based on this, we identify 

three archetypes for LCDP adoption (i.e., IT Resource 

Shortage Mitigators, Application Development 

Democratisers, and Synergy Realisers) and one archetype for 

LCDP non-adoption (i.e., Intricacy Adversaries). Third, based 

on the Socio-Technical Systems (STS) theory, we show that 

the technical and social sub-systems must be jointly optimised 

for LCDP adoption to occur. Finally, based on the LCDP 

adoption archetypes, we derive seven starting points for 

practitioners for LCDP adoption. 

The paper is structured as follows: Section two outlines 

the conceptual background, introduces the research model, 

and presents the current state of research on LCDP adoption. 

Section three presents the methodology of the multiple mini 

case study, and the results are shown in section four. In section 

five, we discuss the results considering previous literature and 

derive practical starting points. The study concludes with the 

contributions, limitations, and presentation of further research 

directions.  

 
II. Research Background 

A. LCDPs – Conceptual Background 

LCD offers a new approach to developing applications using 

interactive graphical interfaces instead of traditional 

programming [1], [6]. For LCD, so-called LCDPs are used to 

foster application development through visual, drag-and-drop 

techniques. Therefore, LCDPs are easy to start with for 

developers with and without prior knowledge [11], [18], [19]. 

LCDPs operate as a PaaS cloud delivery model [12]–[14] and 

enable citizen developers to quickly develop various 

applications [18]. As such, LCDPs fit the broader trend of 

technology democratisation (i.e., traditionally required coding 

for application development can now be accomplished by 

citizen developers) [18]. In academic literature, this trend to 

democratise technology and bring a higher degree of 

responsibility for IT components and tasks to the business 

departments is described as business-managed IT [20]–[22]. It 

is unsurprising that multiple software vendors have built LCD 

functionality in their product portfolio in recent years, e.g. 

SAP [23], ServiceNow [24], Salesforce [25], or Oracle [26].  

LCDPs combine previously well-known concepts such as 

rapid application development, fourth-generation program-

ming languages, model-driven development, and computer-

aided software engineering [7], [27]–[30]. Therefore, 

literature agrees that the trend of LCDPs is not an entirely new 

phenomenon [11]. The term LCDP describes a list of 

heterogenous development platforms with different 

functionalities, multiple scenarios of use, and different target 

audiences [11], [7]. We focus on LCDPs used by citizen 

developers and professional developers within an organisation 

to develop applications. Hence, these LCDPs allow full 

application development with a user interface, business logic, 

workflows, and connected data services [31]. Gartner refers to 

this type of LCDP as Low Code Application Platforms and 

leading vendors in this market are Mendix, Microsoft, 

OutSystems, Salesforce, and ServiceNow [32]. 
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B. LCDP Adoption 

I. LCDP ADOPTION RESEARCH 

Technology adoption is the diffusion and first use of 

technology within a work system [33]. Research on 

technology adoption distinguishes various levels of adoption, 

from organisational to individual adoption [34]. Academic 

literature further differentiates between the initial adoption 

phase and the subsequent post-adoption phase [16]. During the 

adoption phase, organisations decide on the adoption, choose 

a provider, and facilitate implementation within the 

organisation [16]. In the post-adoption phase, individuals or 

work systems decide to adopt the LCDPs, e.g., for a specific 

project. For this paper, we take a work system view, due to 

three reasons. First, LCDPs promote the collaborative 

application development with multiple developers, i.e., an 

application is developed by more than one individual. 

Therefore, the adoption usually occurs on a higher level than 

the individual level. Second, the goal of LCDP adoption is to 

develop many applications within a department. Thus, many 

post-adoption decisions occur on the work system level 

(whereas an organisational adoption occurs only once – when 

the organisation decides to adopt the LCDP). Therefore, the 

work system view helps to research the majority of LCDP 

adoptions. Third, compared to traditional technology 

adoption, LCDP adoption differs, as LCDP adoption is “a 

technology and method of software development where both 

elements [technology and method] are intertwined” [1, p. 1]. 

Thus, the relationship between the technology and the human 

participants needs to be analysed. Taking a work system view, 

helps to analyse this relationship in-detail. 

From an academic perspective, a few papers research 

LCDP adoption from different lenses. In a recent literature 

review [35] summarise academic literature on drivers and 

inhibitors for LCDP adoption. The authors find that improved 

software development efficiency and reduced entry barriers 

for application development are the most often discussed 

drivers for LCDP adoption [35]. Moreover, in [36], posts from 

LCDP online forums are analysed to research LCDP adoption 

on an individual level. The authors conclude that faster 

development (i.e., higher efficiency) and lower development 

complexity are the most often discussed drivers for LCDP 

adoption. The authors of [37] research LCDP adoption on an 

organisational level by surveying IT experts and find that 

accelerated digital transformation and reduced dependency on 

IT developers are the main drivers for LCDP adoption. 

Another paper that researches LCDP adoption on an 

organisational level is [1]. The authors argue that LCDP 

adoption is a technology adoption that also transforms the 

application development process [1]. Therefore, a combi-

nation of technical, organisational, and environmental aspects 

must be studied to research LCDP adoption [1]. In summary, 

the authors identify ten aspects supporting and six hindering 

the adoption of LCDPs and structure them along the 

Technology-Organisation-Environment (TOE) model. 

However, none of the previously discussed empirical research 

takes a work system view for the analysis.  

To the best of our knowledge, the only empirical research 

that applies a work system view for LCDP adoption is our 

Delphi study in [11]. We conducted a ranking-type Delphi 

study with 17 experts for LCDP adoption and identified 12 

drivers and 19 inhibitors for LCDP adoption in work systems 

[11]. The experts in our study agree that the most important 

drivers are the improved efficiency of software development, 

reduced entry barriers for application development, and 

reduced required knowledge for application development 

[11]. The experts also agree that the most important inhibitors 

are the lack of LCD culture and reluctance to change. 

Moreover, the experts highlight that the drivers and inhibitors 

influence each other, and a single factor is not sufficient to 

explain LCDP adoption [11]. Therefore, LCDP adoption in 

work systems should be researched with a combinatorial 

approach [11], which cannot be done by a Delphi study. 

Therefore, we decided to build a combinatorial research model 

which we published in [12]. In the paper at hand, we test this 

research model for LCDP adoption with a multiple mini case 

study. This multiple mini case study approach allows us to 

research a contemporary phenomenon (i.e., LCDP adoption) 

in its real-world context [38].  

II. RESEARCH MODEL 

A. Theoretical Lenses for LCDP Adoption 

Most previous research on LCDP adoption is practice-oriented 

and does not apply a theoretical lens [12]. Therefore, for this 

study, we use the research model and theoretical lenses 

developed in our prior research in [12]. To build the research 

model, we derived 13 empirically testable factors from 

existing CC and agile SDM adoption research. We describe 

the core components and relationships of the research model 

in the following section. The full model is published in [12]. 

To research CC adoption, various technology adoption 

theories have been used [34]. One research direction that 

examines the adoption on an individual level uses the 

Technology Acceptance Model or its extensions [34]. 

However, this paper focuses on the adoption within work 

systems (i.e., at a higher level). Thus the models proposed by 

a second research direction, specifically the TOE model [34], 

[39] are more suitable. The TOE model proposes that the 

adoption of an innovation is influenced by a combination of 

technology, organisational, and environmental factors [40], 

[41]. Due to its simplicity, the TOE model has been used 

frequently to research why organisations adopt novel 

technologies [1], e.g., CC [42], [43], Enterprise Resource 

Planning (ERP) systems [44], e-business systems [45], and 

organisational adoption of LCDPs [1].  

In the TOE model, the technology includes all 

technologies (e.g., equipment and processes) relevant to the 

organisation [40], [46]. The organisation describes multiple 

characteristics, such as the management structure and 

support, culture, technical competence, availability of 

resources, organisational readiness, technical competence, or 

organisational size [46]. Several studies suggest that an 

organisation’s characteristics are crucial when researching 

technology adoption [1]. The environment consists of all 
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external factors that affect technology adoption [40], [41], 

[47]. The environment usually includes factors like the 

industry’s structure, regulatory environment, and the 

pressure of technology providers, which influence the 

adoption decision [46].  

Due to its simplicity, the TOE model is often criticised 

for its generic nature [48]. Therefore, we suggest using it as a 

guiding framework but extending the technology and 

organisation components with elements from the STS theory 

for further analysis [12]. The STS theory was already used by 

[49] to research the adoption of computer-aided software 

engineering systems, which have conceptual similarities 

with LCDPs [28], [30]. The STS theory analyses the 

interaction between the social sub-system and technical sub-

system, both of which a work system comprises [50]–[52]. 

According to [50], the social sub-system comprises a 

structure sub-system and a people sub-system. In contrast, 

the technical sub-system encompasses a technology sub-

system and a task sub-system. 

TOE STS Factor Description  

Effect 

from 

previous 

research 

Tech-

nology 

Tech-

nology 

sub-

system 

Security and 

data privacy 

concerns 

Security and data privacy concerns encompass the fear of decision-

makers regarding the possible exposure of data by the CC provider, 

the sharing and virtualisation of resources, and the transfer of data 

over the Internet [53]. 

Mixed 

Compatibility 
Compatibility is the alignment of innovations with an organisation’s 

values, experience, requirements, and technical infrastructure [54]. 
Positive 

Vendor  

lock-in 

Vendor lock-in occurs when customers become heavily reliant on a 

particular CC vendor due to proprietary systems that hinder their 

ability to switch to alternative vendors [55], [56]. 

