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Abstract 
Practitioners design artifacts of different kinds. 

Researchers and practitioners both create methods for 
designing such artifacts. The question arises whether 
those methods are actually valid and useful. In this 
conceptual paper, we argue that there is a need for 
“method corroboration”—the deliberate and 
reflected use and possible validation of a design 
method. We present a literature review of method 
corroboration in the IS and more specifically in the 
DSR literature. The findings are summarized as a 
conceptual model outlining eight strategies of method 
use, which are then condensed into a 2-by-2 
framework of method corroboration. The results of 
this paper present insight into the current state of 
method corroboration in the DSR field and provide 
guidance for working with design methods in research 
and practice. 
 
Keywords: design science research, design methods, 
method evaluation, method validation, research rigor. 

Introduction  

A design method is defined as a descriptive or 
prescriptive procedure on how to create new artifacts 
(Cross, 2021). It provides “procedures, techniques, 
aids, or tools for designing“ (J. C. Jones, 1992, p. 290). 
In that sense, the term “design method” encompasses 
both, abstract principles or step-by-step instructions 
and concrete tools for how to design something.  

Design research unites a wealth of disciplines, 
which requires a suitable approach to bring structure 
to the questions and applications, and the possibility of 
reducing the complexity of the field to such an extent 
that events, constructs, and applications become 
meaningfully manageable. This is the task of design 
methodology. A design method is thus a structured 
procedure of complexity reduction of findings, events, 
constructs, and applications from a variety of 
perspectives and research fields (Badke-Schaub & 
Voute, 2018). 

However, there are several problems related to 
design methods: (1) According to Cross (1993), design 
methodology suffers from a lack of confidence by 
design practitioners, and it has little (acknowledged) 
practical application. At the same time, (2) the actual 
impact and effectiveness of a method is often not well 
understood. If we look, for example, at brainstorming 
(Osborn, 1953), a very popular design method for 
developing ideas in groups, research has recently 
shown that it actually produces “fewer and poorer 
quality ideas than the same number of individuals 
working alone” (Furnham, 2000). This example 
illustrates the need for a thorough understanding or 
even validation of a method. We argue that it is crucial 
to know if and when a method works and when it does 
not. Still, many design methods are used in blind trust. 
As stressed by Badke-Schaub and Voute (2018) the 
actual scientific rigor of design methods is often 
doubtful, since there is usually little to none evidence 
about their actual impact and usefulness. Finally, (3) 
many new design methods are being developed from 
scratch. Often, these appear to be rather arbitrary. For 
example, Roberts (2016) presents a list of more than 
100 innovation canvases. However, most of them did 
not describe their development process, nor were they 
empirically evaluated or theoretically understood 
(Thoring et al., 2019).  

We address the three problems outlined above 
within the Information Systems (IS) discipline for the 
following reasons: The IS discipline, and specifically 
the design science research (DSR) field is concerned 
with the design of artifacts, where artifacts are mostly 
considered as socio-technical IT artifacts (Hevner et 
al., 2004). Hence, here the need for and use of design 
methods is well-established. Furthermore, Hevner et 
al. (2004, p. 77; emphasis added) define IT artifacts 
“as constructs (vocabulary and symbols), models 
(abstractions and representations), methods 
(algorithms and practices), and instantiations 
(implemented and prototype systems)”.  

Walls et al. (1992) differentiate between 
prescriptive and descriptive theories. Prescriptive 
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theories resemble methods in so far that both are 
concerned with the questions of an intervention that 
changes the initial state into a preferred state.  Davison 
et al. (2021) mention  instrumental theories that try to 
solve a problem or develop an organization.  

We argue that design methods could offer a 
process for designing (1) technological resources or 
(2) any kinds of resources. Hevner et. al (2004, p. 100) 
limit design science to activities “with respect to 
technology, engaging in the creation of technological 
artifacts [...]”. Technological resources behave more 
predictable than people. Procedural and structural 
constraints might place limits to their choices but they 
“always have the possibility to do otherwise” (M. R. 
Jones & Karsten, 2008, p. 137) and are therefore 
challenging as a part of a prescriptive method.  

