28 Feb 2018
Theright & wrong ways

On the 23rd Feb 2018 | commented on a LinkedIn article called “Data pros waste
half of their work time chasing costly data’ in which | summarised the sequencein
which | declare the steps that need to be undertaken if this waste of time was to be
avoided. These steps were discovered after some 20 years of research and
development into both the business and technology domains. The approaches
researched were:

1) Set theory

2) IBM's management by objectives theories

3) Peter Drucker's Strategic planning theories

4) Ed Y ourdon's Structured analysis and structured design methodol ogies

5) Charlie Bachman's CODASY L theories

6) IBM'sD/L 1 (IBM's hierarchical database |anguage) theories

7) Edger Codd's normalisation methodol ogy

8) MA Jackson's Structured Programming approach

9) James Martin & Clive Finklestein's information engineering methodol ogy

Each had their strengths, but all had glaring weaknesses. None of them:

1) Produced explicit enough deliverables

2) Started the process with the right activity

3) Produced explicit business nor technical models

4) Seamlessly integrated the deliverables. They were at best implicit and at worst
unintegrated

5) Were cost effective. That is none of them could produce a cost-benefit analysis

| would now like to introduce the major components of both the business and
technology domains and concentrate on where they come from, what they deliver
and how inefficient and ineffective they are in comparison to The Ripose
Technique. This aso provides the capability to compare any approach with any
other.

| came to this conclusion as every one of these so-called *best practice’ approaches
has had to have had their origins in and built on one or more of the aforementioned
9 approaches, yet they continue to emulate the 5 weaknesses.

My first eight examples are those of: The Open Group Architecture Framework;
The Zachman Framework; The Object Management Group; An implementation of:
a) Design Thinking; b) A Canvas model; ) Innovation management; Data
modelling; and PEAF.

| may add additional approaches should anyone request meto.
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Ripose Technique
According to my empirical research, the hierarchical subordination of the domains (mentioned on the previous page) which will prevent the waste of
valuable resources (people, time and money) is as follows:

Tabular view
Domain Step Focus Deliverables State Links
Business 1 Information All - Proof of Concept, Proof of Logic & Proof of Physical Implicit | Dreams
11 Concepts Objectives, Knowledge, & Actions - Proof of Concept Information
111 Objectives Goals, Measures Concepts
1111 Goals Purpose, Benefits, Values Objectives
11111 Purpose statement Purpose Explicit | Goals
11112 Benefits 4 benefits, 4 hardships Purpose
11113 Vaues 11 values, 11 de-values Benefits
11114 SWOT SWOT analysis Values
1112 Measures Cost benefit analysis Benefits
11121 Key performance indicators (KPIs) | KPIs prioritised by result from the SWOT analysis Values
11122 Performance indicators (PIs) Subordinate PIs —income and expense streams KPIs
1.1.2 Knowledge - industry specific Entities - 23 fundamental classes & 350+ networked Pls
1.1.3 Actions Strategies/Systems and tactics/sub-systems Implicit | Knowledge
1131 Systems 5 generic strategies Explicit
1132 Sub-systems Industry dependent V ariable sub-systems — could be between 10 and 100 Systems
Technology | 1.2 Logic Facts, Projects & Applications — Proof of Logic Implicit | Sub-systems
1.2.1 Facts Data & Databases
1211 Data Attributes Explicit | Knowledge
Sub-systems
1.2.1.2 Databases Database schemas Data
122 Projects Prioritised project plans (Subject areas) Databases
1.2.3 Applications Program logic Projects
1.3 Physical Database definitions & Programs — Proof of Physical Implicit | Logical
131 Database definitions Database management specific designs Explicit | Databases
1.3.2 Programs L anguage specific computer generated code
Applications

This provides me with a benchmark standard against which | can now compare Ripose to any other approach and any other approach to any other. In addition
it enables a Ripose grade O (or any other Ripose grade) to work with any other approach and deliver the Ripose deliverables. But why bother?

Once you have looked at the comparison between Ripose and TOGAF and between Ripose and Zachman you can ten see the comparison between
TOGAF and Zachman



http://www.ripose.com/li/BenefitDNA.pdf
http://www.ripose.com/li/11Values.pdf
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Get thiswrong & enjoy the wasted time trying to evade the 2 traps, namely ‘analysis by paralysis and ‘adeath by 1,000 cuts'.

