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Part I: Planning Methodologies

▪ Different methodologies in different epochs:
• Information Systems Plans (1960s–1970s)

• Information Systems Architecture (1970s–1980s)

• Information Engineering (1980s–1990s)
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Harvard Business Review (HBR)

(Evans, M. K. and Hague, L. R. (1962) “Master Plan 

for Information Systems”, Harvard Business Review, 

Vol. 40, No. 1, pp. 92-103)

1962: Master Plan for Information Systems
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International Business Machines (IBM)

(SOP (1963) “IBM Study Organization Plan: The Approach” 

(#SF20-8135-0), White Plains, NY: IBM Corporation)

(Glans, T. B., Grad, B., Holstein, D., Meyers, W. E. and 

Schmidt, R. N. (1968) Management Systems, New York, 

NY: Holt, Rinehart and Winston)

1963–1968: Study Organization Plan (SOP)
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International Business Machines (IBM)

1975–1984: Business Systems Planning (BSP)

(BSP (1975) “Business Systems Planning: Information Systems Planning Guide 

(1st Edition)” (#GE20-0527-1), White Plains, NY: IBM Corporation)

(BSP (1978) “Business Systems Planning: Information Systems Planning Guide 

(2nd Edition)” (#GE20-0527-2), White Plains, NY: IBM Corporation)

(BSP (1984) “Business Systems Planning: Information Systems Planning Guide 

(4th Edition)” (#GE20-0527-4), Atlanta, GA: IBM Corporation)
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Arthur Andersen (now Accenture)

(Lederer, A. L. and Gardiner, V. (1992) “Strategic Information 

Systems Planning: The Method/1 Approach”, Information 

Systems Management, Vol. 9, No. 3, pp. 13-20)

(Lederer, A. L. and Gardiner, V. (1992) “The Process of 

Strategic Information Planning”, Journal of Strategic 

Information Systems, Vol. 1, No. 2, pp. 76-83)

1970s–1980s: Method/1



7SK

Coopers & Lybrand (now PwC)

(Remenyi, D. (1991) Introducing Strategic Information 

Systems Planning, Manchester, UK: NCC Blackwell)

1980s: Summit S
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Deloitte & Touche (now Deloitte)

(Remenyi, D. (1991) Introducing Strategic Information 

Systems Planning, Manchester, UK: NCC Blackwell)

1980s: 4FRONT
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Arthur Young (now EY)

(Arthur Young (1987) The Arthur Young Practical Guide 

to Information Engineering, New York, NY: Wiley)

1980s: Information Engineering
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Denis Connor

(Connor, D. A. (1988) Computer Systems Development: 

STrategic Resource Information Planning and Execution 

- STRIPE, Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall)

1980s-1990s: Strategic Resource Information Planning and Execution (STRIPE)
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Clive Finkelstein

(Finkelstein, C. (1989) An Introduction to Information Engineering: 

From Strategic Planning to Information Systems, Sydney, 

Australia: Addison-Wesley)

(Finkelstein, C. (1992) Information Engineering: Strategic Systems 

Development, Sydney, Australia: Addison-Wesley)

1980s–1990s: Information Engineering
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Atkinson, Tremblay & Associates

(Atkinson, R. A. and Montgomery, J. (1990) “Reshaping 

IS Strategic Planning”, Journal of Information Systems 

Management, Vol. 7, No. 4, pp. 9-17)

1980s–1990s: IS Master Architecture and Plan (ISMAP)
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Edwin Tozer

(Tozer, E. E. (1986) “Developing Strategies for 

Management Information Systems”, Long Range 

Planning, Vol. 19, No. 4, pp. 31-40)

(Tozer, E. E. (1988) Planning for Effective Business 

Information Systems, Oxford, UK: Pergamon Press)

(Tozer, E. E. (1996) Strategic IS/IT Planning, 

Boston, MA: Butterworth-Heinemann)

