

[image: Business Architecture Basics]



  Business Architecture Basics


  Key themes, concepts, practices and guidance

   


  Tom Graves

   

  This book is for sale at http://leanpub.com/tp-bizarch

  This version was published on 2022-06-06

  [image: publisher's logo]

    *   *   *   *   *

  This is a Leanpub book. Leanpub empowers authors and publishers with the Lean Publishing process. Lean Publishing is the act of publishing an in-progress ebook using lightweight tools and many iterations to get reader feedback, pivot until you have the right book and build traction once you do.

  *   *   *   *   *


  

© 2022 Tom Graves


      
        Table of Contents


         
           
  	
    BUSINESS-ARCHITECTURE BASICS: SAMPLE
  

  	
    What do we mean by ‘business-architecture’?
  

  	
    A checklist for business-transformations
    
      	
        1. Story and purpose
      

      	
        2. Scope and stakeholders
      

      	
        3. Context, scale and scaling
      

      	
        4. Full-cycle governance
      

      	
        5. Structural flaws in the context
      

      	
        6. Limits and constraints
      

      	
        7. Resistance to change
      

    

  

  	
    Push or pull? - two views of enterprise
  

  	
    Applications, work-instructions and business-continuity
  




         

         
            Guide

            
               	
                  Begin Reading
               

            

         



BUSINESS-ARCHITECTURE BASICS: SAMPLE


This is a sample of the content from the Tetradian Business-Architecture anthology.


This anthology from the Tetradian weblog explores how enterprise architecture and suchlike apply in the business context.


This sample contains around one-tenth of the content from the full anthology. The complete book includes about 40 posts and 80 images from the weblog. Those posts are split into three groups:



  	
Business Architecture: On Architecture - introduces core concepts for business-architectures.

  	
Business Architecture: Organisation and Enterprise - explores the relationships between organisation and enterprise.

  	
Business Architecture: Method and Content - presents example methods, checklists and practical challenges in business-architecture.







For further information on enterprise-architectures and more, visit the Tetradian weblog at weblog.tetradian.com. The weblog currently includes some 1400 posts and more than a thousand images, and is at present the world’s primary source on whole-enterprise architecture - methods, principles and practices for architectures that extend beyond IT to the whole enterprise.


For more ebooks and anthologies on enterprise-architecture and more, visit the Tetradian website on Leanpub at leanpub.com/u/tetradian. (Each anthology contains around 30-40 posts from the weblog.)


Some books are also available in print format, from all regular book-retailers. For more details, see the ‘Books’ section on the main Tetradian website at tetradian.com/books/.



  Unless otherwise stated, all text, images and other materials in this anthology are Copyright © Tom Graves / Tetradian 2006-2022.









What do we mean by ‘business-architecture’?


One of the keys to breaking free from IT-centric ‘enterprise’-architecture lies in reclaiming the meaning of the term ‘business-architecture’.


In TOGAF and other ‘classic’ enterprise-architecture, everything revolves around IT: the IT is deemed to be the sole centre of meaning within the enterprise. Hence ‘business’-architecture is defined as a subset of ‘enterprise’-architecture, which itself is defined as a subset of IT-governance. And in practice, business-architecture is viewed as a near-random grab-bag of ‘anything not-IT that might affect IT’, without any real clarity about how that grab-bag is structured within itself, and with no acknowledgement at all about anything that might not affect IT. In other words, to be blunt, probably worse than useless: certainly not something that we could use at an enterprise level.


So the first step outward is to start to treat business-architecture as a form of architecture in its own right. That’s starting to happen now. There’s even a lot more explicit description from the ‘name’ consultancies such as Gartner and Forrester that some of this ‘new’ business-architecture may not touch IT at all. That’s good. Definitely good. People are at last beginning to break free from the trap of IT-centrism.


Yet there’s another trap that comes right after that one – and I’m seeing a lot of people falling straight into it. Business-centrism. Where ‘the business’ is deemed to be the sole centre of the architecture, around which everything else revolves. It isn’t: because in a true enterprise-architecture, everywhere and nowhere is the centre. It has to be that way: otherwise it isn’t an enterprise-architecture.


Which means that, to use  Len Fehskens’ schema, business-architecture is merely a domain-architecture, one of many other domain-architectures – just like IT-architecture is a domain-architecture (or a cluster of related domain-architectures, rather). It’s an explicit subset of ‘the architecture of the enterprise’, with responsibility for an explicit domain of interrelated concerns within that overall scope.