Negative 

Task sub-

system 

Expected 

efficiency 

improvements 

Expected efficiency improvements encompass cost savings, decreased 

time to market, and overall improvements in business performance 

[12]. 

Positive 

Organ-

isation 

People 

sub-

system 

Complexity 
Complexity is the degree to which an innovation is perceived as 

relatively complex to use [54]. 
Negative 

Previous 

experience 

Previous experience is the extent to which an innovation can be tested 

before its adoption or the knowledge gained from pilot projects [56]. 
Positive 

Training 

opportunities 

Training opportunities are the formal mechanisms employed by an 

organisation to promote and facilitate learning [12]. 
Positive 

Organisational 

culture 

Organisational culture is a set of established assumptions developed 

by a group as it learns to address external challenges and internal 

integration, which are deemed valid and taught to new members as 

the appropriate way to perceive, think, and respond to those 

challenges [57]. 

Positive 

Usefulness 
Usefulness refers to the extent to which the adoption of an LCDP is 

perceived as beneficial [12]. 
Positive 

Structure 

sub-

system 

Expected 

working mode 

improvements 

Expected working mode improvements comprise all working mode-

related factors, e.g., teamwork, communication, and a shared 

understanding between business and IT units [12]. 

Mixed 

Top 

management 

support 

Top management support is the executives’ active and enthusiastic 

approval of innovation [58]. 
Positive 

Internal IT 

capabilities 

Internal IT capabilities comprise the availability and expertise of 

internal IT resources and IT infrastructure [56]. Positive 

Environ-

ment 
n/a 

External 

pressure 

External pressure encompasses the pressure from industry 

competitors, trends, trading partners, and the regulatory environment 

[45]. 

Mixed 

Table 1: Research model for LCDP adoption based on [12]
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In the context of LCDPs, these sub-systems are already 

defined by [14]: The structure sub-system is the nature of an 

organisation's communication, authority, and setup; the people 

sub-system comprises all stakeholder-specific factors; the task 

sub-system includes all application development-specific factors, 

whereas the technology sub-system includes all platform-specific 

issues [14]. Based on the STS theory, we can assume that for 

work systems to achieve their goals (i.e., adopting a technology), 

the social and technical sub-systems must be balanced and jointly 

optimised [12], [59]. Moreover, sub-systems must be open and 

responsive to their environment [12], [59]. 

In summary, we derive three tentative propositions from 

the theoretical lenses for the combinatorial research model. 

First, a combination of technical, organisational, and 

environmental factors must be considered when researching 

LCDP adoption (as indicated by the TOE model and STS 

theory) [12]. Second, multiple sub-systems must be balanced 

and jointly optimised for LCDP adoption (as indicated by the 

STS theory). Third, environmental factors are essential for 

LCDP adoption (as indicated by the TOE model and STS 

theory) [12]. 

B. Resulting Research Model 

Based on the theoretical lenses and findings from prior CC and 

agile SDM adoption research, we constructed a research model 

(cf. Table 1) that is the basis for our empirical research in [12]. 

We used the analogy between CC and agile SDM adoption to 

derive the factors for the research model [12]. We argue that as 

LCDPs are cloud services using a PaaS delivery model [14], all 

factors which were found to influence CC adoption in general 

must also influence LCDP adoption [12]. Moreover, the adoption 

of LCDPs changes application development significantly [1]; 

from a process with traditional programming to a process with 

visual drag-and-drop functions [1], [6], [60]. To account for these 

changes, we included previous findings from agile SDM 

adoption literature [12].  

Previous research is ambiguous regarding the effect of 

individual factors. Therefore, we propose to use a conceptual 

approach, where combinations of multiple factors cause the 

outcome (adoption or non-adoption) [12]. Existing CC adoption 

literature finds asymmetric effects of factors [12], e.g., high 

security concerns leading to lower CC adoption [39], with other 

studies showing the opposite [61]. Additionally, for IT 

innovation adoption in general, factors are found to influence 

themselves as a form of conjunctural causation [62].  

Table 1 summarises the research model we developed in 

[12] and provides an overview of the suggested sub-systems, 

factors to capture LCDP adoption, the factors’ descriptions, and 

the effect on the adoption found in previous research. If both 

positive and negative effects were found by previous research, 

the term “mixed” is used in Table 1 in addition to the terms 

“positive” and “negative”. However, since prior studies on CC 

and agile SDM adoption lack a combinatorial approach, we 

suggest in [12] to limit ourselves to considering these factors as 

essential for explaining LCDP adoption without specifying their 

combined effect on LCDP adoption.  

 
III. METHODOLOGY 

A. Overview 

For this paper, we followed a multiple case study approach to 

answer our research questions. This approach enables us to 

investigate the contemporary phenomenon of LCDP adoption in 

its real-world context [38]. Since our research has a relatively 

high number of cases (i.e., a high breadth), with each case only 

having one semi-structured interview as a source of evidence, we 

refer to it as a multiple mini case study. The rationale for 

choosing a multiple mini case study is the complex research 

model (13 factors) requiring many cases to investigate 

combinatorial effects. A benefit of this high number of cases is 

that it allows us to identify archetypes of cases with similar 

characteristics, across which we can triangulate findings. To 

answer the research questions, we followed a four-stepped 

approach for conducting this case study, (1) designing the 

research, (2) collecting the data, (3) analysing the data, and (4) 

composing the case study report as proposed by [38]. In the 

following sections, we elaborate on our methodological 

decisions and the measures taken to ensure the result’s validity.  

B. Designing the Research 

As a first step, we formulated the research questions (i.e., RQ1 

and RQ2) and clarified the unit of analysis (i.e., the LCDP 

adoption decision in work systems) [38]. This work systems 

perspective allows us to research the adoption on a level where 

it usually occurs – between the individual developer and an 

organisational level. We used our research model [12] as an a-

priori theoretical framework to guide research design, data 

collection, and data analysis. 

As case study research builds on analytical generalisation 

from cases, the case replication logic is crucial to define the 

underlying rationale for selecting cases [38], [63]. We combined 

literal and theoretical replication to select our cases and 

strengthen our research's robustness and generalisability [38], 

[63]. Literal replication allows us to predict similar results for 

cases with similar characteristics [38]. Theoretical replication 

allows us to identify cases with varying outcomes based on 

theoretically predictable reasons [63]. Literal replication was 

ensured by selecting homogenous work systems from large 

organisations. For theoretical replication, we selected informants 

with a background from the business and IT units, as we found 

in our previous paper (i.e., [11]) that informants from the 

business and IT units have a different view on LCDP adoption. 

Moreover, all informants had to be decision-makers while 

deciding on LCDP adoption within a work system (e.g., an 

LCDP owner) or actively consulting in these decision situations 

(e.g., a consultant). We identified the experts through our 

personal professional network and the social network LinkedIn. 

For LinkedIn, we searched for informants from German Dax, 

MDax or SDax companies in combination with the search string 

“Low Code”. These indices include the stocks of the 40 largest 

German companies (Dax), but also 50 mid-cap (MDax), and 70 

small-cap (SDax) companies. 

For all informants identified, we evaluated if the informants 

were decision-makers or consultants in the described decision 

situations. We found 23 informants, of which nine had a 

background in consulting, and 14 were line managers. An 

overview of the informant’s characteristics can be found in 

Appendix A. Furthermore, all informants gave their consent to 

publish the collected data in this research article. 

C. Data Collection 

We first sent each informant an online questionnaire with context 

questions (based on the contexts found in [11]). This approach 

allows us to obtain standardised context information to increase 

comparability. We then invited the informants to participate in 
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semi-structured interviews [38] as our primary data collection 

method to gather in-depth information about LCDP adoption. 

The interview guide was derived from the research questions and 

the theoretical framework in [12] to ensure a full chain of 

evidence from the research questions to the results. All 

interviews were structured in six parts: (1) introduction, (2) 

current state of LCDP adoption on an organisational level, (3) 

process to adopt LCDPs in work systems, (4) factors for LCDP 

adoption in work systems, (5) key learnings for LCDP adoption 

in work systems, (6) closing remarks. The semi-structured 

questionnaire can be found in Appendix B. Data collection took 

place via video conferences between February to April 2023. The 

interviews had an average duration of 45 minutes, were recorded, 

transcribed, anonymised, and analysed. We captured 36 cases, 

with 26 adoption cases and ten non-adoptions cases. A 

description of the cases and the context variables can be found in 

Appendix C and D. Furthermore, to increase the case studies’ 

reliability, we used a case study protocol and a case study 

database (MAXQDA) [38], [63]. MAXQDA is a software 

solution to store, categorise, and analyse qualitative data [64].  

D. Data Analysis 

We analysed the collected data from the context questionnaire 

and interviews (i.e., used multiple sources of evidence [38]) in 

several iterations. We started with a within-case analysis by first 

coding our data along the 13 factors of the analytical framework, 

which we developed in a previous paper [12]. In the second 

iteration, we used open coding to identify potential new factors 

from the case data. For each case, we extracted the output 

(adoption or non-adoption decision), the factors leading to the 

output, the value of the factors, and the factors’ effects. Based on 

these results, we analysed whether a factor was relevant to the 

LCDP (non-)adoption decision. We then identified archetypes 

and conducted a pattern matching, i.e., matching the factors and 

their effect from the empirical data to theoretically predicted 

effects [38]. This pattern-matching approach increased our 

findings' robustness [38]. We conducted the cross-case analysis 

based on our identified archetypes with the goal to understand 

the underlying effects of LCDP adoption better. 