1980s–1990s: Strategic Information Systems Planning
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U.S. General Accounting Office

(GAO (1992) “Strategic Information Planning: Framework for Designing 

and Developing System Architectures” (#GAO/IMTEC-92-51), 

Washington, DC: Government Accountability Office)

1990s: Strategic Information Systems Planning Framework



15SK

U.S. Department of Defense

(TAFIM (1996) “Department of Defense Technical Architecture Framework for 

Information Management, Volume 4: DoD Standards-Based Architecture Planning 

Guide (Version 3.0)”, Arlington County, VA: Defense Information Systems Agency)

1990s: Technical Architecture Framework for Information Management (TAFIM) 
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Steven Spewak

1990s: Enterprise Architecture Planning (EAP)

(Spewak, S. H. and Hill, S. C. (1992) Enterprise Architecture 

Planning: Developing a Blueprint for Data, Applications and 

Technology, New York, NY: Wiley)
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Part II: Methodologies at Work

▪ Propagation of planning methodologies

▪ Implementation of planning methodologies

▪ Adoption of planning methodologies

▪ Outcomes of planning methodologies
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Promoters of Methodologies

(Spewak, S. H. and Hill, S. C. (1992) Enterprise Architecture 

Planning: Developing a Blueprint for Data, Applications and 

Technology, New York, NY: Wiley)

In total, more than 20–30 
planning methodologies 

are described in the 
literature

Every consultancy promoted their own methodology
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Implementation of Methodologies

(McNurlin, B. C. (1988) “Implementing a 
New System Architecture”, I/S Analyzer, 

Vol. 26, No. 10, pp. 1-16)

(Galliers, R. D. (1988) “Information Technology Strategies 
Today: The UK Experience”, In: Earl, M. (ed.) Information 

Management: The Strategic Dimension, Oxford, UK: 
Clarendon Press, pp. 179-201)

(McNurlin, B. C. (1979) “What Information Do 
Managers Need?”, EDP Analyzer, Vol. 17, 

No. 6, pp. 1-12)

Methodologies were implemented as described
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Adoption of Methodologies

(Hoffman, J. and Martino, C. (1983) “Information Systems Planning to 
Meet Business Objectives: A Survey of Practices”, New York, NY: 

Cresap, McCormick and Paget)

Methodologies were used by 15–25% of organizations

(Galliers, R. D. (1986) “A Failure of Direction”, 
Business Computing and Communications, 

Vol. 5, No. 7, pp. 32-38)

(Premkumar, G. and King, W. R. (1991) “Assessing 
Strategic Information Systems Planning”, Long 

Range Planning, Vol. 24, No. 5, pp. 41-58)

(Flynn, D. J. and Goleniewska, E. (1993) “A Survey of the Use of Strategic 
Information Systems Planning Approaches in UK Organizations”, Journal 

of Strategic Information Systems, Vol. 2, No. 4, pp. 292-315)

(Finnegan, P. and Fahy, M. J. (1993) “Planning for Information Systems Resources?”, 
Journal of Information Technology, Vol. 8, No. 3, pp. 127-138)

(Fidler, C., Rogerson, S. and Spiers, N. (1993) “Current IS Practices 
within UK-Based Institutions”, Information Management and 

Computer Security, Vol. 1, No. 2, pp. 13-20)

(Periasamy, K. P. (1994) Development and Usage of 
Information Architecture: A Management Perspective, 

PhD Thesis: University of Oxford, UK)
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Satisfaction with Methodologies

Organizations were unsatisfied with methodologies

(Earl, M. J. (1990) “Approaches to Strategic 
Information Systems Planning: Experience in 
Twenty-One United Kingdom Companies”, In: 
DeGross, J. I., Alavi, M. and Oppelland, H. J. 
(eds.) Proceedings of the 11th International 

Conference on Information Systems, 
Copenhagen: Association for Information 

Systems, pp. 271-277)

(Earl, M. J. (1993) “Experiences in Strategic 
Information Systems Planning”, MIS Quarterly, 

