Cilt: 1, Sayr: 1, Sayfa: 70-87

Yonetim
Bilisim Sistemleri
Dernegi Dergisi

ISSN: 3108-6454

\/, Journal of Management

SBS

Yénetim Bilisim Sistemleri Dernegi

Information Systems
Association

https://www.ybs.org.tr/ybsdd

REDEFINING THE BOUNDARIES: A THEORETICAL REVIEW OF IS AND MIS

DISCIPLINES

Beyza GUDEK?, Sharabiddin AHMAYEV" ve Erman COSKUN®

Article Information

Abstract

Article Type
Review Article

Submission Date:
30/10/2025

Acceptance Date:
16/12/2025

Keywords:
Information Systems,
Management
Information Systems,
Theoretical Evolution,
Systematic Review,
Digital Transformation

This study examines the theoretical roots and historical evolution of the Information
Systems (IS) and Management Information Systems (MIS) disciplines through a
conceptual and historical review. It aims to explore how the epistemological boundaries
between IS and MIS have been shaped and transformed in response to evolving
technologies. While IS research primarily situates technology within broader social,
organizational, and cultural contexts, MIS builds on these foundations by focusing on
managerial decision support, strategic planning, and issues of ethical responsibility. Over
time, both fields have evolved from early systems theory and decision-making models
toward more diverse theoretical perspectives that incorporate behavioral, socio-technical,
and socio-material approaches. The analysis demonstrates that IS and MIS are no longer
viewed merely as technical systems but as intersecting intellectual domains concerned
with knowledge production, organizational transformation, and digital ethics. This
evolution highlights the importance of interdisciplinary integration and suggests new
theoretical directions for understanding the changing role of information systems in
contemporary organizations.

 Research Assistant, Karadeniz Technical University, Trabzon, Tiirkiye, beyzagudek@ktu.edu.tr,
ORCID: 0000-0002-7432-9234

® PhD Student, izmir Bakircay University, Izmir, Tiirkiye, ORCID: 0009-0000-7620-5297

¢ Professor Doctor, Bahgesehir University, Istanbul, Tiirkiye, ORCID: 0000-0001-8712-3246

70



Redefining the Boundaries: A Theoretical Review
Glidek vd. (2025) of IS and MIS Disciplines

SINIRLARIN YENIiDEN TANIMLANMASI: BS VE YBS DiSiPLINLERININ TEORIK BiR

INCELEMESI
Makale Bilgisi Ozet
Makale Tiirii Bu ¢alisma, kavramsal ve tarihsel bir ¢cercevede Bilgi Sistemleri (BS) ile Ydnetim Biligim
Derleme Sistemleri (YBS) disiplinlerinin teorik temellerini ve tarihsel gelisim siireglerini

incelemektedir. Aragtirmanin temel amaci, BS ve YBS arasindaki epistemolojik

Gonderim Tarihi: siirlarm, teknolojik gelismelere bagli olarak nasil sekillendigini ve zaman iginde nasil

30/10/2025

doniistiigiinii ortaya koymaktir. BS arastirmalari, teknolojiyi ¢ogunlukla daha genis
Kabul Tarihi: sosyal, orgiitsel ve kiiltiirel baglamlar iginde ele alirken YBS bu kuramsal zeminden
16/12/2025 hareketle karar verme, stratejik planlama ve etik sorumluluk gibi yonetsel odakli konulara

yogunlagmaktadir. Zaman igerisinde her iki disiplin de erken dénem sistem teorileri ve
karar verme modellerinin dtesine gegerek, davranigsal, sosyo-teknik ve sosyo-materyal
yaklagimlart iceren daha kapsayici ve c¢ok boyutlu teorik perspektiflere evrilmistir.
Nitekim bu ¢alismada, BS ve YBS’nin giiniimiizde yalnizca teknik sistemler olarak degil
bilgi tiretimi, 6rgiitsel doniisiim ve dijital etik ekseninde kesigen entelektiiel alanlar olarak

Anahtar Kelimeler:
Bilgi Sistemleri,
Yonetim Bilisim
Sistemleri, Teorik

Evrim, Sistematik degerlendirildigini goriilmiistiir. Bu doniigiim, disiplinlerarasi entegrasyonun onemini
Inceleme, Dijital vurgulamakta ve cagdas orgiitlerde bilgi sistemlerinin degisen roliinii anlamaya yonelik
Doniigtim. yeni teorik agilimlar sunmaktadir.

1. INTRODUCTION

Information Systems (IS) and Management Information Systems (MIS) constitute two central and
closely related domains within contemporary information systems research. Both fields have attracted
sustained scholarly attention and are informed by theoretical perspectives drawn from multiple
disciplines. Situated at the intersection of technology, organizations, and social contexts, IS and MIS
research draws on conceptual foundations from sociology, philosophy, management science, and
engineering. This interdisciplinary orientation has contributed to the rich theoretical diversity of the

field.

Despite this diversity, the literature offers relatively limited integrative and historically grounded
discussions that examine IS and MIS together at a theoretical and epistemological level. Existing studies
often focus on isolated theoretical perspectives or address specific methodological or functional aspects,
leaving the broader historical evolution and conceptual interaction between IS and MIS underexplored.
As a result, the epistemological boundaries between the two fields remain insufficiently articulated,

particularly with regard to their modes of knowledge production and theoretical positioning.