To me the domain is indicated by the inversion of the term: it’s literally ‘the architecture of the business’ – in other words, ‘the business of the business’, how its core business is organised and structured usually at a fairly abstract level. (Like most domain-architectures, it typically focusses at Zachman level-3, ‘Logical’, to use that common taxonomy.)


Given that description of boundaries, a core part of that structure represented by and maintained in the business-architecture is the business-model (or set of business-models). In the Osterwalder sense – which is the one I use here, though in perhaps a more extended sense than in Osterwalder’s Business Model Canvas – a ‘business-model’ is a structure, one that provides the central focus for ‘the business of the business’. It’s not much about vision or values, or strategy – those are inputs to the business-architecture. It’s not much about the details of business-process: that’s the role of process-architecture (these days often known as BPM, business-process management), or IT-architecture, or often both in parallel. It’s not about the physical structures in which those processes take place: that’s the role of facilities architecture, or the literal architecture of buildings. It’s not about the skill-sets or organisational structures to operate or manage those processes: that’s the role of HR and organisational-architecture. And so on, and so on. Business-architecture is about the architecture of ‘the business of the business’, and how it interfaces with all the other architectures – aided by enterprise-architecture, whose role is to ensure that all the different architectures play well together.


So I’ll admit I was a bit disappointed that Chris Potts’ immediate response to my previous post was:



  	chrisdpotts: @tetradian Let’s not confuse business model with business architecture.  Our business vs how we are structured to achieve it. #entarch




Which to me indicates that there’s a serious confusion there: a business-model is a description of how we are structured to achieve our business. I was also a bit disappointed when Kris Meukens – another architect whose opinion I greatly respect – also piped up with an agreement to Chris’ remark above. Yet what I suspect, and suspect strongly, is that both have fallen into the trap of business-centrism, or perhaps of a kind of inverse-IT-centrism, where ‘business-architecture’ is now ‘the sole centre’, but again defined as ‘everything not-IT’:



  	
tetradian: @chrisdpotts @krismeukens to me it sounds like you’re mixing BA with EA? – expand/explain, please, perhaps with blog-post?




And again was a bit disappointed at Chris’ response:



  	
chrisdpotts: RT @tetradian: @chrisdpotts @krismeukens to me it sounds like you’re mixing BA with EA? | No.




Disappointed, because it doesn’t tell me anything at all – other than that I’m apparently ‘wrong’, in some unspecified way, yet with no way to find out how or why.


Okay, fair enough: I may well be wrong. Let’s assume that I am wrong: it wouldn’t be the first time, and I doubt it’ll be the last. :-) But it would be useful – to me at least – to have some understanding of how I’m wrong, why I’m wrong, and what I should do differently or think differently to get it right. I’ve summarised my understanding of business-architecture above – what is it, what its boundaries are, where it fits in with other architectures and with the overall scope of enterprise-architecture. So what have I missed? What am I not ‘getting’ here?


Or – in the perhaps-unlikely event that I’m not wrong – how could or should I explain it better to others, so that they don’t get it wrong?


What to you is ‘business architecture’? What do you mean by the term ‘business-architecture’?


Advice/suggestions, please?


Many thanks.
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A checklist for business-transformations


What’s a key tool to help manage something as wide-ranging and complex as a business-transformation? Answer: a checklist.


The following checklist for business-transformations is adapted from one that we use in our own work on transformation. A matching slidedeck with additional explanatory detail is available for free download via the Slideshare website.


For more on the checklist’s context, see the companion YouTube videos ‘Digital-transformation is human-first – Episode 77, Tetradian on Architectures’ and ‘Digital transformation: a services-based checklist – Episode 78, Tetradian on Architectures’. For an alternative checklist, using a more story-based approach, see the YouTube video ‘Digital transformation: a story-based checklist - Episode 79, Tetradian on Architectures’. 


1. Story and purpose


Do we have clarity about what the aims are for this transformation, and how do we describe those aims? What’s the story here?


Use visioning and values-mapping to derive a shared-story that links all potential players in the shared-enterprise. 


2. Scope and stakeholders


Do we have clarity on scope and stakeholders for this transformation?


Map this out both within the organisation, and to at least three layers beyond it: transactions with suppliers and customers; direct-interactions with other players in the broader market; and indirect-interactions in the shared-enterprise space, such as government, communities, investors and anticlients.
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Connect this with the previous check on vision and values (Checklist item #1) to build appropriate value-governance for the context. 