Vol. 17, No. 1, pp. 1-24)

(Earl, M. J. (1996) “Research Round-Up: 1. 
Information Systems Strategy... Why Planning 

Techniques Are Not the Answer”, Business 
Strategy Review, Vol. 7, No. 1, pp. 54-58)

Monash University University of PittsburghMIT CISRLondon Business School

(Goodhue, D. L., Quillard, J. A. and Rockart, J. F. 
(1986) “The Management of Data: Preliminary 
Research Results”, Cambridge, MA: Center for 

Information Systems Research (CISR), MIT 
Sloan School of Management)

(Goodhue, D. L., Quillard, J. A. and Rockart, J. F. 
(1988) “Managing the Data Resource: A 

Contingency Perspective”, MIS Quarterly, Vol. 
12, No. 3, pp. 373-392)

(Goodhue, D. L., Kirsch, L. J., Quillard, J. A. and 
Wybo, M. D. (1992) “Strategic Data Planning: 

Lessons from the Field”, MIS Quarterly, Vol. 16, 
No. 1, pp. 11-34)

(Hamilton, D. (1999) “Linking Strategic Information 
Systems Concepts to Practice: Systems Integration 

at the Portfolio Level”, Journal of Information 
Technology, Vol. 14, No. 1, pp. 69-82)

(Lederer, A. L. and Sethi, V. (1988) “The 
Implementation of Strategic Information Systems 
Planning Methodologies”, MIS Quarterly, Vol. 12, 

No. 3, pp. 445-461)

(Lederer, A. L. and Sethi, V. (1989) “Pitfalls in 
Planning”, Datamation, Vol. 35, No. 11, pp. 59-62)

(Lederer, A. L. and Sethi, V. (1992) “Meeting the 
Challenges of Information Systems Planning”, Long 

Range Planning, Vol. 25, No. 2, pp. 69-80)

Three key problems:

1) Execution is laborious

2) Deliverables are arcane

3) Planning is disconnected
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Part III: Inception of TOGAF

▪ Initial emergence of TOGAF

▪ Historical evolution of TOGAF

▪ Planning methodology of TOGAF

▪ Reasons for TOGAF’s “success”
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Emergence of TOGAF

(Perks, C. and Beveridge, T. (2003) Guide to Enterprise 

IT Architecture, New York, NY: Springer)

TOGAF Version 3 (1998)

TOGAF was initially copied from TAFIM

(TOGAF (2009) “TOGAF Version 9” (#G091), 

Reading, UK: The Open Group)

TAFIM Version 3.0 (1996)
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Evolution of TOGAF

TOGAF evolved by rearranging the phases of ADM

Versions 3–4

Versions 5–7

Version 8

Version 9
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TOGAF Methodology

(TOGAF (2009) “TOGAF Version 9” (#G091), Reading, UK: The Open Group)

TOGAF was positioned as a step-wise methodology

TOGAF Version 9 (2009)
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Impracticality of TOGAF

TOGAF as a methodology was not viable

(Spewak, S. H. and Hill, S. C. (1992) Enterprise 

Architecture Planning: Developing a Blueprint for Data, 

Applications and Technology, New York, NY: Wiley)

(Perks, C. and Beveridge, T. (2003) Guide to 

Enterprise IT Architecture, New York, NY: Springer)

(Ross, J. W., Weill, P. and Robertson, D. C. (2006) 

Enterprise Architecture as Strategy: Creating a 

Foundation for Business Execution, Boston, MA: 

Harvard Business School Press)

First EA Methodology

TOGAF Predecessor

MIT CISR Research 
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Success of TOGAF

▪ Hype around the “novel” concept of EA:
• EA was “invented” by John Zachman in the late 1980s

• Forgot “systems planning”, switched to “enterprise architecture”

• Forgot “methodologies”, switched to “frameworks”

▪ Proliferation of planning practices:
• More organizations adopted IT and needed planning

▪ Marketing efforts of The Open Group:
• TOGAF was the first “open”, not proprietary, framework

• Proposed a “franchise” model, so that everyone could join
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Part IV: TOGAF in Practice

▪ Declared usage of TOGAF

▪ Actual usage of TOGAF

▪ Example of using TOGAF
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Statistics of TOGAF Usage

Statistically, TOGAF was indeed “widely used”, but...