E. Composition 

We only reported findings found in at least two cases to ensure 

robustness and mitigate the risk of reporting spurious results 

[38], [63]. Moreover, we also followed the recommendations for 

a convincing composition, e.g., a clear transferability of results, 

suitable rhetoric, and the empowerment of readers [63]. 

F. Validity 

A crucial part of multiple case study research is ensuring its 

rigour. Four criteria are used for this purpose: Construct validity, 

internal validity, external validity, and reliability [38], [65], [66]. 

As multiple mini case studies have fewer sources of evidence per 

case, and because of the general criticism that many case study 

papers do not show how rigour is ensured [65], [66], we elaborate 

in the following section on our methodological steps taken to 

ensure rigour.  

Construct validity is about ensuring the development of 

correct operational measures for the researched concepts [38]. To 

ensure construct validity, we triangulated across multiple sources 

of evidence (interview and context questionnaire), and 

established a chain of evidence from the a priori framework to 

the results [38]. Internal validity is about establishing a causal 

relationship [38]. We, therefore, applied pattern matching [38] 

and formed archetypes of cases between which results can be 

triangulated. External validity defines the domain to which a 

study’s findings can be generalised [38]. To ensure external 

validity, we used a multiple case (36 cases) design, with a 

combination of theoretical and literal replication, to allow the 

generalisability of results [38]. Furthermore, we clearly defined 

the unit of analysis. The aim of reliability is to ensure that the 

steps of a study can be repeated and lead to the same results [38]. 

To ensure reliability, we followed the methodological guidance 

of [38] and built a case study database (MAXQDA) and a case 

study protocol to allow replication of our research. 

 
IV. RESULTS 

A. Overarching 

In the following sections, we first outline overarching results 

from the context questions, second identify factors for the LCDP 

(non-)adoption based on the research model and open coding, 

and third introduce archetypes of LCDP (non-)adoption. In the 

context of this paper, archetypes are typical examples of LCDP 

(non-)adoption cases and are defined by the occurrence of a set 

of factors. All results of the context questions can be found in 

Appendix D.  

We captured 36 cases, with 26 being adoption and ten non-

adoption cases. The organisations to which the work systems 

belong, have a background from various industries, with 

industrial manufacturing (22%), financial services (17%), 

healthcare and life sciences (17%), and conglomerates (11%) 

being the most frequent. All organisations can be considered 

large with a global footprint. This is also confirmed by the results 

of the context questionnaire, where in only 21% of the cases, the 

IT department provides IT services to only one continent. 

Moreover, the informants consider their IT units rather 

centralised, whereas the business units are rather de-centralised. 

In most cases, the LCDP is Mendix (39%), Microsoft Power 

Platform (25%), or OutSystems (14%). Moreover, we also have 

fewer cases where the LCDP is Appian, Oracle APEX, or RCP. 

Many case organisations claim to be in an early stage of LCDP 

adoption, as they only have a few low code applications (i.e., 

only 26 % have more than 100 low code applications).When 

analysing who develops on the LCDP, in the majority (32%) of 

the cases, the IT unit and external developers develop on the 

LCDP, followed by only the IT unit (16%), business and IT units 

(16%), business unit only (11%), and IT unit, business unit, and 

external developers (11%). Hence, in most cases, the IT unit is 

involved in the (non-)adoption decision. The informants explain 

the lower usage of only citizen development with a lack of 

governance concepts, the fear of building an island application 

landscape, and security concerns from citizen development. As 

I-09 put it: ”We do not push the topic citizen development [...] as 

we as IT unit or organisation, in general, do not have a concept 

on how we want to deal with it.” However, a larger-scale 

introduction of citizen development is piloted or planned to be 

piloted in multiple organisations.  

The process for adopting an LCDP in a work system is 

primarily project-specific (i.e., the business unit wants an 

application to be developed, approaches the IT unit, a joint 

evaluation, if an LCDP is the right solution is done, and then the 

adoption decision is taken). Therefore, in the following, each 

case represents the adoption decision for a to-be-developed 

application in a work system. 
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B. Empirically Found Factors for LCDP Adoption 

In the following section, we present the empirically found factors 

for LCDP post-adoption. As shown in Table 2, we identified ten 

of the 13 factors from the research model (cf. Table 1) and two 

additional factors from open coding during the within-case 

analysis. In the adoption cases, the most often found factors are 

expected efficiency improvements (26 of 26), sophistication of 

the to-be-developed application (15 of 26), compatibility (14 of 

26), and internal IT capabilities (12 of 26). For the non-adoption, 

the most often found factors are the same, with sophistication of 

the to-be-developed application (ten of ten), expected efficiency 

improvements (seven of ten), compatibility (six of ten), and 

internal IT capabilities (six of ten). The two newly identified 

factors are sophistication of the to-be-developed application 

and replacement of shadow IT. The factor sophistication of the 

to-be-developed application refers to the fact that the LCDPs are 

better suitable to develop small, simple applications and not 

large, complex ones. Multiple informants highlighted the 

importance of this factor, e.g., “[The evaluation] also contains 

soft factors, like low complexity [of the to-be-developed 

application]” (I-15) or “[The] reporting functionality ended up 

not being at the same level as [in specialised software], and there 

would simply have been no advantage to using [a LCDP] in 

these use cases. Another point is performance, especially when 

you must process large amount of data” (I-21). As this factor 

refers to the sophistication of to-be-developed application in 

LCDPs, and all development-related factors are in the task sub-

system, we propose to allocate this factor to the task sub-system. 

The factor replacement of shadow IT is the adoption of an LCDP 

to provide (citizen) developers a platform where they can 

develop applications in a way compliant with organisational 

guidelines, as illustrated by I-03: ”There is this issue of shadow 

IT. Many applications are not apps, but it is still an application 

because people work with them daily. [...] And we lift it out of the 

shadows and into the official path that conforms to corporate 

guidelines. The person in charge of something like this can be 

sure: Okay, I am compliant.” As this factor’s underlying goal is 

to comply with the organisation’s guidelines (i.e., authority), we 

propose to allocate this factor to the structure sub-system. 

The factors of vendor lock-in, previous experience, and 

training opportunities from the research model are not found in 

our cases. The non-occurrence of the factor vendor lock-in can 

be explained by the work system (i.e., post-adoption) view taken 

for this paper. The informants explained that vendor lock-in is a 

factor to consider during the adoption decision on an 

organisational level. However, for the adoption on a work system 

level (post-adoption), “this does not play any role” (I-03). In our 

cases, security and data privacy concerns often result from 

external pressure (e.g., security and data privacy concerns as the 

regulator requires a full auditability of the applications). 

C. Archetypes for LCDP (Non-)Adoption 

I. GENERAL 

A combination of factors from the previous section lead to 

the (non-)adoption of LCDPs. Each factor has a value (e.g., low 

or high) and an effect (negative or positive) on the LCDP (non-) 

adoption. The same combination of factors, values, and effects 

always lead to the same outcome. The coding table for all cases 

can be found in Appendix E. In the next sections, we present 

three archetypes for LCDP adoption and one archetype of LCDP 

non-adoption. The archetypes were created based on the 

frequency of occurrence of the factors and the interpretation of 

these cases.

TOE STS Factor 

# of occurrences Source 

Adoption Non-

adoption 

Total Research 

model 

Open 

coding 

Technology 

Technology 

sub-system 

Security and data privacy concerns 1 1 2 X  

Compatibility 14 6 20 X  

Vendor lock-in 0 0 0 X  

Task sub-

system 

Expected efficiency improvements 26 7 33 X  

Sophistication of the to-be-

developed application 
15 10 25  X 

Organisation 

People sub-

system 

Complexity 5 1 6 X  

Previous experience 0 0 0 X  

Training opportunities 0 0 0 X  

Organisational culture 7 1 8 X  

Usefulness 0 1 1 X  

Structure 

sub-system 

Expected working mode 

improvements 
8 1 9 X  

Top management support 7 2 9 X  

Internal IT capabilities 12 6 18 X  

Replacement of shadow IT 3 0 3  X 

Environment n/a External pressure 3 2 5 X  

Table 2: Occurrence of factors in analysed cases; (x) indicates source of factor 
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II. ADOPTION 

In all adoption cases the factor expected efficiency 

improvements with the value high and a positive effect occurs. 

Moreover, in all adoption cases the majority of factors 

positively affect LCDP adoption and two to six factors occur 

in our analysed adoption cases. As shown in Table 3, we 

identified three archetypes for LCDP adoption based on the 

interpretation of the cases: (1) IT Resource Shortage 

Mitigators, (2) Application Development Democratisers, and 

(3) Synergy Realisers. The following sections present the 

archetypes and the factors defining them. 

The first archetype is IT Resource Shortage Mitigators 

with the underlying goal of building applications efficiently 

with limited traditional IT resources. Therefore, this archetype 

comprises the factors expected efficiency improvements, with 

the value high having a positive effect, and internal IT 

capabilities, with a positive effect. For case three, the 

informant pointed out that expected efficiency improvements 

were one of the key reasons for the LCDP adoption: “The 

expectation is, in any case, that this [the development] is done 

very, very fast” (I-02). Furthermore, in this case, there was a 

lack of IT resources (i.e., low internal IT capabilities) that 

promoted the usage of LCDPs to develop the required 

application (“It is key that we have this application” I-02). 

