
 A t fi rst I meant to call this chapter ‘User-centred design’, a term that many 
people are now familiar with. It is used as a label for a set of ideas that 

has gradually become mainstream in forward-thinking organizations over 
the last few years, and is closely associated with the user experience fi eld. 

 The increased acceptance of user-centred design (UCD) and user experi-
ence (UX) is a mixed blessing. On the positive side, there has been an enor-
mous improvement in the usability of software products and websites. The 
explosion in the use of mobile devices and applications could hardly have 
happened without it. On the other hand, because UX is now recognized as 
a profession in its own right, with many organizations employing their own 
UX teams or using UX consultants, there is a tendency for business analysts 
and others to believe mistakenly that anything connected with the end users’ 
experience of a product or service should be left to these specialists. And so 
a silo is born.  

 This is the fi rst reason why I changed the title of this chapter – in the hope 
that business analysts would not think it irrelevant and skip over it. Secondly, 
the word ‘design’ itself puts some business analysts in mind of ‘defi ning the 
How rather than the What’ (Jackson, 1995) – a cardinal sin for business 
analysts. This is also a mistake. Thirdly, I want to talk about ‘people’ rather 
than ‘users’, partly because many of the people we need to consider when 
thinking about a situation are not best described as ‘users’. Fourthly, the 
term ‘oriented’ suggests a more open and nuanced approach than ‘centred’. 
Finally, there are some aspects of UCD orthodoxy that are open to challenge.  

 Leadership and change 

 Business analysts show leadership when they step outside the role of scribe 
or ‘requirements manager’ and start to think creatively of how they can best 
help the project, organization or society to fl ourish. This means working in 
partnership with stakeholders, using specialist skills to facilitate the joint 
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Business Analysis and Leadership2

discovery of paths to success. Achieving this requires the analyst to ‘let go’ 
and not hope to control every twist and turn of the process. This takes both 
humility and courage. 

 As a business analyst responsible for change, you are an expert in envi-
sioning alternative future scenarios and their implications. It is no good 
doing this as a private thought experiment, sitting behind your desk. Orga-
nizational change is hard to cope with and hard to introduce. No one has 
put it better than Machiavelli ([1532] 1908):  

 There is nothing more diffi cult to take in hand, more perilous to conduct, or 
more uncertain in its success, than to take the lead in the introduction of a new 
order of things. Because the innovator has for enemies all those who have done 
well under the old conditions, and lukewarm defenders in those who may do 
well under the new.  

 It is vital that you get the right help by engaging with the people affected 
by the change. Otherwise either you will alienate them and fail to get their 
commitment, leading to rejection of the change and the possibility of sabo-
tage, or you will overlook important issues that will undermine your solu-
tion’s effectiveness.  

 To be clear: when I speak of engaging users, I am not talking about 
asking them to review and sign off documents, attend meetings or sit in 
on workshops. I am talking about enlisting them in actively designing and 
testing theories about their work and its context, so that they feel owner-
ship of the results, enabling you to feel confi dent the solution will work 
for them.   

 User-centred design 

 As long ago as 1985, Gould and Lewis wrote a seminal paper setting out 
three principles that should be followed by people attempting to design 

 F IGURE W1.1  Yet more silos   
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‘useful and easy-to-use computer systems’. Firstly, start by making a careful 
fi rst-hand study of the users in their work context and the tasks that they 
carry out, using observation and discussion. Secondly, as early as possible 
in the project, create simulations and prototypes, and use these as vehicles 
for learning more about the users. Thirdly, iterate: design, test, measure and 
redesign, as often as is necessary. 

 These are the principles of UCD. They have stood the test of time, and 
arguably have continued to guide the UX fi eld right up to the present day. 
Of course, as with any set of prescriptive norms, it is important not to be too 
dogmatic about them (Norman, 2005, 2006). 

 User-centred design as a discipline is customarily dated from the book 
 User Centered System Design  (Norman and Draper, 1986), which built on 
Gould and Lewis’s (1985) principles. They diluted the principles’ empirical 
emphasis by adding a strongly reasoning-based and analytical slant. Cogni-
tive science, with its view of the mind as a machine, was an important infl u-
ence on the new fi eld, as exemplifi ed by Norman’s model of the seven stages 
of action (Norman, 1988).    

