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ABSTRACT

iderable prescriptive literature exists which advocates
development
alternative mechanisms by which such

information
involvement

of systems a

can Dbe

user
nd suggests
incr=aased.

However, formal empirical studies investigating user involvement are
few in number, £fragmented, and generzlly methodologically £flawed.
Furthermore, they do not provide the strcecng support for user
involvement that the prescriptive literature weould l=ad one to expect.
This paper critically examines past studies of user involvement,
focusing on methodological and measurement issuss. The rslationships
betwean user involvement and system guality, systsm usage, information
satisfaction, a&nd user ttitudes are considersd. Suggsastions for
future research are discusssad.
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rescription for system
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members of thes target user group. Proponents of user involvement
maintazin that it will increase system guality, decrease resistance to
change, and increass ussy commitment o new systems [44].
The purpose of this paper is to critically evaluate user
inveolvement in information system development. ZEZmpirical rssearch to
date on user involvement and its relationship to user attitudes,
system usage, and other measures of system gquality is reviewed.
Special attention is paid to the charactaristics of measurement
methods utilized in thesz studiss, 3asad con the rsssarch, concluslons
are drawn about current understanding of wusesr involvement in the
develorment process. Implications <for future researcnh on user
involwvemsnt are discussed.
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Page 2
A DESCRIFTIVE MCDEL OF USZR INVOLVEMEMNT
User involvement has been hypothesized to be rzlatsd to systam
quality, system usage, and user attitudes. The relationships betwesn
these four variable types 1is complex. Severzl models have Dbeen
prorosed (5,18,41,45,53,71,76,83] that describe relationships among
two or more of these variable groups. Figure 1 pressnts an amalwam of
hese models. According to Figure 1, it 1s predictad that usar
involvement will positively influence syscem guality, that bDota syscem
quality and user attitudes influenced by involvemsnt will result in
increased system utilization, and that each of thess three variable
classes will influence =subseguent involvement. In the next sesction
these variables are defined and the methods commonly used +to measurs
them ares discussed.
PLACE TIGURE 1 HERE
VARIABLES AND THEIR MEASUREMENT
User Involvemsent
Users can become "involved" in the system cdevelopment process
through a variety of mechanisms. A user may be a member of the
project team respeonsible for designing the system
f29,35,39,44,57,60,54,75,827. User <fasedback may be slicited through
guestionnaires [2,4<,54]. & user or informaticn system staff persen
may be appcinz2d to act as 3 "liaison" between the two groups [(44,E3].
"Evolutionary” systam design strategiss have been suggested as a means
Center for Digital Economy Research
Stermn School of Business
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Dzga 3
to elicit early user feaedback in develooment oI relatively
unstructured systems [2,4,6,42]. Cngoing involvement Dby exscutive

management 1in planning and evaluation of the total information system

resource may be elicited through steering committses [39,44] and

chargeback systems [12,57].

Characteristics of the system designers, the nature of the

problem, and the organizaticnal context of the nsw system have been

hypothesized to influence the success of user involvement
[7,8,75,25,35,49,57] . Tarms with meaningé similar to "involvament"
have been used. "Participation" [34,44,87], "a priori involvement"
[76], T"participative systems desgign' f24], and "influences" [18,67]
have been considered. Of thes2, only the construct "influsnce"
differs conceptually from involvement. "Influence" has bessn propcsed
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sucn as independsant rankings by outside observers. In two studies

8,34] user involvement has besn manipulatad sxperimentallv.
£ i 3

Table 1 contains a summary of measures of user involvement

emploved in research to date, includin the tarm uss for the

PLACE TABLE 1 HERE

As indicated in Table 71, most studies of wuser involvemsnt zrely
cnly on self-report measures; usually the measures are taken after

the system has been davelopsd. Two studiss had both the usa2r and the
information systems manager rate the general level of user involvement

[59,78]. When there was substantial disagreement Detwesn &the Tw

ratings in ({78], the researchsrs wutilized tha inform
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managers' responses, reasoning that "the EDP staff was in a bestter
position to make an expert judgment since a ussr might be biased by
his personal exrerience with a specific project." Wnile Xling [35] has

1

hesized that information systems managers will overrsport ussr

rt

Ioy

Ypo

involvement, Olson and Ivas [32] found that information systams

=1 - = . 1 T e Fe iy ot R B | oy =k oy
managers ratings of user iavolyement ware gsnerzlly lower than user
ratings.
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Existing measurses of ussrx involvement gsnesrally do not
differentiate Dbetween +types of involvement (e.g., membership on or
leadership of a project tesam, formal approval o¢f project phase
completions, formal liaison with the information svstems group, etc.).