Historically, MIS emerged within the broader development of the IS discipline and gradually developed
a stronger focus on managerial decision support, knowledge management, and organizational
intelligence. Over time, this evolution has generated ongoing debates in the literature regarding the
relationship between IS and MIS specifically, whether MIS should be understood primarily as a

managerial application of IS or as a domain characterized by a differentiated epistemological orientation.
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This lack of consensus is reflected in both conceptual definitions and research practices, contributing to

continued ambiguity surrounding the theoretical identity of MIS.

Against this background, this study addresses the following research question: How are the
epistemological boundaries between the IS and MIS disciplines defined? By examining the historical
evolution of theoretical perspectives in IS and MIS, the study aims to clarify the conceptual and
epistemological interactions between the two fields and to explore how emerging technologies such as
digitalization, artificial intelligence, and data-driven systems have influenced the evolving theoretical
identity of MIS. Through this theoretical and historical synthesis, the study seeks to contribute to a more
nuanced understanding of the relationship between IS and MIS within the broader information systems

discipline.

2. BACKGROUND
2.1. Information Systems

IS, evolved in parallel with advances in computer technologies and gradually developed into an
interdisciplinary research field closely integrated with the social sciences. Contemporary IS research
conceptualizes systems not only in terms of their technological infrastructure but also through their
social, organizational, and cultural embeddedness (Adam & Fitzgerald, 2000). This broader
understanding reflects a shift away from purely technical definitions toward more context-sensitive
perspectives. In the literature, IS has commonly been examined through four prevailing approaches
technological, social, socio-technical, and process-oriented each highlighting different dimensions of
the interaction between technology, people, and organizations (Boell & Cecez-Kecmanovic, 2015). This
classification underscores the argument that the study of IS necessarily involves attention to both

technical operations and human—organizational interfaces.

One of the most influential theoretical contributions to the IS field is the FRISCO approach. Developed
under the patronage of the International Federation for Information Processing (IFIP), FRISCO
(Framework of Information System Concepts) aims to establish a coherent and cross-disciplinary
conceptual foundation for IS research. Drawing on insights from philosophy, linguistics, computer
science, mathematics, and the social sciences, FRISCO explicitly conceptualizes information systems
not merely as technical artifacts but as socio-technical and organizational systems embedded within
institutional contexts (Hesse & Verrijn-Stuart, 2000). By systematizing and clarifying a broad set of
foundational concepts, FRISCO provides linguistic, ontological, and social accounts of IS, thereby
strengthening the theoretical rigor of the field (von Braun et al., 2000). A central implication of this
framework is the view that IS concepts are socially constructed rather than individually defined,
emphasizing the role of collective, institutional, and societal structures in shaping information systems

(Stamper, 2000).
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The theoretical development of IS has been shaped by contributions from a wide range of academic
disciplines, including philosophy, sociology, economics, management sciences, and engineering
(Gregor & Hart, 2005). These interdisciplinary influences have expanded the theoretical landscape of
IS research and enabled the adaptation of social science theories such as actor-network theory, systems
theory, and structuration theory to explain the complex interactions between technology and human
behavior in organizational contexts (Smith & Weistroffer, 2016). As the scope of IS research has
broadened from macro-level societal impacts to micro-level user behavior, scholars have increasingly
emphasized the importance of cultural, political, and institutional dimensions alongside technical

considerations (Trauth et al., 2018).
2.2. Historical Evolution of the Information Systems Discipline
a. First Era (1940-1960): The Data Processing Age

In its earliest phase, IS was closely associated with the development of large-scale computing
technologies and was primarily understood as a set of tools for data processing, accounting, and military
applications. Technologies such as punch card systems, early electronic computers (e.g., ENIAC and
UNIVAC), and Hollerith machines played a central role during this period. Institutional initiatives,
including IBM’s early commercial systems and the ARPA projects of the U.S. Department of Defense,
significantly shaped early IS applications (Adam & Fitzgerald, 2000). The dominant theoretical
orientation of this era was systems theory, which conceptualized organizations as input-output systems

and emphasized efficiency, control, and transaction processing (Smith & Weistroffer, 2016).
b. Second Era (1960-1980): Information Governance and Organizational Approaches

From the 1960s onward, IS began to be increasingly associated with organizational decision-making
processes rather than solely operational efficiency. Key technological developments during this period
included Management Information Systems (MIS), Decision Support Systems (DSS), and Database
Management Systems (DBMS). Herbert Simon’s decision-making theory provided an important
theoretical foundation by emphasizing that IS should generate managerial value beyond basic data
processing (Lightner & Nah, 1998). While U.S.-based research tended to emphasize centralization,
control, and managerial effectiveness, European scholars particularly in Germany and the United
Kingdom focused more on conceptual modeling and systemic approaches to information systems
(Koenig et al., 2002). These divergent traditions contributed to the diversification of IS theory and

practice.
¢. Third Era (1980-2000): Personal Computing, the Internet, and Globalization

The widespread adoption of personal computers and network infrastructures during the 1980s and 1990s
significantly expanded access to information and transformed IS into systems serving users at multiple

organizational levels. This period saw growing scholarly attention to individual-level technology use,

73



Yonetim Biligim Sistemleri Journal of Management
Dernegi Dergisi — Cilt 1, Say1 1, 2025 Information Systems Association

leading to the development of behavioral adoption models such as the Theory of Planned Behavior
(TPB) and the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) (Soper et al., 2014). At the same time, social
theories including Actor-Network Theory and Structuration Theory further enriched IS research by
conceptualizing technology as socially embedded rather than merely instrumental (Furneaux et al.,
2007). These developments reinforced the view that IS outcomes emerge from the interaction between

technical artifacts and social practices.
d. Fourth Era (2000—Present): Digitalization, Cloud Computing, and Artificial Intelligence
d.1. Pre-Pandemic Period (2000-2019)

