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COMMENTARY ON THE INTELLECTUAL STRUCTURES OF INFORMATION SYSTEMS DEVELOPMENT BY HIRSCHHEIM, KLEIN AND LYYTINEN Lucas D. Introna London School of Economics and Political Science



INTRODUCTION How might one begin to comment on a paper of this scope and ambition? Allow me, firstly, to start this commentary by expressing my gratitude for the opportunity to comment on such a seminal work. This paper is seminal not necessarily in terms of its content as such but, more importantly, in terms of its form. It is in the bold and obviously risky step of proposing an intellectual framework for a severely fragmented discipline such as Information Systems that, in my view, the real contribution is to be found. It requires theoretical and intellectual giants with a vast understanding of the whole corpus of literature, such as is true of the authors, to undertake this clearly ambitious project. And they did it with obvious distinction. It is my hope that this paper, although seminal, would merely be the opening statement in a discourse about the intellectual structures (or the lack thereof) of our discipline. This is a discourse long overdue. Notwithstanding this, as a first statement one could not have hoped for any better than such an elaborate and eloquent piece of work as presented here. Given the nature of the work there are so many aspects one can select to comment on. The decision on where to focus has been a challenge in itself. After considerable reflection I have decided to focus my comments on two more fundamental meta-aspects of the paper in the following manner. • Firstly, I will comment on the notion of an intellectual framework as presented here by the authors. Is this type of project feasible? What is its potential benefit and its drawbacks? • Secondly, I will focus on the foundation of their proposed intellectual framework, namely, the social action theory of Jtirgen Habermas. Specifically his theory of communicative action (as used by the authors). Clearly, the potential impact of a paper of this fundamental kind necessitates careful consideration and reflection. Hopefully the discussion of these two, more strategic, aspects would assist in a more comprehensive understanding of what it is, or not, that Hirschheim, Klein and Lyytinen (henceforth the HKL framework) are offering here in their exploration of, and proposal for, an intellectual framework for ISD. 87
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ON FRAMEWORKS What is a framework? The authors define their notion of a framework with the following statements: A framework.., provides categories for interpreting and relating . . . [it] is like a road m a p . . . What is the purpose of these categories for interpreting and relating, for the road map? They argue that such a road map can structure our understanding of ISD by: • pointing out what the core areas of ISD are; and • to suggest underdeveloped research areas, which might then point the direction of future research efforts. This type of framework is not uncommon, as they rightly point out, in accounting, organizational theory, marketing, etc. Frameworks have in the past served as platforms for creative leaps in many disciplines. One obvious example is the periodic table of elements devised by the Russian chemist Mendeleyev in 1868. Mendeleyev was apparently struck by the lack of systematization of the facts in inorganic chemistry. He studied the properties of elements and the "patterns" or "periodic" relationships between them. Based on these relational properties he constructed the now famous periodic table of elements. He and the generations of chemists that followed used the periodic table to predict the existence of other elements yet to be discovered. As time proceeded all elements suggested by the table were discovered or created using the properties suggested by the framework acting as a type of road map. Even today the periodic table is at the core of every course or research effort in inorganic chemistry. There seems to be an obvious similarity between the periodic table framework of Mendeleyev and what the authors are proposing here. Could this HKL framework have the liberating effect (from confusion to order) on ISD theory and research as the periodic table had on inorganic chemistry? Although the authors do not discuss or argue this explicitly there are various statements in the paper that do seem to suggest that this is what they are hoping for. This is evident, for example, in their definition of a framework as a road map or in the "predictive" use of the framework to "suggest underdeveloped research areas which might then point the direction of future research efforts..." There can be, in no way whatsoever, any objections to such hopes. If the HKL framework can do for ISD theory what the periodic table did for inorganic chemistry, they would have achieved what many frustrated information systems researchers have been hoping for for some time now. Such a framework would put the discipline on a concrete road to real and significant growth. Now, I for one wish it was possible to say that the HKL framework could and would achieve this systematization and librational effect for the discipline. I am, however, concerned that it may in fact achieve just the opposite. Given this possibility and the seminal nature of the paper I think it important to argue this issue before dealing with the framework as such. The fundamental reason for the doubt is to be found in the ontological difference between the category of realities represented by the two frameworks. In the periodic table we are dealing with an a priori empirical reality that, to the best of our current understanding, exists relatively independent of us, is not constituted by us, or contingent on us, but are constituted and contingent on a set of a priori laws of nature that came into existence in and through the moment
