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FUTURES: SAMPLE


This is a sample of the content from the Tetradian Futures anthology.


This anthology from the Tetradian weblog focusses on futures, and particularly the techniques and methods needed to guide change for an individual organisation, for a broader shared enterprise, or at a more global big-picture scale, and also across any timescale that may be required.


This sample contains around one-tenth of the content from the full anthology. The complete book includes about 40 posts and 70 images from the weblog. These posts are split into four groups:



  	
Futures: Methods - outlines some of the methods and concerns in futures-work for architectures.

  	
Futures: Architectures -  explore a range of issues where futures concerns intersect with architectures in a business context.

  	
Futures: Politics - uses futures-methods to identify a swathe of fundamental flaws in many current concepts of politics and society, and suggest what can be done to resolve those flaws.

  	
Futures: Assessments - applies futures-methods to assess potential challenges and options in broader social change, and also in architecture itself.







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 futurists do, and why


I don’t remember her name, now. She was less than twenty-five years old, but even then she already looked more than forty.


Way back when I was still a callow, confused graphic-design student - which, arguably, I perhaps still am - the old Hornsey College of Art buildings-complex up on London’s Crouch Hill was a veritable rabbit-warren of hard-to-find rooms hidden away along strange stairways and labyrinthine corridors. There were drawing-classes, of course, in cold, draughty old studios; Eddie Franklin-White ran his mixed media unit there, experimenting with early analogue synthesisers linked to lasers and lighting-systems; performance-artists such as Bruce Lacey and Jill Bruce (now Jill Smith) did their performance-art pieces there - as you might expect, I guess. But up above Eddie’s studio was this woman’s space - and what she was doing  there was very different indeed.


This was an art-college, yes, but her cramped, cluttered room didn’t look like an ‘artist’s studio’ at all. There were plenty of drawings there, of one kind or another, and also all manner of odd but not-exactly sculptural-looking objects: yet central in the space, facing the window, was a huge engineer’s drawing-board, complete with high-precision pantograph. What?


Turned out she was one of the college’s very few industrial-design students: and she was there because it was not so much a matter of study as a way of life, with a true artist’s intensity. Yet it was a way of life for a reason - a deadly-serious reason. Literally.


I don’t actually know what her illness was: one of the more aggressive forms of multiple-sclerosis, I think. But in a very real sense, she was facing a fate all too literally worse than death: debilitated, dependent, an accelerated decay of capability yet stretching on for years. What she was doing was developing the tools - particularly tools in a physical sense, but others as well - that she herself would soon need, to survive and stay sane within that awful, inescapable future. And, in the process, and in the meantime, help many, many other similarly-handicapped people further ahead than her along that same bleak, remorseless timeline.


That’s what real futurists do: they build tools to help people better survive the future.


(If possible, help them thrive there, too - but just surviving at all in the future is probably a good start…)


That’s one of the key distinctions between prediction and futures. The purpose of prediction is to provide a form of pseudo-certainty in a context where, by definition, no true certainty can ever be had. And prediction is easy: all you need do is make some kind of WAG (wild-assed guess), perhaps even do a survey or two to link the WAG to some kind of trend-line or opinion-poll (aka MOOWAG, or massively-open online wild-assed guess), and wrap it up in some suitably-palatable guise - that’s it, done, ready for sale to a gullible public. In that sense, there’s not much real difference between astrologers and their ilk, versus ‘advisory-consultancies’ like Forrester or Gartner, other than a small amount of extra effort, better marketing, and a much higher price-tag.


By contrast, futures is radically different. For a start, notice the plural: futures, not the supposedly-singular ‘the future’. The purpose of futures is to help people work with the uncertainties of the future - not pretend that those uncertainties don’t exist. And futures-work is hard - not least because, again, it doesn’t pretend that those uncertainties don’t exist. 


[As an aside, notice how often someone will ask you for an opinion or prediction about the future, and then issue some kind of demand for ‘proof’ that that putative future is ‘the truth’? All that they’ve proved is that they just don’t get it: the only way to ‘prove’ a future is to be there, experiencing it. At which point, of course, it isn’t ‘the future’: it’s ‘now’…]


Hence, in part, the focus on tools: we create ‘the future’ by literally creating it. From nowhere, from nothing, from out of thin air, whilst standing on top of what we already have. Tricky…


The other huge complication here is that there’s a fundamental difference between futures-work for far-future versus near-future. We can perhaps see this best in the Five Elements cycle, though it’s also highlighted in the distinction between the ‘Forming’ and ‘Norming’ stages in Bruce Tuckman’s ‘Group-Dynamics’ project-lifecycle: 




  
    [image: ]
    
  




Near-futures work is well within the normal timescales of whatever-it-is that we’re working with: it’s just preparation for the next stage of action, Tuckman’s ‘norming’. The timescales can vary quite a lot, depending on what it is that we’re doing - the ‘preparation’ timescale for a forest or a vast energy-infrastructure project would be what many technology-businesses would consider so long-term as to be way out of sensible out of scope. But in essence, in each case, it’s actually quite easy, because it’s mostly just projection forward from ‘the now’ - kind of like prediction, in a way, but with a lot more honesty and without all the marketing-hype, the bells and whistles and razzamatazz.


Far-futures work is more about purpose - the purpose of the enterprise, in its broadest sense. It sometimes looks much the same as near-futures work, and does use some of the same techniques, but in practice it’s a very different beast - not least because, unlike near-futures work, it must somehow pass through the often-hellish gauntlet of the ‘Storming’ phase before it can be put to practical use. Another difference is that it deals with every timescale, all interleaving through each other in the same nominal space. And to give some idea of what that looks like in practice, the shortest timescales I deal with go down into the sub-microsecond level, whilst the longest timescale I’ve had to deal with, as a real, live, business-problem of regulatory-compliance, was a quarter of a million years - ten times longer than recorded human history - in the quest for some viable means to label nuclear and similar hazardous-waste “Do Not Touch - and yeah, we really do mean ‘Do Not Touch’!”. 


[We couldn’t work out how to do it, by the way: in the end, we just gave up, tagged the requirement as ‘non-compliant’, and had to leave it as a hope that someone in some none-too-distant future can find a way to make it work. In our defence, what we did do was mark it explicitly as ‘Needs Future Attention’: we didn’t just shove it into the ‘too-hard basket’ and pretend that the problem no longer exists, as near-futures futurists are wont to do. Thus, however, we build up more and more debt for future generations to handle on our behalf - an all-too-literal form of theft from the future…]


On occasion, the timelines may well stretch as far into the past as into the future: for example, some recent work of mine on viable socioeconomics - ‘enterprise’ at a literally global scale - needed to look back into crucial sociocultural transitions that occurred at least five thousand years ago, and in some contexts almost twice as far back again. Whilst, yes, also looking at how the same concerns play out right now, right down to the sub-microsecond level. In other words, not as easy as it looks…


Some things are predictable, in a way: you can argue with people, but you can’t argue with physics, however inexorable and ‘unfair’ it might seem at times, and trees will always take time to grow. There’s an old farmer’s adage that the best time to plant a fruit-tree is twenty years ago; the second-best time is now. In creating tools and techniques, futurists plant metaphoric fruit-trees to feed people in the future.


But again, remember the timescales: different trees take different times before they’re mature enough to bear fruit. A blueberry-bush may be productive in as little as a couple of years, but a peach-tree takes more like twenty, and a walnut-tree closer to a hundred, whilst an oak-tree, for timber, the time is measured not even in decades, but in centuries. Much the same applies to the tools that futurists create.


For example, take my sensemaking/decision-making framework SCAN. It’s usable right now: it’s a powerful tool to help make sense of any context, at any timescale - hence at timescales that even the most short-termist of business-folk can understand. And it’s now also linked into the more academic end of futures, or ‘strategic foresight’: in fact I’ve just completed a paper for inclusion in the upcoming next edition of the CLA Reader, the ‘bible’ on causal layered analysis, a long-established and much-proven futures-technique developed by Sohail Inayatullah and others, crowdsourced in much the same way as for Alex Osterwalder’s Business Model Generation.