Since the early 2000s, IS research has increasingly focused on digital transformation as a central
organizing theme. Technologies such as cloud computing, big data analytics, social and mobile
platforms, and the Internet of Things (IoT) have redefined information systems as strategic assets for
organizational competitiveness rather than tools for operational efficiency alone (Fernandez-Rovira et
al., 2021; Vial, 2019). These technological shifts stimulated theoretical debates on sociomateriality,
algorithmic transparency, and ethical governance in data-intensive systems (Zhang et al., 2021).
Empirical studies from developing economies further demonstrated that IS challenges are not confined
to Western contexts but are global in scope, often shaped by localization constraints and uneven
technological adoption (Asare & Ajigini, 2017; Giest et al., 2025). During this period, IS research also
began to move beyond traditional acceptance models toward platform-based and ecosystem-oriented
theories, accompanied by increased use of embedded and mixed-method research designs (Ahmed et

al., 2021).
d.2. Post-Pandemic Period (2020—Present)

The COVID-19 pandemic marked a critical turning point for IS research, redirecting scholarly attention
toward issues of digital resilience, crisis informatics, and remote coordination (Sun & Guo, 2024). As
organizations increasingly relied on digital infrastructures to maintain continuity, concerns related to
data privacy, algorithmic fairness, and responsible artificial intelligence gained prominence. Advances
in human—Al collaboration and the use of real-time data streams opened new methodological and ethical
frontiers for IS research (Saurabh et al., 2022). Simultaneously, growing awareness of the societal and
environmental implications of digitalization prompted renewed interest in aligning IS development with
sustainability goals and addressing global inequalities in digital access (Goel et al., 2024; Wen & Bajuri,
2025). As aresult, contemporary IS literature reflects a multi-layered theoretical landscape characterized

by ethical governance, sustainability, and global contextual sensitivity.

3. FROM INFORMATION SYSTEMS TO MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEMS

By integrating organizational, cultural, and societal contexts, the IS discipline gradually evolved from

an initially technical endeavor into a broad interdisciplinary research field (Struijk et al., 2022). Within
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this historical trajectory, MIS emerged as a managerial orientation of IS, primarily concerned with the
use of information systems to support decision-making processes. Rather than representing a purely
technical extension of IS, MIS reflects a distinct epistemological emphasis shaped by managerial,
organizational, and socio-institutional concerns. While IS research often adopts abstract, holistic, and
socio-technical perspectives to understand technology within broader social systems, MIS focuses more
explicitly on action-oriented knowledge aimed at managerial decision support, planning, and control

(Boehmer, 2021; Mason & Mitroff, 1973; Mishra, 2013; Stern, 1970).

The post-World War II increase in computing power facilitated the emergence of IS as a field concerned
with the processing and organization of information. Over time, IS incorporated theoretical influences
from management science, philosophy, systems theory, and sociology, thereby developing into a socio-
technical construct rather than a purely engineering-oriented practice (Backhouse et al., 1991; Hassan,
2019; Orman, 1988). During this same period, organizational adoption of IS accelerated, creating the
conditions under which MIS took shape. The term Management Information Systems gained
prominence in the early 1960s, particularly through academic work at Harvard Business School led by
scholars such as Dearden and McFarlan (Power et al., 2016). This period marked a fundamental
conceptual shift: information systems were no longer viewed solely as tools for data processing but
increasingly as instruments that actively supported managerial decision-making and organizational

strategy.

Table 1. Historical and Theoretical Phases of IS and MIS

Key Theoretical Implications for
Period Dominant Technologies Focus in IS
Perspectives MIS
) Data processing, )
Mainframe computers, ) Early managerial
1940-1960 Systems Theory operational )
punch cards ) reporting
efficiency
Decision Theory, Emergence of MIS
Organizational )
1960-1980 MIS, DSS, DBMS Management . as a managerial
) decision support )
Science function
Behavioral Models,  User adoption, Managerial
1980-2000 PCs, networks, Internet Structuration socio-technical adoption and
Theory, ANT systems system use
] ) Socio-technical & Digital Strategic
Cloud, Big Data, Mobile,
2000-2019 10T Sociomaterial transformation, management,
0
Approaches platforms knowledge systems
) ) ) o . Ethical decision-
2020- Al, automation, data-driven  Ethics, Governance, Digital resilience,
making, digital
Present systems Sustainability crisis informatics

governance
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As summarized in Table 1, the transition from Information Systems to Management Information
Systems was driven by a set of interrelated organizational, technological, and theoretical forces. Three
interrelated forces contributed to this transition. First, IS increasingly became embedded in
organizational decision-making processes, moving beyond the automation of inputs and outputs toward
analytical and forecasting functions that enabled managerial judgment (Simon, 1977; Lightner & Nabh,
1998). Second, information itself came to be recognized as a strategic organizational asset rather than a
mere by-product of operational activity. This shift redirected attention from data processing to
information value, positioning MIS as a mechanism for managing information resources, supporting
strategic decisions, and achieving competitive advantage (Mason & Mitroff, 1973; Power et al., 2016).
Third, advances in computing technologies facilitated a broader transformation from data processing
systems to knowledge-based decision systems. Traditional IS architectures were gradually
complemented and in some cases replaced by MIS capable of interpreting information, generating

decision alternatives, and supporting organizational intelligence (Hassan, 2019; Vial, 2019).