Another informant elaborated that when using an LCDP, the 

development of “the application [could be done] in a tenth of 

the time” (I-20) and also use “external resources” (I-20) for 

the development (i.e., solving the issue of low internal IT 

capabilities). Moreover, the factor internal IT capabilities can 

have the value high with a positive effect, as i.e., “the people 

know a lot” (I-14) about LCDPs. Interestingly, in these cases, 

the development is typically done by the IT units and external 

developers. Therefore, in this archetype LCDPs are adopted 

by the IT units to become more efficient and solve the 

challenge of limited resources for traditional development. 

The second archetype is Application Development 

Democratisers with the goal of broadening the developer base 

for less sophisticated applications through LCDPs. The 

archetype is defined by the factors expected efficiency 

improvements with the value high and a positive effect and 

low sophistication of the to-be-developed application with a 

positive effect. In this archetype, expected efficiency 

improvements are a key decision criterion, e.g., “cost 

efficiency and speed – those are the two things that really 

matter” (I-04). Interestingly, for the expected efficiency 

improvements, not only the initial development cost are 

considered but also the cost to operate and maintain the 

application. Here LCDPs were also seen of having a 

competitive advantage as also non-experts can support the 

operations: “This is a topic, where also student workers can 

support” (I-16). Moreover, when deciding to adopt an LCDP, 

the development and subsequent operations and maintenance 

must be considered. A crucial factor that was stated by 

multiple informants is the lower sophistication of the to-be-

developed application. They argued that a lower 

sophistication of the to-be-developed application affected 

LCDP adoption positively. As I-15 put it: “[The evaluation] 

also contains soft factors, like low complexity [of the to-be-

developed application].” The same argument was relevant in 

case eight: “Because I can build an app, but I cannot offer 

support for a big app, right? [...] That is the main factor when 

deciding to use low code” (I-04). The overarching goal of this 

archetype is to broaden the developer base with citizen 

developers from the business units. Moreover, the IT unit and 

external developers support the citizen developers i.e., by 

offering Q&A sessions to answer open questions. 
 

Archetype 
IT Resource Shortage 

Mitigators 

Application Development 

Democratisers 
Synergy Realisers 

Rationale for 

the adoption 

Efficiently develop applications 

with limited traditional IT 

resources. 

Broaden developer base for less 

sophisticated applications. 

Efficiently develop applications 

using already included licenses 

for LCDPs from existing 

enterprise systems or already 

developed components. 

Used LCDPs • Mendix • Appian 

• Mendix 

• Microsoft Power Platform 

• Oracle APEX 

• OutSystems 

• Mendix 

• Microsoft Power Platform 

• OutSystems 

Typical types 

of developer 
• External developers  

• IT unit 

• Business unit 

• External developers  

• IT unit 

• Business unit 

• External developers  

• IT unit 

Table 3: Archetypes of LCDP adoption cases 
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Figure 1: Venn diagram of all LCDP adoption cases 

The third archetype is Synergy Realisers with the goal to 

realise efficiencies by using already included licences for 

LCDPs from existing enterprise systems or already developed 

components (e.g., authentication modules). Therefore, this 

archetype is defined by expected efficiency improvements with 

the value high and a positive effect and high compatibility with 

a positive effect. As for the previous two archetypes, the 

expected efficiency improvements are a key reason for LCDP 

adoption, e.g., “this was cost-driven” (I-14), or “the key reason 

was the budget” (I-22). Moreover, high compatibility with the 

already existing enterprise systems of the work system and 

their licences is a key decision factor. For instance, in case 34, 

the informant pointed out: “The licences environment – it [the 

LCDP] was already part of licences environment” (I-22). 

Moreover, as in this archetype the licences are included in 

already existing enterprise systems, the LCDPs are well 

integrated in these systems making the development even 

easier. Therefore, the efficiency in application development is 

achieved by realising synergies through using LCDP licences 

from existing enterprise systems or pre-configured 

components from organisational marketplaces. 

Figure 1 shows a Venn diagram of the archetypes, where 

each circle represents the occurrence of a factor (e.g., 

compatibility). Furthermore, in brackets, the archetype is 

shown, and the numbers show the case IDs. Based on this 

visualisation, we can highlight two results. First, all LCDP 

adoption cases can be sorted into these three archetypes. This 

indicates that for an LCDP adoption to occur, at least the factor 

expected efficiency improvements and one archetype-specific 

factor (compatibility, internal IT capabilities, or sophistication 

of the to-be-developed application) must occur. Besides the 

factors that define the archetypes, additional factors (e.g., top 

management support) can occur. However, we see these cases 

as a more specific version of the archetypes, as the adoption 

already occurs based on the archetype-defining factors. 

Second, multiple cases (e.g., case 35) combine two archetypes 

(Synergy Realisers and Application Development 

Democratisers). Therefore, we conclude that archetypes can 

occur combined. 

Except from a high external pressure (cases seven and 

26), high security and data privacy concerns (case 21), and a 

closed organisational culture (cases two, four, and 33), all 

factors positively affect LCDP adoption. As the output for 

these cases is nevertheless LCDP adoption, we argue that the 

positive effect of the other factors must have equalised or even 

dominated the negative effects. This argument is also 

supported by our empirical data, e.g., case four, where there 

“were a few colleagues from the IT, that were against it [the 

LCDP]” (closed organisational culture), but none of them 

was a “decision maker, who could push against it” (I-02). 

However, in this case, the decision-makers were “fascinated 

by the speed” and the “integration [of the LCDP] in the 

[software name]” (I-02). Therefore, the LCDP adoption 

decision was taken. The same pattern also occurred in case 

two, where the “IT has not really shown that much interest in 

engaging with [the LCDP]” (I-02) due to closed 

organisational culture. However, the high compatibility with 

existing systems, high expected efficiency improvements, the 

lack of IT resources (low internal IT capabilities), and the 

support from top management resulted in LCDP adoption. 

In summary, first, the overarching goal of all LCDP 

adoption cases is to realise efficiencies (i.e., expected 

efficiency improvements). Second, there are three archetypes 

for LCDP adoption (IT Resource Shortage Mitigators, 

Application Development Democratisers, and Synergy 

Realisers). Third, all LCDP adoption cases can be allocated to 

these archetypes. Fourth, the majority of factors have a 

positive effect for LCDP adoption; however, negative effects 

(e.g., from a closed organisational culture) can be 

compensated by positive effects of other factors.  
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III. NON-ADOPTION 

Besides the 26 adoption cases, we also captured ten non-

adoption cases. For the non-adoption cases, high privacy and 

data security concerns, low compatibility, high sophistication 

of the to-be-developed application, high complexity, closed 

organisational culture, low usefulness, low internal IT 

capabilities and high external pressure have a negative effect 

on LCDP adoption. However, high compatibility, high 

expected efficiency improvements, low internal IT 

capabilities, and high top management support have a positive 

effect. A full coding table can be found in Appendix E. 

When analysing the underlying reason for the LCDP non-

adoption, we found one archetype across all non-adoption 

cases. The archetype is defined by a too high sophistication of 

the to-be-developed application, which has a negative effect 

on LCDP adoption. We label this archetype Intricacy 

Adversaries and describe it in Table 4. Multiple informants 

illustrated the too high sophistication of the to-be-developed 

application resulting in a non-adoption. For instance, in case 

15, it was decided not to develop a new front-end for an 

existing application, as a “high amount of data” (I-15) had to 

be processed (i.e., high sophistication of the to-be developed 

application). In case 29, the too high sophistication of the to-

be-developed application was also the reason for non-

adoption, i.e., “[the] reporting functionality ended up not 

being at the same level as [in specialised software], and there 

would simply have been no advantage to using [a LCDP] in 

these use cases” (I-21). As multiple LCDPs (Appian, Mendix, 

Microsoft Power Platform, and Oracle APEX) are found for 

this archetype, we argue that it is independent of the LCDP. 

Moreover, it also is independent of the type of developer, as 

cases with developers from business units, IT units and 

external developers were found.  

Archetype Intricacy Adversaries 

Rationale 

for the non-

adoption 

The sophistication of the to-be-developed 

application is too high for the LCDP. 

Considered 

LCDPs 
• Appian 

• Mendix 

• Microsoft Power Platform 

• Oracle APEX 

Typical 

types of 

developer 

• Business unit 

• External developers  

• IT unit 

Table 4: Archetype of LCDP non-adoption cases 

The Intricacy Adversaries archetype can be further 

specified by adding additional factors. For instance, in case 15, 

the key decision criterium for non-adoption was a too high 

sophistication of the to-be-developed application. However, 

the informant further added that the internal IT capabilities 

were too low to develop an application outside the LCDP 

standard, which he highlighted by stating, “because we have 

this skillset to work in the standard [...] So that means what 

does the [LCDP] framework offer me? I am not just going to 

use some plugin or JavaScript library” (I-15). Therefore, due 

to the too high (out of standard) sophistication of the to-be-

developed application and low internal IT capabilities, a 

decision was taken not to adopt the LCDP.  

As outlined above, the factors high compatibility, high 

expected efficiency improvements, low internal IT 

capabilities, and high top management support positively 

affect the LCDP adoption. However, in combination with a 

high sophistication of the to-be-developed application, the 

result is non-adoption. In the following sections, we present 

two cases where the positive factors occurred, but still, the 

decision was taken not to adopt the LCDP, (i.e., case ten and 

case 24). 