IS is not only concerned with the design of new 
artifacts (and the related involvement of design 
methods), but also with the development of new 
methods. Consequently, we identify two levels of 
interest within this context: What are the methods for 
designing IT artifacts? And how can we design a new 
IS method itself? We argue that for both, we need a 
thorough understanding of a method’s effectiveness 
and working mechanisms. We argue that there is a 
need for what we call “method corroboration” – that 
is, the deliberate and reflected use, development, and 
possible validation of design methods, possibly 
increasing their theoretical understanding and/or 
empirical validation.  

While the DSR discipline provides several 
rigorous guidelines, frameworks, and step-by-step 
instructions for artifact development on an abstract 
scientific level, e.g., (Gregor & Jones, 2007; Peffers et 
al., 2007; Venable et al., 2016), there is less research 
on concrete, practical design methods and tools that 
would help researchers and practitioners to actually 
better design an IT artifact. Moreover, we can find 
several sources dealing with the construction of DSR 
research methods (Möller et al., 2020; Venable & 
Baskerville, 2012) but not many sources presenting 
research on how to validate or develop DSR design 
methods. Consequently, the goal of this conceptual 
paper is guided by the following research questions: 

 
RQ1: What is the state of design method corroboration 
according to the IS literature? 

 

RQ2: How could the corroboration of design methods 
be increased? 

 
The term “corroboration” is used throughout this paper 
as an indicator for a robust and valid design method.  

The remainder of this conceptual paper is 
structured as follows: First, we provide a systematic 
literature review on method corroboration within the 

Basket of Eight of top IS journals. Based on the 
findings, we derive (1) a conceptual model outlining 
the possible approach of design method usage, and (2) 
a structured 2-by-2 framework that defines different 
degrees of method corroboration. We conclude with a 
critical discussion and provide an outlook to future 
work.  

2. Literature review of design methods in 
Information Systems  

In order to understand if there are different levels 
of method corroboration and how these are applied in 
the Information Systems discipline, we take a look into 
the Information Systems DSR literature.  

We created a sample of Information Systems 
papers based on the Senior’s Scholars Basket of Eight 
IS journal list. We limited the papers to the last 10 
years from 2012 to 2022. We applied the IS Ontology 
(Mueller et al., 2022) and only looked at DSR papers 
that mentioned design methods or one of its synonyms 
(as defined in the IS Ontology). The following 
synonyms for “design method” were used in the full 
text search (including the plural version): design 
methodology, design process, DSR process, design 
science process, DSR process model, design science 
research process, design science research process 
model, and framework for evaluation in design 
science. 

This procedure created a list of 53 candidate DSR 
papers. We looked at each candidate paper manually 
and excluded (1) editorial papers, (2) papers that only 
discussed research methods, and (3) papers that only 
presented design artifacts but not the methods for 
designing these artifacts. This reduced the list of 
papers to 13. Each paper was analysed, and types of 
method usages were noted in an Excel sheet. These 
codes were collected, clustered, and combined by two 
authors until no new concepts emerged. Table 1 shows 
an excerpt of our coding database, in which selected 
phrases from the analysed papers are presented to 
illustrate the allocation to the respective categories.  

 
Table 1: Selected key phrases used to allocate the 

method usage category 
Paper Selected relevant key phrases Allocated 

category 
(Thummadi 
& Lyytinen, 
2020) 

We collected process data from 
six software projects with the 
goal of understanding the extent 
to which development routines 
differed in terms of the two 
design methods. 

Observe 

(Payton, 
2016) 

[…] followed by design lessons 
as offered by the 
MyHealthImpactNetwork.org 
user experience. 

Reflect 
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Paper Selected relevant key phrases Allocated 
category 

(Zhang et al., 
2021) 

[…] two coders […] conducted 
comparative analysis to identify 
key characteristics of the design 
practices […] by detailing how 
each process unfolded […]. 

Describe 

(Pee et al., 
2021) 

The system was […] used to 
estimate and simulate […] with 
high accuracy.  

Evaluate 

(Barrett & 
Holeman, 
2017) 

[…] we draw on the notions of 
material ‘back-talk’ […] and 
concomitant practice breakdown 
[…] 

Understand 

(Pee et al., 
2021) 

The guidelines are illustrated 
with a design science research 
project 

Copy/Apply 

(Thummadi 
& Lyytinen, 
2020) 

Three software development 
projects were carried out with 
the object-oriented method and 
three followed agile methods. 

