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Abstract  

Design Research (DR) can be seen as an accepted and wide spread research approach in the field of 

Information Systems (IS). Sein et al. (2011), explicitly claim that there is a need for a new research 

method within IS and has suggested Action Design Research (ADR). According to our understanding 

ADR has not been used in a real empirical situation. In order to justify ADR there are attempts to 

reconstruct previously conducted research projects as ADR-projects. In this respect, ADR can be seen 

as a promising hypothesis that needs further verification. In this study, we have used ADR in a project 

concerning process efficiency for IT Services. The purpose of this paper is to suggest an expanded 

scope that is based reflections regarding the IT-artifact view as it is presented in ADR and the use of 

ADR in several organizations. 

Overall, we have found ADR as a useful method that supports the dual mission of making theoretical 

contributions and assisting in solving the practitioners’ problems. We can also confirm that ADR 

works for a setting consisting of several organizations. However, we are questioning the narrowed 

view of the artifact. In his paper, we suggest a broadened view of the artifact. A broadened view and a 

setting consisting of several organizations strengthen reliability and validity.  

Keywords: Action Design Research, ADR, Design Research, Reliability, Validity. Introduction 

1 Introduction 

Design Research (DR) can be seen as an accepted and wide spread research approach in the field of 

Information Systems (IS) (Otto & Österle, 2012). A common claim is that IS must embrace a dual 

mission (e.g. Benbasat & Zmud, 1999; Iivari, 2003; Rosemann & Vessey, 2008; Baskerville & Myers, 

2009; Sein et al., 2011): 1) make theoretical contributions and 2) assist in solving the problems of 

practitioners. DR emphasizing the idea of design as research and responds to this dual mission. 

Several scholars have contributed to the DR-paradigm with suggestions for concepts, models, methods 

or processes (e.g. March and Smith, 1995; Rossi and Sein, 2003, Hevner et al., 2004; Peffers et al., 

2008). The most cited publication is Design Science Research (DSR) (Hevner et al., 2004)
1
.  However, 

despite the huge adoption of DSR in the IS-field there are a few critical papers. Both Peffers et al. 

(2008) and Göbel & Cronholm (2012) challenge DSR for not explicitly supporting the process of 

research. Sein et al. (2011), claim that there is a need for a new research method and has suggested 

Action Design Research (ADR) that draws on both action research and design research. ADR can be 

understood as a complement or an alternative to DSR. Our opinion is that ADR should be viewed as a 

                                              
1 According to Google Scholar the paper has nearly 4 000 citations 
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promising hypothesis since it has, to our understanding, not been used in a real empirical situation. 

Instead, the authors of ADR have reconstructed a empirical situation in order to justify ADR. This has 

been done after that project ended by applying data from a case originally used in another research 

context. In a true ADR manner, the researcher should iteratively build and then evaluate (Sein et al., 

2011). In this respect, the authors are not following their own advice. Sein et al. (2011) support our 

interpretation and claim that the case they were building their research on “was not conducted 

explicitly as ADR, and it cannot be viewed as an exemplar of its application”. Besides, this case of 

reconstruction we have found another similar reconstruction approach. Tate & Furtemuller (2012) 

makes an attempt to apply ADR on an already completed research project. Their approach, to 

afterwards study and evaluate the method, is problematic since the researchers probably did not have 

the research question in focus during the actual study. The fact that there are no real empirical studies 

of ADR is not surprising since ADR is recently published. The lack of empirical studies constitutes a 

main motive for this paper.  

 

We understand ADR as a promising method that still needs to be evaluated. In this study, we have 

applied ADR in a case study aiming at improving process efficiency in IT Services (see section 2). In 

this paper, we are reflecting upon two aspects among our experiences from using ADR: 1) the view of 

the IT-artifact and 2) involving several organizations. The reason for choosing to focus on the view of 

the IT-artifact is that ADR sees the IT-artifact as the core of IS discipline (Sein et al., 2011). We agree 

that the IT-artifact is a necessary component in the IS discipline. However, acknowledging that IT is a 

core component is not the same as excluding other important artifacts in the IS discipline. Over the 

years there have been several other achievements such as methods or models for IS development or IS 

evaluation. This leads us to our first question: Can ADR handle several types of artifacts and how does 

it affect the reliability and validity?  