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(or act) of creation. On the other hand, social reality (which the HKL framework deals with) is a socially constructed and emerging reality. As Giddens (1984, p. 25) explains: The constitution of agents and structures [social reality] are not two independently given sets of phenomena, a dualism, but represent a duality. According to the notion of the duality of structure, the structural properties of social systems are both medium and outcome of the practices they recursively organize [emphasis is mine[. The dialectical interplay between structure and action constitutes and reconstitutes the social world. By presenting us with this framework the authors are not representing something that is. They are putting forth a structure that, if accepted, would lead to action that would recursively confirm itself. Thus, their framework is not in some way a "mirror" of reality. They are, in fact, proposing a reality. If this is true, and I am sure they would agree with this view of social reality, then there are two important issues that need to be addressed. Firstly, if based on a socially constructured reality, the most relevant questions about the paper is not epistemological or ontological but ethical or normative. To make this point more clear one can refer to a recent paper by Schwarz (1994). Schwarz argues that all human endeavour can be viewed on three planes as depicted in Figure 1 below. In this case the authors elaborate the praxis and the logos of the framework, but neglects to make the gnosis explicit. Why should we, or ought we, accept this proposed reality? What are the norms, values, belief or myths that the framework is based on? What is it that they take to be true, and subsequently want us to accept as true? Why should we accept these truths? If the gnosis is not made explicit then the acceptance of the framework would make us (as the IS
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Fig. 1. Representation of the three levels of preoccupations of human beings: (i) action (material); (ii) intellection (mental); (iii) belief (existential).
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community) unknowing co-creators of a reality that may emerge in ways many of the stakeholders may not agree with. For example, the strong humanistic or neo-humanistic bias of the framework is not made explicit. Although I may agree with this bias, is it de facto existentially acceptable to all ISD stakeholders? I will return to this issue again in the next section. Secondly, due to the high level of abstraction and the scope of empirical fact ordered by this intellectual framework construct, there is a serious risk that it may find immediate and uncritical legitimacy in the IS community. The larger IS community, not sensitive to the gnosis, and the repeated acknowledgement of the authors of the limitations of the framework may dismember it from its context and apply it in an instrumental manner. If applied instrumentally (in a period table manner) it would trap and not liberate. Now, one can argue that it is possible to prevent this, but there are sufficient reasons to believe this not to be true. Firstly, on a theoretical level Habermas (1979, 1984, 1987), who is at the basis of the framework itself, argues that strategic action (and its associated instrumental reason) is the predominant type of action in modern society. In fact, communicative action is only found in islands of lifeworlds far removed from the strategically rationalized structures of domination where most ISD research and practice happens. Secondly, on the empirical level, the well known Gory and Scott Morton (1971) framework, mentioned by the authors, are an example of this instrumental or "period table" use of a framework. The IS community, in general, accepted this proposed reality without critically questioning and arguing its base truths, beliefs and assumptions. For example, its bias towards the individual decision maker and the hierarchical organizational design. The framework (and those who instrumentally applied it) did not, and were not able to, anticipate the emergence of the non-hierarchical network type of organization, and collaborative type work structures prevalent today. As a result of this "period table" type interpretation, the IS community was not, in any significant way, theoretically advanced to cope with the emergence of these new organization phenomenon. It was only post facto that the seemingly obvious limitations of the framework became apparent. In spite of this the framework is still, in many cases uncritically and instrumentally, the basis of most IS student textbooks used in universities throughout the world. In conclusion there is no doubt in my mind about the fact that we need frameworks as part of the intellectual discourse in our discipline. We must, however, understand the inherent danger of creating a reality that may merely be absorbed by instrumental reason in the quest for publications, research results, textbooks, marketable development methodologies, etc. From this instrumental process may emerge phenomena (ideas, methods, artifacts, etc.) that may distort and twist the framework (and the ethos behind it) in ways the authors never even anticipated; and in doing so may trap and not liberate.



