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ABSTRACT 
 
Academic researchers in many disciplines are facing difficulties in disseminating 

their research outputs beyond the academic community. Particularly, 

Information Systems (IS) academic researchers have been struggling to make 

their research more relevant to practice. The diversity of IS research means that 

should be a wide audience within and beyond academia who could benefit from 

IS research outputs. This audience includes educators, practitioners, patients, 

etc. How IS relevant to practice is a central dilemma of IS research. Research 

relevance is classified according to dimensions such as interesting, 

ÉÍÐÌÅÍÅÎÔÁÂÌÅȟ ÃÕÒÒÅÎÔȟ ÁÃÃÅÓÓÉÂÌÅ Ȱ!ÒÔÉÃÌÅ ÓÔÙÌÅȱ ÂÙ ÍÁÎÙ )3 ÓÃÈÏÌÁÒÓȢ 4ÈÅÓÅ 

dimensions are important to be investigated as some academic papers are yet to 

be beneficial to an audience beyond academia. The Accessible dimension is the 

focus of this study where accessible means the academic papers should be 

readable and understood in terms of tone, style, structure, and semantics by the 

potential audience beyond the academic community.  

This study investigates the barriers that limit academic researchers in 

disseminating and communicating their research outputs beyond academia. This 

study aims to design a communication method to assist academic researchers in 

disseminating and communicating their research outputs beyond academia.  

This study consists of three phases, in the first phase a qualitative method is 

applied by interviewing academics in the Information System and Computing 

Department at Brunel University to gain a better understanding of how and why 

academics disseminate beyond academia. Based on communication theories a 

research framework is adapted to analyse and explain the interview data. In the 

second phase, short videos are recorded of 10 academics where each explains 

one of their papers. In the third phase, two different groups are interviewed to 

evaluate the 10 short videos in regards the Information Quality (IQ) dimensions 

(i.e. appropriate amount of information, format, and timeliness). 

By using the thematic analysis technique the academics highlighted three 

barriers that limit them to disseminate and communicate their research outputs 

beyond academia. The three barriers are the message (i.e. academic structure 
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and language of research papers), channel (i.e. academic journal and 

conferences), and social system (i.e. lack of Incentives, lack of time, and lack of 

support). Moreover, academics emphasised the vital role of feedback loop in 

their communication with target audience beyond academia. The 10 short videos 

are designed to overcome two of these barriers (i.e. message and channels). Each 

short video is evaluated by its academic author on one hand and the potential 

audience/stakeholders of the short video from the other hand (e.g. 

practitioners). Thus, the academic authors of the video suggest some changes by 

adjusting the video structure and adding some examples for more explanations 

of their research papers. Also, authors concerned about format particularly the 

visual elements of the video which have to be completely matched with the title 

of the video. However, the opinions of potential audiences vary based on their 

information need. For example, some practitioners are concerned with the 

practical information, in other words, practitioners seek the applicable part of 

the information provided in the short video (i.e. how to apply something); and 

others watch the short video to increase their awareness of a particular topic. 

This study will assist academic researchers to focus on how to disseminate their 

research outputs to audience/stakeholders beyond academia using media tools 

(i.e. video). Also, it provides a novel method of disseminating and communicating 

their research outputs beyond the academic community. Moreover, this study 

helps to create an interaction platform that enables academic researchers to 

build a collaborative framework and a mutual understanding with the audience 

beyond academia.  
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CHAPTER 1 

1. Introduction  

1.1. Scope of the Study  

A variety of barriers have been reported across many academic disciplines that 

sustain the gaps between academic researchers and practitioners (Drury et al., 

2013; Lanamaki et al., 2011; Haddow, 2011; Haddow and Klobas, 2004). The 

literature shows that academic research outputs are buried deeply in reports 

and not transmitted into real practice (Waddel, 2002). Lags of 8ɀ15 years have 

been reported between the time research is done and the time it is used in real 

practice (Lomas, 1991; Utterback, 1974). The academic researchers are 

struggling to reach out to audiences/stakeholders (e.g. practitioners) beyond 

academia. In contrast, practitioners are not interested in reading academic 

research (Benbasat and Zmud, 1999). One of the reasons for this may be that the 

outputs of research are not always effectively disseminated. A great deal of effort 

is dedicated to doing research in academia and much of this research is funded 

ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÐÕÒÓÅȢ &ÏÒ ÅØÁÍÐÌÅȟ ÔÈÅ 5+ȭÓ %ÎÇÉÎÅÅÒÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ 0ÈÙÓÉÃÁÌ 3ÃÉÅÎÃÅÓ 

Research Council (EPSRC) spent £942 million (EPSRC, 2016) on funding research 

projects during 2014ɀ2015. It is reasonable to expect national benefit from such 

publically funded research and, increasingly, research funders (e.g. Research 

Councils United Kingdom (RCUK) and (EPSRC) require explicit dissemination 

and impact from research projects. Consequently, it is important that solutions 

are formed to bridge the gap between academics and practitioners. 

The dissemination and impact of research outputs cannot happen without those 

outputs being communicated to target audiences/stakeholders. Retrospectively, 

the strategies of effective dissemination to reduce time lags are becoming 

important in academic literature (Dobbins et al., 2002). The aim of this thesis is 

to improve the dissemination of information systems (IS) research by enhancing 

the communication between academics and their potential audience beyond the 

academic community. The dissemination of IS research is important. Lang 

(2003) report ed that IS research has useful and practical outcomes for IS 

practitioners and for society at large. Lang (2003) also reported that the aim of IS 
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research is, first, to contribute to knowledge, and second, to disseminate that 

knowledge. Many believe that knowledge that is neither shared nor distributed 

has no value (e.g. Kavan, 1998). Unfortunately Lang (2003) found that IS 

research does not reach IS practitioners for many different reasons. For example, 

the specialist language used in academic publications is a challenge for some 

practitioners (Finch, 2012; Lang, 2003). Research has also predominately been 

communicated via academic channels (Fry et al., 2009), with little regard to 

other potential audiences (Procter et al., 2010; Collins and Hide, 2010; Fry et al., 

2009).  

The ineffective dissemination of IS research has many disadvantages, including 

limiting the development of the IS discipline itself. As Fitzgerald (2003) said, it is 

important in an applied discipline, such as IS, theory should inform practice, and 

it is inevitable that practice should inform theory. Without effective 

dissemination, this interaction is reduced and it is no surprise that Fitzgerald 

(2003) report ed a gap between IS theory and practice. The dissemination 

channels that are used by academic researchers mainly include: conference 

presentations, journal articles and reports (Fry et al., 2009). However, these 

dissemination channels do not reach the practitioners who might benefit from 

the research. Drury et al. (2013) report ed that these channels particularly fail to 

reach practitioners below middle management levels. 