Adapt 

(Pee et al., 
2021) 

This article […] develop 
guidelines for […] 

Develop 

 
Table 2 shows the result of the literature analysis. The 
resulting eight categories identified through the 
literature review will be described in the following 
section. More specifically, in Section 3.1 we develop 
a conceptual model of possible method usage based on 
the insights from the literature, before we delve into 
developing a framework of method corroboration in 
Section 3.2. 

3. Toward a framework of method 
corroboration 

3.1. Conceptual model of method usage 

Based on the insights from the literature review, 
we suggest a conceptual model of method usage, 
outlining three strategic layers: (1) orientation 
(including observation, reflection, and description), 
(2) corroboration (including empirical evaluation and 
theoretical understanding), and (3) action (including 
application and adaptation of existing methods, and 
developing new methods). 

The underlying eight strategies of how to achieve 
method corroboration are as follows: The methods 
need to be (1) carefully observed and (2) reflected; (3) 
they need to be presented as a formal description; (4) 
one needs to develop a theoretical understanding of the 
method’s working mechanisms; (5) the methods can 
be empirically tested and evaluated; (6) methods can 
be copied and applied; (7) existing methods can be 
adapted to new contexts, and (8) new methods can be 
developed from scratch.  

This is partly in-line with existing categorizations 
of evolutionary-supported cognitive modes that 
distinguish, for example, between generating, 
selecting, comparing, and evaluating methods 
(Stempfle & Badke-Schaub, 2002). The relationship 
of the eight strategies is illustrated in Figure 1. We will 

Table 2. Classification of design method usage in selected DSR papers 

Paper Designed Artifact 

O
bserve 

R
eflect  

D
escribe 

Evaluate  

U
nderstand 

C
opy/ A

pply  

A
dapt  

D
evelop 

Thummadi & 
Lyytinen, 2020 Software X   X   X  

Janiesch et al., 2020 Service Platform    X X X X X 
Zhang et al., 2021 Microchips X X X X X    

Miah et al., 2019 DSS    X X X  X 

Pee et al., 2021 Future artifacts    X  X  X 
Zaitsev & Mankinen, 

2022 
Financial education 

applications X     X   

Brandt et al., 2018 Cyberphysical 
systems    X    X 

Barrett & Holeman, 
2017 ICT4D X X   X    

Kolkowska et al., 
2017 Information security   X X    X 

Payton, 2016 Health Portal X X       
Spagnoletti et al., 

2015 Elderly assistance X X    X   

Silsand & Ellingsen, 
2014 

Electronic patient 
record X X       

Yang et al., 2012 Emergency response X   X  X  X 
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discuss each of the eight strategies in more detail in the 
following subsections. 

(1) Observe. The first step toward method 
corroboration is to carefully observe the methods and 
processes. This can be either the observation and 
reflection of one’s own approach, or of an existing 
method that is applied by others. A typical approach in 
the design field are protocol analysis (Ericsson & 
Simon, 1984; Hay et al., 2017)—a systematized 
approach for observing and analysing team behaviour.  

(2) Reflect. A critical reflection of the observed 
methods and processes is required to describe a 
method in a formalized and reproducible way. Jobst et 
al. (2020) introduced a tool to facilitate reflection in 
the design process.   

(3) Describe. Formalized descriptions of a 
method can be derived, for example, based on method 
engineering, a systematic approach that is concerned 
with the description, design, adaption, and evaluation 
of methods, using engineering principles (Welke & 
Kumar, 1992). Thoring and Mueller (2011) introduced 
a formalized process model of the design thinking 
process, based on method engineering. The 
description of a method constitutes the first step and 
the required foundation for copying and applying a 
method and for adapting and/or designing it.  

(4) Evaluate. Empirical testing and evaluating of 
a method can provide additional insights. When 
testing and evaluating methods, we can distinguish 
two major goals: testing the usefulness of the method 
(does it actually work?) and the usability of the method 
(is it easy to use, understand, and apply?). The 
question of how to evaluate a method can also take two 
different approaches: (1) Experiments result in 
measurable results, but are often performed with 
students, due to their easy availability. Hence, these 
kinds of evaluations provide a high internal validity, 
but typically a low external validity. By contrast, (2) 
case studies, action research, and workshops in a 
practitioner’s context provide a high external validity 
but lower internal validity, because of the higher 
practical relevance of such qualitative studies, whereas 
access to practitioners and real cases is usually limited.  

