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Abstract
Target architecture is widely used to describe a desired future state, yet many enterprise initiatives treat it as a 
static collection of diagrams rather than as a governed mechanism for strategic transition. This paper develops a 
capability-driven Target Architecture Realization Framework (TARF) that connects business outcomes, baseline 
evidence,  capability  gaps,  integrated  target-state  design,  transition  architectures,  investment  roadmaps,  and 
benefits  governance.  The  framework  extends  the  author's  original  practitioner  formulation  by  integrating 
enterprise  architecture  standards,  architecture-description  principles,  roadmapping  research,  architecture 
evaluation  methods,  and  benefit-realization  literature.  TARF  distinguishes  baseline,  target,  and  transition 
architectures; defines the minimum artifacts and ownership model required for each; and introduces a Target 
Architecture Quality Index for assessing strategic alignment, completeness, feasibility, governability, adaptability, 
and value traceability. An illustrative enterprise service-platform scenario demonstrates how the framework can 
convert broad transformation goals into sequenced architectural increments with measurable decision gates. The 
paper argues that target architecture creates value only when it is maintained as a living decision system that 
links strategic intent to funded change, delivery conformance, operational evidence, and realized outcomes. The 
resulting  approach  supports  more  transparent  investment  decisions,  stronger  interoperability,  reduced 
transformation risk, and continuous adaptation under changing business and technology conditions.

Keywords: target architecture; enterprise architecture; transition architecture; capability mapping; architecture 
roadmap; benefits realization; digital transformation; architecture governance; interoperability; investment 
decision-making

1. Introduction
Organizations rarely transform through a single technology decision. They move through coordinated changes to 
business  capabilities,  operating  models,  processes,  data,  applications,  platforms,  controls,  and  workforce 
practices. A target architecture provides the future-state blueprint  that  aligns these elements with a strategic 
objective. The author's original article described target architecture as a conceptual framework and roadmap for 
aligning  business  objectives  with  information  technology,  emphasizing  the  need  to  consider  processes, 
applications, user groups, logical business entities, risks, controls, costs, and key performance indicators [1].

This practitioner view is consistent with established enterprise architecture methods. The TOGAF Architecture 
Development  Method  explicitly  distinguishes  baseline  and  target  architectures  and  uses  gap  analysis  and 
roadmapping  to  organize  transition  [2].  ISO/IEC/IEEE 42010:2022  emphasizes  that  architecture  descriptions 
should represent stakeholder concerns through appropriate viewpoints and maintain explicit relationships among 
architecture concepts [3].  Enterprise architecture research similarly  characterizes the discipline as defining a 
desirable operating platform and a roadmap from the current state to the future vision [4]-[6].

However,  target  architecture  initiatives  frequently  fail  to  influence  execution.  Future-state  diagrams  may  be 
disconnected from investment governance, transition dependencies, product roadmaps, operational constraints, 
or  benefit  measurement.  The  result  is  architecture  that  is  conceptually  attractive  but  financially  unfunded, 
operationally infeasible, difficult to govern, or rapidly outdated. This paper addresses that implementation gap by 
treating target architecture as a strategic transition mechanism rather than a documentation endpoint.

1.1 Research Questions
 RQ1: What integrated components are required to make a target architecture actionable across business, 

information, application, technology, security, and operating-model domains?
 RQ2: How should baseline evidence, capability gaps, target-state views, transition architectures, and investment 

roadmaps be connected?
 RQ3: How can organizations evaluate the quality, feasibility, governance readiness, and realized value of a target 

architecture?

1.2 Contributions
The paper makes four contributions. First, it formalizes a six-stage Target Architecture Realization Framework.  
Second, it differentiates baseline, target, and transition architectures and specifies their decision roles. Third, it  
proposes a quality index and benefits-gated evaluation approach. Fourth, it illustrates how target architecture can 
support investment sequencing and transformation governance in a complex enterprise environment.
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2. Conceptual Foundations and Related Work

2.1 Architecture as a Description of Stakeholder Concerns
Architecture is not merely a technical diagram. ISO/IEC/IEEE 42010:2022 separates the architecture of an entity  
from the architecture description used to express it  and specifies that viewpoints should address stakeholder 
concerns [3]. This distinction is important because the target state must be interpretable by executives, process  
owners, product leaders, data owners, security teams, engineers, operators, and finance stakeholders. A single 
all-purpose diagram cannot satisfy these distinct concerns.