3. Context, scale and scaling


Do we have clarity on the applicable scale(s) for this transformation, and how we manage increasing and/or decreasing scale?


Design tests for extremes from very-small to very-large – for example, Agile-type methods may work well for prototypes, but not for large-scale high-reliability operations. 


4. Full-cycle governance


Do we have clarity on how we will guide not just initial change for the transformation, but for the entire lifecycle of everything arising from or affected by it?


This includes commissioning and decommissioning, development and maintenance of required knowledge and skillsets, and anything else needed to guide and govern change throughout the entire lifecycle of everything arising from the transformation. 


5. Structural flaws in the context


Do we have clarity on inherent structural-flaws in the context for this transformation, that will need to be resolved for ongoing viability?


Note that larger-scope structural-flaws such as whole-of-context feedback-loops may only become visible when systems interact with each other across the whole shared-enterprise. Beware too of Conway’s Law, that organisations tend to design systems that reflect the existing communication-structures of that organisation: we need to take care not to replicate existing structural-flaws into new system-designs. 


6. Limits and constraints


Do we have clarity on all constraints that may apply within the context of the transformation?


This applies especially to non-negotiable constraints, such as those that arise from physics or from limits to scaling. For example, the speed of light becomes a very real constraint on options to reduce system-wide latency in high-speed communications at global scale. 


7. Resistance to change


Do we have clarity on any resistance to change for this transformation, on the underlying drivers behind that resistance to change, and how to resolve those factors within the transformation?


For useful guidance on this, see standard references on the human side of change-management, such as Sengé et al’s The Dance of Change. For example, one key concern addressed in that book is how to shift perceptions of a change from “We don’t have time to do this!” to “We don’t have time to not do this”. However, watch out also for any vested-interests – such as from vendors and others – not only in maintaining existing dysfunctionalities in current systems, but also in creating new ones within the intended transformation.
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Push or pull? - two views of enterprise


For digital-transformation, what’s the difference between ‘push and ‘pull’? And where and how does enterprise-story come into the picture?


At first, these questions might seem more about marketing and suchlike than about ‘digital’ as such - yet the reality is that our digital-transformation will only work if we understand what these questions actually imply, and get the answers right for our own context.


For most organisations, the classic approach is ‘push’ - the emphasis is all on What and How, as we push our products and services onto others. The organisation is the centre of the world - more, the centre of everyone’s world, with others viewed merely as inputs to our processes:
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We might accept a need to pay some attention further along the supply-chain:
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And perhaps some attention to ‘the market’ - the prospects, the competition, the regulators and so on:
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But otherwise it’s all about us, looking inside-out, pushing our products or services outward onto others:
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In this type of context, the only kind of ‘digital transformation’ we could do successfully would be the same as that for the past forty years or so: internal-only, such as process-automation, data-matching and the like, as in classic IT-centric ‘enterprise’-architecture:
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Even this kind of internal-only ‘digital-transformation’ is rarely as successful as we’d like. For a start, we can only make this work if everything is under our ‘control’ - which it rarely is, even within the organisation itself.


Beyond the organisation? - not a chance… Few organisations yet seem to have grasped even the core fundamentals such as privacy-issues - and without those, loss of trust or loss of effectiveness is all but certain. Far too often, clients and others in effect have to become enterprise-architects, to connect across the Conway’s Law chaos of the organisation’s disparate, disconnected silos, just to get anything done. This is bad enough when it’s just the one organisation we need to deal with as customers: but if we need to connect across multiple organisations, our chances of getting the results we need can drop like a brick - and yet would-be ‘digital-transformation’ can often make this worse.


In short, yeah, it’s a mess. That’s what an organisation-centric ‘push’-based approach always does. Oh well…


Yet there is a way out of that mess. A first hint here might come from Chris Potts’ all-important dictum:



  Customers do not appear on our processes - we appear in their experiences.




And for us to appear in our customers’ experiences, we need to start not from ‘push’, but from ‘pull’.


The concept of ‘pull-marketing’ was probably first popularised by John Seely Brown et al, in their 2010 book ‘The Power of Pull’. The crucial distinction between ‘push’ and ‘pull’ centres around the difference between organisation and enterprise - or, in effect, the difference between ‘How’ and ‘Why’.


