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ABSTRACT 
Public e-services are increasingly being used by public administrations as a way of interact-
ing and communicating with citizens and business organisations. However, public admin-
istrations tend to view public e-service development from an inside-out perspective, mean-
ing that motives and needs of the future users, i.e., citizens and business organisations, are, 
in most cases, not taken into account. This in turn has led to a situation where public e-
services, designed without a clear view of the prospective users’ needs, are likely to be re-
jected, since they are not regarded as better alternatives than existing ways of interacting 
with public administrations. For a long time, user participation has brought value to sys-
tems development projects and today’s expectations are that the same benefits will apply to 
public e-service development. However, existing research shows that introducing user par-
ticipation in public e-service development can be challenging. User participation can also 
mean many things and be of various degrees, as well as include a multitude of methods and 
techniques. Existing research on user participation in public e-service development pro-
vides scant guidance on how different forms of user participation fit into a public e-service 
development context as well as how user participation can be used, in terms of what form 
of user participation is the most appropriate one to use in a specific development project 
setting. 
Based on a qualitative and interpretive research approach, this thesis is focused on how us-
er participation can contribute to public e-service development, as a means of enhancing 
the possibility to develop public e-services that are employed by its external users once im-
plemented. By combining existing research theory on user participation with empirical da-
ta collected from external public e-service users, in terms of citizens and business employ-
ees as well as public administrations, a set of guidelines that show how user participation 
should be implemented in public e-service development has been synthesised. These guide-
lines provide public administrations with recommendations, when selecting the most ap-
propriate form of user participation to apply as well as the kinds of characteristics that user 
participants need to fulfil, in order to be the most suitable candidates for such a specific 
form of user participation. 
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SAMMANFATTNING 
E-tjänster som erbjuds av offentlig förvaltning (offentliga e-tjänster) används alltmer som 
ett sätt att interagera och kommunicera med invånare och företag. Dock tenderar offentliga 
förvaltningar att betrakta utveckling av e-tjänster från ett internt perspektiv vilket innebär 
att motiv och behov från de tänkta användarna av e-tjänsterna, det vill säga invånare och 
företag, i de flesta fall saknas. Detta har i sin tur lett till en situation där många offentliga e-
tjänster inte används i förväntad omfattning av invånare och företag eftersom e-tjänsterna 
inte uppfattas som bättre alternativ än existerande kanaler för att kommunicera och inte-
ragera med offentliga förvaltningar. Under en längre tid har användarmedverkan varit en 
viktig värdeskapande komponent i systemutveckling och idag finns det förväntningar på att 
även utveckling av offentliga e-tjänster kan komma att uppleva samma positiva effekter. 
Emellertid visar befintlig forskning att införandet av användarmedverkan vid utveckling av 
offentliga e-tjänster kan vara en utmaning. Användarmedverkan kan betyda många saker 
och vara av olika grader, samt omfattat en mångfald av metoder och tekniker. Befintlig 
forskning ger lite vägledning om hur olika former och varianter av användarmedverkan 
passar in det specifika sammanhang som utveckling av offentliga e-tjänster innebär samt 
hur användarmedverkan kan användas rörande vilken form av användarmedverkan som 
kan vara den mest passande i ett visst utvecklingsscenario.  
Baserat på en kvalitativ och tolkande forskningsansats fokuserar denna avhandling på hur 
användarmedverkan kan bidra till utveckling av offentliga e-tjänster som ett medel för att 
öka möjligheten att utveckla e-tjänster som faktiskt används av externa användare när de 
tas i bruk. Genom att kombinera existerande forskningsteori om användarmedverkan med 
empiriska data från användare av offentliga e-tjänster i form av invånare och företagsan-
ställda samt från offentliga förvaltningar presenteras ett antal riktlinjer för hur användar-
medverkan bör implementeras vid utveckling av offentliga e-tjänster. Dessa riktlinjer er-
bjuder offentliga förvaltningar vägledning vid val mellan olika former av användarmedver-
kan samt vilka egenskaper som potentiella deltagare behöver besitta givet en viss form av 
användarmedverkan.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 SETTING THE SCENE 
In 2009, a meeting was held at the Swedish Tax Agency as a part of the SamMET1 research 
project. At the meeting, representatives of the Swedish Tax Agency presented the current 
public e-service for any Swedish business organisation’s submission of its tax declaration. 
During the meeting, the Swedish Tax Agency presented a problem; despite marketing ef-
forts and other forms of information dissemination, less than 50% of Swedish business or-
ganisations were using the e-service to submit their tax declaration. The remaining busi-
nesses still used the traditional way of declaring taxes, i.e., submitting paper declaration 
forms through the mail. The Swedish Tax Agency representatives did not understand why 
so few businesses were using the e-service since, according to the Swedish Tax Agency, 
there were a number of obvious benefits that businesses could use, such as tools for calcu-
lations, extended deadlines for submitting declarations, and confirmation receipts for tax 
declarations received, and so on. When analysing the information provided during the 
meeting, it became evident that the tax declaration e-service had been designed and devel-
oped by the Swedish Tax Agency, with little consideration for the actual users of said ser-
vice, i.e., the business organisations. The tax declaration e-service was, more or less, just a 
digital version of the paper declaration form. This digital version was excellent for the Swe-
dish Tax Agency, since the service eased their administrative burden, by removing the pos-
sibility of miscalculations and the submission of incomplete tax declarations. However, as 
the low usage frequency indicated, many businesses did not want to, or could not use the 
tax declaration e-service. It was obvious that the intended goals of the tax declaration e-
service were not being met. The Swedish Tax Agency still had to handle many tax declara-
tions manually, since a large number of the intended users did not use the tax declaration 
e-service as expected. 
This real life example provides an illustration of the main research problem addressed in 
this thesis; public administrations tend to view public e-service development from an in-
side out perspective, which often lacks the perspective of the motives and needs of the ex-
ternal e-service users (Axelsson et al., 2013). Instead of acknowledging the importance of 
the external users’ perspective, public administrations have a tendency to either fail to ad-
dress the future end users’ needs or try to take on the role of the users by guessing what 

111  

1 Methods for Customer Interactive Service Design 
(https://sites.google.com/a/dsv.su.se/sammet/) 
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their future public e-service needs might be (Kotamraju and van der Geest, 2011, Scandurra 
et al., 2013b). Therefore, the expected goals of public administrations to implement public 
e-services have not been met, since public e-services have been designed without a clear 
view of the prospective users’ prior knowledge and the services they are likely to refuse. The 
reason is that they are not regarded as better alternatives than the existing ways of interact-
ing with public administrations (Kotamraju and van der Geest, 2011, Sæbø et al., 2008, 
Verdegem and Verleye, 2009), or as Millard (2010, p. 5) concludes: ”It is clear that most 
current eGovernment services [public e-services] are simply existing services put online 
which are still basically silo-centric, top-down, with little service innovation, expensive, 
and with just as many failures as successes. In other words, their main focus remains first 
and foremost to serve the needs of government”.  

1.2 PROBLEM SPACE 
Public e-services, as one of several possible instantiations of e-government, are an ever in-
creasing adopted channel used by public administrations to interact with members of soci-
ety, e.g., citizens and business organisations (Rowley, 2006). Traditionally, public admin-
istrations have regarded public e-services as a means of improving internal efficiency, 
mostly in terms of reducing the time previously needed to handle manual errands (Asgar-
khani, 2005). Thus, the main arguments for government agencies to initiate the develop-
ment of public e-services have been associated with internal cost reductions, in terms of 
increased office automation (Anthopoulos et al., 2007). Already in 2004, this situation had 
been identified by the Swedish National Audit Office, which concluded that increased in-
ternal efficiency was the main motive for the initiation of public e-service development pro-
jects in Sweden (The Swedish National Audit Office, 2004). Research on user participation 
in public e-service development came to the same conclusion; no external users, in this 
thesis referred to as citizens and business organisations, were considered by public admin-
istrations in public e-service development (Følstad et al., 2004, Oostveen and van den Bes-
selaar, 2004). However, more recently, the interest to involve external users as participants 
in public e-service development has increased; both in e-government research as well as in 
government steering documents (see e.g. Sæbø et al., (2011) and European eGovernment 
Action Plan (2011-2015). This shift in interest towards including external users in public e-
service development is a reaction to the low usage frequency by external users who have 
instead favoured traditional channels of interaction with public administrations, e.g., tele-
phone, mail, and physical visits (European eGovernment Action Plan, 2011-2015). Howev-
er, in spite of this newly awakened interest in the external users, no substantial changes in 
how public administrations develop public e-services can be seen. As observed by Axelsson 
et al., (2010) in 2010 and more recently in 2013 (Axelsson et al., 2013), public e-services 
are still mainly being developed from an internal government perspective in which external 
user considerations are given little attention. At best, in most cases, it can be said that sys-
tems developers are guessing or assuming the needs and considerations of external users, 
rather than thoroughly analysing them from a user perspective (Kotamraju and van der 
Geest, 2011, Scandurra et al., 2013a). As a result of this lack of user awareness in public e-
service development, the main goals of public administrations to implement public e-
services (European eGovernment Action Plan, 2011-2015, Lindgren, 2013) have not been 
met, i.e., increased efficiency and effectiveness, as well as improved opportunities for ex-
ternal users to interact with public administrations. This is mainly due to the fact that ex-
ternal users simply do not use public e-services as expected, since they do not regard public 
e-services as better alternatives than those already existing, e.g., mail, telephone, and phys-
ical meetings (Anthopoulos et al., 2007) (Kotamraju and van der Geest, 2011, Sæbø et al., 
2008, Verdegem and Verleye, 2009), or as Anthopoulos et al., (2007, p. 353) put it regard-
ing dissatisfied citizens: “do not hesitate to return to traditional methods rather than us-
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ing digital channels to transact with the public administration again, neither would they 
[the citizens] recommend the use of digital services to others”.   
In order to increase the involvement of external users in public e-service development, user 
participation has been emphasised in e-government research (see e.g. Melin et al., 2008, 
Verdegem and Verleye, 2009, Bertot and Jaeger, 2006, Carroll and Rosson, 2007, Olphert 
and Damodaran, 2007, Lindblad-Gidlund, 2008, Axelsson and Melin, 2008, Axelsson et 
al., 2010). The importance of user participation in systems development has been recog-
nised for decades (e.g. Baroudi et al., 1986, Floyd et al., 1989, Bødker, 1996, Hirschheim, 
1985, Mumford, 1981). Existing research on user participation in systems development ac-
counts for a number of arguments favouring user participation, such as more concrete and 
accurate definitions of user requirements (Kujala, 2008, Maiden and Rugg, 1996, Robey 
and Farrow, 1982), which in turn increase the probability of a higher systems quality (Ives 
and Olson, 1984). Other arguments favouring user participation in systems development 
are improved work organisation and increased industrial democracy (Cherry and Macredie, 
1999), improved user interfaces (Smith and Dunckley, 2002), decreased user resistance to 
change (Bjerknes and Bratteteig, 1995), and greater user commitment to the implemented 
system (Markus, 1983).  
Given the increased attention to the external users in e-government and the large amount 
of research on user participation in systems development, there is, however, little research 
that combines these two topics. Axelsson et al., (2010) are one of few critical reviews which 
combine existing user participation knowledge with research regarding public e-service de-
velopment. In their research, they conclude that user participation is indeed a valuable 
contributor to public e-service development, but at the same time challenging to put into 
practice, since user participation in a public e-service development context differs from a 
more classical systems development context where the users are often a well-known and 
easily accessible group of internal employees or similar (Axelsson et al., 2010). Such a 
group can be obliged to participate in development activities and may also see the benefits 
of participation more clearly (Albinsson and Forsgren, 2005, Axelsson and Melin, 2007, 
Damodaran, 1996), compared to external users. 
However, the public e-service development context shares several characteristics with 
market driven requirements engineering and software product development, with regard to 
the lack of well-known users and the fact that it is the provider of the software product that 
initiates and drives the development process (Kamsties et al., 1998, Karlsson et al., 2002). 
In addition, the users must be willing to participate, which in turn means they must be per-
suaded to do so. However, the public e-service development context is unique, since the 
user group is “all of us”, i.e., a very large and heterogeneous group of people that are re-
garded as members of society rather than customers of a software product (Lindgren and 
Jansson, 2013). As such, these people may be frequent and knowledgeable users of some 
public e-services, but at the same time infrequent users with little knowledge of other pub-
lic e-services (Axelsson et al., 2010). This can be compared to market driven requirements 
engineering and software product development which are mainly focused on commercial 
off the shelf software (COTS)  available to a mass market with similar basic needs (Regnell 
et al., 2001). Furthermore, the public e-service development context must also 
acknowledge governmental rules and issues, i.e., public e-service should be available, more 
or less universally, to all citizens (Henriksen, 2004) and no citizens may be excluded (van 
Velsen et al., 2009, Henriksen, 2004). In addition, governmental laws within the public e-
service development context must be followed to a much larger extent than in other forms 
of e-service development (Hung et al., 2006, Teicher et al., 2002), e.g., electronic health 
records that contain sensitive personal medical data can be retrieved by authorized citizens 
(Scandurra et al., 2013b). 
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User participation can mean many things (Kujala, 2008) and includes a multitude of 
methods and techniques to implement user participation (Heeks, 1999), e.g., Joint Applica-
tion Development (JAD) (Wood and Silver, 1995), Effective, Technical and Human Imple-
mentation of Computer-based Systems (ETHICS) (Mumford, 1993), prototyping and sce-
nario-based design (Bardram, 2000), roleplaying (Greenbaum and Kyng, 1991), and future 
workshops (Kensing and Madsen, 1991). If viewed from an overall higher level, user partic-
ipation can be regarded as different user participation approaches that represent different 
forms and degrees of user participation (Kujala, 2008), e.g., User Centered Design, Partici-
patory Design, and User Innovation.  
There is no doubt that user participation is a critical component in public e-service devel-
opment that enables public administrations to develop public e-services that will actually 
be used once implemented. However, so far, existing research in the field provides little ad-
vice for public administrations regarding how to implement user participation in practice, 
when developing public e-services; some directions are provided, but no concrete guidance 
that actually shows public administrations how to do it can be found. Jansen (2006) argues 
for studying user participation approaches regarding how to include external users in pub-
lic e-service development and calls for further research on the applicability of such ap-
proaches in the development of public e-services. As a response to this call, Axelsson et al., 
(2010) provides a valuable contribution by identifying challenges with user participation in 
public e-service development. At the same time, they deliberately refrain from discussing, 
in detail, how different existing approaches to user participation address said challenges, as 
well as how the challenges meet the goals of public e-service development. Gulliksen and 
Eriksson (2006) provide an account of challenges for user participation in public e-service 
development and propose solutions regarding how to address such challenges. However, 
they only address internal users, in their study. Lindblad-Gidlund (2012b) also provides 
valuable insights, by discussing how to put citizen-driven development into practice, but 
without specifying user participation any further, in terms of approaches. In summary, ex-
isting research on user participation in public e-service development provides little guid-
ance regarding how user participation should be implemented in public e-service develop-
ment by public administrations, in terms of the most suitable approach(es) to user partici-
pation to use in a specific public e-service development setting.  

1.3 RESEARCH QUESTION 
It is apparent that public administrations are facing a challenging situation in their efforts 
to develop public e-services with a holistic perspective that takes into account both internal 
and external considerations in the development process. This work is focused on how user 
participation can contribute to public e-service development, as a means of enhancing the 
possibility to develop public e-services that are employed by its external users once imple-
mented. A natural step in addressing this issue is to provide public administrations with 
guidelines for user participation in public e-service development. The primary focus in this 
work is on usage, i.e., enhancing the prospect that a larger proportion of external users will 
use public e-services. This, in turn, will increase the likelihood of fulfilling the dual goal of 
public e-services, i.e., increased internal efficiency and effectiveness as a result of a larger 
number of external users employing public e-services instead of other traditional interac-
tion channels. Implicitly, increased usage of public e-services by external users implies that 
public e-services will better meet the needs and requirements of external users, through 
user participation in the development process. This will ultimately increase the likelihood 
that external users will regard public e-services as better alternatives than those already 
existing, when interacting with public administrations. Therefore, the main research ques-
tion in this thesis is:   
How can user participation contribute to public e-service development?  
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There are several aspects of this main research question that should be clarified. Firstly, 
user participation in this thesis refers to external users actively participating in the public 
e-service development process. The degree and scope of participation may vary, but regard-
less of degree of activity the users should be viewed as cooperating partners during the de-
velopment process. Secondly, the term development in this thesis refers to the develop-
ment process as a whole, i.e., external users can participate in all the traditional phases of 
systems development, such as during planning, analysis, design, testing, and implementa-
tion (see Chapter 2 for more details). Thirdly, public e-services are viewed as technical arti-
facts used by public administrations as a means of interacting with members of society, 
without considering a certain level of complexity or characteristics that must be met by the 
artifact. Fourth, systems development may occur in different formats and configurations, 
e.g., in-house development, outsourcing, cloud-based services, or in combinations of these 
(see e.g. Scandurra et al., 2013b). In this thesis, the basic standpoint is that public admin-
istrations are the process owners in public e-service development, regardless of the devel-
opment process configuration. Hence, it is the public administrations themselves that must 
take on the responsibility of putting user participation into practice in the development 
process. Based on this background, the overall aim of this thesis is to increase knowledge 
about user participation in public e-service development, both in theory and in practice.  
If viewed from a detailed level, the main research question can be divided into three inter-
related sub-questions: 
1. How can user participation approaches in the systems development context be applied 
to the context of public e-service development? 
In order to address research question one, approaches to user participation in systems de-
velopment are analysed, with respect to how they meet the general goals of public e-service 
development and usage. In this thesis, the approaches are selected on the basis of how of-
ten they are cited in research literature on user participation as well as how they represent 
different perspectives of user participation. These user participation approaches are re-
ferred to as user participation design schools where each design school exhibits a set of dis-
tinct characteristics that make it possible to place each of these schools on a scale in which 
the form and degree of participation varies. The analysis highlights a set of potential chal-
lenges that may come into play when employing user participation design schools in public 
e-service development.  
2. What conditions affect external public e-service users’ willingness and ability to partic-
ipate in existing approaches to user participation? 
In order to address research question two, an analysis of external users’ willingness and 
ability to participate in public e-service is conducted. This analysis steers the extent to 
which user related challenges in research question one exist in practice, as well as what 
conditions affect how external users are willing to participate in public e-service develop-
ment and when they are able to do so. 
3. What recommendations for putting user participation into practice in public e-service 
development can be formulated? 
In order to address sub-question three, an analysis of public administrations’ attitudes and 
experiences of user participation in public e-service development is conducted. The analy-
sis identifies methods and techniques commonly used by public administrations to address 
external users in public e-service development. Furthermore, the analysis highlights condi-
tions under which public administrations must operate during public e-service develop-
ment and how these conditions may affect the way in which methods and techniques that 
address external users in public e-service development can be put into practice. In addi-
tion, a synthesis of the results of research questions 1 and 2 with the findings of research 
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question three makes it possible to formulate recommendations for putting user participa-
tion into practice in public e-service development. 

1.4   DELIMITATIONS 
This thesis aims to increase knowledge about user participation in public e-service devel-
opment, both in theory and in practice, by incorporating existing knowledge on user partic-
ipation in systems development into a public e-service development context. As shown by 
several e-government researchers (e.g. Heeks, 2006, Lindgren, 2013, Axelsson et al., 2013, 
Flak and Rose, 2005), there are several stakeholder entities to be considered in e-
government. These stakeholder entities reside both inside and outside governmental or-
ganisational boundaries. All of these entities can be regarded as different user groups with 
varying viewpoints of and interest in public e-services. Previous research on public e-
service development has mainly focused on internal user groups, while external stakehold-
ers, such as citizens and business organisations, have been excluded (Oostveen and van den 
Besselaar, 2004, Følstad et al., 2004, Holmlid and Lantz, 2006). In this thesis, only the 
main external stakeholder entities in public e-service development are considered, i.e., citi-
zens and business organisations. 
Furthermore, this thesis addresses user participation as one vital component needed to in-
crease the probability of developing public e-services that are employed by external users 
once implemented. This does not mean that poor acceptance of public e-services is due to 
factors that can be achieved solely by user participation; user participation does not pre-
vent inter-organisational problems, such as inertia (Keen, 1981) and a techno-centric ap-
proach to public e-service development (Sæbø et al., 2008). 

1.5    EXPECTED RESULTS 
The main research question in this thesis is based on the conclusion that existing e-
government research stresses the importance of user participation in public e-service de-
velopment but, at the same, time refrains from discussing the utility of specific approaches 
to user participation. The research presented in this thesis contributes to existing e-
government research, by adding new theory on how user participation, in terms of user 
participation design schools, can be put into a public e-service development context, in or-
der to provide public administrations with guidance on how user participation should be 
employed in public e-service development. The research contributions in this thesis aim to 
add an explorative dimension to existing research theory on user participation in public e-
service development. This is accomplished by adding more knowledge that takes into ac-
count external participants’ conditions for participation in public e-service development, as 
well as how commonly used techniques for user participation are suitable for a public e-
service context. The research contributions in this thesis also aim to add a normative di-
mension that provides public administrations with guidelines on how user participation 
should be implemented in public e-service development. This new knowledge aims to sup-
port public administrations with guidance, when selecting between user participation de-
sign schools, as well as possible methods and techniques at a lower level of granularity, in 
order to identify one specific user participation design school, or perhaps a combination of 
them, for use in a public e-service development project. 
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CHAPTER 2 

FRAME OF REFERENCE 
Chapter 2 aims to discuss central concepts and theories used in this thesis. A description of 
the concepts of e-government and public e-services is followed by a more detailed discus-
sion on user participation and public e-service development. Thereafter, related research 
on user participation in public e-service development is presented. 

2.1 E-GOVERNMENT 
This thesis is focused on how user participation can contribute to the development process 
of public e-services. However, further elaboration on this topic requires a thorough under-
standing of the public e-service concept. Consequently, the basic context of the application 
area of public e-services must be introduced, i.e., electronic government or, in this thesis, e-
government.  
For decades, Information Technology (IT2) has been regarded as an important tool in the 
constant efforts of public administrations to increase efficiency, by offering the possibility 
to digitalise manual routines. One such example is to give citizens the possibility to interact 
with public administrations via various digital media, as a complement to, or replacement 
for, other more traditional interaction channels, such as the telephone or postal services 
(Lenk, 2002). The idea of using IT as a means of reducing manual routines is not a new 
phenomenon in the public sector. Already in 1954, Gammon (1954) discussed how IT could 
be used in the public sector as a means of making office paper work more efficient. Howev-
er, it was not until the late 1990’s that the term e-government was coined (Bannister, 
2010). At this point in time, the usage of IT was not only a matter of increasing efficiency 
and effectiveness in internal working procedures, but also a means of handling interactions 
with external users, such as making e-services, provided by public administrations, availa-
ble to citizens (Grönlund and Horan, 2004). One early e-government visionary was Al 
Gore, the former Vice President of the United States of America.  His vision was to enable 
public administrations to offer services to citizens in an automated way and thus achieve a 
more effective public administration in general (Almarabeh and AbuAli, 2010). A study of 
the foundations of e-government reveals that this concept is synonymous with others, e.g., 
digital government and online government (Grönlund and Horan, 2004). Such a variety of 
concepts calls for a more in-depth investigation into how e-government can be defined. Ta-
ble 2.1 provides a few commonly referred to definitions.  
777  

2 The term IT is often used synonymously with the term ICT. In this thesis, 
the term IT is used. 
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Table 2.1: A sample of e-government definitions 

Reference Definition 

(Chan and Pan, 2008, pp. 
125) 

”e-government can be simply defined as the use of information tech-
nology (IT) to facilitate the business of government”. 

(Moon, 2002, pp. 425) “Broadly defined, e-government includes the use of all information 
and communication technologies, from fax machines to wireless palm 
pilots, to facilitate the daily administration of government. However, 
like e-commerce, the popular interpretation of e-government is one 
that defines it exclusively as an Internet driven activity”. 

(OECD, 2003, pp. 30) “Electronic government refers to the use of information and commu-
nication technologies, and particularly the Internet, as a tool to 
achieve better government”. 

(EU, 2004) “e-Government is the use of Information and Communication Tech-
nologies in public administrations combined with organizational 
change and new skills in order to improve public services and demo-
cratic processes” 

(McLure, 2000. p. 3) “Electronic Government refers to the government’s use of technology, 
particularly web-based Internet applications to enhance the access to 
and delivery of government information and service to citizens, busi-
ness partners, employees, other agencies, and government entities. It 
has the potential to help build better relationships between govern-
ment and the public by making interaction with citizens smoother, 
easier, and more efficient”. 

 
All definitions in Table 2.1 encompass the usage of IT and web-based Internet applications 
in various forms, as a means of facilitating internal administration in public administra-
tions. The definition provided by McLure (2000) is somewhat narrower or more detailed, 
emphasising the importance of the external users, e.g., citizens and business organisations, 
and their relationship with public administrations. In this thesis, the definition provided by 
McLure (2000) is used hereafter. It should be noted that this wider, more inclusive, view of 
e-government has received criticism for being too focused on IT. As an example, Lenk 
(2002) points out that e-government is more than just putting manual services on-line as 
public e-services; e-government also concerns how public administrations organise them-
selves with the aid of technology, or as Almarabeh and Abuali (2010, p. 30) put it: “It is 
about how government organizes itself: its administration, rules, regulations and 
frameworks set out to carry out service delivery and to co-ordinate, communicate and 
integrate processes within itself”.  It is important that these observations are indeed 
acknowledged by e-government research in general. However, the scope of this thesis is 
focused on external users and their relationship with public administrations and does not 
directly address this broader perspective of e-government; therefore, the definition provid-
ed by McLure (2000) is the most appropriate. 

2.2 BASIC DRIVERS FOR E-GOVERNMENT 
According to the UN (2008), the overall goal of every e-government initiative should be 
better public service delivery. From a broader point of view, this means that the main driv-
ers for public administrations to enter into the e-government transformation stem from 
two basic perspectives that must complement each other: the internal, and the external 
perspective (Table 2.2). The internal inside-out perspective is characterised by the possibil-
ities to enhance internal efficiency and effectiveness within public administrations. By us-
ing IT, public administrations can offer services via other channels than the traditional 
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ones, e.g., the Internet instead of or as a complement to postal services and telephone. In 
doing so, manual processes within public administrations can be reduced and replaced 
with digital routines which in turn will increase internal efficiency as well as more effective 
handling of requests, and so forth, from, e.g., citizens. 
Table 2.2: Basic drivers for e-government transformation 

Reference Driver Description 

(Asgarkhani, 2005, Axelsson 
and Melin, 2007, UN, 2008) 

Increased internal 
efficiency. 

By applying new technology, manual work 
within public administrations can be re-
duced to a minimum. Communication 
with members of society is done via public 
e-services and other electronic features, 
thus many government employees can fo-
cus on other value creating activities. 

(Asgarkhani, 2005, Axelsson 
and Melin, 2007, UN, 2008) 

Internal cost reduc-
tion. 

By reducing manual work, it will be possi-
ble to process many matters faster with 
less human involvement. Each individual 
matter handled by the public administra-
tion will cost less to process. 

(Andersen and Medaglia, 
2008, Axelsson and Melin, 
2007, Charalabidis et al., 2006, 
UN, 2008, OECD, 2003) 

More effective com-
munication and fast-
er response to exter-
nal stakeholders. 

E-government will result in possibilities to 
offer services of a higher quality which may 
be processed faster. Also, it is easier for the 
public administration to more accurately 
respond to each individual citizen, since e-
government offers more efficient access of 
relevant data regarding the citizen of inter-
est. 

(Kumar and Petersen, 2006, 
UN, 2008) 

Improved infor-
mation quality. 

Increased digitalisation and automation 
reduces the likelihood of errors occurring 
while at the same time increases speed of 
information retrieval when systems are 
interoperable and vertically and horizon-
tally integrated. At the same time, public 
administrations benefit, since digital forms 
and such will assure the information sub-
mitted will be correct and complete. 

(Kumar and Petersen, 2006, 
Hunter et al., 2004, Char-
alabidis et al., 2006, Teicher et 
al., 2002) 

Increased availability 
and accessibility. 

From an external user´s perspective, a 
public e-service is available at any time 
and place, e.g., reporting parental leave 
can be done at night or the middle of the 
day and does not require your physical 
presence at a particular location. Citizens 
greatly appreciate such independence of 
time and place, as it gives them a sense of 
freedom of choice, while at the same time 
access to the public administration is al-
ways only a couple of mouse clicks away. 
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(Almarabeh and AbuAli, 2010, 
UN, 2008) 

Improved transpar-
ency of government 
decision processes. 

Citizens rarely understand how decisions 
by public administrations are made and on 
what basis. This lack of transparency may 
be reduced when e-government is intro-
duced. Decision processes and individual 
matters are possible to track and in some 
cases follow. Information regarding future 
decisions is easier to spread. This together 
makes government work easier to follow 
for anyone interested. 

(Flak et al., 2003, Teicher et al., 
2002, OECD, 2003) 

Increased democrati-
sation and better 
possibilities for citi-
zens to influence de-
cision making. 

As a result of improved transparency, citi-
zen engagement in policy processes and 
decision making is easier to accomplish. 
An individual citizen’s voice can be heard, 
making it easier to accomplish fruitful de-
bates and constructive discussions about 
various errands. 

(OECD, 2003) Increased trust be-
tween public admin-
istrations and socie-
ty. 

As a result of improved transparency and 
increased democratisation, trust between 
members of society and public administra-
tions will be easier to accomplish. Trans-
parency will help prevent corruption and 
scepticism from society. Thus, trust can be 
established. 

 
From an external outside-in perspective, government agencies are increasingly being pres-
sured to expand availability and flexibility. In today’s society, the citizens of most Western 
countries are familiar with carrying out their errands on the Internet, independent of time 
and place, such as online shopping and Internet banking, and they also require the same 
level of service from public administrations (Lindgren, 2013). Moreover, in the remaining 
world, citizens are becoming more and more accustomed to using the Internet and the new 
possibilities that are opening up (World Economic Forum, 2009-2010). Due to these grow-
ing requirements, the external perspective is characterised by increased availability and 
accessibility of services, often via the Internet. Several drivers for e-government are related 
to both perspectives, such as faster response rate and reduced time for handling errands, 
which benefits both parties. As pointed out in several studies within the e-government re-
search community, e.g., Axelsson et al., (2013), Anthopoulos et al., (2007), Kotamraju and 
van der Geest (2011), Melin et al., (2008), the external perspective is an important prereq-
uisite for the internal perspective; without users, the e-government imperative will be se-
verely hampered. The two perspectives should not be regarded as independent of each oth-
er, but rather as ubiquitous and closely interrelated. Although the main goal in this thesis is 
focused on providing guidance for public administrations on user participation in public e-
service development, the external perspective cannot be neglected, since it is a necessary 
prerequisite for reaching the goals of the internal perspective.  
As several researchers (e.g. Almarabeh and AbuAli, 2010, Lenk, 2002, Lindgren, 2013) 
have pointed out, e-government is an interdisciplinary research field that involves several 
research disciplines (e.g. information systems, public administration, political science, 
marketing, and computer science) that may be united in various combinations. This work is 
focused on the development of public e-services; hence public e-services are viewed as one 
of several instantiations of e-government.  
In this thesis, public e-services are defined as e-services provided by public administra-
tions as a means of interacting with inhabitants of society. This definition emphasises the 
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inside-out perspective taken in this thesis; public e-services enable public administrations 
to change the way they interact with the surrounding society. However, the definition pro-
vided also implicitly addresses an outside-in perspective, since public e-services also enable 
the inhabitants of society to interact with public administrations. As discussed in Chapter 
2.2, the provider of a service (a public administration) and the consumer of a service (an 
external user) are viewed as being equally important. Within the definition chosen, there 
are several interrelated core concepts that need further elaboration. Lindgren and Jansson 
(2013, p. 168), for example, state that a public e-service is a “three-sided object whose three 
sides are equally important to take into account and relate to each other when inspecting 
it”. In short, these three sides refer to: 1) the service itself, 2) the electronic mediation of 
the service, and 3) the public application of it. We now analyse these three sides in more 
detail, to clarify and motivate the definition of public e-services chosen in this thesis. 

2.2.1 THE SERVICE CONCEPT 
In its essence, a service is a set of activities that can be defined as deeds and efforts that are 
beneficial to someone else, i.e., someone provides a service for someone else, which in turn 
generates value for both the provider of the service as well as the consumer (Grönroos, 
2008, Vargo et al., 2008). A visit to the hairdresser is a perfect example of such a service; 
the hairdresser provides a service to a consumer, wherein the provider is the active player 
and the consumer is a more passive receiver. The actual service is beneficial to both parties 
in the service interaction; the consumer receives a new haircut and the hairdresser is paid 
for providing the service.  
A more detailed study of the research on services reveals that the general perception is that 
a service can be characterised by the properties intangibility, inseparability, and hetero-
geneity. In short, intangibility means that a service cannot be seen and touched in the same 
way as a physical product (Javalgi et al., 2004, Johannesson et al., 2008, Rathmell, 1966). 
In considering the hairdresser example, the actual service process is intangible. However, 
the end result, i.e., the new haircut, is a tangible result of the service. Inseparability means 
that a service is produced, delivered, and consumed within the same time frame (Bateson, 
2002, Edvardsson and Larsson, 2004), i.e., it is impossible to separate a service from the 
service provider and depending on the size of the time frame, a service may be produced 
and consumed at the same time. This is indeed true in the hairdresser example; the service 
cannot be delivered without the hairdresser, i.e., the service is provided and consumed 
simultaneously. Besides being inseparable, a service is also heterogeneous, i.e., it differs 
from time to time (Parasuraman et al., 1985), e.g., the hairdresser cannot deliver the exact 
same haircut twice and different consumers with individual prerequisites cannot be ex-
pected to experience the service in the exactly the same way.  
More recently, this somewhat traditional view of the service concept has been criticised as 
static and provider centred, with little attention on the consumer of the service (Tronvoll et 
al., 2011). It is emphasised that services should be viewed more as dynamic processes 
whose main goal is to create value for the user of the service, i.e., value is created by both 
the producer and the consumer of the service. It is the interaction between the producer 
and the consumer which is of interest, e.g., value in use, meaning that value from a service 
is not only created by the producer of a service, but also by the consumer of said service 
(Vargo et al., 2008, Grönroos, 2008). (This view of the service concept is process oriented 
rather than result oriented.) CHECK? The idea that the consumer is an active part of the 
creation of value gives the consumer a more important role, since the consumer’s own re-
sources and prerequisites become more relevant. If a consumer does not have the skills or 
other resources available to use a service, the value from using the service will be reduced 
(Lindgren and Jansson, 2013). 
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Given the context of this work, the service concept is viewed as a process rather than a 
product, i.e., a provider (a public administration) provides a service to a consumer (a citi-
zen or a business organisation). In order for value to be rendered, both parties must play an 
active role in the process of interaction with each other. In turn, this means that public ad-
ministrations must not only take internal needs and motives into account when designing 
services, but also external ones. If external users do not experience the need for a particular 
service, or if external users do not possess the necessary prerequisites to use the service, 
they will simply not use it; hence no value is rendered for either side. 