There are few empirical studies in the IS discipline that have investigated IS 

research dissemination from a communication perspective. Therefore, this study 

is motivated by a research need, and the author empirically and theoretically 

pursues the understanding of the complex process of communication between 

academics and their potential audience, which ultimately results in better 

research dissemination beyond academia. In this study, the IS research relevance 

to practice is considered from a communication perspective. 
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1.2. Research Aim, Question and Objectives  

This study aims to develop an effective communication method to improve the 

dissemination of IS research to potential audiences beyond academia. The 

research question is: 

How can IS researchers better disseminate and communicate their research 

outputs to potential audiences beyond academia?  

The four research objectives are: 

1. To understand the concept of research relevant to practice in the IS 

domain; 

2. To investigate the barriers of disseminating and communicating IS 

research outputs beyond the academic community; 

3. To develop a solution that overcomes dissemination and communication 

barriers; 

4. To evaluate the developed solution. 

1.3. Methodology  

To achieve the aim of this study, an interpretive approach is applied, using 

qualitative methods and mainly semi-structured interviews to have a thorough 

understanding of why and how academics disseminate their research outputs 

beyond academia. This study consists of three phases. First  is the investigation 

phase, where the interview meetings took place to investigate the gap between 

academics and their potential audience. An adapted communication framework 

was applied to explain the status communication process that academics at the 

Information Systems and Computing Department use towards their intended 

audiences beyond academia. Second is the development phase, where the short 

videos were created based on what was discovered during the investigation 

phase. Third is the evaluation phase, where the aim was to evaluate the 

individual interview videos between the academics and their potential audiences 

by using the three information quality ( IQ) dimensions to discover whether the 

videos delivered the relevant information clearly and whether the information 

would be understandable by the potential audiences. 
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1.4. Expected Contributions  

This study attempts to contribute to the domain of IS research dissemination 

especially in the following aspects with empirical evidences: 

¶ To expand the scope of IS research dissemination based on the 

communication process by adapting the interpretive approach to better 

understand the methods that academics use to disseminate and 

communicate their research outputs beyond the academic community;  

¶ To improve an appropriate communication model by enhancing different 

aspects of the model based on the empirical outcomes of this study. 

¶ To provide practical evidence of additional research dissemination 

methods to support academics to disseminate their research outputs 

beyond academia; 

¶ To contribute to the debates on research dissemination and research 

relevance to practice;  

1.5. Thesis Structure  

Chapter 1  

This chapter illustrates an introduction and an overview of this study. It 

highlights the issues that sustain the gap between academics and their potential 

audience beyond academia, particularly in the IS domain. In addition, the 

research aim, question and objectives are stated. Further, it illustrates a brief 

overview of the research paradigm applied and the theory utilised to achieve the 

aim and objectives of this study. Finally, this chapter provides the thesis 

structure and a brief summary of each chapter. 

Chapter 2 (refer to Objective 1)  

This chapter discusses the literature review regarding relevant research to 

practice within the IS domain. It also discusses the different environments of 

academia and practice. The dimensions of IS research relevancy are introduced 

and discussed to understand the critical elements of research relevancy 

assessment. Moreover, it illustrates the importance of communication theories 

and models, and their  elements. The research framework adapted in phase 1 is 

discussed. Finally, the focus of this study is demonstrated.  
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Chapter 3 

This chapter illustrates the research approach, methods and data collection 

techniques applied in this study. Considering the aim of this study, the 

interpretive approach is discussed to demonstrate its best use. The qualitative 

method is applied to collect data in all three phases. Then, this chapter highlights 

the use of theories in IS research within this study. The three phases used in this 

study are explained in this chapter, which signposts some details to the main 

ÆÉÎÄÉÎÇÓȭ chapters (e.g. Chapter 4). Finally, the data collection strategy and data 

analysis strategy are explicated in detail.   

Chapter 4 (refer to Objective 2)  

This chapter illustrates the output of Phase 1, which is the analysis of the 

interview meetings that took place with academic participants at the Information 

Systems and Computing Department. The technique used was thematic analysis 

ÔÏ ÃÏÎÓÔÒÕÃÔ ÁÎÄ ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÁÃÁÄÅÍÉÃÓȭ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓ ÔÏ×ÁÒÄÓ 

their potential audiences beyond the academic community. There are three main 

themes emerging as barriers: (1) Message (i.e. academic structure and language 

of research papers); (2) Channel (i.e. Academic journals and conference 

proceedings); and (3) Social and Cultural System (i.e. lack of incentives, lack of 

time, lack of support).  

Chapter 5 (refer to Objective s 3 and 4) 

This chapter illustrates the second and third phases of this study, which create 

the solution to overcome two of the three barriers that emerge in Chapter 4 (i.e. 

ȰÍessageȱ and ȰÃhannelÓȱ). The solution is a three- to five-minute short video, 

which represents a particular academic paper. It also explains and describes the 

process of creating the short videos, including their  structure; for example, 

sections, graphics, music, etc. The interviews took place with each academic 

vÉÄÅÏȭÓ ÁÕÔÈÏÒ ÁÆÔÅÒ ÔÈÅ ÖÉÄÅÏÓ were developed. The criteria to evaluate the 

proposed solution are based on IQ assessment with regard to the Benbasat and 

Zmud dimensions of research relevance. These evolution criteria illustrate 

whether or not the proposed solution (i.e. short videos) is effective in the 

dissemination of academic research outputs beyond the academic community.  
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Chapter 6 

This chapter discusses the five critical findings of this study against the literature 

review: (1)  the diverse audiences of academic research beyond the academic 

community. It also discusses the lack of communication between the two ends 

(i.e. academics and their potential audiences); (2) the barriers that limit 

academics to disseminate and communicate beyond academia; (3) the channels 

used by academics and their  potential audiences; (4) the benefits of 

disseminating and communicating research outputs beyond academia; and (5) 

the short videos and their  evaluation. This chapter also discusses the overall 

findings with regard to the research question.  

Chapter 7 

This chapter illustrates the three aspects of the contributions  to: (1) the 

communication model; (2) the knowledge; and (3) the practice. It also presents 

the future work and the limitations of this study. Also, the importance of this 

study is discussed. 
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CHAPTER 2 

2. Literature  Review  

2.1. Introduction  

This chapter illustrates the extent to which IS research is relevant to practice, 

which has been argued for the last decade. This chapter presents the IS relevancy 

and its dimensions, and how IS research could be relevant to audience beyond 

academia such as practitioners. Additionally, it discusses the relevant IS research 

to practice debate and deliberates on the relationship between academics and 

their potential audiences beyond academia (e.g. practitioners). 

This chapter is organised as follows: section 2.2 illustrates the scope and value of 

IS discipline; section 2.3 defines IS relevance and its dimensions; section 2.4 

illustrates the barriers of research relevance in the IS domain; section 2.5 

describes IS academics and IS practiti oners; section 2.6 discusses the IS research 

audience/stakeholders; section 2.7 suggests ways to improve the research 

relevance; section 2.8 illustrates the research impact and its mechanisms; section 

2.9 describes the importance of communication and its elements; 2.10 presents 

the research framework applied in this study; section 2.11 illustrates the 

research gap and finally, section 2.12 concludes the chapter.  