 Relevance to business analysts 

 The greatest misconception about UX is that it is just about user interface 
design. Unfortunately this view is fostered by the large number of user 
interface designers who call themselves UX designers because it sounds 

 F IGURE W1.2  Taking the lead can be perilous   
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impressive. Certainly, UX techniques can be used in order to optimize the 
design of a user interface, but their application is far wider and deeper than 
that. UCD can help in the understanding and redefi nition of the meaning 
that the participants ascribe to the new work system and to the change 
itself. By getting ‘under the skin’ of the people and interactions involved, 
you stand a chance of effecting genuine and lasting change that is aligned to 
people’s real concerns and working patterns. 

 In the current (second) version of the International Institute of Business 
Analysis (IIBA)’s BABOK® Guide (Brennan, 2009), the introduction lists 
‘usability and user experience design’ as one of the knowledge areas that the 
guide draws on. However, there is very little mention of UX techniques and 
no discussion of the importance of the need to include UX from the very 
outset of a project. I hope that this will be remedied in the next edition. UX 
should be included from the early stages of requirements defi nition. 

 The BABOK® Guide describes prototyping as a way of improving user 
interfaces, but it is vital to understand that, in a people-oriented approach, 
prototyping is much more than that. It is a vehicle for understanding and 
teasing out the worldview of the people who will use the system, and a 
catalyst for experimentation that can yield important insights into how the 
world will look and behave following the introduction of change. 

 Prototyping is not only applicable to technical artefacts such as computer 
systems. You can prototype a service or indeed any kind of proposed state 

 F IGURE W1.3  Norman’s seven stages of action   
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of the world, such as a change in the supply chain or in strategic partner-
ships. The key here is to realize that a prototyping is not the same thing as 
a pilot. When designing a pilot, you are saying ‘We have decided that this is 
the way forward, and now we are going to carry out a limited implementa-
tion in order to iron out any wrinkles.’ Incidentally, this is similar to the way 
in which some software developers approach prototyping. People-oriented 
prototyping is completely different – the mindset is one of open-minded 
experimentation. The purpose of the prototype is to learn more about the 
interactions between people, organizations and systems, now and in the 
future. You are saying ‘We don’t yet know what is the way forward, but we 
would like to know what would happen if we tried this particular approach 
to this particular part of the system’ (see also Chapter 11).   

 Models and modelling 

 The worldview of business analysts is generally a rational one. We like to 
use models. When we produce a cash fl ow model, a business process model, 
a data model or a use case model, we feel that we are doing the core work 
of a business analyst. When we show the model to our customer, we hope 
that the customer will be impressed by the way in which we have got to the 
essence of the situation and exposed its inherent underlying structure. This 
is the meaning of ‘analysis’: we discover structure by identifying the compo-
nent parts of a situation, process or idea. 

 This is a reductionist and positivist mindset. It has an affi nity with com-
puter systems, which are as rational as it is possible to be. When business 
analysts defi ne the requirements for computer systems, they move smoothly 
from an analysis of the business context to an analysis of required function-
ality, often without leaving the confi nes of that worldview where everything 
is seen in terms of machine-like certainty. 

 Models provide a necessary simplifi cation of reality. In our work we like 
to talk in terms of generally applicable ‘entities’, ‘classes’, ‘use cases’ and 
so on. It would be impossible to design solutions without abstractions like 
these. However, when we seek to impose solutions on real people based on 
these abstractions, we sometimes fi nd that the solution does not quite fi t. 

 Consider for example the National Programme for IT (NPfIT) in the UK’s 
National Health Service (NHS). One of the central concepts of this ambi-
tious change programme was the summary care record (SCR), an electronic 
collection of each individual service user’s medical records, which could be 
accessed by any health service professional. In principle, the logic seems 
unassailable. Surely any rational analysis of the data items and data fl ows 
would show that this is the obvious route to effi ciency and effectiveness. 
However, it turned out that in practice the take-up of SCRs was extremely 
poor. The reason was that front-line staff and general practitioners sim-
ply did not want to use them: ‘Inbuilt in the SCR were assumptions about 
individual behaviour and the culture and work practices of NHS organi-
sations… mismatches between these inscribed assumptions and the reality 
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of clinical work explained much of the non-adoption, partial adoption, 
and abandonment of these technologies at the level of the individual user’ 
(Greenhalgh  et al , 2010). 