The epistemological orientation of MIS was further shaped by the incorporation of management and
decision theories. In particular, Herbert Simon’s theory of bounded rationality provided a foundational
framework by emphasizing that managerial decision-making operates under conditions of limited
information and cognitive constraints. From this perspective, MIS supports decision-makers by
structuring information, reducing complexity, and enabling the comparison of alternatives within
bounded rational conditions. Consequently, MIS can be understood not merely as a functional
application of IS but as a domain characterized by a specific mode of knowledge production one that

translates information into actionable managerial insight.

4. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN IS AND MIS

Historically, the IS discipline evolved through the integration of computer technologies into
organizational structures. Over time, by incorporating conceptual frameworks from the social sciences,
IS moved away from technological determinism toward a more complex socio-technical orientation
(Luna-Reyes et al., 2005; McLeod & Doolin, 2012; Patnayakuni & Ruppel, 2010). Consequently, IS
came to be understood not merely as an engineering practice, but as a research field situated at the
intersection of management paradigms, organizational theory, and information society studies. Within
this broader intellectual landscape, MIS emerged as a managerial orientation that applies IS knowledge
to organizational decision-making contexts. However, the relationship between IS and MIS cannot be
reduced to a simple distinction between theory and practice. MIS is also theoretically grounded and
exhibits its own conceptual diversity, shaped by managerial, organizational, and socio-cultural concerns

(Power et al., 2016).

As the IS discipline expanded, its epistemological foundations diversified. Positivist approaches were

increasingly complemented by interpretive, critical, and post-structuralist paradigms. Methodologies
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such as ethnography, case studies, and hermeneutic analysis gained prominence, reflecting a growing
recognition that IS research must address organizational meaning-making, cultural change, and
knowledge production alongside technological artifacts. The emergence of MIS in the 1960s was closely
tied to the institutional embedding of IS within organizations. Strongly influenced by management
science particularly in the United States MIS was formalized as an infrastructure for managerial decision
support. During this transformation, technical back-end systems evolved into information management
systems, decision support tools, and eventually platforms for strategic planning. While this shift
positioned MIS as a core organizational component rather than a purely technical solution, critical IS
scholarship has also emphasized that such developments reinforced power relations surrounding
information control and increased organizational dependence on technological systems (Thow-Yick,

1994).

From the 1980s onward, MIS research increasingly acknowledged the role of individual users in shaping
system design and use. Behavioral acceptance models such as TAM, TPB, and TRA emphasized
psychological and experiential factors alongside technical requirements (Alves et al., 2020; Edstrom,
1977; Goodhue, 1995). These models made important contributions to understanding system adoption
and use in managerial contexts. However, they have also been criticized for portraying users as largely
passive actors who adapt to predefined systems. In response, critical perspectives argued that users
actively shape, negotiate, and co-construct technologies within organizational settings (Pratt et al.,

2005).

The acceleration of digitalization since the early 2000s has further reshaped the relationship between IS
and MIS. As technologies such as big data analytics, cloud computing, artificial intelligence, and the
Internet of Things proliferated, MIS increasingly functioned as a catalyst for organizational change
rather than merely a support tool. In this context, the relationship between technology and society is no
longer understood as unidirectional; instead, it is viewed as mutually constitutive, with technologies and

social practices continuously shaping one another (Takahara et al., 2008).

Defining the IS-MIS relationship solely in terms of theory versus practice is therefore insufficient. Both
fields are inherently interdisciplinary, shaped by the dynamic interaction of technology, information,
and society. While IS primarily situates information systems within broader social and institutional
contexts, MIS concentrates on the strategic and managerial implications of these systems within
organizations. Crucially, MIS should also be understood as a mechanism through which institutional
norms are reproduced, access to knowledge is structured, and information use is governed. Recognizing
these ethical, political, and societal dimensions allows IS and MIS research to move toward more

accountable, transparent, and inclusive approaches.
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5. THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS OF IS AND MIS

This section reviews the main theoretical foundations that have shaped the development of IS and MIS.
It discusses how these theories emerged in response to changes in technology, organizations, and
society. The aim is to show how IS and MIS evolved together, what ideas influenced their growth, and
how their theoretical bases have expanded over time. This review also prepares the ground for the next

section, where the interaction and boundary between IS and MIS will be discussed.
a. Systems Approaches (1940-1960)

In the years following World War II, rapid advances in computing and industrial production created a
need to understand organizations as systems. General Systems Theory and cybernetics became the main
theoretical lenses during this period. Organizations were seen as input—process—output structures, and

information systems were understood as mechanisms for processing data and improving efficiency.

In this context, IS was mainly technical. Its goal was to make operations faster and more reliable. Early
frameworks such as FRISCO later aimed to organize and define the core concepts of IS more clearly
(Hesse & Verrijn-Stuart, 2000). Although MIS had not yet emerged as a separate field, the first
management-oriented reporting and accounting systems were developed at this time. They were early
attempts to provide managers with information for decision-making rather than only raw data (Stern,

1970).
b. Decision Theories and Managerial Perspectives (1960—1980)

As computing became more integrated into organizations, researchers started to focus on how
information systems could support management decisions. The key theoretical influence came from
Herbert Simon’s theory of bounded rationality, which explained that managers often make decisions
under limited information and time. Information systems could help overcome these limits by organizing

and presenting relevant data for decision-making (Lightner & Nah, 1998).