2.2.2 THE E-SERVICE CONCEPT 
As stated by Rowley (2006), the e-service concept is relatively novel and there is no com-
monly agreed upon definition among researchers of the e-service concept. On the contrary, 
research on e-services often takes the concept for granted and treats it as something that is 
commonly known, especially in the e-government research community in which the e-
service concept is often discussed without further introduction, see, e.g., Asgarkhani 
(2005), Henriksen (2004), Melin et al., (2008), Grönlund et al., (2007), van Velsen et al., 
(2009), Sagheb-Tehrani (Sagheb-Tehrani, 2007). However, in its essence, the e-service 
concept can be defined as “deeds, efforts or performances whose delivery is mediated by 
information technology” Rowley (2006, p. 341). From this definition, the conclusion can 
be drawn that e-services are an IT-based way of delivering various activities. A more nar-
row definition of the e-service concept is provided by Javalgi (2004, p. 562) who states that 
“e-services are interactive services that are delivered using the Internet”. This definition, 
as well as several other similar ones, e.g., Suradjaja et al., (2003) and de Ruyter et al., 
(2001), emphasises the use of the Internet as the main delivery channel of the services. It is 
worth mentioning that today’s e-services must not necessarily be Internet based, but can 
also be based on SMS or mobile smartphone applications (Lindgren and Jansson, 2013). 
Furthermore, Javalgi (2004) emphasises interactivity, or as de Ruyter et al., (2001, p. 186) 
put it: “driven by the customer and integrated with related organizational customer sup-
port processes and technologies”, i.e., 1) there must be a consumer who initiates interac-
tion by requesting a service from an e-service provider and 2) the e-service must be inte-
grated at the providers end with existing processes and IT-systems, such as back end sys-
tems. This statement is in line with the more process-oriented view discussed for services 
in which both the provider and consumer of a service must take active part, in order to 
generate any value. If no consumer wants to use a particular e-service, it will not be used 
and hence, no value will be generated. The level of integration between e-services and exist-
ing IT-systems at the providers end should not be considered as a static automatic yes or 
no, but rather as a varying scale ranging from the publication of static web pages and pos-
sibilities to download forms to fully horizontal integration (Layne and Lee, 2001, UN, 
2008). 
Compared to services, e-services can be regarded as less intangible than services, i.e., e-
services have emergent properties that imply they must be acknowledged as something 
more than just ordinary services put online (Lindgren and Jansson, 2013). It is also rele-
vant to consider the technical aspect of an e-service, i.e., the interaction with the technical 
system delivering the service. The “e” in e-service cannot just be regarded as electronic 
communication, it also refers to how a service is offered and delivered, i.e., there is a tech-
nical artifact with a graphical user interface that must be used by a consumer. It is im-
portant to make this distinction, since it acknowledges that users of e-services, who in this 
thesis are referred to as external users residing outside the providers’ organisational 
boundaries, may play an important part in designing not only what an e-service may offer, 
but also how the artifact for mediation is designed, in order to enhance user experience.  
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In summary, we conclude that e-services are more than just electronic services that make it 
possible to offer a service via the Internet and similar channels. E-services must also en-
compass issues related to their intended users, in terms of functionality and user experi-
ence, as well as the connection to existing IT and internal business processes at the provid-
ers end of the interaction. Based on this reasoning, e-services, in this thesis, are from now 
on defined as technical artifacts used to provide and consume services via electronic 
communication channels, such as the Internet. 

2.2.3 E-SERVICES TO SERVE THE INHABITANTS OF SOCIE-
TY-PUBLIC E-SERVICES 

The public e-service concept indicates that the provider of an e-service is a public admin-
istration of some kind. In this thesis, we apply public administration as a generic term for 
public authorities at different levels, such as government authorities, county councils, and 
municipalities. In research literature, the term public e-service indicates a difference from 
other types of e-services provided by, e.g., private organisations (Lindgren and Jansson, 
2013). In essence, these differences concern organisational aspects that will also be reflect-
ed in the e-services provided. The differences can be organised into three themes that are 
interrelated and partially overlap: 1) the public ethos, 2) lack of exit, and 3) the role of the 
user (Lindgren and Jansson, 2013).  
The public ethos refers to the governing of actions of civil servants, which is based on the 
fundamental values of democracy and human rights, as well as striving for the legal rights 
of the individual (Odell and Hellberg, 2009). Since e-government concerns the develop-
ment of IT for the public sector, IT that supports public e-services should be developed 
with particular focus on the values and goals related to the public ethos, such as using IT as 
a tool to support increased citizen participation in democratic processes (Asgarkhani, 
2005, Kangas and Store, 2003). Internal aspects may also be included in the public ethos 
(Odell and Hellberg, 2009), which means that public administrations should take into ac-
count internal economic values, such as functionality, productivity, and efficiency. The 
public ethos also implies that public e-services should be, more or less, universally offered 
to all citizens (Henriksen, 2004), in order to fulfill normative values, such as democracy 
and individual human rights. Furthermore, public e-services should not be based on the 
users’ ability or desire to pay, either directly or indirectly (Henriksen, 2004). Public admin-
istrations shall not seek profit, but instead strive for cost reductions by increased internal 
efficiency and more effective communication with the members of society (Axelsson and 
Melin, 2007, Charalabidis et al., 2006), which will result in increased democratisation and 
greater citizen influence in democratic processes (Flak et al., 2003, Teicher et al., 2002). 
Furthermore, public e-services must target a wide spectrum of users, with regard to various 
aspects such as disabilities, geographical limitations, and language issues (van Velsen et al., 
2009, Henriksen, 2004). This differs in comparison to e-services provided by private or-
ganisations which may target any preferred direction (van Velsen et al., 2009). Additional-
ly, public e-services may be governed by laws and regulations to a much greater extent than 
commercial e-services (Hung et al., 2006, Teicher et al., 2002), e.g., electronic health rec-
ords from which sensitive personal medical data can only be retrieved by authorized citi-
zens (Scandurra et al., 2013b). 
Lack of exit refers to the differences regarding the opportunity for citizens to choose be-
tween e-services and service providers (Lindgren and Jansson, 2013). Users of public e-
services do not have the same options of choice between various e-service suppliers. Ser-
vices provided by public administrations are monopolised and there is no competition be-
tween public administrations and the services they provide (Edvardsson and Larsson, 
2004). For private organisations the situation is the opposite; the consumer often has a 
number of e-services with similar functionality to choose from. This situation is, according 
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to Edvardsson and Larsson (2004), one reason why government agencies are rarely at the 
forefront in developing e-services; without competition, the will and ambition to provide 
the best possible service are limited.  
The role of the user refers to the fact that users differ, depending on the organisation 
providing the service. For public e-services, where the provider is a public administration, 
the user is regarded as a member of society rather than a customer (Lindgren and Jansson, 
2013). This, in turn, together with the public ethos, implies that public e-services are, more 
or less, universally offered to all citizens (Henriksen, 2004) and no citizens may be exclud-
ed (van Velsen et al., 2009, Henriksen, 2004), or as Henriksen (2004, p. 165) puts it: “Pub-
lic services are contrary to private services either offered universally to all or provided to 
specific eligible groups such as disabled or elderly. Public services have to be accessible 
for those living in rural and remote areas as well as those living in urban areas and most 
importantly they are not based on a citizens’ capability or willingness to pay”.  
It can be concluded that public e-services differ from other types of e-services with respect 
to the main characteristics or themes: 1) the public ethos, 2) lack of exit, and 3) the role of 
the user. As stated previously in this chapter, public e-services in this work are defined as 
e-services provided by public administrations as a means of interacting with the inhabit-
ants of society. It is important to highlight that this definition encompasses user related 
issues, in terms of functionality and user experience with respect to external users, i.e., us-
ers residing outside the organisational boundaries of the provider. 

2.3 USER PARTICIPATION 
User participation originates from discussions on the relation between work and democrat-
ic values in systems development in the Scandinavian countries in the early 1970s 
(Bjerknes and Bratteteig, 1995). The initial idea with user participation was that the indus-
try should incorporate the same basic democratic principles as in the surrounding society. 
By doing so, individual engagement among employees was meant to increase, which in turn 
was meant to increase productivity and efficiency in systems development (Bjerknes and 
Bratteteig, 1995). In early research on user participation in systems development, the term 
user involvement was often mistakenly used synonymously with user participation. Ac-
cording to Barki and Hartwick (1989), user involvement has been applied in several re-
search disciplines, such as organisation behaviour, human relations, and psychology. In all 
these research disciplines, user involvement refers to “a subjective psychological state, re-
flecting the importance and personal relevance of an issue” (Barki and Hartwick, 1989, p. 
59), such as a product or a person’s work. This view of user involvement deviates from that 
of systems development, which is exemplified by Lin and Shao (2000, p. 283) who define 
user involvement as “the various design related behaviours and activities that the target 
users or their representatives perform in the systems development process”. Barki and 
Hartwick (1989) recommend that the term user participation should be used instead of us-
er involvement in systems development, a recommendation that has been acknowledged in 
later research on user participation in systems development, e.g., Hunton and Beeler 
(1997), McKeen et al., (1994), Cavaye (1995), Hartwick and Barki (1994), Lin and Shao 
(2000), and Subramanyam et al., (2010).  
It should be noted that the term user is an ambiguous concept which in a broad sense refers 
to all the people who have any interest in the systems development process (Bannon, 1991). 
Cavaye (1995) distinguishes between different categories of such users, in terms of senior 
management, middle management, and employees who perform the daily work in an or-
ganisation. In a similar manner, Damodaram (1996) identifies three categories of user roles 
and what differentiates these from each other, in terms of top management, middle man-
agement, and user representatives. However, it must be noted that the user categories pre-
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sented by Cavaye (1995) and Damodaram (1996) refer to internal users residing within the 
organisational boundaries where systems development takes place. When reviewing e-
government research, Heeks and Bailur (2007) distinguish between research focused on 
internal and external users, wherein internal users are referred to as civil servants in public 
administrations, who are in direct contact with what IT does or produces. External users, in 
turn, may also be in contact with what IT does or produces, but as citizens and business or-
ganisations residing outside the organisational boundaries of the public administration. 
Sæbø et al., (Sæbø et al.) and Axelsson et al., (2013) build further on Heeks and Bailurs’ 
(2007) findings and present several basic e-government entities, of which one such entity is 
represented by external users in the form of citizens. Taken this discussion into considera-
tion, user participation in this thesis refers to external users actively participating in the 
public e-service development process. The degree and scope of participation may vary, 
but regardless of degree of activity the users should be viewed as cooperating partners 
during the development process.  
When referring to user participation in the systems development process, it is important to 
recognise that user participation may refer to different phases in systems development. Ac-
cording to Cavaye (1995), systems development may refer to just designing and building IT 
systems, but it may also refer to the whole systems development process, see, e.g., Avison 
and Fitzgerald  (1995), where designing and building are two of several stages. This view is 
adopted by Lin and Shao (2000) who specify that users can interact with system designers 
during planning, analysis, design, testing, and implementation. As discussed in Chapter 1.3 
of this thesis, systems development refers to the complete process, as presented by Lin and 
Shao (2000).  

2.3.1 WHY USER PARTICIPATION? 
According to Hofmann and Lehner (2001), user participation is a response to failed system 
development projects stemming from limited and incomplete requirements’ specifications. 
Managing requirements during the systems development process is a complex task, mostly 
because users cannot express their needs clearly during requirements’ analysis; hence users 
must be present during the whole systems development process (Grudin, 1993). There is 
much research that points to user participation as an important component in systems de-
velopment. One such group of arguments is related to increased user and domain 
knowledge, which means that user participation enhances the possibilities to incorporate 
tacit and explicit knowledge, as well as user values, in order to improve the correlation be-
tween IT and the work the users perform, i.e., more concrete and more accurate definitions 
of user requirements (Kujala, 2008, Maiden and Rugg, 1996, Robey and Farrow, 1982), 
which in turn increase the probability of higher systems quality (Ives and Olson, 1984), or 
as McKeen (1994, p. 428) puts it: “expertise usually unavailable within the information 
systems group”.  
Another commonly mentioned argument for user participation is eased implementation; in 
terms of better acceptance of IT systems based on the participating users’ realistic expecta-
tions of what IT can and cannot do (Gibson, 1977). Furthermore, user participation en-
hances users’ understanding of why the finished IT system works as it does, and why it is 
not possible to fulfil every single user requirement when developing it (Bjerknes and 
Bratteteig, 1995).  
Greater acceptance is yet another commonly mentioned argument for user participation. 
By letting users participate, researchers argue that the users’ commitment to the develop-
ment project increases (Markus, 1983), which in turn may reduce user resistance to the de-
velopment project and the IT system to be implemented (Robey and Farrow, 1982). Cavaye 
(1995) stresses this issue further and concludes that user participation and increased com-
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mitment are of particular importance in those cases where the needs and goals of an IT sys-
tem do not originate with the users but from other entities.  
Another argument for user participation is increased workplace democracy, which is 
based on the premise that users affected by a decision are also given the possibility to par-
ticipate in making that decision, or as Miller (1993, p. 38) puts it: “good ideas are as likely 
(perhaps more likely) to come from the bottom up as from the top down”. Democratic ide-
als are primarily influenced by culture and politics (Bjerknes and Bratteteig, 1995) found in 
research on politics and legislation. The “Scandinavian Approach” in systems development 
is based on democratic ideals and characterised as being user oriented rather than man-
agement oriented (Bjerknes and Bratteteig, 1995); this means that users and systems de-
velopers are regarded as equal partners in the systems development process. A comparison 
to the former arguments favouring user participation reveals that the aspect of increased 
workplace democracy cannot generally be found in research on user participation in sys-
tems development. As an example, the debate on workplace democracy in the US was ra-
ther limited and user participation was emphasised for other reasons than democratic ones 
(Bjerknes and Bratteteig, 1995).  
The arguments discussed so far all belong to the general effects from the application of user 
participation in systems development. As such, these arguments are grounded in research 
and there is a general consensus within the research community regarding the positive ef-
fects that user participation may result in. However, this is not the same as saying that user 
participation is a guarantee for successful systems development. Most often, the positive 
implications from user participation concern happy and satisfied users. However, it is also 
important to acknowledge the systems developers, since this group of actors is also vital in 
the systems development process. Subramanyam et al., (2010) point out that there must be 
a balance. Systems developers are positive about user participation, since it is easier to 
work and manage imprecise requirements and complex environments, when users are pre-
sent in the development process. At the same time, too much user involvement can be un-
productive, resulting in conflicts and endless iterations, without any real progress in the 
development process. In some scenarios, user participation may also be regarded as coun-
terproductive (Markus and Mao, 2004, McKeen and Guimaraes, 1997) or characterised as 
demanding. As an example, Wilson et al., (1996) and Heinbokel et al., (1996) report that 
user participation may have negative effects on project performance, since systems devel-
opers are often forced to deal with conflicts between participating user groups as well as 
last minute demands for changes. 
The actual relationship between user participation and successful systems development has 
been debated. Ives and Olson (1984) present a research study where successful systems de-
velopment was evaluated using four success measures: 1) System quality, System usage, 
User behaviour and attitudes, and Information satisfaction. In total, 22 empirical research 
studies, published between 1959 and 1981, were studied, of which 8 studies presented a 
positive relationship between successful systems development and user participation. 
Building on those findings, Cavaye (1995) presents a similar investigation of 19 empirical 
research studies published between 1982 and 1992. The outcome in that study is almost 
similar to the initial one; 7 of the 19 empirical studies indicated a positive relationship be-
tween successful systems development and user participation – “The link between user 
participation and system success is considerably more complicated than the direct, biva-
riate relationship traditionally assumed” (Cavaye, 1995, p. 311).  
However, this view of measuring the importance of user participation in systems develop-
ment has, during the last decade, been criticised for being too sequential and fragmented 
(Lin and Shao, 2000), thus simplifying and reducing the importance of user participation 
in systems development. If the contextual environment is acknowledged and the systems 
development process is viewed from a contingency perspective rather than a sequential 
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one, the relationship between user participation and successful systems development is 
much more prominent (Lin and Shao, 2000). Furthermore, as He and King (2008) claim, 
user participation is one of several important components for better systems development. 
As discussed in Section 1.4, user participation should not be regarded as a panacea; there 
are other inter-organisational aspects that must be taken into consideration as well. How-
ever, user participation is one important component that most certainly enhances the like-
lihood of a successful systems development process which, in turn, enhances the possibility 
of a better final product. 

2.3.2 DIFFERENT APPROACHES TO USER PARTICIPATION-
USER PARTICIPATION DESIGN SCHOOLS 

There are numerous methods and techniques that support user participation. According to 
Avison and Fitzgerald (1995), a method in systems development is to follow a recommend-
ed series of steps, where each step may involve one or several techniques. As an example, 
Structured Systems Analysis and Design Method (SSADM) is a systems development 
method with a number of fixed sequential stages, or steps, to be followed, where each stage 
leads to another one, e.g., feasibility study, requirements analysis, requirements specifica-
tion, logical system specification, and physical design (Avison and Fitzgerald, 2006). A set 
of techniques is allocated within each of these stages, e.g., in the requirements specification 
stage, prototyping can be used as a technique to test the validity of requirements (Avison 
and Fitzgerald, 2006).  
However, an analysis of user participation research reveals there is no simple distinction 
between method and technique. The term method is often used regardless of whether there 
is a complete set of stages and procedures or just one specific way of carrying out a particu-
lar activity. Also, in several cases, it is hard to determine whether a certain way of doing 
something should be classified as a method or a technique, since something that may first 
be interpreted as a technique may also, at second glance, be seen as a method, e.g., Joint 
Application Development (JAD) (Wood and Silver, 1995) may be regarded as a technique 
for performing prototyping within the Dynamic systems development method (DSDM) 
(Stapleton, 1997), but may also be regarded as a method, since JAD may also be viewed as a 
process, building on a series of steps (Wood and Silver, 1995). Within this work, both 
methods and techniques are regarded as a means of implementing user participation; 
therefore, the term method is used from now on in this thesis when referring to such is-
sues.  
There are numerous methods that support the implementation of user participation in sys-
tems development. As an example, Muller et al., (1997) present a comprehensive list of 61 
variants showing how to implement user participation, ranging from SSADM, Joint Appli-
cation Development (Wood and Silver, 1995), and ETHICS (Mumford, 1993) to prototyp-
ing, scenarios, and mockups. More recent research, e.g., Scandurra (2013a), adds further 
methods, such as the use of inspection approaches (Nielsen, 1994) and personas (Mulder 
and Yaar, 2006) that can be regarded as “user participation at a discount” (Alenljung et al., 
2014), i.e., methods that can be used when potential participants are not available.  
If viewed from a higher overall level, it can be concluded that user participation methods 
can be placed on a scale wherein forms and degrees of participation vary from passive 
forms of participation that build on user representatives, to more direct forms that build on 
users participating as advisors or consultants (Kujala, 2008, Bjerknes and Bratteteig, 1995, 
Cavaye, 1995). Regardless of the degree of participation, it is important to bear in mind that 
both systems developers and users are regarded as cooperating partners during systems 
development, also when participants are not actually present, such as when using personas. 
When user participation approaches are viewed from this higher overall level, three user 
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participation design schools can be derived: User Centered Design (UCD), Participatory 
Design (PD), and User Innovation (UI). In this thesis, UCD is considered as the least de-
manding form of user participation and UI as the most demanding, in terms of the time 
and resources needed in the development process. In the following three sections, each of 
these design schools is further elaborated upon. First, the main characteristics of each of 
the design schools are described. Then, the design schools are compared to each other, in 
order to highlight similarities and differences between them.  
User Centered Design 
User Centered Design (UCD), sometimes also referred to as User Centered Systems Design 
(UCSD) (Gulliksen et al., 2003, Marti and Bannon, 2009) is a design school that was first 
introduced by Norman (Norman, 1982) in the late 1970’s, as a branch of the human com-
puter interaction research field. The initial idea of UCD strongly emphasises the im-
portance of the user in the systems development process in which the main purpose of a 
system should be to serve the user when using it, and it is not relevant to consider aspects 
related to technology, or elegant pieces of programming, if the user is not served by the sys-
tem (Norman, 1986). This inherently means that the user is a vital component in UCD, 
since it is essential to understand the user and the user’s working environment, in order to 
truly acknowledge the user in the development process. With this knowledge, systems de-
velopers will be able to design more usable user interfaces and develop systems that are 
better suited to the users, compared to performing these activities without such knowledge 
(Bannon, 1986). In order to obtain this knowledge, there is a distinct need in UCD to ana-
lyse work organisations, beyond traditional task analysis, that also incorporates social and 
organisational contexts that influence the users’ operations (Bannon, 1986).  
In early UCD, users did not necessarily have to be actively involved in the systems devel-
opment process; instead users could play a somewhat advisory role (Gulliksen et al., 2003). 
During these early years of UCD, systems developers often took on the role of systems de-
signers acting on behalf of the real users of the system to be developed, i.e., the systems de-
velopers used their knowledge of the users’ needs and tasks and then designed user inter-
faces and developed systems that users could employ to perform the tasks and meet their 
needs (Cypher, 1986). When doing so, systems developers had to build up a thorough un-
derstanding of the users and their natural work environment, in order to be able to meet 
the expectations of the users. If any users were actively present at all in the development 
process, they were playing an advisory role, meaning they were used as sources of infor-
mation early in the development process and then possibly as test pilots in the later stages 
when the likelihood of being able to make changes was quite limited (Gulliksen et al., 
2003). 
More recent research on UCD, e.g., Gulliksen and Göransson (2001), has criticised previ-
ous UCD initiatives for being too vague and general in their presentations and descriptions 
of UCD. Previous research on UCD used a variety of definitions which in the end meant 
UCD could be anything or nothing, depending on the researcher’s point of view, as the def-
inition of UCD provided by Karat exemplifies (1997, p. 38): “I suggest we consider UCD an 
adequate label under which to continue to gather our knowledge of how to develop usable 
systems. It captures a commitment the usability community supports – that you must in-
volve users in system design – while leaving fairly open how it is accomplished”.  Gul-
liksen et al., (2003) argue that this vagueness is a threat to UCD as a concept, since it can 
be applied in so many different ways, which in turn may result in a lack of quality and usa-
bility in the systems being developed. In order to cope with this problematic situation, Gul-
liksen et al., (2003) propose a set of key principles for user centred design. The key princi-
ples are meant to be used to more accurately define UCD and thereby also make it possible 
to evaluate systems development projects based on the principles for UCD. The key princi-
ples proposed do not contradict previous fundamental principles for UCD, but rather work 
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as additional components that refine what UCD stands for. The key principles proposed by 
Gulliksen et al., (2003) change the scope and degree of user participation, from passive ad-
visory involvement of users to more active representative involvement, during a larger pro-
portion of the systems development process. As an example, Marti and Bannon (2009) 
suggest that users shall not be regarded as objects of a study, i.e., advisors, but rather as 
active agents within the systems development process as a whole, or as Gulliksen et al., 
(2003, p. 401) put it: “representative users should actively participate, early and continu-
ous throughout the entire development process and throughout the systems lifecycle”. 
Furthermore, a more holistic view of system design is emphasised, taking into account oth-
er aspects of systems development not directly related to usability aspects. However, ac-
cording to Iivari and Iivari (Iivari and Iivari, 2011), issues on human computer interaction 
are still considered the most important aspect of UCD. Furthermore, regardless of the de-
gree of participation discussed, in UCD, responsibilities and final design decisions still lie 
with the systems developers and not the users (Gulliksen et al., 2003). 
Participatory Design 
Participatory Design (PD) is a design school that emerged during the 1970’s in Scandinavia 
and Northern Europe as a part of the Scandinavian approach (Clement and Besselaar, 
1993) which aims to provide workers with knowledge on how new technology can be used 
to affect their everyday work. In its early days, PD was regarded as a democratic reaction to 
the implementation of computerised systems in workplaces, without work procedures and 
the competencies required for the main target group of the implementation being consid-
ered (Miller, 1993). Workers, in general, regarded these implementations as yet another 
tool to control them, rather than a resource that would actually contribute to their work 
(Kensing and Blomberg, 1998, Pekkola et al., 2006, Miller, 1993). In essence, the overall 
goal of PD is to “ensure a better fit between technology and the ways people (want to) per-
form their work” (Kensing and Blomberg, 1998, p. 168), i.e., workers should have the right 
to better tools when performing their work, which means that IT can never be viewed as an 
isolated phenomenon, but as an important component in a specific workplace context 
(Damodaram, 1996, Czyzewski et al., 1990). In order to satisfy a better fit between technol-
ogy and workers, PD builds upon the idea that workers should act as creative and produc-
tive contributors, as long as they are given the opportunity to use their expertise and ex-
press their opinions (Miller, 1993). This means that PD should be regarded as a bottom up 
approach, since it is the people who use a system and know the application domain the best 
that should also be the ones that know what does and does not work once implemented 
(Miller, 1993, Czyzewski et al., 1990).      
Based on this common high level goal of PD, there are a number of different directions 
within PD. One such direction is, as stated initially, the Scandinavian approach which 
strongly emphasises the worker concept and a quest for organisational change that in-
cludes a shift in power relations within organisations towards increased workplace democ-
racy (Lawrence and Low, 1993, Miller, 1993, Damodaram, 1996). The term worker was of-
ten used in relation to the possibilities that workers had to affect their own, at the time, 
working environment to a larger extent (Pekkola et al., 2006, Kensing and Blomberg, 1998, 
Clement and Besselaar, 1993). Initially, the main domain where this took place was the in-
dustrial sector which focused on manufacturing products (Clement and Besselaar, 1993). 
Several Scandinavian research projects served as examples of this democratic and political 
view of PD, e.g., UTOPIA (Bødker et al., 1987), Florence (Bjerknes and Bratteteig, 1988), 
and NCC (Thoresen, 1992). During the years, the focus on the worker concept in PD has 
shifted towards the user, thus indicating a shift towards office work and the service indus-
try where potential IT users can be, more or less, anyone within an organisation directly 
influenced by systems development projects (Clement and Besselaar, 1993).  
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In contrast to the Scandinavian approach, PD in North America has focused less on issues 
regarding organisational change, a shift in power relations, and workplace democracy. In-
stead, research on PD has been focused on the improvement of existing systems develop-
ment methods, adding a greater emphasis on the users (Bjerknes and Bratteteig, 1995). 
Previously, the user concept was somewhat fragmented in PD research, whereas within the 
Scandinavian approach the user was mostly referred to as the actual future user, see, e.g., 
Bjerknes and Bratteteig (1995). In North American research, the user concept referred to a 
broader range of users than those directly affected by the systems development process, 
see, e.g., Clement’s (Clement, 1989) reports from the SMOAP research project. In more re-
cent Scandinavian research on PD, the political dimension has been de-emphasised, partly 
due to a decrease in the bargaining power of unions (Kensing and Blomberg, 1998). 
Nevertheless, any political motives in PD can, in general, be seen as a mutual learning pro-
cess in which both users and systems developers learn from each other (Floyd, 1993). This 
means that both users and systems developers have a shared responsibility for the design 
proposals as well as the final implemented system (Bjerknes and Bratteteig, 1995). By do-
ing so, the traditional user-developer relationship is altered; system developers cannot 
make any design decisions themselves and the users are co-responsible for the system and 
cannot blame anyone else for eventual deficiencies. The mutual responsibility means that 
the users must learn about the capabilities of the technology and the system developers 
must learn about the application area of interest (Bjerknes and Bratteteig, 1995).  
There seems to be a general consensus within the PD research community regarding the 
kind of basic requirements that must be fulfilled in a PD project. Initially, Kensing (1983) 
proposed three such basic requirements: 1) users must have access to relevant information, 
i.e., knowledge of possible technological options to solve a specific task or problem, 2) users 
must have the possibility to take an independent position regarding the problems, and 3) 
users must participate in decision making, i.e., unless users are actively involved in the sys-
tems development process, the desired outcomes will not be achieved. Clement and Van 
den Besselar (1993) reiterate these basic PD requirements in a review of ten PD projects 
carried out in the 1970’s and 1980’s. They also add two more requirements: 4) the availabil-
ity of appropriate participatory methods for implementing PD, and 5) scope for alternative 
arrangements regarding technical and/or organisational aspects. 
To summarise, PD requires that users must actively participate in the systems development 
process and there is a commitment from both users and systems developers to cooperate 
and share responsibilities during systems development. However, the level of user partici-
pation may vary.  Carmel et al., (1993) refer to Mumford’s (1981) initial classification of 
various degrees of user participation in PD, which indicates how such participation may 
vary. The consultative degree can be regarded as the least demanding form of participation, 
in terms of the level of commitment needed from the users, meaning the users act as advi-
sors in specific design decisions. This signifies that users mainly act as sources of infor-
mation with little influence on the systems development process (Carmel et al., 1993).  The 
mid-range degree of participation is the representative level, previously also discussed by 
Kensing and Blomberg (1998), i.e., selected user representatives are actively involved in 
project groups and steering committees that actively take part in decision making, analysis, 
and design, as well as in evaluation activities and the final implementation. The highest de-
gree of user participation in PD is based on consensus, meaning that the users participating 
in the development process are assigned with responsibilities, i.e., there is a more formal 
division of responsibility between user and systems developers where users are actively 
present throughout the systems development process. Kensing and Blomberg (1998) view 
user participation in PD in a similar fashion to Mumford (1981), but use a continuous spec-
trum to represent various degrees of user participation in PD. At one end of the spectrum, 
user participation is at a consultative level, indicating that participation is limited to users 
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being available to systems developers only for those aspects where their input is regarded 
as valuable. At the other end of the spectrum, users participate as active user representa-
tives, not only because they can provide valuable information, but also because they have a 
genuine interest in the development project.  
Compared to the UCD design school, the degree of user participation is considered to be 
higher in PD (Gulliksen and Göransson, 2002), particularly the representative and consen-
sus levels of participation. Moreover, PD encompasses a greater perspective of the systems 
development process, by paying more direct attention to other aspects than issues on hu-
man computer interaction. Also, in PD, depending on the degree of participation, the sys-
tems developers must cooperate with the users to a larger extent. The systems developers 
cannot always make design decisions without confirmation from the users, i.e., users af-
fected by a decision should also have the possibility to influence it (Hendry, 2008).  
User Innovation 
User Innovation (UI) is a design school originating from research on product development 
and marketing. In essence, UI builds on the principle of capturing innovations from so-
called lead users (von Hippel, 1986). In his research, von Hippel (1986) distinguishes be-
tween ordinary users and lead users. A lead user has two main characteristics; firstly, a lead 
user has needs that will soon be general needs for the broad market of users (Morrison et 
al., 2000, Herstatt and Hippel, 1992). This means that a lead user working at the forefront 
and with real life experience of a problem may contribute with detailed information of the 
requirements to solve the problem, either by solving the problem or providing detailed in-
formation of how it may be solved. Secondly, a lead user is expected to profit from a solu-
tion to his/her needs (Morrison et al., 2000, Herstatt and Hippel, 1992), i.e., a lead user 
has strong incentives to experiment with solutions. Ordinary users are not capable of being 
truly innovative, whereas lead users are considered to possess richer knowledge and expe-
rience that puts them into the position of being able to foresee needs that are still unknown 
to general users, or as Berthon et al., (2007, p. 39) state: “customers who adapt, modify, or 
transform a proprietary offering”. An example of the application of lead users in product 
development is provided by Franke et al., (Franke et al., 2006) in research that studied kite 
surfers. It was found that experienced kite surfers often modify standard equipment and 
that these modifications can be used to foresee needs from the broad mass of kite surfers, 
i.e., future trends and needs can be identified in advance, which in turn makes it possible to 
develop products that are better suited for the future needs of the broad market. UI differs 
from UCD and PD in the sense that it is the lead users themselves who try to design prod-
ucts and services that satisfy their needs. This in turn increases the possibilities for the 
generation of innovative ideas and design solutions, compared to UCD and PD which can 
be said to be more focused on typical users rather than lead users. Focusing on typical us-
ers, rather than lead users, of existing products is not optimal when working with fast mov-
ing fields (Herstatt and Hippel, 1992). An example is IT and public e-service development, 
where the amount of time spent on development may result in obsolete applications. In this 
case, working with lead users to identify novel needs, not yet discovered by the general 
public, may prove to be beneficial.  
Put into a public e-service development context, the lead users can be regarded as holding 
the key to innovative design proposals within their domain of expertise, i.e., they are the 
users of public e-services (Kujala and Kauppinen, 2004). Put into practice in public e-
service development, this means it is the users who identify problems as well as possible 
design solutions to these problems (von Hippel, 1986). Hence, the systems developers’ 
main task is to capture lead users’ ideas and designs and transform them into full-scale so-
lutions, in close collaboration with the users. As stated previously, the needs of lead users 
generally do not always equal the needs of the future users. Therefore, due to the principles 
of the public ethos, discussed in Section (2.3.3), systems developers need to assess how 
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lead user data applies to the more typical user. Consequently, in public e-service develop-
ment, it is the systems developers who build the final solution; however, it is the lead users 
who own the problem and the initial design solution to the problem. This means  the final 
solution might differ in some aspects from the initial design, in order to make it work for 
the general public. 
Differentiating between the design schools 
A study of the three design schools reveals there is not always a clear cut difference be-
tween them in every aspect. As an example, identifying the difference between representa-
tive participation in UCD is not obvious, as Gulliksen et al., (2003, p. 401) put it: “repre-
sentative users should actively participate, early and continuous throughout the entire 
development process and throughout the systems lifecycle”. Representative participation 
in PD is described by Carmel et al., (1993, p. 40) as: “representative design involves select-
ed user representatives in the actual design formulation and decision making”. According 
to Sanders and Stappers (2008), UCD inherently means that the user is seen as a subject in 
the development process, whereas the user in PD is seen as a partner in the development 
process. However, at the same time, Sanders and Stappers (2008) also conclude that UCD 
and PD are increasingly beginning to influence each other, which makes it hard to specify 
any distinct boundaries between these design schools. Also, UI is sometimes hard to distin-
guish from the other design schools. For example, it is not clear whether a lead user may 
act as a user representative or not. According to Kensing and Blomberg (1998), the choice 
of user representatives should be carefully considered and negotiated, to ensure that the 
user representatives actually represent the intended users. Lead users in UI represent a 
group of users that are experts within a particular domain and have the ability to think 
“outside the box” (von Hippel, 1986). This means that nothing prevents a user representa-
tive from being a lead user, as long as the ideas put forward by the lead user are also repre-
sentative for the intended users.  
In order to highlight similarities and differences between the three design schools, UCD, 
PD and UI, we have used an analysis framework to characterise user participation, provid-
ed by Cavaye (1995). The analysis framework consists of six dimensions: 1) Type, 2) De-
gree, 3) Content, 4) Extent, 5) Formality, and 6) Influence. Used together, these dimen-
sions provide a comprehensive tool for analysing user participation methods. A summary 
of the analysis of the three user participation design schools, UCD, PD, and UI is presented 
in Table 2.3. 
Table 2.3: Highlighting similarities and differences between the design schools UCD, PD, and UI. 