2.2. Scope and Value of Information Systems (IS)  

This section illustrates the nature of the research that IS researchers tend to 

produce through their academic research. It also indicates the IS research 

diversity and its value in real life. 

2.2.1. IS definitions and its r esearch diversity  

The definition of IS discipline has been argued for decades. In 2007, Professor 

Ray Paul ɀ as an outgoing editor-in-Chief of the European Journal of Information 

Systems ɀ claims that IS identity is one of the five challenges confronting IS 

discipline. It would be surprising if IS scholars reached a consensus on a unique 

definition of IS discipline, for many reasons (Alter, 2008). For instance, a variety 

of IS definitions have been reported based on what researchers have been 
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studying and researching (Paul, 2007). As Benbasat and Zmud (2003) argued, IS 

discipline is naturally an interdisciplinary field because IS scholars have different 

academic backgrounds. IS discipline has been accepted as having multi -

perspective definitions. Hassan (2014) argued that IS research does not replicate 

what has been done already in management, computer science (CS), economics 

or other reference disciplines. However, IS research has been asking questions 

that other disciplines have not asked, and addressing issues that other 

disciplines are unable to address (Hassan, 2014).  

IS research topics are multi -disciplinary in their  nature, as different disciplines 

each have something to contribute, such as business process outsourcing, e-

commerce, social networking or knowledge management (Walsham, 2012). Pure 

IS research does not exist anymore, and the interdisciplinary route is dominant 

in IS research topics. For example, IS security, which involves multi-disciplinary 

dimensions, such as technical aspects (CS), lack of trust (Sociology) and 

strategies in a security context (Security and Organizational Behaviour). IS 

contributions for a research project have been reported as unplanned; however, 

they are something to be understood during the process of interdisciplinary 

cooperation (Walsham, 2012). 

Paul (2007) defined IS by clarifying what information technology (IT) is: a 

collection of devices; or, for example, a collection of software and accessories 

that when integrated may provide a delivery mechanism for IS to use. He then 

identified IS as that which emerges from the combination of technology, people 

and process. The processes are classified into two segments: formal and 

informal. First, the formal process is the decision of what IT should be used and 

its suitability  for a particular case; and confirm that the work has been done 

usefully. Second, the informal process is who uses the IT. 

Carvalho (2000) indicated that people who talk and/or write about IS are 

referring to different objects. Four different objects that considered to be IS are: 

¶ IS1. Information delivered by organizations to provide their customers 

(e.g. libraries, information services, information brokers, newspapers, 

radio or TV stations). 



Chapter 2: Literature Review  

 

9 
 

¶ IS2. A subsystem within any system that confirms communication 

between operations and management of an organization (e.g. computer-

based artefacts that process, store, collect, present or transmit 

information). These artefacts have different functions based on their 

individual  purpose.  

¶ IS3. A system that processes information by computers, computer-based 

devices or computer-based systems (i.e. data processing systems, 

management information systems, decision support systems, workflow 

management systems, data mining systems and executive information 

systems). 

¶ IS4. A system that processes information. This view corresponds to all 

organizational activities except those that deal with materials or energy.  

 

All these objects are dealing with information. They are also related to IT and the 

work processed in organizations (Carvalho, 2000). Alter (2008) provided 

examples of these IS, which includes work systems, such as creating computer 

programs, generating corporate plans and creating digital products (i.e. software 

and electronic games, and determining prices of airline seats based on complex 

yield management calculations). 

The three IS definitions given are based on different perspectives. Walsham 

(2012) defines IS discipline from a theoretical perspective, while Paul (2007) 

emphasised the combination of IT, people, and the process of selecting and 

evaluating the use of particular IT, such as a collection of deviÃÅÓȢ #ÁÒÖÁÌÈÏȭÓ 

(2000) definitions and the IS definitions are listed in Table 2.1 and are consistent 

×ÉÔÈ 0ÁÕÌȭÓ )3 ÄÅÆÉÎÉÔÉÏÎ ɀ particularly the IS dimensions of his definition (i.e. IT, 

people and process). 
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Table 2-1: Definitions of Information Systems (IS)   

IT = information technology. 

Table 2.1 also confirms the diversity of IS. As Vessey et al. (2002) report , IS is a 

diverse discipline; and their  study analyses papers that have been published in 

top IS journals namely, MIS Quarterly, the Journal of Management Information 

Systems and Information Systems Research. Vessey et al. (2002) developed five 

key dimensions of IS research diversity: (1) reference discipline; (2) level of 

analyses; (3) topic; (4) research approach; and (5) research method.  

Vessey et al., (2002) defined the five keys dimensions as follows: 

¶ Reference discipline: Any paper that builds its model, theoretical 

framework or hypotheses by citing papers of other discipline(s);  

¶ Level of analysis: Any paper that investigates, for example, IS issues at a 

national level, international level or societal level that does not have an 

organizational context; and papers that investigate project management 

and software engineering issues (Table 2.2); 

 

 

 

Author IS definition  IS dimensions  

Buckingham 
et al.  
(1987, p. 18) 

Ȱ! ÓÙÓÔÅÍ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÁÓÓÅÍÂÌÅÓȟ ÓÔÏÒÅÓȟ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÄÅÌÉÖÅÒÓ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ 
relevant to an organization (or to society) in such a way that the information 
is accessible and useful to those who wish to use it, including managers, 
staff, clients and citizens. An information system is a human activity (social) 
ÓÙÓÔÅÍ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÍÁÙ ÏÒ ÍÁÙ ÎÏÔ ÉÎÖÏÌÖÅ ÃÏÍÐÕÔÅÒ ÓÙÓÔÅÍÓȱ 
 

IT, people, 
information and 
processes 

McLeod & 
Schell  
(2007, p. 19) 

Ȱ)ÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÓÙÓÔÅÍÓ ÁÒÅ ÖÉÒÔÕÁÌ ÓÙÓÔÅÍÓȠ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÄÁÔÁ ÒÅÐÒÅÓÅÎÔ ÔÈÅ ÐÈÙÓÉÃÁÌ 
ÓÙÓÔÅÍ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÆÉÒÍȱ 

Information & 
process 

Huber et al. 
(2007, p. 392) 

Ȱ!Î ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÅÄ ÃÏÌÌÅÃÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÐÅÏÐÌÅȟ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎȟ ÂÕÓÉÎÅÓÓ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓÅÓȟ ÁÎÄ 
information t echnology designed to transform inputs into outputs, in order 
ÔÏ ÁÃÈÉÅÖÅ Á ÇÏÁÌȱ 

People, information, 
processes and IT 

Watson  
(2008, p. 9) 

Ȱ!Î ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÓÙÓÔÅÍ ÉÓ ÁÎ ÉÎÔÅÇÒÁÔÅÄ ÁÎÄ ÃÏÏÐÅÒÁÔÉÎÇ ÓÅÔ ÏÆ ÓÏÆÔ×ÁÒÅ 
directed information technologies supporting individual, group, 
ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎÁÌȟ ÏÒ ÓÏÃÉÅÔÁÌ ÇÏÁÌÓȱ 