 People-oriented approaches provide an antidote to the excessively rar-
efi ed world of analytical models. They give us a reality check by showing 
how our neatly defi ned ideas may come up short when translated into the 
real world of people doing work. In essence, analytical approaches start 
from generalities, but people-oriented approaches work with specifi cs. Both 
of these perspectives are necessary. It is impossible to design a system purely 
on the basis of specifi c users and scenarios, because there is no reason why a 
system that works for one person will work for another unless some gener-
ally applicable principles have been defi ned; but there is always a risk that 
the generally defi ned principles are incomplete or incorrect, in which case 
the system may not work for anyone at all. 

 F IGURE W1.4  Alexander’s onion model   
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 This is why I believe that the cognitive science strand in UCD is not 
always helpful. It distracts from empirical observation of people in their 
work context, and leads back towards analytical modes of thought. Addi-
tionally, UX practitioners themselves are starting to realize that the mecha-
nistic metaphors of human thinking and action used since the 1980s are 
inadequate oversimplifi cations. The feedback loop described in the seven 
stages of action model is at far too high a level. People act from a variety 
of motives simultaneously and adjust their actions on an ongoing basis. 
Indeed, it has been argued that people often derive their preferences from 
their actions, rather than the other way round (March, 1978). The only 
effective way of handling this complexity is empirical observation.   

 People 

 It is now widely recognized that stakeholder analysis should be done early in 
projects. People who need to be taken into account include not only the dif-
ferent classes of end user, but all those who may be affected in any way by the 
project or who may infl uence its development or effectiveness. Ian Alexander’s 
(2005) ‘onion model’ is an excellent tool for visualizing stakeholders.  

 It is interesting to see how the onion model is formed of concentric spheres 
with ‘the kit’ in the middle. For another way of thinking about stakeholders, 

 F IGURE W1.5  The organization as the centre of a solar system   
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consider Shoshana Zuboff’s critical model of a traditional 20th-century 
organization as a solar system, with the organization as the centre and the 
consumer as the outermost planet (Zuboff and Maxmin, 2004).  

 What would a customer-centred model look like? What model is most 
appropriate for your project? Are concentric spheres or orbits the most rel-
evant metaphors, or should you think in terms of a network? 

 If you are designing a change that is primarily intended to change the 
details of an organization’s relationship or interaction with one particular 
class of stakeholder, it is easy to forget to take into account the effects on the 
other stakeholders. This can derail your project. 

 There are other people who do not normally appear in a list of a project’s 
stakeholders, but who may need to be considered. Increasingly, technical 
solutions are created by connecting together existing software components 
and/or databases. This tendency towards ‘componentization’ is speeding up, 
and is now even extending to cover business rules and logic. A software sys-
tem may be created almost entirely out of pre-built components. But these 
components are not neutral objects. Each of them was at some stage created 
by people – people with their own cultural, social and cognitive attributes. 
These attributes are ‘baked in’ to the databases and software that result. If a 
new system is created by joining together such components, surely it is the 
analyst’s job to consider whether the attributes will make a coherent whole. 
The NPfIT problems mentioned earlier can be seen in the light of a failure 
of this sort.   

 Reduction of project risk 

 The viability of a change initiative is subject to political infl uences. Orga-
nizational politics are likely to pose the greatest risk, yet these issues are 
traditionally seen as not discussable. There is now a gradual move towards 
explicitly modelling these factors, and this can be seen as part of a people-
oriented approach. 

 The days are long gone when organizations could afford the luxury of 
having analysts dream up systems that would turn out to be ineffective only 
once put into practice. A number of techniques that seek to minimize the 
risk of this happening are becoming prominent. One example is the agile 
project approach (Gilb and Finzi, 1988). This is a way of ensuring that a 
project delivers business value as early as possible, and continues to do so 
for as long as appropriate, but no longer. Another is lean start-up (Ries, 
2011), which aims to help organizations determine and adjust their product 
or service offering on the basis of empirical customer feedback. Just like 
UCD, these techniques are based on reducing uncertainty through iteration 
and measurement. 

 Ultimately, this is the point of people-oriented approaches: to improve the 
prospect for sustainable change by reducing risk. A combination of business 
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analysis, stakeholder management and user-centred design maximizes the 
likelihood that projects will deliver genuine value in a usable way.   
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