Some studies [76,78] have ccnsiders
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development 1life cycle, but rarely have studies referred to specific
behaviorally anchorad activitiss. Moreover, few attempts have Dbean

made to diffsrentizte between symbolic and substantive involvement.

No examples were Zound wnsrs us2r involvement was obsarvad o

measured over time in a longitudinal field study.

Generally, user involvement has been weaklvy operaticnalized.
Heavy reliancz on perceptual self-report measurss casts suspicion on
study results. Scale relizbility and wvalidity have been almost
universally ignored. Furthermore, selfi-report measures of invelvement

appear frequsently on the same guestionnalire 45 @me2asuras oIl olher

method *~ variance Irom variance attribuczbls +to +the wvariablss of

interest [10]!. (The problam of common method variance is discusssd in

a later saction of this paper.) Finally, the ex post facto measursment
strategies commonly employed encourage "halo" effects. Users'

perceptions of systam gquality after the system is instzlled will

affact their recollactions of how much they personally contributsd to
i 3 =, = - v - - d= g om aD = e - - - —_
achieving it. (Por iastance, a usar who is satisfisd wich a swstam
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Ultimatsly, the ective o computar-based systenm improved

decision making rperformance, leading to improved organizational

effectiveness. The implementation of a ccmputsr-based system Iis
usually Justifiad on the basis of a favorsble cost/benaiit tradeoif.
Unfortuinately, it is often impossibls to assess the Senefits derived
rom a systam whose objective 4is te improve dacisicn-making
seefremanes s Bt $ReYE £his dorsy i3 Egesrmiscyls, Lx Is moh ussslly
recorded and is, therefors, unavailable for research purposes [18].
Empirical studies therefore employ surrogate measures of systen
henefits. In Figure 1, such measures are collectively referrad to
under the term "svsitem quality". The other three classes of variables
-- systsm usage, user attitudes, and user information satisfaction --
all can be considered surrogates of system quality to the extent that

they predict the succes

(i.e. improved user performance). IZach of these classes of variables
is discussed separately.

Table 2 presents thiriteen measurss of system quality emplcoyed in
research to date. Each entry includes the lakel given to the wvariadle
by the researcher, the method of measursment employed and whether or
not the measure is self-report.

PLACE TABLE 2 HERE

Two studies collect actual performance data; ong comsarss
performance scatistics between wusars and non-users [45], while the
other measuress decision maker performances on a simulatsd activity in a
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laboratory setting [16]. Generally, however, researchars nave settled
for indirect perceptual measures of system gquality. Gallagher [22]
asked wusers to assign a dollar wvalue to rsports received from an
information system. He found that respondents had difficulty
providing estimates. King andéd Rodriguez [34] had busi;ess professors
rank student decision making performance. ILucas [43] and Vanlommel
and Cebrabander [78] emploved ratings of system gquality by the
information systems staff. Boland [8] emplcoyed experts to rank the
gquality of ideas generated in a design interview. Edstrom [18] asxsd
each of four proiesct participants to rate the perceived success of the

sSystem.

Svstem Usage

Although the 2conomic implications of an information system are

rarely measurable, it 1s often possible to evaluate behavioral

consaguences of svstem implementation. When system usage is
voluntary, it can serxve as a behavioral indicator of system

implementation. Table 3 contains a summary oI system usage measurss

employed in research to dats.