During this period, the term “Management Information Systems” gained popularity, particularly through
work at Harvard Business School. IS research also became more interested in linking system design
with organizational structures. European researchers focused more on conceptual modeling and systems
thinking, while American studies emphasized control and managerial value (Koenig et al., 2002). MIS
gradually took shape as a practical tool for planning, reporting, and supporting decisions at different

levels of management (Mason & Mitroff, 1973; Power et al., 2016).
¢. Behavioral and Individual-Centered Theories (1980-2000)

The spread of personal computers in the 1980s and the rise of the internet in the 1990s shifted attention
from organizations to individual users. Researchers began to study why people choose to use or reject

new technologies. This led to the development of behavioral theories such as the Theory of Reasoned
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Action (TRA), the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB), and the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM)
(Soper et al., 2014).

These models helped to explain user attitudes, intentions, and perceptions of usefulness and ease of use.
IS research started to include more empirical studies and surveys to measure these factors. In the MIS
field, these behavioral insights were connected to managerial concerns such as training, interface design,
and system success indicators (Edstrom, 1977; Alves et al., 2020). Some critical researchers, however,
argued that these theories often treated users as passive actors, ignoring how people can actively shape

and adapt technologies in their work (Pratt et al., 2005).
d. Socio-Technical and Sociomaterial Approaches (2000—Present)

Since the early 2000s, the digital transformation of business and society has brought new challenges and
theories to both IS and MIS. Technologies such as cloud computing, big data, [oT, and Al have changed
the role of information systems from tools for efficiency to instruments of strategic advantage (Vial,

2019; Fernandez-Rovira et al., 2021).

Socio-technical theories, Actor-Network Theory, and Structuration Theory became influential because
they emphasize that technology and human actions are deeply connected and shape each other (Furneaux
et al., 2007; Boell & Cecez-Kecmanovic, 2015). IS research increasingly examined how technologies
influence culture, power, and organizational practices (Luna-Reyes et al., 2005; McLeod & Doolin,
2012). In MIS, the focus moved toward issues such as data governance, transparency, ethics, and

sustainability (Saurabh et al., 2022; Goel et al., 2024).

The COVID-19 pandemic further accelerated this trend by introducing new topics such as digital

resilience, remote work systems, and crisis informatics (Sun & Guo, 2024).

Over time, IS and MIS research have expanded methodologically. Early studies were mainly positivist
and quantitative, relying on experiments and surveys. From the 1990s onward, interpretive and critical
approaches gained importance. Researchers began to use case studies, ethnography, and action research
to understand how systems function in real-life settings (Gregor & Hart, 2005). This diversification
allowed IS and MIS to explore different levels of analysis: user-system interactions at the micro level,
organizational processes at the meso level, and ecosystems and digital platforms at the macro level
(Zhang et al., 2021). The choice of theory and method has become increasingly dependent on research

questions and context rather than a single dominant paradigm.

In summary, IS places information systems within their social and institutional contexts, while MIS
focuses on their managerial and strategic dimensions. The difference between the two is not simply a
matter of theory versus practice. Both areas share rich theoretical diversity and continue to evolve

together. Digital transformation has blurred their boundaries and created new spaces where IS and MIS
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interact and co-evolve. The next section explores this interaction in detail and discusses how the

boundaries between the two fields are being redefined in today’s digital and ethical landscape.

6. THE INTERACTION BETWEEN IS AND MIS: REDEFINING BOUNDARIES

Historically, the relationship between IS and MIS has often been conceptualized in hierarchical terms,
with MIS positioned as a managerial application of IS. However, contemporary developments
increasingly suggest a shift toward a more interactive and horizontally structured relationship. The
socio-technical foundations of IS (Boell & Cecez-Kecmanovic, 2015) and the decision-support
orientation of MIS (Mason & Mitroff, 1973; Power et al., 2016) now intersect more closely than in
earlier phases of the field. This convergence is also reflected at the institutional level of the discipline:
field-level reflections published in MIS Quarterly, despite the journal’s title, consistently define the
domain as Information Systems rather than Management Information Systems, highlighting the

consolidation of the field under a broader IS identity (Benbasat & Zmud, 2003).

Transformational processes such as digitalization, cloud computing, and artificial intelligence further
illustrate that MIS has moved beyond a purely operational role, functioning instead as a strategic locus
of organizational meaning-making and knowledge management (Vial, 2019; Saurabh et al., 2022). In
this evolving context, MIS can no longer be understood solely as a subdomain of IS; rather, it reflects a
differentiated epistemological orientation concerned with the interaction between information, decision

processes, and technology within organizational settings.

This reconfiguration indicates a broader shift in the theoretical axes of both disciplines. IS continues to
be characterized by a comprehensive socio-technical framework that situates technological practices
within social structures, institutional arrangements, and cultural contexts (Hesse & Verrijn-Stuart, 2000;
Luna-Reyes et al., 2005). MIS, by contrast, mobilizes this theoretical foundation within the domain of
organizational decision-making and managerial action, focusing on how informational value is
transformed into organizational and institutional outcomes (Lightner & Nah, 1998; Hassan, 2019).
Moreover, MIS research increasingly engages with behavioral, ethical, and sustainability-related
concerns (Goel et al., 2024; Wen & Bajuri, 2025), thereby intersecting with yet also extending the social
and cultural dimensions traditionally emphasized in IS research. Consequently, the boundary between
IS and MIS is less a matter of functional differentiation and more a reflection of distinct yet interrelated

epistemological approaches to knowledge production and use.