Participatory dimen-
sion/Design school 

UCD PD UI 

Type of participation Advisory or repre-
sentative 

Advisory or repre-
sentative 

Representative or 
individual 

Degree of participation Advisory, in some cas-
es sign- off responsi-
bility 

Mostly sign- off re-
sponsibility, in some 
cases advisory 

Sign- off responsibil-
ity, in some cases 
full responsibility 

Content of participation Mainly technical Technical and social Technical and social 

Extent of participation Requirements elicita-
tion, testing, evalua-
tion 

Requirements elicita-
tion, design, testing, 
evaluation 

Project definition, 
requirements elicita-
tion, design and 
building, testing 

Formality of participa-
tion 

Semi-formal Semi-formal Informal, semi-
formal 

Influence of participation Low to medium Medium to high High 
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Type of participation refers to the roles users have in development. In UCD and PD, partic-
ipants are normally either advisors or user representatives. Advisory participation is more 
limited, since users are only involved in specific design decisions as advisors, compared to 
representative participation where users actively contribute to design decisions at a more 
general level, see, e.g., Mumford (1981). Also, total representation or advisory representa-
tion is a feasible option depending on the current setting in the development project (Barki 
and Hartwick, 1994, Mumford, 1981). In UI, lead users can be considered as user repre-
sentatives, since the inherent meaning of the lead user concept implies that the lead user is 
“ahead of the pack” in terms of experienced needs, or, as von Hippel (1986, p. 792) states: 
“Lead users are users whose present strong needs will become general in a marketplace 
months or years in the future”. However, as already pointed out, there is a risk that lead 
users do not represent typical users, since nobody can predict whether lead users’ needs are 
representative of a larger number of users. Therefore, lead users may also be considered as 
individuals that only represent their own needs.  
Degree of participation refers to the level of responsibility that users may have when par-
ticipating. As already stated, in some cases users may only have an advisory role, i.e., only 
responding to specific design decisions presented by systems developers (Mumford, 1981), 
a situation which is more common in UCD than in PD, due to the narrower HCI scope of 
UCD, compared to PD. In other cases, users may have sign-off responsibilities or have an 
even deeper involvement as members of the design team, which is representative for PD 
but also for UCD, in some cases, see, e.g., Gulliksen et al., (Gulliksen et al., 2003), or are 
even fully responsible for certain design decisions (von Hippel, 1986), e.g., UI with lead us-
ers. 
Content of participation is yet another dimension which considers what aspects of systems 
development the participant can take part in (Hirschheim, 1985). According to Cavaye 
(1995), user participation in systems development is usually considered in terms of aspects 
related to enhancing the technical design of a system, e.g., requirements for graphical user 
interfaces, as well as general functional requirements. Furthermore, Cavaye (1995) also 
points out that users may participate in other aspects, such as social design, e.g., the social 
and human impact of a new system. It should be highlighted that the term “social” is am-
biguous and used for all aspects not directly related to technology. In this thesis, in discus-
sions concerning content of participation, the term “social” refers to the role of end users in 
the development process regarding activities that take into account both design and usage 
of IT, within the users work context. In UCD, participation traditionally concerns aspects of 
human computer interaction (HCI) (Norman, 1986), i.e., the technical design of the sys-
tem. Also, PD primarily considers technical design (Kensing and Blomberg, 1998), but may 
also encompass the social dimension of systems development, e.g., in the Scandinavian PD 
approach to building on democratic principles (Czyzewski et al., 1990). For UI, users must 
be considered to be involved in both technical as well as social design, due to the possibility 
of users to be fully responsible for at least specific parts of the systems development pro-
cess, as well as expected to profit from solving a specific problem (Herstatt and Hippel, 
1992). 
Extent of participation refers to those parts of the development process in which the users 
participate. In general, participation in activities related to requirements elicitation, test-
ing, and evaluation occurs at the beginning and at the end of a development project 
(Melone, 1990). This is true for UCD in general (Iivari and Iivari, 2011), whereas for PD, 
both users and systems developers are committed to cooperating during a larger propor-
tion of the development cycle (Schuler and Namioka, 1993). In UI, the user is responsible 
for the design (Kujala and Kauppinen, 2004), thus the user is represented during the entire 
development process.  
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Formality of participation describes how participation is put into practice, in terms of or-
ganisation. At one end of the scale, all participation activities are specified before they take 
place, such as formal user groups and official meetings (Cavaye, 1995). At the other end of 
the scale, most participation efforts are based on informal discussions and similar (Barki 
and Hartwick, 1994). From a formality perspective, it is hard to place any design school 
above another. In many cases, UCD and PD are regarded as nearly equivalent concepts that 
often overlap each other (Scandurra, 2007). This implies that it is generally difficult to 
identify methods that are unique for a particular design school. In many cases, the same 
methods are associated with both design schools, but the same method may be applied dif-
ferently (Holgersson and Söderström, 2014). UI, on the other hand, is not associated with 
the same eligible methods as those for UCD and PD, in research literature. The main rea-
son is that there are several variants of UI, such as end user development, where end users 
construct their own information systems (Taylor et al., 1998). 
Influence of participation refers to the degree to which participation really affects a devel-
opment project, i.e., what effect user participation really has in the systems development 
process (Cavaye, 1995). In some cases, user participation is nothing but a fancy word with-
out any real meaning, where systems developers ignore any input from participants, 
whereas, in other cases, user participation is taken most seriously and user input is careful-
ly considered by systems developers (Ives and Olson, 1984). With regard to the formality 
dimension, it is hard to relate the influence of participation to any specific design school. At 
a general level, the conclusion can be drawn that all the other dimensions analysed together 
indicate the degree of the influence of participation in each of the design schools. In doing 
so, UI can be considered to have the most influence, whereas UCD can be considered to 
have the least influence. However, the influence dimension must be related to a specific de-
velopment project, rather than a certain design school. As discussed in Holgersson and 
Karlsson (2011), it is the systems developers’ attitude towards the users that matters, rather 
than what design school is considered. 

2.3.3 USER PARTICIPATION IN PUBLIC E-SERVICE DEVEL-
OPMENT 

Before continuing with an analysis of existing research on the relationship between public 
e-service development and user participation, the role of the user in e-government and 
public e-services must be clarified. The role of the user, in research on e-government and 
public e-service development, is inherently played by the citizen (see e.g.Axelsson and 
Melin, 2008, Axelsson et al., 2010, Jones et al., 2007, Lourenço and Costa, 2007, Olphert 
and Damodaran, 2007). According to Lindgren (2013), many e-government research ef-
forts during the last decade have primarily focused on two user groups or stakeholders; 
public administrations and citizens, and how the relationship between them has changed, 
due to the implementation of public e-services as a complement to more traditional public 
service interaction channels. Axelsson et al., (2013) argue that viewing public e-service de-
velopment from this traditional one-to-one stakeholder perspective is too extensive and 
heterogeneous to be applicable in public e-service development. This argument is in line 
with several other scholars who state that a more comprehensive view of public e-service 
stakeholders is needed (see e.g. Flak et al., (2007) and Lindgren (2013)), one that considers 
internal as well as external stakeholders in public e-service development. From an external 
perspective, citizens represent one group of stakeholders, but there are also others, all with 
their own preferences, interests, and needs, such as business organisations and other forms 
of associations (Verdegem and Verleye, 2009). From an internal perspective, one large 
group of stakeholders is civil servants, who operate back office and interact with external 
stakeholders via public e-services as well as other more traditional channels, such as tele-
phone and mail services. Other such internal stakeholders that should be considered in 
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public e-service development are politicians and administrative managers (Sæbø et al., 
2011). As described in Chapter 1.4, this work is focused on external stakeholders only in 
terms of citizens and business organisations outside the organisational boundaries of the 
public administration initiating the public e-service development process. More detailed 
descriptions of these matters are provided in each of the included papers. Hence, the re-
mainder of this chapter only addresses the relationship between user participation and 
public e-service development from this external perspective. For more details on user par-
ticipation research from an internal perspective see, e.g., Sæbø et al., (2011) and Lindgren 
(2013). 
The need for user participation in public e-service development has been extensively dis-
cussed in e-government research during the last decade. A common understanding in e-
government research is that public e-service development is a complex task with a tradition 
of viewing public e-services as a means of enhancing administrative efficiency and reducing 
costs within public administrations (Asgarkhani, 2005). In earlier research on user partici-
pation in public e-service development, the users targeted in the development process were 
in-house users in the form of employees within public administrations (Følstad et al., 
2004). Oostveen and van den Besselaar (2004) made a somewhat more inclusive attempt 
by allowing social researchers to act as intermediaries between external users (citizens in 
this particular case) and systems developers in public administrations, by conducting tele-
phone interviews. An important contribution to an increased focus on external public e-
service users is made by Carter and Bélanger (2005), who emphasise the importance of an-
alysing and understanding the factors that influence citizens’ adoption of public e-services. 
Factors indicate that perceived ease of use, compatibility, and trustworthiness are signifi-
cant predictors of citizens’ intention to use public e-services that must be taken into ac-
count in public e-service development. In more recent research on public e-service devel-
opment, also users residing outside the target organisation are acknowledged as important 
components in the development of public e-services that recognise the needs and motives 
of both sides and not just those of the public administration (Jansen, 2006, Jones et al., 
2007). Melin et al., (2008) stress the importance of public administrations to understand 
the tasks and needs of external users in public e-service development and present case 
study findings showing that such knowledge has positive effects in public e-service devel-
opment. In research on public e-service development in Singapore, Tan et al., (2007) em-
phasise the importance of public administrations to be proactive in identifying relevant col-
laborators and to work with these during the development process. In addition, Jones et 
al., (2007) report findings from a case study conducted in the UK where the importance of 
engaging citizens in public e-service development on subjects that matter to them is high-
lighted. Similar findings are presented by Schedler and Summermatter (2007) and 
Goldkuhl (2007) who discuss those to be served by public administrations and what it 
means for public administrations to serve citizens via public e-services. Folkerd and Spi-
nelli (2009) report on the problems from excluding external users in the requirements en-
gineering stage of public e-service development and highlight an increased risk for user re-
jection if such problems are not handled. Van Velsen et al., (2009) present findings from a 
citizen centric approach for requirements engineering in public e-service development as a 
means of overcoming user rejection, by trying to develop public e-services that better ad-
here to citizens’ needs and wishes.  
However, despite these findings, current research reports that involving citizens and busi-
ness organisations in public e-service development has made little progress. As an example, 
the Swedish eGovernment Delegation (E-delegationen, 2012) states that as many as 45% of 
Swedish governmental agencies made no analysis of user requirements, in their develop-
ment of public e-services. Another recent example is presented by Axelsson et al., (2013) 
who state that government administrations still spend a lot of effort developing an increas-
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ing number of public e-services for citizens to use, but do not consider the citizens’ motives 
and needs to actually use these public e-services, or as Sæbø et al., (2011, p. 416) put it: 
“such [e-government] initiatives are often characterized by a techno-centric approach with 
minimal citizen involvement”. Such a practical example is presented by Scandurra et al., 
(2013b), as a part of the DOME action research project, when analysing the development 
process for electronic health records in Sweden. Based on their analysis, they conclude that 
the systems developers tried to take on the role of future end users, i.e., the citizens, instead 
of involving them in the development process. By intentionally or unintentionally neglect-
ing end user aspects in public e-service development, the goals and intentions of public e-
services are not met (Anthopoulos et al., 2007), since there is the likelihood that e-services 
designed without a clear view of the prospective users’ prior knowledge and needs  will be 
refused and not regarded as better alternatives than the existing ways of interacting with 
public administrations (Kotamraju and van der Geest, 2011, Sæbø et al., 2008, Verdegem 
and Verleye, 2009).  
Not only e-government research but also government steering documents show an in-
creased focus on cooperation between citizens and public administrations in public e-
service development (Ministerial Declaration on eGovernment (2009), European eGov-
ernment Action Plan (2011-2015)). Increased attention to citizens’ needs is required, since 
a majority of European citizens do not use public e-services, simply because they are reluc-
tant to use them. This situation threatens the vision of the European public administra-
tions, as described in the European eGovernment Action Plan (2011-2015, p. 3): “European 
public administrations will be recognised for being open, flexible and collaborative in 
their relations with citizens and businesses. They use eGovernment to increase their effi-
ciency and effectiveness and to constantly improve public services in a way that caters for 
user’s different needs and maximises public value, thus supporting the transition of Eu-
rope to be a leading knowledge-based economy”. Simply put, the expected benefits from 
public e-services will not be a reality unless the citizens are interested in using them. 
Hence, citizens’ needs must be taken into consideration when public e-services are being 
developed, in order to increase the likelihood that citizens will use public e-services when 
deployed. As argued in the following sections, user participation in the public e-service de-
velopment process is an important catalyst for public e-services that are better suited to the 
needs of citizens and business organisations.  
Given the amount of research on user participation in systems development in general, re-
search on user participation in public e-service development is a growing but still a rather 
limited research area. As discussed in Chapter 1, quite a substantial number of research 
studies emphasise the importance of increased external user influence in public e-service 
development. In e-government research, as well as in strategic government steering docu-
ments, the general opinion is that external users must be more involved in public e-service 
development, if the expected beneficial outcomes from the application of public e-services 
in e-government are to be met, i.e., increased efficiency and effectiveness in public admin-
istrations, at a lower cost. Until recently, the main focus in research on user participation 
and public e-service development has been on e-participation. According to Sæbø et al., 
(2008, p. 400), e-participation can be defined as: “the extension and transformation of 
participation in societal democratic and consultative processes mediated by information 
and communication technologies (ICT), primarily the Internet. It aims to support active 
citizenship with the latest technology developments, increasing access to and availability 
of participation in order to promote fair and efficient society and government”. This defi-
nition clarifies that e-participation is a much broader concept compared to public e-service 
development. The main purpose in e-participation is to give citizens the possibility to par-
ticipate in the political process and policy decision-making processes via various digital ap-
plications, such as chat rooms, discussion forums, electronic voting systems, and blogs 
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(Sæbø et al., 2008, Lourenço and Costa, 2007). The main focus of e-participation is to in-
crease citizens’ participation in government (Medaglia, 2007, Lieberman et al., 2013). This 
implies that e-participation can be seen as a part of e-democracy, i.e., “the use of ICT to 
support the democratic decision-making processes” (Macintosh, 2004, p. 1), rather than a 
means of participation for citizens, in public e-service development.  
There are, however, other research initiatives where a more direct relationship between 
public e-service development and user participation is proposed. As an example, citizen 
driven development (Lindblad-Gidlund (2012a) strongly emphasises the importance of in-
volving citizens in the development process and criticises the directives on increased user 
participation in government documents (e.g. European eGovernment Action Plan (2011-
2015)) for being vague, stating the importance of involving citizens in public e-service de-
velopment but not addressing why and how to do it. Axelsson et al., (2010) explicitly ad-
dress the issue of using knowledge on user participation for systems development in gen-
eral, in public e-service development. They conclude that user participation is indeed a val-
uable contributor to the public e-service development process, but also conclude that put-
ting user participation into practice in public e-service development is challenging. One 
such challenge is that public e-services inherently need to target ‘all of us’, meaning that 
public e-service users are a very diverse and rather unknown group of users with highly 
varying needs (Lindblad-Gidlund, 2012a, Henriksen, 2004) that have to be addressed in 
the development process. A second challenge is that citizens and business organisations 
need incentives to participate in public e-service development, compared to traditional us-
ers in systems development, such as employees that can be obliged to participate and who 
can more easily see the benefits of participating (Axelsson et al., 2010, Albinsson and 
Forsgren, 2005). A third challenge presented by Axelsson et al., (2010) is that more active 
forms of user participation are more demanding for the development organisation. As stat-
ed by Kensin and Blomerg (1998), traditional systems development projects focusing on 
user participation (PD in this particular case) often take place in a “greenhouse” setting, 
meaning the project is shielded from the real world and participating users are given time 
off from their normal work duties. This clearly differentiates user participation in public e-
service development from user participation in systems development in general, thus, the 
task of accomplishing user participation becomes quite complex for public administrations. 
In this thesis, user participation in public e-service development is regarded as one vital 
component, enabling public administrations to develop public e-services employed by ex-
ternal users once implemented. However, as, e.g., put by Heeks (1999) and Scandurra et 
al., (2013a), user participation can mean many things and be of various degrees, as well as 
include a multitude of methods. Existing research on user participation in public e-service 
development provides scant guidance on how different user participation design schools fit 
into a public e-service development context as well as how user participation should be put 
into practice, in terms of what user participation design school is the most sufficient one to 
use in a specific development project setting.  
In order to bridge this gap of knowledge, a natural step would be to explore the possibility 
of applying different user participation design schools in a public e-service development 
context, in order to explore how user participation can contribute to public e-service devel-
opment. Based on this new knowledge, it would be possible to derive guidelines proposing 
how user participation design schools should be used by public administrations in public e-
service development, thus providing public administrations with concrete advice on how to 
incorporate external users as participants in public e-service development. 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH METHOD 
This thesis is focused on how user participation can contribute to public e-service devel-
opment as a means of enhancing the possibility to develop public e-services that are used 
by their external users once implemented. In order to explore this subject further, a sys-
tematic research approach must be applied to explain and motivate methodological consid-
erations made before and during the work process. First, the research approach is de-
scribed and compared to existing methodological aspects in the IS research field. Second, 
the research process and research activities conducted in this work are presented in detail.   

3.1 RESEARCH APPROACH 
Research in IS can be viewed from several perspectives, ranging from a technical stand-
point (Benbasat and Weber, 1996) to a more human-centred standpoint of socio-technical 
systems taking into account economic and organisational values (Backlund, 2004, Lundell 
and Ziemke, 2013). Given this diversity, IS research can be considered to be a multi-
paradigmatic community, which means there are a number of different methods appropri-
ate for performing research (Hevner and Chatterjee, 2010). In essence, there are two main 
views regarding IS research methods. Firstly, the positivist view is based on the assumption 
that the researcher works in a kind of laboratory setting wherein the researcher, as an out-
sider, is free of subjective bias and objectively observes the phenomenon of interest (Gal-
liers, 1993, Evered and Meryl Reis, 1981). High quality positivist research is legitimated 
with reference to quantifiable and measurable validity and reliability (Beverland and Lind-
green, 2010). Secondly, the interpretivist view is based on the assumption that reality is 
relative and multiple; when studying human beings one must be aware that different peo-
ple interpret the same situation in different ways (Braa and Vidgen, 1999, Walsham, 1995, 
Klein and Myers, 1999). Instead of just studying a phenomenon from the outside, in order 
to be able to make objective and reliable predictions (positivism), the goal with interpre-
tivist research is to study and interpret human behaviour, in order to understand subjective 
experiences, such as motives, meanings, and reasons (Carson et al., 2001). In contrast to 
validity and reliability in positivist research, high quality interpretivist research is charac-
terised by, e.g., trustworthiness and plausibility (Oates, 2006)  
When discussing research in IS, Braa and Vidgen (1999) present a framework which can be 
used to position IS research (Figure 3.1). In short, the framework is represented by a trian-
gle where each point represents distinct intended research outcomes. 



CHAPTER 3 RESEARCH METHOD 

 

30 

 
  
Figure 3.1: IS research framework (From Braa and Vidgen, 1999, p. 28) 

As Figure 3.1 illustrates, the prediction point conforms to a reduction of a positivist re-
search approach, whereas the understanding point conforms to an interpretivist research 
approach. The change point is shown as an outcome of intervention, which may stem from 
both prediction and understanding in, e.g., action research projects. The points should be 
considered as ideal types that are not attainable in practice, i.e., they should be seen as 
“non-moral abstractions that can be used to make comparisons with empirical reality” 
(Braa and Vidgen, 1999, p. 28). Instead, all three points should be considered as co-
present, regardless of the kind of research method used, i.e., interpretivist research must 
also encompass reductionist elements, in order to delimit the scope of research.  
The research presented in this thesis is qualitative and interpretive in its nature, since it 
aims to explore an under-researched area by collecting data, making it possible to gain an 
understanding of how user participation can contribute to public e-service development in 
a social reality in which human beings play a central role, both as participants and as sys-
tem developers. As Patton (1990) points out, qualitative research is focused on understand-
ing and explaining social phenomenon, or as Walsham (1993, p. 4-5) puts it: “an under-
standing of the context of the information system, and the processes whereby the infor-
mation system influences and is influenced by the system”.  
As can be seen in Figure 3.2, the main focus of the research presented in this thesis is to 
interpret qualitative survey data, in order to gain an understanding of how user participa-
tion can contribute to public e-service development. This understanding will reveal the mo-
tives and reasons for the attitudes of citizens and business organisations towards participa-
tion in public e-service development as well as their abilities to participate in public e-
service development, and an awareness of the attitudes of public administrations to, and 
experiences of, user participation in public e-service development. As Walsham (1995) 
points out, the use of theory in interpretive studies is a key question that should be ad-
dressed by the researcher. Eisenhardt (1989) presents three roles of theory in interpretive 
research: 1) theory as an initial guide to design and data collection, 2) theory as a part of an 
iterative process of data collection and analysis, and 3) theory as a final product of the re-
search conducted.  As discussed in detail in the following chapters, the Method Rationale 
framework, introduced by Ågerfalk and Wistrand (2003), has been employed as an im-
portant theoretical component when collecting and analysing data used to gain an under-
standing of theories on user participation applied in a public e-service development con-
text. Furthermore, the Method Rationale framework has also served as an important theo-
retical basis in the iterative process of collecting and analysing empirical data, with respect 
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to the conditions for citizens’ and business employees’ participation in public e-service de-
velopment. Furthermore, the research presented in this thesis also extends traditional in-
terpretive research by adding a normative dimension to the research presented. By gaining 
an understanding of conditions for user participation in public e-service development from 
both an external, i.e., citizens’ and business organisations’, as well as internal, i.e., public 
administrations’ perspective, guidelines can be synthesised regarding how user participa-
tion should be employed in public e-service development. The guidelines provide directions 
that aim to enhance the ability to control and also predict user participation in public e-
service development. As an example, such normative guidelines may provide answers to 
questions such as: 1) what is the most suitable user participation design school in a given 
public e-service development scenario? 2) What user characteristics should be a require-
ment when aiming for a specific user participation design school in public e-service devel-
opment? The guidelines are based on what Walsham (1995) describes as subjective ideal-
ism, i.e., the author of this thesis formulates the guidelines based on his expertise within 
the research area, as well as his interpretations and understanding of the studied phenom-
enon. Furthermore, the normative dimensions of the research presented may act as an im-
petus for change, regarding how public administrations will address user participation in 
public e-service development, e.g., increasing awareness of the importance of user partici-
pation as well as providing directions and guidelines for how to cope with it. As discussed 
in Chapter 5, patterns have been used as a means of codifying the knowledge presented in 
the guidelines, i.e., patterns have served as a theoretical component in the presentation of 
the final product of the research.  As further more detailed discussion reveals, patterns 
have been used since they offer a format that represents the guidelines in a formal yet con-
sistent manner. 

 
  
Figure 3.2: Positioning the research presented in this thesis according to the framework provided by Braa and Vidgen (1999, p. 28) 

3.2 RESEARCH PROCESS 
This thesis is based on a collection of research papers which highlight different aspects of 
user participation in public e-service development.  The following section describes the 
general research process for this thesis and summarises any methodological considerations 
made. In short, literature surveys and interview studies have been used as data collection 
techniques. The literature surveys were mostly conducted in the earlier stages of the re-
search process, whereas the interview studies were conducted at a later stage. 
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3.2.1 OVERALL RESEARCH PROCESS 
Figure 3.3 presents a sequential illustration of the research process and its main activities. 
The ordering of the activities show, in time, when each activity was conducted, i.e., inter-
view study two was carried out after interview study one, partially parallel to interview 
study three which was initiated before the start of interview study two. The research pro-
cess is roughly divided into four stages; 1) literature surveys, 2) interview studies, 3) syn-
thesis of empirical and theoretical data in order to create guidelines, e.g., the results, 4) 
empirical grounding and initial external validation of the synthesised results, and 5) the 
final guidelines adjusted and refined according to the findings from the initial external em-
pirical validation. The two literature surveys produced findings that needed to be explored 
by collecting empirical data. This empirical data was collected and analysed via four inter-
view studies, three of which focused on external participants in public e-service develop-
ment, in term of citizens and employees in business organisations, whereas the fourth ad-
dressed public administrations as public e-service developers. The synthesis of the results 
obtained in stages 1 and 2 was then arranged into a set of guidelines for public administra-
tions developing public e-services. The synthesis is described in detail in the results chapter 
(Chapter 5). Finally, the fifth interview study was performed in order to empirically ground 
the synthesised guidelines, i.e., external empirical validation. In turn, interview study five 
gave rise to a number of additions and minor changes to the synthesised guidelines. 
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Figure 3.3: The overall research process 

Furthermore, in order to illustrate how each of the stages contributes to the others, Figure 
3.4 provides an overview. In short, stages 1 and 2 both contribute to the synthesis made in 
stage 3, which in turn is a direct contribution to stages 4 and 5. 
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Figure 3.4: Relations between the different stages of the research process 

3.2.2 LITERATURE SURVEYS 
The literature surveys conducted within the scope of this thesis were used to obtain a thor-
ough understanding of the research area, as well as to identify the main research question 
for this thesis. As Figure 3.3 indicates, two distinct literature surveys were conducted. Fur-
thermore, several literature reviews were carried out, in order to identify complementary 
research not directly related to the main research question. As an example, when studying 
public e-service development, research on services and e-services was also conducted, in 
order to obtain an overall understanding of what differentiates public e-services from other 
e-services.  
The literature surveys were inspired by a concept centric approach (Webster and Watson, 
2002) wherein core central concepts of the research field were identified and searched for. 
However, in most of the literature surveys, the initial search criteria were broadened during 
the search process, due to the fact that one central concept can often be coined differently 
and starting the search on one specific concept often gives rise to other ones. As an exam-
ple, the e-government concept must only be accompanied by a number of other search 
terms, e.g., eGovernment, electronic government, and digital government. The searches 
were conducted through several different sources. Initially, the AIS Senior Scholars’ Basket 
of journals was searched, since they are considered the foremost journals in the field of IS 
research. Thereafter, more centric specific journals were searched, i.e., those more closely 
related to the e-government research domain. Furthermore, searches have been conducted 
through ACM portal and Science Direct, as well as Google Scholar. Moreover, so-called 
“snowballing” (Goodman, 1961) has been used frequently, i.e., backtracking via the refer-
ence list in a research paper. Snowball sampling within the research of this thesis has most-
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ly proven useful in identifying conference proceedings, but additional journal papers and 
other types of documents, such as governmental steering documents and reports, have also 
been searched. The principle of saturation (Strauss and Corbin, 1998) was used to delimit 
each literature survey, i.e., when no further new information was found on a topic the sur-
vey was concluded.  The aim of literature survey one was to obtain a basic understanding of 
the e-government research field as well as gain a thorough understanding of the current 
state of research in public e-service development. The main result of literature survey one 
was a comprehensive overview of the e-government research field in which user participa-
tion in public e-service development was identified as a research area with several chal-
lenges that needed further attention. In doing so, it was possible to narrow down the e-
government research field to research on external user participation in public e-service de-
velopment. 
The aim of literature survey two was to obtain an understanding of how existing research 
on user participation in an information systems development context fits into public e-
service development. In doing so, a set of user participation design schools (UCD, PD, and 
UI) was identified and analysed from a goal perspective, in order to determine to what ex-
tent the design schools could fulfill general goals for public e-service development. The 
general goals for public e-service development were identified from an analysis of govern-
mental steering documents describing important requirements that must be met by public 
administrations developing public e-services. The main output from literature survey two 
was a thorough analysis of how the three user participation design schools, UCD, PD, and 
UI, met general goals for public e-service development. Furthermore, literature survey two 
identified a set of theoretical challenges addressing user participation in public e-service 
development, with respect to external users as participants. There were initially four such 
challenges, but these were later reformulated into three challenges. In addition, literature 
survey two also served as the foundation for the research question upon which this thesis 
rests.  
The findings of literature surveys one and two have resulted in two published research pa-
pers. In this case, paper two is based on the findings presented in paper one, but provides a 
deeper and more inclusive analysis of the three user participation design schools and is 
more elaborate when describing potential challenges with each of the user participation 
schools analysed. 

• Holgersson, J., Söderström, E., Karlsson, F. & Hedström, K. (2010). Towards a 
Roadmap for User Involvement in E-Government Service Development. In: Wimmer, 
M. A., Chappelet, J.-L., Janssen, M. & Scholl, H. J. (eds.) Electronic Government, 9th 
IFIP WG 8.5 International Conference, EGOV 2010. Berlin: Springer: 251-262. 

• Karlsson, F., Holgersson, J., Söderström, E. & Hedström, K. (2012). Exploring user par-
ticipation approaches in public e-service development. Government Information Quar-
terly, 29(2): 158-168. 

3.2.3 INTERVIEW STUDIES 
According to Golafshani (2003), high qualitative interpretive research includes research 
methods, such as interviews and observation, where the “phenomenon of interest unfold 
naturally” (Patton, 1990, p. 39). This statement is in line with the research performed 
within the scope of this thesis, which aims to interpret qualitative research data, in order to 
gain an understanding of user participation in public e-service development.  Interviews 
have been the main research method, used both as a means of exploring and gaining un-
derstanding of citizens’ and business employees’ willingness and ability to participate in 
public e-service development, as well as public administrations’ attitudes to and experienc-
es of user participation in public e-service development. Furthermore, interviews have also 
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been used for the initial external validation of the guidelines proposed as a result of synthe-
sising the understanding obtained from the previous interview studies conducted. One 
could argue that other data collection techniques, such as questionnaires, would have been 
a suitable research method. However, questionnaires were considered inappropriate, since 
detailed data regarding the respondents’ viewpoints, previous experiences, personal beliefs, 
self-perception, and underlying motives were considered necessary. This is in line with 
Williamson (2002) who states that questionnaires are not a preferable technique if the 
main purpose is to collect detailed data of a phenomenon. Interviews provide a deeper and 
more detailed understanding compared to more quantitative methods, such as question-
naires, and are suitable in situations where little information is previously known regarding 
the phenomenon studied and/or detailed insights are required from each of the respond-
ents (Silverman, 2010). Another decisive argument for interviews as a data collection tech-
nique was that several of the interview studies involved discussions of the three user partic-
ipation school, UCD, PD, and UI. The respondents could not be expected to be familiar 
with these schools and their inherent meaning, without any further explanations. Also, hy-
pothetical discussions with the respondents on working procedures and possible tech-
niques in user participation required a direct dialogue with the respondent. In summary, 
interviews were regarded as the only alternative, in order to generate a fruitful discussion 
between the respondent and the interviewer during which the interviewer could explain 
and exemplify aspects that were not clearly understood by the respondent. 
All interviews conducted were semi-structured (Williamson, 2002), which means that the 
interviews followed a designated interview guide, in terms of a static number of questions 
asked of each respondent, but with space for individual follow up questions and explana-
tions, both by the respondent as well as the interviewer, when necessary (see e.g. Appendix 
7.1). As derived from Table 3.1, a total of 147 interviews were conducted in this thesis, dis-
tributed over 99 citizens, 21 business employees, and 27 public servants working in public 
administrations (22 public administrations were interviewed, 5 municipalities were inter-
viewed twice, one interview had two respondents participating simultaneously). 
Table 3.1: Summary of conducted interview studies 

Interview study Number of respondents 

Interview study 1 – Pilot study citizens 20 

Interview study 2 – Business employees 21 

Interview study 3 – Citizens 79 

Interview study 4 – Public administrations 22 

Interview study 5 – Initial external validation 6 

 
Approximately three quarters of the interviews were conducted by phone and those re-
maining were conducted face to face. According to Williamson (2002), face to face inter-
views are preferable to other ways of carrying out interviews, since it is, in general, consid-
ered to be an easier way of encouraging a conversation, as the  interview can also include 
aspects such as body language (Williamson, 2002). However, conducting all the interviews 
face to face was not an option. Several respondents were very busy and could not allocate 
the time for a physical meeting. That, in combination with the geographical distance be-
tween the interviewer and the respondent, made telephone interviews the only viable op-
tion in such cases. The thesis author’s subjective experience of conducting the interviews 
complies with the findings presented by Williamsson (2002): it is easier to encourage the 



CHAPTER 3 RESEARCH METHOD 

 

37 

conversation in a face to face interview than in a telephone interview. However, at the same 
time, the author of this thesis did not experience any notable difference between the tele-
phone and the face to face interviews, with respect to the quality and depth of the answers 
to the questions posed. Instead, one might argue that telephone interviews could be prefer-
able to face to face interviews, since the researcher’s position as an outside observer is easi-
er to maintain if the researcher and the respondent do not meet. 
Interview study one  
As a response to the challenges identified in the literature surveys, which were based purely 
on theoretical discussions of the literature surveys, the aim of interview study one was to 
explore to what extent these challenges exist in practice. In interview study one, focus was 
on one user group of public e-services; the citizens. In total, 20 Swedish citizens, ranging in 
age from 18-84, who represented a wide range of Internet experience, from novice to expert 
users, were interviewed. Convenience sampling (Marshall, 1996) was used as the sampling 
technique, since there were very few criteria for a purposive sample of citizens.  Each inter-
view took approximately thirty minutes. As described in Chapter 3, the Method Rationale 
framework (Ågerfalk and Wistrand, 2003) was used, both when the interview guide was 
constructed and the empirical data was analysed. Based on this analysis, it was possible to 
formulate conclusions regarding citizens’ willingness and ability to participate in public e-
service development. The findings of literature study one have resulted in one published 
research paper. 

• Holgersson, J. & Karlsson, F. (2011). Exploring citizens' possibilities to participate in 
public e-service development. In: Chappelet, J.-L., Glassey, O., Janssen, M., Macintosh, 
A., Scholl, H. J., Tambouris, E. & Wimmer, M. A. (eds.) EGOV 2011 Delft: Trauner Ver-
lag: 83-91. (Paper 3) 

 
Interview study two  
Interview study two was based on the initial results regarding citizens’ willingness and abil-
ity to participate in public e-service development, obtained in interview study one, and 
shared the same aim, i.e., to explore and understand citizens’ conditions for participating 
in public e-service development. However, interview study two used a larger sample of citi-
zen respondents who were divided into six age groups, each ranging over a ten year inter-
val. Furthermore, the initial convenience sampling made in interview study one was com-
bined with snowball sampling (Goodman, 1961) for each age group. In addition, extreme 
cases regarding ICT maturity were included in order to cover this aspect. In total, 99 inter-
views were conducted with respondents ranging in age from 18 to 84, of which 20 inter-
views were from the first interview study. In order to delimit interview study two, the prin-
ciple of saturation (Strauss and Corbin, 1998) was obtained within each of the age groups, 
i.e., no further interviews were carried out when stable patterns appeared in the data analy-
sis. As in interview study one, the Method Rationale framework (Ågerfalk and Wistrand, 
2003) was used, both in the construction of the interview guide and in the analysis  of the 
empirical data. The analysis carried out in interview study two shares the same basic char-
acteristics of interview study one. However, the analysis in interview study two also goes 
beyond the initial results, by developing nine propositions to explain citizens’ willingness 
and ability to participate in public e-service development. The findings of empirical study 
two have resulted in one published research paper.  

• Holgersson, J. & Karlsson, K. (2014). Public e-service development: understanding citi-
zens’ conditions for participation. Government Information Quarterly, 31 (3): 396-410. 
(Paper 4) 

In both interview studies one and two, age has been the main sampling criterion and neither 
gender nor experience of IT use has been explicitly addressed. As pointed out in statistics on 
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Swedish citizens’ usage of IT (see e.g. Datainspektionen, 2007, SCB, 2008), there is very lit-
tle difference between genders regarding IT-usage in Sweden. However, implicitly, there has 
been an effort for equal representation, both with respect to gender as well as experience of 
IT use. 
 