The implication is that a target architecture should be expressed as a coordinated set of views tied to shared 
concepts,  principles,  decisions,  and  traceability  relationships.  The  target  state  is  therefore  an  architectural  
knowledge system rather than a single model.

2.2 Baseline, Target, and Transition Architectures
TOGAF uses baseline and target architectures as inputs to gap analysis and architecture roadmapping [2]. The 
baseline captures the current environment and its constraints; the target describes the intended future state; and 
transition architectures represent meaningful intermediate states required because most enterprises cannot move 
directly  from  the  current  environment  to  the  target  in  a  single  release.  Roadmapping  research  further 
demonstrates that projects, dependencies, timing, and architecture states must be represented together to guide 
managed evolution [7], [8].

Architecture state Primary role Core question Representative evidence

Baseline architecture Evidence of the current state
What exists, how it performs, 
who owns it, and what 
constrains change

Inventory, process evidence, 
costs, risks, dependencies, KPIs

Target architecture
Definition of the desired future 
state

What capabilities and 
architecture are needed to 
achieve strategic outcomes

Principles, future-state views, 
standards, target KPIs, decision 
rationale

Transition architecture Governed intermediate state
What stable and valuable state 
can be reached before the final 
target

Migration scope, dependencies, 
coexistence model, exit criteria, 
benefit gate

Table 1. Distinction among baseline, target, and transition architectures.

2.3 Enterprise Architecture and Organizational Benefits
Enterprise architecture does not generate organizational benefit simply because models exist. Empirical studies 
show  that  value  emerges  through  service  capabilities,  shared  understanding,  improved  decision  quality, 
transformation governance, and organizational capabilities that use architecture products [6], [9]-[11]. This finding 
suggests that  target  architecture quality  must  be evaluated not  only  by  structural  completeness but  also by 
whether it changes investment decisions, coordinates execution, and enables measurable outcomes.

2.4 Architecture Evaluation and Trade-Offs
Target-state  decisions  involve  trade-offs  among  cost,  time,  security,  interoperability,  resilience,  performance, 
adaptability, and organizational readiness. The Architecture Tradeoff Analysis Method demonstrates the value of  
scenario-based evaluation for identifying risks, sensitivity points, and trade-offs before implementation [12]. Target 
architecture therefore needs explicit quality scenarios and decision rationale, rather than relying on generalized 
principles such as “cloud first” or “API first” without contextual evaluation.

3. Research Method
This study follows a conceptual design-science approach. The starting problem was derived from the author's 
practitioner  article  and  recurring  enterprise  architecture  challenges:  fragmented  future-state  models,  weak 
connection  to  roadmaps,  insufficient  ownership,  and  limited  benefit  measurement  [1].  Requirements  were 
synthesized  from architecture  standards,  enterprise  architecture  benefit  research,  roadmapping  studies,  and 
architecture evaluation methods [2]-[12]. The resulting artifact is the Target Architecture Realization Framework, 
accompanied by an evaluation index, governance structure, and illustrative application scenario.



TARGET ARCHITECTURE AS A STRATEGIC TRANSITION MECHANISM

Bhagyeshkumar Chokhawala  |  Conceptual Research Paper  |  2026

The framework is not presented as an empirically validated universal  method. It  is a theory-informed design  
artifact  intended  for  subsequent  case-study,  survey,  and  longitudinal  evaluation.  The  illustrative  quantitative 
values  in  Section  7  are  hypothetical  and  demonstrate  application  logic  rather  than  observed  organizational 
performance.

4. Target Architecture Realization Framework

Figure 1. Target Architecture Realization Framework (TARF).

4.1 Stage 1 - Strategic Outcome Framing
The framework  begins  with  a  bounded transformation  intent.  Strategic  statements  should  be  translated  into 
measurable outcomes, such as reduced service cost, faster product introduction, improved reliability, increased 
revenue, enhanced customer trust, or regulatory compliance. Outcome framing defines the scope, time horizon, 
non-negotiable  constraints,  investment  assumptions,  and  architecture  principles.  Without  this  framing,  target 
architecture becomes an unconstrained ideal state.