IT, information, 
processes and people 

Kroenke 
(2008) 

Ȱ!Î ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÓÙÓÔÅÍ ÃÏÎÓÉÓÔÓ ÏÆ ÆÉÖÅ ÃÏÍÐÏÎÅÎÔÓȡ ÈÁÒÄ×ÁÒÅȟ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍÓȟ 
ÄÁÔÁȟ ÐÒÏÃÅÄÕÒÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÐÅÏÐÌÅȱ 

IT, processes, 
information/data and 
people 
 

Jessup & 
Valacich 
(2008, p. 567) 

Ȱ!ÓÓÕÍÅÄ ÔÏ ÍÅÁÎ ÃÏÍÐÕÔÅÒ-based systems, which are combinations of 
hardware, software, and telecommunications networks that people build 
ÁÎÄ ÕÓÅ ÔÏ ÃÏÌÌÅÃÔȟ ÃÒÅÁÔÅȟ ÁÎÄ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÂÕÔÅ ÕÓÅÆÕÌ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎȱ 

IT, processes, people 
and information 
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Table 2-2: Examples of the Five Components of Information System (IS) D iversity  

Diversity 
dimensions 

Examples 

Reference 
disciplines 

Cognitive psychology, Social & behavioural Science, Computer Science, Economics, Information 
Systems, Management, Management Science and others, such as Marketing  

Level of analysis 
Society, profession, inter-organizational context, organizational context, project, group/team, 
individual, abstract concept, computing system and computing element-program, component & 
algorithm 

Topic 

Computer concepts (e.g. computer/hardware principles/architecture), systems/software 
concepts (e.g. software life cycle/engineering including requirements, design, coding, testing, 
maintenance), data/information concepts (e.g. data base/warehouse), problem domain-specific 
concepts (e.g. scientific/engineering including bio-informatics), systems/software management 
concepts (e.g. project/product management including risk management), organizational 
concepts (e.g. organizational alignment (including business process reengineering), societal 
concepts (e.g. cultural implications & political implications), dÉÓÃÉÐÌÉÎÁÒÙ ÉÓÓÕÅÓ ɉÅȢÇȢ ȰcÏÍÐÕÔÉÎÇȱ 
ÒÅÓÅÁÒÃÈ Ǫ ȰcÏÍÐÕÔÉÎÇȱ ÃÕÒÒÉÃÕÌÕÍȾÔÅÁÃÈÉÎÇɊ 

Research approach 

Descriptive (e.g. descriptive system & descriptive approach for describing something other than 
a system such as an opinion), evaluative (e.g. evaluative-deductive & evaluative-critical), 
formulative (e.g. formulative-model & paper that formulates something other than a model such 
as methods, algorithms, taxonomies, or frameworks) 

Research method 

Conceptual analysis, conceptual analysis/mathematical, case study, action research, 
ethnography, grounded theory, data analysis, literature review, field study, 
descriptive/exploratory survey, instrument development, laboratory experiment (human 
subjects), protocol analysis, field experiment, systems evaluation, laboratory experiment 
(software), concept implementation (proof of concept) & simulation 

¶ Topics: These are classified based on the general disciplines of computing 

(i.e. the ACM Computing Classification System, the ISRL categories) and 

the topic areas identified by Glass (1992) classification in particular;  

¶ Research approach: The research methodology section (e.g. the research 

approach or methodology that is applied); 

¶ Research method: The specific method that has been applied in the paper 

(e.g. action research or grounded theory).  

Table 2-3: Cross Dimensions between Information System (IS) Diversity D imensi ons and Definition 

Dimensions  

IS diversity dimensions  IS definition dimensions  
Level of analyses Topics IT, people, process & information  

 
Society, profession, inter-
organizational context, 
project, group, individual, 
abstract concept, computing 
system & component & 
algorithm 

 
Computer concepts, 
systems/software concepts, 
data/information concepts, 
systems/software management 
concept & organizational concepts 

 
IT (e.g. software/hardware & computing system), 
People (e.g. organizational context, Project, Group, 
individual), Process (e.g. organizational concepts 
& alignment including business process 
reengineering), Information  (e.g. 
data/information concepts) 

IT = information technology. 
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It is important to consider the cross dimensions of the IS definitions dimensions 

list shown in Table 2.1 and the IS diversity dimensions reference discipline, level 

of analysis, and topics in particular shown in Table 2.2. Thus, Table 2.3 shows the 

cross dimensions between both concepts of IS definitions and IS diversity in 

terms of interdiscipline and multidisciplin e. In other words, the two dimensions 

of IS diversity include the level of analysis and topics that combine four 

dimensions of IS definitions; namely IT, people, process and information. The 

crossroads are between the level of analysis and topics on the one hand, and IT, 

people, process, and information on the other. This illustrates how IS research is 

involved in other disciplines (e.g. CS and Management). 

The variety of IS definitions and the diversity of IS research create a great 

opportunit y to address issues that relate to the use of such a technology. As 

highlighted earlier in this section, Hassan (2014) claimed that IS research 

addresses issues by asking research questions in its reference disciplines (e.g. 

Management and CS) without repl icating what these disciplines have done 

already. Indeed, it addresses issues that have not been addressed by these 

reference disciplines (Hassan, 2014).  

2.2.2. IS research value  

The value of IS research has been reported as an imperative factor of its 

relevance (Desouza et al., 2006). These authors indicate that information 

systems have been useful in human endeavours, such as finding and rescuing 

survivors in the tsunami disasters. However, IT-based information systems could 

be misused or abused, such as the 9/11 attacks where IT infrastructure s were 

used in planning and executing the suicide attacks (Desouza et al., 2006). 

Hidding (2012) argued that IT utilization can be found everywhere; for example, 

analytics research is an important factor in the current businesses of vendors 

(e.g. SAP and IBM) to gain insights into the data sets. 

Much IS research have been dealt and still dealing with issues related to the 

Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) (Ezenwa and Brooks, 2013; Afridi and 

Farooq, 2011; Calloway, 2011). MDGs were created by the United Nations and 

target global challenges, such as universal and affordable access to healthcare 
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and education, the eradication of poverty and hunger, global partnership for 

development, gender equality, and environmental sustainability (Table 2.4). 

Table 2-4: United Nations Millennium Development Goals and Targets ( source: Rickenberg et al., 

2014)  

 

Hassan et al. (2013) claimed that it was possible to show how IS research helped 

to solve some of humanÉÔÙȭÓ ÉÓÓÕÅÓȢ &ÏÒ ÅØÁÍÐÌÅȟ #ÁÌÌÏ×ÁÙ ɉςπρρɊ ÒÅÐÏÒÔed an 

applied sustainability learning model that relates Information and 

Communication Technologies (ICT) with the MDGs. Also, Afridi and Farooq 

(2011) addressed MDG 5 by developing a health tool that uses a data mining 

approach to identify and classify the risks of pregnant women.  