Interview study three 
The aim of interview study three was to respond to the challenges identified in the litera-
ture surveys, but with the focus on business organisations and the conditions for employees 
within these organisations to participate in public e-service development. In total, 21 inter-
views with employees from 19 different business organisations were conducted. In order to 
ensure that the respondents had a similar understanding of the public e-services concept, 
they were selected on the basis of their usage of a commonly used public e-service for Swe-
dish businesses; the e-service for the Swedish tax declaration. The respondents were select-
ed from an existing network of controllers that includes medium to large size companies. 
However, given the network’s focus on larger companies, the selection was complemented 
with respondents from small companies. As in the previous interview studies, the Method 
Rationale framework (Ågerfalk and Wistrand, 2003) was used, both in the construction of 
the interview guide and in the analysis of the empirical data. From the analysis, it was pos-
sible to draw conclusions regarding business employees’ mandate, willingness, and ability 
to participate in public e-service development. The findings of literature study three have 
resulted in one published research paper. 

• Holgersson, J. & Karlsson, F. (2012). Understanding business employees' conditions for 
participating in public e-service development. In: Pries-Heje, J., Chiasson, M., Ware-
ham, J., Busquets, X., Valor, J. & Seiber, S. (eds.) ECIS 2012. Barcelona: AIS: 204-215 
(Paper 5) 

 
Interview study four 
The aim of interview study four was to provide an analysis of current practice in the appli-
cation of user participation methods in public e-service development and builds upon the 
analysis of the user participation design schools performed in literature survey two. In to-
tal, 22 interviews were performed, distributed over six municipalities, six county councils, 
and ten government authorities. The respondents were selected on the basis of their cur-
rent involvement in public e-service development projects and had work titles such as pro-
ject managers, CIOs, and business developers. The respondents were interviewed on their 
individual experiences of user participation in public e-service development, as well as 
what, if any, methods were used for implementing user participation in public e-service de-
velopment. As a basis for analysis, a set of commonly applied user participation methods 
from the three design schools, UCD, PD, and UI, was used. The empirical data was then 
analysed according to the perspectives of the factors that affect or govern how user partici-
pation is implemented. The goals of the analysis were to identify relevant methods within 
each of the design schools, UCD, PD, and UI, implement user participation, when they 
were applied or not, and the motivations for these choices. From the analysis, conclusions 
can be drawn regarding the importance of the public e-service development context, when 
discussing methods for user participation. The findings of interview study four have result-
ed in one published research paper. 

• Holgersson, J. & Söderström, E. (2014). Experiences from and attitudes towards apply-
ing user participation in public e-service development. Proceedings of the 10th Interna-
tional Conference on Web Information Systems and Technologies. Barcelona: Scitepress 
269-275. (Paper 6) 
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Interview study five 
Interview study five was focused on external empirical validation of the guidelines pro-
posed in Chapter 5. The use of interviews for external empirical validation is not a unique 
approach in interpretivist research (see e.g. Duray et al., 2000, Strand, 2005, Söderström, 
2004). In interview study five, potential future users of the guidelines were interviewed re-
garding the perceived usefulness of the guidelines, as well as the respondents’ general opin-
ion of them and the format in which they were presented. The respondents were a subset of 
the respondents from interview study four representing municipalities. The choice of ad-
dressing municipalities was due to the fact that the respondents from each municipality, of 
which all had been interviewed in interview study four, had shown they possessed a good 
overall knowledge of the current status of public e-service development within their munic-
ipality. The respondents had good overall insights into the municipalities’ everyday IT op-
erations in which public e-service development was one of many work duties. From the 
analysis, conclusions can be drawn regarding the respondents’ general opinions of the 
guidelines, the usefulness of the guidelines in the respondents’ target organisation, and the 
respondents’ opinions of the format in which the guidelines were presented. Furthermore, 
as a more detailed description in Chapter 5 reveals, interview study five gave rise to a set of 
minor changes to the initial guidelines, which was made to increase their ease of use. 

3.2.4 THE AUTHOR’S ROLE AS A RESEARCHER  
Interpretive research will always influence the people being studied and it is therefore im-
portant that interpretive researchers can reflect upon their own role in the research process 
(Walsham, 1995). According to Walsham (1995), two different roles can be identified with-
in interpretive research: 1) the researcher as an outside observer, and 2) the researcher as 
an involved participant. The researcher as an outside observer implies that the researcher 
is distanced from the person being studied, whereas the researcher as an involved partici-
pant inherently means that the researcher is, at least, a temporary member of the organisa-
tion studied. 
The author of this thesis has been playing the role of an outside observer, when performing 
the interview studies with citizens, business organisations, and public administrations. The 
main focus during the interview studies has been to first understand how user participation 
can contribute to public e-service development, as discussed in Chapter 1.2 when position-
ing the research presented in this thesis according to the framework provided by Braa and 
Vidgen (1999). Based on this understanding, guidelines formulating how user participation 
should be used in public e-service development have been derived. The author’s role as a 
researcher is therefore primarily regarded as that of an outside observer and not as a part 
of a public e-service development project, in order to provide public administrations with 
guidelines that enhance the possibility of developing public e-services employed by its ex-
ternal users once implemented. This means that external public e-service users are not the 
primary target for the research presented in this thesis. Nevertheless, they too are expected 
to benefit from this research, since increased usage of public e-services implies that the us-
ers of such services view these as better alternatives than those already existing to them.  

3.2.5 THE METHOD RATIONALE FRAMEWORK 
The Method Rationale framework, introduced by Ågerfalk and Wistrand (2003), has been 
an important tool when analysing the three user participation schools, both from a theoret-
ical as well as an empirical perspective. This section aims to introduce the background of 
the rationale framework, as well as its fundamental basics and how it has been applied in 
this thesis from a methodological point of view.  
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In its essence, a method rationale can be defined as “information regarding decisions that 
leads to a specific Meta model” (Rossi et al., 2000, p. 2). According to Wistrand (2009), 
this implies that an information systems development (ISD) method can be used in differ-
ent development scenarios. Nevertheless, each ISD method rests upon the method creator’s 
rationale (Cronholm and Ågerfalk, 1999), i.e., values and assumptions regarding a problem 
domain that motivates activities and primitives prescribed by the ISD method on which 
systems developers must rely when using it (Ågerfalk and Wistrand, 2003). An ISD method 
can be regarded as a best practices manual, providing step-wise instructions for how to per-
form an ISD project, or as Brinkkemper (1996, p. 275-276) puts it: “an approach to per-
form a systems development project, based on a specific way of thinking, consisting of 
directions and rules, structured in a systematic way in development activities with corre-
sponding development products”. In other words, an ISD method is a means of expressing 
and communicating knowledge of the ISD process, in order to encapsulate good design 
properties that help systems developers be more efficient in their work (Ågerfalk and Fitz-
gerald, 2006). However, as pointed out by Fitzgerald et al., (2003, p. 66), when studying 
method tailoring at Motorola, “it is now widely accepted that methods should be tailored 
to the actual needs of the development context”, i.e., the days when ISD methods where 
introduced in organisations as standardised ways of carrying out information systems de-
velopment are over (Fitzgerald et al., 2006, Ågerfalk and Fitzgerald, 2006). Instead, ISD 
methods need to be tailored and adjusted to the specific setting of an information systems 
development project, in order to be efficient in usage (Fitzgerald et al., 2003, Karlsson and 
Ågerfalk, 2004, Karlsson, 2013). As a response to this somewhat problematic situation in 
ISD, situational method engineering has been proposed (see e.g. Brinkkemper et al., 1999, 
Harmsen, 1997, Karlsson and Ågerfalk, 2004, Mirbel and Ralyté, 2006).  
According to Karlsson and Ågerfalk (Karlsson and Ågerfalk, 2009), there are two basic ap-
proaches in situated engineering. The first is based on the assembly of method fragments 
into project specific methods. In their essence, method fragments are standardised method 
building blocks that are stored in and retrieved from a method base (Brinkkemper, 1996, 
Rolland and Prakash, 1996). If seen at closer range, method fragments can be classified ac-
cording to the three dimensions of perspective, abstraction level, and layer of granularity 
(Ågerfalk and Wistrand, 2003, Karlsson and Ågerfalk, 2004). The perspective dimension 
considers whether the method fragment is a product or a process, e.g., a document deliver-
able or an activity that has to be performed. The abstraction level describes whether the 
method fragment is conceptual (e.g. a model) or technical (e.g. a CASE-tool). The layer of 
granularity dimension addresses on which of the five layers, method, stage, model, dia-
gram, and concept, the method fragment resides. If one considers Structured Systems 
Analysis and Design (SSADM) (Meldrum et al, 1993) as an example, SSADM itself refers to 
the method layer, whereas a specific stage in SSADM refers, e.g., to the stage of require-
ments elicitation. The model layer in SSAMD can, exemplified with data and entity models, 
be used in the requirements elicitation stage, and entity life histories in SSADM represent 
specific diagrams. The concept layer in SSAMD can be represented by a modelling primi-
tive, such as an entity in the entity life histories diagrams.  
The second approach, called method configuration by Karlsson and Ågerfalk (2004), turns 
the perspective of method fragments as ISD method building blocks around. Instead of as-
sembling fragments into a method, method configuration adapts a base method that is ad-
justed to fit a specific ISD project. It should be noted that more recent research on method 
configuration, using the Method Rationale framework as a basis for analysis (e.g. Karlsson 
and Ågerfalk, 2009, Karlsson, 2013, Wistrand, 2009), uses the concept of method compo-
nent instead of method fragment. It is important to highlight that a method component is 
not synonymous with a method fragment. As discussed in Karlsson (Karlsson, 2013), goals 
and values are built into a method component on a one to one relationship. A method 
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fragment is less rigorous and allows for more flexible relationships, since it allows the pos-
sibility of achieving a goal or a value in several different ways instead of just one. Stolter-
man (2008) discusses the concept of rationality resonance as a means of describing the re-
lationship between suggested practice and existing practice. Rationality resonance is an 
important aspect in method configuration (Karlsson, 2013), since it means that rationales 
from both ISD method users and ISD methods must be aligned, in order for an ISD project 
to be efficient. This means that needs and values from ISD method users steer what meth-
od fragments are chosen within a specific method, but at the same time the ISD method 
designer’s values and norms must be preserved (Karlsson and Ågerfalk, 2004, Ågerfalk and 
Fitzgerald, 2006). When presenting the Method Rationale framework, Ågerfalk & Wistrand 
(2003) address the integration of rationales from ISD methods and their users, i.e., the sys-
tems developers, thus making it possible to model and analyse the method rationale. The 
Method Rationale framework is expressed using a UML class diagram (Figure 3.5) and 
consists of three classes: method fragment, goal, and value. Associations exist between 
method fragment and goal, and between goal and value. Also, there are several recursive 
associations for goals and values which either support or contradict values and goals.   

 
  
Figure 3.5: The Method Rationale framework (From Ågerfalk and Wistrand, 2003) 

Each method fragment is anchored in goals and values, referring to the methods perspec-
tive (Brinkkemper, 1996) or argumentative dimension (Jayratna, 1994). Goals show what a 
systems developer using the method can achieve when using the method fragment, and 
constitute a verifiable state in the world. As an example, the entity life histories in SSAMD 
can be associated to at least two goals: 1) as a means of documenting all events that can af-
fect an entity type, and 2) as a means of verification of entities and events. This anchoring 
of method fragments in goals is called goal rationale (Ågerfalk and Wistrand, 2003). Worth 
highlighting is that one method fragment can be used to achieve more than one goal and 
one goal can be achieved by more than one method fragment. A goal can also be related to 
other goals, e.g., goals can contradict or contribute to each other. In a similar manner, a 
goal is associated with at least one value or, as Ågerfalk & Wistrand (2003, p. 3) put it: 
“goals are manifestations of the method creator’s value base – all goals are anchored in 
values”. As for goals, values may contradict or contribute to each other. As stated so far, the 
Method Rationale framework stems from the need to tailor ISD methods according to the 
specific settings of an ISD project. As discussed, method tailoring comes in different forms, 
e.g., method configuration and situational method engineering. However, in this thesis, the 
rationale framework has been used to put user participation schools into a public e-service 
development context, i.e., to stress the importance of what can be achieved when using a 
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design school that fits the current situation. As stated previously, the Method Rationale 
framework has been an important component in gaining an understanding of user partici-
pation that fits into a public e-service context. By using the Method Rationale framework, it 
has been possible to work in a structured and systematic fashion during literature surveys 
as well as when collecting and analysing empirical data related to external public e-service 
users. In this thesis, the Method Rationale framework has been used for three main pur-
poses. 
Firstly, is has been used to analyse the three user participation schools, UCD, PD, and UI, 
put into a public e-service development context. When doing so, the associations between 
method fragments and goals were used as a starting point. As an example, a common 
means of capturing user requirements in PD is the usage of prototypes (method fragment). 
The question to answer is what goals are anchored to this method fragment. In PD, a high 
level goal can be formulated as: “commitment for both users and systems developers to 
cooperate” (Schuler and Namioka, 1993). Furthermore, this goal is based on a foundational 
value principle for PD, namely, that users and systems developers are viewed as equal 
partners who learn from each other and at the same time have a shared responsibility for 
design proposals (Floyd, 1993, Bjerknes and Bratteteig, 1995). The identified goals in each 
design school were structured into hierarchical goal graphs, corresponding to goal contra-
diction/goal achievement, either as supportive or contradictive. It should be noted that goal 
models for the user participation schools can be created without methodological support, 
by reading and interpreting research literature on user participation. However, by using the 
established Method Rationale framework, structure and a systematic approach can be 
achieved, which increases the quality and reliability of the results. For example, it was nec-
essary that each goal identified was anchored in distinct method fragments obtained by in-
terpreting research literature on user participation.  
Secondly, the Method Rationale framework has been used to elicit interview guides used in 
semi-structured interviews with external public e-service users, i.e., citizens and business 
employees, in this thesis. It was concluded that the Method Rationale framework, provided 
by Ågerfalk and Wistrand (2003), was lacking the ability to address external public e-
service users’ willingness and ability to fulfill those goals directly related to the users in the 
three design goals analysed. Therefore, the initial framework was altered, in order to cover 
those aspects.  The altered Method Rationale framework has been used in Papers 3, 4, and 
5 in slightly different formats, emphasising citizens or business employees. Seen from a 
higher overall standpoint, these alterations all include users’ perspective in public e-service 
development, regardless whether they are internal or external. As Figure 3.6 illustrates, a 
third class, actor, has been added to the initial Method Rationale framework, together with 
new associations, in order to represent the goals held by actors in terms of user participa-
tion, i.e., which of the initial set of goals for each design school is directly related to actors. 
Furthermore, another association was added to the initial Method Rationale framework, in 
order to show the rationality resonance between actors, method fragments, and goals. In 
addition, the value class in the initial Method Rationale framework has been excluded, 
since the interest when eliciting the interview guides was focused on the actors’ willingness 
and ability to fulfill goals of the design schools analysed.  By using subsets of the goal 
graphs of the three design schools, based on what actor they addressed, e.g., the user or the 
systems developer, it was possible to formulate the interview guides. As an example, one 
general goal for UI discussed in Holgersson and Karlsson (2014) was that users must have 
a desire to take on the role of a lead user identifying potential solutions to experienced 
problems in ISD. This goal addresses the participant’s willingness to participate according 
to the basic principles of UI. Hence, this goal gave rise to the following interview question 
which was directed at both citizens and business employees: “Would you prefer to act as 
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an innovator and co-creator of solutions based on the problems you have experienced 
when using a particular e-service”? 

 
  
Figure 3.6: High level modified version of the Method Rationale framework 

Thirdly, the altered version of the Method Rationale framework has been used to analyse 
the empirical data collected during the interviews. When doing so, it was possible to estab-
lish whether or not the goals of a method fragment and the actors’ willingness and ability to 
participate in public e-service development overlap, i.e., whether an actor, e.g., a citizen, 
met a specific goal in one design school or not. Due to the construction of the interview 
guides, each question directly answered one or several goals. This made it possible to ana-
lyse each interview question individually, in order to determine whether the related goals 
were fulfilled or not, e.g., whether rationality resonance was obtained or not. As an exam-
ple, one response from a participant to the interview question previously stated was: “I 
would like to be involved in the development process so that it will not be too late. If so, it 
is often difficult to make any real impact”. When analysing this statement, the respondent 
was considered to fulfill the design goal to which the interview question responded.  
As illustrated in Figure 3.6, the value component included in the original Method Rationale 
framework is missing. The reason for this is that underlying values have not been included 
in any of the analyses made. In the theoretical analysis of the three user participation 
schools, goals for each design school were identified from analysing research literature. We 
did not question these goals and why the method designers found them important. Nor 
were values included when eliciting interview guides or analysing empirical data. Focus 
was on the actors’ possibility to fulfil goals for each of the design schools. 

3.2.6 PATTERNS AS A MEANS OF REPRESENTING GUIDE-
LINES 

The synthesised detailed contributions from the included papers constitute a set of guide-
lines aimed at providing different alternatives for how user participation can be used in 
public e-service development. As a means of codifying the knowledge presented in the 
guidelines, patterns have been used, i.e., patterns were the format chosen for the way to 
describe the guidelines. This chapter is focused on what and why, i.e., what a pattern is 
and why patterns have been used as a means of representing the guidelines. How the pat-
terns are constructed in this thesis is discussed in detail in Chapter 5.  
In short, a pattern is a description of a specific problem which occurs over and over again 
in our environment, together with a core solution to the specific problem (Alexander et al., 
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1977). A core solution, in this context, is a solution which can be used an infinite number of 
times without doing things exactly the same way twice (Gamma et al., 1995). In this thesis, 
a pattern is defined as “generic and abstract organizational design proposals that can 
easily be adapted and reused” (Persson et al., 2008, p. 45), meaning that patterns have 
been applied, in order to document and express information in a concrete form that makes 
it possible to reuse the knowledge by the intended receivers of the guidelines, i.e., public 
administrations. The main argument for choosing patterns to do this is that they constitute 
a suitable format which offers a possibility to present and communicate the guidelines in a 
concrete form. The patterns should be seen as proposals for solving organisational prob-
lems related to user participation in public e-service development, providing a number of 
reusable design guidelines which aim to solve one recurring problem; how user participa-
tion should be used in public e-service development. The problem is recurring in the sense 
that it occurs each time a public e-service is a subject for re-design, update, or is being de-
veloped from scratch.  
Patterns in isolation can only solve small trivial problems (Persson and Stirna, 2006), 
compared to interrelated patterns, i.e., a pattern language, which enables the possibility to 
combine different patterns, in order to offer different solutions to the same generic prob-
lem (Persson and Stirna, 2006, Alexander et al., 1977). In this thesis, the guidelines are 
presented via a set of interrelated patterns, thus forming a pattern language wherein differ-
ent guidelines can be combined to identify different possible alternatives to how user par-
ticipation should be put into practice in a public e-service development context. As pointed 
out by Persson et al. (2008), a pattern does not need to be based on a well-proven solution. 
Instead, a pattern may be seen as an organisational design proposal that is generic and ab-
stract. The patterns presented in this thesis are not based on well-proven solutions, due to 
the fact that there are no existing guidelines for how user participation can be achieved in 
public e-service development. Therefore, the basis for the patterns is not studying how the 
problem has been previously solved, but to identify new knowledge to solve the problem. 
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CHAPTER 4 

SUMMARY OF INCLUDED PAPERS 
In total, six research papers serve as the foundation of this thesis. Figure 4.1 presents an 
overview model of how each of the research papers contributes to the main research ques-
tion, as well as the three research sub -questions of this thesis. In summary, papers 1 and 2 
correspond to research sub-question one. Papers 3, 4, and 5 correspond to research sub-
question two and paper 6 corresponds to research sub-question three. All papers respond 
to the main research question. This chapter provides a brief summary of each research pa-
per, focusing on aims, results, and conclusions drawn. 
 

 
  
Figure 4.1: Relations between the included research papers and the research questions 
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4.1 PAPER 1: TOWARDS A ROADMAP FOR USER 
INVOLVEMENT IN E-GOVERNMENT SERVICE 
DEVELOPMENT 

Paper 1 is focused on the possibility to apply the user participation design schools, UCD, 
PD, and UI, in public e-service development and aims to analyse these three schools from a 
goal perspective, in order to identify challenges for user participation in public e-service 
development. As described in Chapter 3, paper 1 is a literature study based on existing re-
search literature focused on public e-service development and user participation. The anal-
ysis is based on two main components: 1) general goals for e-government identified in e-
government research literature as well as official Swedish steering documents on e-
government and the public ethos, and 2) a goal analysis, based on the Method Rationale 
framework (Ågerfalk and Wistrand, 2003) of the three user participation design schools 
studied. There are two main results in paper 1: 

• Goal graphs derived from high level method fragments for the three user partici-
pation design schools UCD, PD, and UI. 

• A summary of literature review conclusions used to derive four challenges that 
need to be addressed when introducing user participation in public e-service de-
velopment: 1) Identify the user target segments, 2) Identify the individual user 
within each segment, 3) Achieve user participation, and 4) Lack of adequate skills 
among user participants. 

The conclusions in paper 1 state that user participation is an important component in pub-
lic e-service development. However, public administrations should also pay close attention 
to the challenges presented and allocate appropriate resources for dealing with them before 
they become problems. 

4.2 PAPER 2: EXPLORING USER PARTICIPA-
TION APPROACHES IN PUBLIC E-SERVICE 
DEVELOPMENT 

Paper 2 addresses the same basic research problem as in paper 1; exploring the possibility 
to apply user participation in public e-service development. Also in paper 2, the Method 
Rationale framework (Ågerfalk and Wistrand, 2003) is used as a basis for analysis, in order 
to determine how each of the user participation schools, UCD, PD, and UI, fit into a public 
e-service development context, given a number of basic e-government requirements which 
must be considered. However, despite the similarity regarding the problem statement and 
the research design of papers 1 and 2, paper 2 expands on the content presented in paper 1. 
Overall, paper 2 is based on a larger amount of research literature, which in turn provides a 
more detailed motivation for the problem statement of the paper as well as any related re-
search. Furthermore, while paper 1 uses steering documents for the Swedish public ethos, 
as a basis for specifying requirements for public e-services and public e-service develop-
ment, paper 2 is based on the steering documents of larger international government ad-
ministrations, such as the EU and the US. The goal graphs that describe method fragments 
in each of the user participation schools are more finely grained in paper 2, compared to 
paper 1. There are more identified goals and the relations between the goals are described 
in more detail. The main reason for this enriched and more precise description of the user 
participation schools’ method fragments and their internal relations lies in a more compre-
hensive literature review of each of the schools studied.  
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The concluding analysis in paper 2 results in a verified but also refined version of the chal-
lenges presented in paper 1. The main results in paper 2 are: 

• Enriched and refined goal graphs derived from high level method fragments for 
the three user participation design schools, UCD, PD, and UI. 

• Some refined challenges that need to be addressed when introducing user partici-
pation in public e-service development: 1) Unclear user target segments can im-
pede the fulfilment of usability and relevance goals, 2) The nature of participation 
can impede the fulfilment of democracy goals, and 3) Lack of adequate skills can 
impede the fulfilment of efficiency goals. 

The conclusions in paper 2 state that public administrations should be aware that none of 
the analysed user participation schools should be regarded as a silver bullet, in most situa-
tions, one user participation design school might be favoured from one perspective, but 
falls short from another perspective. As an example, PD in the light of the Scandinavian de-
sign school fulfils democratic goals advocating consensus decisions among end users. At 
the same time, consensus decisions in public e-service development, where the number of 
end users is immense, cannot be fulfilled. Nevertheless, regardless of the design school ap-
plied, it will fall short in some aspect, and the need to compromise is stressed, when apply-
ing them in practice. 

4.3 PAPER 3: EXPLORING CITIZENS’ POSSIBIL-
ITIES TO PARTICIPATE IN PUBLIC E-
SERVICE DEVELOPMENT 

Paper 3 addresses a subset of the challenges presented in papers 1 and 2: 1) citizens’ will-
ingness to participate in public e-service development, and 2) citizens’ ability to participate 
in public e-service development. Paper 3 aims to explore the extent to which citizens are 
interested in and can fulfil the user related goals of the three user participation schools, 
OCD, PD, and UI. The standpoint taken in paper 3 is that the challenges presented in pa-
pers 1 and 2 are valuable contributions, but are, at the same time, based on hypothetical 
discussions from literature studies. This means that the challenges presented in papers 1 
and 2 are regarded more as potential challenges and paper 3 is focused on exploring the 
extent to which these challenges exist in practice, by interviewing citizens on their willing-
ness and ability to participate in public e-service development. The main results in paper 3 
are: 

• The willingness of citizens to participate in public e-service development seems to be 
less of a challenge than expected in papers 1 and 2. 

• The challenge that citizens lack the ability to participate in public e-service development 
is confirmed. Citizens seldom have the time needed for more active participation and 
more active participation is often too demanding, in terms of the knowledge required to 
participate. 

The conclusions in paper 3 state that citizens, in general, are willing to participate, in order 
to improve public e-services and that this willingness to participate increases if personal 
incentives are favoured. The results indicate that more active forms of participation, e.g., 
PD and UI, are favoured by citizens, but their ability to participate more actively is, at the 
same time, hindered by time constraints. 
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4.4 PAPER 4: PUBLIC E-SERVICE DEVELOP-
MENT: UNDERSTANDING CITIZENS’ CONDI-
TIONS FOR PARTICIPATING 

Paper 4 is, compared to paper 3, focused on identifying detailed knowledge that can be 
used to explain citizens’ willingness and possibilities to act as participants in public e-
service development. In doing so, paper 4 is based on the same set of challenges as in paper 
3, i.e., citizens’ willingness and possibilities to participate in public e-service development 
according to three user participation schools, UCD, PD, and UI. However, despite being 
based on the same general challenges, paper 4 differs from paper 3 in a number of aspects:   

• Paper 4 is based on a larger number of interviews with citizens (99 compared to 20), 
which in turn provides a larger amount of empirical data. 

• In paper 4, the sampling of the respondents is more rigorous and uses specific age 
bands to which the principle of saturation (Strauss and Corbin, 1998) was applied 
within each age band. The principle of saturation was also applied in paper 3, but less 
specifically and rigorously.   

• As a basis for analysis, paper 4 uses the goal graphs presented in paper 2, whereas pa-
per 3 uses the goal graphs presented in paper 1. The higher level of detail in the former 
goal graphs in combination with a larger amount of empirical data enables a deeper 
analysis which identifies more details in each of the user participations schools ana-
lysed. 

The main results in paper 4 are: 

• A theoretical model consisting of nine propositions which are used to explain important 
characteristics regarding citizens’ willingness and possibilities to participate in public e-
service development. 

• Explicit implications for research which give a more nuanced, but also verified, picture 
of conclusions presented in previous research within the field. 

• Explicit implications indicating how the propositions can be applied in practice by public 
administrations striving for user participation in public e-service development. 

 
The conclusions in paper 4 confirm the findings presented in paper 3; citizens are, in gen-
eral, willing to participate in public e-service development, but lack the ability to partici-
pate more actively. However, the nine propositions highlight more detailed information on 
citizens’ willingness and ability to participate in public e-service development. It is con-
cluded that citizens are reluctant to participate according to the principles of UI, thus cor-
roborating the findings in paper 3. However, it is also concluded that satisfaction from us-
ing a public e-service, or infrequent usage of a public e-service, has a negative influence on 
willingness to participate, whereas personal incentives, or a strong social commitment, in-
crease the willingness to participate more actively according to the principles of PD. With 
respect to the ability to participate, the conclusions reveal mixed results. Most citizens have 
the ability to participate according to the principles of UCD and PD, whereas the situation 
is the opposite for UI. 
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4.5 PAPER 5: UNDERSTANDING BUSINESS EM-
PLOYEES’ CONDITIONS FOR PARTICIPAT-
ING IN PUBLIC E-SERVICE DEVELOPMENT 

In a similar manner to papers 3 and 4, paper 5 addresses the willingness and ability of ex-
ternal public e-service users to participate in public e-service development. Also, paper 5 
uses the arguments put through in papers 3 and 4 regarding the fact that the challenges in 
papers 1 and 2 are based on hypothetical discussions from literature studies, i.e., the chal-
lenges presented are regarded more as potential challenges that need to be further explored 
with empirical data, in order to determine to what extent these challenges exist in practice. 
However, in paper 5, the focus is on business organisations and their employees. The aim 
of paper 5 is concentrated on the business employees’ mandate, willingness, and ability to 
participate. The respondents were selected on the basis of their usage of a common Swe-
dish public e-service: the Swedish tax declaration e-service. As in papers 3 and 4, the prin-
ciple of saturation (Strauss and Corbin, 1998) was applied, in order to determine the size of 
the interview sample. The main results in paper 5 are:  

• Business employees, in general, are willing to participate and their main motive for do-
ing so is personal incentives, i.e., the possibility to improve their everyday work envi-
ronment by employing the Swedish tax declaration e-service. It is important to highlight 
that paper 5 is focused on business employees playing the role of members of a business 
organisation, i.e., personal incentives are based on the business employee playing the 
role of a professional and not of a private individual. 

• Business employees are given a mandate to participate in public e-service development, 
but extra time for doing so is seldom granted by the employer. 

• Business employees are less interested in more active forms of user participation, e.g., 
PD and UI. 
 

The conclusions in paper 5 show similarities, but also differences, to the results obtained in 
papers 3 and 4. Business employees are more willing to participate according to the princi-
ples for UCD, compared to citizens. Business employees prefer UCD to PD, mainly due to 
lack of time, since participation must generally be combined with the employees’ normal 
work. Business employees’ ability to participate in public e-service development is rather 
limited. Knowledge about laws and regulations limits the possibilities to fulfil the goals of 
more user driven user participation design schools, e.g., UI. For that reason, user participa-
tion schools, where the business employees act as advisors (UCD), or collaborate in the de-
sign together with system developers (PD), are better suited for the situation at hand. 
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4.6 PAPER 6: EXPERIENCES FROM AND ATTI-
TUDES TOWARDS APPLYING USER PARTIC-
IPATION IN PUBLIC E-SERVICE DEVELOP-
MENT 

Paper 6 examines public e-service development from another perspective and addresses 
the public administrations that develop and provide public e-services for citizens and busi-
ness organisations. Paper 6 uses the initial literature studies in papers 1 and 2 on the three 
user participation schools, UCD, PD, and UI, in which commonly used methods employed 
to implement user participation in practice are identified. The aim in paper 6 is to provide 
an analysis of current practice in the use of these methods in public e-service development 
based on empirical data from public administrations’ experiences of user participation, 
both in systems development in general, as well as in public e-service development. The 
respondents represented different levels of public administrations, i.e., municipalities, 
county councils, and public authorities. The main results in paper 6 are: 

• Methods employed to implement user participation in public e-service development 
must be adjusted to the context specific factors for public administrations. 

• More active forms of user participation may not be the favoured choice for public ad-
ministrations, due to limited resources in terms of time and money as well as short de-
velopment cycles. 

 
The conclusions in paper 6 state that public administrations wish to increase their focus on 
the user perspective when developing public e-services but find that limited resources are a 
hindrance in doing so. In the analysis of methods employed to implement user participa-
tion in public e-service development, the how is more important than the what, i.e., meth-
ods employed to implement user participation need to be adjusted to context specific fac-
tors that take into account public administrations’ conditions for putting user participation 
into practice as well as the conditions that enable external users to participate. Methodss 
employed for user participation must be applied in a manner that is efficient and time ef-
fective, both for public administrations and the intended participants.  
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CHAPTER 5 

SYNTHESIS OF THE PAPERS - GUIDE-
LINES FOR INCLUDING EXTERNAL US-
ERS IN PUBLIC E-SERVICE DEVELOP-
MENT 
All of the research papers included in this thesis are focused on providing an answer to the 
main research question addressed herein, i.e., how can user participation contribute to the 
development of public e-services? In doing so, each of the individual research papers 
makes detailed contributions that address different aspects of user participation in public 
e-service development. Added together, these detailed contributions provide an increased 
body of knowledge, regarding user participation in public e-service development, which is 
synthesised into a set of guidelines for public administrations describing how user partici-
pation should contribute to public e-service development. The guidelines provide generic 
solutions to problems related to the selection of the most suitable type of user participation 
for a specific development scenario, as well as concrete recommendations indicating how 
user participation can be implemented in practice. 
This chapter presents a description of the input to the guidelines, derived from the includ-
ed research papers, as well as how this input is related to the guidelines. Furthermore, a 
presentation of the guidelines includes a description of how they are designed and consti-
tuted as well as how they should be used by public administrations. 
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5.1 INPUT FROM THE INCLUDED PAPERS IN 
THE SYNTHESIS 

The detailed contributions derived from the included papers that have been used as an in-
put synthesis are summarised in Table 5.1. 
Table 5.1: Detailed contributions included in the synthesis 

Short 
key 

Contribution Paper 

C1 Goal graphs highlighting important method fragments for the user partic-
ipation schools UCD, PD, and UI. 

Papers 1 and 2 

C2 Propositions illustrating citizens’ willingness and ability to participate in 
public e-service development based on the user participation schools UCD, 
PD, and UI. 

Papers 3 and 
4 

C3 Propositions illustrating business employees’ mandate, willingness and 
ability to participate in public e-service development based on the user 
participation schools UCD, PD, and UI. 

Paper 5 

C4 Propositions for how to apply user participation methods in public e-
service development from a public administration’s perspective. 

Paper 6 

 
The contributions highlighted in Table 5.1 are a summary of the detailed contributions, de-
rived from the included papers, which have been used as direct input to the synthesis. Fur-
thermore, as the discussion in Chapter 6 reveals, there are also additional contributions 
that have not directly formed the basis for the guidelines.  
As stated in the previous section, the guidelines provide generic solutions to problems re-
lated to the selection of the most suitable type of user participation for a specific develop-
ment scenario. It should be noted that the guidelines are based on a combination of situa-
tional data, i.e., the empirical contributions C2, C3, and C4 and theory on user participa-
tion from a systems development context put into a public e-service development context 
(C1). In addition, the guidelines are presented as patterns (Chapter 3), allowing a formal 
template to show how the guidelines should be presented and communicated.  
Any public administration adopting the guidelines should be aware that the guidelines do 
not address the complex activity of introducing a new or modified way of developing public 
e-services, which may include inertia (Keen, 1981) as well as a techno-centric approach to 
public e-service development (Sæbø et al., 2008). Furthermore, the guidelines indicate us-
er characteristics to search for, within a particular form of user participation, but they de-
liberately refrain from discussing methods regarding how to identify participants. As point-
ed out in papers 3 and 4, identifying target groups and individual participants is a complex 
task that should not be underestimated, but methods for identifying participants do exist, 
see, e.g., Kujala and Kaupinen (2004).  

5.1.1 DIRECT INPUT TO THE GUIDELINES, DERIVED FROM 
PAPERS 1 AND 2 

Contribution C1 stems from the theoretical analysis of user participation design schools 
performed in papers 1 and 2. These two papers address a general acknowledgement that 
user participation is a necessity in public e-service development, in order to increase the 
opportunities for the development of public e-services that will actually be used by their 
intended external users. By performing a two stage analysis, i.e., paper 1 followed by paper 
2, goal graphs representing important method fragments for the user participation design 
schools, UCD, PD and UI, have been created. It is these goal graphs that have been directly 
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used for the synthesis, in order to describe contextual factors that are important to recog-
nise in the synthesised guidelines. In the included papers, these goal graphs have been used 
to compare the user participation design schools with goals and requirements for e-
government and public e-service development. This has identified a set of theoretical chal-
lenges for user participation in public e-service development. These challenges have been 
used as a basis for further empirical grounding. 