ON HABERMAS In this second section I will turn my focus to the social action theory of Habermas that forms the basis of the HKL framework. It is my contention that Habermas' theory is not an adequate basis for the construction of an intellectual structure for ISD. I will argue this by firstly presenting a brief outline of Habermas' theory. This outline will hopefully also add to a more comprehensive understanding of the HKL framework presented. I will then critique it using the power concept of Michel Foucault. Lastly, I will conclude the section by arguing that one cannot, in the final analysis, escape strategic action (again using Foucault and Heidegger). If this proposition seems workable then the Habermas based framework may be utopian and one-sided and thus inappropriate as is.
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The theory of communicative action To give a "brief" summary of Habermas is impossible. I will, however, try to highlight some aspects of his theory pertinent to our discussion, acknowledging the obvious risk of oversimplifying and misrepresenting the richness, subtlety and complexity of his theory. For Habermas the only legitimate and authentic basis of social evolution and integration is communicatively rational action; action between actors attempting to reach understanding or rational consensus. Communication, according to Habermas, is inherently or primordially oriented toward mutual understanding. When actors speak or rather utter statements in their everyday interaction, they do not merely structure linguistically correct sentences that "point" or refer to the world in an unambiguous way, they perform speech acts (Austin, 1962). In performing a speech act, Habermas argues, the speaker always relates to three different worlds namely, the objective world, the social world and the subjective world. In the speech act they raise universal validity claims (about the three worlds) and proffer that these can be vindicated or redeemed (Habermas, 1979, p. 2). Insofar as the actor desires to participate in the process of reaching mutual understanding (rational consensus), the actor cannot but relate to these three worlds and raise (and be able to redeem) the following validity claims: • The actor claims to be uttering something understandably (the comprehensability claim). • The actor claims to give the hearer something to understand (the propositional or truth claim--about the objective world). • The actor claims to make himself understandable (the truthfulness or sincerity c l a i m - about the subjective world). • The actor claims to come to understanding with another person (the normative validity claim--about the social world). Let us look at an example of these validity claims in a typical IS analysis and design situation. Let us assume that we have a manager being interviewed by a systems analyst. The analyst makes the following utterance (or performs the following speech act): "Give me a detailed description of your typical daily activities and decisions". What validity claims does the analyst raise? Firstly, the analyst claims that the manager can fully comprehend what the analyst is requesting. Secondly, the analyst makes that propositional claim that the manager does in fact perform certain activities and decisions on a daily basis and that it is possible to list or describe them. Thirdly, the analyst claims that it is a sincere request on the analyst's behalf to understand the managers job and not some covert attempt to gain information for other selfish purposes. And, finally, the analyst claims that it is socially acceptable and normatively right for a person in the position of the analyst to make such requests to a manager under these prevailing conditions (of analysis). Such a communicative or speech act is claimed to be valid if these validity claims, if challenged, can be vindicated. Communicative rationality is achieved if the validity claims of comprehensibility, truth, truthfulness and rightness is recognized, vindicated and agreed upon (implicitly or explicitly) by the participants. An agreement based on vindicated claims is what Habermas refers to as understanding. We understand a speech act when we know what makes it acceptable. Understanding is, for Habermas, the inherent telos of human speech (Habermas, 1984, p. 287). The notion of communicative competence, so central to Habermas' theory, refers to this ability to reach this agreement or understanding by raising and vindicating validity claims. Normally actors start off with a background consensus pertaining to those interpretations taken for granted among the participants. As soon as this consensus is shaken, vis ~ vis the
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presupposition that certain validity claims are in fact satisfied, or could be vindicated, the actors must attempt to achieve a new definition of the situation which all participants can share. If their attempt fails, communicative action cannot be. They are then confronted with the alternatives of switching to strategic action, breaking off communication, or recommencing action oriented to reaching understanding at a different level, the level of argumentative speech (Habermas, 1979, p. 4). Argumentation is speech that "thematizes" contested validity claims, explicitly supporting or criticizing them. The communicative basis of argumentative speech is sustained through the ideal speech situation. The ideal speech situation demands (or rather presupposes) that all participants would have, or be in, an equal position to: • • • •