(Carr, D. and Else, S. (2018) “State of Enterprise Architecture 
Survey: Results and Findings”, Enterprise Architecture 

Professional Journal, Vol. 6, No. 1, pp. 1-17)

(Schneider, A. W., Gschwendtner, A. and Matthes, F. (2015) “IT 
Architecture Standardization Survey”, Munich, Germany: Software 
Engineering for Business Information Systems (SEBIS), Technical 

University of Munich)

(Cameron, B. H. and McMillan, E. (2013) “Analyzing the Current 
Trends in Enterprise Architecture Frameworks”, Journal of 

Enterprise Architecture, Vol. 9, No. 1, pp. 60-71)

(Schekkerman, J. (2005) “Trends in Enterprise Architecture 2005: How 
Are Organizations Progressing?”, Amersfoort, The Netherlands: 

Institute for Enterprise Architecture Developments (IFEAD))

(Aziz, S. and Obitz, T. (2007) “Infosys 
Enterprise Architecture Survey 2007”, 

Bangalore, India: Infosys)

(Obitz, T. and Babu, M. (2009) “Infosys 
Enterprise Architecture Survey 2008/2009”, 

Bangalore, India: Infosys)
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Adherence to TOGAF

In all cases, the use of TOGAF was purely declarative

(Viswanathan, V. (2015) “Four Questions: Vish Viswanathan”, 
Journal of Enterprise Architecture, Vol. 11, No. 2, pp. 15-17)

(Alwadain, A., Fielt, E., Korthaus, A. and Rosemann, M. (2014) “A Critical Realist 
Perspective of Enterprise Architecture Evolution: Conditioning and Outcomes”, 

Australasian Journal of Information Systems, Vol. 18, No. 3, pp. 213-226)

(Kotusev, S. (2018) “TOGAF-Based Enterprise Architecture Practice: 
An Exploratory Case Study”, Communications of the Association for 

Information Systems, Vol. 43, No. 1, pp. 321-359)

(Kotusev, S. (2018) “TOGAF-Based Enterprise Architecture Practice: An Exploratory Case Study”, 
Communications of the Association for Information Systems, Vol. 43, No. 1, pp. 321-359)
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TOGAF Case Study

(Anderson, P., Backhouse, G., Townsend, J., Hedges, M. and Hobson, P. (2009) 
“Doing Enterprise Architecture: Enabling the Agile Institution” (#533), Bristol, UK: 

Joint Information Systems Committee (JISC))

Attempts to use TOGAF only cause confusion
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Part V: Development of TOGAF

▪ Semantic erosion of TOGAF

▪ Increasing ambiguity of TOGAF

▪ Rhetorical adaptation of TOGAF
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Erosion of TOGAF

(TOGAF (2011) “TOGAF Version 9.1” (#G116), 
Reading, UK: The Open Group)

TOGAF rejects any specific suggestions

Version 9.1: Everything Is Optional

Version 10: Nothing Is Recommended

(TOGAF v10 (2022) “The TOGAF Standard: Introduction and Core 
Concepts” (#C220), Reading, UK: The Open Group)

Version 9

Version 10
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Ambiguity of TOGAF

TOGAF is whatever you prefer to see

Process/Sequence Not Process/Sequence

(TOGAF v10 (2022) “The TOGAF Standard: Introduction and Core 
Concepts” (#C220), Reading, UK: The Open Group)

(TOGAF v10 (2022) “The TOGAF Standard: Architecture Development 
Method” (#C220), Reading, UK: The Open Group)