 
We have also chosen to focus on a setting consisting of several organizations. The main reason for this 

focus is that our project included several organizations and we were interested in how ADR could 

support this setting. However, our interpretation of ADR is that it describes a research setting 

consisting of researchers and one organization (practice). An example that supports our interpretation 

reads: “… addressing a problem situation encountered in a specific organizational setting …”. Despite 

that ADR seems to be in favor of a situation consisting of one organization we cannot see anything 

that speak against to use it in a setting consisting of several organizations. This leads us to our second 

question: Can a setting of several organizations strengthen the reliability and validity of the suggested 

artifacts? 
 
Both questions are addressing reliability and validity of ADR. A study of high reliability can be 

carried out several times, with the same instrument, and the result shall be the same every time 

(Olsson & Sörensen, 2007, p 75). Although reliability is usually related to the quantitative research 

tradition it is probably impossible to exclude reliability and validity in qualitative research. Olsson & 

Sörensen (2007) argues for example that in order to generalize the results of a research study must 

have high validity and reliability. A study claiming high validity means that the researchers investigate 

what he or she intends to investigate (ibid). 

 
The purpose of this paper is to suggest an expanded scope of ADR in respect to the view of the artifact 

and a setting consisting of more than one organization. We believe that this knowledge can provide 

guidance for future ADR-projects that are planning to develop IS artifacts but not necessary IT 

artifacts and/or are planning to involve several organizations. After this introductory section follows a 

section that describes our research method and then we provide a brief description of ADR. The 

following two sections contain our findings concerning the suggestion for an expanded artifact view 

and an expanded view on reliability and validity. Finally, we present the conclusions. 
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2 Research approach 

In order to answer the first research questions we have: 1) analyzed the ADR view of the artifact, 2) 

analyzed different views of the artifact in the literature, and 3) reflected upon development of artifacts 

of different types (both IT artifacts and non IT artifacts), and how reliability and validity is supported. 

In the same way, we have tried to answer the second research question. We have: 1) analyzed the 

ADR view of including several organizations, 2) analyzed different views of collaboration between 

organizations in the literature, and 3) reflected upon how reliability and validation is supported.  

 

In the case study, we have followed the phases of the ADR method including the seven principles. In 

parallel with using ADR we logged experiences from using ADR. The purpose of the notes in the 

logbook was to create a base for reflections. This paper discusses a selection of all the notes in the 

logbook. As described in section 1, this paper is focusing on reflections concerning the artifact view 

and a setting consisting of several organizations. It is important to understand that the reflections we 

have made are based on our interpretation of how to use ADR. We have found that ADR often 

provides good instructions for how to proceed but there are also areas that give more room for 

interpretation. It is well recognized that a method-in-use (Lundell & Lings, 2004) or a method-in-

action (Fitzgerald et al., 2002) can differ from the method constructors’ intention of how the method 

should be used. 

 

The main purpose of the research project was to build and evaluate artifacts to improve process 

efficiency in IT Services (e.g. Göbel et al., 2013; Galup et al., 2009). The project embraced 

researchers from different disciplines (information systems and business administration) and seven 

organizations from different sectors. These sectors are: automotive, transport, forestry, IT-consultancy, 

social welfare, academia, and IT systems development and sales. All these organizations needed a 

better support for process efficiency. This need included development of different types of artifacts for 

supporting process efficiency. In total, more than thirty practitioners participated in the building and 

evaluation of the artifacts. The reason for involving several organizations was to increase the 

possibilities for generalization, reliability and validation. The research project was carried out between 

the years 2010 and 2013. 

3 Brief description of ADR 

Action Design Research (ADR)
2
 draws on both action research and design research (Sein et al., 2011). 

ADR emphasizes the relevance of the study by providing a clear guidance for combining 

development, intervention and evaluation of a joint research effort. ADR is a research method to 

generate prescriptive design knowledge by building and evaluating ensemble IT artifacts in an 

organizational environment. According to Sein et al. (2010), it deals with two seemingly disparate 

challenges: (1) addressing a problem situation encountered in a specific organizational setting by 

intervening and evaluating; and (2) constructing and evaluating an IT artifact that addresses the class 

of problems typified by the encountered situation. The ADR method consists of four stages and seven 

principles (see figure 1). 
 