Overall, the development of SCAN has taken about two years of my time, on and off, including more than fifty blog-posts on its themes. From what I hear, there are a lot of people using SCAN already: hundreds, certainly, maybe thousands. But so far, just fourteen people have bothered to pay a minimum of $4.99 to buy the book. Even after Leanpub’s generously-minimal deductions, that still adds up to barely £30, for a sizeable chunk of two years’ hard work, that other people use every day in their highly-paid daily work. Yeah, it’s easy to get a bit bitter about that…


At the next timescale, it doesn’t take much of a futurist’s eye to realise that enterprise-architecture, however mired it may be in IT-centrism at present, eventually must expand out to at least a whole-of-organisation scope at some stage, and ultimately all the way out to a true whole-of-enterprise or enterprise-of-enterprises scope. That’s inevitable, inescapable: the blunt fact is that even at the lowest, most technical level of an IT-infrastructure, it’s still an inherent part of a larger system, within a larger system, within a larger system, hence there’s no way to get even the IT-infrastructure to work properly unless we do acknowledge the literally all-inclusive nature of that system-of-systems. Hence, again, it doesn’t take much of a futurist’s eye to realise that the existing structure of the TOGAF ADM - particularly its so-called ‘three architectures’ of IT-infrastructure, Information-systems and Business, with ‘Business-Architecture’ pretty much defined as ‘anything not_IT that might affect IT’ - is inherently inadequate for anything other than a narrow IT-centric view of ‘the enterprise’. To make it usable, we need to generalise it, so that it can cope with any scope; and also make it fully-recursive, so that it can be used at any timescale, from years right down to hours.


Rewriting the entirety of the ADM from scratch, to make it usable beyond IT, took maybe six months or so of full-time work, including writing the book and stripping it down again as a two-page summary-sheet. I personally know people who are using it in live enterprise-architecture work, and in teaching TOGAF training-courses, and the summary-sheet has been downloaded from my website many thousands of times. Yet maybe fewer than fifty people have bought the book. Which means, at best, rather less than £500 in income, for six months full-time work. Work that many other people, again, use every day as a key tool in their highly-paid daily work. Would you be happy with that?


Then take the ‘XaaS’ trend - just about anything ‘as a service’. Again, it doesn’t take much of a futurist’s eye - or an architect’s eye, for that matter - to realise that there’d be a very real need for some kind of framework that can work at literally an ‘anything as a service’ level. Which, in essence, is what I’d created with my Enterprise Canvas framework, consistent at every level from web-service protocol up to the enterprise as a whole, and with checklists that cover management, coordination, quality-concerns, work-flows, transactions and interactions, service-content and vastly more - all in one conceptually-simple, consistent, fully-recursive framework. In other words, a lot of work: again, overall, some two years’-worth of work, on and off, more than eighty blog-posts, two books, and a heck of a lot of research, development and testing.


So how’s that one doing? Again, a lot of interest: I know of one company that’s based its entire enterprise-architecture on that model. Thousands of downloads of the three-page summary-sheet. Thousands of views and hundreds of downloads of the respective slidedecks on Slideshare. But actual income? - not so much. Book-sales are a bit better than for SCAN or Silos, but even over the years it still adds up to a lot less than £1000. For a significant chunk of two years’ work.


Which is why I have to admit that I just can’t afford to do this any more. Not this way.


No-one could - not indefinitely, anyway, and not in this insane ‘economics’ that we all suffer…


To my knowledge, I’ve been the only independent futurist and tool-builder working on the futures of enterprise-architecture - certainly to this level of detail and rigour. So, if you find my work valuable to you, then yes, I need your help. Or, to put it another way round, that might make more direct and pertinent sense, you need your help to help me to help you, in creating tools that you can use for the futures of enterprise-architecture and beyond.


That’s the easy bit: the part of far-futures work that seems close enough to near-futures work such that it makes more direct and immediate sense. Those are the ones for which merely some people - okay, maybe most people - in ‘the trade’ dismiss me as ‘a crank’ or ‘an eccentric’ or worse. Until they find out I was right all along, at which point they’re quite certain they always knew it was true anyway. Sigh… But from now on, it gets a lot more difficult, because we can’t sidestep that ‘People/Storming’ phase any more.


But let’s start with a relatively straightforward example: helium. It’s pretty important: yes, it’s used in toy-balloons, but that’s only one or two percent of its usage. Beyond that, at present it’s all but essential in all electronics manufacture; it’s also used in supercooling the electromagnets for MRI scanners and the like. No helium equals no electronics-as-we-know-it, no advanced medical-diagnostics, and a whole lot of other similarly-serious impacts - many of which we don’t even know about as yet. In other words, not trivial.


Remember what I said above about “you can’t argue with physics”? Well, here comes the scary bit: all of our available supplies of helium are rapidly running out. Maybe within the next decade; almost certainly within two decades. The world’s only known major reserve is held by the US Navy, to keep its airships flying - and even they haven’t got much left, either. And that’s it: once it’s out in the air, it’s gone - there’s no way to capture it, no way to recycle it, it’s lighter than air, it drifts to the top of the atmosphere, and gets blasted away in the solar wind. Gone, forever. No more helium, ever, unless and until we can get fusion-reactors working well enough to create some via nuclear-fusion - a process that almost literally involves creating our own star inside a magnetic bottle, and which, as per the whole of the past sixty years, is at present still at least three decades away from any kind of commercial viability.


In short, ouch…


Also in short, what the heck happens to any business-model that depends on helium in any way at all, even indirectly? Such as, for example, almost the entire IT-industry?


Oops…


And helium just one of the serious number of key materials that’s running out Real Soon Now. Okay, most of those others we can perhaps recycle from somewhere. In principle, anyway. But whichever way we do it, it’s gonna get a whole lot harder - much harder, and much, much sooner than most people seem to realise. So hard that if we’re not darn careful, the chances of global-scale resource-wars are a way higher than anyone would like. And even that won’t delay the inevitable more than a few more years at most.


Oops indeed…


Which is where we get to the really scary stuff that I’ve been spending a lot of my time on over the past few years - stuff such as the ‘Four principles for a sane society’ series. The kind of stuff that gets me dismissed as a nutcase by both the left and right of current politics. And yet, when we look at it with anything other than a suicidally-myopic eye, is, in terms of whole-of-enterprise architecture, both about as extreme and as essential as it gets.


As with everything else above, it’s planting fruit-trees right now, with the intent that they’ll be fully ripe and ready when they’re needed. In the case of the ‘Four principles’ series, it’s useful even now, but it’s probable that we won’t really need it for perhaps thirty years, maybe forty, maybe fifty years at best. But when it comes to the crunch, at that future time, we will really need it, right here, right now - otherwise we’re dead. It really is as simple as that. 


[I say ‘we’, though the chances of my still being alive by then are pretty remote. But that doesn’t matter, of course: good farmers don’t think solely of their own benefit, but also of those before them, and those still to come. If any, in this context…]


It takes time for things to come to fruition. Which is why it matters that we work on this, in this ‘right here, right now’. Even if - in fact almost because - it doesn’t ‘make sense’ right here, right now.


Which, unfortunately, is where we hit up against the deadliest trap for all futures-work: thinking that near-futures and far-futures are the same - not least because that seemingly allows us to sidestep the ‘Storming’ bit.


We see this trap in almost every business - especially those driven by the so-called ‘need’ to satisfy the seriously-insane short-termism of the stock-market. We see this trap in almost every ‘democratic’ politician, who does not - or dare not - think any further beyond the next election. And we see it throughout the whole society and its so-called ‘economics’, dominated as it is by ‘the worst possible system’: short-termism everywhere.


Whenever we pretend that near-futures is far-futures - that the distant future must, by definition (or, more accurately, by wishful-thinking…), be exactly the same as today (only somehow ‘better’, in some carefully ill-described way…), what we end up with, automatically, is what we might describe as the ‘Quick-Profit Failure Cycle’:
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In a business-context, it’s also known as ‘grab the money and run’: it looks like it works really well, in fact even more profitable because you don’t have the ‘overhead’ of anything that doesn’t contribute to immediate profit. But over the longer-term - which in some cases, especially with online-startups, is a ‘long-term’ that can be measured in mere weeks - it will always collapse into a non-recoverable heap of metaphoric rubble, and almost always apparently ‘without warning’.