5.1.2 DIRECT INPUT TO THE GUIDELINES, DERIVED FROM 
PAPERS 3 AND 4 

Contribution C2 stems from the empirical grounding of the identified challenges for user 
participation in public e-service development, presented in papers 1 and 2. By analysing 
citizens’ willingness and ability to participate in public e-service development, the theoreti-
cal challenges have been refined and validated. Furthermore, a set of nine propositions 
representing important findings regarding citizens participating as users in public e-service 
development has been derived from a large set of qualitative empirical data. The set of 
propositions characterises basic factors that influence citizens’ willingness and ability to 
participate in public e-service development and serves as direct input to the synthesised 
guidelines that show how user participation may contribute to public e-service develop-
ment and in what scenario a certain user participation design school should be preferable 
to another, in terms of citizens as participants.  
One could argue that the propositions are somewhat obvious and intuitive. However, one 
must take into account that the propositions are not based on intuitive guesses but on qual-
itative empirical data. As an example, one of the challenges presented in papers 1 and 2 
concerns getting the citizens to participate, i.e., the intuitive thought is that citizens are 
unwilling to participate in public e-service development. However, the propositions show 
that this is not the case. On the contrary, there are several different categories of citizens 
that are both willing and able to participate, to various degrees, in public e-service devel-
opment. 
In short, the nine propositions state that those citizens who are satisfied when using a pub-
lic e-service are reluctant to put effort into participating. If, however, a citizen is dissatis-
fied when using a public e-service, the willingness to participate in improving the service 
increases. Citizens who feel they lack the time to participate are obviously less willing to 
commit themselves, especially to a larger extent, to development efforts. Furthermore, it 
has been found that citizens with previous systems development experience are more will-
ing to participate as active co-designers in development efforts, compared to citizens with 
no such experience. Also, citizens who do not regularly use public e-services are less willing 
to participate than regular users of public e-services, especially regarding participation ef-
forts that require more active forms of user participation. Citizens with a high level of in-
terest in social matters are also more willing to participate as active representatives for oth-
ers. In addition, citizens who feel they may personally benefit from new or modified func-
tionality in a public e-service are also more willing to participate as active advisors.  
It has also been found that there is a relation between citizens’ knowledge of public au-
thorities and their ability to participate. In order to be a lead user, and thus a suitable can-
didate for participation, according to the principles of User Innovation, citizens must be 
knowledgeable regarding laws, regulations, and other important aspects about government 
authorities. As discussed in papers 3 and 4, it is apparent that there are very few citizens 
who possess such knowledge. Most are familiar with and use IT as a natural component of 
their everyday life, thus making them suitable candidates for participation in most devel-
opment efforts, besides those activities which rely heavily on the users’ ability to, more or 
less independently, design solutions to experienced problems. It is also clear that very few 
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citizens possess enough knowledge to be able to take responsibility for relevant parts of a 
public e-service development project, which may be the case if User Innovation is consid-
ered. On the other hand, knowledge about systems development is not an important factor 
with regard to citizens’ ability to participate, as long as it is a public administration that 
manages the development process. 

5.1.3 DIRECT INPUT TO THE GUIDELINES, DERIVED FROM 
PAPER 5 

Contribution C3 stems from the empirical grounding of the identified challenges in papers 
1 and 2. By analysing business employees’ mandate, willingness and ability to participate in 
public e-service development, the theoretical challenges have been refined and validated. 
In doing so, a set of findings, here named propositions, regarding business employees’ con-
ditions for participation in public e-service development have been identified. These prop-
ositions have been used as direct input to the synthesised guidelines that describe how user 
participation may contribute to public e-service development and in what scenario a cer-
tain user participation design school should be preferable to another, in terms of business 
employees.  
In short, it has been found that business employees in general have a mandate from their 
employers to participate in public e-service development efforts, especially if the outcome 
of participation will result in some kind of improvement that will positively influence the 
everyday work, in regard to interactions with the public administration of interest. Howev-
er, it has also been found that business employees are not usually given any extra time for 
these efforts, especially if the expected outcome from participating does not immediately 
benefit the business organisation. Consequently, this means that government agencies that 
want to develop e-services must be aware that business employees often have a very re-
stricted amount of time available for participation.  
As concluded in paper 5, it is apparent that the interviewed business employees are willing 
to participate in public e-service development, but it is also evident that participation can-
not be too demanding and time consuming. The willingness to participate is closely related 
to the mandate to participate, in the sense that business employees seldom have any extra 
time for participation. This means that time for participation is restricted, which conse-
quently implies that more demanding user participation schools, such as User Innovation, 
which require a greater commitment from the participant, are not favoured by most busi-
ness employees. Government agencies striving for increased user participation in public e-
service development must be aware of the limited amount of time available to the partici-
pants; hence working methods and ways of interacting with business employees must be 
time-efficient, to ensure that the willingness to participate is maintained. Another factor 
contributing to willingness to participate is previous experience of systems development. It 
is evident that business employees with such experience are more willing to commit them-
selves to development to a larger extent, mostly due to the fact that they believe the ex-
pected outcome from the development will be more sufficient to their needs; hence gov-
ernment agencies aiming for more active user participation should consider targeting those 
business employees with any relevant previous experience of systems development.  
Business employees in general use IT and e-services in their everyday working life, which 
ultimately qualifies them as suitable candidates for user participation schools such as User 
Centered Design and Participatory Design. It is also clear that most business employees are 
not lead users, with regard to knowledge of laws, regulations, and similar, which are im-
portant aspects in User Innovation. Hence, government agencies should ultimately be 
aware that those more demanding forms of user participation will be hard to implement in 
practice, since the number of possible participants is limited. 
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5.1.4 DIRECT INPUT TO THE GUIDELINES, DERIVED FROM 
PAPER 6 

Compared to the previous contributions that focus on the external public e-service user as a 
participant, contribution C4 instead focuses on the analysis of internal considerations with-
in public administrations, with respect to experiences of and attitudes towards user partic-
ipation. It has been found that there are important pre-conditions that must be addressed 
when discussing user participation in public e-service development from a public admin-
istration’s perspective; users cannot be obliged to participate but must, in some sense, be 
persuaded to do so (Saha, 2008; Albinsson and Forsgren, 2005). In addition and, at the 
same time, public administrations often work with limited resources and short develop-
ment cycles that often restrict how user participation should be put into practice. It has also 
been found that the choice of a particular method for putting user participation into prac-
tice is dependent on how it is implemented. One method can be used in UCD, PD or UI, but 
must be implemented differently, according to the specific characteristics of the design 
school of interest. However, whichever method is used, public administrations must be 
aware of the complex situation caused by limited internal resources as well as the im-
portance of persuading external users to participate. These findings, here named proposi-
tions, have been used as direct input to the synthesised guidelines that indicate those user 
participation methods that may be more beneficial than others in a public e-service devel-
opment context. 

5.2 SYNTHESIS OF THE DETAILED CONTRIBU-
TIONS – GUIDELINES FOR USER PARTICI-
PATION IN PUBLIC E-SERVICE DEVELOP-
MENT 

5.2.1 THE PROPOSED PATTERN LANGUAGE 
As discussed in Chapter 3, patterns have been used as a means of codifying the knowledge 
contributions included in C1, C2, C3, and C4. Chapter 3 includes a discussion of patterns, 
what they are and why they have been used as a means of representing the guidelines. In 
this Chapter, the pattern template used in this thesis is further elaborated upon. 
Since patterns build on the principle of reusability, they are often structured according to a 
pattern template (Coplien and Schmidt, 1995). Pattern templates may vary in style and can 
be described in various formats, such as natural language and text (Coplien and Schmidt, 
1995), by models (Fowler, 1996), or a combination of both (Rolland et al., 2000). According 
to Persson et al., (2008), a pattern can be structured as two main components – the 
knowledge component and the usage component. The knowledge component includes the 
problem addressed by the pattern as well as how the problem may be solved. The usage 
component represents the usage perspective of the pattern, e.g., when the pattern can be 
(re) used, how the pattern can be (re) used, and potential consequences from (re) using the 
pattern. In Figure 5.1, a class diagram is used to illustrate the pattern template used in this 
thesis.  
As Figure 5.1 illustrates, the pattern template used in this thesis is divided into a knowledge 
component and a usage component. Each pattern always has one usage, and one 
knowledge component. At the same time, both the usage, and the knowledge component 
are applicable to all patterns. The knowledge component includes two sub- classes; Aim 
and Design guidelines. The Aim describes the purpose of the pattern, i.e., the problem that 
the pattern aims to solve. This description involves the user participation design school 
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that the pattern addresses, as well as any sub- classes within a user participation school, 
e.g., UCD exists in two basic settings in which citizens may act as passive advisors or more 
active representatives. The design guidelines describe how to reach the aim and are divided 
into two levels. Level 1 presents user characteristics that system developers should search 
for in the intended user groups(s), in order to make it possible to fulfil the aim of the pat-
tern. Level 2 presents practical guidelines that show how to fulfil the aim of the pattern, 
i.e., guidelines that indicate the most suitable methods, given the type of user participation 
design school and sub-type of participation within the design school of interest.  

 
  
Figure 5.1: A conceptual model of the pattern template used (Based on Persson et al., 2008) 

The usage component is divided into three sub-classes: Formal part, Informal part, and 
Usage guidelines. The formal part describes the name of the pattern. All patterns are 
named according to the same basic format and aim to give a basic description of the user 
participation design school and, if any, the sub-type of a user participation design school 
that the pattern aims to implement. Since the patterns are interrelated, each pattern name 
must be unique. Furthermore, a number of arguments are included in the formal part. For 
each part of the pattern template, a number of arguments are given. The arguments are 
based on the detailed contributions that are used as direct input to the patterns and pro-
vide traceability between the detailed contributions and the knowledge presented in the 
patterns. The arguments are not explicitly highlighted in the pattern template used (see 
Table 5.1) but will be shown when discussing the properties of each pattern.  
The informal part sets the context for the pattern and gives a detailed description of the 
most important characteristics of the design school, as well as any sub-type of the design 
school applied in the pattern. A description of forces that must be taken into consideration 
when applying the pattern is also included here. The forces are potential challenges identi-
fied in empirical data from interviews with citizens and business employees. Furthermore, 
consequences are included in the informal part. Consequences describe the possible posi-
tive and negative effects of applying the design guidelines in the pattern. The informal part 
also includes relations to other patterns. The relations are based on shared characteristics, 
e.g., patterns building on the idea that user representatives share basic characteristics that 
can be used to identify representative samples within the target user group. By using the 
relations, government agencies may apply design guidelines from more than one pattern, 
in order to create alternative solutions to the ones provided in each individual pattern, e.g., 
all patterns building on the idea of participation in specific matters are based on citizens 
having personal incentives and individual motives for participating. Maybe the concept of 
lead users could be applied in other design schools than UI, thus building on other design 
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principles than those normally associated with lead users?  Usage guidelines describe gen-
eral knowledge collected from empirical data regarding citizens’ and business employees’ 
conditions for participation in public e-service development. It is important to consider the 
usage guidelines, in order to obtain the most benefit from the intended user participation, 
e.g., it is important to be aware that the users’ time must always be handled with efficiency; 
otherwise the willingness to participate will decrease. 
In Table 5.2, the practical implementation of the pattern template in this thesis is shown. 
Also included in Table 5.2 is how the detailed contributions have been used as input to the 
patterns, i.e., the argument dimension of the pattern. As stated previously, the arguments 
will be shown in more detail when each individual pattern is discussed. 
Table 5.2: The pattern template put into practice 

Sub-class Description Relation to detailed con-
tributions in the included 
papers 

Name A unique name for each pattern - 

Aim (problem) What problem the pattern addresses Contribution C1 is used to 
briefly describe the problem 
addressed 

Detailed description (con-
text) 

Highlights the most important char-
acteristics and the context of the 
problem addressed 

Contribution C1 is used to de-
scribe more detailed character-
istics of the problem being ad-
dressed 

Design guidelines (solu-
tion) 

A two level solution to the problem 
addressed, describing necessary user 
characteristics and methods to use 
when solving the problem 

Contributions C2, C3, and C4 
are used to elicit important us-
er characteristics that must be 
fulfilled when addressing the 
problem as well as suggested 
methods to use when solving 
the problem 

Usage guidelines Important factors to be considered 
when putting the design guidelines 
into practice 

Contribution C1 is used to high-
light important factors that 
must be considered for a specif-
ic form of user participation 
put into a public e-service de-
velopment context 

Forces (challenges) Potential challenges that must be 
addressed when putting the design 
guidelines into practice 

Contributions C2 and C3 are 
used as input to potential chal-
lenges 

Consequences Possible positive and negative effects 
from putting the design guidelines 
into practice 

Contributions C1, C2, C3, and 
C4 are used when discussing 
both theoretical constructs as 
well as practical implications 
from addressing the problem 
according to the design guide-
lines 

Related patterns Relations to other patterns - 

 
In total, 10 patterns have been developed. Figure 5.2 provides a hierarchal overview of the 
developed patterns. All patterns share the common aim of supporting user participation in 
public e-service development. A pattern can either be directed towards participation for 
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citizens or business employees. The main differences between citizens’ and business em-
ployees’ conditions for participation in public e-service development are that business em-
ployees need a mandate from their employers to participate, whereas citizens do not. Fur-
thermore, it is assumed that business employees participate in matters that are directly or 
indirectly related to their work duties, while it is assumed that citizens participate in any 
matters of interest separated from any work duties. This also means that business employ-
ees are expected to participate as part of their everyday work, while citizens are expected to 
participate in their free time away from their everyday work. Furthermore, the term “sys-
tems developer” is used as a generic term to represent different working roles in the devel-
opment process of public e-services. A systems developer may be employed by the service-
providing public administration, but may also be external, e.g., if the development process 
or some part thereof is outsourced. Both citizen-centred patterns and business employee-
centred patterns can be further classified into: 1) patterns related to UCD, 2) patterns relat-
ed to PD, and 3) patterns related to UI. Patterns related to citizen participation involve 
characteristics regarding citizens’ conditions for participation, whereas patterns related to 
business employees as participants involve characteristics regarding business employees’ 
conditions for participation. 
 

 
Figure 5.2: Classification of the patterns 

Furthermore, in order to illustrate the difference between the patterns, they can be placed 
in relation to two scales. The X-axis in Figure 5.3 represents the degree of commitment 
needed from the participants, i.e., to what extent they are expected to participate in the de-
velopment process. The Y-axis represents the level of internal resources needed for the 
work to be carried out according to the principles of a particular form of user participation, 
e.g., if the work is according to the principles of UI, a lot of effort must be put into the col-
laboration with lead users, in order to come up with realistic solutions that can be imple-
mented. 
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Figure 5.3: Differentiating between the patterns 

An important pre-requisite for the application of the patterns is the existence of a clear pro-
ject idea. This is a necessity before any development effort can be initiated, i.e., the public 
administration must have a clear view of what the development is to accomplish, as well as 
the target user group(s) for the public e-service in focus. This in turn means that the pat-
terns can be used as a set of design guidelines to determine the most feasible user partici-
pation schools to apply, as well as the sub-types of participation within the design schools. 
Thereafter, the public administration must choose the appropriate participation school, 
taking into account internal project factors, such as budget, time to delivery, and so on. The 
following fictional examples are used to demonstrate some possible options of using the 
patterns. Note that these are only examples, and that other ways of applying the patterns 
may be feasible. As already stated, the main purpose of the patterns is to provide generic 
and abstract design guidelines, not ready to use solutions for every possible development 
scenario. 
Example 1 – Identifying the most suitable design school 
Municipality X decides to develop an existing public e-service used in the elementary 
school as a means of providing parents with different kinds of information regarding 
their children’s schooling. In this particular scenario, the public administration is respon-
sible for the development (from now on in this example referred to as the systems devel-
opers) and can use the patterns aimed at citizens, in order to determine what possible us-
er participation alternatives there are to choose from. The users of the public e-service of 
interest are parents of children attending the school, i.e., a rather limited group of users 
will have access to and an interest in the public e-service. In the patterns, the design 
guidelines present user characteristics that must be fulfilled to enable the use of a particu-
lar form of user participation. By analysing the intended target user group, e.g., by con-
ducting a small sample of interviews, it will, at a general level, be possible to determine 
which of the different forms of user participation may be feasible to apply. As an example, 
it can be found, by analysing user statistics, that most parents use the public e-service 
frequently. Moreover, it has been found during the analysis that a majority of the parents 
believe that the current public e-service can be improved in several areas, thus enhancing 
the overall user experience. Based on this information, the systems developers can draw 
the initial conclusion that the alternatives favouring UCD and also PD seem the most like-
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ly ones. Moreover, if during the sample interviews, or perhaps via other information 
channels such as electronic bulletin boards and suggestion boxes, it has been found that 
there are parents with their own concrete ideas of how to improve the existing public e-
service, then the UI alternative may also be feasible. Based on this initial guide, the sys-
tems developers settle for the appropriate form of participation to use and then start 
working on the process of identifying suitable participants that match the characteristics 
for the chosen form of participation.  
Example 2 – Identifying suitable participants 
Municipality Y decides to develop a public e-service for the submission of building permit 
applications. Until now, the submission of such applications has been a manual task, 
without any digitalisation seen from the perspective of an external user. The intended us-
er group is very broad and includes both citizens and business organisations. It can be 
assumed that most ordinary citizens would not use such a public e-service very often, but 
business employees within business organisations focused on building and construction 
would use such a service. In a study of the various patterns, the municipality (from now 
on in this example referred to as the systems developers) may find that a specific form of 
user participation is the most suitable, taking into account the needs and resources avail-
able internally. As an example, the systems developers may find that PD with users as 
representatives is a suitable form of user participation for the specific development pro-
ject. However, a study of the design guidelines reveals that this form of participation is 
not to be recommended with respect to citizens, since it can be assumed that the public e-
service to be developed will rarely be used by most citizens, which in turn implies that 
these citizens will have a moderate interest in participating in the project to the necessary 
extent. On the other hand, business employees within business organisations that focus on 
building and construction can be considered likely candidates for the PD form of partici-
pation as user representatives. These users would most certainly be frequent users of the 
public e-service to be developed and would most likely have a strong personal interest in 
the design and functionality of the public e-service. Perhaps the conclusion may be that 
the public e-service to be developed will come in two versions that aim at different target 
user groups. The citizen version could be based on user participation favouring the prin-
ciples for UCD with citizens as advisors, while the business organisation version could be 
based on user participation favouring the principles for PD, with business employees as 
representatives. 
After selecting one form of user participation, the systems developers then have to choose 
between the proposed methods while at the same time taking into account the usage 
guidelines as well as potential forces that may restrict how the methods can be used with 
respect to the participants. 

5.2.2 PATTERNS FOR USING CITIZENS AS PARTICIPANTS IN 
PUBLIC E-SERVICE DEVELOPMENT 

There are in total 5 patterns for using citizens as participants in public e-service develop-
ment. Patterns 1-2 consider citizen participation according to the principles of UCD. Pat-
tern 1 focuses on passive user participation with citizens as advisors, whereas pattern 2 
concerns more active user participation with citizens acting as representatives. Patterns 3-4 
consider user participation according to the principles of PD. Pattern 3 concerns user par-
ticipation with citizens as advisors and pattern 4 concerns user participation with citizens 
as active representatives. Pattern 5 considers citizen participation according to the princi-
ples of UI, with citizens participating as lead users. Figure 5.4 presents a graphical over-
view of citizen participation patterns and their internal relationships. As Figure 5.4 illus-
trates, there are different types of relationships between the patterns. For obvious reasons, 
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patterns stemming from the same school of participation are related to each other, since 
they build on the same basic set of design principles, in terms of underlying values that cor-
respond to goals and method fragments. Patterns aimed at user participation in specific 
matters are related, since they are both based on citizens that have personal incentives and 
individual motives for participating. Patterns aimed at user participation based on repre-
sentatives are related, since they share the same characteristics that can be used to identify 
representative samples of citizens. 
 

 
  
Figure 5.4: Relations between patterns for involving citizens as participants in public e-service development 
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Pattern 1: User Centered Design (UCD) with citizens as advisors 
Table 5.3: Pattern 1 

Name Pattern 1: UCD with citizens as advisors. 

Aim (problem) To apply user participation that enables a majority of the citizens to act as 
participants in the development project. 

Detailed description 
(context) 

User participation in public e-service development in which citizens partici-
pate as passive advisors in the development process. This usually means that 
citizens participate in the initial stages of the development project as well as 
at the end. The systems developers elicit a number of suggested improve-
ments from the participants that are used as a starting point for develop-
ment. At the end, the participants evaluate and provide feedback on what has 
been developed. 

Design guidelines 
(solution) 

Identify potential participants who fulfil the following characteristics: 
• Willingness to act as advisors, i.e., a willingness to put at least a little 

time and commitment into participating as passive advisors. 
• Basic IT knowledge. 
• Basic, at least some, experience of using public e-services. 
 
Use enquiries or shorter telephone interviews to elicit potential require-
ments. Summarise and prioritise these requirements internally and then re-
connect with the participants in order to adjust the requirements. Finally, let 
the participants test and evaluate the public e-service before it is completed 
and launched. 

Usage guidelines It is important that the participants can respond to input from the systems 
developers and that the systems developers have an on-going dialogue during 
those parts of the development process where participation occurs. It is also 
important to recognise that in UCD, regardless whether the participants are 
passive or active, it is the systems developer who drives the development pro-
cess forward and makes all the final decisions. 

Forces (challenges) Forces that must be considered: 
• Citizens in general often feel they lack the time to participate in e-

government efforts. It is therefore important that user participation ac-
tivities are time efficient and that the purpose and extent of participation 
is clear to participating citizens. 

Consequences Applying user participation according to the principles of UCD with users as 
advisors is a solution that requires little commitment from the participants, 
which increases the likelihood of finding suitable participants. On the other 
hand, this kind of participation is not as effective as more interactive types of 
user participation, when it comes to specific requirements related to experi-
enced problems and lack of functionality. 

Related patterns Pattern 2: UCD with citizens as representatives, Pattern 4: PD with citizens 
as representatives. 

 
Pattern 1: UCD with users as advisors concerns a situation where the systems developer 
wants a form of user participation in which the systems developer still has the initiative re-
garding what to prioritise and what the final decisions will be in the development project. A 
user participating as a passive advisor refers to the early days of UCD when users were re-
garded as passive sources of information (Gould and Lewis, 1985, Kling, 1977) that the sys-
tems developers obtained in order to understand the needs of the users. The detailed de-
scription of the pattern is based on the goal graphs and method fragments presented in pa-
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pers 1 and 2, which are, in turn, presented in detail in contribution C1. The proposed design 
guidelines are based on contributions C2 and C4 which state that a passive advisor in UCD 
must have a basic knowledge of IT as well as  experience using public e-services, in order to 
be able to determine a user’s own needs. Furthermore, it is concluded that UCD is a favour-
able approach for those citizens interested in participating but at the same time feel they 
lack the time for any deeper commitments.  

The usage guidelines are based on contribution C1, in the sense that the underlying values 
of UCD are emphasised via the analysis of method fragments and goals. In pattern 1, the 
main focus is on highlighting that UCD is a design school driven by the systems developer 
and only the systems developer can make design decisions and shoulder the responsibili-
ties of the project at hand. The forces presented are based on the analysis performed in C2, 
where citizens’ willingness and ability to participate were analysed. The time that citizens 
have available for participating as advisors is restricted and many of the citizens inter-
viewed, regardless of the type of user participation, stressed the importance of time effi-
ciency and that the public administration acknowledges the limited amount of time availa-
ble to most citizens.  

The consequences presented are based on the empirical findings in contributions C2 and 
C4, as well as the theoretical descriptions of UCD as a design school (contribution C1). 
Most citizens are willing to put at least a little effort into participating and most are also 
qualified, in terms of ability to participate as passive advisors. At the same time, UCD with 
passive advisors represents a lower level of interaction with few iterations during the de-
velopment process, which in turn limits the possibilities of citizens to have an effect on the 
design.  

Pattern 1 is closely related to pattern 2, since these two share the same basic principles for 
design, but differ in terms of degree of user activity in the development process. Pattern 1 is 
also considered to be related to pattern 4, since the main emphasis in both is on citizens’ 
participation in general matters rather than as consultative advisors in more specific mat-
ters.   
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Pattern 2: User Centered Design (UCD) with citizens as representatives 
Table 5.4: Pattern 2 

Name Pattern 2: UCD with citizens as representatives. 

Aim (problem) To apply user participation that enables a majority of the citizens with expe-
rience of using a specific public e-service to act as participants in the devel-
opment project. 

Detailed description 
(context) 

User participation in public e-service development in which citizens partici-
pate as active representatives in the development process, regarding a public 
e-service they have experience of using. This usually means that citizens par-
ticipate in the initial stages of the development project for requirements elici-
tation. During the rest of the development project, the citizens participate in 
an iterative pattern, in order to provide feedback on design proposals and 
prototypes. 

Design guidelines 
(solution) 

Identify potential participants who fulfil the following characteristics: 
• Basic IT knowledge. 
• Basic experience of using public e-services. 
• Basic view that public e-services used could be improved. 
• Willingness to act as representatives, i.e., a willingness to commit at least 

a little time and effort into participating actively for a specific public e-
service. 

 
Use enquiries, telephone interviews or scenario-based methods to elicit po-
tential requirements. If scenario-based methods are used, citizens can be or-
ganised into focus groups where they act as representatives when eliciting 
requirements. Summarise and prioritise these requirements internally and 
then reconnect with the participants in an iterative pattern, in order to adjust 
the requirements and design proposals. 

Usage guidelines It is important that the participants have the possibility to react to input from 
the systems developers and that the systems developers have an on-going, 
iterative dialogue during those parts of the development project where par-
ticipation occurs. It is also important to recognise that in UCD, regardless 
whether the participants are passive or active, it is the systems developer who 
drives the development process forward and makes all final decisions. 

Forces (challenges) Forces that must be considered: 
• Citizens in general often feel they lack the time to participate in e-

government efforts. It is therefore important that user participation ac-
tivities are time effective and that the purpose and extent of participation 
is clear to participating citizens. 

Consequences Applying user participation according to the principles of UCD with users as 
representatives is a solution that requires less commitment from the partici-
pants than more intense interactive   ways of participating, such as PD and 
UI. This means that finding willing participants is seldom a problem. At the 
same time, this kind of participation is not as effective as more intense inter-
active ways of user participation, with regard to specific requirements related 
to experienced problems and lack of functionality. 

Related patterns Pattern 1: UCD with citizens as advisors, Pattern 3: PD with citizens as advi-
sors. 

 
Pattern 2: UCD with users as representatives concerns a form of user participation where 
the user is somewhat actively engaged in the development project. However, the systems 
developers have the initiative regarding what to prioritise and what the final decisions will 
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be in the development project. Users participating as representatives refers to more recent 
influences in UCD (Marti and Bannon, 2009) where the users shall be regarded as active 
agents, more directly involved in the development process (Gulliksen et al., 2003) com-
pared to earlier influences presented in pattern 1. The detailed description of the pattern is 
based on the goal graphs in contribution C1, in which the main characteristics for the de-
sign school are highlighted via goals representing method fragments. The design guidelines 
proposed are based on contributions C2 and C4 which state that a user representative in 
UCD must fulfil characteristics such as basic IT knowledge and basic experience of using 
public e-services, as well as willingness and ability to participate. This is closely related to 
the findings in papers 1 and 2; citizens with a lower level of expertise in using IT and public 
e-services tend to prefer UCD to more commitment involved ways of participating, such as 
PD and UI. If a citizen experiences frustration regarding the design of a public e-service, 
the citizen tends to be willing to participate in matters that will improve its design. At the 
same time, many citizens are not interested in committing themselves more than neces-
sary, due to a general sense of a lack of time, thus preferring the UCD design school to the 
more commitment involved design schools (contribution C2) 

The usage guidelines presented in pattern 2 are similar to the ones in pattern 1, since they 
share the same basic underlying values (contribution C1). It does not matter if the user par-
ticipates as an advisor or a representative; it is still the systems developer who makes all 
final decisions.  

The forces presented are based on the analysis performed in contribution C2, where citi-
zens’ willingness and ability to participate were analysed. The time available to citizens for 
participation as advisors is restricted and many of the citizens interviewed, regardless of 
the type of user participation, stressed the importance of time efficiency and that the public 
administration should be aware of the limited amount of time available to most citizens.  

The consequences presented are based on the empirical findings in contributions C2 and 
C4, as well as the theoretical descriptions of UCD as a design school (contribution C1). As 
concluded in papers 3 and 4, the interviewed citizens are willing to put at least a little 
commitment into participating, especially if there is a specific matter that concerns them. 
In addition, most citizens are also qualified in terms of ability to participate as user repre-
sentatives. At the same time, UCD with user representatives represents a lower level of in-
teraction, with few iterations during the development process compared to more intense 
interactive participation schools. This in turn limits the possibilities of citizens to have an 
effect on the design. 

Pattern 2 is closely related to pattern 1, since they stem from the same design school. Pat-
tern 2 is also considered to be related to pattern 3, due to the fact that both these patterns 
concern citizens participating in specific matters rather than in general ones, as is the case 
for pattern 1.  
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Pattern 3: Participatory Design (PD) with citizens as advisors 
Table 5.5: Pattern 3 

Name Pattern 3: PD with citizens as advisors. 

Aim (problem) To apply user participation that enables a majority of the citizens with expe-
rience of a specific public e-service to act as advisors in the development pro-
ject. 

Detailed description 
(context) 

User participation in public e-service development in which citizens partici-
pate at a consultative level in specific design decisions. This usually means 
that citizens are required to be more active for a larger proportion of the de-
velopment process and that citizens and systems developers cooperate dur-
ing the design process regarding design specific decisions that concern the 
citizens. 

Design guidelines 
(solution) 

Identify potential participants who fulfil the following characteristics: 
• Basic IT knowledge. 
• Basic experience of using public e-services. 
• A sense that a specific public e-service of interest has the potential to be 

improved and that this improvement will make use of the public e-
service easier and more efficient. 

• A will to actively cooperate with systems developers on solutions to these 
problems. 

 
Use enquiries and shorter telephone interviews to obtain an overall picture of 
potential requirements. Use interactive methods, such as focus groups, JAD, 
or prototyping in cooperation with citizens, discuss problems and potential 
solutions in an iterative manner during those parts of the development pro-
ject where this is possible. 

Usage guidelines It is important that methods used allow the citizens to participate actively 
and that the citizens together with the systems developers drive the develop-
ment project forward. Any decisions made by systems developers must be 
grounded in the interactive dialogue with the citizens participating. 

Forces (challenges) Forces that must be considered: 
• Citizens in general often feel they lack the time to participate in e-

government efforts. It is therefore important that user participation ac-
tivities are time effective and that the purpose and the extent of partici-
pation is clear to participating citizens. 

• Participating citizens must represent as many future users as possible 
and not just isolated sub- sets of users. This is important in PD, due to 
the high impact of user participation in the development project.  

• It is important that systems developers take the close interaction with 
participants seriously. It is not unusual for cooperation between partici-
pants and systems developers to just be imaginary; the participants’ ex-
perience is that their ideas are not taken seriously. 

• Recognise that citizens participating as advisors in PD most often have 
personal incentives which are important for them, e.g., an improved e-
service will ease their usage of it in their role of private individual citizen 
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Consequences Applying user participation according to the principles of PD with users as 
advisors is a solution that requires commitment from the participants, which 
means they must be informed of the degree to which they are expected to 
participate. At the same time, this kind of participating is more effective than 
other, less commitment involved types of participation. This means that the 
process of specifying requirements related to experienced problems and lack 
of functionality will most likely be enhanced. 

Related patterns Pattern 2: UCD with citizens as representatives, Pattern 4: PD with citizens 
as representatives. 

 
Pattern 3: PD with users as advisors is considered to be the least demanding form of partic-
ipation within PD (Mumford, 1981). Users act as consultants in specific design decisions 
only. In these design decisions, users and systems developers cooperate in an interactive 
and iterative manner (Kensing and Blomberg, 1998, Schuler and Namioka, 1993). The de-
tailed description of the pattern is based on the goal graphs presented in contribution C1 in 
which the main characteristics for PD are highlighted as goals representing method frag-
ments.  
The proposed design guidelines are based on contributions C2 and C4, which state that if a 
citizen experiences frustration with the design of a public e-service the citizen tends to be 
willing to participate in matters that will improve its design. Furthermore, if the expected 
outcome from participation is explicitly beneficial to the citizen when using a particular 
public e-service, the willingness to participate more actively in the development work is 
enhanced. At the same time, PD based on advisors is a design approach that is considered 
to be less demanding, in terms of level of commitment, than other forms of PD. Thus, PD 
as advisors is also preferable to those citizens with little time available to participate. Fur-
thermore, citizens with any previous experience of systems development often favour de-
sign schools that build on principles in which users and systems developers interact more 
closely, compared to UCD, due to the fact that these users “know what it takes” to make 
their voices heard in the development process. In order to participate as an advisor in PD, a 
basic understanding of IT is necessary, which most citizens do have. Also, if the public e-
service being developed is built on an already existing one, advisors should have experience 
of using it. 
The usage guidelines in pattern 3 are based on contribution C1, in the sense that the under-
lying values of PD are emphasised via the analysis of method fragments and goals. In the 
case of pattern 3, the main focus is on the fact that PD is a design school built on coopera-
tion. There is a commitment from both users and systems developers to interact during the 
design process, regardless whether participation is based on advisors or representatives.  
The forces presented in pattern 3 are based on contribution C2 and on the analysis of em-
pirical data regarding citizens’ willingness and ability to participate in public e-service de-
velopment. During the analysis of the empirical data, it became evident that the time aspect 
is critical for willingness to participate; citizens’ free time must be handled carefully. Fur-
thermore, citizens who prefer a more collaborative way of working also had doubts based 
on previous experience of systems development work; there are several examples in papers 
1 and 2 where citizens have participated in systems development, but have not actually 
been taken into account. Also, citizens favouring the advisory role within the PD design 
school often have personal incentives which perhaps should be taken into account when 
discussing whether a certain design solution is representative of a larger majority of the in-
tended users, i.e., the citizens.  
The consequences presented in pattern 3 are based on the empirical findings in contribu-
tions C2 and C4, as well as the theoretical descriptions of PD as a design school (contribu-
tion C1). Most citizens are willing to make at least a small commitment to participating, es-
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pecially if there is a specific matter that concerns them. Also, most citizens are qualified in 
terms of ability to participate as user representatives. At the same time, PD with consulta-
tive advisors represents a low to moderate level of interaction, which might affect the pos-
sibilities of citizens to actually have an impact on the design. 
Pattern 3 is closely related to pattern 2, due to the similar level of interaction between citi-
zens and systems developers. Obviously, pattern 3 is also considered to be related to pat-
tern 4, since they stem from the same design school. Also pattern 5 is considered to be re-
lated, in terms of the nature of the concept of advisor; both patterns build on the idea of 
users interested in individual public e-service applications rather than public e-services in 
general. 
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Pattern 4: Participatory Design (PD) with citizens as representatives 
Table 5.6: Pattern 4 

Name Pattern 4: PD with citizens as representatives. 

Aim (problem) To apply user participation that enables a majority of the citizens with any 
experience of using public e-services to be active citizen representatives in 
the development project. 