                                              
2 Confer Sein et al. (2011) for an exhaustive description of ADR. 
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Figure 1. ADR method: Stages and principles (Sein et al., 2011) 

4 The artifact  

4.1 The ADR view 

According to Sein et al. (2011), one purpose of ADR is to propose a “method that explicitly 

recognizes IT-artifacts as shaped by interests, values and assumptions of a wide variety of 

communities of developers, investors, users without letting go of the essences of design research”. 

Furthermore, the IT-artifacts is the core of the IS discipline and the focus is on artifacts as ensembles. 

An ensemble artifact is characterized as material and organizational features that are socially 

recognized as bundles of hardware and/or software (Orlikowsky & Iacono, 2001). Sein et al. (2011) 

compare this view with the “technology as structure view” of the ensemble artifact. Orlikowsky & 

Iacono (2001) describe this view as “… structures of the organizational domain are inscribed into the 

artifact during its development and use”. 

 

A conclusion that can be drawn from reading the authors’ view of an artifact is that they are referring 

to an IT-artifact. That is, other types of artifacts developed and used in the IS-field such as IS 

development methods, project management methods, design guidelines, models and evaluation 

methods are excluded in this view. At least, it is not encouraged to develop other types of artifacts than 

an IT-artifact consisting of hardware and software. It is not mentioned why ADR is limited to 

development of IT-artifacts and according to our understanding from reading ADR there is nothing 

that obstructs development of other types of artifacts. 

4.2 Different views in the literature 

In the IS discipline, the concept of IT artifacts has gained an increased attention and several scholars 

state that the IT artifact is the core of the IS (e.g. Orlikowski & Iacono, 2003). Other scholars have a 

broader view and according to Goldkuhl (1996) the IS field is about research on and knowledge about 

people's development, use and change of information systems in practice. Benbasat & Zmud (2003) 

argues that IS researchers and IS practitioners strive to increase their collective understanding of (1) 
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how IT artifacts are perceived, designed and implemented, (2) how IT artifacts are used, supported and 

developed, and (3) how IT artifacts affects the (and is affected by) the context in which they are 

integrated in.  

 

Orlikowski & Iacono (2001) propose that the fundamental component of IS research is the IT artifact 

and that the IT-artifact must be addressed more explicitly. The authors believe that each system is an 

artifact, but only systems that rely on IT can be termed as IT artifacts. The authors argues that the 

understanding of an IT artifact should be based on five premises: IT artifacts (1) are not natural, 

neutral, universal or given, (2) are always embedded in some time, place, discourse, and community, 

(3) are usually made up of a multiplicity of components, whose interconnections require bridging, 

integration and articulation in order for them to work together, (4) are neither fixed nor independent, 

but emerge from social and economic practices, and (5) are dynamic. According to Alter (2003), the 

authors appear to be most sympathetic to the perspective of the IT artifact that they call "ensemble 

view". Orlikowski and Iacono (2001) exemplifies an ensemble view by referring to the concept of 

"web of computing" by Kling and Scacchi (1982), which means that IT is something more than tools 

deployed on the desktop or in a factory. Orlikowski and Iacono (2001) argue that the ensemble is 

rather a network of equipment, technology, programs and people that define a social context which 

includes the history of commitments to define the network, the infrastructure that supports its 

development and use, and the social relationships and processes that constitute ground where people 

use it. 

 

In contrast, Galliers (2003) argues that it is likely that the future of IS research will expand its 

influences from other disciplines, and that the core of the IS does not have to be an IT artifact. The 

core may also consist of focus on other ‘cores’ than the IT artifact, referring to Information Theory, 

Systems Theory and Change Theory. By defining the core interest to the IT artifact and setting up 

boundaries for the field too strictly, there is a danger of “confine our field to one view of its current 

state, thereby denying its future development, and alternative perspectives”. There is also a risk of 

creating a battlefield for IS researchers rather than “a field of dreams” (Galliers, 2003). Osterle et al. 