Why? How? Very simple: and entirely predictable, too. If you cut the real cycle short, it runs faster, yes, but you lose trust, you lose purpose, you lose connection with vision and value, you lose connection with people, and eventually you even lose the policies, the short-term reason for doing anything. Just one glance at that diagram above should tell you that the whole thing will inevitably spiral into the ground, sooner or later - and more likely sooner than later.


And, yeah, this is where it kinda gets real scary: our entire economics, for the past five thousand years, has restructured itself around exactly that type of societal-scale suicide-pact. The only way it’s been able to prevent imploding is because of a myth of infinite-growth - literally consuming everything in its path, faster and faster and faster. But, again, you can’t argue with physics: it is not possible to have infinite growth on a finite planet. And despite the desires of space-enthusiasts and others, we’ve ‘consumed’ ourselves into a position where the few resources we have left are no longer sufficient to support any significant attempt to go out and grab a few spare planets. In the longer-term - but, again, a far shorter-term than most people seem to be willing to realise - we are right on the edge of consuming ourselves into oblivion.


Which is why we need to work on alternatives - right here, right now. They might not seem urgent, right here, right now: but it’ll take so long to get those alternatives into fruition that in practice it most definitely is urgent, right here, right now.


Scary, yes.


Yet notice that this becomes, well, obvious, as soon as we extend the implications of that diagram up to a global scale. One model, used recursively, describes the life-cycle of a project, and the lifecycle (and, if we’re not darn careful right now, the end of that lifecycle) of an entire planetary-scale species. One model. Just like that.


So how and why is that fact so obvious in this type of model, and not in any of the other models we see in enterprise-architecture and the like - the beloved ‘the three architectures’ of TOGAF, for example?


The answer is that it’s because I’ve done the futures-work properly - exactly as should have been done for this industry and disciplines right from the beginning. Doing the metaframeworks properly - exactly as should have been done right from the beginning. But wasn’t.


So perhaps - just perhaps - that might just give a bit more reason to realise just how big an enterprise-architecture really is; and why the work of much-ignored and much-derided people like me might just possibly be more important - a lot more important - to support than has been the case so far.


I’ll stop there for now.


That’s it. Unless something more realistic starts to happen, that’s all I can afford to give you.


“Goodbye and thanks for all the fish”, perhaps?


Over to you, if you wish…
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Two words


There we were, my colleague and I, discussing the possible merits and value for me of going to yet another conference. This time business-architecture rather than ‘enterprise’-architecture, and reasonably-priced too - unlike so many conferences these days. Looked good.


Yet as the ideas bounced back and forth between us, a sad realisation slowly arose: that there was no point in my going. It’s gone past that point now. I should have heeded my own warning and advice back at the end of last year, and properly moved on from the ongoing shambles that is ‘enterprise’-architecture and its equally-disastrous derivatives. That would have saved me several months of further misery…


There seem to be just two words that summarise where I’m at right now: anhedonia, and rōnin.


The first of these - anhedonia - came up in a tweet a few days ago via Sinan Alhir. The tweet consisted of just that one word, and a link to this image:
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It’s not quite correct as a translation: anhedonia literally means ‘without pleasure’, and that’s a more accurate description of how I feel at present about the whole EA-farrago of the past few years - nigh on a whole decade now, in fact. It’s not at all that I don’t care - in fact probably the real problem is that I care too much. But pleasure? Not much. Not now. Not for a long time.


A full decade ago, back at Australia Post, we’d established early on in our enterprise-architecture work that IT-centrism was a dangerous mistake, and that EA would succeed only when it was a literal ‘the architecture of the enterprise’, with everything in that enterprise as an inherent aspect of that scope. At the end of that gig, I moved back to Britain, in the expectation that the EA-disciplines there would be more advanced than we had on-hand back in Australia.


I was wrong.


Very wrong.


It turned out that seemingly anywhere outside of the ‘small countries’, so-called ‘enterprise’-architecture was so backward that it still promoted IT-centrism as ‘a good idea’. I was mocked and more, very hard, and very often, for suggesting that EA could even be anything but IT-centric. Since then, working with, or in parallel with, various other folks such as Len Fehskens, Kevin Smith and Stuart Boardman - to name a handful of that all-too-few - it’s now taken the whole of that decade, with a lot of pain and a lot of patience (or as much of it as I could muster, which I’ll admit sometimes wasn’t much…) to get the ship-of-fools that is mainstream ‘EA’ to turn enough away from its previous path to avoid running itself right onto the rocks. To date, anyway - though the struggle still goes on…


It’s become a duty. An unending chore. Month after month, trying and trying to get people to just see the simple, basic, fundamental, in-your-face errors that typify so much of current so-called ‘enterprise’-architecture. Just to give one simple example, by now it should be more than self-evident, to every competent enterprise-architect, that the bewretched BDAT-stack cannot be used as the basis for a viable architecture for anything more than the most basic of IT-infrastructures. And yet it’s still used as the base for most existing ‘enterprise’-architectures and ‘EA’-training. Why is it seemingly so ‘impossible’ to get people past that one asinine mistake? Why oh why oh why???


And just when it looks like we may, just possibly, just-perhaps be beginning to at last get the message to start to sink in, along come a new of bunch of - yes, I’ll be blunt and say ‘idiots’ - who think that a shift from IT-centrism to ‘business’-centrism (or, more usually, just money-centrism) is somehow an improvement? Oh gawd…


What it feels like right now is best summarised by the words of singer/songwriter Roy Harper, in his satirical song ‘Hors D’Oeuvres’: 



  You can lead a horse to water
but you’re never going to make him drink; 
you can lead a man to slaughter
but you’re never going to make him think




Sigh indeed…


Which, I will admit, does drive me rather too often towards a feeling best described in visual form:
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But the work is not pointless, of course: there’s a very real point to it, and an urgent one too - though few people seem to see or understand that as yet. And working to resolve that list of human needs - “someone to love, somewhere to live, somewhere to work, something to hope for” - will always continue onward, at every scale, regardless of what society we live in.


So yes, there’s a point to it, and the work needs to be done - by someone, at least. And for quite a long while now, one of the seemingly-so-few of those ‘someones’ has been me.


Yet there’s a catch - a huge catch. Or several of them, rather.


One is that - particularly with the work on RBPEA (Really-Big-Picture Enterprise-Architecture) - the scope and scale I’m working on, or for, is so vast and so problematic that it’s still not really practical, or feasible, or whatever, to attempt to do much in the form of design or implementation. What I’m working on most at present is tools and guiding-principles, trimming, clarifying, simplifying, creating metaphors and examples that, if at all possible, are simple enough for at least some people to begin to understand. The catch there is that once people at last do get it, their usual immediate response is “Well, it’s obvious, isn’t it?”


They don’t see any of the vast amount of pain and effort that went into making it seem ‘obvious’.


Which means that, to them, I seem to have done almost no work at all. None worth paying for, anyway…


Which means that I don’t get paid.


Ouch…


To make it worse, another problem that I face in this is that most of this work is about futures - about getting ready for literally fundamental changes, all the the way up to a literally global scope and scale, that are now-undoubtedly heading our way Real Soon Now, whether we’re ready for them or not. It’s futures-work that must be done, by someone - otherwise there’s literally no future for anyone. (Or no future than anyone would want, rather.) The catch there, though, is that because it’s about the future rather than the Now, no-one seems willing to pay for it…


I described this dilemma in some depth some while ago in the post ‘What futurists do, and why’. Or, to summarise it here in visual form: 
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So why not just stop doing it? - that’s what people ask me. Why not go back to doing mainstream ‘enterprise’-architecture like everyone else, and do this big-picture stuff as a part-time thing, an unpaid hobby or suchlike? Well, yeah, sort-of: except that the very real urgency behind all of this ‘big-picture stuff’ - which scarily few people seem to have understood as yet - means that it really does need to be done as a full-time activity, by a lot more people than are doing it at present. Someone has to do it: seriously, we’d be suicidally crazy if we don’t. Sometimes I wish it wasn’t me: but right now, it is. Oh well…


And ‘go back to doing mainstream enterprise-architecture’? - there are a couple of serious catches there too. Of which the most self-evident is that the only - I repeat, only - so-called ‘enterprise’-architecture roles or contracts that I see in this benighted country are for various aspects of IT in banks or other financial-institutions. And since my IT is around a decade out of date now, it kinda makes little sense to even bother to apply for such roles - let alone spend the hour upon hour explaining to recruiters and others what it is that real enterprise-architects (rather than, say, project-managers or solution-architects) actually do. Then there’s that definitely non-trivial ethics-problem: all of the research I’ve done on RBPEA indicates that the money-system is itself one of the fundamental drivers towards societal failure and full societal collapse - and the real need is to dismantle the damn thing, not prop it up still further beyond its long-expired use-by date.