Detailed description 
(context) 

User participation in public e-service development in which citizens partici-
pate actively in the development project as citizen representatives for any 
development effort. This usually means that the citizens are required to be 
more active in the development process, compared to UCD with representa-
tives, and that the citizens and systems developers cooperate during the de-
sign process regarding any design decision that concerns the citizens. 

Design guidelines 
(solution) 

Identify potential participants who fulfil the following characteristics: 
• Basic IT knowledge. 
• Basic experience of using public e-services. 
• A general or more specific view that one or several public e-services can 

be used more efficiently. 
• A general experience of systems development at any level. 
• A general interest in community issues. 
• A will to actively cooperate with systems developers regarding problems 

and their solutions. 
 
Use enquiries and shorter telephone interviews to obtain an overall picture of 
potential requirements. Use interactive methods which allow citizens to ac-
tively engage in the work, such as focus groups, JAD, or prototyping, in coop-
eration with citizens, discuss problems and potential solutions in an iterative 
manner during those parts of the development project where this is possible. 

Usage guidelines It is important that methods used allow the citizens to participate actively 
and that the citizens together with the systems developers drive the develop-
ment project forward. Any decisions made by systems developers must be 
grounded in the interactive dialogue with the citizens participating. 

Forces (challenges) Forces that must be considered: 
• Citizens in general often feel they lack the time to participate in e-

government efforts. It is therefore important that user participation ac-
tivities are time effective and that the purpose and the extent of partici-
pation is clear to participating citizens. 

• Participating citizens must represent as many future user groups as pos-
sible and not just isolated sub- sets of users. This is important in PD, due 
to the high impact of user participation in the development project.  

• It is important that systems developers take the close interaction with 
participants seriously. It is not unusual that cooperation between partici-
pants and systems developers is just imaginary; the participants feel that 
their ideas are not taken seriously. 

Consequences Applying user participation according to the principles of PD with users as 
representatives is a solution that requires commitment from the participants, 
which means that potential participants must be informed of the degree to 
which they are expected to participate. At the same time, this kind of partici-
pation is more effective than other, less commitment involved types of partic-
ipation. This means that the process of specifying requirements related to 
experienced problems and lack of functionality will most likely be enhanced. 
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Related patterns Pattern 2: UCD with citizens as representatives, Pattern 3: PD with citizens 
as advisors. 

 
Pattern 4: PD with users as representatives is a more demanding form of participation 
within PD, compared to user participation with users as advisors (Mumford, 1981), where 
users are selected as representatives for a number of specified user groups. As representa-
tives, users are required to be active in the development process which is based on coopera-
tion between systems developers and users in an interactive and iterative manner (Kensing 
and Blomberg, 1998, Schuler and Namioka, 1993). The detailed description of the pattern 
is based on the goal graphs presented in contribution C1, in which the main characteristics 
for PD are highlighted as goals representing method fragments. The proposed design 
guidelines are based on contributions C2 and C4 which state that if a citizen experiences 
frustration regarding the design of a public e-service, the citizen tends to be willing to par-
ticipate in matters that will improve its design. Furthermore, if the expected outcome from 
participation is explicitly beneficial to the citizen when using a particular public e-service, 
the willingness to participate more actively in the development work is enhanced. However, 
personal incentives do not determine participation as a user representative, instead, a gen-
eral interest in social matters and a will to become involved are the most critical factors for 
citizens preferring to act as user representatives within the principles for PD. Furthermore, 
citizens with any previous experience of systems development often favour design schools 
that build on principles where users and systems developers interact more closely than in 
UCD, because these users “know what it takes” to make their voices heard in the develop-
ment process. In order to participate as a user representative in PD, a basic understanding 
of IT is necessary, which is a characteristic most citizens fulfil. Also, if the public e-service 
being developed builds on an already existing one, user representatives should have experi-
ence of using it.  
The usage guidelines in pattern 4 are based on contribution C1, in the sense that the under-
lying values of PD are emphasised via the analysis of method fragments and goals. In the 
case of pattern 4, the main focus is on the fact that PD is a design school based on coopera-
tion. There is a commitment from both users and systems developers to interact during the 
design process. 
The forces presented in pattern 4 are based on contribution C2 and are the same as in pat-
tern 3, since both patterns concern participation according to the principles of the same 
design school. The time aspect is a critical factor for willingness to participate, especially 
for PD as representatives, since this type of participation requires a greater commitment in 
the development process than less restrictive forms of participation. Also, citizens prefer-
ring a more commitment involved way of participating fear that their efforts might be of 
marginal importance. It is not uncommon for systems developers to be unwilling to re-
spond to initiatives taken by the users. Consequently, it is the systems developers who 
make all the decisions without taking any user needs into account.  
The consequences presented in pattern 4 are based on the empirical findings in contribu-
tions C2 and C4, as well as the theoretical descriptions of PD as a design school (contribu-
tion C1). Most citizens are willing to make at least a small commitment to participating, es-
pecially if there is a specific matter that concerns them. This matter may be based on per-
sonal incentives or a general will to contribute to a social issue, or a combination of both. In 
addition, most citizens are also qualified in terms of ability to participate as user represent-
atives. Furthermore, PD with user representatives represents a moderate to high level of 
interaction. This will most likely have a positive effect on the amount of impact that citizens 
can achieve. On the other hand, a higher level of interaction will also, most likely, require 
more resources, both monetary and time wise.  
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Pattern 5: User Innovation (UI) with citizens as lead users 
Table 5.7: Pattern 5 

Name Pattern 5: UI with citizens as lead users. 

Aim (problem) To apply user participation that enables lead users to participate as co-
designers in the development project. 

Detailed description 
(context) 

User participation in public e-service development in which citizens partici-
pate actively as lead users in a specific development effort. This means that 
citizens are deeply committed. Participation builds on the idea that the lead 
user is responsible for designing realisable solutions to improve an existing 
public e-service. The actual realisation of any design solution is performed by 
systems developers in close collaboration with lead users. 

Design guidelines 
(solution) 

Identify potential participants who fulfil the following characteristics: 
• Profound IT knowledge. 
• Basic experience of using public e-services. 
• Lead user capabilities, i.e., the ability to identify possible improvements 

as well as realisable design solutions for an existing public e-service. Re-
alisable means that a design proposal must take into consideration exist-
ing circumstances, such as laws and regulations. 

• A will to actively cooperate with systems developers regarding problems 
and their solutions. 

• Will and possibility to act as a lead user, i.e., a will to put a lot of com-
mitment, in terms of time and responsibility, into the development pro-
ject. 

 
Use enquiries and shorter telephone interviews to obtain an overall picture of 
potential requirements. Use methods that favour user initiatives in the devel-
opment process, such as Public Innovation Do Tank (Pidot) and End User 
Development. Work in an interactive and iterative collaboration with lead 
users when realising design proposals. 

Usage guidelines It is important that methods used allow the citizens to participate actively 
and that the citizens together with the systems developers drive the develop-
ment project forward. Any decisions made by systems developers must be 
grounded in the interactive dialogue with the citizens participating. 

Forces (challenges) Forces that must be considered: 
• Citizens in general often feel they lack the time to participate in e-

government efforts. It is therefore important that user participation ac-
tivities are time effective and that the purpose and extent of participation 
is clear to participating citizens. 

• Knowledge regarding laws, regulations, and other important pre- requi-
sites are in most cases limited. Many citizens may be able to identify pos-
sible improvements, but rarely have the ability to design realisable solu-
tions, without guidance from the concerned public administration.  

• Be aware that problems experienced and solutions suggested by a lead 
user may not necessarily meet the needs of users in general, it is im-
portant that systems developers analyse and evaluate how lead user data 
applies to the more typical user. 



CHAPTER 5 SYNTHESIS OF THE PAPERS - GUIDELINES FOR INCLUDING EXTERNAL USERS IN PUBLIC E-SERVICE 
DEVELOPMENT 

 

72 

Consequences Applying user participation according to the principles of UI with lead users 
is a solution that requires a high level of commitment from the participants. 
Both public administrations and participants must be made aware of this 
level of commitment. On the other hand, lead users often experience needs 
that will soon become the needs of a large population of users. This means 
that UI can be considered to be very effective with regards to developing solu-
tions that future users will also embrace. However, it is also important to 
acknowledge that lead user needs are not necessarily applicable to a majority 
of the citizens. 

Related patterns Pattern 3: PD with citizens as advisors. 

 
Pattern 5: UI with lead users concerns a form of user participation in which it is not the 
systems developers but the users who identify problems and the realisable design solutions 
to them (Kujala and Kauppinen, 2004). The term lead user refers to a user who is “ahead of 
the pack”, meaning that the user identifies needs that will become general in the future for 
a majority of all users (von Hippel, 1986). Furthermore, lead users are in many cases driven 
by the possibility that they may benefit from the proposed solutions (von Hippel, 1986). UI 
exists in a number of varieties in systems development, such as end user development 
(Taylor et al., 1998, Karlsson and Hedström, 2014), and user-lead systems development 
(Dodd and Carr, 1994) and Pidots (EU, 2014). The detailed description of the pattern is 
based on the goal graphs presented in contribution C1 in which the main characteristics for 
UI are highlighted as goals representing method fragments. An important capability for a 
lead user is being able to identify problems and the potential for improvement. The design 
guidelines are based on contributions C2 and C4 which state that the possibility to benefit 
from participating is an important motivator for a lead user. Furthermore, being a lead us-
er implies the existence of experience and knowledge of systems development. Without 
these skills, it is hardly possible to be responsible for design solutions and problem specifi-
cations. It is also important to recognise that a lead user, in order to be able to identify 
problems as well as design solutions for them, must have a high degree of IT knowledge, as 
well as a thorough understanding of the public administrations concerned with the public 
e-service of interest, in terms of knowledge regarding the laws and regulations that must be 
kept in mind when designing solutions to the perceived problems.  
The usage guidelines in pattern 5 are based on contribution C1, in the sense that the under-
lying values of PD are emphasised via the analysis of method fragments and goals. In the 
case of pattern 5, the main emphasis is that UI is a design school built on user-driven activ-
ities in combination with close collaboration with systems developers and lead users who 
are deeply committed to the development project. 
The forces presented in pattern 5 are based on contribution C2. Although UI is a design 
school that requires a demanding form of participation, time is still a critical factor for citi-
zens’ willingness to participate. However, those citizens that prefer this kind of participa-
tion are also aware that their efforts will require a certain amount of time. It is also evident 
that many citizens experience problems to varying degrees when using, or not using, public 
e-services. However, this does not qualify them as lead users. Most citizens lack the ability 
to design realisable solutions to experienced problems, due to limited, basic business 
knowledge. This type of knowledge is a necessity when designing realisable solutions. Also, 
being a lead user does not necessarily mean that you are representative for a general popu-
lation. Lead users are often skilled IT users and the needs they identify may not be general-
isable in a statistical sense. It is important that systems developers take this knowledge into 
account when applying the UI design school.  



CHAPTER 5  SYNTHESIS OF  THE PAPERS - GUIDELINES FOR INCLUDING EXTERNAL USERS IN PUBLIC E-SERVICE 
DEVELOPMENT 

 

73 

The consequences presented in pattern 5 are based on the empirical findings in contribu-
tions C2 and C4, but also the theoretical descriptions of UI as a design school (contribution 
C1). Few citizens are willing to put the kind of commitment that is required for UI into 
practice. Furthermore, the ability to be responsible for designing realisable solutions is lim-
ited. However, at the same time, UI is a design school in which new and novel ideas and 
design solutions based on user needs can be realised. Although these solutions may also 
resolve tomorrow’s needs for a majority of citizens, it is also important for systems devel-
opers to be aware that lead users’ ideas may not be representative for the majority of citi-
zens. 
Pattern 5 is considered to be related to pattern 3, since both of these patterns mainly con-
cern citizens participating as advisory consultants in matters of specific interest. 
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5.2.3 PATTERNS FOR INVOLVING BUSINESS EMPLOYEES AS 
PARTICIPANTS IN PUBLIC E-SERVICE DEVELOPMENT 

Similar to the citizen centred patterns, there are in total 5 patterns for involving business 
employees as participants in public e-service development. Patterns 6 and 7 consider busi-
ness employee participation according to the principles of UCD. Pattern 6 focuses on pas-
sive user participation with business employees as advisors, whereas pattern 7 concerns 
more active user participation with business employees as representatives. Patterns 8 and 
9 consider user participation according to the principles of PD. Pattern 8 concerns user 
participation with business employees as consultative advisors and pattern 9 concerns user 
participation with business employees as active user representatives. Pattern 10 considers 
participation according to the principles of UI, with business employees as lead users. Fig-
ure 5.5 presents a graphical overview of business employee participation patterns and their 
internal relationships. As illustrated in Figure 5.5, there are different types of relationships 
between the patterns. For obvious reasons, patterns stemming from the same school of 
participation are related to each other, since they build on the same basic set of design 
principles. Patterns for user participation in specific matters are related, since both are 
based on citizens that have personal incentives and individual motives for participating. 
Patterns for user participation based on representatives are related, since they share the 
same characteristics that can be used to identify representative samples of business em-
ployees. 
An important reminder about the patterns for business employees is that they are based on 
empirical data collected from business administrators that: 1) work with similar duties, i.e., 
economic matters in business organisations, and 2) have a similar understanding of the 
purpose of an e-service, i.e., they are experienced users of a particular public e-service re-
lated to their work tasks, in this particular case the Swedish tax declaration e-service. This 
is not the same as claiming that every business employee uses public e-services on a regular 
basis, some of the respondents had chosen not to use the Swedish tax declaration e-service, 
for a number of reasons. When we refer to business employees, we mean this category of 
potential participants, not every employee within a business organisation. 
 

 
  
Figure 5.5: Relations between patterns for involving citizens as participants in public e-service development 
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Pattern 6: User Centered Design (UCD) with business employees as advisors 
Table 5.8: Pattern 6 

Name Pattern 6: UCD with business employees as advisors. 

Aim (problem) To apply user participation that enables a majority of business employees to 
act as participants in the development project. 

Detailed description 
(context) 

User participation in public e-service development in which business em-
ployees participate as passive advisors in the development process. This usu-
ally means that business employees participate in the initial stages as well as 
at the end of the development project. The systems developers elicit a num-
ber of suggested improvements from the participants, which are used as a 
starting point for development. At the end, the participants evaluate and pro-
vide feedback on what has been developed. 

Design guidelines 
(solution) 

Identify potential participants who fulfil the following characteristics: 
• Employees’ mandate to participate. 
• Willingness to act as advisors, i.e., a willingness to put at least a little 

time and commitment into participating as passive advisors. 
• Basic IT knowledge. 
• Basic, at least some, experience of using public e-services. 
 
Use enquiries or shorter telephone interviews to elicit potential require-
ments. Summarise and prioritise these requirements internally and then re-
connect with the participants to adjust the requirements. Finally, let the par-
ticipants test and evaluate the e-service before it is completed and launched. 

Usage guidelines It is important that the participants have the possibility to react to input from 
the systems developers and that the systems developers have an on-going 
dialogue with the participants during those parts of the development project 
where participation occurs. It is also important to recognise that in UCD, re-
gardless whether the participants are passive or active, it is the systems de-
velopers who drive the development process forward and make all final deci-
sions. 

Forces (challenges) Forces that must be considered: 
• Business employees most often have a mandate to participate from their 

employers, however, business employees frequently have to participate 
beside ordinary working duties. It is therefore important that user partic-
ipation activities are time effective and that the purpose and extent of 
participation is clear to participating business employees. 

• Most businesses and business employees are more interested in partici-
pating if the results from participation render an increase in efficiency for 
the business and business employee. 

Consequences Applying user participation according to the principles of UCD with users as 
advisors is a solution that requires little commitment from the participants, 
which increases the likelihood of finding suitable participants. On the other 
hand, this kind of participation is not as effective as more interactive types of 
user participation, with regard to specifying requirements related to experi-
enced problems and lack of functionality. 

Related patterns Pattern 7: UCD with business employees as representatives, Pattern 8: PD 
with business employees as representatives. 

 
Pattern 6: UCD with users as advisors concerns a situation where the systems developer 
drives the development process and has the initiative regarding prioritisation and decision 
making. User participation as passive advisor refers to the early days of UCD when users 
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were regarded as passive sources of information (Gould and Lewis, 1985, Kling, 1977) used 
by the systems developers to understand the needs of the users. The detailed description of 
the pattern is based on the goal graphs presented in papers 1 and 2 in which the UCD de-
sign school is described and analysed (contribution C1).  
The design guidelines for business employees as advisors are based on contributions 2.3 
and 2.4. As stated in the contributions, in order to be a suitable participant for UCD as a 
passive advisor, the user is required to have a basic knowledge of IT and public e-service, as 
well as the competence to determine his/her own needs regarding interface issues and 
such. This ability is something that most business employees possess. Furthermore, for ob-
vious reasons, the user must be willing to participate according to the principles of the de-
sign school, i.e., as a passive advisor according to UCD. Business employees most often 
have a mandate from their employers to participate in public e-service development, which 
is an obvious pre – requisite for any type of participation. On the other hand, most employ-
ers seldom grant their employees any extra time for participating, thus UCD with users as 
advisors is also a suitable approach when there is a lack of time. 
The usage guidelines are based on contribution C1 where the underlying values of UCD are 
emphasised via the analysis of method fragments and goals. In pattern 6, as in patterns 1 
and 2, the main emphasis is on highlighting that UCD is a design school driven by the sys-
tems developer. Only the systems developer can make the design decisions and shoulder 
the responsibilities. 
The forces presented in pattern 6 are based on contribution C3. It is evident that time for 
participation is limited. Therefore, any participation activities must be easy to attend to and 
be time efficient. Furthermore, it is important that the intended outcomes from participa-
tion efforts are clear, since most business employees are more interested in participating if 
increased internal efficiency is possible. 
The consequences presented are based on the empirical findings in contributions C3 and 
C4. At a general level, business employees are willing to put at least a little commitment 
into participating and are able to do so with respect to capabilities. Also, employees are giv-
en a mandate to participate by their employers. However, it should also be noted that UCD 
with passive advisors as participants represents a lower level of interaction with few itera-
tions during the development process, which in turn limits the possibilities of business em-
ployees to have an effect on the design. 
Pattern 6 is closely related to pattern 7, since these two share the same basic principles for 
design, but differ in terms of degree of user activity in the development process. Pattern 6 
is also considered to be related to pattern 9, since the main emphasis in both these patterns 
is on business employees participating as representatives in general matters rather than 
consultative advisors in more specific matters.  
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Pattern 7: UCD with business employees as representatives 
Table 5.9: Pattern 7 

Name Pattern 7: UCD with business employees as representatives. 

Aim (problem) To apply user participation that enables a majority of the business employees 
with experience of using a specific public e-service to act as participants in 
the development project. 

Detailed description 
(context) 

User participation in public e-service development in which business em-
ployees participate as active representatives in the development process re-
garding a public e-service they have experience of using. This usually means 
that business employees participate in the initial stages of the development 
project for requirements elicitation. During the remainder of the develop-
ment project the employees participate in an iterative pattern, in order to 
provide feedback on design proposals and prototypes. 

Design guidelines 
(solution) 

Identify potential participants who fulfil the following characteristics: 
• Employees’ mandate to participate. 
• Basic IT knowledge. 
• Basic experience of using public e-services. 
• Basic view that public e-services used could be improved. 
• Willingness to act as representatives, i.e., a willingness to put at least a 

little time and commitment into participating actively in a specific public 
e-service project. 

 
Use enquiries, telephone interviews or scenario-based methods to elicit po-
tential requirements. If scenario-based methods are used, business employ-
ees can be organised into focus groups where they act as representatives 
when eliciting requirements. Summarise and prioritise these requirements 
internally and then reconnect with the participants in an iterative pattern to 
adjust the requirements and design proposals. 

Usage guidelines It is important that the participants have the possibility to react to input from 
the systems developers and that the systems developers have an on-going 
dialogue with the participants during those parts of the development project 
where participation occurs. It is also important to recognise that in UCD, re-
gardless whether the participants are passive or active, it is the systems de-
velopers who drive the development process forward and make all final deci-
sions. 

Forces (challenges) Forces that must be considered: 
• Business employees most often have a mandate from their employers to 

participate, however, business employees frequently have to participate 
beside ordinary working duties. It is therefore important that user partic-
ipation activities are time effective and that the purpose and extent of 
participation is clear to participating business employees. 

• Most businesses and business employees are more interested in partici-
pating if the results from participation render an increase in efficiency for 
the business and business employee. 

Consequences Applying user participation according to the principles of UCD with users as 
representatives is a solution that requires less commitment from the partici-
pants than more interaction intensive ways of participating, such as PD and 
UI. This means that finding willing participants is seldom a problem. At the 
same time, this kind of participation is not as effective as more interaction 
intense types of user participation with regard to specifying requirements 
related to experienced problems and lack of functionality. 
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Related patterns Pattern 6: UCD with business employees as advisors, Pattern 8: PD with 
business employees as representatives, Pattern 9: PD with business employ-
ees as advisors. 

 
Pattern 7: UCD with users as representatives concerns a form of user participation where 
the user is somewhat actively engaged in the development project. However, the systems 
developers have the initiative regarding what to prioritise and what the final decisions will 
be in the development project. Users participating as representatives refers to more recent 
influences in UCD (Marti and Bannon, 2009) where the users are seen as active agents, 
more directly involved in the development process (Gulliksen et al., 2003), compared to 
earlier influences. The detailed description of the pattern is based on the goal graphs in 
contribution C1 in which the main characteristics for the design school are highlighted via 
goals representing method fragments. The design guidelines for business employees as rep-
resentatives are based on contributions C3 and C4. In order to be a suitable participant for 
UCD as representative, the user is required to have basic IT knowledge as well as experi-
ence of using public e-services. Most business employees have this ability. Furthermore, for 
obvious reasons, the user must be willing to participate according to the principles of the 
design school, i.e., as a representative according to UCD. Business employees most often 
have a mandate from their employers to participate in public e-service development, which 
is an obvious pre – requisite for any form of participation. However, employers seldom 
grant extra time for participating, but if there is an obvious possibility that internal effi-
ciency can be improved there is an enhanced likelihood that extra time will be granted. 
Such internal efficiency improvements may range from the possibility to use a public e-
service instead of interacting with public administrations via traditional channels to being 
able to upload data from an organisation’s legacy system directly, via a public e-service, to a 
public administration, instead of having to manually handle such data. Based on the same 
argumentation, business employees that are frustrated with the design of a public e-service, 
or the lack of one, used in the everyday working life, are often interested in participating as 
active user representatives according to UCD, even if more time would probably be needed 
to justify the commitment required. 
As in patterns 1, 2 and 6, the usage guidelines are based on contribution C1 where the un-
derlying values of UCD are emphasised via the analysis of method fragments and goals. The 
main emphasis is on highlighting that UCD is a design school driven by the systems devel-
oper. Only the systems developers make the design decisions and shoulder the responsibili-
ties. 
The forces presented in pattern 7 are based on contribution C3. For business employees, 
the time required for participating in public e-service development is limited. Participation 
activities must be easy to attend to and be time efficient. Furthermore, it is important that 
the intended outcomes from participation efforts are clear, since most business employees 
are more interested in participating if internal efficiency can be increased. Furthermore, 
extra time for participating is seldom granted, but the chances are enhanced if the employ-
er can see the benefits.  
The consequences presented are based on the empirical findings in contributions C3 and 
C4, as well as in the theoretical descriptions of UCD as a design school (contribution C1). At 
a general level, business employees are willing to put at least some commitment into partic-
ipating and are qualified to do so with respect to their abilities. Also, employers allow their 
employees to participate. However, it should also be noted that UCD with participants as 
passive advisors represents a lower level of interaction with few iterations during the de-
velopment process, which in turn limits the possibilities of business employees to have an 
effect on the design. 
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Pattern 7 is closely related to pattern 6, since they stem from the same design school and 
therefore share the same basic design principles regarding the roles participants and sys-
tems developers play in the development process. Pattern 7 is also considered to be related 
to pattern 8, due to the fact that both these patterns concern business employees partici-
pating in specific matters rather than general ones, as in the case for pattern 1. 
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Pattern 8: Participatory Design (PD) with business employees as advisors 
Table 5.10: Pattern 8 

Name Pattern 8: UCD with business employees as advisors. 

Aim (problem) To apply user participation that enables a majority of the business employees 
with experience of a specific public e-service to act as advisors in the devel-
opment project. 

Detailed description 
(context) 

User participation in public e-service development in which business em-
ployees participate at a consultative level in specific design decisions. This 
usually means that business employees are required to be more active in the 
development for a larger proportion of the development process, since busi-
ness employees and systems developers cooperate during the design process 
regarding specific design decisions that concern the business employees. 

Design guidelines 
(solution) 

Identify potential participants who fulfil the following characteristics: 
• Employees with a mandate to participate. 
• Basic IT knowledge. 
• Basic experience of using public e-services. 
• A sense that a specific public e-service of interest has the potential to be 

improved and that this improvement will make usage of the e-service 
easier and more efficient. 

• A will to actively cooperate with systems developers regarding problems 
and their solutions. 

 
Use enquiries and shorter telephone interviews to obtain an overall picture of 
potential requirements. Use interactive methods, such as focus groups, JAD, 
or prototyping, in cooperation with business employees, discuss problems 
and potential solutions in an iterative manner during those parts of the de-
velopment project where this is possible. 

Usage guidelines It is important that methods used allow the business employees to participate 
actively and that together with the systems developers they drive the devel-
opment project forward. Any decisions made by systems developers must be 
grounded in the interactive dialogue with the business employees participat-
ing. 
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Forces (challenges) Forces that must be considered: 
• Business employees most often have a mandate from their employers to 

participate, however, business employees frequently have to participate 
beside ordinary work duties. It is therefore important that user participa-
tion activities are time effective and that the purpose and extent of partic-
ipation is clear to participating business employees 

• Most businesses and business employees are more interested in partici-
pating if the results from participation will render an increase in efficien-
cy for the business and business employees. 

• Participating business employees must represent as many future users as 
possible and not just isolated sub- sets of users. This is important in PD, 
due to the high impact of user participation in the development project.  

• It is important that systems developers take the close interaction with 
participating business employees seriously. It is not unusual that cooper-
ation between participants and systems developers is just imaginary, 
with participants experiencing that their ideas are not taken seriously.  

• Be aware that businesses and business employees participating as advi-
sors in PD most often have personal incentives within their role of busi-
ness employee, which are important to them, e.g., an improved e-service 
will ease their usage of said service, which in turn may make their daily 
work more efficient and effective. 

Consequences Applying user participation according to the principles of PD with users as 
advisors is a solution that requires commitment from the participants, which 
means that potential participants must be informed of the degree to which 
they are expected to participate. At the same time, this kind of participation is 
more effective than other, less commitment involved types of participation. 
This means that the process of specifying requirements related to experi-
enced problems and lack of functionality would most likely be enhanced. 

Related patterns Pattern 6: UCD with business employees as representatives, Pattern 9: PD 
with business employees as advisors. 

 
Pattern 8: PD with users as advisors is considered the least demanding form of participa-
tion within PD (Mumford, 1981). Users act as consultants in specific design decisions only. 
In these design decisions, users and systems developers cooperate in an interactive and it-
erative manner (Kensing and Blomberg, 1998, Schuler and Namioka, 1993). The detailed 
description of the pattern is based on the goal graphs presented in contribution C1 in which 
the main characteristics for PD are highlighted as goals representing method fragments.  
Furthermore, the design guidelines are based on contributions C3 and C4 which state that 
a suitable PD advisor must be aware of possible technological options3, i.e., be familiar with 
IT and use of public e-services. Most business employees have these abilities. In addition, 
there must be a willingness to participate as an advisor. This willingness is increased when 
the business employee is given the opportunity to influence the redesign of a public e-
service that is perceived as ineffective and poorly designed, especially if the outcome will 
result in a public e-service that takes the needs of its users into account. Obviously, poten-
tial participants must have a mandate from their employers to participate, which is usually 
not a problem for most business employees. 
The usage guidelines in pattern 8 are based on contribution C1 which stems from the un-
derlying values of PD emphasised via the analysis of method fragments and goals. In the 
818181  

3 As stated in, e.g., paper 4, technological options refers to a participating 
user’s ability to use IT, which in turn refers to the possibility of a user to 
make basic assessments of design solutions from a user perspective. 
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case of pattern 8, the main emphasis is on the fact that PD is a design school built on coop-
eration. There is a commitment from both users and systems developers to interact during 
the design process. 
The forces presented in pattern 8 are based on contribution C3 which describes the man-
date of business employees, as well as the willingness and ability to participate. As in all 
participation efforts, the time required for participation is a determining factor. PD repre-
sents a form of participation which requires greater commitment from the participant. Par-
ticipation activities must be managed so that they are both collaborative and interactive but 
also time efficient for the participants. Business employees preferring an advisory role 
within PD often have personal incentives for participating, most often related to increased 
benefits from using said e-service. It is important to recognise this fact when discussing the 
representativeness of a design solution.  
The consequences presented in pattern 8 are based on the empirical findings in contribu-
tions C3 and C4, but also on the theoretical descriptions of PD as a design school (contribu-
tion C1). Participating as consultative advisors in PD is not the most preferred way of par-
ticipation for business employees, mainly due to the fact that the time required for partici-
pation is limited. This means it is very important that potential participants are informed of 
what is expected from them, in terms of level of commitment. One should bear in mind that 
this kind of participation is more effective than other, less commitment involved types of 
participation. Therefore, the process of specifying requirements related to experienced 
problems and lack of functionality will most likely be enhanced. 
Pattern 8 is closely related to pattern 7, due to the similar level of interaction between 
business employees and systems developers. Obviously, pattern 8 is also considered to be 
related to pattern 9, since they stem from the same design school and thus share the same 
basic design principles. Also pattern 10 is considered to be related in terms of the nature of 
the concept of advisor; both patterns build on the idea of users who are interested in specif-
ic public e-service applications, rather than public e-services in general. 
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Pattern 9: Participatory Design (PD) with business employees as representa-
tives 
Table 5.11: Pattern 9 

Name Pattern 9: PD with business employees as representatives. 

Aim (problem) To apply user participation that enables a majority of the business employees 
with any experience of using public e-services to act as active representatives 
in the development project. 

Detailed description 
(context) 

User participation in public e-service development in which business em-
ployees participate actively in the development project as representatives for 
any development effort. This usually means that business employees are re-
quired to be more active in the development process, compared to user rep-
resentatives in UCD, and that the business employees and systems develop-
ers cooperate during the design process regarding any design decision that 
concerns the business employees. 

Design guidelines 
(solution) 

Identify potential participants who fulfil the following characteristics: 
• Employees with a mandate to participate. 
• Basic IT knowledge. 
• Basic experience of using public e-services. 
• A general or more specific belief that one or several public e-services 

could be applied more efficiently. 
• A general experience of systems development at any level. 
• A will to actively cooperate with systems developers regarding problems 

and their solutions. 
 
Use enquiries and shorter telephone interviews to obtain an overall picture of 
potential requirements. Use interactive methods which allow business em-
ployees to actively engage in the work, such as focus groups, JAD, or proto-
typing; in cooperation with business employees, discuss problems and poten-
tial solutions in an iterative manner during those parts of the development 
project where this is possible. 

Usage guidelines It is important that methods used allow business employees to participate 
actively and that the business employees together with the systems develop-
ers drive the development project forward. Any decisions made by systems 
developers must be grounded in the interactive dialogue with the business 
employees participating. 

Forces (challenges) Forces that must be considered:  
• Most business employees prefer not to participate as representatives in 

general matters in PD. Finding willing participants may be hard. 
• Business employees often feel they lack the time to participate in e-

government efforts. It is therefore important that user participation ac-
tivities are time effective and that the purpose and extent of participation 
is clear to the participants. 

• Participating business employees must represent as many future users as 
possible and not just isolated sub- sets of users. This is important in PD, 
due to the high impact of user participation in the development project.  

• It is important that systems developers take the close interaction with 
participants seriously. It is not unusual that cooperation between partici-
pants and systems developers is just imaginary; the participants experi-
ence that their ideas are not taken seriously. 
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Consequences Applying user participation according to the principles of PD with users as 
representatives is a solution that requires commitment from the participants, 
which means that potential participants must be informed of the degree to 
which they are expected to participate. It is important to bear in mind that 
this level of commitment in general matters is hard to accomplish. At the 
same time, this kind of participation is more effective than other, less com-
mitment involved types of participation. This means that the process of 
specifying requirements related to experienced problems and lack of func-
tionality will most likely be enhanced. 

Related patterns Pattern 8: PD with business employees as representatives, Pattern 7: UCD 
with business employees as representatives, Pattern 10: UI with business 
employees as lead users. 

 
Pattern 9: PD with users as representatives is considered a more demanding form of partic-
ipation within PD (Mumford, 1981), where users are selected as representatives for a num-
ber of specified user groups. As representatives, users are required to be more active in the 
development process which is based on cooperation between systems developers and users 
in an interactive and iterative manner (Kensing and Blomberg, 1998, Schuler and Nami-
oka, 1993). The detailed description of the pattern is based on the goal graphs presented in 
contribution C1 in which the main characteristics for PD are highlighted as goals represent-
ing method fragments.  
The proposed design guidelines are based on contributions C3 and C4. As in pattern 8, a 
suitable user representative in PD must be aware of the possible technological options, i.e., 
be familiar with IT as well as public e-services. This ability is fulfilled by most business em-
ployees. Moreover, employers must give their employees a mandate to participate. This is 
seldom a problematic issue. In addition, employees must be willing to participate as user 
representatives. For most business employees, there is a direct correlation between ex-
pected benefits from participating and the willingness to commit to a project. This is a fac-
tor that influences the willingness of business employees to participate. Furthermore, busi-
ness employees with any previous experience from systems development often favour de-
sign schools that build on principles in which users and systems developers interact more 
closely, compared to UCD, due to the fact that these users “know what it takes” to make 
their voices heard in the development process. 
The usage guidelines in pattern 9 are based on contribution C1 which highlights the under-
lying values of PD via the analysis of method fragments and goals. In the case of pattern 9, 
the main emphasis is on the fact that PD is a design school built on cooperation. There is a 
commitment from both users and systems developers to interact during the design process. 
The forces presented in pattern 8 are based on the results from the analysis presented in 
contribution C3 in which business employees’ mandate, willingness, and ability to partici-
pate are presented. As in all participation efforts, the time required for participation is a 
determining factor. PD represents a form of participation which requires greater commit-
ment from the participant. Participation activities must be managed so that they are both 
collaborative and interactive but also time efficient for the participants. Business employ-
ees who prefer PD often do so because they are interested in a particular public e-service 
application. It is unusual to be willing to put this kind of commitment into a project if there 
is no clear personal gain from participating. 
The consequences presented in pattern 9 are based on the empirical findings in contribu-
tions C3 and C4, as well as the theoretical descriptions of PD as a design school (contribu-
tion C1). Participation that applies user representatives is not a preferred way of participat-
ing, there must be obvious benefits to be gained; otherwise less commitment involved ways 
of participating are preferred.  However, one should bear in mind that this kind of partici-
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pation is more effective than other, less commitment involved types of participation. This 
means that the process of specifying requirements related to experienced problems and 
lack of functionality will most likely be enhanced. 
Pattern 9 is related to patterns 7 and 8. Pattern 7 is related due to the common principle of 
letting users act as representatives. How to sample potential participants is a commonality 
as well as how to prioritise among various groups of representatives. Pattern 3 is related 
since it has the same basic design principles. 
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Pattern 10: User Innovation (UI) with business employees as lead users 
Table 5.12: Pattern 10 

Name Pattern 10: UI with business employees as lead users. 