4.2 Stage 2 - Baseline Evidence
The baseline is an evidence model, not an exhaustive documentation exercise. It should capture only the current-
state  information  necessary  to  make  future-state  decisions:  capability  performance,  process  bottlenecks, 
application  and  data  dependencies,  technology  lifecycle,  operational  incidents,  security  exposure,  regulatory 
obligations,  cost  structure,  organizational  ownership,  and  existing  transformation  commitments.  Automated 
discovery,  process  mining,  observability  data,  portfolio  records,  and  stakeholder  interviews  can  reduce 
dependence on manually maintained inventories.

4.3 Stage 3 - Gap and Dependency Analysis
Gap analysis compares required outcomes and target  capabilities with the baseline.  A useful  gap statement 
identifies the affected capability, business consequence, root cause, dependency, risk, and measurable closure 
criterion. Gaps should be classified as capability,  process, data, application, integration, technology, security,  
operating-model, or governance gaps. Dependency analysis prevents local optimization by showing which shared 
platforms, data products, policies, and organizational decisions must precede downstream change.

4.4 Stage 4 - Integrated Target-State Architecture
The target state should be vertically traceable from strategic outcomes to operational implementation. Figure 2 
presents an integrated view that connects strategy, business capabilities, processes, information, applications, 
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integration, and technology while treating security, risk, governance, standards, metrics, and ownership as cross-
cutting concerns.

Figure 2. Integrated target architecture view and cross-cutting concerns.

This layered structure avoids a common failure mode in which the future application landscape is  designed 
without clarifying the future operating model, information ownership, process accountability, or business value. 
Conversely, it prevents strategy artifacts from remaining too abstract to guide platform and engineering decisions.

4.5 Stage 5 - Transition Architectures and Roadmap
A  roadmap  is  not  simply  a  list  of  projects.  It  is  a  sequence  of  architecture  states,  investment  decisions, 
dependencies,  and  benefit  hypotheses.  Each  transition  architecture  should  be  operationally  viable,  reduce 
specific risks or constraints, and create reusable foundations for subsequent change. Initiatives that do not move 
the enterprise toward an agreed transition or target state should be challenged or explicitly treated as exceptions.
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Figure 3. Transition architectures, initiative sequencing, and benefit gates.

4.6 Stage 6 - Benefits Governance and Adaptation
Target  architecture  must  remain  connected  to  delivery  and  operations.  Architecture  conformance,  quality 
scenarios,  benefit  indicators,  operational  telemetry,  technology  changes,  and  strategic  changes  should  be 
reviewed at defined gates. When assumptions change, the architecture should be adapted rather than defended 
as  a  fixed  plan.  This  closed-loop  approach  transforms  target  architecture  from a  periodic  document  into  a 
continuously governed decision system.

5. Minimum Architecture Artifacts and Ownership
Artifact Decision purpose Primary accountability

Outcome and principle map
Links strategy to architecture outcomes and 
constraints

Executive sponsor / Chief architect

Capability heatmap
Shows performance, maturity, strategic 
importance, and investment need

Business capability owners

Baseline evidence model
Captures relevant current-state facts, costs, 
risks, and dependencies

Domain architects / platform owners

Target operating model
Defines future roles, decision rights, 
process accountability, and sourcing

Business and operating-model leaders

Information and data model
Defines core entities, ownership, semantics, 
lineage, quality, and privacy

Data owners / data architecture

Application and service model
Defines product, platform, API, event, and 
integration boundaries

Product and solution architecture

Technology and operations model
Defines runtime, resilience, observability, 
support, and lifecycle standards

Platform and operations leaders

Security and risk model
Maps threat scenarios, controls, trust 
boundaries, and compliance obligations

Security and risk owners

Transition roadmap
Sequences architecture states, initiatives, 
dependencies, costs, and benefit gates

Portfolio governance / enterprise 
architecture

Decision and exception log
Preserves rationale, trade-offs, approvals, 
expiry dates, and remediation

Architecture governance board
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Table 2. Minimum artifact set and representative ownership.

Ownership should be federated. Enterprise architecture establishes the integrated model, principles, and cross-
domain guardrails, while business, data, product, platform, security, and operations leaders remain accountable 
for the content and realization of their  domains. Centralized architecture without domain ownership produces 
documentation bottlenecks; decentralized architecture without integration produces incompatible target states.

