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1   Introduction 

Managers of design, analysis, and development in the human-computer interface 
(HCI) usability, user-experience (UX), and user-interface (UI) communities are de-
veloping or altering their programs in reaction to new business models, methods of 
practice, professional philosophies, and technologies. There is much turmoil, new 
terminology, and debate about best practices. 

Recognizing the importance of understanding key terms and conceptual models of 
user-experience and being able to describe a model of evolving maturity in develop-
ing programs of people and resources to manage this ongoing activity, Gunther [3] 
organized a workshop on user-experience maturity modeling at the Usability Profes-
sionals Association (UPA) national conference in 2006 [3] and 2009 [4], at which 
Marcus and Sieffert took part.  

Because of conflicting publishing deadlines, the exact contents cannot be provided 
for the HCI International (HCII) 2009 Proceedings, however, the results of the UPA 
2009 workshop are available in summarized form from Marcus or Gunther. This pa-
per summarizes the intentions and the expected results of the 2009 workshop and 
provides a high-level summary of the workshop approach. The authors will present 
the summary presentation of the UPA 2009 workshop and discuss its implications 
during this session. 

2   The UPA Workshop 

The UPA workshop brought together approximately 12 top-level managers and directors 
from large enterprise software companies who are in charge of usability/user-experience 
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(U/UX) development. The authors presented these participants with a draft proposed 
model for assessing the maturity of a usability/user-experience organization. Based on 
their collective experience, they revised and refined this model. The expected outcome of 
the event was a revised model suitable for broader publication and review by the usabil-
ity/user-experience community. 

The workshop leaders themselves, individually or collectively have done research, 
planning, and writing pertaining to measuring the positive business effects of usability 
and user-centered design, including the following: 

• Presented papers at UPA, CHI, and HCII conferences regarding how, when, 
and where to best deploy user-centered design methodologies. 

• Lead/facilitated workshops and tutorials at UPA, CHI, and HCII conferences 
on the topics of managing user experience and the business of usability. 

• Founded UPA’s “Usability in the Enterprise” project, and has worked on or 
spearheaded all initiatives for that group thus far. 

• Contributed and consulted on projects for which every penny spent on usabil-
ity had to be justified and documented, have seen the ill-effects of lack of 
business-metric tracking in usability organizations. 

• Reviewed UPA, CHI, and HCII presentation and tutorial submissions for the 
past 25 years. 

• Members of most major U/UX organizations worldwide for up to 27 years. 
• Edit/write for publications about U/UX, including User Experience (UPA) 

and Interaction (CHI). 
• Authored/co-authored approximately 6 books and more than 300 publica-

tions. 
• Conducted surveys about U/UX practices and trends among U/UX develop-

ment leaders at major companies worldwide. 
• Managed and grew UX teams through business justification even in tight 

economic conditions. 

2.1   Previous Work on This Topic 

An objective of the workshop was to add to the existing body of knowledge, both 
principles and techniques, regarding measuring the maturity of U/UX organizations.  
The report from the workshop in part collates the opinions and experiences of the 
participants into a collectively validated model for measuring the maturity of U/UX 
teams. While there have been standards published [17, 18] these have gained little 
traction in the UX community. There have also been a number of articles published 
on the topic of capability maturity models [for examples see 21, 22, 23], but there 
seem to have been few if any workshops or sessions on the topic at CHI, HCII, or 
UPA conferences.  

The difference between these past presentations and the workshop was this:  
whereas the presentations were mostly case studies specific to an industry, methodol-
ogy, or product, the workshop instead sought to develop a more general, more valid, 
and more reliable model, which would be backed up by the experience and knowl-
edge of the workshop’s attendees, and possibly generalizable to other types of com-
panies.  Once such a model exists, it seems possible to establish a company’s level of 
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U/UX maturity as an independent metric, in order to better determine if there is a 
correlation between U/UX maturity and business performance. 

2.2   Participant Selection Criteria 

The authors selected participants based on their work experience, submission of a 
position paper, and ability/willingness to share their personal work experiences. In 
general, these participants were upper-level practitioners at enterprise software com-
panies who are responsible for developing and justifying a usability team’s organiza-
tion, discipline-focus, process, and budget, including head count, resource needs, 
travel, etc. These participants did not need to be U/UX practitioners themselves, as 
long as they were involved in customer-centered areas of their business, the authors 
felt that these participants would be able to make a meaningful contribution. 