raise issues by asking questions; give and refuse orders, to permit or prohibit; call into question the truth, correctness, appropriateness or sincerity of what is said; and express their attitudes, feelings, concerns and doubts.



The ideal speech situation is not merely a regulative principle but an unavoidable supposition, a transcendental condition and, the anticipated normative foundation of agreement in discourse (McCarthy, 1978, p. 310). If the conditions of the ideal speech situation are met then the "force of the better argument" will establish the new definition (set of validity claims agreed upon) for the given situation. Where communicative action has the telos of understanding, strategic action (based on instrumental reason) is concerned with effect. In strategic speech, act or utterances are made to produce an effect in the hearer. Strategic action is success-oriented, while communicative action is consensus-oriented. The basis of validity (the validity claim) of instrumental and strategic action is efficiency and effectiveness. The "discourse" that thematizes it is empirical. Strategic action treats others as objects to be manipulated rather than as participants in rational discourse. Because strategic action implies competition and often conflict, it cannot be termed communicative in any way. How then do individuals (if at all) achieve their goal in communicative action? They "pursue their individual goals under the condition that they can harmonize their plans of action on the basis of common situation definitions" (Habermas, 1984, p. 288). Habermas argues that the rationalization of society critiqued by the Frankfurt School, specifically Weber, is instrumental reason and its associated instrumental and strategic action. He argues that they neglected to conceive the dimension of communicative reason. Weber, he suggests, operated with an intentionalist rather than a linguistic conception of action (p. 280). Thus, their critique against modernity and its rational foundation is really a critique of a onesided application of reason, which fails to depart from the consciousness or intentional base of action. If strategic and communicative action are simultaneously present in society, and its institutions, how do they relate? Strategic action gives rise to systems whereas communicative action gives rise to lifeworlds. Systems are instrumentally rationalized and differentiated wholes and lifeworlds are communicatively rationalized and differentiated wholes. The contrast between system and lifeworld can be shown as in Table 1. According to Habermas the problem of modern society is the contradiction "between on the one hand, a rationalization of everyday communication that is tied to the structures of intersubjectivity of the lifeworlds, in which language counts as the genuine and irreplaceable medium of reaching an understanding, and, on the other hand, the growing complexity of subsystems of purposive-rational action, in which actions are co-ordinated through steering media such as money and power" (p. 342). This leads to a "colonization of the lifeworld" by
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1. 2. 3. 4. 5.



Telos Reason Action Effect on participant Part of speech act



6. Intention of act



8. Societal effect



System



Lifeworld



Success Instrumental Strategic Domination Intention Prelocutionary Influence upon another Efficiency Effectiveness



Consensus Communicative Communicative Emancipation Meaning Illocutionary Understanding with other Truth (objective world) Rightness (social world) Truthfulness (subjective world) Social integration (bonding)



Functional integration



modern society's rationalized systems that "over-rides the claim to reason ingrained in communicative sociation" (p. 399). As new systems emerge they become increasingly detached from the social structures through which social interaction takes place. The lifeworld gets cut down more and more to one subsystem amongst others. In conclusion the following important point must be raised. For Habermas, communicative action is the inherent and primordial type of action. Strategic action parasites on it. Further, the distinction between them is not analytic, he writes: "I am assuming that concrete actions can be classified from these points of view. I do not want to use the terms 'strategic' and 'communicative' only to designate two analytic aspects under which the same action could be described" (p. 286; my emphasis). Thus, strategic and communicative cannot denote two perspective, approaches or orientations of a single act. The intent of an act is either strategic or communicative, granted that strategic actions always use communicative acts (as a host) to distorted or manipulated by factoring in intentions and goals not implied by the implicit validity claims of the communicative speech act. I will now turn to Foucault and his concept of power to create a counter position that can be used to interpret Habermas (and finally the HKL framework).



Foucault, power and communicative action



Clearly one can, and should, have a lot of sympathy for the position of Habermas. This is also true for me as is clear in my paper "Being, technology and progress" (Introna, 1994). However, one cannot ignore the devastating critique by Michel Foucault of the enlightenment categories of self, freedom, knowledge, truth, etc. that is such an inherent part of the Habermasian discourse. The obvious neglect in the theory of Habermas is his limited analysis and underdeveloped notion of power. Habermas' critique of Weber was that he used a one-sided conception of reason, which fails to depart from the consciousness or intentional base of action. This is exactly what Habermas does with his notion of power. He works with the typical one-sided repressive or juridical notion of power. This conception of power can be summarized as follows: • power is possessed (for instance, by individuals in the state of nature, by a class, by the people);
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L.D. INTRONA • power flows from a centralized source from the top to the bottom (for instance, law, the economy, the state); and • power is primarily repressive in its exercise (a prohibition backed by sanctions).