The next few pages will demonstrate the problems a number of comparative approaches face due to the implicit nature of their deliverables and the sequence
in which they prioritise their steps. Back


http://www.ripose.com/Private/Caspar/

Comparisonswith other approaches

1. TOGAF
Tabular view
Domain Step TOGAF deliverable State Ripose Step | Focus State
Business H Change management Too many Implicit | 1 Information Implicit
Preliminary Proof of concept? 11 Concepts
Too many
A Architecture vision Archimate | Catalogues 111 Objectives
B Business architecture Matrices
Diagrams 1111 Godls
11111 Purpose statement Explicit
11112 Benefits
11113 Values
11114 SWOT
1.1.1.2 Measures Implicit
11121 Key performance indicators (KPIs) | Explicit
11122 Performance indicators
112 Knowledge - industry specific
C Information systems architecture Process flow diagrams 113 Actions Implicit
G I mplementation governance 1131 Systems Explicit
1132 Sub-systems Industry dependent
Technology | D | Technology architecture Proof of logic? 1.2 Logic Implicit
121 Facts
Archimate | Manually created models 1211 Data Explicit
1212 Databases
E Opportunities & solutions Use case diagrams 1213 Projects
122 Applications
F Migration planning Proof of physical? 13 Physical — platform dependent Implicit
131 Database definitions Explicit
13.2 Programs
Warnings:

1) Every deliverable isimplicit — See The Open Group web site

2) Initial step was incorrect —which one?
3) Models are implicit

Compare TOGAF with Zachman

sequence
5) Costs exceed benefits

4) Theremaining steps arein anillogical and silo like (unintegrated)



https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The_Open_Group_Architecture_Framework
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/ArchiMate
https://www.linkedin.com/pulse/semantic-cartography-archimate-first-step-enterprise-navigation/
http://pubs.opengroup.org/architecture/togaf9-doc/arch/chap36.html

Diagrammatic view
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According to my empirical research, TOGAF was developed in 1995 based on the USA Department of Defence’s Technical Architecture Framework for
Information Management (TAFIM) which was developed in the early 1990s as a reference model for enterprise architecture. TAFIM starts with * Data
Architecture’, which, according to my research, was the incorrect starting position. The developers of TOGAF tried to overcome this deficiency but too have
failed to come up with a better approach. The loops indicate the number of possible redundant steps.

In 2017 (22 years after the original development) The Open Group introduced the concept of “A new body of knowledge” which in my opinion istoo little
too late!

Conclusion
Until the Open Group Consortium publishes explicit deliverables: Why bother with this ineffective and inefficient approach? Back


http://www.opengroup.org/subjectareas/enterprise/togaf
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/TAFIM
http://www.ripose.com/li/ANewBOK.pdf

2. The Zachman Framewor k

Tabular view
Domain Step Reification | Zachman deliverable State Ripose Step | Focus State
Business 6 | TheEnterprise All 6 ? Implicit | 1 Information Implicit
1,1 | Scope content Identification | Proof of concept? 11 Concepts
1,2 | Business Concepts Definition Business entity & relationships
1,1 | Scope Concepts Identification | Lists of the 6 types 111 Objectives
All 62 Various models 1111 Goals
11111 Purpose statement Explicit
11112 Benefits
11113 Values
11114 SWOT
1112 Measures Implicit
11121 Key performance indicators (KPIs) | Explicit
11122 Performance indicators
1,2 | Business Concepts (?) ? Repest of row 3 perhaps? 112 Knowledge - industry specific
1,3 | System Logic All 6 Various models 1.13 Actions Implicit
1131 Systems Explicit
11.3.2 Sub-systems Industry dependent
Technology | 1,4 | Technology Physics All 6 Proof of logic? 12 Logic Implicit
121 Facts
1211 Data Explicit
1212 Databases
1213 Projects
122 Applications
1,5 | Tool Components Proof of physical? 13 Physical — platform dependent Implicit
131 Database definitions Explicit
1.3.2 Programs
Warnings.