Thoring et al. (2020) present a set of guidelines 
for evaluating artifacts (such as methods) through 
workshops.  

(5) Understand. By contrast, other approaches 
focus on the theoretical understanding of a method’s 
working mechanism, first, rather than or before 
conducting empirical validation studies. One example 
is presented by Kannengiesser and Gero (2019). The 
authors refer to the dual systems theory and the book 
“Thinking fast and slow” by Daniel Kahneman (2013) 
and map this to the design thinking process. This 
approach might lead to a better understanding of the 

design thinking process steps and how and when these 
should be applied. Another example is the “theory of 
creative workspace design” and its impact on the 
creative process (Thoring et al., 2021). The authors 
suggest a set of propositions of how the physical 
workspace design might influence creativity and 
innovation in the design process, based on related 
theories from other disciplines. The propositions are, 
thus, grounded in theory, but not (yet) empirically 
tested. This type of theory building is suggested 
specifically when there is no extant theory available 
(Eisenhardt, 1989; Yin, 2018). This approach is often 
used for developing design theories. Propositions are 
usually not tested in the same qualitative context 
where they are developed, but should be evaluated in 
subsequent quantitative work (Lee & Baskerville, 
2003). Another strategy to develop theory without 
empirical testing is simulation (Dörner & Wearing, 
1995). We argue that theoretical understanding of the 
method will increase its corroboration. 

(6) Copy/Apply. Numerous design methods exist 
and several books present collections of manifold 
design methods (Curedale, 2013; J. C. Jones, 1992; 
Kumar, 2012). The vast availability of design methods 
can be overwhelming for the designer and present 
them with the challenge to pick the right method for 
their respective goals. As a consequence, the way how 
these methods are applied by designers and design 
researchers, varies. We can observe intuitive and 
skilful method application, mainly applied by expert 
designers on the one hand, and unreflected copying of 
step-by-step instructions in a “painting-by-numbers” 
manner on the other, as well as several steps in 
between. Several authors have studied the impact of 
expertise level on method usage and application and 
suggest that typically novice designers rely more on 
methods than experts, who tend to follow a skilful, 
intuitive process (Dreyfus & Dreyfus, 1980). 

An example for a successful method application, 
based on empirical evaluation is the story of the Intel 
semiconductor factories. To maintain the high 
productivity of specific factories, the company started 
to copy those successful production sites “piece by 
piece”. Since the reasons for some factories being 
more efficient than others was not fully understood 
(the complexity of the system was simply too high), 
the Copy EXACTLY! Method was developed in the 
late 1980s. The idea behind this method is to control 
literally every manufacturing variable, including all 
four levels (physical input, process and equipment, 
modules, and products), and copy them into a new 
production site—in exactly the same way (McDonald, 
2002). Although the working mechanisms of the 
original factory’s design elements were not 
theoretically understood, the positive effects could be 
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replicated. This example presents a successful method 
application, based on copying and underpinned by 
empirical evaluation.  

(7) Adapt. Sometimes an existing method might 
not be suitable for one's own requirements and context. 
Then the method needs to be adapted or modified. This 
can have various reasons. Many design methods 
originated from the post-World War II era, for 
example, TRIZ (Altshuller et al., 1997) or the Delphi 
method (Linstone & Turoff, 1975). Today, the context 
and requirements have changed. Creativity and 
innovation are much more team-based, rather than an 
individual endeavour, as it was considered in the 
1950s. Furthermore, new technologies and digital 
applications allow for new methods and approaches 
(Thoring et al., 2015). For example, Netnography 
(Kozinets, 2010) allows to conduct ethnographic 
research through the Internet and Social Media, rather 
than observing people in person. Furthermore, 
individual contexts need to be taken into account. 
Existing tools might need to be modified in order to 
address a new target group or to be presented through 
a different channel. Individual constraints like 
resources and available time can lead to the necessity 
to adjust or skip process steps. These circumstances 
need to be considered carefully in order not to 
jeopardize the method’s impact.    