Just to add to the (non)-fun, many people still seem to expect - if not demand - that because I’ve been advocating a future based on post-money / post-possessionist economics, I therefore ‘should’ and ‘must’ do everything ‘for free’. In that future world, yes, I would very much hope to do so - though we should note that type of context, ‘for free’ would have a very different meaning to that it holds at present. Yet right now, to make this work, I somehow still have to be able to ‘make a living’ within this insane culture’s insane ‘economics’ - and there doesn’t seem, as yet, to be any way for me to do so.


The reality is that all of the above leaves me more than a bit stuck: I just don’t know which way to turn any more. I’ll admit I’m probably one of the world’s worst self-marketers, which I know doesn’t help - perhaps especially since big egos and bullying seem to be all but de rigueur in so much of this field. And yes, I do know it’s been an ongoing problem for me for some years now, as I commented back in the post, ‘“I’m sorry, but I just can’t afford it”’ - but it’s getting worse almost by the day now, as my few reserves dwindle away into near-nothingness with no apparent relief anywhere in sight. Sigh…


Which brings me to the second of the two words here - rōnin. According to the Wikipedia entry: 



  The word rōnin literally means ‘wave man’. That, however, is an idiomatic expression that means ‘vagrant’ or ‘wandering man’, someone who is without a home. The term [also] came to be used for a samurai who had no master. (Hence, the term ‘wave man’ illustrating one who is socially adrift.)




(The Wikipedia entry also comments that “In modern Japanese usage, the term also describes a salaryman who is ‘between employers’”.) 
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Well, I probably wouldn’t describe myself as much of a ‘warrior’, in any sense of the term. But ‘wandering man’, “one who is without a home”? - yeah, that would seem to fit me well enough, in a fair few senses too. ‘Masterless’, certainly, ‘one without a master’ - I’ve always been too much of an anarchist to accept from anyone any arbitrary orders that don’t make real-world sense. And likewise “a salaryman who is ‘between employers’” might fit, I suppose - at least in the sense that although I’ve never yet been a ‘salaryman’, I’ve always been ‘between’, in one sense or another.


Yet of all of the descriptions above, “one who is socially adrift” is probably the most accurate meaning for me there. Almost from the very beginning, I’ve always felt or found myself in the role of the Outsider, one who does not fit whatever it is that’s there to fit to. I’ve never felt that I really belonged anywhere, or with anyone - or, perhaps the inverse, that it’s seemed there’s never been any place or person that’s particularly wanted me to belong there. (Whether that’s factually ‘true’ or not barely matters here: the core is that feelings are facts in their own way, as discussed here on this blog at various times.) For example, to me it certainly feels that, right now, perhaps none of that ‘list of human needs’ really applies within my own life - “someone to love, somewhere to live, somewhere to work, something to hope for” - and for some of that list probably haven’t done so for a lot longer than I’d like to remember. So yeah, “one who is socially adrift” is all too accurate: a rōnin in that sense at least. And yes, that too feeds that sense of anhedonia - perhaps especially now.


One part of the description of the rōnin that doesn’t make sense to me, though, is that it’s a status that’s supposed to be something shameful: 



  One who chose not to honor the code was ‘on his own’ and was meant to suffer great shame. The undesirability of rōnin status was mainly a discrimination imposed by other samurai and by the feudal lords.




To me, I’ll admit, I see it as more the other way round: that it’s the status of ‘possessed’ by some self-styled ‘feudal lord’ or ‘master’ that should be the real source of shame. Why on earth would anyone give up all of the choices in - or even of - their own life, to some parasite who steals the surplus-value from everyone else’s labour, as a purported ‘feudal right’? The whole notion of a ‘master’ was a sick con-trick in feudal times, held together by little more than shaming and social-discrimination; the similarly sick joke of ‘employment’ is probably no better in these times, in fact in many ways arguably worse - much of it held together by the equally sick myths and manipulations of the money-economy. Shame indeed, and entrapment too, for almost everyone: but it seems that, for now, we’re stuck with it, whether we wish it or not.


Whether supposedly ‘shameful’ or not, that role of the Outsider is essential, because without it, no social change is possible - or response to change, when change is forced upon us, as it certainly will be somewhen Real Soon Now. And as part of that role - as I’d described in the post ‘What I do and how I do it’ - I’ve long since had a clear, distinct step-by-step process that I’d used each time I came into a new discipline or domain: 



  	explore a context that is of interest

  	identify the conceptual mismatches that occur within that context, and that make it difficult to achieve effective results within that context

  	identify the vested-interests that drive and maintain the current dysfunctionalities in the context, and, where possible, devise strategies and tactics to disarm and disengage those vested-interests

  	assess the details of the dysfunctionalities in the context, and identify or design workarounds for those problems, and methods to work on the context when the dysfunctionalities are disengaged

  	document the end-results in various forms, as appropriate




That blog-post described four discrete domains in which I’d applied that process: I’ve probably done it for many more, if on a smaller scale. Yet what’s missing from that process - an absence that’s caused me much pain and more, as I’m just beginning to realise now - was this final step: 



  	identify when to finish, and move on




The mistake I’ve made here over the past few years is that I’ve allowed myself to be dragged back, and dragged back, and dragged back, to the trials and travails of mainstream ‘enterprise’-architecture - literally years now since I should have moved on to fields anew.


Hence the omnipresent anhedonia of the present time - the signal that it’s time for the rōnin to come back to the fore within my own story. Something new beckons: I don’t know what it is as yet, though no doubt it won’t be far off now.


And no reason why the wandering rōnin should not come this way again, of course: no doubt that that’ll happen from time to time, especially if people ask for it. But if so, please do respect the fact that all work has its costs in some sense or another - and I’ll no longer carry those costs for you.


In enterprise-architectures as elsewhere, it’s time for more realism about how the world really works - because unless you do provide real support for the futures-work that’s done by people like me, you will have no viable future. You Have Been Warned, perhaps?
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One more try…


Oh well. The past couple of posts on a ‘thought-experiment’ in using enterprise-architecture methods to guide a fundamental rethink of economics both seem to have gone down like the proverbial lead-balloon. Fair enough. But I guess I’ll do one more try before going back to more conventional enterprise-architecture themes. (If anyone is interested in this, we can always come back to it later if need be.)


So: here’s the background.


No-one would doubt that, globally speaking, we all have a few problems at present. Global financial crash, some serious environmental overshoots, an evident reshuffle going on in the global power-positioning between various nation-states, and increasing social unrest even (or perhaps especially) in so-called ‘developed’ countries.


Yet those are almost trivial compared to what any competent futurist could see coming up on the horizon. Seriously.


So much of “Seriously.”, in fact, that there’s no possible way that we’d still be able to survive long-term – or even medium-term – with what we currently think of as ‘business-as-usual’. And I don’t just mean business-survival or suchlike – I mean survival. Period.


Hence we’re talking about an urgent need here for some truly fundamental changes. Not just minor tweaks of the deckchairs on the Titanic.


We still see lots of attempts at such ‘tweaking’, of course. The most popular seems to be about trying to tweak individual parts of the existing money-system – which by now everyone knows isn’t going to work. Perhaps the next most popular type of tweak is the search for ‘alternative currencies’. Yet all of those ideas fail at the first hurdle, because the real source of the problem goes much deeper than that. Trying to build yet another structure on top of something that already doesn’t work is kinda futile, really…


The real problem is about possession. But it isn’t about who has the money, or who possesses the property: those kinds of problems are ‘fixable’ by ordinary political means. No: the real problem is the entire concept of possession itself. And that’s a lot deeper than just politics: that one really is fundamental.