This interdisciplinary interaction also foregrounds critical discussions of power, ethics, and governance.
As Thow-Yick (1994) observes, information systems may function as normative instruments within
organizational control processes. From a socio-material perspective informed by Orlikowski’s
structuration approach, technology is understood as being co-constituted with social relations rather than
operating as an external force (Furneaux et al., 2007). Within this framework, MIS should not be viewed

merely as a mechanism that reinforces managerial control, but as a socio-institutional agent that shapes
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how access to information, transparency, and notions of fairness are produced and maintained. Taken
together, these dynamics point to a redefinition of IS-MIS boundaries not as a fixed theoretical
distinction, but as a multilayered and evolving structuring process that reflects broader transformations

in the relationship between information, technology, and society.

7. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

This study aims to provide a comprehensive theoretical and historical examination of the IS and MIS
disciplines in order to clarify their conceptual interaction over time. The analysis shows that although
IS and MIS initially diverged along technical and managerial lines, their boundaries have increasingly
converged in response to developments such as digital transformation, artificial intelligence, and data-
driven governance. These developments have reshaped both fields beyond their original functional

distinctions.

While the IS literature primarily situates technology within broader social and organizational contexts
through socio-technical and structural approaches, MIS research builds on these foundations by focusing
on organizational decision-making, strategic management, and ethical governance. In this respect, MIS
can no longer be understood merely as an applied extension of IS. Rather, it has developed a distinct
epistemological orientation centered on action-oriented knowledge production, institutional

transformation, and digital sustainability.

From a historical perspective, the theoretical trajectory that began with systems theory and decision-
making models has evolved into a multidimensional framework incorporating behavioral, socio-
technical, and socio-material approaches. Contemporary IS and MIS research increasingly reflects a
holistic paradigm that extends beyond technical efficiency to include ethical, cultural, and sustainability
considerations. This shift highlights the growing importance of interdisciplinary integration in

understanding the evolving role of information systems in organizations and society.

The primary contribution of this study lies in offering a historically grounded and epistemologically
informed synthesis of IS and MIS research. By tracing their co-evolution and highlighting their
differentiated yet interconnected modes of knowledge production, the study contributes to ongoing

debates about disciplinary boundaries and theoretical positioning within the field.

Despite these contributions, this study is limited to a qualitative and conceptual examination of the
literature and does not include quantitative analyses of publication trends or citation patterns. Future
research may build on this work by employing bibliometric and statistical methods to identify theoretical
clusters, conceptual trajectories, and methodological orientations in IS and MIS research, as well as by

further exploring issues related to digital inequality and contextual variation across global settings.

81



Yonetim Biligim Sistemleri Journal of Management
Dernegi Dergisi — Cilt 1, Say1 1, 2025 Information Systems Association

REFERENCES

Adam, F., & Fitzgerald, B. (2000). The status of the information systems field: historical perspective

and practical orientation. Information Research, 5(4).

Ahmed, A., Alshurideh, M., Al Kurdi, B., & Salloum, S. A. (2021). Digital Transformation and
Organizational Operational Decision Making: A Systematic Review (pp. 708-719).
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-58669-0 63

Alves, T., Natdlio, J., Henriques-Calado, J., & Gama, S. (2020). Incorporating personality in user
interface design: A review. Personality and Individual Differences, 155, 109709.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2019.109709

Asare, B., & Ajigini, O. (2017). A Review of Information Systems Development in Developing
Countries. World Academy of Science, Engineering and Technology, International Journal of

Computer and Information Engineering.

Backhouse, J., Liebenau, J., & Land, F. (1991). On the discipline of information systems. Information

Systems Journal, 1(1), 19-27. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2575.1991.tb00024.x

Benbasat, 1., & Zmud, R. W. (2003). The Identity Crisis within the Is Discipline: Defining and
Communicating the Discipline’s Core Properties. MIS Quarterly, 27(2), 183-194.
https://doi.org/10.2307/30036527

Boehmer, J. (2021). Management information systems. In Encyclopedia of Sport Management (pp. 298—
299). Edward Elgar Publishing.
https://doi.org/10.4337/9781800883284.management.information.systems

Boell, S. K., & Cecez-Kecmanovic, D. (2015). What is an Information System? 2015 48th Hawaii
International Conference on System Sciences, 4959-4968.

https://doi.org/10.1109/HICSS.2015.587

Edstrom, A. (1977). User Influence and the Success of MIS Projects: A Contingency Approach. Human
Relations, 30(7), 589-607. https://doi.org/10.1177/001872677703000702

Fernandez-Rovira, C., Alvarez Valdés, J., Mollevi, G., & Nicolas-Sans, R. (2021). The digital
transformation of business. Towards the datafication of the relationship with customers.
Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 162, 120339.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2020.120339

Furneaux, B., Wade, M., & Ali-Hassan, H. (2007). Theorizing in Information Systems Research: Some
Preliminary Findings. 2007 40th Annual Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences

(HICSS’07), 250c—250c. https://doi.org/10.1109/HICSS.2007.561

82



Redefining the Boundaries: A Theoretical Review
Glidek vd. (2025) of IS and MIS Disciplines

Giest, S., McBride, K., Nikiforova, A., & Sikder, S. K. (2025). Digital &amp; data-driven
transformations in governance: a landscape review. Data & Policy, 7, e2l.

https://doi.org/10.1017/dap.2024.47

Goel, A., Masurkar, S., & Pathade, G. R. (2024). An Overview of Digital Transformation and
Environmental Sustainability: Threats, Opportunities, and Solutions. Sustainability, 16(24),
11079. https://doi.org/10.3390/su162411079

Goodhue, D. L. (1995). Understanding User Evaluations of Information Systems. Management Science,

41(12), 1827-1844. https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.41.12.1827

Gregor, S., & Hart, D. (2005). Information Systems Foundations: Constructing and Criticising. ANU
Press. https://doi.org/10.26530/OAPEN_ 459289

Hassan, N. R. (2019). The origins of business analytics and implications for the information systems
field. Journal of Business Analytics, 2(2), 118-133.
https://doi.org/10.1080/2573234X.2019.1693912

Hesse, W., & Verrijn-Stuart, A. A. (2000). Towards a theory of information systems: The FRISCO
approach. EJC, 81-91.