As presented in this section, the value and diversity of IS research shows the 

significance of its impact/benefit on many humanitarian cases because IS 

research addressed the MDGs. The given diversity of IS research leads to a wider 

audience/stakeholders who benefit from and use IS research. The next section 

discusses IS research relevance and its dimensions. 

2.3. A Definition of Relevance within the IS Domain 

Since the 1990s, the relevance of IS research to IS practice has received attention 

from the IS community as an issue of discussion (Kock et al., 2002; 

Bhattacherjee, 2001). The gap between what has been done in IS research and IS 
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practice has been argued and researched (Tax, 2014; Hassan et al., 2013; 

Gallivan and Aryal, 2012; Wang et al., 2009; Desouza et al., 2006; Steinbach and 

Knight, 2006; Pearson et al., 2005; Lang, 2003; Kohli, 2001). IS researchers have 

reported that the central issue of IS is its relevant research to practice (Otto and 

Österle, 2010; Gill and Bhattacherjee, 2009; Pliskin, 2001).  

It is important to identify relevance for a better understating of the concept 

within  the IS domain. Relevance is subjective in its nature (Khazanchi and 

Munkvold, 2001); relevant research is defined as research that addresses a 

practical need and could be evaluated by practitioners in terms of relevance and 

utility (Moody, 2000). Also, Fitzgerald and Howcroft (1998, p. 10) defined 

relevant research as the Ȱ%ØÔÅÒÎÁÌ ÖÁÌÉÄÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÁÃÔÕal research question and its 

relevance to practice vital, rather than constraining the focus to that 

researchable by Ȭrigorousȭ ÍÅÔÈÏÄÓȢȱ 4ÈÅÓÅ Ô×Ï ÄÅÆÉÎÉÔÉÏÎÓ ÓÈÏ× ÔÈÁÔ ÒÅÓÅÁÒÃÈ 

should be used by practitioners to evaluate its usefulness (Table 2.5). 

Table 2-5: Definition of R elevance 

Relevant research Author 

Any research that is appropriate to 

business practice 

Senn (1998) 

Any research that solves significant 

issues in business practice 

Saunders (1998) 

Any research that is perceived as 

valuable by practitioners   

Kavan (1998) 

Benbasat and Zmud (1999) 

Any research that solves future 

problems in business practice 

Rollier (2001) 

Lang (2003) indicated that practitioners are not the only audience/stakeholders 

of IS research. Also, Lee (1999a) reported that practitioners are not the only 

stakeholders of academic IS research that use the outcomes; therefore, it is 

unfair to have them as the only indicators of IS research relevance. IS research 

has different audience/stakeholders because of its research nature (Walsham, 

2012). Relevant research to practice could be measured by its dimensions as 

classified by Benbasat and Zmud (1999). The next section illustrates the 
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dimensions of relevance. 

2.3.1. Dimensions of research relevance  

Benbasat and Zmud (1999) defined the term relevance based on two categories: 

the aÒÔÉÃÌÅȭÓ content with three dimensions (i.e. interesting, applicable and 

current) and the aÒÔÉÃÌÅȭÓ style with a single dimension (i.e. accessible). Table 2.6 

demonstrates the key aspects of relevance and its explanations. Benbasat and 

Zmud (1999) claimed that IS research paper has a potential to be useful IS 

research when it is interesting, applicable, and current to IS practitioners which 

this potential usefulness is conditional by the accessibility of the research (i.e. 

the paper is understood by its intended audience). The audience meant to be IS 

managers and IS professionals (Benbasat and Zmud, 1999).  

Table 2-6: Relevance Dimensions (source: Benbasat & Zmu d, 1999)  

 

These dimensions of relevance have been adopted by several IS scholars (Table 

2.6). For example, Klein et al. (2006) examined the abstracts of a collection of 

academic papers by measuring three dimensions of relevance (Table 2.7) to 

discover whether or not an abstract of a research paper attract IS practitioners 

and IS academics enough to read the complete paper. They indicated that the 

three dimensions of relevance ɀ importance, accessibility, and applicability ɀ are 

significant indicators for reading an academic paper based on its abstract. 

However, these aspects do not represent comprehensive elements of research 

relevance.  
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Other studies define relevance as the citation or mention of IS research and IS 

researchers in business magazines, newspapers and mainstream media (Gallivan 

and !ÒÙÁÌȟ ςπρςɊȢ 4ÈÅÉÒ ÅÍÐÉÒÉÃÁÌ ÓÔÕÄÙ ÒÅÖÅÁÌÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÐÒÁÃÔÉÔÉÏÎÅÒÓȭ ÍÁÇÁÚÉÎÅÓ ÁÒÅ 

more frequently citing information system research from the other four top IS 

journals selected. The IS economist scholars are most often mentioned in 

ÐÒÁÃÔÉÔÉÏÎÅÒÓȭ ÍÁÇÁÚÉÎÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÎÅ×ÓÐÁÐÅÒÓȠ ÈÏ×ÅÖÅÒȟ ÔÈÅ )3 ÒÅÓÅÁÒÃÈ ÔÏÐÉÃÓ cited 

are not identified.  

Table 2-7: Dimensions of Research Relevance 

Author Dimensions of Relevance 

Khazanchi and Munkvold, 

(2001) 

Scope/value of relevant research  
Time frame 
Situatedness of relevance  

Klein et al., (2006) Important  
Accessible 
Applicable 

Rosemann and Vessey, (2008) Important  
Suitable  
Accessible 

Potential audience/stakeholders could be a significant aspect of research 

relevance. Khazanchi and Munkvold (2001) extended "ÅÎÅÂÁÓÁÔ ÁÎÄ :ÍÕÄȭÓ 

(1999) notion of relevance by incorporating a wider definition of 

audience/stakeholders and included three dimensions: scope/value of research 

relevance, time frame, and situatedness of relevance (Table 2.7). The 

scope/value of IS research vary based on the target audience/stakeholders 

group. A time frame implies when and for how long the research implications are 

needed by the potential audience/stakeholders; this aspect considers that what 

is relevant in a particular time frame could be less relevant over time. 

Situatedness suggests that research implications may vary depending on the 

industry context. Also, Khazanchi and Munkvold (2001) claimed that IS research 

value should not be assessed solely by practical relevance; different 

audience/stakeholders and other dimensions should be included in the 

assessment of research relevance.  

These dimensions are the criteria of the IS research relevance to practice. IS 
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audiences (e.g. practitioners) are the assessors of these criteria. The IS research 

dimensions of relevance highlight the IS audience as an important element that 

decides whether or not a particular paper is relevant. The next section illustrates 

the barriers that are continuing to be problematic in sustaining the gap between 

academics and their potential audiences beyond academia. 