Aim (problem) To apply user participation that enables lead users to participate as co-
designers in the development project. 

Detailed description 
(context) 

User participation in public e-service development in which business em-
ployees participate actively as lead users in a specific development effort. 
This means that business employees are deeply committed. Participation 
builds on the idea that the lead user is responsible for designing realisable 
solutions to improve an existing public e-service. The actual realisation of any 
design solution is performed by systems developers in close collaboration 
with lead users. 

Design guidelines 
(solution) 

Identify potential participants who fulfil the following characteristics: 
• Employers' mandate to participate. 
• Profound IT knowledge. 
• Basic experience of using public e-services. 
• Lead user capabilities, i.e., the ability to identify possible improvements 

as well as realisable design solutions for an existing public e-service. Re-
alisable means that a design proposal must take into consideration exist-
ing circumstances, such as laws and regulations. 

• Will to actively cooperate with systems developers regarding problems 
and their solutions. 

• Will and possibility to act as a lead user, i.e., a will to put a lot of com-
mitment, in terms of time and responsibility, into the development pro-
ject. 

 
Use enquiries and shorter telephone interviews to obtain an overall picture of 
potential requirements. Use methods that favour user initiatives in the devel-
opment process, such as Public Innovation Do Tank (Pidot) and End User 
Development. Work in an interactive and iterative collaboration with lead 
users when realising design proposals. 

Usage guidelines It is important that methods used allow the business employees to participate 
actively and that they together with the systems developers drive the devel-
opment project forward. Any decisions made by systems developers must be 
grounded in the interactive dialogue with the business employees participat-
ing. 

Forces (challenges) Forces that must be considered: 
• Very few business employees have the willingness to act as lead users, 

mostly due to the level of commitment required. It is therefore important 
that user participation activities are time effective and that the purpose 
and extent of participation is clear to participating business employees. 

• Very few business employees have the ability to act as lead users. 
Knowledge regarding laws, regulations, and other important pre- requi-
sites is in most cases minimal. Many business employees can identify 
possible improvements but seldom have the ability to design realisable 
solutions. 

• Be aware that problems experienced and solutions suggested by a lead 
user may not necessarily meet the needs of users in general, it is im-
portant that systems developers analyse and evaluate how lead user data 
applies to the more typical user. 
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Consequences Applying user participation according to the principles of UI with lead users 
is a solution that requires a high level of commitment from the participants. 
Both public administrations and participants must be aware of this kind of 
commitment. On the other hand, lead users often identify needs that will 
soon become general needs for a large population of users. This means that 
UI can be considered very effective with regard to developing solutions that 
also future users will embrace. However, it is also important to be aware that 
lead user needs do not necessarily apply to a majority of business employees. 

Related patterns Pattern 9: PD with business employees as advisors. 

 
Pattern 10: UI with lead users concerns a situation in which it is not the systems develop-
ers, but the users who identify problems and realisable design solutions to these problems 
(Kujala and Kauppinen, 2004). The term lead user refers to a user who is “ahead of the 
pack”, meaning that the user identifies needs that will become general for a majority of all 
users in the future (von Hippel, 1986). Furthermore, lead users are often driven by the pos-
sibility to benefit from the proposed solutions (von Hippel, 1986). UI exists in a number of 
varieties in systems development, such as end user development (Taylor et al., 1998) and 
user-lead systems development (Dodd and Carr, 1994). The detailed description of the pat-
tern is based on the goal graphs presented in contribution C1 in which the main character-
istics for UI are highlighted as goals representing method fragments.  
The proposed design guidelines are based on contributions C3 and C4. In order to qualify 
as a lead user, a business employee must be able to identify problems or lack of functionali-
ty as well as present viable solutions. This requires that the business employee has a man-
date to participate and is familiar with IT and public e-services in general. These are abili-
ties that most business employees fulfil. However, more explicit lead user abilities are rare, 
mostly due to a lack of business knowledge, which has a negative effect on the possibilities 
to design realisable solutions to experienced problems. Also, UI requires that business em-
ployees are willing to act as lead users, i.e., take on responsibilities in the development 
work as well as cooperate closely with systems developers. This is something that most 
business employees are not interested in; there is no time for this kind of commitment. 
As in paper 5, the usage guidelines in pattern 10 are based on contribution C1, in the sense 
that the underlying values of PD are emphasised via the analysis of method fragments and 
goals. In the case of pattern 5, the main emphasis is on the fact that UI is a design school 
built on user- driven activities in combination with close collaboration between systems 
developers and lead users who are deeply committed to the development project. 
The forces presented in pattern 10 are based on the results from the analysis presented in 
contributions C3 and C4. As for the other patterns, time is a factor that limits possibilities 
and willingness to participate in UI. UI requires business employees to be deeply commit-
ted to the development project. This is something that most business employees are unwill-
ing to do. It is not uncommon for business employees to experience various problems when 
using public e-services. However, this does not qualify them as lead users. Most business 
employees lack the ability to design realisable solutions to experienced problems, due to 
limited basic business knowledge of public administrations. Such knowledge, e.g., laws and 
regulations is a necessity when designing realisable solutions. Also, being a lead user does 
not necessarily mean that you are representative for a general population. Lead users are 
often skilled IT users and the needs they identify may not be generalisable, which systems 
developers must take into account when applying the UI design school.  
Pattern 10 is considered to be related to pattern 8, since both of these patterns mainly con-
cern participation in which business employees participate as advisory consultants in a 
project of specific interest. 
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5.3 EMPIRICALLY GROUNDING THE GUIDE-
LINES – INITIAL EXTERNAL EMPIRICAL VAL-
IDATION 

In order to address initial external empirical validity, interviews with intended future users 
of the guidelines have been conducted. This is not a unique approach for initial external 
empirical validation (see e.g. Duray et al., 2000, Strand, 2005, Söderström, 2004). As stat-
ed previously in Chapter 1, the guidelines aim to support public administrations when de-
veloping public e-services, by showing different alternatives for how user participation 
should be applied in public e-service development. In this thesis, interviews with repre-
sentatives for public administrations have been conducted, in order to assess applicability 
of the guidelines, in terms of relevance, appropriateness, and potential benefits and draw-
backs.   
The sample of respondents included a total of six representatives, of which five had previ-
ously been interviewed in interview study 4, from five different municipalities. The choice 
of addressing municipalities only was based on findings obtained in interview study 4, 
which revealed that the respondents representing municipalities had the best “overall pic-
ture” of public e-service development within the public administration that employed 
them. These respondents not only had experience from specific phases of public e-service 
development, but also from being involved in everyday IT operations where public e-
service development is one of many work duties. The interviews were, as in the previous 
interview studies, semi-structured (Williamson, 2002), i.e., a fixed interview guide was fol-
lowed (see appendix 5) to keep the interview structured, thus serving as the “lowest com-
mon denominator” in order to make it possible to compare the interviews during analysis. 
However, each interview was still unique, in terms of various sub-questions and discus-
sions that emerged during the interviews. Four of the interviews were conducted via the 
telephone, while the fifth was conducted face to face with two respondents who were both 
present for the same interview. The main reason for conducting the fifth interview face to 
face was that two respondents were interviewed at the same time. Since these two respond-
ents were geographically located close to the interviewer, it was decided to conduct the in-
terview in a face to face manner. The remaining interviews were conducted via the tele-
phone because the geographical distance between the respondents and the interviewer was 
greater, which made face to face interviews too costly, in terms of the time needed to per-
form the interviews. As discussed in Chapter 3, face to face interviews are preferable to tel-
ephone interviews, mainly because it is easier to activate a conversation. However, in this 
particular case, all the respondents, except the one who participated in the face to face in-
terview, had been interviewed before. Consequently, there was some kind of established 
relationship and understanding between the interviewer and the respondents, which made 
it easy to activate a conversation, compared to interviewing a respondent for the first time; 
hence the difference between the interviews conducted by telephone and the one conducted 
face to face was negligible. Two weeks before the interviews took place, a sample of the 
proposed guidelines was sent to the respondents. This sample comprised a Swedish trans-
lation of all citizen related patterns. The business employee patterns and the various de-
scribed graphs from Chapter 4.2 were not included. The reason for not including a com-
plete version of all material regarding the proposed guidelines was merely to “ease” the 
amount of reading for the respondents. Furthermore, many aspects of the business em-
ployee patterns are similar to those of the citizen patterns, while the pattern structure, as 
such, is the same.  
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The aim of the interview guide used was to collect empirical data on the respondents’ gen-
eral impressions of the guidelines. In short, the interview guide was grouped into three 
main themes:  
1. The respondent’s general impressions of the guidelines, with respect to ease of under-
standing, unclear aspects, missing aspects, and redundant aspects. 
2. The respondent’s perception of the usefulness of the guidelines, with respect to the as-
pects of the guidelines that might be useful in public e-service development and how the 
guidelines could be used in public e-service development. 
3. The respondent’s opinion regarding the use of patterns as a means of expressing the 
guidelines, i.e., whether the respondent believes that patterns are a suitable way of describ-
ing guidelines and whether the respondent has any suggestions that might improve the 
representation of the guidelines. 
One could argue for the application of investigator triangulation in order to avoid bias 
(Lincoln and Guba, 1985, Patton, 1990), in terms of the fact that the respondents felt they 
had to be polite when answering, since it was the author of the guidelines who also con-
ducted the interviews. However, when the risk of potential bias was weighed against the 
loss of potential information during the interviews, it was decided not to apply investigator 
triangulation, in terms of letting another researcher conduct the interviews. The main ar-
guments for doing so are: 
1. Any discussions regarding other aspects of the guidelines than the ones discussed during 
the interviews could only be answered by the author of the guidelines. 
2. In order to be able to discuss the guidelines, a solid detailed knowledge of the guidelines 
is needed to ensure a fruitful discussion with the respondent; only the author of the guide-
lines has this knowledge. 
Each interview was recorded and then transcribed before being analysed. During the analy-
sis of the collected empirical data, each of the three themes was summarised and different 
trends were identified within each theme. 

5.3.1 GENERAL OPINION OF THE GUIDELINES 
The respondents’ general opinions of the guidelines were positive, or as the following 
quotes illustrate: “Well I think that everything is easy to assimilate. I don’t think there is 
anything odd, this is how we want to work”, “ I think that what is written here is good”, 
and “I think you have got it quite good, spontaneously I don’t believe there is anything 
missing”. However, some of the respondents also had concerns about how to differentiate 
the patterns and highlighted that the usage of small, illustrated examples would have been 
a good complement to the guidelines. The following quote illustrates this reasoning: “How 
to generate these groupings among citizens and how to generate contact forums would 
have been good, I think one example of how to do it is sufficient”.  

5.3.2 THE USEFULNESS OF THE GUIDELINES 
All the respondents agreed that the guidelines could be useful when developing public e-
services. Some respondents emphasised that the guidelines could directly contribute to 
public e-service development projects, or as two of the respondents state: “this could be a 
reference to best practices, absolutely”, “this type of guidelines is perfect, since they pro-
vide a template for how to choose the direction and this is something that I think we can 
benefit from”. Also, the guidelines were seen as a tool for education and change of behav-
iour at various administrations in the municipalities. It is obvious that there is a common 
“traditional view” of public e-service development, i.e., the internal needs steer the devel-
opment and no real consideration for the intended users is taken, or as one respondent put 
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it: “The guidelines can be used to change the point of view on citizens’ role in this type of 
development. In general, we are far too introverted in how we see different things and we 
never consider the benefit for the citizen”. By applying the guidelines, not only as a guide 
but as a way of choosing direction regarding user participation, new thoughts and ideas 
may find support, e.g., as one respondent states: “That is something that I continuously 
work on, to try to process the current culture in order to get others to realise it [that the 
internal perspective alone may not be the most efficient way when developing public e-
services]”. 

5.3.3 PATTERNS AS A MEANS OF REPRESENTING THE 
GUIDELINES 

The respondents were clear in their opinions regarding the use of patterns as a means of 
representing the guidelines. Four out of the five respondents were positive, represented by 
the following quotes: “We are getting a lot of written text that we must adapt, the simpler 
the better, patterns work fine for us”, “If ordinary written text is used instead of patterns 
it would be hard to get an overview. With patterns it gets very concrete and it is easy to 
see how the different patterns are related”, “Without having read the patterns in detail, I 
find the presentation of the guidelines very appealing. I think it is easy to adapt infor-
mation if it is presented in this way”. However, the fifth respondent expressed a different 
opinion than the other respondents, i.e., written texts would be much clearer: “If guidance 
is the main goal I think the information should be presented in another way, since there 
are a lot of things that are the same, regardless of what pattern is considered”. Moreover, 
some of the respondents suggested that it would have been good to have an overview model 
of the patterns, in order to make it easier to select between the patterns: “It would be nice 
with a summary of the patterns in which certain key properties for the patterns are listed, 
e.g., who makes the decisions in the design process, designers or users, or designers and 
users together?”. 
Summarising the initial external empirical validation reveals that the proposed guidelines 
were positively received by the respondents, who considered the guidelines to be potential-
ly useful in practice. The guidelines may not only provide support directly in public e-
service development, but may also be a tool for education and for raising awareness, re-
garding the importance of user participation, in general, in public e-service development. 
Patterns as a means of representing the guidelines were, in general, seen as a suitable tool. 
As a complement to the existing guidelines, illustrative examples of how they can be im-
plemented in practice along with mechanisms that highlight fundamental differences be-
tween the guidelines were suggested as further improvement measures. As can be seen in 
Chapter 5.2.1, these complements have been added to the initial guidelines. Obviously, the 
small number of respondents means that the results cannot be considered as general, but 
rather as indicators of the utility of the guidelines. Further recommendations on how to 
ground the results are described in more detail in Chapter 6. 
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CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUDING REMARKS AND FUTURE 
WORK 
Chapter 6 discusses the main contributions presented in this thesis, as well as their impli-
cations to research and practice. Furthermore, the quality of the research presented in this 
thesis is elaborated upon. Also, limitations and possibilities for future work are discussed. 
Finally, the research question (s) which this thesis is based upon is revisited and discussed 
one last time. 

6.1 CONTRIBUTIONS  
By addressing how user participation can contribute to public e-service development, this 
thesis provides researchers and practitioners with a number of contributions. Since this 
thesis is based on a collection of papers, each individual paper contributes to the e-
government research field, by addressing different perspectives of user participation which 
together provide an increased understanding of how user participation can be used in pub-
lic e-service development. Public administrations are thus able to develop public e-services 
that are actually used by the intended users, i.e., citizens and business employees. Table 6.1 
presents a summary of the main contributions of this thesis, as well as their practical impli-
cations. 
Table 6.1: Summary of contributions 

Contribution Practical implication 

Goal graphs highlighting important method 
fragments for the user participation design 
schools, UCD, PD, and UI, and how these schools 
fit into a public e-service development context. 

Implications mostly for e-government research 
on user participation but also for practice in pub-
lic e-service development. Implications for re-
search are based on the extension of existing re-
search on user participation in public e-service 
development, making it possible to distinguish 
between different schools of user participation 
that can be used in public e-service development. 
Implications for practice refer to the possibility 
to use the theoretical results to identify directions 
for the usefulness of a specific school of user par-
ticipation in public e-service development. 
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Challenges to be addressed when choosing be-
tween user participation schools for public e-
service development. 

Implications mostly for e-government research, 
in terms of theoretical challenges extending pre-
vious research findings on user participation in 
public e-service development. These theoretical 
challenges may also be seen as implications for 
practice, in terms of challenges that need to be 
addressed by systems developers choosing be-
tween different types of user participation to em-
ploy in public e-service development. 

Validated challenges related to external public e-
service users’ willingness and ability to partici-
pate in public e-service development. 

Implications for both research and practice. Im-
plications for research mainly refer to adding 
empirical data that validates theoretical research 
findings on external users as participants in pub-
lic e-service development. Furthermore, the em-
pirical data allows for a set of propositions char-
acterising willingness and ability of citizens and 
employees of business organisations to partici-
pate in public e-service development. The propo-
sitions can also be seen as implications for prac-
tice in that they can be used as a practical tool 
when analysing external user characteristics that 
need to be taken into consideration when choos-
ing between different types of user participation. 

Verified and refined challenges related to public 
administrations’ conditions for putting user par-
ticipation into practice. 

Implications for both research and practice. Im-
plications for research in terms of adding empiri-
cal data to previous research findings on user 
participation in public e-service development. 
Implications for practice in terms of guidance for 
public administrations when choosing between 
methods for   putting user participation into 
practice in public e-service development. 

Extension of the Method Rationale framework 
with the addition of a generic actor component. 

Implications for research. By adding a new ge-
neric component to the existing Method Ra-
tionale framework, research on method analysis 
and method configuration can be extended with 
an explicit user perspective. 

Guidelines for how user participation can con-
tribute to public e-service development. 

Implications mostly for practice in terms of 
guidelines that can be used by public administra-
tions as a means of choosing between different 
types of user participation in public e-service de-
velopment. Also, research implications in terms 
of combining user participation in systems de-
velopment with the specific preconditions for 
public e-service development. 

 
At a more detailed level, and which Table 6.1 highlights, the contributions presented in this 
thesis can be discussed from two basic perspectives: 1) contributions to research and 2) 
contributions to practice. 

6.1.1 CONTRIBUTIONS TO RESEARCH 
The research presented in this thesis provides new and more detailed knowledge about the 
combination of insights into user participation in systems development with insights into 
increased user centredness highlighted in the e-government research area. Viewed sepa-
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rately, these research areas are well documented but combining them is an under-explored 
research field. By adding new research addressing both theoretical as well as empirical as-
pects of user participation in public e-service development, this thesis expands our under-
standing of user participation in public e-service development. 
As discussed in Chapter 1, Jansen (2006) calls for further research on the applicability of 
user participation approaches from systems development, in order to include external us-
ers in public e-service development. However, very few research attempts have been made 
to address this call. An exception is Axelsson et al., (2010) who identify challenges with us-
er participation in public e-service development. However, they deliberately refrain from 
discussing further details on how different existing approaches to user participation ad-
dress said challenges, as well as how the challenges meet the goals and requirements of 
public e-service development. Existing approaches to user participation, in this thesis re-
ferred to as user participation design schools, are analysed using the Method Rationale 
framework with respect to how they meet the general goals of public e-service development 
and usage. By using goal graphs, important method fragments within each of the user par-
ticipation design schools have been identified. Each of the fragments identified has been 
analysed, with respect to how they meet general goals and requirements of e-government 
and public e-service development. In doing so, existing research on user participation in 
public e-service development is extended and refined, thus answering the call made by 
Janssen (2006). Furthermore, by analysing how user participation design schools meet re-
quirements and goals of public e-service development, challenges found in existing re-
search on user participation in public e-service development are not only confirmed but 
also extended. As put by Axelsson et al., (2010), user participation in public e-service de-
velopment is challenging, since 1) public e-services target “all of us”, 2) external users need 
incentives to participate in public e-service development, and 3) more active forms of user 
participation are more demanding for the public administration responsible for the devel-
opment. These challenges are confirmed by the research presented in this thesis; however, 
the research also adds a new dimension by relating the challenges to goals and require-
ments identified in governmental steering documents for e-government. This extension to 
previous research findings shows in what way these challenges influence the fulfilment of 
the goals of public e-service development. Furthermore, the extension includes an addi-
tional challenge to the initial ones; the need for participating external users to have ade-
quate skills.  
This thesis also adds an explorative dimension to the said challenges, by including empiri-
cal data from semi- structured interviews with citizens, employees of business organisa-
tions, and systems developers at public administrations. Results show that external public 
e-service users’ willingness to participate in public e-service development is less challeng-
ing than expected. External public e-service users are, in general, willing to take on the role 
of participants in public e-service development initiatives, especially initiatives from which 
they may benefit personally, but also other initiatives of interest. However, results also 
show that external public e-service users are less willing to participate in more active forms 
of user participation that require the user to play a leading role in the development process. 
Instead, external users prefer forms of user participation in which the systems developers 
play the leading roles. Moreover, results show that the ability of external public e-service 
users to participate in public e-service development depends on the type of user participa-
tion school being considered. Generally, external users do not have the necessary 
knowledge of IT, public administrations and systems development that would enable them 
to participate in more active forms of user participation, such as the UI design school dis-
cussed in this thesis. However, results also show that external public e-service users usually 
have sufficient knowledge of IT, public administrations, and systems development to par-
ticipate in less active forms of user participation, such as UCD and PD. Such findings may 
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not come as a surprise, since the user participation design schools of interest have existed 
in information systems development for a long period of time (see e.g. Bjerknes and Bratte-
teig, 1988, Marti and Bannon, 2009, Norman, 1982). However, previous studies of the de-
sign schools have been based on an internal perspective, with users residing within organi-
sational boundaries. In this thesis, the users are external, residing outside the organisa-
tional boundaries of public administrations, and have limited knowledge of work processes 
within public administrations, as well as the applicable laws and regulations. 
The governmental perspective of user participation in public e-service development is also 
explored in this thesis. By using empirical data collected from public administrations, we 
can conclude that public administrations face a challenging situation when they try to put 
user participation in public e-service development into practice. These findings confirm 
those of previous research on user participation in public e-service development, which 
conclude that more active forms of user participation may be too demanding for the public 
administration responsible for the development (Axelsson et al., (2010). However, this the-
sis also adds to previous research findings by analysing commonly used methods within the 
user participation design schools, UCD, PD, and UI. Results show that methods often over-
lap between user participation design schools and what matters is how a certain method is 
implemented. 
One further contribution to research presented in this thesis is the usage of the Method Ra-
tionale framework to elicit interviews and guides, and to analyse empirical data. As dis-
cussed by Ågerfalk and Wistrand (2003), the Method Rationale framework was initially 
used in method engineering to analyse, describe, and integrate the method rationale. Using 
the Method Rationale framework as a methodological tool when performing qualitative in-
terpretive research adds to existing research methods on how to collect and analyse empiri-
cal data. Furthermore, the research presented in this thesis extends the initial Method Ra-
tionale framework introduced by Ågerfalk and Wistrand (2003). In order to be able to ad-
dress the preconditions that external public e-service users need to fulfil to participate in 
public e-service development, we added a new generic component together with new asso-
ciations used to represent goal base and rationality resonance. This extension makes it pos-
sible to use the Method Rationale framework also when analysing any method fragment 
involving external users. 

6.1.2 CONTRIBUTIONS TO PRACTICE 
As discussed in Chapter 1, this thesis not only aims to add an explorative dimension to ex-
isting research on user participation in public e-service development, but also to add a 
normative dimension providing public administrations with guidelines on how user partic-
ipation should be implemented in public e-service development. This is considered a direct 
contribution to practice, since it aims to support public administrations with guidance 
when selecting among user participation design schools as well as when identifying suitable 
potential participants for a specific user participation design school, or combinations of 
such, to be used in a public e-service development project.  
Furthermore, as discussed in Chapter 5.3, the guidelines may also directly contribute to 
practice, as a template that can be used when choosing directions, with respect to user par-
ticipation in public e-service development. Also, the guidelines contribute to practice as a 
tool to educate public administrations, in order to affect and change organisational behav-
iour, by offering new thoughts and ideas on how to develop public e-service that is more 
focused on the perspective of external users. Seen from this perspective, the guidelines may 
serve as a tool for education and a catalyst for a change of behaviour within public admin-
istrations, by offering new thoughts and ideas on how to develop more user-centred public 
e-services. Such changed behaviour may reduce inter-organisational factors that cause 
poor acceptance of public e-services, such as inertia (Keen, 1981) and a techno-centric ap-
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proach to public e-service development (Sæbø et al., 2008). In summary, the guidelines 
contribute to the public e-service development process, in terms of adding the perspective 
of the external users. In doing so, the artefact, i.e., the public e-service as a product, will 
also be influenced by the external users’ perspective. This in turn will enhance the user’s 
experience of the artefact, i.e., the process of using the public e-services.  
Furthermore, the individual papers included in this thesis include several empirical studies 
that practitioners can learn from, both with respect to citizens’ and business employees’ 
conditions for participation in public e-service development regarding willingness and abil-
ity to participate, as well as public e-service providers’ attitudes towards and experiences of 
user participation in public e-service development. 

6.2 TRUSTWORTHINESS OF THE WORK 
As discussed in Chapter 3, this work is characterised as qualitative research based on an 
interpretivist research view with the primary aim of seeking an understanding of condi-
tions for user participation in public e-service development, as well as the addition of a 
normative dimension, in terms of guidelines that show how user participation should be 
used in public e-service development. As Oates (2006) concludes, assuring quality is a 
tricky task, due to the very nature of interpretive research. Instead of discussing research 
quality, which is more closely related to positive research (Lincoln and Guba, 1985), trust-
worthiness of the research presented in this thesis is discussed. The discussion is based on 
the interrelated concepts of transferability, conformability, credibility, and dependability. 
In addition, any ethical considerations made during the research process are discussed. 

6.2.1 TRANSFERABILITY OF THE WORK 
Transferability refers to the transfer of research findings from one research study to anoth-
er (Oates, 2006). In essence, interpretive research implies that each research study is 
unique, but that it should also be possible to make analytical generalisations of the results 
obtained (Yin, 2013, Lincoln and Guba, 1985), i.e., the results obtained can be generalised 
into a theory of  the issue being studied. However, the results should not be seen as gener-
alisable in a larger context, i.e., outside the e-government research field. For example, as 
stated in Chapter 2, there are several differences between user participation in public e-
service development and user participation in systems development in general. Further-
more, results are based on interviews conducted with Swedish citizens and any generalisa-
tions made outside Sweden should be handled with care. As highlighted by Brandtzæg et 
al., (2011), there are significant differences between countries, with respect to IT-maturity 
and digital readiness, differences that may affect attitudes towards participating in public 
e-service development. Further research is therefore needed, in order to ascertain transfer-
ability in a global perspective. The six papers, summarised in Table 6.2, included in this 
thesis, have been reviewed by peers in the research community before being published. All 
papers are joint publications and the author of this thesis is the first author of five of the 
papers. As presented in more detail in Chapter 8, in the introduction of each of the includ-
ed papers, the author of this thesis has been the first author of five of the six included pa-
pers, meaning that the author of this thesis has been the initiator and main contributor in 
those papers. In the paper where the author of this thesis is not the first author, important 
contributions to the analysis and conclusions have been made.   
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Table 6.2: Summary of the included papers 

Included papers 

Paper 1: Holgersson, J., Söderström, E., Karlsson, F. & Hedström, K. (2010). Towards a Roadmap for 
User Involvement in E-Government Service Development. In: Wimmer, M. A., Chappelet, J-L., 
Janssen, M. & Scholl, H. J. (eds.) Electronic Government, 9th IFIP WG 8.5 International Conference, 
EGOV 2010. Berlin: Springer: 251-262. 
Paper 2: Karlsson, F., Holgersson, J., Söderström, E. & Hedström, K. (2012). Exploring user partici-
pation approaches in public e-service development. Government Information Quarterly, 29 (2): 158-
168. 
Paper 3: Holgersson, J. & Karlsson, F. (2011). Exploring citizens' possibilities to participate in public 
e-service development. In: Chapellet, J-L., Glassey, O., Janssen, M., Macintosh, A., Scholl, H. J., Tam-
bouris, E. & Wimmer, M. A. (eds.) Electronic Government, 10th IFIP WG 8.5 International Confer-
ence, EGOV 2011. Delft: Trauner Verlag: 83-91. 
Paper 4: Holgersson, J. & Karlsson, K. (2014). Public e-service development: understanding citizens’ 
conditions for participation. Government Information Quarterly, 31 (3): 396-410. 
Paper 5: Holgersson, J. & Karlsson, F. (2012). Understanding business employees' conditions for 
participating in public e-service development. In: Pries-Heje, J., Chiasson, M., Wareham, J., 
Busquets, X., Valor, J. & Seiber, S. (eds.) ECIS 2012. Barcelona: AIS: 204-215 
Paper 6: Holgersson, J. & Söderström, E. (2014). Experiences from and attitudes towards applying 
user participation in public e-service development. Proceedings of the 10th International Conference 
on Web Information Systems and Technologies. Barcelona:  Scitepress: 269-275. 

 
Presenting the results at research conferences, in order to assess whether the results com-
ply with other researchers, has been one way of assuring transferability. Another way has 
been the joint authorship of the papers, which has served as an internal review during the 
writing process.  

6.2.2 CONFORMABILITY AND CREDIBILITY OF THE WORK 
Interpretive research, as in this thesis, assumes that reality is relative and multiple. In con-
trast to positivist research, the main goal is therefore not to make objective and reliable 
predictions (Braa and Vidgen, 1999, Walsham, 1995), but rather to gain understanding. As 
stated by Patton (1990), it is impossible to attain absolute objectivity free from personal 
bias when performing interpretive qualitative research, such as interviews. During an in-
terview, there is always a risk that the respondent is affected when interacting with the re-
searcher. There is always a risk that respondents may answer differently, if questioned an-
other time, or by another researcher (Lincoln and Guba, 1985, Klein and Myers, 1999). 
During the collection and analysis of the empirical data in this thesis, the researcher has 
always striven to take a neutral stance, i.e., not to try to prove a particular issue, but rather 
to understand different aspects of user participation in public e-service development, thus 
enforcing conformability.  
As stated previously, the included papers are based on joint authorship, thus allowing for 
investigator triangulation when collecting and analysing research data. As stated by Patton 
(1990), the concept of triangulation is a common strategy used to improve reliability and 
validity in qualitative positivist research, but can also be used in interpretive research, in 
order to enhance credibility (Oates, 2006). Furthermore, the interviews conducted were 
recorded, in order to make it possible to revisit the collected empirical data at any time. 
This is, according to Golafshani (2003), a variant of using multiple methods, which will ul-
timately lead to more credible results as well as enhance conformability, in the sense that 
another researcher can use the same raw data to confirm the initial analysis made. Another 
means of avoiding personal bias has been the usage of fixed interview guides when collect-
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ing empirical data. By doing so, interviewing multiple subjects, e.g., citizens, can be done in 
a more systematic and comprehensive way (Sanders et al., 2010). 

6.2.3 DEPENDABILITY OF THE WORK 
Dependability refers to how well the research process has been recorded, i.e., whether oth-
er researchers will be able to trace the research presented (Lincoln and Guba, 1985). In this 
thesis, the research question has been extensively discussed and compared to existing re-
search within the e-government research field. Furthermore, the collection and analysis of 
empirical data has been comprehensively described, both in the papers and in Chapter 3. 
Also, each empirical study has been based on an interview guide presented in Appendix 1-
4. Furthermore, the guidelines presented in Chapter 5 have been extensively described in 
this thesis; both in terms of structure and the way in which the contributions from the in-
cluded research papers have been used in the guidelines. Likewise, in order to establish 
trustworthiness and dependability, a subset of the proposed guidelines has been empirical-
ly grounded via initial external empirical validation. In addition, the research process, re-
garding how each empirical study has been conducted and the claims that have been made, 
has been described in detail in Chapter 3. 

6.2.4 ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS DURING THE RESEARCH 
PROCESS 

This work is, to a large extent, based on empirical data collected via semi-structured inter-
views with citizens, employees of business organisations, and civil servants employed by 
public administrations. According to Patton (1990), interpretive qualitative research based 
on interviews should conform to basic ethical standards that should be considered when 
planning and executing interviews. Within the scope of this thesis, it has been important to 
address three key ethical issues: 1) informed consent, 2) promises and reciprocity, and 3) 
confidentiality. 
According to Patton (1990), informed consent concerns obtaining permission from the re-
spondent before conducting an interview. Within the scope of this thesis, all respondents 
have been contacted in advance, either via e-mail or directly, in a face to face fashion. In all 
cases, the scope of the interview, in terms of the aim and the type of questions that the re-
spondent could expect, was explained. If requested, the respondents were sent the inter-
view questions in advance. Prior to each interview, the respondent was informed that the 
interview would be recorded and thereafter transcribed. Promises and reciprocity were ad-
dressed by not promising the respondents any direct benefits from participating in the in-
terview and none of the respondents were compensated for participating. However, we 
promised to provide the business employees and public administrations with the results of 
the research once completed. The intention is to send digital copies of the published thesis 
to all of these respondents. Confidentiality, i.e., “ensuring that information is not disclosed 
to people who are not explicitly intended to receive it” (Newman, 2003, p. 501) is an im-
portant aspect of qualitative research that should be addressed before the start of the inter-
views (Vetenskapsrådet, 2011). Before starting the interviews, each respondent was in-
formed that all personal data, i.e., data that can be used directly or indirectly to identify a 
living person (Centrala etikprövningsnämnden, 2011), recorded and transcribed during the 
interview would be presented without the possibility to link quotations and citations to the 
respondent. In papers 3, 4, and 6, quotations and citations are given in the style: “as stated 
by one of the respondents”, which should be practically impossible to trace back to an indi-
vidual respondent without referring to the initial recordings. In paper 5, each respondent 
was assigned a short key which was used to show goal fulfilment and highlight citations. 
However, we still argue that personal data has been protected, since the sample of possible 
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respondents is very large, i.e., all business employees in Sweden who use or have used the 
Swedish tax declaration e-service. During the research process, only co-authors have had 
access to the recorded interviews and the transcripts. Once the research data is no longer 
used, the recordings of the interviews will be deleted.   

