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Abstract. There is a lack of consensus over why the observed increase in usability awareness in organizations has not been matched with an increase in its practice.  This paper seeing this occurrence as pertinent to the resolution of the agile usability problem focuses on examining it within a systems development organization. An interpretive case study using the Toulmin model for analysis is presented. This case reveals two operational barriers existing as ingrained practices within the organization. These are the low importance placed on the usability designer role and high importance placed on functionality. We find that though the grounds and warrants which reinforce these barriers are weak, they highlight a need for a revisiting of the arguments that have been made against them in the literature. The findings reveal valid concerns that might prevent the practicability and applicability of recommendations from the usability literature. 
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1   Introduction

In response to the challenges posed by agile methods to the systematic execution of usability work in agile projects, descriptions of how usability work should be performed in such projects have been provided in the Information Systems Development (ISD) literature 1[]
. Conversely the evidence that underpins these recommendations has been observed to be anecdotal and contradictory, thus there have been calls for more focus on how usability work and agile methods are being integrated in practice 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
[1-3]
. From the few studies that have adopted this approach, insight has emerged into the key role played by contextual considerations in effecting the integration of usability work and agile methods; and strategies by which such considerations might be managed 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
[2, 4]
. However what is not certain is whether these findings are actually relevant in practice, as these studies have mostly focused on projects where usability work is both appreciated and structures have been put in place to enable its execution. 

The premise for this paper is the observation that although there has been an increase in the awareness of usability in organizations, this has not necessarily translated into an increase in the number of organizations who actively engage in usability work 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
[5-7]
. This representation of practice justifies the need for, as a starting point in empirical agile usability research, an examination of the reasons for this gap. More so as the reason for its existence is not fully known 6[]
.
These are the issues we examine in this paper. Specifically we ask. “What are the barriers to the enactment of usability work in organizations who demonstrate an appreciable awareness of usability work?” Our focus here is on the explanations for this phenomenon, viewed from the perspective of a case organization applying an agile development method. The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In section 2 we begin by providing a review of the relevant literature. We proceed in section 3 by introducing our analytic tool which is the Toulmin model, before presenting the case study.
2   A review of the agile usability literature
The emergence of agile methods signaled a new era in software development. Unlike the rigid, engineering approaches which typified the early years of software development, these methods were flexible, light weight 8[]
, and more amenable to changes in business requirements 9[]
. In time as their use within ISD became mainstream, usability researchers began to examine the extent to which these methods took into account usability considerations. The constraints they identified in relation to this include how agile methods restrict the amount of time set aside upfront for the planning and developing of user interfaces 10[]
, and the vagueness of the customer role during development 11[]
. Attempts have been made to reconcile these identified incongruities between agile and usability work by integrating them 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
[12, 13]
. These exist in the form of process descriptions detailing how usability work should be performed in agile projects 1[]
 . An overview of these recommendations and their corresponding justifications is provided in table 1.
Table 1. Usability work process descriptions 1[]

	Activity
	Basis  

	Upfront design 
	Insight into use context and user perspective



	Low-fi prototypes 
	Increases understanding of the user interface and usage



	Testing in between iterations with users
	Reduces rework and increases user buy in 



	Designers and developers work in parallel
	To provide sufficient time for designers to design

	
	

	Usability designers should be present in project


Usability designers should be a part of the development team  


End users should be involved
	To ensure usability is always at the fore

To facilitate easier sharing of findings from user research

To ensure user needs are adequately taken into account


The anecdotal evidence underpinning these recommendations has motivated calls for an empirical approach in the study of usability work and agile methods  4[, 14]
. The general consensus which has emerged from such examinations of practice is the role played by contextual considerations in effecting the integration of usability work and agile methods (ibid). Additionally strategies, comprising aspects such as work arrangements have also emerged which shed light on how usability and agile practitioners integrate their work activities in practice (ibid).    