(2011) argues that IT studies in the IS discourse often is characterized by design science research but 

simultaneously claims that simply generating an IT artifact is not something that satisfies reviewers of 

the most recognized journals within IS. Baskerville (2012) on the other hand encourages IT research 

within the IS discipline and claims that this type of research in a sense, is taking IS back to its roots. 

March & Smith (1995) and later Hevner et al. (2004) argue "IT artifacts are broadly defined as 

constructs (vocabulary and symbols), models (abstractions and representations), methods (algorithms 

and practices), and instantiations (Implemented and prototype systems).  

 

As described above Sein et al. (2011) is in favor of the “technology as structure view” of the ensemble 

artifact. Goldkuhl (2012) criticizes this view and considers it hard to think about what a non-ensemble 

artifact would be. If we cannot find anything that distinguishes a class of objects from its opposite 

class, then this class seems meaningless (ibid).  The aim of this literature review is to demonstrate that 

the IT artifact is an important component in IS whether you choose an inclusive or an exclusive view. 

Our view of the artifact is broader. It includes not only the  “technology as structure view” of the 

ensemble artifact that refers to IT-artifacts. We also include methods, models, constructs, guidelines 

and we refer to this inclusive view as IS-artifacts. 

4.3 Reflections from ADR-in-action  

4.3.1 Development of several types of artifacts 

To solve the problems identified in our research project, we needed to build several types of artifacts 

and sometimes several instances of the same type of artifact. The latter means that we could build two 

or more ensemble views for the same purpose but with different techniques. The argument to include 

several types of artifacts in our research project was that we did not want to be directed or limited to 
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one type of solution as that approach could reduce the value of the output. All practitioners and 

researchers agreed that building an IT-artifact was a good idea but not sufficient to solve the identified 

problems. Instead we widened the ADR view and created other types of artifacts (i.e. IS-artifacts) 

beside the IT-artifact.  In respect to the organizations’ goal of improving process efficiency the 

research project identified a need to develop a construct for IT Service Management (ITSM), an 

assessment model, a method and an IT artifact. In this section, we are describing the artifacts we have 

developed, why they have been developed and how they have been developed. In order to classify the 

artifacts we have used the different types of artifacts presented by Hevner et al. (2004). 

 
The ITSM construct 
Initially, we developed an artifact consisting of characteristics of ITSM, principles and a clear 

definition of the ITSM concept. The artifact served as a prerequisite to produce accurate results in the 

building and evaluation of other artifacts. The development was carried out by building a structure and 

relationships of terms for ITSM. The work was conducted iteratively (see stage 2 and 3 of ADR) and 

the concepts were developed and evaluated in several workshops. One result of using the artifact was a 

set of principles for ITSM. The type of artifact we developed is consistent with the construct type 

(March & Smith, 1995, Hevner et al., 2004). Constructs constitute the ‘language’ to specify problems 

and solutions (Vaishnavi & Kuechler, 2004  ̧Winter, 2008).  
 
The assessment model 
Another artifact developed was a model for assessment of ITSM-processes. This model was needed to 

understand how to measure process efficiency and the model brought benefits to users without being 

digitized in the first iterations of the project. The model was developed and evaluated with users in 

each organization and over several iterations. Our models were used to describe process areas for 

ITSM and subsequently to guide users in an assessment workshop where internal process areas were 

assessed against so-called best practices. One result of using the model was a set of principles for the 

assessment of ITSM processes. The type of artifact that was developed in this phase is most consistent 

with the artifact known as a "model" (March & Smith, 1995, Hevner et al., 2004). Models use the 

language (constructs) to represent problems and solutions and describe processes which provide 

guidance on how to solve problems (Winter, 2008). According to March & Smith (1995) models are 

used to describe tasks, situations, or artifacts.  
 
The method 
We also built and evaluated an agile improvement method for ITSM. A method is a set of steps (an 

algorithm or guideline) used to perform a task (Vaishnavi & Kuechler, 2004). According to March & 

Smith (1995) methods are ways to perform goal-directed activities. Our method was composed of a 

number of related activities described by clear instructions. The purpose of the method was to support 

companies to improve the ITSM organization internally. The work resulted in principles for ITSM 

improvements as well as utilizations for users. This type of artifact is most consistent with the artifact 

type method (March & Smith, 1995, Hevner et al., 2004).  

