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Paul Arthur Bodine’s speech to initial meeting of the Board of Directors of the 
Chicago School of Business Architecture Institute held on August 27, 2013. 

 
First, let me begin by thanking you all for coming, making time in your very busy schedules. 
 
We are gathered here this evening to pose the question, “Should a CEO have a Business 
Architect?”, and to provide our initial thoughts about the role the Institute can play in the 
debate and adoption of this premise.  
 
Business Architecture is a very abstract concept, and perhaps an abstract name for it as well, 
but, nonetheless, polling my students year after year asking for suggestions for a better name, 
none has arisen, so we seem to have grown accustomed to it. 
 
I have spent the better part of the last eleven years exploring a gap in the management lexicon 
that perhaps only a licensed building architect can see and appreciate. It is the missing concept 
of design, which connects strategy to execution.  
 
Now, I am known for the analogies I use to teach complex, abstract concepts in class, and I 
couldn’t let this opportunity go by without giving you one. Perhaps it isn’t a perfect analogy, but 
it should suffice to bring a few issues into view. 
 
Let’s think of a new CEO who wishes to have a new 14-storey headquarters building built for 
their company. 
 
Do they simply call a meeting of the concrete, steel, electrical, plumbing, fire protection, drywall, 
and all of the other subcontractors necessary to do the project, tell them they want a new 
headquarters and leave it to them to work it out, fighting for territory and budget? Not likely. 
 
You can imagine the results.  

 

 Each subcontractor would attend to represent their interests, lobbying to get more work 
for their company. The concrete subcontractor would push for a concrete-framed 
building even though steel might be a better choice and less expensive. If they win, they 
will force the rest of the subcontractors to modify their work to accommodate the 
concrete frame, increasing cost and time. 

 

 The subcontractors would lobby for solutions that are easiest for their team to produce 
rather than those that are in the best interests of the CEO’s company.  

 

 They would form alliances of mutual self-interest with other subcontractors, forming 
local optimizations whose solutions are often suboptimal and sometimes detrimental to 
the building as a whole.  
 



Page 2 of 5 
 

 There is no one in the room advocating on behalf of the users of the building or the 
customers of the company. And, if there is an advocate, their voice is often ignored or 
shouted down when it is in conflict with subcontractors’ self-interest. Sound volume does 
not correlate to correctness. 
 

 These unmanaged deliberations can often turn into ego matches, further compounding 
the challenge to good design.  
 

 Even if they do come to agreement, no one in the room is officially charged with 
recording the outcome and turning it into documented agreements with sufficient detail 
to ensure everyone is on the same page, in a coordinated fashion, and which properly 
reflects the scope of the work (which itself can also be viewed as a challenge to power 
and ego and politics). The subcontractors would prefer to return to their companies and 
selectively remember what had been agreed upon, interpreting it in their own way. 
 

 Then, when work gets underway and new information or issues arise that make it clear 
that previous decisions include wrong-thinking, it brings forward the specter of change, 
which can destabilize the negotiated outcome and send it all back into deliberation. At 
this point, staying-the-course and doing things wrong becomes politically expedient and 
a better solution than doing it right – can you believe it? We can only hope that our 
competitor is acting as dumbly as we are. 

 

 Now, let’s apply our own version of the popular Pareto 80/20 Rule. Let’s have each 
subcontractor choose on their own to throw out 20% of their work as unnecessary. This 
will allow them to complete their work sooner and at lower price, while avoiding work 
that is difficult to do or unpopular among their workers or just something they aren’t 
going to do for ego reasons. This is popular in our rapidly accelerating business economy 
in which potent competitors are constantly entering markets. For our example, let’s have 
the steel subcontractor disagree with the structural engineer’s calculations indicating 
the need for 22 columns, instead deciding upon fourteen.  
 
And, let’s put all of our subcontractors in competition with each other for the coveted 
CEO job, evaluating them on individual success rather than for their contribution to the 
whole, essentially creating a toxic anti-collaboration environment. To this, let’s add a 
little tit-for-tat, in that if one subcontractor helpfully points out an issue they noticed in 
some other area of the job, the subcontractor in that area will interpret it as an attack 
on their reputation and retaliate. Even if their counterclaim is false, reputations will be 
tainted and the participants will be further dissuaded from helping each other and 
working for the whole. 
 

 Let’s also promote individuals for their short-term successes, thus dissuading behaviors 
that attribute solely to long-term success.  
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Now we are ready. 
 
Do you think our building will ever be completed? Will it stand up? Would you enter this 
building? This is how changes to businesses are being managed today. 
 