2.4. Barriers of Research Relevance in the IS Domain 

The review of IS literature concerning relevant research to practice has attracted 

much attention from the IS community over many years. MIS Quarterly, for 

example, called for papers that debated the relevance of IS research to practice 

(MIS Quarterly Vol. 23, Issue 1, 1999). This special issue identified some reasons 

behind the lack of IS relevance to practice (Benbasat and Zmud, 1999). In 

additional, several suggestions were advised to make IS research more relevant 

to practice, ÓÕÃÈ ÁÓ ÒÅÖÉÅ×ÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÁÃÁÄÅÍÉÃ ÒÅ×ÁÒÄ ÓÙÓÔÅÍ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÁÒÔÉÃÌÅȭÓ ÓÔÙÌÅ 

of writing (Benbasat and Zmud, 1999).  

Table 2-8ȡ 2ÅÁÓÏÎÓ ÆÏÒ )3ȭÓ ,ack of Relevance to Practice 

Author  Rationale of irrelevance  Paper type  

Keen (1991); Davenport (1997); 
Senn (1998); Benbasat and Zmud 
(1999) 

Academic IS journals are rarely or not 
subscribed, read and/or valued by 
professionals. 

Opinion 

Keen (1991) 
Research lacks impact on its intended 
audience 

Opinion 

Robey & Markus (1998) 

Academic system incentives and 
motivation are focus on publishing in 
the main two channels (i.e. academic 
journals and conference proceedings) 

Opinion 

Senn (1998), Kohli (2001); Heart & 
Pliskin (2001) 

Lack of interaction between academia 
and industry. Also, practitioners do not 
submit articles for publications in 
academic journals. 

Opinion 

Westfall (1999) 
Academic system does not promote or 
support researchers to do research that 
is relevant to practitioners 

Opinion 

Moody (2000) 

Extreme attention to research rigor. 
Researchers and consumers are the 
ÓÁÍÅ ȰÁÒÔÉÃÌÅÓ ÔÁÒÇÅÔÅÄ ÏÎÌÙ ÁÃÁÄÅÍÉÃ 
ÓÔÁËÅÈÏÌÄÅÒÓȱȢ 
Researchers have less priority to 
practice. Institution policy of tenure. 
Limited dissemination of research 
outputs beyond academia. Lack of 
knowledge transfer  

Opinion 

Ramesh (2001) 
Ineffective relationship between 
academia and industries 

Opinion 

Bhattacherjee (2001) 
The pluralistic & dynamic of IS 
research 

Opinion 

Kazanchi & Munkvold (2001); 
Desouza et al. (2006)  

The wide stakeholders of IS field and 
the IS identity 

Opinion, Panel Discussion 
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Alter (2001) Complexity of academic journals Opinion 

Kock et al. (2002); Rosemann & 
Recker (2009) 

The length of time of the review 
process in academic publications 

Opinion, Empirical Study 

Loebbecke et al. (2003) 
Co-opetition challenges between 
academia and industries 

Panel Discussion 

Lang (2003); Pearson et al. (2005); 
Cranefield & Yoong (2007) 

IS practitioners do not often read 
academic journal articles or white 
papers. IS practitioners do not 
subscribe to academic publications (i.e. 
journals) unless they are members in a 
professional society. IS practitioners do 
not publish in academic journals unless 
they are co-authors with an academic 
researcher. IS practitioners do not pay 
attention to models or frameworks that 
developed in an academic research 

Opinion, Empirical Study 

and Opinion 

Darroch & Toleman (2005) 
The academic-practitioner 
relationship, stakeholder issues, and 
academic rewards system 

Opinion 

Gallivan & Aryal (2012) 
IS researchers are not mentioned or 
cited by trade magazines (not engaged 
in media) 

Empirical Study  

Hassan et al. (2013); Benamati et 
al. (2006); Desouza et al. (2006); 
Keen (1991) 

IS researcher should focus on the value 
ȰbÅÎÅÆÉÔÓȱ ÏÆ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÒÅÓÅÁÒÃÈ ÔÏ×ÁÒÄÓ 
real-life issues 

Panel Discussion 

A similar debate took place in the Communication of the Association of 

Information Systems (CAIS Vol. 6, Issue 1529-3181, 2001). This issue of CAIS 

discusses IS research topics and the relevance to IS practitioners, and whether or 

not IS research provides knowledge for business practitioners (Khanzanchi and 

Munkvold, 2001). In addition, this collection of papers provides some 

suggestions to make IS research more relevant to practice, such as defining 

research relevance into subordinate dimensions (e.g. the paper should be 

accessible in terms of tone, style, structure and semantics). 

Table 2.8 lists some key papers from 1998 to 2013 that address the rationale 

behind the lack of the relevant research to practice. These papers discussed the 

lack of relevant research to practice from different perspectives; for instance, the 

identity of IS discipline and its research topics as reasons for being irrelevant to 

practice, IS research value, IS research audience/stakeholders and IS academic 

researchersȭ interactions with IS practitioners.  

Only a few empirical studies regarding the topic of relevant research to practice 

have been reported; for example, the survey of IT managers by Pearson et al. 

(2005). As Gallivan and Aryal (2012) stated, most studies of IS that are relevant 

to research to practice lack empirical data, except for two studies that reflect the 
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perceived relevance of IS conference papers by IS academics. Academic 

researchers focus on reporting issues academically, whereas practitioners focus 

on dealing with issues in real-ÌÉÆÅ ȰÐÒÁÃÔÉÃÁÌ ÁÎÄ ÉÍÍÅÄÉÁÔÅ ÓÏÌÕÔÉÏÎÓȱ ɉ'ÉÌÌ and 

Bhattacherjee, 2007; Heart and Pliskin, 2001; Kholi, 2001; Robey and Markus, 

1998; Senn, 1998). In fact, academic conferences have been largely ignored by IS 

practitioners, except for a few who are interested in academic research (Lang, 

2003). An analysis of MIS Quarterly articles from 1977 to 2006 by Gill and 

Bhattacherjee (2009) that indicated a decrease in the number of practitioners as 

a co-authors from 1990, and this could have expanded the gap between IS 

academic researchers and IS practitioners.  

Moreover, many studies indicate that the submission process of academic papers 

at conferences cause the lack of relevant research to practice; for instance, IS 

researchers and editors in the top IS academic journals put the emphasis on 

rigor , which negatively affects the research relevance to practice (Benbasat and 

Zumd, 1999). Rosemann and Recker, (2009) investigated the reviewing practices 

of three IS conferences:  

¶ The European Conference on Information Systems 2007 is considered the 

largest in different tracks of IS research. 

¶ The International Business Process Management Conference 2007 is well 

known as being relevant to current business and management activities. 

¶ The International Conference on Conceptual Modeling 2007 is recognized 

by the IS domain as one of the top conferences in conceptual modelling 

for IS design. 