 
The IT artifacts 
We have also built, iteratively according to stage two and three of ADR, a number of IT artifacts. The 

development of these artifacts can be seen as a continuation of the other artifact types. The artifacts 

thus solved the same problem as the other artifacts but with the difference that they contained a new 

additional utility for users. That is, we have built multiple artifacts to solve the same problem. The 

principles identified in the development of other artifacts were used and enhanced during the 

development of the digital artifacts. The results of the digital artifacts also included new, evaluated 

and improved principles.  Instantiations are problem-specific aggregates of constructs, models, and 

methods (Winter, 2008) and according to the terminology of Hevner et al. (2004), a computer-based 

tool would be an instance. March & Smith (1995) means that the foregoing artifacts (constructs, 

models and methods) can be instantiated in specific products, physical implementations intended to 
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perform certain tasks. The instantiations concretized the other IT-artifacts and facilitated the ease of 

use and the dissemination of artifacts to users. This type of artifact best matches the ensemble view of 

the artifact (Sein et al., 2011) or instantiation (Hevner et al., 2004).  Hevner et al. (2004) states that 

instantiations show that constructs, models, or methods can be implemented in a working system. 

They demonstrate feasibility, enabling concrete assessment of artifact suitability to its intended 

purpose and they enable researchers to learn about the real world, how the artifact affects it, and how 

users appropriate it (ibid). Concerning the ensemble IT-artifact Sein et al. (2011), specifically mean 

the material and organizational features that are socially recognized as bundles of hardware and/or 

software (Orlikowski and Iacono, 2001). Our developed IT systems would thus be termed either 

instantiations or ensemble IT artifact. 

4.3.2 Reliability and validity 

The quality of the artifacts 
One of the most important reflections is that the quality of the artifacts is increased by the fact that 

several artifacts were developed. During the development of artifacts we discovered relationships 

between the various artifacts (see figure 2). For example, we assumed that the construct built was 

completed after the first iteration. As we progressed in the building of other artifact types, it turned out 

that we had gained more knowledge about the ITSM field. This meant that we had to redesign the 

construct. This way of gaining knowledge is valid for the development of all the artifacts. That is, 

knowledge gained from the development of one artifact contributed to the development of other 

artifacts. This reflection is a contrast to the March & Smith (1995) who claims that the construct is the 

base for other artifacts and that the relationship between constructs and other types according to them 

therefore are unidirectional. We claim that the reliability and the validity of the developed artifacts are 

supported by the development of several types of artifacts. 
 
The number and the quality of principles for process efficiency in IT-services  
 
Due to the development of several artifacts, we have been able to propose more and richer descriptions 

of principles for how to improve process efficiency in IT-services. We have used all artifacts in order 

to identify and formulate principles. The results from the use of each artifact have complemented each 

other. Some results are confirming earlier results while other results have been a source for 

formulating new principles or reformulating a principle. We have also rejected principles because they 

were not enough generic. Examples of principles for process efficiency are: “benchmarking against 

best practice”, “focus on what’s & why’s and ends & means”, and “good enough is best practice”. We 

are not elaborating further on these principles in this paper since the main discourse is to discuss 

reflections on ADR and not ITSM. 
 
We claim that, by using different artifacts we have been able to suggest more and richer descriptions 

of principles compared to if we would have applied a more narrowed IT-artifact view. That is, the use 

of several artifacts has contributed to strengthen the suggested principles. Thus, we can conclude that 

the use of several artifacts has contributed to reliability and validity. 
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Figure 2. Development of several artifacts supports the quality of each artifact. 

 

5 The setting of several organizations 

5.1 The ADR view 

Out interpretation after reading Sein et al. (2011) is that ADR is not explicitly supporting a setting 

consisting of several organizations. The example used for illustrating ADR is also referring to a setting 

consisting of one organization. However, despite that ADR seems to describe a setting consisting of 

one organization we cannot see anything that obstructs the method to be used a setting consisting of 

several organizations. 