Our study is similarly structured along these lines as we also focus on practice. However our point of departure is that we examine an agile systems development setting where usability work is not being actively engaged in, despite a high awareness of its benefits. This paradoxical situation which dispels the popular notion that there exists a direct relationship between  organizational awareness of usability work and their decision to engage in it 15[, 16]
  is one whose basis for its occurrence is not known 6[]
. Further it has been identified as not being an outcome of the development method used (ibid).
We contend that it is necessary to examine this paradoxical situation as it has been affirmed to typify most ISD organizations 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
[5-7]
. This observation raises questions on the relevance and transferability of findings from empirical agile usability research, more so as such research has mostly focused on contexts where this paradox is absent. To ascertain this would first require an investigation of the paradoxical situation. Indeed to understand is a necessary first step. This is the motivation for our research. 
This case study was initially supposed to be a pilot study to validate from practice the usability work descriptions in table 1. However based on our initial meeting with the product manager of our case organization, we realized that while in this organization there seemed to be a high awareness of usability work; they did not have a structured approach to usability work in place. Further this was not perceived to be an impediment. We therefore allowed the data to speak for itself, and found barriers to usability work in practice. The next section describes our research method. 
3   Research Setting and Method
We give an overview of our research method and the case organization, before elaborating on our data collection and analysis. 
3.1   Research Method
The research method we employ is the case study approach. A method known for its enabling the in-depth examination of phenomena within its natural context 17[]
 and for its ability to be used within all three IS research paradigms 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
[18-20]
, namely the positivist 18[]
, interpretivist 19[]
 and critical realist paradigms 20[]
. Further we approach this case with a mindset informed by the interpretive paradigm 19[]
 acknowledging that human behaviors can best be understood by examining their own sense making and motivations in context. To focus our data analysis we need to analyze the reasoning and argumentation. To do this we chose to employ the Toulmin model, introduced in the following. 
3.2   Toulmin Analysis 

The Toulmin model is useful in analyzing reasoning and argumentation 21[]
. This is as it comprises constructs which aid in the assessment of the credibility, plausibility and possibility of assertions by individuals 22[]
. Arguments as depicted by the model refer not to human dispute, rather it is the train of reasoning that individuals employ to provide support for their ideas and actions when challenged or criticized 21[]
. Figure 1 is a diagrammatic representation of the model and how its constructs interact.

[image: image1]
Fig. 1. A Toulmin Model.
In its operationalized form, it consists of the following steps 22[]
. 
•           First pass: Read through the whole document, identifying topics, arguments and the most obvious key claims. Here a claim (C) is the assertion being put forward for acceptance 21[]
.

•           Second pass: Mark all claims, and identify grounds for (G) each claim. Here grounds are the specific facts relied on to support a given claim (ibid).

•       Third pass: Within each argument, identify sub claims, elaborations and reiterations Elaborations provide more information about claims identified and may be seen to consist of both rebuttals and qualifiers. A rebuttal (R) is a counter claim to the posited claim while a qualifier (Q) describes the conditions under which the posited claim would hold (ibid).
•
Fourth pass: Provide implicit warrants wherever they are not obvious. Warrants (W) are the statements indicating how the grounds are connected to the claim as a means of determining whether they provide genuine support for the claim (ibid).  When the connection is not obvious, such warrants are implicit and may need to be inferred 22[]
. In some cases such warrants may be explicit and exist in the form of well-known principles that are being appealed to by the speaker 21[]
.The backing (B) is the underlying basis on which the reliability of the warrant depends (ibid).
Within this study we employ the Toulmin model to analyze assertions on why usability work is not being practiced, despite an awareness of its importance.
3.3   Description of Case Site

The case organization is located in southern Norway and satisfies certain criteria applicable to any organization that should have the resources to perform usability work 23[]
. These include that the organization, 

•            
Develops software with a graphical user interface 

•
Develops software for customers or for internal use

•
Employs more than a single person. 

The organization is presently staffed by twenty nine individuals. The product suite consists of projects, time, travel and expense processing applications that are used by companies. The organization has been using a modified version of Scrum for the last five years. Modified Scrum means that they do not estimate hours for task completion and plan based on this, rather they allow a greater degree of flexibility on the time taken for tasks completion as long as the project does not exceed its projected finished date. They also do a lot of long term planning and commit to clients what is coming out in the next product version. Thus there is none of the uncertainty that characterizes the typical application of Scrum. They however have daily Scrum meetings as prescribed by the Scrum method. In the next section we present the findings from our data analysis. 
3.4   Data Collection and Analysis

Six participants selected by the project manager agreed to participate in this study. In order to avoid elite bias 24[]
 these were selected based on their involvement in product development, rather than their position in the organization. A profile of each of these participants is outlined in table 2. 