PLACE TABLE 3 HERE

fh

ies eaxamining systam usage have ZIZccused on all

Several stu

computer-based systems available +to & user rather than a

system, but most measures of usage focus on a particular system.
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Measures may be objective and provide ratic scalas
[34,47,66,71,76,79], dichotomous catsgories of use or non-use
[2,5,40,862], or subjective estimates by the user [21,43,53,71,72].

Objective measures generally emplcy some
J = p plcy

form of automatad system

monitoring. Although many studies relying on subjective estimatss
employ single—item measures, some multiple-item scales have beaen
emploved [43,45,352]. Several studies rely on indirect estimates by
others [51,806,72].

emploved perceptual, self-rsport measurss. Because percesptual,
self-report measures can Dbe misleading, an objective measure s
vreferable, particularly when selfi-report instruments z2re used to
measure other variablas of interest. Lucas [47] has shown £l

[65] has demonstrated a

benaviorzal

applications, frecuently

gueries and
If self-report measures

taken

measures of other variables of

at a different +time

usage. The current proliferation of online
accompanied by automatic lcgging of user

ective cdat=za.

fermit usage measures bassd on ob

L.

of system usags are nacsessary, thev should

and in a different context than self-report

interest.
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User Rttitudes

Several researchers have suggested that wuser attitudes will
influence information system usage [45,71,76], user involvement [B3],
or MIS success [51,83]. User attitudes have in turn been hypothesized

to be influenced by user invelvement [45,76].

The concept of attitudes is an old one. In 1935 Allport stressed

=
!

-

the importance of attitudes to the social psychologist [77].
Attitudes were criginally viewed as a predisposition of an individual
to act in <certain ways given certain stimuli. More recently,
at?itudes are seen to carry an evaluative component. Individuals are

expectad +to behave in a favorable or unfavorable manner given csrtain

stimuli [61].

Attitudes are generally expected to be consistent predictors of
behavior. However, the existence of the link between attitudes and
behaviecer has been widely debated. Many studiss have £failed to show
significant relationships between attitudes and relevant behaviors,
and as a result the usefulness of attitudes as predictors has been
questioned. Ajzen and Fishbein [1] have shad considerable light on
this ccmplex subject. They demonstrate that an attitude will
significantly predict behavior only if the entity considered in the

attitude measure corresponds appropriately to the entity examined Db

]

the Dbehavioral measure. Correspondence r=quires the two measurss to
be in agresement in four respects: the target, action, context, and

timing.
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In the context of information systems, surcposs we wish to predict
usage (the action component) of a particular decision support systam

(the target) by a user involved in planning activities (the context)

during the mnext month (the time dimension). If the attitudinal
measurs was, "How do you feesl about computer-basad information
svstems?" (the target), BAjzen and Fishbein would predict that no

fu
n

significant relationship would be found; the criterion measure

and a broadly defined targetr (i.e., computer-kased infcrmation

systems). Predictor and criterion measures clszarly do not corrsspond.

on the other hand, if we wish to predict user involvement (action
component) in the design of ccmputer-based information systems in
general (the targest), the time and ccontext Z£imensions are unspecified

and the action and target dimensions are broadly defined. In this

case a scale measuring the respondent's rsactions to numerous tyges OF
inveolvsment (action comgponent) in the design o©f cemputer-based
information svstems (target component) correspond in srecificity with

the behavioral measure (i.e. they are both general).

Ajzen and Fishbein have mapped the existing rssearch on the

relationship between attitudes and bshaviors into their model., Tabdbls

4 presents the results from 142 separate attitude-behavicr rslations.
In +these comparisons only the "targest" and "action” components were
examined for corresctondence. A high correspondence means predictor

Center lor Digital Economy Research
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while a partial corraspondance

dimension was not

-PLACE TABLE 4
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PLACE TABLE I EERE

Tra

Perhaps the most refined measures of MIS-related attitudes were

developed by Schultz and Slevin ([72]. They usad factor analytic
techniques to develop an attitudinal scale for predicting

implementaticn success of operations research/management science

L = i e -~ 4 i e - = o T e ] s
models. Theilr seven-factor solution consists of multiple—-item
3 - —_— - - e m e A 9 43 - M | -7 e
Likert-type scales measuring attituvdes, 1listed in Tabls 5, about 2
——y w2y — o Dty m~ - 07 mme b - B - W = - - en = T Tama
Ot e ek b bR et T @ S deten e SR DL IV il D samdes waTuriesd ady = PO D T -

others [34,65,69]. Robey calculated reliabilitv figures for the seven
factor scales, finding two ("interpersonal relations" and "changes in
organizaticnal structure"), to be at unacceptable levels. Schultz and
Slevin [72] also developed semantic differential scales fcr measuring

attitudes thought to predict model success.