In general, the authors selected participants based on the following criteria: 

• Required to have at least seven years experience in the U/UX fields, or in a 
customer-centered area of their organization. 

• Required to have held a management position regarding software develop-
ment at software development companies or vertical market customer.  

• Required to be able, legally, to share their work experiences, business met-
rics, and processes with the workshop.  

• Desired mix of Manager/Directors: Manager/Directors represent a cross-
section of company size, geographical location, usability team size, tenure, 
and budget.  

 

The authors asked the prospective participants to submit a position paper, due one 
month before the workshop, and to provide details about their work experience, as 
well as their opinions about the following questions: 

• How do you keep track of the impact of your team’s work on your com-
pany’s business performance?   

• Has this method changed among the companies for which you have worked 
or the industries you have served? 

• Do you think it is possible to create a standardized model for assessing the 
maturity of a U/UX organization? 

• What do you think is the best way to go about creating such a model? 
 

We believed that members of the U/UX community, including those who might 
not otherwise attend the UPA 2009 conference, would be interested in the workshop 
because of the resulting report.  We planned to emerge from the workshop with a 
revision to the initially proposed draft model based on the experience and expert 
knowledge of the participants. Because this workshop covered a topic of great interest 
to the U/UX community as a whole, we also believed all who would participate in it 
would help publicize the results.  

2.3   Pre-workshop Activities  

Prior to the workshop, we provided the participants with the initial proposed model, a 
glossary that defines the model’s terms, and a list of focus areas.  We asked that the 
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participants familiarize themselves with the model and the focus areas, and come 
prepared with a list of questions, comments, suggestions, or concerns. The objective 
of this preparation work was to have all participants share a basic familiarity of the 
terms and possible model taxonomy so that participants could use the workshop time 
most effectively. 

The authors used the month leading up to the workshop to finalizing the workshop 
schedule, reviewing participant position papers, selecting and confirming participants, 
and developing handouts/presentations.  

The draft U/UX Maturity Model provided to participants featured the levels of ma-
turity (rows) against UX management practices (columns) as shown in Table 1. 

Table 1. Draft U/UX Maturity Model provided to participants 

Management 
Practice  
Level  

UX 
Development 

Staffing 
Resources 

Management 
Commitment 

Organizational
Alignment 

Vision & 
Strategy 

5. Optimized Continual 
Process 
Improvement 

UX Executive Maintenance 
Commitment 

UX part of  
Business 
Strategy  
Processes 

Firm Level 
Vision and 
Strategy 

4. Managed Managed 
Process 

UX Leadership Organizational 
Ownership 

UX Architect Strategic 
Planning 

3. Defined User Data 
Provided to 
Management 

Managed 
Engagement 

Portfolio 
Ownership 
Management 

Integration 
with Broader 
Business 
Processes 

Portfolio 
Planning 

2. Repeatable Qualitative and 
Process  
Metrics 

UX Operations Project  
Manager Owns 
Relationship 

Product  
Development 
Include UX 
Processes 

Product 
Planning 

1. Initial UX Basic 
Practices 

Staff with UX 
Professionals 
 

UX  
Professionals 
Own  
Relationship 

Localized 
Product Dev 
Team  
Integration 

Localized 
Product 
Optimization 

2.4   Workshop Sessions 

In each of the work’s three sessions, participants broke into groups to debate the is-
sues that lie conceptually below each of the cells of the matrix. Each group considered 
one column (i.e. management practice) for a session. In the succeeding sessions, each 
group considered other columns in order to generate fresh ideas and to stimulate  
debate. 

At the final wrap-up session the authors led a discussion to summarize, compare 
results, initially resolve conflicts, and revise terminology. The authors presented a 
summary of the day’s results at a post-workshop presentation at the UPA 2009  
conference. 

Following the workshop, the authors revised the model further and posted the re-
sults on the Web as a report. This report incorporated not only the results of the work-
shop, but also details of the process from which those results were obtained. The 
report appears publicly on the Usability in the Enterprise project page of the UPA 
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Website (www.usabilityprofessionals.org), further plans call for announcements to be 
made in UPA publications to its membership as well as other venues. 

3   Discussion 

The authors plan to incorporate feedback from subsequent presentations, such as the 
session at HCII 2009, into the U/UX Maturity Model and to make a revised version 
public. In general, the authors hope to further articulate and generalize the maturity 
model so that it might be use for benchmarking U/UX across the industry. 
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