Prior to the interviews, a covering letter which described our research project and contained assurances of confidentiality was sent to each participant. We adopted a semi-structured approach in our interviews. Each of these interviews lasted an hour and was conducted in an informal setting. Participants’ responses in each phase of the interviews were voice recorded and transcribed.
Table 2. Profile of participants. 

	Role
	Years in organization
	Abbreviation 

	Product manager (Scrum master)
	12
	PM

	Functional architect/developer
	7
	FA

	Functional tester
	2.5
	FT

	Customer center consultant
	18
	C

	Developer

System Architect  
	5.5

5
	D

SA


The data was iteratively analyzed using the Toulmin model. The focus was on two analytical categories. The first was the activities participants perceived to be ideal forms of usability work; the second was participants’ description of the organization’s approach to usability work. By contrasting the two, we aimed to accentuate the dichotomy between participants’ awareness of usability work and the present approach to usability work in the organization. To ensure the transparency of this analysis, based on Bygstad and Munkvold 25[]
 , we sent out our final analysis to each of our participants to ensure we had not misrepresented or misinterpreted their responses. Changes were made based on their feedback. However the mapping of our data using the Toulmin model led to a large and complex model that cannot be presented in this research paper due to space limitations. We have therefore summarized the maps in tables 4 and 5.  
4   Analysis
We start by highlighting some of the statements made by the participants to demonstrate the organization’s awareness of usability. Then follows the main part of this section, where we focus on the major themes that emerged in relation to their practice. 
4.1   Awareness of usability 
Usability awareness was demonstrated in participants’ ability to provide articulate descriptions of usability. Themes that emerged were considerations of the system interface and aspects such as the system learnability and user experience. They were also able to make a clear distinction between functionality and usability as is evident from the quote below:

“So it (a reference to the software) is not only about the functional part. One thing is that it has to be functional but it also should be a good experience to use it and that is the layer that I would put into usability”.PM 
The awareness of usability work was also apparent in the activities, which the participants identified as being ideal usability work activities. These have been presented along with the benefits participants associated with them in table 3.
Table 3. Ideal usability work activities. 

	Activity (What to do)
	Grounds (Why to do)

	Test for usability with users
	For better feedback, to reduce rework


	Have a usability designer
	For user perspective, to ensure a unified and more appropriate approach


	Upfront knowledge of users
	To reduce rework, ensure user-system fit in terms of usability

	
	

	Designer involvement from project start
	To reduce rework

	
	


The understanding of usability work was not limited to participants’ ability to provide articulate definitions or descriptions. In terms of skill, we discovered that the FT had previously been employed as a usability designer in another organization; though this was not the role this individual was hired to play in this organization.  Additionally the PM had also taken some courses in usability while at university and was generally familiar with usability design principles. However as evidence of a usability work paradoxical situation, participants when asked how usability work was performed in the organization generally asserted that it was not taken too seriously in the organization. 

 “So I would say that we consider it but we don’t do it, we don’t have like this is the usability way.” PM

“…then we hired a graphical designer, we didn’t do too much testing but some testing just to verify with our biggest customers that the new icons and colors were okay”. FA

From the answers provided to explain this paradoxical situation, two practices emerged as the most significant findings from the data. These are the approach to the usability designer role and the focus on system functionality rather than usability. Each of these is presented in turn in terms of the Toulmin model, in the proceeding sections.    
4.2   Usability designer not part of the development team
The organization’s claim (C) is that to have a usability designer as a part of the development team is not justified. This claim and its associated constructs are captured in table 4. Five grounds for the non-inclusion of the usability designer as a part of the development team were identified by participants. These are (1) objectivity concerns, (2) the organization size, (3) the organization’s product development pattern, (4) cost of having a designer; and (5) the ad-hoc usability work efforts present occurring in the organization. The warrant (W) which provides additional reinforcement to 3 of these claims (3, 4, and 5) and its grounds is participants’ assertion that customer opinions on the organization’s products are favorable. It is interesting to note from the rebuttals (R) that there is no backing for this warrant (W) and the participants are well aware of this. This as they state that the feedback has been obtained from experienced users and that they have not really had an in-depth customer investigation which focused on usability. As stated by FA:

“We questionnaire them (users) once a year, but then it is for like the company as a whole, the software and everything”.