Schewe [71] employed a five-point bipolar scale to measure ten

attitudes relatad to a specific information system (shown in Table 5)

and averaged the individual scales to produce an overall attitudinal
measursa. Lucas [42,43,45,47,48,50] developed measures of severzl

attitudes toward ccmputer—-based systsms in general, employing two or
E g S

three Likert—-type items for each attitude measured. The attitudes

Lucas examined included "computer potential", "attitudes toward the
information systems staff", "management support of computer
activitises", and items pertaining to informatien svstem quality (e.g.
"guality of databass", "ease of use"). Igersheim [30] developed =z

seven-factor attitude measure (shown in Table 3) basad on 37 six-point

items.
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(11,22,31,37,52,56,73,76] employ scales consisting

each focdusing on some dimension of the user system

nput ease, output gquality, timeliness, accuracy).

PLACE TABLE % HERE

Generzl measur

as

Al g

satisfacticn [83], examines difference tween a user'

®

need” for a particular typs of and the amount

ot

information provided by the system.

the user's perceivad need,

with the current system. Guthrie'

be interpreted in contradictory ways. Nolan [55]

nigh perceived need score (i.e., with

information systems) as & positive user atti conducive

involvement 1in subsequent system design activities.

perceived need can also be interpreted as an

dissatisfaction with the current systam.
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Bage 15

the underlyin§ dimensionality of information satisfaction
[33,36,37,62,81]. Psychometrically wvalid measures of information
satisfaction are important contributions to information systems
research. :

RELATIONSHIFS AMCNG VARIABLES MEASURING SUCCESS

Information satisfaction, system usage, and the measurss listed

—1

under the general catsgeory of "system qualitvy" ars all measures of
system success ¢r changes in-parformance attributable to the system.
Table 7 summarizes the studies that have investigated the relationship
between two or more of these measures. The relationship between each

of these surrogate measures and user involvement is examined in the

section immediately following.

PLACE TABLE 7 HERE

The empirical data relating user attitudes to the other surrogate
measures of system success 1is extensive, complex, and often
contradictory. A review of this research 1s considered beyond the
scope of this paper and worthy of separate treatment; it is thersfore
not included here. Robey [66] summarizes the research examining the

relationship between attitudes and system usage.
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Svstem Usage and Svstem Qualitv

Five studies compared scme measure of system gquality to system
usage. Three of these were conductad by Lucas. In one survey ([43] he
found a significant positive relationship between system quality and
usage in five of 28 comparisons. In another study [45], he examined
the relationsnip between syvstem gquality and two types of usage:
problem finding and problem solving. In two cross-sectional survevs,
sales and banking personnel were found to bes more likely to rafer to
data classified as useful for 1ocaﬁing problems when the user's
performance was low. In a simulated decision-making environment
permitting tests of causality, Lucas [45] found that subjects were
more inclined to rely on problem finding d&ata after they had
experienced low performance. The data suggest, however, that
performance did not improve easily once the probklem finding data was
displayed. The survey data also showed that low performers were more
inclined to rely on data of =z problem solvin nature; the

experimental study provided only weak support for this finding.

Robey [€8] found consistently low but significant positive
correlations between four objective measurss of system gquality and a
perceptual measure of "perceived worth" of the information system. In
an experimental setting, XKing and Rodriguez [34] compared a behavioral
mgasure of system usage (number of queries) to expert ratings of

system qualiity and found no significant relaticonship.
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Six studies measured the relationship between system usage and

Of these, two showed positive ressults with

The other studies had either
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i u f-report measurss of usage which may have

resulted in common method wvariance.