(8) Develop. Designers love to create new things. 
This is not limited to products and services but also 
applies to methods. Many designers develop their own 
methods, and only a few use each other's existing 
methods. This is sometimes necessary for the 
following reasons: (a) The existing methods might not 
fit to the context, (b) the existing methods do not fit to 
the users, or (c) the context is new so that no methods 

exist yet. If there is no adequate method available, the 
researcher might need to develop their own, new 
method. One example for this scenario is Mosaic (SAP 
AppHaus, n.d.). Mosaic proposes a method aimed at 
helping teams prototype their future workspace. This 
method addresses the gap that there was no systemic 
approach to developing creative workspaces at that 
time. Another well-known example is the Business 
Model Canvas (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010), 
developed to simplify the existing process of writing a 
business plan and make it accessible to a larger 
audience. The Idea Arc (Lecuna et al., 2019), a canvas 
and method for facilitating team-based refinement of 
ideas, was systematically developed after discovering 
that no method existed for fleshing-out ideas within 
interdisciplinary teams. By contrast, we can also 
observe many methods being developed where 
actually other solutions already exist. The “canvas 
collection” (Roberts, 2016) lists more than a hundred 
canvases, many of them addressing the same problem. 
Moreover, many of these canvases lack a formal 
description and do not present the process they 
followed when developing the tool. Hanington (2003) 
suggests the need for more “creative” design methods 
in contrast to “traditional” or “adapted” methods, in 
order to achieve creative and innovative results. The 
question of how to develop new design methods is 
rarely picked up in the literature. Thoring and 
colleagues present a set of guidelines on how to design 
canvases (Thoring et al., 2019), and workshops as a 
research method (Thoring et al., 2020). 

We suggest that the previously introduced 
concepts do not follow a linear sequence but are rather 
intertwined and influencing each other. Figure 1 
illustrates the concepts’ interrelationships. We argue 

Figure 1. Conceptual model of design method usage, based on literature review 
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that a precise observation and description of a design 
method is required to either test and evaluate the 
method, or to develop a theoretical understanding. 
Both, evaluating and understanding are influencing 
each other as well: theoretical understanding allows to 
properly conduct an evaluation study, whereas the 
evaluation results can provide insights that lead to 
theoretical understanding. Both concepts individually 
allow to copy and apply, and to adapt or design a 
method. A direct connection between the “orientation” 
steps and the “action” steps could also skip the 
corroboration level. This approach might or might not 
work, but would result in a lack of method 
corroboration. 

Figure 1 outlines the eight identified concepts and 
their interrelations. 

3.2. A framework of method corroboration 

While Figure 1 outlines the different concepts 
involved in design method usage, as well as their 
interrelationships, the next section goes a step further 
and looks at the two central concepts of the 
corroboration step—“evaluate” and “understand”—in 
more detail. We consider both, empirical evaluation 
and theoretical understanding as the cornerstones of 
methodology research. However, both dimensions 
lead to different types of method corroboration. When 
we combine the two dimensions with their two 
possible states and juxtapose them with each other, 
four quadrants emerge naturally, which results in a 2-
by-2 matrix of method corroboration (Figure 2). 

 If an empirical test is missing or unsuccessful and 
there is no or only limited theoretical understanding, 
the result would be (1) “method trust”—the 
application of a method without understanding or 
testing it. If we do have empirical validation, but still 
no theoretical understanding, we call the result (2) 
“method trial-and-error”—the testing of a method 
without understanding how and why it works. If we 
have a theoretical understanding but no or 
unsuccessful validation, this would lead to a 
preliminary (3) “method grounding”—we understand 
how and why the method works, but we have not 
tested it. And only when we have both, theoretical 
understanding and empirical validation, the result 
would represent the sweet spot of (4) “full method 
corroboration”. While method corroboration would be 
the preferred result, we acknowledge that in practice 
sometimes it might not be feasible to achieve. Hence, 
we argue that method trial-and-error, as well as 
method grounding are also justifiable solutions.   

To summarize, the presented framework suggests 
four degrees of design method corroboration, based on 
combinations of validation and theorizing. We argue 
that there is a need for a new terminology to be able to 
refer to these four different granularities of evidence. 
Hence, we suggest the four terms “method trust”, 
“method grounding”, “method trial-and-error”, and 
“full method corroboration” as four degrees of 
“method corroboration”. 

Figure 2 outlines the two dimensions of empirical 
testing and theoretical understanding of a method, 
along with the four quadrants as outlined above.  