1) Every deliverable isimplicit
2) Initial step wasincorrect

3) Models are implicit

4) Theremaining steps are in anillogical and silo like (unintegrated) sequence
5) Costs exceed benefits

Compare Zachman with TOGAF



https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Zachman_Framework
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According to my empirical research, The Zachman Framework was developed in the 1990s by John A Zachman as
“a schema - the intersection between two historical classifications that have been in use for literally thousands of
years. Thefirst is the fundamental s of communication found in the primitive interrogatives. What, How, When, Who,
Where, and Why. It is the integration of answers to these questions that enables the comprehensive, composite
description of complex ideas. The second is derived from reification, the transformation of an abstract idea into an
instantiation that was initially postulated by ancient Greek philosophers and is labeled in the Zachman
Framework™: |dentification, Definition, Representation, Specification, Configuration and Instantiation”.

In 2017 (some 30 years after the original development) The Zachman Foundation introduced the concept of “ The Business Agility Manifesto Building for
Change” which in my opinion istoo little too late!

Conclusion
Until the Zachman Foundation publishes explicit deliverables: Why bother with this ineffective and inefficient approach? Back


https://www.zachman.com/about-the-zachman-framework
http://www.ripose.com/li/ZFKnowledge.pdf
http://www.ripose.com/li/ZFKnowledge.pdf

Comparison between TOGAF and The Zachman Framework

Domain Step TOGAF deliverable Zachman deliverable Reification Step
Business Change management Alls The Enterprise 6
Preliminary Proof of concept? Proof of concept? Identification Scope content 1
Architecture vision Archimate | Catalogues Business entity & relationships Definition Business Concepts | 1.2
Business architecture Matrices Lists of the 6 types Identification Scope Concepts 1.1
Diagrams Various models All 67
Repeat of row 3 perhaps? 2 Business Concepts | 1,2
(?)
Information systems Process flow Various models All6 System Logic 13
architecture diagrams
Tmplementation governance
Technology Technology architecture Proof of logic? Proof of logic? All6 Technology 1.4
Physics
Archimate | Manual models
Opportunities & solutions Use case diagrams
Migration planning Proof of physical? Proof of physical? Tool Components 1.5
Notes

1) Neither have explicit deliverables
2) Both have different starting points

3) Neither have explicit models. However, Archimate can be used to create the diagrams. Archimate needs to be tailored differently for each approach

4) None of the steps are interchangeable

5) Cost of training in either approach, licensing and tailoring of Archimate

6) See comparison of TOGAF and Zachman with Ripose for areal comparison as to the shortcomings

Back




3. Design Thinking - The Double Diamond approach

Tabular view
Domain Step Action Double diamond deliverable State Ripose Step | Focus State
Business 1 | Don't know; Couldbe | None ? Implicit | 1 Information Implicit
1.1 | Discover Research | Client brief - Proof of concept? 11 Concepts
Defined research areas & methods
1.2 | Define Build Themes & clusters 111 Objectives
Insights 1111 Goals
11111 Purpose statement Explicit
11112 Benefits
1.1.1.1.3 Vaues
11114 SWOT
1112 Measures Implicit
11121 Key performance indicators (KPIs) | Explicit
11122 Performance indicators
Technology | 1.3 | Develop Ideate Designs 112 Knowledge - industry specific
Business 1.2 | Define Build Opportunity areas 1.1.3 Actions Implicit
1.1.31 Systems Explicit
1132 Sub-systems Industry dependent
Technology | 1.3 | Develop Ideate Designs - Proof of logic? 1.2 Logic Implicit
121 Facts
1211 Data Explicit
1212 Databases
1213 Projects
122 Applications
1.4 | Deliver Prototype | Prototypes - Proof of physical? 13 Physical — platform dependent Implicit
Do know; Should be 1.3.1 Database definitions Explicit
13.2 Programs
Warnings.