Habermas argues that power (through strategic and instrumental action) intentionally distorts communication and represses rational discourse (McCarthy, 1978, p. 86). Foucault argues that this repressive notion of power (akin to Marxist, Freudian and liberal views) is very limited and of little use in understanding much of what constitutes the everyday "how" of power in modern society. In fact, it functions only to "mask" the material nature of disciplinary power that emerges through the meticulous rituals of power in everyday institutional life. What is power then for Foucault? Power is "a relation between forces, or rather every relation between forces is a power relation" (Deluze, 1986, p. 70). Power does not have an independent objective being. In the network (grid) of forces power emerges. Its "condition of possibility... is the moving substrate of force relations which, by virtue of their inequality, constantly engender states of power" (Foucault, 1980, p. 93). Power relations do not possess any essential telos. Although the individual acts are intentional, power as such is nonsubjective and ateleological. Thus, they are "simultaneously local, unstable and diffuse, do not emanate from a central point or unique locus of sovereignty, but at each moment move 'from one point to another' in a field of forces, making inflections, resistances, twists and turns, when one changes direction, or retraces one's steps, this is why they are not 'localized' at any given moment" (Deluze, 1986, p. 73). These dynamic or mobile locuses of power that emerge are not some sort of transcendent identity, they are both medium and outcome of force relations. There is no primordial a priori identity, only practices and operating mechanisms. Thus, "there is no State, only state control, and the same holds for all other cases". The dynamics of power must be understood and be analysed as a chain that transverses and circulates in such a manner that it cannot be localized. Power "is employed and exercised through a net-like organization. And not only do individuals circulate between its threads; they are always in the position of simultaneously undergoing and exercising p o w e r . . . In other words, individuals are the vehicles of power, not its points of application" (Foucault, 1977, p. 97). Foucault argues for the following propositions or thesis' power (Deluze, 1986; Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1983; Foucault, 1980). • Power is not something that is "acquired, seized, or shared. It is not a commodity, a position, a prize, or a plot", it is the operation of nonegalitarian and mobile relations of force. It manifests in the materiality of everyday at the level of the micro-practices, "the political technologies in which our practices are formed". It cannot be localized as it is simultaneously local, unstable and diffuse and does not emanate from a central point or identity. • Power relations are not superstructural; in a position of exteriority with respect to other relationships (economic, knowledge, sexual relationships or communicative relationships) but are immanent in the latter. It is through these other relationships that power becomes material. It is "bundles" of these relationships that constitute individuals, intitutions and societies. Thus, these communicative, sexual and economic relationships are simultaneously conditions for, and outcomes of power. • Power is not essentially repressive. It plays a directly productive role; it comes from below; it is multidirectional, operating from the top down and also from the bottom up. "It passes through the hands of the mastered no less than through the hands of the masters". At every level of society every individual and institution is both medium (vehicle) and outcome of the force relations. "What makes power hold good, what makes it accepted, is simply the fact that it doesn't only weight on us as a force that says no, but that it traverses
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and produces things, it induces pleasure, forms of knowledge, produces discource" (Foucault, 1977, p. 119). • Power relations are intentional and nonsubjective. Every force is exercised with a series of aims and objectives. The "logic is clear, the aims decipherable, and yet it is often the case that no one is there to have invented them". The local tactics may link together and combine into overall strategies that create the illusion of "grand design" but are in fact outcomes of very local contingent decisions or acts. • Resistance is integral to power. Actions on the actions of "the other", acts and counter-acts. The "existence of power relationships depends on a multiplicity of points of resistance which are present everywhere in the power network. Resistances are the odd term in relations of power; they are inscribed in the latteranda irreducible opposite" (Philp, 1983, p. 35). As with power, resistance does not have a single source or identity from which it emanates, or a set of unified principles that drive it. It is local, dispersed and diffused. Only on occasion may it flow together in some seemingly unified spontaneous revolt. Habermas not only works with a repressive hypothesis notion of power he also works with the notion of an autonomous rational subject that is able to "know" or discover itself (its own feelings, beliefs, etc.) and that is "free" (unrestricted) to select positions and actions. However, for Foucault the subject, the individual is not "some sort of elementary nucleus, a primitive atom, a multiple and inert material on which power comes to fasten or against which it happens to strike, and in so doing subdues or crushes individuals. In fact, it [the subject] is already one of the prime effects of power that certain bodies, certain gestures, certain discourses, certain desires, come to be identified and constituted as individuals... The individual that power has constituted is at the same time its vehicle" (Foucault, 1980, p. 93). The notion of the subject as "free agent", as autonomous and sovereign subject must be abandoned as the subject is "already one of the prime effects of