System Quality and Information Satisfaction

Only two studies addressed thess two variablses. The results in

[

his opinion, to

System guality, system usage, znd information satisfaction ars,
as notad "surrogata" measures Ifor improvements in user performance.

Based on the studies shown in Table 7, selection of one variable as ar

acceptable surrogats over the others is

being investigated will in part determine what measurss
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System usage has the advantage that it can be measured
objectively. Problems of self-reporting and common method variance
can be avoided. BRutomatic logging of wusage is often possible and

should be encouraged. Whers usage is mandatory, however, it is a poor

measure a2nd user information satisfaction may need to be considered.
Several efforts are under way to develop validated measures of user

this will contribute to future ressearch by

permitting rizons of data across studies and will also provide a

practical tool for evaluation of specific systems. Finally other

surrogate measures referred to collectively as "system quality" vary

widely in terms of definition and are generally system dependent.

Employing multiple aters of system cuality seems to offer some

H

solution to the bias irherent in the ccmmonly employed self-report

measures.

REIATIONSHIPS BETWEEN USER INVOLVEMENT AND OTHER VARIABLES

The primary concern of this paper is to put into focus the

relationship between user involvement and the other variables depicted

in Figure 1. In this section, the empirical results regarding user

involvement 2are critically reviewed. Table 8 contains a summary of

these findings, including possible problems that may have confounded
are considersd to be

level of signifizance unless otherwiss indicated.
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User Involwement and System Qualitvy

Five studies examined the relationship betwsen user
and surrogate measures of system quality. Based on users' perceptions
of the estimated dollar value associated with a report, Gallagher [22]
found a positive relationship. Edstrem (18] found a positive

relaticnship ketween usar perceptions of guality and their involvement

in two out Oof s3ix stagss of systam development. In an experimental
setting, Boland [3] £found a gosicive «relacionsnip Detween ussr
involvement and expert ratings of the quality of the design process.

Two studiss, both employing relatively objective measures of
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and user invelvement. DPowers and Dickson [64] examined the guality of

the develorment process through historical recocrds. Vanlommel and

e

Debrabander [78] utilizad a general guestionnaire distributed to the

Based on the results to date, the relationship Dbetwesn user

involvement ané system gquality is inconclusive.

User Involvement an
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System usage as a surrogate measure Ior system

expected to vary positively with user involvement.
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Tage 20
As shown 1in Table 8, five studiss found no significant
ralationship between usar involvement and system usage

(21,47,52,71,82] while one study [76] found a weak relationship

(significant at the .10 level). In an experimental setting, Xing and

Rodriguez [34] found that user involvemsnt affectsed +the nature of
usace but not the total amount. Two studies found a relationship to
wvariables related +to system usage: Blter [2] <{found <that usex

inveolwveament was related +to decresassed resistance to use, while
Lonnstedt (401 found successful implementation to ke more likely wnen

users were involved in svstem develcrment.

User Involwemsnt and User Attitudes

Most studiss examining the relationship between user involvement

section. Saven studies conside
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involvement and other attitudinal wvariables.

Igersheim [30] found user involvement in system design activities

-

to be significantly and positively correlated with job satisfaction,
job skill, job opportunity, Jjob originality, Jjob status, =zand Job

salary in one or more of five organizations investigatsd. Maish [521

found a significant positive relationship betwesn involvemsnt and a
user's "feelings apout +the information systams staff". Lucas [453]
found involvemsnt tTo Dbz to Veemputer potantial

for administrative/clerical activitias
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uticn", and "potential of

attitudes about the "user

lvement.

showaed no significant

o

significant positive relations

mixed evidance: Powers and Dickson

improve

satisfaction to with invol

found no rslationship between sati

containing users as members. Edstrcm [1

"determining project "systems

system development

measure o©Lf 3ystem

different positions. However, involvement

" t= ammin

5

g
4]

ms and "progr

9
L

Fh

ife ¢

3

information

Twe studies

8] found user inveolvement in

analysis" stages of the

sitively correlated with

by
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j=-

Most studiss showing a pogitive relationship ralied on

both variables at the same time, suggesting

(1]

self-report measurss o

ccmmon method variance may have accounted for the results.