Koenig, W., Mertens, P., & Barbian, D. (2002). The German Information Systems Perspective. French

Journal of Management Information Systems, 7, 39-47.

Lightner, N., & Nah, F. F. H. (1998). Methodology and theory building in MIS research. Proceedings
of the Americas Conference on Information Systems (AMCIS), 734—735.

Luna-Reyes, L. F., Zhang, J., Ramoén Gil-Garcia, J., & Cresswell, A. M. (2005). Information systems
development as emergent socio-technical change: a practice approach. European Journal of

Information Systems, 14(1), 93—105. https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.ejis.3000524

Mason, R. O., & Mitroff, I. I. (1973). A Program for Research on Management Information Systems.
Management Science, 19(5), 475—487. https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.19.5.475

McLeod, L., & Doolin, B. (2012). Information systems development as situated socio-technical change:
a process approach. European Journal of Information Systems, 21(2), 176-191.

https://doi.org/10.1057/¢jis.2011.43

Mishra, U. (2013). Management Information Systems vs. Other Information Systems. SSRN Electronic
Journal. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2308846

Orman, L. (1988). Evolutionary Development of Information Systems. Journal of Management

Information Systems, 5(3), 19-32. https://doi.org/10.1080/07421222.1988.11517830

83



Yonetim Biligim Sistemleri Journal of Management
Dernegi Dergisi — Cilt 1, Say1 1, 2025 Information Systems Association

Patnayakuni, R., & Ruppel, C. P. (2010). A socio-technical approach to improving the systems
development process. Information Systems Frontiers, 12(2), 219-234.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10796-008-9093-4

Power, D., Hadidi, R., & Scheibe, K. P. (2016). Celebrating 50 years of Management Information
Systems (MIS) research and teaching. Journal of the Midwest Association for Information

Systems (JMWALIS), 2—1.

Pratt, R. M., Smatt, C., Furner, C., & Keane, B. (2005). A review of epistemology and subject areas in
MIS research. SAIS 2005 Proceedings.

Saurabh, K., Arora, R., Rani, N., Mishra, D., & Ramkumar, M. (2022). Al led ethical digital
transformation: framework, research and managerial implications. Journal of Information,
Communication and Ethics in Society, 20(2), 229-256. https://doi.org/10.1108/JICES-02-2021-
0020

Simon, H. A. (1977). The organization of complex systems. In Models of discovery: And other topics
in the methods of science (pp. 245-261). Dordrecht: Springer Netherlands.

Smith, K. J., & Weistroffer, H. R. (2016). Systems Theory: Should information researchers even care?
SAIS 2016 Proceedings, 14.

Soper, D. S., Turel, O., & Geri, N. (2014). The Intellectual Core of the IS Field: A Systematic
Exploration of Theories in Our Top Journals. 2014 47th Hawaii International Conference on

System Sciences, 4629—4638. https://doi.org/10.1109/HICSS.2014.569

Stamper, R. K. (2000). Information Systems as a Social Science (pp. 1-51). https://doi.org/10.1007/978-
0-387-35500-9 1

Stern, H. (1970). Information Systems in Management Science: Management Information System—
What It Is and  Why?  Management  Science, 17(2),  B-119-B-123.
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.17.2.B119

Struijk, M., Ou, C. X. J., Davison, R. M., & Angelopoulos, S. (2022). Putting the IS back into IS
research. Information Systems Journal, 32(3), 469—472. https://doi.org/10.1111/isj.12368

Sun, Y., & Guo, J. (2024). How does digital transformation affect corporate governance paradigms? A
synthesis of the literature. Financial Statistical Journal, 7(2).

https://doi.org/10.24294/1sj.v7i2.8081

Takahara, Y., Banerji, R., Asahi, T., & Shiba, N. (2008). Theoretical foundation for browser-based
management information system development. International Journal of General Systems, 37(3),

275-304. https://doi.org/10.1080/03081070601058653

84



Redefining the Boundaries: A Theoretical Review
Glidek vd. (2025) of IS and MIS Disciplines

Thow-Yick, L. (1994). The basic entity model: a fundamental theoretical model of information and
information processing. Information Processing & Management, 30(5), 647-661.

https://doi.org/10.1016/0306-4573(94)90076-0

Trauth, E., Joshi, K. D., & Yarger, L. K. (2018). ISJ Editorial. Information Systems Journal, 28(6), 989—
994. https://doi.org/10.1111/isj.12201

Vial, G. (2019). Understanding digital transformation: A review and a research agenda. The Journal of

Strategic Information Systems, 28(2), 118—144. https://doi.org/10.1016/].jsis.2019.01.003

Von Braun, H., Hesse, W., Andelfinger, U., Kittlaus, H.-B., & Scheschonk, G. (2000). Conceptions are
Social Constructs (pp. 61-73). https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-387-35500-9 4