Rosemann and ReckerȭÓ (2009) results indicated that all papers submitted to 

these three conferences were balanced between rigor and relevance. However, 

the analysis of all accepted papers revealed that the editorial decision team 

emphasized rigor to a higher degree than the cost of relevance (Rosemann & 

Recher, 2009). IS researchers investigated the two environments of academia 

and practice. IS literature shows the differences between these two 

environments (i.e. academia and practice), which are illustrated in the next 

section.     
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2.5. IS Academics and Practitioners  

Lang (2003) reported that the majority of academic researchers do not have real 

world experience. Harel (1997) claimed that academic researchers who work in 

isolation from industry are likely to fail to impose their ideas on industry. In 

contrast, it has been reported that IS/IT practitioners are weak in 

communicating their needs to academia (Pearson et al., 2005; Davenport, 1997). 

The isolation of both academics and practitioners has been noticed by Glass 

(1997) indicating that both academics and practitioners are biased to their own 

communities, and, unfortunately , they have a disdainful view of each other. 

Moreover, prosperous software industries generally ignore the research 

community, which produces papers rather than software (Pike, 2000). 

The literature has reported that IS academic researchers confront many different 

challenges to deliver their research findings to IS practitioners (Hassan et al., 

2013; Roseman and Recker, 2009; Lang, 2003; Senn, 1998; Robey and Markus, 

1998). This issue has been addressed from different angles; for instance, 

Benbasat and Zumd (1999) reported five critical elements that are behind the 

lack of IS research relevance: (1) an emphasis on rigor over relevance; (2) a lack 

of a cumulative tradition; (3) the dynamism of IT; (4) the limited exposure to 

relevant contexts; and (5) various institutional and political factors. Moreover, 

an empirical study by Pearson et al. (2005), indicated that practitioners face 

some issues and crucial challenges in approaching IS academic publications; for 

example, they find the recommendations provided by academic research to be of 

little value.  

Lang (2003) claimed that the central issue of research that lacks relevance is the 

traditional academic publication process, and investigated this issue by applying 

the communication theory of Shannon and Weaver (1949) on the traditional 

academic publications process (Figure 2.1). He illustrated the process flow of the 

dissemination of academic research findings (Figure 2.1) and indicated three 

major issues: (1) the channels for communicating research findings; (2) the 

esoteric language used by academics; and (3) the isolation of academia from 

industry.  
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Figure 2.1: Basic model of human communication ( source: Lang, 2002). 

Channels for communicating research findings  

2ÅÓÅÁÒÃÈÅÒÓ ÁÒÅ ÅÎÃÏÕÒÁÇÅÄ ÔÏ ÐÕÂÌÉÓÈ ȰÈÉÇÈ ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÒÅÓÅÁÒÃÈȱ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÍÁÉÎ 

academic channels (i.e. academic journals and conference proceedings), which 

are of interest mostly to the academic community (Steinbach and Knight, 2006; 

Lang, 2003; McCubbrey, 2003; Avgerou et al., 1999; Robey and Markus, 1998; 

Senn, 1998). To practitioners, academic research does not explain everything; for 

example, a paper does not say to practitioners what to do, but it does clarify what 

not to do (Kock et al., 2002). These academic channels are not immediately 

directed at the intended consumers (the practitioners), but are disseminated in 

detail through other methods, such as teaching and textbooks (Figure 2.2). While 

it is true that research informs teaching, teaching informs students and students 

practice what they learn (Olfman, 2001), but this is insufficient, ineffective, and a 

very slow process to disseminate research (Moody, 2000).  
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Figure 2.2: Communication flows in dissemination of research results ( source: Lang, 2002). 

Academic journals and conference proceedings are usually avoided by 

practitioners (Lang, 2003). Practitioners are not interested in reading academic 

journals, as highlighted by Robey and Markus (1998). Pearson et al. (2005) 

revealed that half of the high level managers neither know where academic 

research is published nor what the ÐÒÁÃÔÉÔÉÏÎÅÒȭÓ ÐÕÂÌÉÃÁÔÉÏÎÓ are (i.e. the 

Harvard Business Review and the Sloan Management Review). This supports what 

has been reported by Benbasat and Zumd (1999): that practitioners look for 

practical and immediate solutions. 

Moreover, practitioners believe that academic research and the findings of those 

studies are no longer up-to-date when they are published (Pearson et al., 2005; 

Kock, 2002). This is caused by the long processes of peer reviewing through to 

editing and other necessary procedures prior to publication (Lang, 2003). 

Academic researchers attempt to avoid this issue by approaching the trade press 

to provide timely research contributions (Lee, 1999b). However, journalists and 

industry analysts rarely seek to interview academic researchers that frequently 

publish academic papers (Robey and Markus, 1998).  
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Esoteric language used by academic researchers  

Benbasat and Zumd (1999) stated that practitioners do not understand academic 

articles and relate this to the esoteric language used in the articles. The academic 

community is well aware that academic writing is required to publish a good 

quality paper, as reported by Lang (2003), and a poorly  written paper will never 

be published in academic journals. Recently, Finch (2012) reported that 

publications from different disciplines are difficult to understand by some 

academic researchers due to the esoteric language used. This is a significant 

reason why IS practitioners cannot understand academic papers (Tax, 2014; Gill, 

2008; Pearson et al., 2005; Senn, 1998). 

The rationale behind esoteric language is the reviewing criteria. Straub et al. 

(1994) have indicated that some leading IS journals consider presentation, 

professional style and tone as a lesser priority of their reviewing criteria. Usually, 

the guidelines of these leading IS journals do not pay attention to style and tone 

when calling for papers (Lang, 2003). However, the Harvard Business Review 

does pay attention to these issues as it is targeting both the academic community 

and the practitioner community , and they clearly state in the submission criteria 

that ȰÁÃÃÅÓÓÉÂÌÅ ÁÎÄ ÊÁÒÇÏÎ-ÆÒÅÅ ÅØÐÒÅÓÓÉÏÎȱ ÉÓ ÒÅÑÕÉÒÅÄȢ 3ÉÍÉÌÁÒÌÙȟ 

Communications of the ACM highlighted that authors who written in a theoretical 

tone and use esoteric language will have their papers returned. These two 

journals seem to be striving to reduce the language gap between IS theory and IS 

practice. 

The academic writing style in many top IS journals is complex to read and/or 

understand for people other than academics, as emphasized by Benbasat and 

Zumd (1999). Specialist language or stilted language used in academic articles 

are real issues for practitioners (Gill and Bhattacherjee, 2009; Steinbach and 

Knight, 2006; Pearson et al., 2005; Lang, 2003; Kock et al., 2002). Gill and 

Bhattacherjee, (2009) stated that IS researchers should write for practitioners in 

their everyday language, but this does not guarantee that their research findings 

will have a substantial impact on the practice. For decades, academic researchers 

in management disciplines have activated other channels to disseminate 

research findings. However, academics believe that the impact of their research 
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on practice has fallen behind expectations (Pfeffer, 2007).  

Isolation of academia from industry  

There are different environments between academic research and practice 

(Table 2.9). Academia and industry lack interaction due to the extreme 

differences in their cultures (Lanamaki et al., 2011).  