1) Every deliverable isimplicit
2) Initial step wasincorrect

3) Models are implicit

4) Theremaining steps are in anillogical and silo like (unintegrated) sequence
5) Costs exceed benefits



https://www.interaction-design.org/literature/article/stage-3-in-the-design-thinking-process-ideate
https://blog.usejournal.com/how-to-solve-problems-applying-a-uxdesign-designthinking-hcd-or-any-design-process-from-scratch-v2-aa16e2dd550b?lipi=urn%3Ali%3Apage%3Ad_flagship3_profile_view_base_recent_activity_details_all%3BQbNajZiRSdaqYeN8ZakeYQ%3D%3D
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According to my empirical research, the DD was developed in the late 2016 by Dan Nessler to demonstrate his approach of “How to solve problems applying
aDesign Thinking, UX, HCD or any Creative Process from scratch”.

It uses the ‘ideate’ approach (Design thinking) which is similar to the approach used by brainstorming to somehow identify the business knowledge needed to
drive prototyping. It appears that there is no connection between ‘ business knowledge strategies or objectives'.

Conclusion
Until the originators of Design Thinking publishes explicit deliverables: Why bother with an ineffective and inefficient approach like any of the Design
Thinking approaches? Back


https://blog.usejournal.com/how-to-solve-problems-applying-a-uxdesign-designthinking-hcd-or-any-design-process-from-scratch-v2-aa16e2dd550b?lipi=urn%3Ali%3Apage%3Ad_flagship3_profile_view_base_recent_activity_details_all%3BQbNajZiRSdaqYeN8ZakeYQ%3D%3D
https://www.interaction-design.org/literature/article/stage-3-in-the-design-thinking-process-ideate

4. Business & Operations model canvas

Tabular view
Domain Step Canvas deliverable State Ripose Step | Focus State
Business 1 | Change People Implicit | 1 Information Implicit
2 | Strategy model Proof of concept? 11 Concepts
2. Objectives 111 Objectives
24 Goals 1111 Goals
2.2 Vision 11111 Purpose statement Explicit
21 Mission 11112 Benefits
No match found 11113 Values
11114 SWOT
3 Metrics 1112 Measures Implicit
11121 Key performance indicators (KPIs) | Explicit
No match found 11122 Performance indicators
4 | Business Mode Customer; journeys; Products: capabilities 112 Knowledge - industry specific
2.3 | Strategy Model Drivers 113 Actions Implicit
1131 Systems Explicit
1132 Sub-systems Industry dependent
Technology | 5 | Operating model Proof of logic? 12 Logic Implicit
52 Data 121 Facts
1211 Data Explicit
No match found 1212 Databases
51 Processes 1213 Projects
5.3 Applications 122 Applications
No match found - Proof of physical? 13 Physical — platform dependent Implicit
131 Database definitions Explicit
132 Programs
Warnings:

1) Every deliverable isimplicit
2) Initial step was incorrect
3) Models are implicit

4) Theremaining steps are in anillogical and silo like (unintegrated) sequence

5) Costs exceed benefits




Diagrammatic view
Which integrates better?
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According to my empirical research, the Business and operations design canvas was developed in 2017 by Thushan Kumaraswamy and at time or writing was
still in the development stage to demonstrate his approach to help start-ups and established organisations with Practical Business Designs.

It is based on the Business canvas model as well as the Operating model canvas approaches, each of which have major shortcomings. The original business
canvas template provides 9 domains which could generate over 180 business objects.

Conclusion
Until the originators of al canvas approaches publishes explicit deliverables: Why bother with an ineffective and inefficient approach like either the Business
canvas model and/or the Operating model canvas approaches? Back



https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Business_Model_Canvas
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Business_Model_Canvas
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Business_Model_Canvas
https://www.google.com.au/search?q=operating+model+canvas&ie=utf-8&oe=utf-8&client=firefox-b-ab&gfe_rd=cr&dcr=0&ei=nclvWoqAI-XDXr_TppAD