Additionally there is their acknowledging the limitations of having a developer stand in for a designer which rebuts their justification of this practice. 
An addendum to this claim is the sub-claim where participants stated that it might at times be justifiable to include a usability designer in projects. Two grounds were identified for this sub-claim. The first is that this should occur when the product being developed is new and there is less concern on users’ familiarity of the system. Secondly that utilizing a designer in this manner would ensure the objectivity of the designer is maintained. 

Table 4.  Usability designer claims. 
	Claim (C)
	Grounds (G)
	Warrant (W)
	Rebuttal(R)

	Usability designer not necessary in the development team 

Usability designer may in some cases be part of a  project 
	Objectivity concerns (Designer is more prone to decision bias)

Size (“We are too small to have the role”)

Product development pattern (We mostly do system upgrades)

Cost of a designer (“Designers are expensive”) 

Ad-hoc usability work efforts (We each try to have a usability focus)

When product is new and there is less concern over users’ familiarity of the product

To ensure the designer remains objective
	Not provided
If what we are doing was bad our customers would be complaining
Based on previous

Based on previous

Not provided
Not provided
Not provided
	Not provided
Quality of feedback ( “intangible” and “from experienced users”)

Similar to previous

Similar to previous

“Developers cannot have users’ perspectives”

Not provided 

Not provided

	
	
	
	


4.3   Functionality priority claim 
A second claim concerns the prioritization of functionality over usability. The mapping for this claim is summarized in table 5.As seen in table 5; the participants identified 4 grounds for the functionality claim. These include (1) the system architecture; (2) the product type; (3) the product customer profile; (4) and the lack of sufficient human resources. Only 2 of these 4 grounds have warrants. These are grounds 2 and 3 respectively. With respect to the warrant that reinforces grounds 2, participants assert that as the systems they develop are administrative and not users’ main work systems, the users of these systems are more interested in its functionality rather than its usability. Conversely regarding grounds 3, participants assert that the users of their systems are mostly experienced users who also place high emphasis on functionality. There is only one rebuttal provided by our participants which describes how they acknowledge that there are issues with the veracity of customer feedback regarding their products. This is as feedback has been acquired solely from the experienced users and they have focused on testing these users only on specialized areas of the system. 
Table 5.  Functionality prioritization claim. 
	Claim (C)
	Grounds (G)
	Warrant (W)
	Rebuttal(R)

	Functionality prioritized over usability 
	System architecture (“Tight coupling between the functionality and graphical interface)
Product type (“Administrative systems not core work systems, so users’ focus is not on usability”)

Product customer profile (“Customers are experienced users who care more about functionality”)

Lack of sufficient human   resources (“ We do not have a usability designer”)
	Not provided
“Demands of usability are a little bit different when it comes to administrative systems”

“Small glitches during use are not an issue for such users”

Not provided
	Veracity of feedback (“from experienced users”; “testing on specific areas”)
As above

As above

As above

	
	
	
	


4.4   Summary of Findings 

We set out to address the dichotomy between the awareness of usability work and the failure by organizations to translate this awareness into practice. In doing so, we started with the question: What are the barriers to the enactment of usability work in organizations who demonstrate an appreciable awareness of usability work? What we found based on the Toulmin analysis are two operational barriers manifesting as ingrained practices within the organization. These are the low priority accorded to the usability designer role within the organization and high priority accorded to system functionality rather than usability. We elaborate more on these in the next section.  
5   Discussion
In the following we start by discussing how suited the Toulmin analysis has been in this case, followed by a discussion on the implication of our findings.

5.1 Toulmin analysis as a tool in usability research

Usability research has been criticized for its focus on process descriptions and methods in its attempts to improve practice rather than seeking to understand practice and intervening based on knowledge acquired through empirical means 14[, 26]
. These deliberations have motivated the use of interviews in empirical studies of usability practice as it enables the acquisition of practitioners’ subjective opinions on usability work issues 27[]
. Moreover there is emerging consensus within this field on how insight into the basic values that motivate human actions can be gleaned from analyzing the language they use in communication 28[]
.  However, the process of analyzing the data that emerges from interviews is typically time consuming and unstructured. 