In case ten, expected efficiency improvements, and top 

management support were high and positively affected LCDP 

adoption. Moreover, internal IT capabilities were low which 

also had a positive effect on the LCDP adoption. However, the 

sophistication of the to-be-developed application was high and 

the usefulness was seen as low, both with a negative effect, 

resulting in the LCDP non-adoption. In this case, the adoption 

of an LCDP to develop a specialised insurance application was 

evaluated. There was high top management support, as “low 

code is modern, and [the LCDP] was the strategic low code 

tool” (I-12). Furthermore, in this case, the goal was to realise 

expected efficiency improvements for an internal project, as 

“custom development is done in profit centres and not in cost 

centres” (I-12). However, the sophistication of the to-be-

developed application was too high for the LCDPs, i.e., “there 

was no fit between the platform and the requirements in the 

end” (I-12). This resulted in LCDP non-adoption. 

In case 24, compatibility and expected efficiency 

improvements were high and positively affected LCDP 

adoption. However, the sophistication of the to-be-developed 

application (internal IT capabilities) were high (low), and 

both had a negative effect on LCDP adoption, which in the end 

resulted in the LCDP non-adoption. In this case, the objective 

was to develop a tool for project management; however, “from 

the beginning, the demand was fuzzy. It was just the main topic 

that we want to manage our projects better” (I-16). At the 

beginning of the evaluation, the goal was to get “as fast as 

possible, a cheap solution [an application]” (I-16), and as 

there was a “strong organisational drive” (I-16) towards 

adopting LCDPs, and therefore, an LCDP was the first choice. 

However, upon further evaluation of the sophistication of the 

to-be-developed application “that made no sense at all in the 

end because it would be extremely difficult to maintain and 

these functionalities would in any case not be as easy to 

reproduce as they are implemented in these professional 

tools” (I-16). Moreover, the internal IT capabilities were low, 

i.e., “I think this was also a skill problem” (I-16). Therefore, 

the decision was taken to not adopt an LCDP for this 

application development project. 

As a summary of the previous sections, first, a too high 

sophistication of the to-be-developed application is the core 

factor hindering an LCDP adoption. Second, this factor is 

applicable across platforms and types of developers. Third, 

even if other factors have a positive effect on LCDP adoption 

(e.g., expected efficiency improvements or top management 
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support), the effect of the high sophistication of the to-be-

developed application is still stronger (cf. case ten). 

 
V. DISCUSSION 

A. Overarching 

We empirically researched combinations of factors that result 

in LCDP adoption in work systems with 36 cases. We 

captured 26 adoption cases and ten non-adoption cases. From 

these cases, we found three archetypes for LCDP adoption 

(i.e., IT Resource Shortage Mitigators, Application 

Development Democratisers, and Synergy Realisers) and one 

archetype for LCDP non-adoption (i.e., Intricacy 

Adversaries). In the following sections, we first discuss the 

theoretical implications of our results and, second, derive 

practical starting points for LCDP adoption. 

B. Theoretical Implication 

I. COMPARISON OF EFFECTS TO LITERATURE 

First, we compare the effects found in our cases with those 

effects discussed in CC and SDM adoption literature based on 

our research model published in [12]. As shown in Table 5, for 

seven factors, we found the same effect as discussed in 

literature. We did not find three factors that are discussed in 

the literature in our cases. For two factors, we found the effect 

partly (i.e., literature found mixed effects, but we found only 

positive or negative effect). Further, we found two additional 

factors and for one factor we could extend the effects from 

literature. The remainder of this section focuses on situations 

where the empirically found effects differ from the literature. 

We did not find three factors which are found to be 

relevant in CC and SDM adoption literature in our cases: First, 

vendor lock-in is not relevant for adopting LCDPs in work 

systems. I-03 pointed out that it is essential to consider vendor 

lock-in on an organisational level but, in a post-adoption 

situation in a work system, “this does not play any role” (I-

03). The next factor found by academic literature, but not in 

our cases, is training opportunities [12]. The informants 

argued that there are comprehensive training materials 

available (“Training materials are openly available” and “we 

try to link to [LCDP vendors’] resources, so to offer [LCDP 

vendor] learning courses” (I-14)). Therefore, they did not see 

it as an important decision factor for LCDP (non-)adoption. 

Another reason why this factor was not found could be that the 

decision to adopt or not adopt an LCDP is made by people 

who are already trained. Hence, they do not see this factor as 

important. Moreover, we could not find the factors previous 

experience in our analysed cases. As the informants did not 

mention these factors, the factors might have no effect on the 

LCDP adoption decision. 

There are two factors (Security and data privacy concerns 

and expected working mode improvements) where we found 

only parts of the effects previously discussed in the literature. 

The factor security and data privacy concerns was only found 

empirically in two cases, indicating a lower importance of the 

factor. In these cases, the effect is also in line with the majority 

of the literature (i.e., higher concerns have a negative effect on 

the adoption) [12]. Compared to the literature, only one paper 

reports a different effect (i.e., high concerns with a positive 

effect on the adoption [61]). We argue that the paper’s result 

is not transferable to our findings due to the different contexts 

of the research. 

Factor 
Effects on adoption decision 

found in literature [12] 
Comparison to CC and SDM literature 

Security and data privacy concerns Mixed 
Effect found partly: High security and data privacy 

concerns have a negative effect 

Compatibility Positive Same effect 

Vendor lock-in Negative Factor not found 

Expected efficiency improvements Positive Same effect 

Sophistication of the to-be-

developed application* 
n/a New: Factor is not discussed in literature 

Complexity Negative Same effect 

Previous experience Positive Factor not found 

Training opportunities Positive Factor not found 

Organisational culture Positive Same effect 

Usefulness Positive Same effect 

Expected working mode 

improvements 
Mixed 

Effect found partly: High expected working mode 

improvements have a positive effect 

Top management support Positive Same effect 

Internal IT capabilities Positive 
Extension to literature: High and low internal IT 

capabilities have a positive effect 

Replacement of shadow IT* n/a New: Factor is not discussed in literature 

External pressure Mixed Same effect 

Table 5: Comparison of effect found in literature with case results; (*) additional factor found through open coding 
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Moreover, we are in line with most papers reporting a 

positive influence of expected working mode improvements on 

technology adoption. For LCDPs, this refers to the quick, 

tangible results, as I-21 outlined: ”You could really give them 

something tangible, […] within one or two weeks, that you 

could really test. […]. And that simply helped enormously to 

accelerate this […] [development] process.” Our finding is 

unsurprising, as LCDPs are advertised to increase alignment 

and understanding between business and IT units during 

application development [11]. 

We found the two new factors replacement of shadow IT 

and the sophistication of the to-be-developed application. The 

factor replacement of shadow IT is not yet discussed in 

academic CC and SDM adoption literature. We argue that it is 

not discussed in this literature because these research streams 

do not focus on replacing shadow IT. Moreover, some 

practitioners see the adoption of CC as a mechanism to 

promote shadow IT and not as a way to reduce it, e.g., [67]. 

However, it is unsurprising that we found this factor in our 

cases, as practitioners, e.g., [68] and academic research 

recently discussed this factor, e.g., [11] for LCDPs. Also, the 

literature on shadow IT considers LCDPs as a technology to 

support organisations in transforming shadow IT development 

into a positive or legitimate way of developing applications, 

also termed as business-managed IT [20]–[22], [69]. 

Finally, we found the additional factor of sophistication 

of the to-be-developed application, which is not discussed in 

CC and SDM adoption literature. However, previous research 

on challenges with LCDPs highlight the limited functionality, 

flexibility, and customisation potentials [35] of LCDPs, 

especially for more experienced developers. We argue that 

these challenges lead to LCDPs being only adopted for less 

sophisticated applications. 

We extended the literature for the factor of internal IT 

capabilities, as we found a new effect, i.e., both high and low 

internal IT capabilities positively influence LCDP adoption. 

High internal IT capabilities with a positive effect on the 

adoption are already well discussed in the literature, e.g., [41], 

[56], [70]. However, for LCDPs, we also found that low 

internal IT capabilities positively influence LCDP adoption. 

I-02 argued that if they did ”not have the resources” to develop 

an application with traditional development methods (i.e., low 

internal IT capabilities), the decision was made to adopt an 

LCDP and develop the application without traditional IT 

resources. This result is specific to LCDPs, as they are 

promoted to reduce entry barriers and required knowledge for 

application development, thereby empowering citizen 

developers to develop applications [11] and closing the 

internal IT capabilities gap.  

II. ADOPTION AND NON-ADOPTION ARCHETYPES 

Generally, we see that combinations of factors lead to the 

LCDP adoption decision. There are three archetypes for 

LCDP adoption and one archetype for LCDP non-adoption. 

All adoption archetypes have high expected efficiency 

improvements with a positive effect in common. Therefore, we 

see this factor as a necessary factor for LCDP adoption. Both 

our informants (e.g., “good IT groups have always tried to 

adopt the most productive tool-sets they can and a lot of them 

are very willing to adopt” I-08), but also LCDP vendors (e.g., 

“accelerate all phases of the app development” [71]) see the 

expected efficiency improvements as a key factor for LCDP 

adoption. However, as the same factor, with the same value 

and effect, also occurs in the non-adoption cases, it is not 

sufficient to explain LCDP adoption. In contrast, in our non-

adoption cases, a high sophistication of the to-be-developed 

application with a negative effect only occurs in all non-

adoption cases. Therefore, we suggest to see this factor as 

sufficient for LCDP non-adoption. 