One look at the final product will tell you which subcontractor was the best negotiator, best 
orator, or the person most politically connected. For example, if the plumbing risers run up the 
center of the building with the toilets ringing them, you can be sure it was the plumbing 
contractor. (Imagine our poor users and customers stepping out of the elevator and having to 
step around the toilets to get to the office!) The same would be true of the heating contractor or 
electrician. 
 
This clearly isn’t going to work.    So, let’s add some solutions that corporations are employing. 
 

 Let’s hand the project over to a project superintendent to implement but not have any of 
the subcontractors report to them. They could do it, but they have neither the advanced 
architectural design skillset necessary to inform a project of this complexity nor the 
authority to direct the work. Let’s measure their performance based on how quickly and 
inexpensively they execute the project, and make it clear that we frown upon change 
orders.  A good outcome is unlikely. 
 

 Now, instead, let’s imagine that we do employ an architect, but have them report to the 
plumbing subcontractor. Would the architect be likely to favor this trade at the expense 
of others, and especially at the expense of our users and customers? Would the other 
subcontractors be likely to shun the architect, withholding cooperation? What is the 
outcome likely to be? Probably a pretty poor building.  
 

Interesting? 
 
This is how a building would be built if we built buildings the way we run companies today. It is a 
formula for constantly compounded mediocrity, which is not the way we want to enter this new 
highly competitive digital, global age. And, it comes at a cost. 
 
The inefficiencies illustrated above translate into a monetary cost -- unrealized profits, lower 
returns for shareholders, and less money available for employee incentives – raises, benefits and 
bonuses. Additionally, there is a moral and ethical cost associated with creating a system in 
which employees are presented with real incentives to work against the best interests of the 
organization. And finally there is a social cost we all suffer as a result. If a building topples, 
people are hurt. If an organization topples, families are hurt, absorbing the trauma of workplace 
stress, job loss, education loss due to the inability to pay for college tuitions, and home loss due 
to the failure to make mortgage payments. It wastes natural resources unnecessarily due to 
inefficiencies, and it favors the cheapest immediate solution over sustainable policies.  
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Can it be solved? Yes, and the solution the building world has found to work well is the result of 
thousands of years of trial-and-error, a solution that enables us to define and coordinate the 
work of thousands of skilled workers employed by hundreds of subcontractors installing millions 
of building parts quickly, efficiently, reliably and cost-effectively to make something as cohesive 
and complex as the Sears Tower. Enter the Architect. 
 
The Architect works for the CEO to design the context in which employees work and customers 
interface – where they go, what they see and what they touch. They are the customer, user and 
employee advocate in the room. They track market trending, cultural diversity, and 
microeconomics. They provide a single design that integrates the activities of all of the skilled 
technicians working for the various subcontractors to create this very complex interdependent 
system designed to support both the short and long-term needs of the organization, updating 
the design on an ongoing basis as needs change. While the Architect operates above the 
subcontractor silos, their team is comprised of both trained business design professionals and 
skilled, knowledgeable representatives from each silo, who are known in the building industry as 
engineers – structural, electrical, etc. Architects select the major systems of the building based 
on the advice of their engineers, and work within a myriad of parameters --  budget, building 
codes, zoning ordinances, weather characteristics, and the personal preferences of their clients. 
And, they prepare the documentation that enables the subcontractors to understand their role 
within the project, work they are to do, the quality and selection of building products so they 
can prepare competent bids and time estimates. This would seem to address many of the 
challenges illustrated above. 
 
Now, in this conversation, if you exchange building for business, corporate department heads 
(marketing, sales, manufacturing, etc.) for subcontractors, project managers for project 
superintendents, and the representatives from each silo on the Business Architecture team for 
engineers, you have a fair representation of a business and the value an Architect reporting to 
the CEO can play within it.  
 
A business’s need for the architect function is much greater than a building’s because the 
components of the business are not physically visible, requiring more extensive documentation, 
and the business must be constantly changing to keep ahead of market trends.   
 
It will take some time to effect the transition to avoid shocking the system. Business-Side 
Business Architects will need to be trained, practices put in place, the corporate organizational 
model modified and an organized transition process put in place. Top companies would change 
first and quickly realize the benefits; laggards would no longer be competitive and quickly fade 
away. 
 
In our literature, we use the term “Business-Side Business Architect” to clearly differentiate the 
cross—organizational practitioner reporting to the CEO described above, from the IT Business 
Architect role forming within IT departments, a role we envision representing the interests of the 
IT department on the corporate business architecture team.  
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The role of the Chicago School of Business Architecture Institute in this process is to make the 
case for, and encourage, the adoption of the Business-Side Business Architect role, providing 
supporting documentation and responding to questions, enabling the marketplace to give it full 
debate.  
 
Thank you. 