(TOGAF v10 (2022) “The TOGAF Standard: Architecture Development 
Method” (#C220), Reading, UK: The Open Group)

(Hornford, D., Hornford, N., Sabesan, S., Scotch, S., Street, K. and 
Toder, S. (2022) “TOGAF Series Guide: A Practitioners' Approach to 

Developing Enterprise Architecture Following the TOGAF ADM” 
(#G186), Reading, UK: The Open Group)

(Hornford, D., Hornford, N., Sabesan, S., Scotch, S., Street, K. and 
Toder, S. (2022) “TOGAF Series Guide: The TOGAF Leader's 
Guide to Establishing and Evolving an EA Capability” (#G184), 

Reading, UK: The Open Group)

(Frost, C. (2022) “TOGAF Series Guide: Enabling Enterprise Agility” 
(#G20F), Reading, UK: The Open Group)
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Rhetoric of TOGAF

(TOGAF (2009) “TOGAF Version 9” (#G091), Reading, UK: The Open Group)

Version 9 (2009): Service-Oriented Architecture (SOA)

Version 9.2 (2018): Business Architecture

(Josey, A. (2018) “An Introduction to the TOGAF Standard, Version 9.2” (#W182), Reading, UK: The Open Group)

TOGAF embraces all the “hottest” topics

Version 10 (2022): Agile and Digital Transformation

(The Open Group (2022) “The Open Group Announces Launch of the TOGAF Standard, 10th Edition”, The Open Group, 
URL: https://www.opengroup.org/open-group-announces-launch-togaf-standard-10th-edition)
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Part VI: Status of TOGAF

▪ Complete meaninglessness of TOGAF

▪ Reasons for TOGAF’s popularity

▪ Parties that benefit from TOGAF

▪ People who support TOGAF
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Essence of TOGAF

▪ Just a five-letter word, no longer an acronym

▪ Up to 1800 pages of unintelligible, incoherent text:
• No clear scope, only a loose bunch of PDF files

• No specific suggestions, everything is optional

• Unfalsifiable, can be neither proven nor disproven

• Whatever you like, e.g. project, process, sequence, or not

• “Using it” means simply “reading it” or “getting certified”

▪ Rich toolkit, of which no specific tools are useful

▪ TOGAF is only an empty symbol:
• Has no concrete substance in practical terms

• Emblem that indicates belongingness to the community
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Attractiveness of TOGAF

▪ Promises of proven best practices:
• Unspecifiable “fundamentals” of enterprise architecture

▪ Assertive but elusive positioning:
• Global “standard”, so it is important and cannot be ignored

• Only “framework”, so it cannot be blamed for any failures

▪ Reassuring, encouraging rhetoric:
• Supports everything: SOA, Cloud, Agile, Digital, AI, etc.

▪ Win-win bandwagon for all salesmen:
• Real and “snake oil” trainings, certificates, tools and consulting

▪ Institutionalization in the field:
• Improves CVs and indicates the desire for growth

• Helps pass HR filters and qualify for positions
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Beneficiaries of TOGAF

▪ Not EA practitioners:
• Gives no knowledge as best practices were never there

• Promotes misinformation and impractical approaches

▪ Real beneficiaries:
• The Open Group, e.g. selling badges

• Affiliated trainers, e.g. selling trainings

• Certification centers, e.g. selling certificates

• Other salesmen

▪ TOGAF is a contraption for attracting incomes
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Supporters of TOGAF

▪ Salesmen of all sorts:
• Commercially motivated to praise TOGAF 

• Invest in marketing using various deceptive tricks

▪ Aspiring enterprise architects:
• Indoctrinated by salesmen to believe in TOGAF

• Unaware of practical realities and cannot question TOGAF

▪ Zealots and fanatics:
• Believe in TOGAF in defiance of any evidence

• Wrongly attribute plain common sense to TOGAF

• Speak in a convoluted fashion using abstract terms
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