For LCDP adoption cases, we found that cases can be part 

of multiple archetypes (e.g., case two is part of the IT Resource 

Shortage Mitigators and Synergy Realisers, cf. Figure 1). 

Moreover, a negative effect of one factor (e.g., a closed 

organisational culture, case 33) can be equalised by the other 

factors' positive effect, thus, resulting in an adoption. In the 

following sections, we link our archetypes and their goals to 

previously discussed reasons why LCDPs are adopted. 

First, adoption cases belonging to the IT Resource 

Shortage Mitigators archetype aim to efficiently develop 

applications with limited traditional IT resources. These 

results corroborate with previous research, e.g., [1], [11] 

which find that LCDPs are often used to fill the gap of skilled 

application developers. Also, practitioners highlight that 

LCDPs are an option to allow lesser skilled developers (e.g., 

student workers) to develop applications [5]. Therefore, 

LCDPs must be easy to use and require little time to learn the 

development. Second, adoption cases belonging to the 

Application Development Democratisers archetype aim to 

broaden the developer base for less sophisticated applications. 

For this archetype, the concept of citizen developers (i.e., 

persons from the business units with little programming 

experience) is essential, as the citizen developers can now 

develop less sophisticated applications using the LCDP [5]. 

The key benefit of citizen developers is that they have a 

significantly deeper understanding of the overall business 

process [72], which the to-be-developed application should 

support. Therefore, this archetype resonates with the 

marketing statement of LCDPs to enable citizen developers to 

develop less sophisticated applications [35]. It is also in line 

with the literature on business-managed IT that promotes the 

democratisation of IT [20]–[22], [69]. However, governance, 

compliance, and security guidelines must be established when 

allowing citizen development, to avoid security breaches [5], 

[21]. Third, adoption cases belonging to the Synergy Realisers 

archetype aim to efficiently develop applications using 

already included licenses for LCDPs from existing enterprise 

systems or already developed components. For Microsoft’s 

Power Platform, the informants highlighted that the LCDP 

was already part of the existing licences and well-integrated 

with Microsoft’s overall ecosystem. I-18 explained it 

“Microsoft did a good job, faded in all these [low code] 

components everywhere and so that you could not get around 

it.” Therefore, citizen developers could easily use the 

Microsoft Power Platform to develop applications. When 
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researching the broader enterprise software vendors space, 

multiple other companies announced Low-Code 

functionalities in their products in recent years (e.g., SAP [23], 

ServiceNow [24], Salesforce [25], and Oracle [26]). Finally, 

the key reason for the non-adoption archetype is the high 

sophistication of the to-be-developed application. From a 

research perspective, this result can be explained by the lack 

of functionality, flexibility, and customisation of the LCDPs 

[35]. Practitioners have the same perception, as they highlight 

that LCDPs should only be used for simpler applications. They 

even highlight that the development can be impossible for 

more sophisticated applications or required a significant 

amount of traditional coding [5]. However, the high amount of 

traditional development contradicts the core idea of LCD.  

III. LINK TO THEORY 

As discussed in section two, we used a combination of the 

TOE model and the STS theory as the theoretical lenses for 

this paper. Based on these theoretical lenses, we derived three 

tentative propositions, which we will elaborate on in the 

following sections.  

The first tentative proposition was that a combination of 

factors must be considered when researching LCDP adoption 

in work systems. Our research confirms this proposition, as 

all our adoption cases required at least two different factors. 

This finding is also in line with previous combinatorial 

technology adoption research, which claims that only a 

combination of factors leads to the adoption, e.g., Artificial 

Intelligence adoption [62] or blockchain adoption [73].  

The second tentative proposition was that the social sub-

system (i.e., structure and people sub-systems) and technical 

sub-system (i.e., technology and task sub-systems) must be 

balanced and jointly optimised [50] for LCDP adoption [12]. 

For this paper, the proposition can be interpreted as follows: 

First, in each adoption case, at least one factor from the 

social sub-system and at least one factor from the technical 

sub-system must occur (to allow a balancing of the sub-

systems). Second, to optimise the sub-systems, the majority 

of factors should have a positive effect. When analysing the 

three archetypes for LCDP adoption, we see that only for the 

IT Resource Shortage Mitigators archetype, at least one 

factor from the social sub-system and one factor from the 

technical sub-system occured. For the other two archetypes, 

only factors from the technical sub-system occured. This 

finding indicates that the balancing of sub-systems is less 

relevant when deciding on LCDP adoption. Moreover, the 

technical sub-system seems to be more important, as 

illustrated by I-15: ”You are right – this list is rather 

technical.” The optimisation of sub-systems, however, is 

core to all LCDP adoption cases, as we found negative 

effects only in few cases. However, for these cases, the 

positive effect of the other factors of the respective sub-

system outweighed and equalised the negative effect. When 

applying this theoretical lens to the non-adoption cases, we 

see imbalanced sub-systems, as only factors from one sub-

system occured in the many non-adoption cases. Moreover, 

since most factors had a negative effect, the sub-systems are 

not optimised. As a summary of the previous section, we can 

see that the balancing of sub-systems is less important in 

explaining LCDP adoption (as adoption also occurs with 

only technical factors). However, optimising sub-systems 

(i.e., factors have a positive effect on the sub-systems) is 

more important for LCDP adoption.  

Based on the TOE model, the third proposition was that 

the environment is important for LCDP adoption [12]. We 

found few cases (i.e., case six, seven, 11, 26, and 29) where 

external pressure (i.e., an environmental factor) was required 

for the (non-)adoption decision. However, as this is not the 

case for all archetypes, we can only confirm this tentative 

proposition partly. We explain this finding by the post-

adoption focus of our research, i.e., the LCDP had already 

been introduced at an organisational level, and as the primary 

decision is to adopt the LCDP for a specific project, the 

environment may be less important. This finding is also in 

line with the results of [11], who found that environmental 

inhibitors are rather unimportant for the decision to adopt a 

LCDP in work systems. 

As a summary of the previous sections, the LCDP 

adoption can be explained by a combination of different 

factors. As we found cases where an LCDP adoption occurs 

without balancing the technical and social sub-system, it 

does not seem to be necessary. However, in all adoption 

cases, the sub-systems are optimised, and therefore, we 

conclude that the optimisation is important for the LCDP 

adoption decision. Finally, the environmental factors are less 

important for the LCDP adoption decision, as they only 

occur in few cases.  

C. Practical Implications 

Based on our results of the three archetypes for LCDP 

adoption and one archetype for LCDP non-adoption, we can 

derive seven practical starting points to foster an LCDP 

adoption in work systems. These practical implications are 

shown in Table 6 and are discussed in the next sections. 

First, when organisations already have LCDP licences 

included in existing enterprise systems, they should offer 

them to a broader developer base (as indicated by the 

Synergy Realisers archetype). Especially the Power Platform 

seems to be well integrated in Microsoft’s (licences) 

environment and thus, it is easy for professional and citizen 

developers to start developing applications. However, when 

offering the existing LCDPs licences to a broader developer 

base, organisations must have strong governance of the 

LCDPs to avoid the development of shadow IT [11], [21]. 

Second, marketplaces where organisation-specific low 

code components (e.g., authentication modules, user 

interfaces) can be found and re-used, should be established. I-

01 pointed out that they have a marketplace with “pre-

configured interfaces, modules for the authentication, all in 

all, that you can use instantly for the low code development. 

This is a key benefit for LCDPs, that […] you can use these 

modules directly.” To ensure compliance with security 

guidelines and a high quality of the marketplace components, 

a review process for the component must be in place.  
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Rationale for the adoption Practical starting points  

Efficiently develop applications with limited 

traditional IT resources. 

Broaden developer base for less sophisticated 

applications. 

Efficiently develop applications using already 

included licenses for LCDPs from existing enterprise 

systems or already developed components. 

#1: Offer LCDP licences from existing enterprise systems to a 

broad developer base. 

#2: Build an internal marketplace for organisation specific pre-

configured components (e.g., interfaces modules). 

#3: Ensure a low sophistication of the to-be-developed application. 

#4: Ensure a low complexity of adopted LCDP. 

#5: Adopt the LCDP jointly with business and IT units. 

#6: Create an open organisational culture with LCDP champions. 

#7: Create top management support for LCDP adoption. 

Table 6: Practical starting points for LCDP adoption in work systems

Third, as indicated by the Application Development 

Democratisers archetype and the Intricacy Adversaries 

archetype, practitioners must evaluate whether the to-be-

developed application is of low sophistication. An in-depth 

analysis of an application’s requirements must be done for this 

evaluation. It is crucial to start with this evaluation, as 

otherwise, the decision to adopt an LCDP could be taken, and 

the development must be stopped due to unsatisfying results. 

For instance, I-12 illustrated this by stating: “There was a 

project that was stopped […], it was stopped because the 

implementation has to be done as in custom development. 

Large data models were built; things were made persistent, 

which didn’t have to be persistent, both from the requirements 

and the low code solutions.” In this case, the problem was that 

the sophistication of the to-be-developed application was too 

high for the LCDP, and therefore, the development had to be 

stopped.  

Fourth, primarily when focusing on citizen development, 

the complexity of the adopted LCDP should be low. This 

factor should be considered when selecting the LCDP, as the 

complexity and capability of different LCDPs differ 

significantly. I-03 pointed out that: “the [Microsoft] Power 

Platform is just a bit different. In my opinion, much more easy 

to use.” 