In ‘push’, we believe that everything centres around our own organisation: we have a product or service, we push it out to the market, and, to gain people’s possible interest in what we have to offer, first try to force their attention towards us. (That’s the literal meaning of ‘advert’, by the way: ‘toward-turn’.) It no doubt seems the obvious thing to do, yet the reality is that it’s hugely expensive, in every possible sense, and it doesn’t even work well at all.


By contrast, ‘pull’ is enterprise-centric - an ‘enterprise’ in this context meaning a ‘bold endeavour’, a story or storyworld that is shared with others. For example, when I want to mend a broken chair, I am at that point within the storyworld of ‘How to mend a broken chair’ - which gives me a reason, a ‘Why’, to look for other players in that storyworld who can help me satisfy that need. A provider doesn’t need to push anything at me, because I’m already looking: the pull towards the provider is already there. But what it does mean is that the provider needs to see itself as a player in the shared-story - and be able to under the customer-needs, the view ‘outside-in’, as much as it understands its own more conventional view looking ‘inside-out’ from itself:
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In this sense, a digital-transformation that actually works is one that engages from both sides of the interaction-journey - again, balancing inside-out and outside-in.


This also warns us that the term ‘digital-transformation’ is actually a bit misleading. Yes, digital-technologies can act as a key enabler here: but I explained in a recent video on this theme, any transformation is always about people - with any discussions about technology always being a secondary to the people-needs.


In short, for successful digital-transformation, we always need to think story-first, not technology-first.


To make sense of ‘pull’, we’d often model the respective enterprise with our organisation at the centre, much as for ‘push’ - yet we need to remember that this is just a way to show how we position ourselves within that broader shared-enterprise:
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From the customer’s perspective, though, the same shared-enterprise will likely look very different, with various players categorised according to the customer’s own likely needs:
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The storyworld of the enterprise is made up of a vision - such as mended chairs, or business-travel, in our two examples above - and a set of values and principles that help to define what ‘good outcomes’ and ‘not-good outcomes’ would look like. Note that all players in the storyworld agree to adhere to these - otherwise they’re literally not in the same enterprise. This point is crucial to understanding how an enterprise actually works, because the vision, values and principles are the metaphoric glue that hold the enterprise together as a single shared-story:
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Each player - such as our organisation - selects a role via which it can place itself somewhere within that storyworld, that shared enterprise. In effect, by doing so, it selects the scenes and storylines within which it will play some part. Connecting scenes together provides the respective storylines - otherwise known as processes and the like.


Note that players may well take on multiple roles within the same shared-enterprise - hence a partner, for example, who might take on roles of both provider and customer relative to our organisation.


In much the same way, our customers may well interact with many other shared-enterprises, even during a single day - yet we need to keep our focus on this shared-enterprise, and if necessary remind them of our own understanding of the shared-vision and shared-values that underpin the enterprise we expect to share with them. For the latter, it can be useful to understand how the shared-story provides values and suchlike to identify factors for trust, across the inside-outside boundary. To put it at its simplest, if we don’t have trust, we don’t have a business…
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Note, though, that one of the probable key requirements to make sense of the interaction-journeys in a ‘pull’-model is a minimum maturity-level for the organisation’s enterprise-architecture. A classic IT-centric enterprise-architecture will not be sufficient for this, as it will not be able to reach much above a level-2 maturity, as per the diagram below. This in itself is a common cause of failure for the respective attempted digital-transformation:
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Again unlike a classic IT-centric EA, this enterprise-architecture needs a solid grasp of the entire enterprise-context, and the entire organisation-context too - all the way out, and all the way in:
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And as per the base of that diagram above, much of what we need for digital-transformation isn’t ‘digital’ at all - a point we must never forget…


‘Push’ doesn’t work well, for anyone: ‘pull’ is what we need if we’re to make a digital-transformation succeed. And in turn, ‘pull’ depends on understanding the enterprise as story. If we’ve been brought up on IT-centric notions of enterprise-architecture, and organisation-centric views of the enterprise, it can sometimes seem at first to be somewhat of a challenge to make sense of this - but once we do so, everything in the architecture falls into place in a much simpler way.
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Applications, work-instructions and business-continuity


For business-continuity after disruption or failure, what’s the first thing we’ll need? Answer: an alternative way to do things.


For business-process redesign, what’s the first thing we’ll need? Answer: an alternative way to do things.