GUIDELINES FCR FUTURE RESEARCH

This revisw oI researchn on user involvement suggests some

guidelines IDor IZutur:s investigstions. Thess guldsilnss may appear wo
J8& Critlcal aild D GoWHNPDLaY TiOé LnporcailCe CI e28X4iy Ies5a8&LCil SLLSXLS;

this is not the intention. The MIS field is only beginning its second

nature. Turthermore, ressarchers addressing the issues discussed in
this paper come frem diverss £fislds. The Dbibliography includes

management, management scisnces, accounting, information systems, and
computer science. It 1is not surprising, therefore, that the

literature is fragmented.

This line of ressarch seems te have resacned 2 rpoint, however,

where a wunified and rigorous approach is necessary. Cur suggestions
for this approach £all into three gensral catsgories: variables and

relationships among them, measurement, and methodolegy.

s
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Varizbles and Relationsniops

It is clear that although considerable ressearch has been
generated focusing on wuser involvement, this work has tended to be

scattered throughout the literature with 1little cross-refersncing

B
(0]
s
o}
H
{1
L]
i
u
H
9]

h studies. TFurthermors, as Robey

MIS is +to mature as a scientific discipline the development of a

cumulativa knowledge base is sssential.

We call on ressarchers to settle on commonly acceptaed varizbls
labels rather than inventing new constructs that, concsptuvally, wvary

little from those already receiving wide-spread rssearch attention.

"Inguiry inveolvement" [76] and "user behavior" [32] are illustrative
of similar constructs. ©On the other hand, the term "influsnce" [67]
probably represents a conceptually differenc construct than
invelvement and dsserves separate rasearch attention. Cther

constructs that are important and need to be operationalized are

"commitment" and "responsibility" of users for their own information
systems. Ginzberg ([25] found that +two of three issues which were
central to successful MIS implementation involved commitment:
commitment to the project and commitment to change. Measurss of

involvement that do not diffsrentiats betwesn svmbolic participation
{no cemmitment) and substantive {indicating user influsnce,
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Measurement

We have provided gensral comments oa the measurement of each
variable class as they were discussed. Summarized here are some

implications of the measurement problems we have identified. First,

(o}

user involvement and system usage are both behaviorally anchore

censtructs and should be measursd as such. Perceptual measures should

=
h

exist should not be contained in the same cuestionnaire.
perceptual measures of user involvement ars emploved they should be
taken from more than one source. 3Sesides users other
respondents ars the users' manager, the information systems manager,

and the information systems staff members assignesd to the project.

We also suggest that behaviorzl constructs ars considerably mors

relevant to this line of inguiry than are attitudes. If attitudss ars
to be examined they should be considered as either surrogates Ifor

behavicral measures (e.g., information satisfaction) or as moderators
of relationships among behavioral constructs. Finally, the
implications of 2Ajzen and Fishbein's (1] impressive findings must be
seriously considsered in attempts to measurs reslationships Dstween

attitudes.
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Methodolcay

A majority of studies reviewed in this paper are Dbased on

cross-sectional data collected primarily on a single gquestio

and field tests can provide information about causality while avoiding
many of the problems sncountersd with survey data. We particularly

CONCLUSIONS

As shown in this review, much of ths research to dJdate c¢n

involvement in information systems develepment is methodclogi

nEay
user

weak. Considerably more, and better, ressarch in this zrsa iz neseded
if informaticn systems are to be more effesctively develored to meet
their ussrs' needs. This nsaw research must strive toward a unified

approach.

