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The Ten Top Complaints Critics Fire at TOGAF® - 
are they true? PART 2
by Roger Evernden

In the first part of this two-part blog 
I looked at five of the most common 
complaints that critics fire at TOGAF – 
TOGAF is not Enterprise Architecture; 
TOGAF is not best practice; TOGAF 
is wordy, complicated and difficult 
to apply; TOGAF isn’t a framework; 
and TOGAF is too IT-centric.

In this second part I’m going to look 
at five more TOGAF protests to see 
whether they are true or false: 

1. TOGAF is never really used in practice. 
This is probably true of many manuals and 
methods. A document can only ever give 
you an outline of how to do something. 
Imagine reading a book or attending a 
four-day course on playing the piano 
– it won’t mean that you have instantly 
become a concert pianist. There is a huge 
difference between a description of how 
to do something and being able to do it 
competently and with experience. I would 
hope that if I have an operation in hospital 
that the doctor considers my personal 
circumstances and situation – rather than 
treat me as a standard, book-based case 
study. Without making this distinction, 
some critics argue that the value of TOGAF 
is largely “symbolic”, and that TOGAF has 
nothing to do with a successful EA practice1.
As I mentioned in the first part of this blog, 
it is so important to supplement TOGAF 
with a broader knowledge of Enterprise 
Architecture techniques and practice… you 
become a good enterprise architecture by 
constantly learning and growing. It takes 
time, and it is your experience that will help 
you understand how to adapt and modify 
TOGAF… in practice.
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1 |  http://www.bcs.org/content/conWebDoc/55547 
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2. TOGAF certification is too simplistic.  
This is a valid criticism about TOGAF. It 
is impossible to learn any professional 
discipline in four days and asking a series of 
multiple choice questions is not an effective 
way of helping a student to understand their 
strengths and weaknesses as an enterprise 
architect. TOGAF isn’t a good foundation for 
an EA career, but it is a reasonable starting 
point. TOGAF has become, for better or for 
worse, a de facto “standard”, with a huge 
number of certified “practitioners” around 
the globe. Unfortunately, this has given some 
people the impression that all you need to 
do to become an Enterprise Architect is to 
gain the TOGAF certification. Some have said 
that the phrase “TOGAF Certified Enterprise 
Architect” is a bit of a contradiction – it 
certifies you in TOGAF, but not in the broader 
subject of Enterprise Architecture. The key 
advice here is to think of TOGAF as part of 
your training, and constantly seek to learn 
more and more about the subject.

3. TOGAF dominates the EA world.  
In some ways this is true. The Open Group has 
done a remarkable job in promoting TOGAF 
and its certification, and there are now 76,579 
people certified (at the time of writing). There 
are more people trained in TOGAF than any 
other EA approach. TOGAF is the framework 
that is most “visible”, especially to people 
without an EA background. Unfortunately, 
this means that there is a general perception 
which gives a distorted impression of what 
enterprise architecture is, and what it is not. 
I’m not sure what can be done about this, as 
the TOGAF view of EA is so well established. 
The best I can suggest here is that students 
need to know that TOGAF is part of a bigger 
picture, and that other potential stakeholders 
also need a better understanding of what 
enterprise architecture and how it can help 
them.

4. TOGAF is not based on evidence  
or research.  
The TOGAF documentation includes a 
few references to sources of information, 
or links to additional resources. What it 
doesn’t give are detailed references to show 
that its recommendations are founded on 
research into, or evidence about, enterprise 
architecture practice. Instead, The Open 
Group state that TOGAF is based on inputs 
and contributions from members of The 
Open Group Architecture Forum – and 
these are the people that have developed 
successive versions of TOGAF. If you are 
looking for detailed academic references to 
prove the validity of TOGAF, then you are 
not going to find them. The best we can 
do is to trust the intent of the contributors 
and developers of TOGAF, and believe 
that they want to create something that is 
genuinely practical and useful…. Based on 
their experience. In other words, TOGAF is 
experience-based rather than academically 
proven.

5. TOGAF isn’t updated frequently enough. 
EA is a discipline that is still evolving and 
discovering itself. Ideally, we need a way to 
document the many faces of EA and update 
this information regularly. Maybe a better 
approach would be something more like 
Wikipedia than the current document-based 
form. The problem is exacerbated because 
The Open Group puts a lot of care and 
effort into the quality and consistency of 
the documentation (I didn’t say that it was 
always successful at achieving this). Making 
sure that the documentation is consistent 
and ensuring that all cross references and 
links are correct is a very time consuming 
and laborious task. But every time a small 
part of the TOGAF documentation changes 
there is the potential for significant fallout 
or repercussions across the rest of the 
documentation! Changing or updating 
or improving the TOGAF documentation 
is therefore a cumbersome process, and 
so updates are infrequent. Hopefully this 
process will be changed in the future, to 
produce something that is more dynamic and 
contemporary.
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I hope you have found these two blogs 
useful. I feel that we need to have a 
balanced view of the pros and cons of TOGAF 
if we want to make the best use of it, and if 
we want to improve on it.

Most enterprise architectures have evolved or 
emerged with very little guidance or direction 
from an architect. Some, through luck or good 
fortune, are well-formed and orderly; but 
most are chaotic, random, and haphazard; 
most architectures are one almighty and 
hugely complex mess. In these settings it is 
unsurprising that TOGAF, or EA in general, 
struggles to regain the upper hand and take 
control of an architecture and its evolution. [ ] 
It would be wrong to blame TOGAF - a better 
explanation would consider the complexity of 
architecting an enterprise, the crushing effect 
of organizational politics, and the competence 
of the architects and the EA team. When 
it considers these challenges, enterprise 
architecture can achieve amazing results.

Let’s accept TOGAF for what it is – in all its 
limitations and strengths. And at the same time, 
let’s work to improve it, and supplement it with 
ideas and EA practice from other sources!


