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Figure 2: Value creation process, professional service firms; Adapted from
Fosstenlgkken et al., 2001
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Figure 5: Factors contributing to client satisfaction; Chan et al., 2004
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Self-decision
Users make the decision
and architect are consulted

Co-decision
Architect and users have the same
amount of power in the decision taking

Alternative

Individual dialogue with users

Users choose from different alternatives
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Informal and collective dialogue
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Designer uses global statistics
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of users to produce the design
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Total

® | Auil

Creation of the plan by users
without restriction from the designer

Self-planning from users
while getting consultation from the designer

Choice from users, from alternatives
given by the designer

Feedback from users about a plan
and the designer take the decision

No direct participation of users
and the plan is directly from the designer

Figure 4: Degree of involvement of end users in design; Latortue et al., 2015
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