Moreover, this review of research suggests that the relationship

between user involvement in information system development and s

success is not as strongly supported by the empirical evidence as the
prescriptive literature leads one +to <think. Replication cf past
studiss with improved resezrch dasigns and measurss would helr o

determine whether or not methodological weakness has masksd a

significant relationship betwsen usar involvement and
performance. Most previous <research has been conducted under
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'g
]

uy

{

(58]
o

ri I i ion i1 A mant i i T ter
prior assumption that user involvemsan S easse al O systam

success. This review clearly indicates that in future research it

would be worthwhile to challenge this assumption and to begin to focus

on the conditions under which user involvement may or may not be

appropriate.
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TABLE 8 - USER INVULVEMERT AND VARIABLES OF INTEREST

USER INFO 5Ys NUMBER OF POSSIBLE
STUDY ATTITUDES SAT USACE QUAL RESULTS ORG'S SYS'S USER'S TYPE  PROBLEMS COMMENTS
Baland (8] X (+) H.A. N.A. N.a. ex
Edscroam [13] X {mixad) 13 13 52 3 Positive for 2 of & SDLC stages
for users, negative for 2 of &
for functional sanagers.
Cullagher [22 X (+) 1 1 75 B ,
Powers & Dickson |64 ;1 (n.s.) 10 20 ? & Por all cypes of involvemenc
Yonlumosel § Debrabander [78] X (n.s.) 17 20 2? 3 Asong 6 combinstlons 3t ovgani-
zational level
X (mixed) 1 of 12 ac project level
Alcer [2] X (+) ? 37 2 s my Apparencly pusitive for hoon
lonlriacion and parcilclpation
Fuerst [21) X (n.3.) 1 2 ¥ 3 v <
Klng & Kodrilquez |34} X (n.a.) 1 45 EX For amount of use
X =) Fur substance of use
Lonns Cede |50 X (+) T 92 2 5 Postcive for tnitiacion and parc-
fcipaclion
Lincas [&7] X (n.a.) 21 1 ? s mv
Malan (521 X {n.s.) 4 B2 EY v, oV
Schewe |71 X {n.s.) 10 i 3
Swansun | 7o X (+) i 1 n El Demondcraces sedlating Lol luence
of informatiun Sarlsfactiua
Zuud |BI] % (n.s.) 5h 4 v
Ference s Urecsky [19] EDP Effectiveness (+) i6 76 5 wv,lc "apparent” posictlve relactonsnlp
Igersheim [ 30] (5e¢e Table 3) L+) 5 234 3 -
Kaiser & Stlnlvasen |32} Svstems Scarf (n.s.) 18 102 [ mv
Group Process Skills {+) av
Top Hanagementr Support i+) mv
Lucan [45], (o Company) Cimsouter Porencial (+) & 683 1 av,lec
Atcltudes Towaras Statf (n.s.) mv, le
Lucas [45], (day Area) Comsputer Potential (+) 7 Alb 3 oy, lc
Avrcicudes Towards Scaff {n.s.) mv, le
Luvas [47] Dagabuse Quallty (+)
Hudel Concriburion i)
Computer Putentlal (+)
User lncertdee (-}
Halsh [32] Arelcudes Towards Scafl (+} 4 Bl s ov, 1z
Fraue [20) X it) 34 107 150 F av
Gallagher [22) X (+) i 1 15 3 nv
Luthrie | 28] X (+) 1991 3 v Alternative Llnterprétatinms uf
"felr-need" are possible.
Igecshela |30 X (+) 5 218 5 av
Kalser & Scinivasen [32] X (+} 18 102 s av
Lucas [47) X (n.a.) 21 1 ? s av Negative corr. af p=.1
Halsh |52] X (+) 4 a2 s wv, lc
Fawers & Bilckson [64]) X (¥} 10 20 # s le Participation by opetallug anmnd.
F in.s.) Users on desien cesus
% (+) User Inictutlon
Sattore | T X ti.u.) 7 1 i 3 . Cercaln enviTinmental wardabes.
wete controlled tor.
Spemee |74 X (n.a.) b Lo s av
Swinsan | 2] ) 1 1 7 E av

+ = pusitive at .15
- = negaCive at .03
n,8. = nonslgnlifcanc ac

.05

Bx = experlount
3 = 3urvey

ay = possible mechod variance

le = possible lack ol correspondance
cv = poasibie confounding of vartables
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