And the problem is that possession doesn’t work. It never has. That’s the whole point. The notion that “possession makes the world go round” is a total delusion: most times, possession is what makes it go stop. Which, ultimately, is why it guarantees a world that doesn’t work. (Like now. Only worse.)


‘Possession’ is a screaming toddler’s refusal to share – a refusal to accept that the complexities and responsibilities that make a social world viable are always mutual, and must necessarily apply to everyone.


To be blunt, the myth of ‘possession’ arose when some foolish parent failed to pacify and placate a selfish, self-centred, screaming child. Kind of embarrassing to realise that so much of our vaunted ‘world-economy’ has its roots in the nursery, in the possessive temper-tantrum of a child lost in the ‘terrible twos’. Most children do grow out of it, eventually; but some don’t grow out of it at all – and that’s where the problems start…


Unfortunately, too many two-year-olds learnt that screaming and stealing and hitting people and holding onto things that they don’t need will seem to give them ‘control’ over others. The screamers do indeed ‘get results’, for themselves, for a while – but only by making it harder and harder for everyone else to sort out the resultant mess.


More unfortunately, it’s very addictive: it gives apparently-good results in the short-term, but at the cost of screwing things up in the longer-term.


Even more unfortunately, it’s also very infective: when stealing ‘wins’, who wants to be the ‘loser’? Which is why, some 5000 years or so after this mistake first became established - apparently starting within a small sub-clan somewhere in what later became called Mesopotamia – we now have an entire global structure that actively rewards even the most obsessive self-centredness, and actively punishes almost any form of responsibility. Which is why we now have a global economy and a global environment right on the brink of total collapse. Oops…


So, what do we about it?


Let’s start right from the beginning:


The core foundation of all economics and social structures is a ‘value-network’ of interlocking mutual responsibilities.


That part of ‘the economy’ does still work. And we know it works, because we can see it do so in many different contexts and at many different scales, from high-functioning households to the internals of high-functioning businesses, and in most of the now-few ‘traditional’ societies that have so far managed to withstand the ravages of ‘development’.


A possession-based economy is, in effect, a dysfunctional overlay on top of a responsibility-based economy. To be blunt, a selfish-child’s version of an economy, in which everything is deemed to be centred solely around themselves. (Technically, it’s a ‘subject-based’ model: all others are deemed to be subjects of self.)


The fundamental basis of a possession-economy is that it ignores or rejects outright many of the mutual-responsibilities that make an economy viable and sustainable over the longer-term. In effect, it ‘sweeps the mess under the carpet’, and attempts to conceal the mess via a myth of ‘infinite growth’. Yet those responsibilities don’t simply disappear because we ignore them: they’re still there, still gathering metaphoric interest (to use the monetary term). So when the myth of ‘infinite growth’ hits up against the real-world’s finite limits – which is what’s happening now – the whole thing is going to come apart at the seams. At that point, the only viable option is to reinstate what does actually work: a responsibility-based economics.


Which means that we’ll have to dismantle the entire superstructure of possession, and everything built on top of that as well; and then rebuild a new set of structures pretty much from scratch, starting from right down at the root-level, and then building upward again from there. Which is definitely a non-trivial challenge: but we really do not have any choice about that. (If we want to survive, that is…)


The catch is that the change-over has to be total: no exceptions at all. Possession is highly-addictive, and fatally-infective: if we allow any of it to remain, it will destroy the economy all over again – and we won’t be able to survive another mess like this one. There’s no getting round that fact: it really is all, or nothing. Literally.


Which where it gets kinda scary…


Possession has to go. Perhaps doesn’t sound so bad at first, because it might seem too abstract to matter. But we mean that this applies to all notions of possession, in every one of its real-world forms. No exceptions. No exceptions.


Which means barter has to go too, because barter assumes that we must already possess something, in an exclusive sense, in order to be able to exchange it for something else.


Which means that money, or currency in any form, also has to go, because in effect that’s just an overlay on top of barter.


Which means, among other things, that the entire monetary-system has to go; the entire banking-system and finance-system has to go; the entirety of microeconomics, the entire system of pricing and valuation, yes, that all has to go too. And the entire tax-system has to be re-thought from scratch, along with the entire social-benefits system, the fundamentals of the insurance-system, the fundamentals of most medical-care systems, the fundamentals of most forms of trade, and much, much, much more.


The entirety of the property-system needs to be restructured from scratch, refocussed around responsibilities: in a responsibility-based economy, we own something not because we claim to ‘possess’ it, but because we declare and demonstrate responsibility for it.


Yep: this isn’t something that we can fix up with a few minor tweaks here and there – which is all that most people seem to be aiming for at present. It’s big. Really big. Huge. And yet it’s probably the only chance that we have to get out of this mess.


And just to make it even more fun, we also have to remove all forms of possession in the social sphere. Of which the most important, most pervasive, and most pernicious, is the concept of ‘rights’. (Ouch… not going to be popular for saying that, am I? :-( )


Yet the blunt fact is that ‘rights’ aren’t real: they only exist because of the mutual responsibilities that create the conditions that we want when we talk of ‘rights’. And the other blunt fact is that most so-called ‘rights’ are actually little more than a sneaky method to evade key aspects of the mutuality of those responsibilities, and attempt to offload the responsibilities onto everyone else. Which is, technically, a form of abuse – and hence, in many cases, a fully state-sponsored form of structural abuse against those who are deemed not to have the respective ‘rights’. Which is why things often don’t work very well – especially whenever someone insists on bringing their purported ‘rights’ into the picture… Most so-called ‘human rights’ exist solely to compensate for someone else’s so-called ‘rights’: and the only viable way to sort out the resultant shambles is to get rid of the whole mess of ‘rights’, and focus on the responsibilities instead.


In short, the entire notion of ‘rights’ is a form of possession – or more often the ‘anti-possession’ of a claimed absence of responsibility. Which is why ‘rights’ have to go, too.


Yes, I’m serious: no rights. For anyone. Anywhere. Ever. Instead, we have to replace every single purported ‘right’ with social-structures that are based on the actual underlying mutual-responsibilities, to deliver the same overall results, and more. (That’s not hard to do, by the way: most businesses do it internally all of the time, in one way or another. Yet for many people, though, the ending of the delusion of ‘rights’ is definitely going to be the hardest part of this to face…)


So: no possession, no barter, no money, and no rights. Think that might mean a few changes to most our existing institutions, then…?


Which, in turn, is why most of those institutions aren’t likely to be much help here either:



  	Would you trust a banker to supervise the end of the entire banking-system?

  	Would you trust a lawyer to supervise the end of most current law?

  	
Would you trust an economist to rethink the entire economy?

  	Would you trust a government to rethink the entire nature of government?




Hmm… probably not?


So who could do this work that so obviously and urgently needs to be done?


It’s going to need someone with a solid background in futures. Most futurists, though would, only deal with the abstract, the future – they don’t deal much with the nitty-gritty of ‘the now’.


It’s going to need someone with some solid experience in negotiation, in governance, and design for governance. A lot of people in the social-work space could do that – but they usually don’t have much experience of futures, or of dealing with anything that isn’t primarily about people.


It’s going to need to need a total re-think of business-processes, business-models and business in general, in just about every possible field of work. Most business analysts could do that, if it was all about money – which it isn’t. Which kind of rules them out for this work as well.


It’s going to need to cross an enormous scope – in a way, it’d be literally everything. Not a good role for single-domain specialists, then.


Which kinda bring us back to the skillsets of the enterprise-architect: futures-oriented, but practical; people-oriented, but with a solid grasp of the technical too; a lot of experience with re-thinking every aspect of business, outside of a purely money-oriented scope; and above all, consummate generalists.


So yeah, does kinda look like the ball’s in our court, doesn’t it?


Hmm…


Comments, anyone?
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RBP-EA: There’s gonna be a revolution…


This is part of a series of posts that I’ll be doing about ‘The Really Big Picture’ at a societal/economic level, in relation to enterprise-architecture.