5. Object Management Group

Tabular view
Domain Step OMG deliverable State Ripose Step | Focus State
Business ? Implicit | 1 Information Implicit
Business Process Model & notation Modéls of the actua people, places, 11 Concepts
things, and laws of adomain. The 1.11 Objectives
“instances’ of these models are “rea 1111 Goals
things’, not representations of those o
things in an information system. In MDA 1111; gue:]p;cf)iesstatement Explicit
domain models have historically been S
called a“CIM” for “Computation 11113 vaues
Independent Model”. Proof of concept? 11114 SwoTt
1112 Measures Implicit
11121 Key performance indicators (KPIs) | Explicit
11122 Performance indicators
112 Knowledge - industry specific
113 Actions Implicit
1131 Systems Explicit
1132 Sub-systems Industry dependent
Technology Case management model & notation Models of the way the components of a 1.2 Logic Implicit
system interact with each other, with 1.2.1 Facts
people and with organizations to assist an 1211 Data Explicit
prgani zation or commgnity in achieving 1212 Databases
its goals. Proof of Logic? 1213 Projects
122 Applications
Decision model notation Models the way in which a particular 13 Physical — platform dependent Implicit
system or subsystem isimplemented such 131 Database definitions Explicit
that it carries out its functions. 132 Programs
Implementation models are typically tied
to a particular implementation technology
or platform. Proof of physical ?
Warnings.

1) Every deliverable isimplicit
2) Initial step wasincorrect

3) Models are implicit

4) Theremaining steps are in anillogical and silo like (unintegrated) sequence
5) Costs exceed benefits



https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Object_Management_Group

Diagrammatic view
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According to my empirical research, the OMG is an international, open membership, not-for-profit technology standards consortium. It was founded in 1989
by eleven companies (including Hewlett-Packard, IBM, Sun Microsystems, Apple Computer, American Airlines and Data General). “The goal was a

common portable and interoperable object model with methods and data that work using all types of development environments on all types of platforms’
(quotes source).

Conclusion
Until the Object Management Group publishes explicit deliverables. Why bother with this ineffective and inefficient approach? Back


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Object_Management_Group

6. Dual Innovation M anagement

Tabular view
Domain Step DIM deliverable State Ripose Step | Focus State
Business Change management | ? Implicit | 1 Information Implicit
Optimise the core Proof of concept? 11 Concepts
Objectives 111 Objectives
No match found 1111 Goals
Vision 11111 Purpose statement Explicit
Mission 11112 Benefits
No match found 11113 Values
11114 SWOT
1112 Measures Implicit
11121 Key performance indicators (KPIs) | Explicit
11122 Performance indicators
112 Knowledge - industry specific
Reshape the core Strategies 1.1.3 Actions Implicit
1131 Systems Explicit
1132 Sub-systems Industry dependent
Technology Create the new No match found. Proof of Logic? 1.2 Logic Implicit
121 Facts
1.2.11 Data Explicit
1212 Databases
1213 Projects
122 Applications
Proof of physical? 13 Physical — platform dependent Implicit
131 Database definitions Explicit
13.2 Programs
Warnings:

1) Every deliverable isimplicit
2) Initial step was incorrect

3) Models are implicit

4) Theremaining steps are in anillogical and silo like (unintegrated) sequence
5) Costs exceed benefits



http://innovationexcellence.com/blog/2016/10/08/a-model-for-dual-corporate-innovation-management/

Diagrammatic view
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According to my empirical research Innovation management is a combination of the management of innovation processes and change management. It was
based on some of the ideas put forth by the Austrian economist Joseph Schumpeter, working during the 1930s, who identified innovation as a significant

factor in economic growth. Its aim was to integrate objectives, activities, requirements and inherent tensions along the innovation spectrum as well as
enabling aspects, often being discussed independently from each other.

Conclusion
Until the developers of the innovative management idea publishes explicit deliverables Why bother with this ineffective and inefficient approach?  Back


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Innovation_management
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Joseph_Schumpeter

7. Data M odélling

Tabular view
Domain Step DIM deliverable State Ripose Step | Focus State
Business Y our business Responsive to change(?) Implicit | 1 Information Implicit
1 | Business model No match found. Proof of concept? 11 Concepts
Could use any other *best practice’ 111 Objectives
technique and then try integrate the 1111 Goals
implicit deliverables of them with the 11111 Purpose statement Explicit
implicit models of data modelling 11112 Benefits
11113 Vaues
11114 SWOT
1112 Measures Implicit
11121 Key performance indicators (KPIs) | Explicit
11122 Performance indicators
2 | Datamodel Conceptua data model 112 Knowledge - industry specific
No match found 113 Actions Implicit
1131 Systems Explicit
1132 Sub-systems Industry dependent
Technology | 3 | Datamodel Logica data model 1.2 Logic Implicit
Proof of logic? 121 Facts
1.2.11 Data Explicit
1212 Databases
No match found 1213 Projects
Pseudo code 122 Applications
4 | Implement Physical databases Explicit | 1.3 Physical — platform dependent Implicit
Proof of physical? 131 Database definitions Explicit
No match found Implicit | 1.3.2 Programs