Fifth, as LCDPs change the application development 

process, the LCDP adoption must be jointly shaped by 

business and IT units, as otherwise developers in the IT unit 

could feel "threatened. If someone comes along now, like me, 

and I tell them: Guys, I can do exactly what you're doing, but 

I do it ten times faster than you. They automatically felt 

threatened" (I-20). Research on critical success factors for 

business-managed IT finds similar result and proposes to 

establish a mutual approach (with people from business and 

IT units) towards business-managed IT adoption [21]. 

Moreover, multiple informants pointed out that this fear 

resulted from an unclarity on the capabilities and scenarios of 

use. I-01 highlighted that by stating that "The traditional 

software developers often have an aversion to [the LCDP] 

[...]. However, there are also some colleagues, really 

traditional software developers, who at some point slip into 

low-code development with us or work with us once, and then 

after, let's say, a few beginnings, they appreciate it or actually 

enjoy working with it." Therefore, organisations should 

educate professional and citizen developers on the capabilities 

and scenarios of use for LCDPs. 

Sixth, organisations should strive for an open 

organisational culture with LCDP champions. This starting 

point is closely interlinked with #5, as an open organisational 

culture also promotes the alignment between business and IT 

units for LCDP usage. Moreover, LCDP champions (i.e., 

people who have already successfully developed LCDP 

applications) can be the first points of contact for citizen 

developers to answer potential questions and enable them to 

use LCDPs. I-16 highlighted the benefits of this model: “I 

organised a lot of them [Q&A sessions] to real enable the use 

case owner, with the real problems and app ideas.” This 

approach to create LCDP champions who can easily be asked 

in case of questions, reduces the entry barriers for LCDPs 

significantly.  

Seventh, work systems should get top management 

support to promote the LCDP's adoption. The top 

management can help to allocate resources for LCDP 

development, overcome resistance, and positively influence 

the organisational culture. 
 

VI. CONCLUSION 
 

In this paper, we captured 36 cases (26 adoption and ten non-

adoption) and identified three archetypes for LCDP adoption 

and one for the non-adoption. The paper has four main 

contributions that are beneficial for researchers and 

practitioners. 

First, based on our research model published in [12], we 

empirically confirmed ten out of 13 factors leading to LCDP 

adoption. In addition to the research model, we found two 

additional factors (i.e., the sophistication of the to-be-

developed application and the replacement of shadow IT). We 

showed that a high sophistication of the to-be-developed 

application is a sufficient factor for LCDP non-adoption. This 

finding contributes to a better understanding of the adoption 

of LCDPs and explicitly addresses the calls for empirical 

research on LCDPs [14] and their adoption [35]. Practitioners 

evaluating LCDP adoption can use these results to develop 

decision criteria for the adoption. 

Second, we showed that the decision to adopt LCDPs 

results from a combination of multiple factors and is a 

multifaceted phenomenon. Based on these combinations, we 

derived three archetypes for LCDP adoption (i.e., IT Resource 

Shortage Mitigators, Application Development 

Democratisers, and Synergy Realises) and one archetype for 

LCDP non-adoption (i.e., Intricacy Adversaries). Each 
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archetype can be described with a distinct set of factors. Since 

combinations of these factors are the most important for LCDP 

adoption, researchers and practitioners should focus on these 

aspects when analysing LCDP adoption in order to save 

resources. Moreover, with this paper we have confirmed the 

potential to further explore this topic with other methodologies 

(e.g., Qualitative Comparative Analysis). 

Third, by combining the TOE model and STS theory, this 

paper is the first to apply a theoretical lens for LCDP adoption 

in work systems. By applying these theoretical lenses, we 

showed that social and technical aspects should be jointly 

optimised for LCDP adoption.  

Fourth, based on the identified LCDP adoption 

archetypes, we derived seven starting points for practitioners 

for LCDP adoption. These starting points and the theoretical 

lenses also highlight that LCDP adoption is not a traditional 

technology adoption, as the application development approach 

is entirely transformed. Therefore, technical and social aspects 

must be considered when making the LCDP adoption 

decision. 

Like all research, this paper has limitations. Firstly, we 

were only able to identify ten cases of non-adoption, which is 

relatively few. It is much more difficult to identify cases of 

non-adoption of LCDPs for a variety of reasons. As several 

informants explained, work systems are still in the early stages 

of adopting LCDPs and therefore started with simple, clear 

adoption cases (i.e., there are significantly fewer non-adoption 

decisions than adoption decisions). In addition, informants 

may be biased towards talking about positive outcomes (i.e., 

adoption) and were therefore reluctant to talk about non-

adoption. Second, we did not triangulate our findings within 

cases (e.g., through source triangulation); instead, we 

identified archetypes of cases across which we triangulated 

our findings. The rationale for this is that we wanted to have a 

greater breadth of cases and explore combinatorial effects, 

while still keeping the research project operationally 

manageable. Third, because we have explored LCDP adoption 

qualitatively through mini cases, we cannot quantify the 

strength of the effects (e.g., the strength of the positive effect 

of low sophistication of the application to be developed on 

LCDP adoption). Therefore, we cannot determine to what 

extent the positive and negative effects balance each other out. 

Based on our findings, we can derive multiple areas for 

further research. First, as we found that a high sophistication 

of the to-be-developed application is a sufficient factor for the 

LCDP non-adoption, one could research what drives the 

sophistication of the to-be-developed application for LCDPs. 

In this vein, one could also apply a task-technology-fit theory; 

as for the non-adoption cases, there seems to be a misfit 

between the task (i.e., developing a sophisticated application) 

and the technology (i.e., the LCDP). Second, researchers could 

also focus on small and medium (SME) sized organisations, 

as this study focused on large organisations. SMEs might be 

more interested in adopting LCDPs, as they usually have 

fewer developer resources than large organisations. Third, we 

explicitly decided not to conduct a Qualitative Comparative 

Analysis in this study as we wanted to use an exploratory 

approach and be open to further factors besides the model of 

[12]. Furthermore, using our research model in [12] with 13 

factors would have required 8,192 cases for validation, which 

is not feasible from a resource perspective. However, as we 

were able to reduce the number of relevant factors for LCDP 

adoption significantly, a Qualitative Comparative Analysis 

could be an interesting research avenue to follow. An example 

for business-managed IT and Qualitative Comparative 

Analysis is the publication of [22].  
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VIII. Appendix 

A. Informant Characteristics 

ID Role 
Type of 

informant 
Nb. of adoption cases  

Nb. of non-adoption 

cases 

I-01 LCDP roll-out champion Line manager 1  

I-02 LCDP consultant Consultant 3  

I-03 LCDP owner Line manager 1 1 

I-04 LCDP owner Line manager 1 1 

I-05 Project manager for LCDP  Consultant Excluded as no case can be found 

I-06 Project manager for LCDP  Consultant Excluded as no case can be found 

I-07 Project manager for LCDP  Consultant 
Excluded as focus was on organisational 

adoption and not on work system. 

I-08 Project manager for LCDP Consultant 1 1 

I-09 LCDP owner Line manager 1  

I-10 LCDP owner Line manager 1  

I-11 Project manager for LCDP Consultant 2  

I-12 LCDP Owner Line manager 1 1 

I-13 Project manager for LCDP Consultant 1 1 

I-14 LCDP roll-out champion Line manager 2  

I-15 LCDP owner Line manager 1 1 

I-16 LCDP owner Line manager 1 1 

I-17 LCDP owner Line manager 1  

I-18 LCDP owner Line manager 1 1 

I-19 Project manager for LCDP  Consultant 1  

I-20 LCDP owner Line manager 2  

I-21 Project manager for LCDP Consultant 2 1 

I-22 LCDP developer Line manager 1  

I-23 LCDP owner Line Manager 1 1 

Total 26 10 

Table 7: Informant characteristics 
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B. Semi-structured Questionnaire for LCDP Adoption 

Topic Open questions to ask Follow up questions (ask if necessary) 

Introduction 

Current state 

of LCDP 

adoption on 

an 

organisational 

level 

 

To start the interview, would you mind giving 

me a short introduction about yourself? 

Line Manager: What is the current status of 

LCDP adoption in your organisation? Why did 

you adopt an LCDP in your organisation? 

Consultants: Which cases of LCDP adoption / 

non-adoption have you seen? Why was an 

LCDP adopted in this organisation? 

Would you consider your background an 

IT background or a business background? 

What is the extent to which LCDPs are 

used in your organisation? 

 

 

Process to 

adoption 

LCDPs in 

work systems 

 

Line Managers: In hindsight, could you please 

describe the process for the adoption/non-

adoption for LCDP [x] in work system [y]? 

Consultants: In hindsight, could you please 

describe the process for the adoption/non-

adoption of a LCDP at case [previously outlined 

case]? 

How did you decide to select LCDP [x]? 

In which stage of LCDP adoption would 

you consider the organisation [i.e., 

adoption vs. post-adoption]? 

Who are the members of this work 

system? 

Factors for 

LCDP 

adoption in 

work systems 

 

Line Manager: What were the most important 

factors for adopting / not adopting LCDP [x]? 

Consultants: At case [y], what were the most 

important factors for adopting / not adopting 

LCDP [x]? 

Multiple follow-up questions to the factors 

outlined, incl. how would you evaluate the 

effect of the [outlined factors]? 