Figure 2. Framework outlining four degrees of method corroboration between empirical 
evaluation and theoretical understanding  
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4. Discussion 

4.1. Critical Reflection 

When looking at the results from the literature 
review of how design methods are applied or 
developed in the DSR literature (Table 1), several 
insights emerge:  

(1) Apparently, not many papers “adapt” existing 
methods (only 2 out of 13), but rather develop an 
entirely new method (6 out of 13). Moreover, a formal 
description of developed methods is rarely provided 
(only 2 out of 13), although this would allow other 
researchers and practitioners to use and replicate the 
suggested method. We argue that when adapting an 
existing method, one should provide a clear 
description of what we call the method lineage, that is, 
the method’s origin or family tree. Explaining 
precisely what elements from an existing method were 
used to develop the new/modified one can help to add 
clarity to the discussion in the design community. 
Relabelling of methods (that is, giving a new name to 
an old method), can lead to several problems. In social 
sciences, two related phenomena are known: “jingle 
fallacy” (Thorndike, 1904), which refers to two 
constructs with identical names referring to two 
different real-world phenomena, and “jangle fallacy” 
(Kelley, 1927), which refers to two different construct 
names referring to the same real-world phenomenon. 
What we can sometimes observe in the design field 
would qualify as “method identity fallacy”, which can 
be considered a combined “jingle-jangle fallacy” for 
methods. The reasons for people relabelling methods 
can be manifold. One possible explanation could be 
that people are not aware of the same or similar 
method (a more formalized description would help to 
avoid or at least to better identify method overlaps and 
redundancies). Another possible explanation is some 
sort of “method fatigue”. People might feel more 
intrigued by a new method rather than an old one. 
Especially in the design thinking area we can observe 
this sort of saturation and boredom with the term itself. 
This gives rise to the formation of new concepts and 
terms. But there could also be a third reason for 
reinventing and relabelling methods: The academic 
world, where publication count and h-index are used 
as key performance indicators, might trigger a 
behaviour of publishing “old methods in news skins”. 
Coming up with a new method (although it is actually 
an old one) may lead to “sham productivity”. 

(2) The relatively frequent occurrences of 
empirical method validation in the analysed literature 
(8 out of 13) is astonishing. We assume that this fact 
can be attributed to the very high-quality standards of 
the Basket of Eight IS journals. In future work we will 

also look into IS papers from relevant conferences to 
investigate whether we will find fewer method 
evaluations there. Authors who consider submitting 
their papers to one of the Basket of Eight journals 
should be aware of this possibly high hurdle. 
However, we argue that the power of empirical 
evaluation needs a more critical reflection. For 
example, the Copy EXACTLY! method by Intel is 
relatively easy to evaluate. Does the factory produce 
more defect-free chips or less? In design, measuring 
the impact of a design method is more complicated: 
Different design projects are not comparable; results 
may occur with a time delay (maybe the innovation is 
not successful at the time of the measurement, but it 
will be in five years), and case studies usually have a 
small sample size. When considering these factors, it 
becomes clear that the theoretical understanding may 
in fact be much more relevant for design methods than 
the empirical testing. However, in our analysed sample 
the theoretical understanding was much lesser present 
(4 out of 13).  This might be attributed to the common 
academic understanding that empirical testing is 
usually the silver bullet to achieve robustness and a 
high design validity. 

Finally, we suggest that testing and evaluating 
methods could go beyond experiments and case 
studies as outlined in Section 3. New technologies, 
crowdsourcing, or citizen science could be 
implemented to bridge the validity gap (Thoring et al., 
2015).  

(3) Reflection of the used methods was not often 
explicitly applied in our analysed sample (5 out of 13). 
When reflecting on the method, one should be patient 
if the success takes some time. One should be aware 
that even if the results are not immediately visible, the 
method might have helped the designer to 
unconsciously develop ideas or to change their 
mindset. Again, providing precise and formal 
descriptions of your experiences and observations and 
presenting them, for example, as actionable guidelines 
will help other researchers to replicate them.  

(4) Finally, only 3 out of 13 papers (Janiesch et 
al., 2020, Zhang et al., 2021, and Miah et al., 2019) 
presented both, empirical evaluation and theoretical 
understanding of the involved methods, and hence, 
provide what we call “full method corroboration”. By 
contrast, 4 out of 13 papers did engage neither with 
empirical evaluation nor with theoretical 
understanding of the involved methods and, hence, 
would fall into the category of “method trust”.  
Nevertheless, we argue that not every method needs to 
be empirically tested or theoretically understood. 
There is nothing wrong with a little bit of “method 
trust”, if the results are promising and helpful. 
Trusting a method  and following a process can help 
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with achieving design goals, specifically for novice 
designers in design education (Dorst & Reymen, 
2004), even if the methods are not fully understood. 