It is these considerations that justify the use of a Toulmin model for data analysis as it introduces simplicity and organization into an analysis process that would otherwise be deemed arduous. By revealing the motivations (grounds) for actions (claims) and the belief systems (warrants) which reinforce them, insight is given into the rationale behind individuals’ actions. Rebuttals in this sense serve to reveal the illogicalities of these actions as they shed light on considerations which weaken the arguments made in favor of these actions. Indeed the insight which emerges from a Toulmin analysis is capable of improving the practicability and efficacy of research interventions in practice in a manner that would not be feasible through the mere imposition of methods. This is because it provides a thorough understanding of practice and the reasoning behind it, that has been argued to be necessary if change is to be achieved 29[]
. 
With our study as an example, our use of the Toulmin model has enabled us to highlight the operational barriers that are responsible for the usability paradox in this case, and what reinforcers these barriers. This comprehensive view also gives insight into the issues that need to be taken into account to ensure the success of usability work interventions and their eventual sustainability in project settings being examined. Further this knowledge weighed against their rebuttals could be used by to argue for why a more strategic approach to usability should be in place in this organization. It has been asserted that usability research has failed to address issues of relevance in practice or make contributions that are practicable 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
[26, 27, 30]
. Thus examining practice in development contexts such as we have done is one way in which usability research might answer this call. 
However, the limitation of mapping data using the Toulmin model is that it leads to large and complex graphical models which cannot be easily presented in research papers due to space limitations. This problem has been solved in this paper through our presenting our data in table form. The downside of this is that we are unable to depict the interrelationships between our constructs (c.f. Fig 1). 
5.2   Operational Barrier – Low importance placed on the usability designer role 
In the literature it has been asserted that if usability concerns are to always remain at the fore then usability designers should be a part of  agile projects, and also be fully integrated into the development team 1[]
. Where this recommendation is not being implemented, reasons such as project and time constraints; type of development method used; and a lack of usability awareness in the organization have been cited 31[]
. Others include organizations’ seeing the role as dispensable since they presume it to mainly involve the application of common sense 32[]
 or similar to requirements or project planning roles 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
[33, 34]
.  However these opinions are usually from the perspective of usability designers as few studies have examined it from the organizational perspective 28[]
. A consequence of this has been the development of strategies to improve organizational understanding of usability 35[]
.
Our study which examines usability from the development team perspective highlights how this argument might not always be valid, as our case organization demonstrated an appreciable awareness of usability.  Further the reasons provided for their approach to the usability designer role accentuates concerns, which seen from their perspective may be deemed justifiable or rational, even if based on their rebuttals and weak warrants, implausible. For instance, if we consider organization or project size, then the approach taken by our case organization might be justified. This is as it has been suggested that the usability designer role might only be relevant in large scale projects, rather than in small size projects 36[]
. Another is their concern over the decreased objectivity of a designer upon inclusion into the development team, which is an occurrence that has been noted in the literature as highly possible 1[]
. These deliberations necessitate the need for a shift from the hitherto one sided focus on how to “sell” usability from the usability designer perspective to a re-examination of the usability designer craft and arguments made in its favor. Already we see signs of this approach being adopted in the literature with some authors calling for usability designers to strengthen their understanding of agile methods in order to improve how they are perceived in practice 37[]
. 
Conversely regarding the prevailing argument in favor of the usability designer role and them being usability advocates, there are few post system evaluation studies that have explicitly studied the impact this role has had on the finished system from users’ perspective 1[]
. The bulk of what exists in relation to this are mostly third party compliments cited by usability designers 3[]
. A limitation of our study is that we have also toed this path. However, the situation was not perceived to be an issue in the organization and we were not expected by them to intervene in the matter. Our aim was to acquire understanding, not intervention. Thus it would have been difficult to justify why we would need to interview their system users. Indeed examining users’ perspectives might have further undermined the assertions of our participants, but then we perceive this has been achieved to an extent by their admittance of the low quality of user feedback upon which they have justified their actions. Complementing with the users’ perspectives in such contexts might thus be seen as an agenda for further research, especially for those that want to argue for change.
5.3   Operational barrier – High importance placed on functionality 
The distinction between functionality and usability is best illustrated by the questions these system quality attributes aim to answer. Functionality answers the question, what does the product do, while usability focuses on whether the user can use this functionality to achieve the users’ desired goals and the accompanying experience during use 38[]
. The importance of factoring each of these considerations during development work is one that has been emphasized in the literature due to the manner in which they are interlinked and influence system use 39[]
. However it has been observed that functionality concerns are often prioritized over usability in ISD projects and this has been attributed to poor understanding of usability or an inability to distinguish between usability and functionality 40[]
. 
We see these notions being dispelled again by our findings detailed in section 4.1 where the organization demonstrated an awareness of usability in their ability to provide descriptions of what usability is and how it should be executed. Further in their ability to make a distinction between usability and functionality. What their grounds and warrants reveal are concerns, some of which need to be examined further by research. 
For instance our participants note the tight connection between the graphical interface and functionality of their systems. This raises the question on how usability modifications can be effected in a way that would not affect their system’s functionality. Further it calls for a reconsideration of the argument against the involvement of designers in the development of the system architecture 41[]
. As clearly the ability to participate in this activity would facilitate the system to be developed in a manner that would be perceived by developers to be pragmatic and would reflect the input of usability designers 35[]
. 