6. Target Architecture Quality and Investment Evaluation

6.1 Target Architecture Quality Index
A Target Architecture Quality Index (TAQI) can support transparent review. The index is defined as a weighted 
sum of six dimensions:

TAQI = w₁S + w₂C + w₃F + w₄G + w₅A + w₆V,     Σwᵢ = 1

where S is strategic alignment, C is architectural completeness and consistency, F is feasibility, G is governance 
readiness,  A is  adaptability,  and V is  value traceability.  Scores can be assigned on a five-point  scale using 
documented evidence. Weighting should reflect the transformation context; for example, a regulated migration 
may  assign  more  weight  to  governance  and  feasibility,  while  a  market-growth  initiative  may  emphasize 
adaptability and value traceability.

Dimension Evaluation question Indicative evidence

Strategic alignment
Traceability from outcomes to capabilities 
and architecture decisions

Outcome map, principles, sponsor approval

Completeness and consistency
Coverage of relevant views and coherence 
across domains

Cross-view model, dependency checks, 
semantic consistency

Feasibility
Technical, financial, operational, and 
organizational achievability

Cost ranges, skills, migration constraints, 
quality scenarios

Governance readiness
Clear ownership, standards, decision rights, 
and exception process

RACI, controls, governance cadence, 
decision log

Adaptability
Ability to evolve under uncertainty without 
excessive rework

Modularity, option points, transition states, 
scenario analysis

Value traceability
Connection from investment to measurable 
outcome and benefit owner

Benefits map, KPIs, baseline, target, 
measurement plan

Table 3. Target Architecture Quality Index dimensions.

6.2 Initiative Prioritization
Initiatives should be evaluated on both standalone value and architectural contribution. A project with attractive 
local return may increase enterprise complexity or delay a critical platform dependency. A practical portfolio score 
can combine expected business benefit, risk reduction, dependency enablement, architecture contribution, cost, 
delivery risk, and time to value. The score should inform, not replace, governance judgment because estimates 
are uncertain and interdependent.

6.3 Benefits-Gated Governance
Each roadmap gate should assess four conditions: architecture conformance, operational readiness, risk closure, 
and benefit evidence. Funding for subsequent increments can be conditioned on whether the prior transition state 
achieved its exit criteria. This approach reduces the risk of continuing a large transformation based only on sunk 
cost or milestone completion.

7. Illustrative Enterprise Application
Consider a diversified service enterprise with fragmented customer channels, duplicated product logic, point-to-
point integrations, inconsistent customer data, and aging infrastructure. Leadership seeks to reduce service cost, 
improve reliability, accelerate product changes, and support partner distribution. The scenario is illustrative; the 
values below are hypothetical.
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7.1 Baseline and Target

Measure Baseline Target
Primary architecture 
response

Customer onboarding cycle time 12 days 2 days
Process redesign, reusable 
identity and eligibility services

Change lead time 10 weeks 2 weeks
Product-aligned teams, APIs, 
automated delivery controls

Critical service availability 99.3% 99.95%
Resilient platform, observability, 
dependency reduction

Duplicate customer records 8.0% <1.5%
Authoritative data ownership, 
matching and quality controls

Point-to-point interfaces 145 <35
API/event platform and domain 
integration standards

Manual exception rate 18% <5%
Policy automation, decision 
services, process telemetry

Table 4. Illustrative baseline, target outcomes, and architecture responses.

7.2 Transition Sequence
 Transition A1 - Stabilize: establish ownership, observability, interface inventory, critical-risk remediation, and 

architecture standards.
 Transition A2 - Decouple: introduce canonical customer data, an API and event platform, and modular domain 

services while operating with controlled coexistence.
 Transition A3 - Transform: redesign end-to-end journeys, migrate products, retire redundant applications, and 

introduce automated controls and benefit telemetry.
 Target AT - Optimize: continuously improve capability performance through product funding, platform reuse, 

analytics, and ecosystem integration.

