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Europeans and Americans have often “talked past” 
each other about aspects of organizational life. 

One such aspect is user involvement 

The methodologies of Participatory 

Design (PD) and Joint Application 
Design (JAD) have established 
themselves in Scandinavia and North 
America as influential thrusts in 
software development, yet there is 
virtually no cross-fertilization. PD and 
JAD are simultaneously similar, 
complementary, and contradictory. 
Consequently, a careful analysis and 
comparison would benefit those who 
teach and work in information systems 
development. 

Klein and Hirschheim [19] refer to 
such differences as Znfomation SYA- 
lem methodolo&zl /pluralism. Plural- 
ism offers the double-edged sword of 
offering choices, hut leaving rhepmc- 
tic&g designer/systems analyst in a 
state of confusion. Like Klein and 
Hirschheim, we do not believe there 
is one correct methodology. We prrs- 
cm this discussion and comparison of 
PD and JAD (which borne have classi- 

tied, erroneously, as “polarized 
views”) in order to help researchers 
with cross-fertilization and to help 
practitioners understand their 
choices. 

JAD and PD are well-known meth- 
odologies for operationaliring tar 
involvement and user partic+ion. 
Both JAD and PD focus on facilitated 

interactions between users and de- 
signers wherein dynamic group tech- 
niques are employed for eliciting and 
refining ideas. They differ in points 
of uxr participation, participant 
identity, participant selection, techni- 
cal staff and facilitator participation, 
team orientation, structure, and de- 
velopment speed. They also differ in 
their goals-JAI) is intended to ac- 

celerate the design of information 
systems and promote comprehen- 
sive, high-quality results, while PD 

in systems development. 

seeks to accentuate the social context 

of the workplace and promote work- 
ers’ control over their work and their 
lives. 

user Involvement 
The lntor”latio” Syarenrs (IS) LO*“- 
munity subscribes to the notion that 
the success of a system is propor- 
tional to the degree to which the 
“users” uf that system are “involved” 

in its design and development. This 
is seen as axiomatic in the IS commu- 
nity and has become one of the six 
myths that systems developers use as 
a guide to design [15]. There is little 
empirical proof of this truism [ 161, 

but the notion of uxr involvement 
intrigues IS researchers, since it ad- 
dresses a confluence of complex so- 
cial factors [2]. 

_ 
An unamh,guous defmmon ot 

“use? is impossible. The North 
American reader understands “user” 

to mean any non-IS/nontechnical 
individual in the organization who is 

affected by the system-this includes 
managers. The Scandinavian reader 
understands “user” to mean any op- 
erational worker who is affected by 
the system-this does rust include 
managers. We shall return to this dis- 
tinction later. 

The primary difference between 

various user involvement methodol- 
ogies and techniques lies in the de- 
gree to which the users participate in 
(and therefore influence and are sat- 
isfied with) the emerging system de- 
sign. This range of variation is well 
illustrated by Mumford [23], who 
delineates a continuum of involve- 
ment covering three main styles: 

l Coxwltative design leaves decision- 
making power to the IS staff. Users 

are simply sources uf inlurmariorr 
with little to no influence or control. 
This is descriptive of the one-on-one 
interviewing approaches still in com- 
mon USC, in which users are involved 
at discrete points in the System De- 

velopment Life Cycle (SDLC) via 
sign-oft meetings, managerial re- 
views, sreering committees, and user 
liaisons. 

l Rep~cmtatzvu deep involves se- 
lected user representatives in the ac- 

tual design formulation and decision 
making. JAD falls into this category. 

l Comensuzu d&n assigns responsi- 
bility for the system development 
process to the users. The uxrs are 
continually involved throughout the 
design process. We place PD in this 
category (with some qualitication: tar 
PD ‘compromise’ is more descriptive 

than ‘consensus,’ but the thrust of 
this category is appropriate). 

This continuum is illustrated in 
Figure 1. Note that these three ap- 
proaches are differentiated with re- 
spect to the relative engagement and 
influence of users. As such, there is 
no strict mapping between these 

three categories and other well- 
known design and development 
methodologies (so&-technical de- 
sign, soft systems methodology, criti- 
cal systems thinking, and separately, 
prototyping). 

This article focuses on the practi- 

cal implementation of the methodol- 
ogies in question-hence our interest 

is in how to operationalize the ab- 
stract notion of user involvement, 
that is, which methods and tech- 
niques to use to get the users in- 
volved. Thus. our focus is on the 


