It also highlights the leverage customer opinion can have on the development process. Further it substantiates criticisms made against agile methods for its vagueness on the user role during development since the focus is typically on users who have the “money and mandate to decide what to buy” 42[]
. Thus it may be that user preference for system functionality as mentioned by our participants is a consequence of business decisions made by such users. In tandem it also accentuates concerns in the usability literature on diminished user representativeness when users are involved in the development process 1[]
, as this might have also influenced user feedback. It has been asserted that users who are enlightened on usability issues have the ability to change the dynamics of the development process in favor of usability 43[]
. This assertion and the concerns we have raised make exigent the development of user selection strategies that factor in how to involve users and who to involve. 

The perception held by our participants that usability is a non-issue for the expert users of their systems may be seen as a “tenacious ghost” of usability work as it is an issue whose fallacy has been noted in early usability discourse 40[]
. Its continued influence calls for studies that can objectify this fallacy in a form that can be appreciated within such development contexts.  
5.4   Revisiting the Agile usability problem
The usability problem within agile systems development has mostly been approached from a methodological view with a focus on integration and how it can be achieved 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
[12, 13]
.  In this paper we did not set out to explicitly address this issue; however our findings suggest a link between this and the level of organizational maturity with regards to usability. 
With reference to ISD it has been asserted that immature processes are an indication of organizations’ failure to engage in higher levels of learning 44[]
. By higher levels of learning, we refer to double loop learning where the organization reflexively examines its processes and revamps its processes based on the insight acquired 45[]
. This differs from single loop learning where learning is superficial and focus is on maintaining the status quo (ibid). The increased awareness of usability work in organizations and their failure to engage in it might be seen as an outcome of single loop learning, and we have highlighted the barriers that could lead to the persistence of this situation.  

Conversely we have noted that the focus of most empirical agile usability studies has been on organizations that are at a higher level of usability learning and may thus be considered mature. These studies have revealed the strategies which enable the facilitation of usability work in such contexts, not limited to method descriptions 13[, 14]
. Thus it may be suggested that where constraints to usability work are effectively managed during agile projects, it might be a consequence of their having engaged in higher levels of learning and developing a mature approach to usability work. Based on this it may be necessary to extend the discussion on agile usability by assessing the role organizational usability maturity plays in how usability work occurs in agile projects. 
This discussion on status quo might also be examined from the perspective of theories on organizational decision making. Though this is beyond our scope in this paper, a perusal of the status quo bias theory 46[]
 reveals constructs which describe some of the assertions of our participants. An example would be the uncertainty construct which as a subset of the rational decision construct captures the “fear of the unknown even in the absence of explicit costs” (ibid). This fits with our participants’ argument on the cost of designers, more so as the organization has never had a designer as a full time member of the development team. Indeed contextual considerations need to be taken into account in empirical studies of agile usability and in the recommendations that emerge from these 1[, 14]
. 
6   Conclusion

We examined the reasons why usability work despite its high awareness might not be executed in an organization. We found two operational barriers in place, which based on their justifications, were multifaceted. The barriers were related to (i) low importance of the usability designer role, and (ii) high importance of system functionality. These barriers are refutable and accentuate the need for a revamp of the organizations’ existing processes. In tandem they also negate some assertions regarding usability work in the literature. A further consequence of our findings relates to agile usability studies where we have suggested a broader focus on the role played by contextual considerations such as the level of usability work maturity.  These are issues that need to be examined further. 
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