In both cases, we’ll need an enterprise-architecture that can support alternative ways of doing things.


Or, more specifically, doing the same nominal things in different ways. Which we could summarise visually like this:
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For many key concerns such as business-continuity, we must be able to switch between alternative ways of working - and to do so as seamlessly as possible. To use a more formal term, implementations need to be as fungible as possible - and, wherever practicable, with those different implementations hidden behind much the same interface, such that on the outside it still seems to be the same application.


But that’s where we hit a problem.


All of our current mainstream ‘enterprise’-architecture frameworks and notations are IT-centric. They don’t support the whole of the scope in that graphic, that point about “services implemented by any appropriate mix of people, machines and IT”. Instead, they support only the small subset of it that is specific to IT - as per the infamous ‘BDAT-stack’ of Business, Data, Applications, and [IT] Technology:
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That means that they can support fungibility if and only if the alternative implementation is IT-based. There’s no built-in way to make any other form of implementation visible.


Which is perhaps not a problem if, for example, the fungibility we need is towards IT-based business-automation.


If.


But it’s a huge problem if we’re planning for business-continuity and disaster-recovery, where it may well be the computer-based IT that is out-of-action, and we need to replace it with something else. For that kind of context, an IT-centric EA framework is actually worse than useless, because it actively hides any non-IT alternatives that we might have. For example, because the BDAT-stack above, embedded within common ‘EA’ notations and frameworks, assumes that all processes are enacted by IT, it forces us into some truly horrible conflations - such as asserting that anything human exists only in the Business layer, and anything physical only in the Technology layer:
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Yes, it’s a convenient simplification for anyone who works only in an IT-specific context. In practice, though, this does not work for most other real-world contexts - which makes it seriously problematic for anyone other than the IT-only folks.  For example, in business-continuity and disaster-recovery, we are very likely to need ‘human applications’ - such as the manual use of a physical sales-ledger to substitute for the out-of-action IT-system in the Starbucks example referenced above.


To make sense of what’s actually going on, and what’s actually needed for real-world business-continuity and the like, we need to make the layer-split in a completely different way - one in which human-based, IT-based and machine-based implementations are essentially fungible with each other, and where we distinguish only the instructions for action (‘apps/data’), from the related agent (‘technology’) that will enact those instructions:
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We could also usefully distinguish between what is being worked on - information, in this case - from how (the instructions) and from by-whom or by-what (the agent) that is acting on that ‘what’:
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Each type of agent - human, IT or machine - may well need its instructions and/or data provided in a different form: for example, a human agent will need work-instructions rather than application-code. But in essence they’re the same - and they need to be so.


There is a vast array of real-world examples of this. Some of the most interesting are in the physical world, such as how the shape of a physical key is actually data encoded in physical form as instructions for a lock, or how a centrifugal governor is effectively a mechanical control-application for a steam-engine. Digital technologies can be implemented by all manner of physical means, such as in ‘fluid logic’ or fluidics, or even powered by falling marbles. Other physical ‘applications’ may be programmed via mechanical configuration, via topology (video) or even via biochemistry at nano-scale. And whilst, yes, some kind of IT-application may be involved in many cases, we would miss the point badly - even dangerously - if we focus in only on the IT-application. At the architectural level, we need to view each process across all of its possible implementations - and not constrain ourselves to one arbitrarily-chosen type of implementation, as is so endemic in IT-centrism.


To summarise, work-instructions are applications - applications to be implemented by a human agent rather than an IT-based one, but in every other respect an ‘application’ in exactly the same sense as in IT. Or, to put it the other way round, IT-applications are work-instructions for an IT-based agent. The only thing that’s different is in how those work-instructions are implemented and enacted: in every other regard, they’re essentially the exact same thing - and need to be understood as such.


They’re the same thing. That’s the point we need to hammer home here. If we don’t understand this point, we’re likely to constrain our options and more when we need fungibility for business-continuity and the like - constraints that could literally be lethal if we don’t take the right kind of care.


Just one more reason why, for everyone’s sake, we must get rid of the endemic IT-centrism that cripples so much of current enterprise-architecture. An IT-centric ‘enterprise’-architecture, that can only address the IT-specific parts of the overall enterprise and forces us to ignore everything else, is often worse-than-useless for many real-world needs. Enterprise-architecture only becomes real, and useful to all, when it can address the entirety of the enterprise, in all of its implementations - not solely the easy IT-only bits.
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