5.2 Different views in the literature 

A concept that corresponds to a setting with several organizations is “collaborative practice research”. 

Many scholars describe collaboration from an action research perspective (e.g. Susman & Evered, 

1978; Avison et al., 2001; Baskerville, 2001) or from a practice research perspective (Cronen, 1995; 

Goldkuhl (2008, 2011). A collaborative practice research is a type of practice research.  

 

One aim of practice research is to suggest practical theories. One purpose of practical theories is to 

support us to see things, aspects, properties and relations which otherwise would be missed (Cronen, 

2001). Goldkuhl (2008) suggest that result from practice research should address three different 

domains: the local practice, the general practice and the research community. The local practice 

constitutes of one company participating in the practice research project while the general practice is 

defined as several local practices that shares many common features. The concept of collaborative 

practice research is also discussed in Mathiassen (2002). Mathiassen (2002) proposes a combination of 

different research approaches (collaborative and planned intervention, controlled experimentation and 

design, practice observation). Mathiassen (2002) argues that these research approaches are needed 

since action research in itself is not sufficient.  
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Conducting collaborative practice research provides opportunities for producing results of different 

types: 1) to understand conditions, aims and desired results for the individual stakeholders, 2) to 

suggest results to the general practice (that is, results are valid for many of the participating 

organizations, and 3) to produce knowledge to the scientific body. The concept of collaborative 

practice research has also similarities with open innovation. Chesbrough (2003) claim “In the new 

model of open innovation, a company commercializes both its own ideas as well as innovations from 

other firms and seeks ways to bring its in-house ideas to market by deploying pathways outside its 

current businesses”. This implies that the boundary between the company and its surrounding 

environment is porous and that innovations can more easily be expanded beyond organizational 

boundaries. A shared interest between several organizations constitutes a good incentive for joint 

learning. It has been reported that it becomes necessary to see innovation as resulting from distributed 

inter-organizational networks, rather than from single firms (Coombs et al, 2003; Powell et al, 1996).  
 
We define a collaborative practice as a setting consisting of several business organizations and 

researchers jointly working towards one or several goals (Cronholm et al. 2011). Mathiassen (2002) 

acknowledge that collaboration practice research projects can be hard to manage. It is not unusual that 

they are confronted with dilemmas between practice-driven and research-driven goals and between 

general and specific knowledge interests. The purpose is to organize and conduct practice research as 

close collaboration between researchers and practitioners. 

5.3 Reflections from ADR-in-action 

As mentioned above, an obvious difference in our research project and in ADR was that we involved 

several organizations (see section 2). The work to build the various artifacts was carried out in 

collaboration with all organizations and in different constellations. A large number of workshops were 

held in which researchers and all the organization participated. Apart from these workshops there have 

been internal meetings for the researchers. One of the goals of ADR is to cast the problem as an 

instance of a class of problems. Sein et al. (2011) seems to be inspired of the field of object-orientation 

and are using the metaphor of “classes” and “instances” when describing ADR. One of the concepts 

included in the object-orientation paradigm is inheritance. Inheritance means that a subclass inherits 

certain characteristics or properties of a parent, the super class (often referred to as the object class). 

By using ADR, the user is encouraged to identify characteristics (compare principles) from the sub-

class valid for the super class – a bottom up approach. We believe this a good way to “create” or form 

the super class but, again, we need to test our new property (the principle) in other sub-classes to 

verify that it really should be included in the super class. 

5.3.1 From instance to class 

Problem formulations 

Regarding the problem formulation stage the research project identified several problems within the 

ITSM sector. Even though we identified a large number of interesting theoretical problems, priority 

was given to those problems that were of common interest for all involved parties (organizations and 

researchers). The problems chosen were valid for each of the organizational contexts (despite various 

sizes of companies and different sectors) and could therefore be classified as a possible general 

problem for the ITSM sector. The class of problems was called process improvement problems and an 

instance of this class was called ITSM-process improvement problems. By involving several 

organizations it was ensured that the problems were relevant for the practice and that they were of 

general interest for the participating organizations.  