6.3 LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE WORK 
This thesis is, to a large degree, based on empirical data obtained from semi-structured in-
terviews conducted in Sweden and the results based on this data may, to some extent, be 
limited by this context. In general, the Scandinavian countries, including Sweden, are con-
sidered to have a small digital divide, compared to other industrialised European countries, 
such as the UK and Austria (Brandtzæg et al., 2011). In addition, several of the respondents 
interviewed had previous experience of various systems development initiatives at their 
workplace and we assume that these experiences have been influenced by the organisation-
al culture and norms embedded in the Scandinavian school (Bjerknes and Bratteteig, 1995, 
Hendry, 2008). This means that the concerned respondents are familiar with systems de-
velopment initiatives that rely on user participation as a natural part of the systems devel-
opment process. Such factors may affect the results presented in this thesis and future 
work is therefore needed to determine the extent to which the contributions in this thesis 
can be generalised outside the Swedish context. By replicating the empirical research pre-
sented in this thesis in other contexts and geographical areas, the conclusions may be con-
firmed and refined, in order to be generally applicable and to allow the opportunity to iden-
tify potential contextual and cultural differences. An obvious limitation of the interview 
studies conducted with citizens and business employees is that they constitute a limited 
number of interviews, which means that the results obtained cannot be statistically gener-
alised. However, the primary goal of the interviews has never been to obtain statistically 
generalisable results, but rather to obtain quality and depth from each interview conduct-
ed, in order to be able to make analytical generalisations. In doing so, it has been possible 
to generalise the results obtained to theoretical constructs, regarding external public e-
service users’ conditions for participation in public e-service development, and these con-
structs have served as a foundation for the guidelines presented in this thesis. However, 
since they are based on theoretical constructs, the guidelines presented need to be further 
validated and evaluated in real life settings. The obvious approach for doing so is to apply 
and study the usage of the guidelines in real life public e-service development projects, in 
order to validate and refine them. Furthermore, the guidelines should be used in other or-
ganisational and cultural contexts outside Sweden and Scandinavia, in order to increase 
generalisability, as well as to highlight any potential contextual differences that need to be 
taken into account.  As concluded in the research presented in this thesis, employing user 
participation in public e-service development can be challenging for public administra-
tions, due to the difficult conditions public administrations face when discussing user par-
ticipation in public e-service development. Maybe it is time to discuss alternative ways of 
representing external users in public e-service development, ways that are more resource 
effective. Such an alternative could be figurative user participation based on personas, or as 
Alenljung et al., (2014) put it; “user participation at a discount”. The usage of personas may 
serve to enable figurative user participation where the external users are kept in focus dur-
ing the development process but at a “lower price” compared to UCD, PD and UI. Hence, 
the proposed guidelines may need to be complemented with other forms of user participa-
tion that reside outside of the three design schools currently available. However, before do-
ing so, more research on the usage of personas in public e-service development must be 
undertaken. So far, the usage of personas as an alternative to “real” user participation in 
public e-service development has proven to be difficult (Bødker et al., 2012). 
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6.4 REVISITING THE RESEARCH QUESTION 
As stated in Chapter 1, the main research question addressed in this thesis is: How can us-
er participation contribute to the development of public e-services? In doing so, three sub-
questions have been initiated in order to, when synthesised together, provide an answer to 
the main research question. 
The first sub-question to address is:  
How can user participation approaches in the systems development context be applied to 
the context of public e-service development? The short answer to this research question is 
that user participation approaches, in this thesis named user participation design schools, 
can be applied in a public e-service development context, but there are associated challeng-
es that must be addressed: 1) unclear user target segments can impede the fulfilment of us-
ability and relevance goals, 2) the nature of participation can impede the fulfilment of de-
mocracy goals, and 3) lack of adequate skills can impede the fulfilment of efficiency goals. 
When analysing the three user participation design schools, UCD, PD, and UI, within a 
public e-service development context, it has been found that neither of these can be seen as 
a silver bullet. Instead, compromises based on more passive forms of user participation, 
emphasising participating users as advisors, are put forward as the most promising alterna-
tives to user participation in public e-service development. 
The second sub-question to address is: What conditions affect external public e-service 
users’ willingness and ability to participate in existing approaches to user participation? 
This second sub-question is based on an analysis of citizens’ and business employees’ will-
ingness and ability to participate in public e-service development. It has been found that 
citizens are often willing to play the role of participants in public e-service development, 
especially in initiatives from which they may personally benefit, but also in other initiatives 
of interest. Business employees are less willing to participate than citizens, but their ability 
to participate in public e-service development is greater compared to citizens, with regard 
to user participation schools that favour a moderate degree of user participation. However, 
for user participation schools that favour a high degree of user participation, the willing-
ness and ability to participate is low for both citizens and business employees. 
The third sub-question to address is: What recommendations for putting user participa-
tion into practice in public e-service development can be formulated? This third sub-
question addresses the analysis of public administrations’ attitudes towards and experienc-
es of user participation in public e-service development. It has been found that user partic-
ipation methods are seldom unique for a single user participation design school; instead, 
methods should be applied differently, depending on the nature of a specific design school 
as well as limited resources, in terms of time and money, and short development projects. 
Furthermore, by synthesising the main findings in sub-question three with the findings in 
sub-questions one and two, the main research question has been addressed, by the formu-
lation of guidelines that show how user participation should be implemented in public e-
service development, using a pattern language.  
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CHAPTER 7 

APPENDIX 

7.1 APPENDIX 1: INTERVIEW GUIDE - EXPLOR-
ING CITIZENS' POSSIBILITIES TO PARTICI-
PATE IN PUBLIC E-SERVICE DEVELOPMENT 
 

The interview guide is composed of four main areas. The first area is focused on getting a 
basic overall picture of the respondent as well as the respondent´s general IT-maturity and 
view of the e-service concept. The following three areas are focused in experience, willing-
ness, and possibilities. Experience focuses on the experiences of the respondent from any 
kind of systems development, and if any of these experiences can be traced to the develop-
ment of public e-services. Willingness seeks respondent's preferences regarding possible 
participation in the development of public e-services, without taking into account factors 
that may limit participation. Opportunities will focus on discussing the respondent's per-
ception of the potential problems with participation in the development of public e-
services, and thus captures the restrictions that the respondent is experiencing. 
Basic questions 

Question Motive 
1. Explain the purpose with the research 
study and the interview 
 

 

2. Basic information about the respondent: 
- What is your profession/occupation 
- How old are you 
 

These questions area sked in order to get 
basic data about the respondent. The idea 
is that these data will provide directions on 
what public e-service application that 
might be of interest to discuss with the re-
spondent based on his/hers area of exper-
tise 
 

3. How do you use IT today, both in private 
and at work? 
- To what do you use IT at work? 

These questions area sked in order get an 
understanding regarding the respondent´s 
IT-maturity 
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- To what do you use IT in private? 
 

4. What is an e-service for you? 
- Can you describe any concrete examples 
according to your view of an e-service? 
 

It is important to get an awareness of how 
the respondent reasons about e-services. 
In doing so, it is also possible to compare 
this view of an e-service to what is referred 
to in the current research study. It is also 
possible to discuss with the respondent 
about what we refer to as public e-services 
by providing some well-known examples, 
e.g. tax declarations, information services, 
interactions with public administrations 
etc. 

5. Do you use any e-services on a regular ba-
sis? If so, which are: 
- Commercial e-services 
- Public e-services 

Also in this question we measure the re-
spondent´s knowledge of and experience 
from using e-services. The basic assump-
tion is that if the respondent has little 
knowledge per se about e-services it is 
harder for the respondent to have an idea 
of how e-services work.  

 
Experiences from systems development and development of e-services 

Question Motive 
6. Which previous experiences do you have 
from participating in systems development 
projects? 
- At your work? 
- Privately?  

This question addresses the respondent´s 
experiences of issues related to systems de-
velopment. We assume that a person with 
previous experience from systems develop-
ment projects is more suitable for methods 
that are user driven and require a larger 
proportion of commitment. 

7. How did you participate?  
 

This question addresses what the respond-
ent actually has done. Has the respondent 
participated in the development of an inter-
face or has the respondent contributed with 
requirements and ideas for enhanced func-
tionality in an existing system? The question 
gives awareness of the level of commitment 
that the respondent has experience from, 
e.g. does the respondent have experiences 
from more active participation or from more 
advisory matters regarding interfaces and 
HCI? 

8. How would you like to describe the de-
velopment project (s) that you have been 
participating in?  

The idea with this question is that the re-
spondent, by own words; describe previous 
experiences from systems development. By 
doing this, we assume that we may be able 
to derive this experiences to one of the de-
sign schools addressed in this research 
study. 
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9. What role do you feel that you had in the 
project? 
i. I have been taken part in the project in a 
late stage where most things already are 
settled (Waterfall) 
ii. I have provided feedback on the develop-
ers' proposals (UCD) 
iii. I have actively represented on other us-
ers and have developed proposals together 
with the developers (PD) 
iv. I've been the innovator and the pusher 
behind the solution and worked with the 
developer community around the final de-
sign. The solution was based on my ideas 
(UI) 
 

If the respondent have been participating in 
any systems development project we try to 
capture to what kind of user participation 
approach the project resembles. By doing 
that, we try to capture of the respondent has 
any previous experience of any of the design 
schools. 
 
Waterfall = no participation from the user 
during the design of the system. Actually a 
control option to capture cases where it par-
ticipated in the project, but that met in the 
studied approach engines. 
 
UCD = user centered design; the respondent 
has been involved, mostly in interface issues 
related to HCI (UCD-G2). Users are advi-
sors to developers (UCD-G4) who has busi-
ness knowledge (UCD-G5). 
 
PD = participatory design; the respondent 
has actively been representing other users 
(PD-G3) in an active manner (PD-G4). The 
respondent has, in collaboration with sys-
tems developers, designed solutions (PD-
G5) 
 
UI = user innovation; the respondent has 
been the innovator of a solution (IU-G3 & 
UI-G4), a pusher (UI-G6) and has been col-
laborating with systems developers about 
the design (UI-G5). 

10. Describe what you have knowledge of 
how agencies work. If possible, give exam-
ples of working from a specific authority. 

Running an e-service project is as much 
about integrating an IT solution in a work 
process as. This is important if we look at UI 
where the user is the one that identified the 
solution (UI-G4). 
This means that you either need to under-
stand how the process works, or to find out 
how it works. Here we try to capture what 
you have for experience-based understand-
ing of the underlying choice process to an 
authority. 

11. What is your previous experience in 
running projects? 
- At your work? 
- In private? 
 

A central goal in UI is that the user is the 
one that drives the process forward (UI-G3, 
UI-G4, and UI-G6).  
 
Ett centralt mål i UI är att vara den som dri-
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ver projektet framåt (UI-G3, UI-G4, UI-G6). 
Then it's interesting what kind of experience 
you have. With low experience should 
chance of success may be lower. Together 
with question 4, we also see if there is an IT 
experienced project manager. 

 
Willingness and attitude to participate in e-service projects 

Question Motive 
12. For what reason did you participate in 
earlier system development projects? (This 
question is only asked in the respondent 
has any previous experience from partici-
pating in systems development projects) 

We are here interested in what the respond-
ent wants to get out of participation? Were 
participation 'voluntary' or 'forced'? 

13. Have you ever felt the need for public e-
services that are not available today? 

We want to see whether the respondent has 
any interest in what can be achieved with 
public e-services, which "type" of user the 
respondent may adhere to. 

14. If you get the opportunity to participate 
in the development of a public e-service, 
how would you like to participate? 
i. I do not want to participate 
ii. I want to get into the project at a late 
stage to try out the service when most 
things already are settled (Waterfall) 
iii. I want to be involved early and give 
feedback on the developers' proposals? 
(UCD) 
iv. I want to actively represent other citizens 
and develop proposals together with the de-
velopers? (PD) 
v. I want to be the innovator and the pusher 
behind the solution and worked with the 
developer community around the final de-
sign. But I want to create a design for my 
preferences. (UI) 
 

We want to test what approach (es) the re-
spondent prefers, i.e. what design goals that 
respondent sympathizes the most with. 
 
Waterfall = no participation from the user 
during the design of the system. Actually a 
control option to capture cases where it par-
ticipated in the project, but that met in the 
studied approach engines. 
 
UCD = user centered design; the respondent 
has been involved, mostly in interface issues 
related to HCI (UCD-G2). Users are advi-
sors to developers (UCD-G4) who has busi-
ness knowledge (UCD-G5). 
 
PD = participatory design; the respondent 
has actively been representing other users 
(PD-G3) in an active manner (PD-G4). The 
respondent has, in collaboration with sys-
tems developers, designed solutions (PD-
G5) 
 
UI = user innovation; the respondent has 
been the innovator of a solution (IU-G3 & 
UI-G4), a pusher (UI-G6) and has been col-
laborating with systems developers about 
the design (UI-G5). 

15. Why do you want to participate in this To capture the respondent’s arguments be-
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way / Why do not you participate? hind the choice and see how well they match 
the target image behind the chosen ap-
proach. 

 
Challenges and problems that the respondent experience with the approaches discussed 

Question Motive 
16. What challenges do you see in partici-
pating in an e-service project in which you 
will enter the project at a late stage to try 
out the service? 

In order to capture the obstacles to be over-
come in order to realize this kind of partici-
pation and reach the target image available 
for the approach. 

17. What challenges do you see in partici-
pating in an e-service project where you are 
involved early and give feedback on the de-
velopers' proposals? 

In order to capture the obstacles to be over-
come in order to realize this kind of partici-
pation and reach the target image available 
for the approach. 

18. What challenges do you see in partici-
pating in an e-service project where you ac-
tively represent other citizens and develop 
proposals together with the developers? 

In order to capture the obstacles to be over-
come in order to realize this kind of partici-
pation and reach the target image available 
for the approach. 

19. What challenges do you see in partici-
pating in an e-service project where you are 
the innovator and the pusher behind the 
solution and worked with the developer 
community around the final design? 

In order to capture the obstacles to be over-
come in order to realize this kind of partici-
pation and reach the target image available 
for the approach. 

 

7.2 APPENDIX 2: INTERVIEW GUIDE – UNDER-
STANDING BUSINESS EMPLOYEES’ CONDI-
TIONS FOR PARTICIPATING IN PUBLIC E-
SERVICE DEVELOPMENT 

 
The purpose of the interview guide is to obtain information on how Swedish business or-
ganizations view user participation in the development of public e-services with respect to 
willingness and ability to participate. Willingness in this context refers to whether the 
business organization in question would like to participate in the development of public e-
services and if so, how the business organization wants to contribute. Ability in this context 
refers to for business employees' skills to participate in the development work. Does busi-
ness employees have the right knowledge and pre-knowledge to be able to participate in the 
development of public e-services? 
A prerequisite for the interview is that the respondent has a work function that involves the 
continuous exchange with one or more public authorities. It is the exchange with the public 
authorities that is in focus in the interview and without such exchange the interview is for 
no use in this context. 
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Basic questions 

Question Motive 
1. Explain the purpose with the research 
study and the interview 
 

 

2. The respondent must briefly describe the 
company's main business and how many 
employees the company has. 

To get the basic facts about the company. 
The company's direction and size (in terms 
of employees) can affect interest in partici-
pation. 

3. Basic information about the respondent: 
- What is your profession/occupation 
- How old are you 
 

These questions area sked in order to get 
basic data about the respondent. The idea 
is that these data will provide directions on 
what public e-service application that 
might be of interest to discuss with the re-
spondent based on his/hers area of exper-
tise 
 

4. How do you use IT today in your everyday 
work?  

These question are asked in order get an 
understanding regarding the respondent´s 
IT-maturity 

5. What is an e-service for you? 
- Can you describe any concrete examples 
according to your view of an e-service? 
 

It is important to get an awareness of how 
the respondent reasons about e-services. 
In doing so, it is also possible to compare 
this view of an e-service to what is referred 
to in the current research study. It is also 
possible to discuss with the respondent 
about what we refer to as public e-services 
by providing some well-known examples, 
e.g. tax declarations, information services, 
interactions with public administrations 
etc. 

6. What is a public e-service for you? It is important that the emphasis lands on 
public e-services as it is only this that is 
interesting in the investigation. The re-
spondent must be informed about public 
services to those not noticed this before. 
The important thing here is to note that 
the publisher of the e-service is a public 
authority of any kind that the respondent's 
businesses interact with. 

7. Do you use any e-services on a regular ba-
sis? If so, which are: 
- Commercial e-services 
- Public e-services 

Also in this question we measure the re-
spondent´s knowledge of and experience 
from using e-services. The basic assump-
tion is that if the respondent has little 
knowledge per se about e-services it is 
harder for the respondent to have an idea 
of how e-services work.  

8. What e-services are you using in your eve- It is important to streamline the respond-



CHAPTER 7  APPENDIX  

 

107 

ryday work? Which of these are to be consid-
ered as public e-services? 

ent's private use and the use that the re-
spondent performs in his everyday work. 
We really want to bring in knowledge of 
the public e-services provided by The Swe-
dish Tax Declarations Office, Statistics 
Sweden and the Swedish Companies Regis-
tration Office. 

 
Experiences from systems development and development of e-services 

Question Motive 
9. Which previous experiences do you have 
from participating in systems development 
projects? 
- At your work? 
- Privately?  

This question addresses the respondent´s 
experiences of issues related to systems de-
velopment. We assume that a person with 
previous experience from systems develop-
ment projects is more suitable for methods 
that are user driven and require a larger 
proportion of commitment. 

10. Have any of these systems development 
projects involved any external actors? 

We are not primarily interested in internal 
systems development projects but about 
how the business organization have been 
involved in systems development initiated 
by external parties 

11. Have any of these systems development 
projects been involving a public administra-
tion at any level? 

This is of extra interest since any experience 
of this kind of participation will be interest-
ing to discuss later on in the interview 

12. How did you participate?  
 

This question addresses what the respond-
ent actually has done. Has the respondent 
participated in the development of an inter-
face or has the respondent contributed with 
requirements and ideas for enhanced func-
tionality in an existing system? The ques-
tion gives awareness of the level of com-
mitment that the respondent has experience 
from, e.g. does the respondent have experi-
ences from more active participation or 
from more advisory matters regarding in-
terfaces and HCI? 

13. How would you like to describe the de-
velopment project (s) that you have been 
participating in?  

The idea with this question is that the re-
spondent, by own words; describe previous 
experiences from systems development. By 
doing this, we assume that we may be able 
to derive this experiences to one of the de-
sign schools addressed in this research 
study. 

14. What role do you feel that you had in the 
project? 
i. I have been taken part in the project in a 
late stage where most things already are set-

If the respondent have been participating in 
any systems development project we try to 
capture to what kind of user participation 
approach the project resembles. By doing 
that, we try to capture of the respondent has 
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tled (Waterfall) 
ii. I have provided feedback on the develop-
ers' proposals (UCD) 
iii. I have actively represented on other us-
ers and have developed proposals together 
with the developers (PD) 
iv. I've been the innovator and the pusher 
behind the solution and worked with the 
developer community around the final de-
sign. The solution was based on my ideas 
(UI) 
 

any previous experience of any of the design 
schools. 
 
Waterfall = no participation from the user 
during the design of the system. Actually a 
control option to capture cases where it par-
ticipated in the project, but that met in the 
studied approach engines. 
 
UCD = user centered design; the respond-
ent has been involved, mostly in interface 
issues related to HCI (UCD-G2). Users are 
advisors to developers (UCD-G4) who has 
business knowledge (UCD-G5). 
 
PD = participatory design; the respondent 
has actively been representing other users 
(PD-G3) in an active manner (PD-G4). The 
respondent has, in collaboration with sys-
tems developers, designed solutions (PD-
G5) 
 
UI = user innovation; the respondent has 
been the innovator of a solution (IU-G3 & 
UI-G4), a pusher (UI-G6) and has been col-
laborating with systems developers about 
the design (UI-G5). 

15. Describe what you have knowledge of 
how agencies work. If possible, give exam-
ples of working from a specific authority. 

Running an e-service project is as much 
about integrating an IT solution in a work 
process as. This is important if we look at 
UI where the user is the one that identified 
the solution (UI-G4). 
This means that you either need to under-
stand how the process works, or to find out 
how it works. Here we try to capture what 
you have for experience-based understand-
ing of the underlying choice process to an 
authority. 

16. What is your previous experience in 
running projects? 
- At your work? 
- In private? 
 

A central goal in UI is that the user is the 
one that drives the process forward (UI-G3, 
UI-G4, and UI-G6).  
 
Ett centralt mål i UI är att vara den som 
driver projektet framåt (UI-G3, UI-G4, UI-
G6). Then it's interesting what kind of expe-
rience you have. With low experience 
should chance of success may be lower. To-
gether with question 4, we also see if there 
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is an IT experienced project manager. 

 
 
Willingness and attitude to participate in e-service projects 

Question Motive 
17. For what reason did you participate in 
earlier system development projects? (This 
question is only asked in the respondent 
has any previous experience from partici-
pating in systems development projects) 

We are here interested in what the respond-
ent wants to get out of participation? Were 
participation 'voluntary' or 'forced'? 

18. Have you ever felt the need for public e-
services that are not available today when 
you perform your everyday work? 

We want to see whether the respondent has 
any interest in what can be achieved with 
public e-services, which "type" of user the 
respondent may adhere to. 

19. If you get the opportunity to participate 
in the development of a public e-service, 
how would you like to participate? 
i. I do not want to participate 
ii. I want to get into the project at a late 
stage to try out the service when most 
things already are settled (Waterfall) 
iii. I want to be involved early and give 
feedback on the developers' proposals? 
(UCD) 
iv. I want to actively represent other citizens 
and develop proposals together with the de-
velopers? (PD) 
v. I want to be the innovator and the pusher 
behind the solution and worked with the 
developer community around the final de-
sign. But I want to create a design for my 
preferences. (UI) 
 

We want to test what approach (es) the re-
spondent prefers, i.e. what design goals that 
respondent sympathizes the most with. 
 
Waterfall = no participation from the user 
during the design of the system. Actually a 
control option to capture cases where it par-
ticipated in the project, but that met in the 
studied approach engines. 
 
UCD = user centered design; the respondent 
has been involved, mostly in interface issues 
related to HCI (UCD-G2). Users are advi-
sors to developers (UCD-G4) who has busi-
ness knowledge (UCD-G5). 
 
PD = participatory design; the respondent 
has actively been representing other users 
(PD-G3) in an active manner (PD-G4). The 
respondent has, in collaboration with sys-
tems developers, designed solutions (PD-
G5) 
 
UI = user innovation; the respondent has 
been the innovator of a solution (IU-G3 & 
UI-G4), a pusher (UI-G6) and has been col-
laborating with systems developers about 
the design (UI-G5). 

20. Why do you want to participate in this 
way / Why do not you participate? 

To capture the respondent’s arguments be-
hind the choice and see how well they match 
the target image behind the chosen ap-
proach. 
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Challenges and problems that the respondent experience with the approaches discussed 

Question Motive 
21. What challenges do you see in partici-
pating in an e-service project in which you 
will enter the project at a late stage to try 
out the service? 

In order to capture the obstacles to be over-
come in order to realize this kind of partici-
pation and reach the target image available 
for the approach. 

22. What challenges do you see in partici-
pating in an e-service project where you are 
involved early and give feedback on the de-
velopers' proposals? 

In order to capture the obstacles to be over-
come in order to realize this kind of partici-
pation and reach the target image available 
for the approach. 

23. What challenges do you see in partici-
pating in an e-service project where you ac-
tively represent other citizens and develop 
proposals together with the developers? 

In order to capture the obstacles to be over-
come in order to realize this kind of partici-
pation and reach the target image available 
for the approach. 

24. What challenges do you see in partici-
pating in an e-service project where you are 
the innovator and the pusher behind the 
solution and worked with the developer 
community around the final design? 

In order to capture the obstacles to be over-
come in order to realize this kind of partici-
pation and reach the target image available 
for the approach. 
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7.3 APPENDIX 3: INTERVIEW GUIDE – PUBLIC 
E-SERVICE DEVELOPMENT: UNDERSTAND-
ING CITIZENS’ CONDITIONS FOR PARTICI-
PATION 

Below we present the semi-interview guide used in this study. Together with the interview 
guide we give the rationale for why questions were included, and how each question is as-
sociated with one or more design goals. 
Basic questions for background information regarding the respondent 

Question Rationale 

1. Basic background information 
about the respondent: a) Cur-
rent work tasks? b) Age? 
 

This question is used to gather basic data about the re-
spondent. It is not related to any of the design goals but 
serves as a potential information source when analyzing 
the interviews. 

2. How does the respondent use 
IT? a) At home? b) At work? 

This question indicates the extent to which the respondent 
uses IT and their degree of interest in IT in general. In 
turn, this gives an indication of the respondent’s IT ma-
turity. The question was included based on the following 
design goals: 
 
UCD-G2: The needs of users should dominate the design 
of the interface. 
PD-G5: Users need knowledge of possible technological 
options. 
PD-G9: Users must have access to relevant information. 
UI-G2: Lead users identify the problems. 
UI-G3: Lead users identify the design solution. 

3. Basic knowledge of the e-
service concept: a) What is an e-
service and a public e-service for 
you? b) Can you exemplify your 
reasoning? c) Do you use any 
specific e-services or public e-
services? 

This question targets the respondent’s current usage of 
public e-services. It is an important aspect of being able to 
identify problems with existing e-services (or lack of e-
services) and possible solutions. The question was includ-
ed based on the following design goals: 
 
UCD-G2: The needs of the users should dominate the de-
sign of the interface. 
PD-G5: Users need knowledge of possible technological 
options. 
PD-G9: Users must have access to relevant information. 
UI-G2: Lead users identify the problems. 
UI-G3: Lead users identify the design solution. 
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Personal skills and abilities 

Question Motive 

4. Does the respondent have ear-
lier experience of project man-
agement? a) Does the respond-
ent consider himself/herself to 
be a leader or a follower and in 
what situations? 

This question addresses the leadership skills of the users, 
which is important when responsible for identifying prob-
lems with public e-services and designing new solutions. 
The question was included based on the following design 
goals: 
 
UI-G2: Lead users identify the problems 
UI-G3: Lead users identify the design solution 
UI-G6: Lead users are responsible for problems and solu-
tions. 

5. Does the respondent have 
knowledge about public authori-
ties’ work practices? a) If possi-
ble, can you describe an example 
of such knowledge in more de-
tail? 

This question focuses on the respondent’s knowledge of 
business processes within public authorities and how IT 
can be made part of these processes. The question was 
included based on the following design goal: 
 
UI-G3: Lead users identify the solution 

 
Previous experience of systems development and user participation 

Question Purpose 

6. Does the respondent have any previous 
experience of participating in systems de-
velopment? a) Work related experiences? b) 
Other experiences? c) How would you de-
scribe the development work in general? 

 

This question addresses the respondents’ 
knowledge of systems development and user 
participation. This question is not related to 
any of the design goals but indicates the re-
spondents’ willingness to participate.  

7. Which role best describes the respondent 
when he/she participated in systems devel-
opment projects? (Only considered if the 
respondent has previous experience of sys-
tems development): 
a) I have been participating in late stages of 
the development when most of the work was 
already done. 
b) I have been giving responses to suggested 
solutions from the systems developers in the 
early stages of the development process. 
c) I have been actively representing other 
users, often during a larger part of the de-
velopment process, and I have worked to-
gether with the systems developers on alter-
native design solutions. 
d) I have been the designer and driving 
force behind design solutions. I have been 
collaborating with the systems developers 
when implementing these solutions. My 
ideas have served as the basis for the devel-
opment work. 

This question addresses any previous experi-
ences regarding user participation in systems 
development and may serve as an important 
source of information for the analysis of will-
ingness and ability. The question does not re-
late to any of the design goals.  
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Willingness and attitudes to user participation in public e-service development 

Question Purpose 
8. If the respondent had previous 
experience of user participation 
in systems development: What 
was the reason for participating? 
Was participation based on free 
will or was it part of ordinary 
work duties? 

This question addresses what drives respondents to par-
ticipate, and how deeply involved the interviewees want 
to be. The question was included based on the following 
design goals: 
 
UCD-G7: Users as advisors 
UCD-G8: Users participate in the decision process 
UCD-G9: Users as representatives  
PD-G6: Users as advisors 
PD-G7: Users as representatives 
PD-G8: Consensus among all users 
PD-G11: Users must participate in decision making. 
UI-G6: Lead users are responsible for problems and solu-
tions.  

9. Does the respondent experi-
ence problems and missing func-
tionality in existing public e-
services? 

This question focuses on the respondents’ ability to iden-
tify flawed designs. The question was included based on 
the following design goal: 
 
UI-G2: Lead users identify the problems 

10. Is the respondent interested 
in participating in public e-
service development? If so, why? 
Are there any specific situations 
for preferring one way of partici-
pating above another? 
a) Would you prefer to not par-
ticipate at all? 
b) Would you prefer to partici-
pate as a tester during the late 
stages of the development when 
most of the work has already 
been done? 
c) Would you prefer to partici-
pate mostly during the early 
stages of the development pro-
cess and respond to suggested 
solutions? 
d) Would you prefer to actively 
represent other users, often dur-
ing a larger part of the develop-
ment process, and work together 
with the systems developers on 
alternative design solutions? 
e) Would you prefer to act as an 
innovator and co-creator of solu-
tions based on the problems you 
have experienced when using a 
particular public e-service? 

This question addresses which of the design approaches, 
if any, the respondents prefer. In addition, it also address 
the reasons behind the respondents’ preferences. The 
question was included based on the following design 
goals: 
 
UCD-G7: Users as advisors 
UCD-G8: Users participate in the decision process 
UCD-G9: Users as representatives  
PD-G6: Users as advisors 
PD-G7: Users as representatives 
PD-G8: Consensus among all users 
PD-G11: Users must participate in decision making 
UI-G2: Lead users identify the problems 
UI-G3: Lead users identify the solutions 
UI-G5: Collaboration between users and developers 
UI-G6: Lead users are responsible for problems and solu-
tions.  
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11. What kind of challenges do 
you see with participating in 
public e-service development as 
a tester of a finished version of a 
public e-service? 

This question addresses the respondents’ perceived chal-
lenges with design schools that prescribe user participa-
tion in the late stages of the development process.  
 

12. What kind of challenges do 
you see with participating in the 
early stages of the development 
process and responding to ideas 
and initiatives from the systems 
developers? 

This question addresses the respondents’ perceived chal-
lenges with design schools that prescribe early user par-
ticipation and where the systems developer suggests de-
sign solutions. The question was included based on the 
following design goals: 
 
UCD-G8: Users participate in the decision process 
UCD-G7: Users as advisors 
UCD-G9: Users as representatives  

13. What kind of challenges do 
you see with participating during 
a larger part of the development 
process, working together with 
the systems developers? 

This question addresses the respondents’ perceived chal-
lenges with design schools that prescribe continuously 
user participation, and where the users and systems de-
veloper collaborate as partners. It was included based on 
the following design goals: 
 
PD-G5: Users need knowledge of possible technological 
options 
PD-G6: Users as advisors 
PD-G7: Users as representatives 
PD-G8: Consensus among all users 
PD-G9: Users must have access to relevant information 
PD-G10: Users must be able to take an independent posi-
tion 
PD-G11: Users must participate in decision making 

14. What kind of challenges do 
you see with participating as an 
innovator, identifying problems 
and suggesting/driving design 
solutions during the develop-
ment process? 

This question addresses the respondents’ perceived chal-
lenges with design schools that prescribe users as the 
driver of the systems development process. It was includ-
ed based on the following design goals: 
 
UI-G2: Lead users identify the problems 
UI-G3: Lead users identify the solutions 
UI-G6: Lead users are responsible for problems and solu-
tions.  
UI-G5: Collaboration between users and developers 
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7.4 APPENDIX 4: INTERVIEW GUIDE - EXPERI-
ENCES FROM AND ATTITUDES TOWARDS 
APPLYING USER PARTICIPATION IN PUBLIC 
E-SERVICE DEVELOPMENT 

 
Basic questions 

Question Motive 
1. What is your role in your organization? 
 

This question aims at placing the respond-
ent in a context. It is important to know 
what the respondent normally work with, as 
this can affect later responses in the inter-
view 

2. View of e-services 
- From the respondents organization´s per-
spective 
- From the respondents personal viewpoint 
 

It is important to know how the organiza-
tion views the e-service concept and also 
whether the respondent agrees with this 
view of an e-service 

3. How many different e-services does the 
respondent´s organization provide to exter-
nal users? Which of these e-services are the 
most well-known/most frequently used? 
 

These questions are important in order to 
get an understanding of how “e-centered” 
the organization is 

4. Is e-service development an ongoing ac-
tivity in the organization? Is it something 
that is being done continuously or is it more 
specific individual actions  
 

These questions are important in order to 
get an understanding of how “e-centered” 
the organization is 

 
Experiences from previous systems development projects and development of e-services 
that has involved user participation to some extent 

Question Motive 
5. What is user participation?  
- From the respondents organization´s per-
spective 
- From the respondents personal viewpoint 
 

It is very important to have a clear view of 
what user actually means. Is it just to with-
draw some complaints and or how deep 
does the organization normally go? 

6. Have you applied user participation in 
the earlier development of existing e-
services? If so, how? 
- When in the development process? 
- To what extent has the users been partici-
pating? 
 

It is important to see how user participation 
has actually been used within the organiza-
tion as well as how and to what degree the 
users have been involved in the develop-
ment process 
 
It should be possible to determine if any of 
the three user participation design schools 
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UCD, PD, or UI have been applied 

7. What are the organizations general expe-
riences from user participation when devel-
oping public e-services and how does the 
organization normally deal with ideas and 
propositions from external public e-service 
users? 
- Positive aspects? 
- Negative aspects?  

It is very interesting to see how user partici-
pation put into practice is perceived by pub-
lic administrations. This information can 
also be used when contrasting user partici-
pation in public e-service development with 
user participation in systems development 
in general 

8. Does the respondent believe that there is 
a difference between user participation in 
the development of public services com-
pared to other types of development, such 
as the internet or for development of com-
mercial e-services? If so, what differences 
you see? 

Interesting to set this against the literature. 
It is important to distinguish the voluntary 
involvement of citizens and enterprises with 
other types of participation based on "coer-
cion" or various types of compensation 

9. If user participation doesn’t have been 
practiced during development of public e-
services, what is the reason for that? 

This is a very important question since we 
suspect that this will be a common answer 
during the interviews 

 
Willingness and attitude to participate in e-service projects 

Question Motive 
10. In those projects where user participa-
tion has been practiced, how has the organi-
zation worked in order to getting users to 
participate in the development process? 

We are here interested in how user partici-
pation has been put into practice in more 
concrete forms 

11. Has the respondent experienced and 
benefits and drawbacks with different 
methods and techniques to put user partici-
pation into practice?  

We are very interested to identify previous 
experiences with methods and techniques 
for user participation put into a public e-
service development context 

12. If you would work accordingly to the 
main principles for UCD, what methods and 
techniques would you prefer and why so? 
- Are there factors that delimit your choice? 
- Are there other challenges that must be 
addressed? 
 

When asking this question we will first ex-
plain the basic principles behind UCD. The 
answer to this question is very interesting 
and important when analyzing what meth-
ods and techniques that may be possible to 
apply in public e-service development 

13. If you would work accordingly to the 
main principles for PD, what methods and 
techniques would you prefer and why so? 
- Are there factors that delimit your choice? 
- Are there other challenges that must be 
addressed? 
 

When asking this question we will first ex-
plain the basic principles behind PD. The 
answer to this question is very interesting 
and important when analyzing what meth-
ods and techniques that may be possible to 
apply in public e-service development 

14. If you would work accordingly to the 
main principles for UI, what methods and 

When asking this question we will first ex-
plain the basic principles behind UI. The 
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techniques would you prefer and why so? 
- Are there factors that delimit your choice? 
- Are there other challenges that must be 
addressed? 
 

answer to this question is very interesting 
and important when analyzing what meth-
ods and techniques that may be possible to 
apply in public e-service development 
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7.5 APPENDIX 5: INTERVIEW GUIDE – INITIAL 
INTERNAL VALIDATION 

 
Interview questions for initial internal validation of guidelines  
 

• Background of the respondent and the respondents perception/understanding of 
user participation in public e-service development (this is already known due to 
previous interviews) 

• The respondent´s general impression of the guidelines: 
o What parts of the design guidelines are perceived as easy to understand 

and vice versa? 
o What can be expressed more clearly and what is considered as sufficient 

with respect to the different parts of the guidelines? 
o Are there aspects missing in the guidelines? 

 If so, which ones? 
o Are there aspects that are considered as redundant or unnecessary? 

 If so, which and why? 

• The respondent´s opinion regarding the usability of the guidelines: 
o Does the respondent believe that the guidelines may be useful in future 

development of public e-services? 
 If so, are there specific parts that are considered to be more im-

portant than others? 
 If so, how does the respondent believe the guidelines may be 

used in the development process? 
 If not, are there still specific parts that are considered as valua-

ble, if so, which and why? 

• The respondents opinion regarding the usage of patterns as a means for express-
ing the guidelines: 

o Does the respondent believe that a pattern temple is a proper way of ex-
pressing guidelines? 

o IS the respondent aware of other alternative representations for the 
guidelines? 

• Other comments from the respondent regarding the guidelines? 
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