7.3 Illustrative Evaluation
TAQI dimension Score / 5 Illustrative interpretation

Strategic alignment 4.6
Strong linkage to cost, reliability, growth, 
and time-to-market outcomes

Completeness and consistency 4.1
Integrated views defined; detailed data 
migration rules still incomplete

Feasibility 3.7
Technically feasible; constrained by skills 
and coexistence complexity

Governance readiness 3.5
Ownership identified; benefit governance 
and exception expiry require strengthening

Adaptability 4.2
Transition states and modular platform 
strategy preserve options

Value traceability 4.0
KPIs and benefit owners defined; 
measurement automation partially available

Table 5. Illustrative Target Architecture Quality Index assessment.

Using equal weights, the illustrative TAQI is 4.02 out of 5. The score indicates a strong target direction with 
material  execution  risks  in  governance  readiness  and  migration  feasibility.  The  architecture  board  should 
therefore  approve  the  strategic  direction  while  requiring  specific  remediation  actions  before  full  portfolio 
commitment.

8. Discussion

8.1 Target Architecture as a Boundary Object
Target  architecture  creates  value  partly  by  acting  as  a  boundary  object:  a  shared  but  viewpoint-specific 
representation through which diverse stakeholders coordinate. Executives see outcomes and investment choices; 
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business owners see capabilities and operating-model changes; engineers see service boundaries and platform 
standards; risk teams see controls and dependencies. The integrated model prevents these perspectives from 
becoming separate transformation programs.

8.2 From Documentation Governance to Decision Governance
Traditional architecture governance often focuses on whether a solution conforms to standards. TARF expands 
governance  to  ask  whether  investments  move  the  enterprise  toward  an  agreed  transition  state,  whether 
architecture assumptions remain valid, whether exceptions have an explicit expiry path, and whether benefits are 
realized. This shifts the architecture function from document review to decision stewardship.

8.3 Interoperability and Reuse
Interoperability is a first-class target-state property. It  requires more than interface technology; it  depends on 
shared semantics, identity, policy, event definitions, lifecycle expectations, and organizational ownership. Target 
architectures that emphasize reuse without clarifying these dimensions often create nominally shared platforms 
that teams bypass or extend inconsistently.

8.4 Architecture under Uncertainty
Long-range  target  states  face  uncertainty  in  market  conditions,  regulation,  technology,  sourcing,  and 
organizational priorities.  A robust target architecture should therefore define stable principles and capabilities 
while preserving options at implementation boundaries. Transition architectures, scenario analysis, modularity, 
and benefit gates allow the organization to adapt without abandoning strategic coherence.

9. Propositions for Empirical Evaluation
 P1: Target architectures with explicit outcome-to-capability-to-investment traceability will produce higher perceived 

decision quality than target architectures focused primarily on technology views.
 P2: The use of operationally viable transition architectures will reduce migration disruption and exception growth 

compared with direct baseline-to-target roadmaps.
 P3: Federated ownership combined with integrated architecture governance will improve model currency and 

implementation conformance relative to centralized documentation ownership.
 P4: Benefits-gated architecture governance will improve realized business outcomes by terminating, redirecting, or 

resequencing initiatives when evidence contradicts original assumptions.
 P5: Higher TAQI scores will be positively associated with roadmap stability, stakeholder alignment, and benefit 

realization, subject to organizational execution capability.

10. Limitations and Future Research
The framework is conceptual and has not yet been validated across multiple organizations. The illustrative scoring 
model depends on subjective assessment and should be calibrated through expert panels and case evidence. 
Industry context may alter the relative importance of regulatory constraints, ecosystem dependencies, product 
autonomy, and technology lifecycle. Future research should test the framework through longitudinal case studies,  
develop validated TAQI measurement  items,  compare roadmap outcomes across architecture practices,  and 
investigate the use of process mining, knowledge graphs, and AI-assisted impact analysis for maintaining target-
state evidence.

11. Conclusion
A target architecture should describe not only where an enterprise intends to go but how strategic intent will be  
converted into governed, feasible, measurable change. The Target Architecture Realization Framework connects 
outcome  framing,  baseline  evidence,  capability  gaps,  integrated  future-state  design,  transition  architectures, 
roadmaps, and benefits governance. This closed-loop view addresses the gap between architecture vision and 
transformation execution. By maintaining explicit traceability, ownership, quality scenarios, transition gates, and 
performance evidence, organizations can use target architecture to improve investment decisions, coordinate 
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transformation, manage interoperability, reduce risk, and adapt to uncertainty. The essential shift is from treating 
target architecture as a static blueprint to operating it as a living strategic decision system.
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