power". In the theory of Habermas truth (of the objective, social and subjective world) will only emerge where power (strategic and instrumental action) is suspended. However, Foucault argues that knowledge "cannot exist except through relations of power, and power makes possible and produces 'regimes of truth'. Power structures a domain of knowledge at the same time that inquiry isolates areas as objects of knowledge, making them targets for the deployment of strategies of power" (Hiley, 1984, p. 200). Thus, we should "admit r a t h e r . . , that there is no power relation without the correlative constitution of a field of knowledge, nor any knowledge that does not presuppose and constitute at the same time power relations". Thus, Foucault draws the conclusion that "if power insinuates itself into the very discipline constitutive of rational selfidentity, then it is impossible to know rationally one's true humanity independent of power's distorting effects" (Ingram, 1994, p. 221). Clearly, for Foucault all action is already strategic action since the subject to be emancipated from the distorting effects of power, through communicative action, is already the outcome of power. Power (strategic and instrumental reason) is always "already there". Does this mean that instrumental reason is always inevitable? It seems so. This is also argued by Heidegger (1978) in his essay "On the question of technology". For Heidegger technology (instrumental action) is a mode of aletheia (revealing). It is a particular way of revealing. It is a commanding-forth that commands, sets-up (stellen) beings as objects of manipulation. All beings are mere "means", chains of means commanded-forth toward a material and artificial end--the glorification of man as controller--as sole commander and constituter of Being. The irony of this is that man, in this commanding-forth, to becomes a mere input, a resource, on stand-by. He to becomes a link in the chain that is commanded-forth as a "means" (this is clearly demonstrated by the use of the term "human resources" in contemporary management theory).
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This revealing, that is standing-reserve to be commanded-forth, is for Heidegger the essence of technology (instrumental action), it is Ge-stell (the enframing, the setting-up): Enframing means the gathering together of that setting-upon that sets upon man, i.e. challenges him forth to reveal the real, in the mode of ordering, as standing-reserve. (Heidegger, 1978, p. 305) For Heidegger Ge-stell is an epoch of Being. It is part of the unfolding history of Being. It is part of man's thrown-ness. The essence of technology emanates from the withdrawal of Being. The progressive concealment (l~the) of Being. What can man do, according to Heidegger? Ultimately man "can hope, wait, foster the saving power in little things, and collectively ponder" (Lovitt, 1973, pp. 44-59). Or as Dreyfus puts it: "He [Heidegger] holds open the possibility that there still exists in our micro-practices an undercurrent of a pretechnological understanding of the meaning of B e i n g . . . " (Dreyfus, 1980, p. 22). It seems clear from the above that both Foucault and Heidegger concludes that strategic action (diffused and self-reverential power) and instrumental reason (Ge-stell) are inevitable. Where does this leave us and how should this influence our interpretation of the HKL framework? Both Foucault and Heidegger left open the possibility of local resistance. This possibility for local resistance is, in my view, the clearing from which the lifeworld of Habermas can emerge. This may imply that lifeworld will always be merely islands of possibilities for authentic communication and relevation in a sea of strategic action. Communicative action and strategic action are two sides of a coin. They dialectically define and sustain each other. The plotting of ISD research by the authors clearly indicated the de facto prominence of strategic action (as Foucault would have predicted). However, we can offer local resistance by opting for Habermas' communicative action and rational discourse in spite of the space of strategic action that encircle us. Locally it is possible to create a flat surface on a globally round object (as is the case with the earth). In a similar manner, it seems, one can opt for communicative action in a global system of strategic or instrumental action. We can be simultaneously inside and outside of power if we view society as topological space, rather than an Euclidian space. Where does this leave us with regard to the HKL framework? Since communicative action may, if Foucault and Heidegger are right, only be a local reality or phenomenon a whole set of questions could be raised. I would mention but a few: • Is the use of Habermas' action types for an intellectual framework (and the inherent value judgement associated with them) useful when communicative action can, it seems, only be a local phenomenon? Maybe it can act as a sort of a manifesto? • Does the HKL framework as currently constituted make sufficient provision for a less value ladened, and two-sided notion of power as presented by Foucault? • Does the use of Habermas (and the implicit value choice for communicative action and against strategic action) not bring along a whole set of values that may be difficult for all stakeholders to accept? Values such as its commitment to humanism, democracy, ideal discourse, and the repressive power concept. There is no doubt that the theory of communicative action of Habermas would be a good option as a value system for ISD theory, research and praxis, but it seems utopian and one-sided to propose it as the fundamental categories of an intellectual framework for ISD in the manner presented here. Such a proposal, as presented here, may lead ISD into an ivory tower that may alienate those that it may wish to assist; the embattled IS developer, manager, operator, and user who, in the "throwness" of everyday corporate life, are the medium and outcome of Ge-stell and systems irrespective of their choices.
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