This post sets out some of the scope and scale of the changes that are or are likely to be coming up on the horizon over the next few years and/or decades, and what we can start to do about it right now in our architecture-work within our existing organisations.


First, though, a brief aside about the practical purpose of this series of posts. In a comment to the previous post,  Cynthia Kurtz rightly hauled me over the coals for what might be described as ‘overly apocalyptic’ language in the earlier introductory posts, when I was talking about potential big-picture changes that could be “forced on us”, and the limitation of “Business As Usual”, and so on. Cynthia pointed out that we really can’t pretend to predict any of this: there are many other possible big-picture changes (including none at all – though that does seem very unlikely to me), and there are many, many different forms of ‘business as usual’. As she also commented:



  One thing I’ve noticed in a lot of futurist writings is that “what will happen” means “what I want to happen.”




…to which I will have to plead somewhat guilty here, I suppose…  – perhaps more than a leeetle bit of wishful thinking on my part, a bit too much ‘normative architecture’ and the like? Oh well. Yet Cynthia’s final ‘courteous challenge’ is the real point here:



  How does your really-big-picture EA look in the light of this?




What I really want to do here, I suppose, is explore how to use futures-disciplines properly within enterprise-architecture and the like. In her comment, Cynthia correctly points out some of the common flaws in futures-work – for example, the tendency to use declaratives (“this will happen”) rather than the more correct language of possibility (“this may happen”). The practical problem, though, is that most existing EA tools and frameworks either fail to include any proper futures-techniques at all, or mangle them to the point of misleading unusability.  The TOGAF misuse of ‘scenarios’ is one particularly egregious example of the latter: there, ‘scenarios’ are defined as little more than a slightly-broader-scope business use-case for IT, whereas the proper futures-usage is more as in the classic Shell scenarios, which cover a literally global scope.


Futures-literacy for enterprise-architecture would include a better understanding of where futures-techniques sit, and the ways in which they can be radically different from those we use for short- to medium-term architecture-development. One key point is that it’s not about planning, about (futile) attempts to ‘predict the future’: instead, it’s about developing the capability to adapt fast to any future – and, in our case, creating an architecture that can cope with potential revolutionary change in the context for our enterprise and organisation.


One illustration from the Five Element set may help here:




  
    [image: ]
    
  




Planning and other tactical Preparation are mostly about thinking, about information; likewise the metrics and other information-sources on which we base our understanding of Performance. But to create some kind of handle on the future, we need to be willing to explore feelings and emotions – what we might call the taste or sensing or flavour of the respective future, what the challenges and opportunities might be. And that’s a significantly different skillset, a different kind of ‘thinking’ – much more about People and Purpose – compared to that which we use in the mostly-analytic work of planning and the like.


Hence what I’ll aim to do here is a set of what we might call ‘thought-experiments’ (or ‘feeling-experiments’?), to explore some of these different ‘ways of knowing’. I’ll present these as if they’re ‘factual’, with links and the like to other references – but as Cynthia warns, it’s probably best to think of them as ‘as-if’ scenarios, rather than any kind of certainty or ‘fact about the future’. And because architectures do need to do at least enough design to start off the sensemaking/solution cycle, I’ll present some suggested ideas for ways to address those challenges – though again, Cynthia’s dictum applies. :-)


With all of these posts, I’ll split the material into two parts: ‘The Really Big Picture’, such as what I’m seeing coming up in the medium- to longer-term future, and various ways in which I believe those issues could be addressed; and ‘Putting it into practice’, about ideas and models and techniques to apply the same principles in current, real, everyday enterprise-architectures for commercial businesses or government or whatever.


I hope you’ll it’s a useful and important exercise, anyway: so let’s get started. A little bit of revolution, anyone? :-)


The Really Big Picture


Most enterprise-architects still work primarily in IT, for which in most cases the ‘big picture’ is what TOGAF calls ‘business architecture’ – in other words, ‘anything not-IT that might affect our IT’. In most cases, this boundary of scope will relate only to what happens within this one organisation, though sometimes it might also include a few IT-oriented issues that extend beyond that scope: interface-protocols and standards for information-exchange, for example.


The Big Picture – the kind of ‘big picture’ that we use in a real business-oriented architecture, for example – is rather larger: at that scope, that equivalent of ‘anything not-IT that might affect IT’ becomes more like ‘anything not-business that might affect our business’. In other words, the extended-enterprise. And the scope that concerns us there is mainly in the present or the relatively-near future: in other words, concerns for which we can plan. Sort-of.


But only ‘sort-of’ – because the Really Big Picture is about changes we can’t plan for right now. Clausewitz’s old military dictum applies here: “no plan survives first contact with the enemy”. In a business-context, that translates roughly as “no business-plan survives first contact with the real world” (and it’s perhaps best not to view the real-world as ‘the enemy’ here? :grin: ). In the Really Big Picture, we’re always dealing with a real world that we can’t quite predict – or predict at all. And if we can’t predict it, that also means that we can’t control it – a fact which leaves many business-folk feeling very uncomfortable… But since it is reality, we have to find some way to become comfortable with that kind of ‘uncomfortable’ – and help our clients become more comfortable with it, too. That’s where futures-disciplines come into enterprise-architectures.


As enterprise-architects, we also need to be ready for those ‘unpredictable’ risks and opportunities, developing architectures that resilient enough to keep on track to the overall organisational- and enterprise-intent even under the most uncertain of circumstances. (We should already know about the predictable risks and opportunities, of course, and have planned for them in various components of our architecture, such as support for routine business-continuity and disaster-recovery – though amazingly some enterprise-architects and organisations don’t even bother to do that…) The _un_predictable risks and opportunities sit some way out on the apparent edge of probability, further down the ‘Long Tail’ – typically referred to by terms such as ‘kurtosis risk’ or ‘Black Swan event’.


Futures practitioners refer to this aspect of work as ‘weak-signal detection’: picking up hints of real future possibilities. As Cynthia indicates in her comment, there are many very large-scale ‘known unknowns’ that could hit us, but let’s look at some real examples of ‘revolutions’ whose main effects could be some way down the track, but whose glimmerings are right here, right now.


Consider the environment, the ‘biosphere’ in which all humans live. We might argue about how much of it is actually man-made, and the potential scale of each type of impact, but the fact of major global change in environment is inescapable. Global warming is driving weather destabilisation on a global scale, by comparison with the historical record; major storms tend to be more destructive than – again – the historical record. Meso-climates are shifting their borders, particularly in marginal regions such as the ‘grain-belts’ of Australia or the US Mid-West. With many of the world’s largest cities being located on coastlines, any change in sea-level is likely to place those cities at risk – and as the Japanese earthquake indicated, sea-defences may not be much use if the land itself sinks downward relative to the previous sea-level.


So what, you might say? What’s that got to do with enterprise-architectures? Well, to take those examples:



  	actuarial calculations for insurance are mainly based on the historical record – so what happens when the historical trends no longer apply?

  	farming-practices are based on meso-climates – so what happens to the farming-industry when an arable region turns into a dustbowl, or a rainforest turns temperate?

  	city sea-defences, sewage-outfalls and much else besides are all based on current levels and current risks – so what happens to the city, its population, its industry, its commerce, its ‘property-values’ and everything else, if the sea rises or the city itself sinks?

  	conventional calculations often assume an even spread – but what happens if the future isn’t spread evenly?




That last example is much more important than it may seem. Japan was well prepared for earthquakes – even ones much more severe than anything in recent history. They were also prepared for tsunamis, with defences that went right round the coast. But they weren’t prepared for one of the strongest earthquakes on record that also triggered one of the largest tsunamis on record that also swamped the underdesigned defences of a nuclear power-station that had been run ‘on the cheap’ for way too long – with devastating consequences. Each of those items was an identifiable risk considered ‘too unlikely’ to make it worth the effort to address: but it was the interaction between all of those risks that pushed the overall risk much further inward along the ‘long tail’. One of the key tasks of architecture, we might note, is to identify the connections between things: this is a genuine concern for enterprise-architectures.


Consider the revolutions in technology. It’s hard enough trying to guess technological changes even five years ahead: but for this kind of work, we need to look ahead fifty, a hundred or more years. Kurzweil’s much-vaunted Singularity might come to pass, or it might not: what impact would either option have on the architecture of the enterprise? How do we deal with change on a vast scale? Or disappointment on a vast scale?