Solution formulations 

In the same way as formulating problems we tried to find general solutions to general problems. The 

fact we had a setting of several organization meant that we could test different solutions on broad 
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scale. One solution identified for one organization was tested in other organizations. This test often 

resulted in an improved solution that was more general than the previous solution. A setting consisting 

of several organizations meant that we had several reviewers of the proposed solutions. That is, we got 

a lot of feedback (both positive and negative) that was used to improve solutions. 

 

5.3.2 Reliability and validity 

The quality of the artifacts 
The developed artifacts can be seen as tools for suggesting principles concerning process efficiency in 

IT-services. The fact that we had a good access to several organizations and that they were highly 

motivated for providing feedback and to develop artifacts meant that the development of artifacts was 

based on real empirical needs in different organizational settings. That is, the artifacts were not 

developed in an academic lab environment; rather they were tested several times in different empirical 

situations with real data.  
 
A setting consisting of several organizations has also meant that we have been able to formulate 

specifications for the artifacts containing requirements that are of more general character comparing to 

a setting consisting of one organization. We claim that the reliability and the validity of the developed 

artifacts are supported by a setting consisting of several organizations. 
 
The number and the quality of principles for process efficiency in IT-services  
An overall reflection is that this approach enabled individual organizations as well as researchers to 

share problems, experiences and knowledge but also to anchor the specific problem within each 

company and to get acceptance to address the problem within the research project. This is in line with 

the knowledge spread concerning collaboration of Mathiassen (2002) and Cronholm et al. (2011). The 

reflections consist of improved problem validation and improved solution validation. 

Our setting consisting of several organizations has supported us to proposed general solutions to 

problems. If the research project had consisted of one organization there is always the risk that the 

problems identified and the solutions proposed would have been too local or too specified. We claim 

that the reliability and the validity of the proposed principles are supported by a setting consisting of 

several organizations. 
 

6 Conclusions 

Our main conclusion is that ADR works well for satisfying the dual mission of making theoretical 

contributions and assisting in solving the problems of practitioners. Our results has facilitated the 

building of useful artifacts for several local practices, general practice and supported the generation of 

reliable and valid knowledge to the research community. One purpose of this paper is to present 

reflection from ADR-in-use and we have addressed two aspects: 1) can ADR handle several types of 

artifacts and how does it affect the reliability and validity, and 2) can a setting consisting of several 

organizations strengthen the reliability and validity of the suggested artifacts. There is no doubt that 

ADR stresses the importance of reliability and validity. This is a reoccurring theme in all the stages. 

Our suggestions should be interpreted as a means to widen the scope of ADR.  

 

 
Despite that the intention of ADR is not to support the development of other artifacts than IT artifacts 

we have succeeded in the development of artifacts as constructs, models and methods. These artifact 

types cannot be classified as an ensemble view IT artifact since they do not consist of either hardware 

or software as stated by Orlikowski & Iacono (2001). Our study has demonstrated that by expanding 
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the view of the artifact in ADR, it is possible to develop other artifacts apart from the IT artifact.  We 

can also conclude that the artifacts are of higher quality when building and evaluating several artifacts 
of same or different type. Therefore, we propose that ADR should widen its perspective regarding the 

ensemble IT artifact to include a broader view of the artifact and for example adopt the view suggested 

in Hevner et al. (2004) (see section 4.2) and that the Building-Intervention-Evaluation phase always 

should recommend building several artifacts of different types (IS-artifacts). The usefulness and the 

field of application of the research method is likely to increase if such a view is included. If ADR does 

not include or recognize this broader perspective, we believe that there is a need to create a new 

research method that meets this requirement. We can also conclude that the suggested principles for 

process efficiency in IT-services are more in number and more qualitative due to the fact that we have 

used several artifacts. That is, we claim that the reliability and validity of the artifacts and the 

principles are strengthened by the development of several artifacts. 

 
We can also conclude that the artifacts and the suggested principles for process efficiency in IT-

services are improved by a setting consisting of several organizations.  A setting consisting of several 

organizations has provided opportunities for developing more general requirement specifications bases 

on a detailed feedback from the organizations. This setting has also supported us to develop general 

problems and general solutions for a broader range of ITSM-firms. That is, we claim that the 

reliability and validity of the artifacts and the principles are strengthened by a setting consisting of 

several organizations. 
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