Technology factors 

Which technology related factors did you 

consider for the LCDP adoption / non-

adoption?  

How would you evaluate the effect of 

[outlined factors] on LCDP adoption/ 

non-adoption? 

Organisation factors 

Which organisation related factors did 

you consider for the LCDP adoption / 

non-adoption? 

How would you evaluate the effect of 

these factors on the LCDP adoption / 

non-adoption? 

Environment factors  

Which environmental factors did you 

consider for the LCDP adoption/non-

adoption? 

How would you evaluate the effect of 

these factors on the LCDP adoption / 

non-adoption? 

Key learnings 

for LCDP 

adoption in 

work systems 

What are your key learnings you would 

recommend other organisations when adopting 

LCDPs? 
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Topic Open questions to ask Follow up questions (ask if necessary) 

Closing remarks 

Table 8: Semi-structured interview guideline
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C. Case Description 

ID Description LCDP Outcome Industry 

In
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t 

 

Archetype 
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a
cy

 A
d

v
er
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ri

es
 

1 
Development of an HR low code 

application 
Mendix Adoption 

Conglomerate (Multiple 

Industries) 
I-01  X X  

2 

Development of an application to 

digitalise the process for 

occupational disability 

Mendix Adoption Financial Services I-02 X  X  

3 
Development of a booking and 

invoice system 
Mendix Adoption Aircraft Renting I-02 X    

4 
Development of an inventory 

tracking for tools 
Mendix Adoption Financial Services I-02 X  X  

5 

Development of an application 

for construction work 

surveillance  

Microsoft 

Power 

Platform 

Adoption Transportation I-03 X X X  

6 
Non-development of an 

application for time tracking 

Microsoft 

Power 

Platform 

Non-

adoption 
Transportation I-03    X 

7 

Development of an low code 

application for the automatic 

storage of mails 

Appian Adoption Financial Services I-12  X   

8 

Development of an idea 

management tool for an 

organisation 

Mendix Adoption 

Industrial Manufacturing 

(e.g., Automotive, 

Aerospace) 

I-04  X   

9 

Non-development of an 

application to track tools for 

laboratories 

Mendix 
Non-

adoption 

Industrial Manufacturing 

(e.g., Automotive, 

Aerospace) 

I-04    X 

10 
Non-development of a 

specialised insurance application 
Appian 

Non-

adoption 
Financial Services I-12    X 

11 

Development of a business 

efficiency application in 

SharePoint 

Microsoft 

Power 

Platform 

Adoption 
Government and Public 

Services 
I-08   X  

12 
Non-development of an 

applications for Sharepoint 

Microsoft 

Power 

Platform 

Non-

adoption 

Government and Public 

Services 
I-08    X 

13 
Development of an application 

for a project database in Excel 
Mendix Adoption Industrial Manufacturing  I-09 X X   

14 
Development of an HR tool to 

track the exit interview  
Mendix Adoption Industrial Manufacturing  I-10 X    

15 

Non-development of a low code 

front end for an existing 

application 

APEX 
Non-

adoption 
Mobility I-15    X 

16 

Development of an application to 

apply for a donation from the 

organisation 

APEX Adoption Mobility I-15  X   
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ID Description LCDP Outcome Industry 
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17 
Development of an internal 

COVID-19 tracking application 
OutSystems Adoption 

Healthcare and Life 

Sciences 
I-13 X X   

18 
Non-development of an 

application to control projects 
Mendix 

Non-

adoption 
Consulting I-13    X 

19 

Development of an application to 

track the development of a gas 

turbine 

Mendix Adoption Industrial Manufacturing  I-14   X  

20 

Development of a competence 

management application for 

organisation 

Mendix Adoption Industrial Manufacturing  I-14 X X X  

21 
Development of an application to 

track construction work  
RCP Adoption 

Technology, Media, and 

Telecommunications 
I-11 X X   

22 
Development of an application 

for vehicle registration 
Multiple Adoption Financial Services I-11 X X   

23 

Development of an application to 

consolidate employee benefits in 

different countries 

Microsoft 

Power 

Platform 

Adoption 
Healthcare and Life 

Sciences 
I-16 X X X  

24 

Non-development of an 

application for project 

management 

Microsoft 

Power 

Platform 

Non-

adoption 

Healthcare and Life 

Sciences 
I-16    X 

25 

Development of an application 

for process improvements in the 

legal department 

Microsoft 

Power 

Platform 

Adoption Industrial Manufacturing I-17   X  

26 

Development of an application 

for the IT project portfolio 

management 

Microsoft 

Power 

Platform 

Adoption 
Retail and Consumer 

Goods 
I-18  X   

27 

Non-development of an 

application to document machine 

maintenance  

Microsoft 

Power 

Platform 

Non-

adoption 

Retail and Consumer 

Goods 
I-18    X 

28 

Development of an application to 

streamline the procurement 

process  

Mendix Adoption 
Conglomerate (Multiple 

Industries) 
I-21  X   

29 
Non-development of reporting 

dashboards 
Mendix 

Non-

adoption 

Conglomerate (Multiple 

Industries) 
I-21    X 

30 

Development of a unified 

dashboard for sales 

representatives 

Mendix Adoption 
Conglomerate (Multiple 

Industries) 
I-21   X  

31 

Development of an application 

for workflow management of 

laboratory orders 

OutSystems Adoption #N/A I-19  X   

32 
Development of an B2C 

applications for patients 
OutSystems Adoption 

Healthcare and Life 

Sciences 
I-20 X  X  

33 

Development of an integrated 

customer experience across 

multiple sub-systems 

OutSystems Adoption 
Healthcare and Life 

Sciences 
I-20   X  
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ID Description LCDP Outcome Industry 
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34 
Development of an application to 

track machine maintenance 
OutSystems Adoption Chemicals I-22   X  

35 

Development of an application 

for engineering change 

management process 

Appian Adoption Industrial Manufacturing  I-23  X X  

36 

Non-development of an 

application to visualise large 

amounts of data 

Appian 
Non-

adoption 
Industrial Manufacturing  I-23    X 

Table 9: Case descriptions (“X” grouping to archetype) – Cases collected from February to April 2023.
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D. Overview of Context Variables 

 
Figure 2: Overall context information of the cases 

 
Figure 3: Decentralisation and compliance information 
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Figure 4: IT-delivery, user requirements, skills, and governance information 

 
Figure 5: Communication, partnership, competence, governance, scope & architecture, and skills
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E. Coding Table 
ID Outcome Security 

and data 
privacy 

concerns 

Compa-

tibility 

Expected 

ef-
ficiency 

improve-

ments 

Sophisti-

cation of 
to be 

devel-

oped 
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exity 
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sational 
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Expected 

working 
mode 

improve-
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Internal 
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of 
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IT 

External 
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1 Adoption   H (+) H (+) L (+)                        

2 Adoption   H (+) H (+)       C (-)      H (+) L (+)       

3 Adoption      H (+)            H (+)    L (+)       

4 Adoption   H (+) H (+)       C (-)      H (+) L (+)       

5 Adoption   H (+) H (+) L (+)         H (+)    H (+) H (+)    

6 Non-adoption H (-) L (-)    H (-)               L (-)    H (-) 

7 Adoption      H (+) L (+)            H (+)       H (-) 

8 Adoption      H (+) L (+)                        

9 Non-adoption      H (+) H (-) H (-)            L (-)       

10 Non-adoption      H (+) H (-)       L (-)    H (+) L (+)       

11 Adoption   H (+) H (+)       O (+)      H (+)       H (+) 

12 Non-adoption   L (-) H (+) H (-)    C (-)      H (+) L (-)       

13 Adoption      H (+) L (+)               L (+)       

14 Adoption      H (+)    L (+) O (+)         L (+)       

15 Non-adoption         H (-)               L (-)       

16 Adoption      H (+) L (+)         H (+)             

17 Adoption      H (+) L (+)    O (+)         L (+)       

18 Non-adoption   L (-) H (+) H (-)         H (+)             

19 Adoption   H (+) H (+)                     H (+)    

20 Adoption   H (+) H (+) L (+)               H (+)       

21 Adoption H (-)    H (+) L (+)               L (+)       

22 Adoption      H (+) L (+)               L (+)       

23 Adoption   H (+) H (+) L (+)               H (+)       

24 Non-adoption   H (+) H (+) H (-)               L (-)       

25 Adoption   H (+) H (+)    L (+)      H (+) H (+)          

26 Adoption      H (+) L (+) L (+)         H (+)       H (-) 

27 Non-adoption   L (-) H (+) H (-)                        

28 Adoption      H (+) L (+)    O (+)   H (+)             

29 Non-adoption         H (-)                     H (-) 

30 Adoption   H (+) H (+)            H (+)             

31 Adoption      H (+) L (+) L (+)               H (+)    

32 Adoption   H (+) H (+)            H (+) H (+) L (+)       

33 Adoption   H (+) H (+)    L (+) C (-)   H (+)             

34 Adoption   H (+) H (+)                           

35 Adoption   H (+) H (+) L (+)                        

36 Non-adoption   L (-) H (+) H (-)                        

Sum 2 2 20 20 33 33 25 25 6 6 8 8 1 1 9 9 9 9 18 18 3 3 5 5 

Table 10: Coding of all 36 LCDP (non-)adoption cases 

H = High 

L = Low 
C= Closed 

O = Open 

(+) = Positive 

(-) = Negative 
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