So what, you might say? What’s that got to do with enterprise-architecture? Well, to give just one example, people are living much longer than they did, thanks to advances in medical technology and the like. But all of the actuarial calculations for state-funded pension-schemes and the like were based on typical life-expectancies back when people started paying into those schemes, three and four and five decades ago – when life-expectancies were much closer to the nominal retirement-age. And there are also many fewer younger-age people coming into the ‘base-level’ of those schemes, to pay for those who’ve reached retirement age. The result? – an almost unmanageable shortfall in pension-funds, with no solution available that does not involve betraying someone, or everyone, on a huge scale. Oops.


And consider the very real social and economic revolutions beginning to take place even now. On one side there’s a major financial/economic mess: as UK Business Secretary Vince Cable described it, it’s hard to explain just how bad the current ‘economic crisis really is. “Ultimately it comes back to this defensiveness and an unwillingness to accept that Britain was operating a model that failed”, he said – a problem of paradigms that we’ll come up against often in any form of futures-work. Then, in part as an aspect of that financial mess, there’s a huge problem of rising prices for food and other fundamentals, coupled with an ‘unemployment’ problem, seemingly on a worldwide scale – with the socioeconomic tensions that powered the ‘Arab Spring’ now starting to appear in Spain, as reported by the BBC and by the Qatar-based news-service Al Jazeera. And behind it all, perhaps, there are other socioeconomic themes, all rising and falling and interweaving with each other, such as described in the BBC documentary All Watched Over By Machines Of Loving Grace.


Again, it’s not just the individual themes, but how they all interact. Looking further back in the past, for example, we could look at the huge social upheavals in 14th-century Europe, during and after the Black Death wiped out a third of the entire population. Or, also in Europe, the ‘mini Ice Age’ of the 17th-century, when it was cold enough to freeze the Thames for a ‘Frost Fair’ several years in a row; or, by contrast, the warm-period of the mid 18th-century that apparently gave enough relief from subsistence to provide the impetus needed to get the nascent Industrial Revolution going.


Then consider too the military and political changes that have occurred throughout those periods: the rise and fall of colonialism, for example, and the complex structures of monopoly and privilege and (to be blunt) corruption that underpinned them. Consider what impacts those would each had had on the architectures and operations of the respective enterprises – not trivial at all.


So note that, given how many of these kinds of major changes have occurred throughout the world, and how often, it’s probable that it’s quite unlikely that you would not have to deal with a change on that scale somewhen during your working-lifetime as an enterprise-architect… Which means that it might perhaps be wise to be ready for that kind of change? – even though you will likely have little or no knowledge beforehand exactly what form that kind of change will take?


And that’s where the futures-disciplines come into the picture – even, or perhaps especially, for enterprise-architecture.


Putting it into practice


The simple suggestion here is to find out more about the futures disciplines and the overall ‘futures toolkit’. Obvious places to start would include the Wikipedia summary, or one of the formal futures bodies such as the Association of Professional Futurists.


Everyone has their collection of preferred tools, though mine would include the following:



  	Shell’s guide to scenario-development


  	Sohail Inayatullah’s Causal Layered Analysis (also Wikipedia summary) – one of the most powerful tools for exploration of ‘deep myth’ in a futures context

  	a simple Futures toolkit from the [UK] Local Government Association

  	another online Futures toolkit from the ‘Brighter Futures Together’ group in northern England

  	the Carnegie Trust toolkit ‘Using scenarios and futures thinking’ [PDF] – includes an extensive set of references and links




These are all tools that can be put to immediate practical use with architecture-stakeholders at various levels. Whichever way you use these tools, expect to find some real surprises about your own business-context – and about what the future may hold in store for you and your organisation.


Somewhere to start, anyway? – and post other links and queries here as appropriate, of course.


Watch This Space, though – there’ll be quite a few more posts to come in this series.
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Enterprise-architecture - a near-futures report


We’ve explored the current status for enterprise-architecture; we’ve explored the changes to the discipline over the past few decades. Time now, perhaps, to assess the future - or futures, rather - of its likely onward development and direction.


This report is in two parts: 



  	1: Near-future - 1-10 years (this post)

  	2: Further-future: 10-50 years




First, though, let’s refresh on a handful of key principles or ideas from those previous two reports and other posts here: 



  	enterprise-architecture (and arguably every other form of architecture) provides practical support for a core quality-theme that needs to pervade everywhere throughout each enterprise: things work better when they work together, on purpose


  	we develop an architecture for an organisation (or, generically, a ‘service-in-focus’), but about the shared-enterprise that forms that organisation’s context

  	architecture-work needs always to be in context of the respective shared-enterprise, but may apply to any scope, any scale, any content, any context within that overall broader context

  	architecture needs to provide a balance and bridge between structure and story - ‘the organisation’ often focussed more on structure, but always ‘the enterprise’ as story





The other key point is that there’s been a steady expansion of the scope, scale, content and context of enterprise-architecture over the past few decades: 



  	
past: ‘inside-in’ – internally-focussed, scope usually constrained to IT-only

  	
present (mainstream): ‘inside-in’ and ‘inside-out’ – transactions with the outside-world, always organisation-centric, scope usually still IT-centric

  	
present (early-adopters): ‘inside-in’ to ‘outside-in’ – customer-focussed, market-aware, scope increasingly beyond IT alone

  	
future (innovators): ‘inside-in’ to ‘outside-out’ – any scope, any scale, fully aware of shared-enterprise




Or, in visual form, viewing this progression in terms of a maturity-model: 
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And crossmapped again to the SCAN frame, to indicate the types of challenge that can be faced at each of those maturity-levels for enterprise-architecture: 
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For many folks in ‘the trade’, much if not most of what follows here should already be visible, or close to the horizon, and is a direct logical progression from that bullet-list just above. As such, it shouldn’t be too controversial or too unexpected - or I hope so, anyway! The main point, perhaps, is that we do need to get moving on all of this, right now - because what’s likely to happen after this near-futures stage is going to be a whole lot harder if we’re not ready for it…


Anyway, some examples that I’m seeing right now: 


Organisational strategy


We’re seeing a different relationship beginning to emerge between enterprise-architecture and strategy.


Back in the further past, if enterprise-architecture had any relationship with strategy, it was purely as an order-taker, and often solely for the IT-domain at that.


Perhaps the big first shift from that position was Ross, Weill and Robertson’s book Enterprise Architecture as Strategy. The catch was that at the start it was very strongly IT-oriented: in practice, though, it needs to cover at least the whole organisational scope - a point that Jeanne Ross herself would now emphasise.


The positioning we’re beginning to see now for EA is that it needs to cover the whole of the strategy-to-execution space: 
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In Zachman terms, strategy sits in a quite narrow space, on the border between Conceptual (row-1) to Contextual (row-2), identifying and defining the organisation’s choices in the current context. A viable architecture-scope now not only extends below that space, providing guidance on how to implement and action the current strategy, but also extends above that space, to identify the elements from the broader shared-enterprise that denote and constrain the context for that strategy.


In more visual form, if strategy is about how an organisation positions itself within a market: 
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…then architecture feeds into that strategy, by describing its desirability within the context for the market; and comes out of that strategy, ensuring its viability and feasibility, by describing how it can be supported by the services that the organisation already has and that it can develop in change-projects, and how they would all link and work together: 
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Without that full-scope architecture, the organisation’s strategy risks being neither feasible, desirable nor viable: Not A Good Idea…


Note, though, that for full-scope architecture itself to be viable, feasible and desirable, the organisation and architecture both need to be operating at a maturity-level where it can properly comprehend, as a minimum, the balance between ‘inside-out’ versus ‘outside-in’. 


Skills and work


In essence, enterprise-architecture practice comprises a toolkit and skillset on integration, connection, relations, across an entire context. For successful use of that toolkit, everything is or needs to be viewed in terms of fractality - including the assumptions, definitions, tools, frameworks and methods that we use.