Table 2-9: Academic Research and Practice: Different Values for Different Purposes (source: Senn, 

1998)  

 

Table 2.9 shows the two different communities in detail (i.e. academic research 

and practice). It also presents the values and aims of each community; for 

example, the academic research community spends a long time gaining valuable 

knowledge, which is peer reviewed in terms of methodological quality 

(Rosemann and Recker, 2009; Benbasat and Zumd, 1999). Academic journals are 

the primary channel to both retrieve and to share information (Robey and 

Markus, 1998). However, the practice community has a short time between 

problem identification and the need for a solution (Benbasat and Zums, 1999); 

practice focuses on real issues through experience during work time (Robey and 

Markus, 1998). The issues reported for both academics and practitioners are 

show below. 

2.5.1. Academic researchers 

Moody (2000) in a more focussed study, indicated the current situation of IS 

research and what should happen (Figures 2.3 and 2.4). In particular, Moody 

stated that the issues of communication flow between IS research and IS 

practice, and claims that the disconnection between research and practice 
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ȰrÅÌÅÖÁÎÔ ÒÅÓÅÁÒÃÈ ÔÏ ÐÒÁÃÔÉÃÅȱ ÅØÉÓÔÓ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÏÆȡ 

¶ Extreme attention to research rigor; 

¶ Researchersȭ articles targeted only academic stakeholders (i.e. 

researchers and consumers are the same); 

¶ Researchers prioritise  academic rigours than practice; 

¶ The institutionȭÓ policy of tenure; 

¶ Less dissemination of research outputs beyond academia; 

¶ Lack of knowledge transfer.  

 

Figure 2.3: What should happen ( source: Moody, 2000)  

Some of these issues are claimed to be institutional, as Jennex (2001) argued that 

tenure and rewards of academia encourage researchers to publish in a particular 

list of high ranking journals (Gill and Bhattacherjee, 2009; Lang, 2003; Benbasat 

and Zmud, 1999).  

 

Figure 2.4: The current situation ( source: Moody, 2000)  
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2.5.2. Practitioners  

4ÈÅ ÆÏÌÌÏ×ÉÎÇ ÈÉÇÈÌÉÇÈÔ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÁÃÔÉÔÉÏÎÅÒȭÓ ÂÅÈÁÖÉÏur towards academic journals 

identified by many IS scholars (e.g. Cranefield and Yoong, 2007; Pearson et al., 

2005; Lang, 2003; Alter, 2001; Senn, 1998; Robey and Markus, 1998): 

¶ IS practitioners do not often read academic journal articles or white 

papers. 

¶ IS practitioners do not subscribe to academic publications (i.e. journals) 

unless they are members in a professional society. 

¶ IS practitioners do not publish in academic journals unless they are co-

authors with an academic researcher.  

¶ IS practitioners do not pay attention to models or frameworks that were 

developed in academic research.  

As discussed in this section, IS literature highlights that the ineffective 

interaction and communication between academics and practitioners is an issue 

that retains the gap between what IS researchers produce and what IS 

practitioners actually do in real life. Moreover, many IS scholars highlight the 

academic policy as a barrier that limits IS research from being relevant to the IS 

audience. For example, the traditional dissemination of academic research is one 

of the barriers that need to be crossed to reach wider audiences beyond the 

academic community. Also, the wider audience of IS research could be one of the 

barriers that limits academics in disseminating their research beyond academia. 

As mentioned previously in section 2.2.1, IS discipline is a diverse one, and has 

multip le research topics that potentially could benefit many audiences. The next 

section discusses the diversity  of the IS research audiences.  

2.6. IS Research is Relevant to Whom?  

This section identifies and discusses the nature of IS audiences/stakeholders. It 

is important to know  who benefits and/or uses IS research to enable the 

research to be consumable. A number of IS authors have discussed and defined 

the IS audience/stakeholder groups (Looney et al., 2014; Lanamaki et al., 2011; 

Desouza et al., 2006; Agarwal and Lucas, 2005; Kock et al., 2002; Benbasat and 

Zumd, 1999). The IS literature has emphasized and argued the importance of 
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stakeholder identification in terms of relevance assessment of any IS research 

(Gill and Bhattacherjee, 2009; Baskerville and Myers, 2002; Benbasat and Zumd, 

1999). In order to assess the relevance, the researcher should consider both the 

aims and the target audience of such research (Bhattacherjee, 2001). As 

Benbasat and Zumd (1999) reported, relevant research should be useful for, and 

accessible to, its target audience. They identify IS stakeholders as the IT practice 

community, IS professionals and managers that have an IT interest and who 

consume IS research (Benbasat and Zumd, 1999, 2003). In fact, the IS research 

that addresses the concerns of multiple stakeholders has a wider relevance to 

the IS academic and practitioner community (Bhattacherjee, 2001). 

Professor Sawy of the International Conference on Information Systems (ICIS) 

panel defined IS research stakeholders as an all business community, such as 

managers, professionals and employees who use IS to manage businesses 

(Desouza et al., 2006). In contrast, Galliers and Desouza, in the same, panel have 

argued that while IS stakeholders are human, they differ based on what the 

research aspect of IS is (Desouza et al., 2006). Examples of these aspects are 

healthcare system development, quality of life improvement, development of 

undeveloped nations and improvement of the management of organizations 

(Desouza et al., 2006). Another panellist, Loebbecke, illustrate d in particular that 

the major stakeholders are those who contribute money to the research, such as 

funding bodies in Europe (Desouza et al., 2006).  

Hassan (2014) classified stakeholders as internals who are critical to the 

development of the IS field, whereas external stakeholders have a greater impact 

on the field existence. Harvey and Myers (1995) defined IS stakeholders as 

scholars, educationists (internals), practitioners, users, politicians, economists 

and citizens in the present and the future (externals). Khzanachi and Munkvold 

(2001) introduced a list of potential IS audience/stakeholder groups based on IS 

the stakeholdersȭ definition by Harvey and Myers (1995) as shown in Table 2.10. 

They provided examples of the IS research scope/value and areas of research. 

Additionally, the authors illuminated the diversity of IS research topics as 

discussed previously (section 2.2.1). Their main argument was how the different 

audience/stakeholder groups could identify the value and the areas of IS 
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research that were relevant to each group. This differs strikingly with Galliers 

and Desouza (2006) in the previous paragraph.  

Table 2-10: Stakeholders and Value of Information Systems (IS) Research (source: Khazanchi and 

Munkvold, 2001)  

 

BPR = business process reengineering; IT = information technology 

Table 2.11 shows the variety of IS stakeholders and their different levels of 

salience. Looney et al. (2014) developed a survey that presented a variety of IS 

stakeholders, which were listed then ranked from the least to the most 

important by 22 IS scholars from different countries (i.e. Australia, Asia, America, 

and Europe) where the most important stakeholders have the lower rankings. 

Different IS stakeholders needed different levels of prioritization based on those 

rankings. 

 


















































































































































































































































































































