Warnings:

1) Every deliverable isimplicit
2) Initial step was incorrect

3) Models are implicit

4) Theremaining steps are in anillogical and silo like (unintegrated) sequence

5) Costs exceed benefits



https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Data_modeling

Diagrammatic view
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According to my empirical research “Data modeling in software engineering is the process of creating a data model for an information system by applying
certain formal techniques” (see previous page for the link). It is “used to define and analyze data requirements needed to support the business processes within
the scope of corresponding information systems in organizations’. It was first introduced between 1960 and 1999, and included “the development of Database
Management Systems (DBMS) known as hierarchical, inverted list, network, and during the 1990s, object-oriented Database Management Systems” (see a
brief history).

The major problems with this approach are

1) Thereis no one source of explicit business requirements. Anyone can use any of the ineffective and inefficient approaches (some already mentioned above)

2) The so called ‘ conceptual datamodel’ isan oxymoron. It triesto integrate 2 disparate phases (the conceptual, which liesin the realm of ideas) with that of

logic (planning). The danger is that ideas are ‘fuzzy’, whilst logic cannot be

3) The development of the logical database depends on

3.1) Identifying the existence of every possible attribute (aspect, characteristic, construct quality, datum, distinction, element, fact, feature, form, hallmark,
idiosyncrasy, indicator, mark, peculiarity, property, quirk, sign, status symbol, sure sign, telltale sign, trademark, trait)

3.2) Removing all redundancies

3.3) Grouping these ‘ attributes’ logically to form a network of ‘entities' that somehow relate to one another through the use of implicit techniques such a
normalisation, semantic modelling or even object orientation techniques

Conclusion
Until the originators or experts in data modelling publishes explicit deliverables. Why bother with this ineffective and inefficient approach? Back


https://commons.wikimedia.org/w/index.php?curid=15894790
http://www.dataversity.net/brief-history-data-modeling/
http://www.dataversity.net/brief-history-data-modeling/

8. PEAF

Tabular view
Domain Step Focus PEAF deliverable | State Ripose Step | Focus State
Business |1 | Using Physical stuff ? Implicit | 1 Information Implicit
Enterprise context
3 | Roadmapping | Contextual Proof of concept? 11 Concepts
Conceptual
4 | Initiating
111 Objectives
1111 Goals
11111 Purpose statement Explicit
11112 Benefits
11113 Vaues
11114 SWOT
1112 Measures Implicit
11121 Key performance indicators (KPIs) Explicit
11122 Performance indicators
112 Knowledge - industry specific
2 | Strategising | Enterprise context 113 Actions Implicit
Contextual 1131 Systems Explicit
1132 Sub-systems Industry dependent
Technology | 4 | Initiating Logical Proof of logic? 12 Logic Implicit
5 | Elaborating
121 Facts
1211 Data Explicit
1212 Databases
1213 Projects
122 Applications
Physical Proof of physical? 13 Physical — platform dependent Implicit
6 | Construction 131 Database definitions Explicit
Operational
7 | Transitioning 132 Programs
Warnings:
1) Every deliverableisimplicit 4) Theremaining stepsarein anillogical and silo like (unintegrated) sequence
2) Initial step was incorrect 5) Costs exceed benefits

3) Modds areimplicit


http://www.pragmaticea.com/
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According to my empirical research PEAF is*avendor and consultancy independent, technology neutral, Enterprise Architecture Framework which allows
organisations to kick start or re-start an EA initiative and provides a comprehensive set of Products and Processes of everything required to hit the ground
running’”.

It was first introduced between 2003 and 2008 stating it will be “Cutting EA to the Bone and providing everything you need and nothing you don’t”.

Conclusion
Until the originators of PEAF publishes explicit deliverables: Why bother with this ineffective and inefficient approach? Back


http://www.pragmaticea.com/peaf-intro.asp