Which is a point that, very belatedly, the business world is at last just beginning to comprehend. For example, a recent World Economic Forum survey on most-needed skills for 2020 listed these as the top three skills that will be most needed in the near-future: 



  	
    1: Complex Problem Solving (previously #1)

  

  	
    2: Critical Thinking (previously #4)

  

  	
    3: Creativity (previously #10)

  




Note that none of these skills can be automated as such (not at present, anyway), and also that all of them are central to enterprise-architecture. In other words, the skills that we’re developing for our EA work are, as they put it, ‘highly transferrable’ to other domains as well - in fact are those skills around which all domains are starting to revolve. For example, to summarise skills and decision-making in SCAN terms: 
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…then all of those ‘most-needed’ skills focus on the right-hand side of the frame: 
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(Any skills to the left-hand side of the frame are amenable to being replaced by automation - and that boundary between the two sides of the frame is moving rightwards almost by the day…)


And yes, they take serious time to learn: 
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There are a lot of complaints right now about inability to deliver much-needed radical-innovation, arising in part from a shortage of those skills. Yet it’s not a skills-shortage in the regular sense - that’s the point that we need to understand first.


On one side, it’s perhaps more that everyone in ‘the market’ is still trying to dump the many types of costs for developing those skills onto everyone else, as a Somebody Else’s Problem. For example, as that World Economic Forum article puts it: 



  employers [are] saying “We’d like workers with these skills, and by the way, we don’t want to train them”.




And yet even that isn’t the real problem here. To quote Dave Winer’s catchphrase, “It’s [even] worse than it appears”. So although, as one commenter put it, in response to a Wall Street Journal article: 



  Is there a skills shortage or is this the result of what happens when we don’t understand what critical thinking is?




…it’s perhaps even more that people do understand what critical-thinking is - and that whilst they know that they need it, they really, really don’t want it. Anywhere. At all…


Critical-thinking is scary. Disruptive. Politically-unacceptable and all that.


In short, there’s a huge ‘anti-want’ for enterprise-architecture, or anything else that requires critical-thinking and the like.


Which means we have a huge ‘sales-problem’ for any of these skills, even before we start. Oops…


And to make it even more fun, there’s this nasty not-so-little problem for futurists and the like:
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Or, to quote that World Economic Forum article again: 



  just because a profession is producing something desirable, or even necessary to the functioning of society, doesn’t mean society has figured out a way to pay for the care and feeding of its practitioners




And yeah, that’s a point that I know first-hand, all too well… - as do almost all of us out on the ‘bleeding edge’ of any new development. So yes, that’s a concern that we need to address as enterprise-architects - for our own sakes, almost before anyone else’s.


Yet in doing so, we’d also resolve the same issues for everyone else, as their own lives and livelihoods get pushed further and further out of the literal ‘robotic’ work that’s about all that those omnipresent Taylorist-type managers can comprehend at present. And whether those Taylorist-type managers like it or not, this has to happen, and fast - not least because, as Paul Hobcraft warns in his article on radical-innovation mentioned earlier above: 



  There are whole industries just not getting this. Something has to change or they will be, by others willing to dare and not conservative at heart.




Hence, yes, fast becoming a key focus for enterprise-architecture - and necessarily so, too. Important. 


Sustainability and other anticlient-issues


This is another one that only starts to make sense once we begin to move our architectures not just beyond the IT-centric box, but the organisation-centric box too, and start to explore more of the business-implications that arise from the broader shared-enterprise: 
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For example, it’s only out at that level that we can start to make sense of - or even see at all - the organisation’s current anticlients and other players in the broader shared-enterprise space.


In the early stages, we might understand them only in terms of risk: for example, hidden risks in business-model design, from outsourcing and the like, or co-branding risks, kurtosis-risks, values-risks, ‘Pass the grenade’ risks and other direct and indirect threats to the organisation’s ‘social license to operate’.


Yet by expanding our architectural-view out into this space, we can also explore it in terms of opportunity - and one of the best illustrations of how this can work out well for everyone involved is what happened with Walmart around sustainability.


For some I-don’t-know-how-many-decades, environmentalists and other activists had been hassling Walmart relentlessly about ‘unsustainable business-models’ - saying that Walmart’s supply-chain was destroying the planet, and suchlike. And for those same I-don’t-know-how-many-decades, Walmart’s standard response had been always the same: a somewhat less-than-polite version of “Go away, we’re not interested”. Until one day, about ten years ago now, someone at Walmart Corporate seems to have said “Wait a minute… if we don’t have a sustainable supply-chain, we don’t have a sustainable business!” - in other words, kind of important from a business perspective… And at that point, they turned it round, and reached out to engage with the more serious amongst those activists - in effect saying “Sorry if we weren’t listening before, but we are listening now: what was it that you were saying, please?”


Which worked. For everyone. Sure, there’s still serious work that’s yet to be done, of course - of which we’ll explore more in the next post in this series. But even so far the results have been pretty impressive - such as we can see, for example, from sources such as these: 



  	Walmart’s summary on sustainability

  	
Walmart ‘Sustainability Hub’ for its supply-chain partners

  	Fortune magazine: ‘Walmart: no conflict between sustainability and good business’

  	GreenBiz: ‘Walmart sustainability at 10 (years): An assessment’




And Walmart are by no means alone in this: for another big-corporation example, see ‘Mission Zero’ and other sustainability-challenges set by former CEO Ray Anderson at carpet-manufacturer Interface Global. To me, this is key work that enterprise-architects can and should be doing right now - with real advantages for everyone’s ‘bottom-line’. 


Expanding scope and scale


Other new(er) themes and applications for enterprise-architecture only start to become visible when we explore it more in terms of its fractality. For example, as we extend outwards towards ‘outside-out’, other questions start to arise around what exactly we mean by ‘the enterprise’. In some ways, this should be familiar territory for enterprise-architects, given that ISO 42010 explores some fractality of ‘enterprise’ as a subset and/or superset of the organisation - the latter as in a consortium for example. But once we understand that ‘the organisation’ and ‘the enterprise’ are fundamentally different types of entities, then it all gets a lot more interesting…


In effect, we need to understand that the organisation is not only in context of a broader-shared-enterprise, but that that enterprise itself also intersects with many other shared-enterprises, and is in context of enterprises within other shared-enterprises, nested almost to infinity.


A simple example might be the enterprise of enterprises that intersect across an entire town:
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Each shop on the High Street of this larger country town in England is in context of its own market, its own industry. Some of them directly intersect: for example, Mountain Warehouse and Burton The Tailor both operate within the retail end of the clothing-industry, though in somewhat different aspects of it. Likewise Marks & Spencer, somewhat down the street, but that also intersects somewhat with the quick-meal industry of MacDonalds, between there and Mountain Warehouse. And all of them, of course, are vying for the interest and custom of all the various passers-by.


Those shops in turn are in context of the street, the town as streets, for pedestrians, for private-transport in the form of cars and bicycles, motorcycles and more, and public transport via buses and taxis. Other shared-services are above the street: signage and street-lighting, for example. Yet more services are under the street: power, cables, phone-lines, gas-lines, water-sewerage and more. And all of that is literally built upon the history of the town itself - more than 2000 years of history, in this case - about which the town-council’s team of archaeologists has a deep professional interest, of course.


That’s a lot of intersections… - any of which may have anticlient-implications and more for every other enterprise in that space, as in the ‘Sustainability’ section above.


Right now, the most probable place where enterprise-architects are likely to come across this kind of scope and scale is in so-called ‘digital transformation’ projects, particularly for local and national government. The crucial point though, is that it requires, as a minimum, a much more human approach to the architecture. I’ve already been doing some work of this kind, such as for one of the larger cities in western England; and although they might not yet describe it as such, others have been doing so for years. So it’s nothing new as such, in that sense at least.


The next stage, though, will be to work on a city or suchlike not just as a ‘digital transformation’, but as itself, with all of its many-layered human complexity. And it is happening: I’ve recently been invited to start developing tools and methodologies for the long-term overall ‘architectures of the enterprise’ for all aspects of a large city in Latin America. It’s only early days as yet on that one, of course, but I’d say it’s a real future for enterprise-architecture - even if not at all evenly distributed as yet… :-)


I’ll stop there for now on this part of the futures-report - over to you for any comments so far, perhaps?
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