4.2. Implications and Practical Relevance 

The proposed models of method usage and 
method corroboration provide manifold insights for 
DSR research and practice.  

As outlined in the Copy EXACTLY! example, 
methods might work also without full corroboration. 
Sometimes you do not need to understand how 
something works if you test the successful result 
empirically. Consequently, we propose different 
possible paths when aiming for method corroboration. 
We do not suggest that all eight strategies outlined in 
Figure 1 must be always followed. Instead, we rather 
suggest that different paths may lead to different (but 
still acceptable) degrees of method corroboration. For 
example, one might focus either on the empirical 
evaluation of a method, or on the theoretical 
understanding. Moreover, one could also skip the 
corroboration phase completely, and go directly to 
applying, adapting, or developing methods. However, 
in that case a detailed description of the method to 
follow is crucial to ensure replicability, as is a critical 
reflection of the process and outcome.  

We acknowledge that in design and IS practice it 
might not always be feasible to test any given method 
before applying it, and to check whether it actually 
works. The proposed framework sheds light on other 
possible approaches to method corroboration and 
outlines their advantages and limitations. The different 
granularities of method corroboration are labelled with 
specific terms, to allow researchers to refer to them 
and hence, to add transparency to their method use. 

To summarize, the suggested model of design 
method usage (Figure 1) and the framework of design 
method corroboration (Figure 2) provide a conceptual 
guideline for researchers and practitioners who want 
to use, analyse, understand, evaluate, or develop DSR 
methods. Both models outline a space of possible 
strategies towards method corroboration. On the one 
hand, people can take them as a blueprint when 
designing methods, and on the other hand, they could 
use them as a reference for evaluating methods. 
Finally, both models can be used by reviewers and 
editors to evaluate the rigor of DSR papers that work 
with existing or newly developed design methods 

5. Conclusions  

In this paper, we present a conceptual model of 
design method usage, based on a literature review 
within the Basket of Eight IS journals, and a resulting 

framework of design method corroboration. The 
conceptual model (Figure 1) suggests eight concepts 
relevant for design method usage and implementation. 
The mutual influences and relationships of these 
concepts are discussed and, thus, answer our first 
research question (What is the state of design method 
corroboration according to the IS literature?). It 
should be noted that we do not suggest that all eight 
steps are always required to arrive at a corroborated 
design method. As outlined in the previous sections, 
some strategies appear to be more crucial than others, 
and some may even be skipped completely, depending 
on one’s individual focus and expertise. 

The resulting framework of method corroboration 
(Figure 2) addresses our second research question 
(How could the corroboration of design methods be 
increased?). This framework outlines the influence of 
empirical evaluation and theoretical understanding to 
achieve different degrees of method corroboration. 
The framework suggests four degrees of evidence, 
based on combinations of validation and theorizing. 
We argue that there is a need for a new terminology 
(“method trust”, “method grounding”, “method trial-
and-error”, and “full method corroboration”) to be 
able to refer to these four different granularities of 
method evaluation. As a consequence, with this paper 
we focus on the detailed investigation of the 
corroboration layer of our conceptual model, 
presented in Figure 1. However, we acknowledge that 
also the other two layers (the “action” and 
“orientation” layer) warrant further research that will 
be addressed in future work.  

Moreover, in this paper, we focus on the IS 
discipline, but the framework could also be applied to 
other (design) disciplines. Thus, future work will 
investigate the use of method corroboration within 
literature from the design field.  

One limitation of this paper is the small sample 
size of analysed literature, focusing only on high-
quality papers in the basket of eight from the past 10 
years. Future work will include the analysis of more 
papers—including conference papers, but also journal 
papers from earlier years (to potentially analyse a 
change of method corroboration over time).  

Another limitation of this paper is the question of 
how the eight concepts for method corroboration could 
actually be implemented. What we need here is some 
sort of “meta-methodology” that provides the methods 
for developing corroborated design methods. This 
question will be explored in future work. 
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