Wen, H., & Bajuri, N. H. (2025). Digital Transformation: A Literature Review and Future Research
Agenda. International Journal of Academic Research in Business and Social Sciences, 15(2).

https://doi.org/10.6007/IJARBSS/v15-i2/24680

Zhang, Y., Ge, L., Xiao, L., Zhang, M., & Liu, S. (2021). A Bibliometric Review of Information Systems
Research From 1975-2018. Journal of Global Information Management, 29(6), 1-24.
https://doi.org/10.4018/JGIM.287631

GENISLETILMIS OZET

SINIRLARIN YENIiDEN TANIMLANMASI: BS VE YBS DiSiPLINLERININ TEORIK BiR
INCELEMESI

Bilgi Sistemleri (BS) ve Yonetim Bilisim Sistemleri (YBS), organizasyonlarda dijital teknolojilerin
kullanimin1 anlamaya yonelik arastirmalarin merkezinde yer alan, birbirleriyle yakindan iligkili iki
disiplindir. Her iki alan da bilgi teknolojilerinin orgiitsel siiregler, karar verme mekanizmalar1 ve
toplumsal yapilar tizerindeki etkilerini incelemektedir. Ancak tarihsel gelisimleri, teorik yonelimleri ve
epistemolojik oncelikleri bakimimdan belirli farkliliklar gostermektedir. Bu g¢alisma, BS ve YBS
disiplinlerinin teorik kokenlerini ve tarihsel evrimini kavramsal ve tarihsel bir inceleme yoluyla ele
alarak, bu iki alan arasindaki epistemolojik sinirlarin nasil olustugunu, zaman i¢inde nasil doniistiigiinii
ve gilinimiiz dijital baglaminda nasil yeniden tanimlandigini ortaya koymayi amaglamaktadir.
Caligmanin temel motivasyonu, literatiirde BS ve YBS nin ¢ogu zaman ya birbirinin yerine kullanilmasi
ya da aralarindaki iligkinin yalnizca teori ve uygulama ayrimi iizerinden agiklanmasidir. Bu yaklagim,
her iki disiplinin sahip oldugu teorik cesitliligi ve bilgi liretim bigimlerini yeterince yansitmamaktadir.
Bu baglamda c¢aligsmanin temel arastirma sorusu su sekilde belirlenmistir: Bilgi Sistemleri ve Yonetim
Bilisim Sistemleri disiplinleri arasindaki epistemolojik sinirlar nasil tanimlanabilir? Bu soruya yanit
ararken, disiplinlerin tarihsel gelisimi, hakim teorik yaklasimlar1 ve teknolojik doniisiimlerle olan

etkilesimi biitiinciil bir bakis agisiyla ele alinmistir.
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Tarihsel olarak BS disiplini, 1940’11 ve 1950’11 yillarda biiytlik 6lcekli bilgisayarlarin ortaya cikisiyla
birlikte veri isleme ve operasyonel verimlilik odakli bir alan olarak gelismistir. Bu erken donemde
sistem teorisi ve sibernetik yaklasimlar hakim olmus, orgiitler girdi ¢ikti iligkileri iizerinden
kavramsallastirilmistir. 1960’11 yillardan itibaren ise bilgi sistemlerinin yalnizca teknik araclar olmadig,
ayn1 zamanda Orgiitsel karar alma siire¢lerini destekleyebilecek yapilar oldugu anlayisi giic kazanmaistir.
Bu donemde Herbert Simon’un sinirli rasyonellik kurami, bilgi sistemlerinin yonetsel deger iiretme
potansiyeline teorik bir zemin saglamistir. Otomasyonlarin gelismesi ve veri tabanlari ile saglanan
entegrasyon iist yonetimin karar vermesinde etkin rol oynamistir. Tiim bu gelismeler YBS kavraminin
ortaya c¢ikmasina katkida bulunmustur. 1980°li ve 1990’11 yillar, kisisel bilgisayarlarin ve internetin
yayginlagmasiyla birlikte BS ve YBS arastirmalarinda 6nemli bir kirilma noktasi olusturmustur.
Bilgisayarlarin birey bazinda ulasmasi BS’nin kullanim amacinmi degistirmistir. Y onetsel baglamda karar
verme amactyla kullanilan teknolojiler stratejik baglamda da giic kazandirmaya baslamistir. Bu
donemde odak noktasi, Orgiitsel diizeyden bireysel kullaniciya evrilerek, Teknoloji Kabul Modeli
(TKM), Planli Davranis Teorisi (PDT) ve Akilci Eylem Teorisi (AET) gibi davranigsal modeller
literatiirde yaygin bigimde kullanilmaya baglanmistir. Bu teoriler, kullanicilarin algilari, tutumlan ve
niyetleri iizerinden sistem kullanimin1 agiklamaya ¢alismustir. Ozellikle YBS arastirmalarinda ydnetsel
sistemlerin basarisin1 6lgmede 6nemli bir rol oynamistir. Bununla birlikte, bu yaklagimlar kullanicilar
¢ogu zaman pasif aktorler olarak ele aldigi gerekgesiyle elestirilmis ve daha elestirel, yorumsamaci
perspektiflerin gelismesine zemin hazirlamigtir. 2000°1i yillardan itibaren dijital doniigiim, biyiik veri,
bulut bilisim, mobil teknolojiler ve yapay zeka gibi gelismeler hem BS hem de YBS disiplinlerinin
teorik yonelimlerini derinden etkilemistir. Bu donemde sosyo-teknik, sosyo-materyal ve yapilandirmaci
yaklagimlar 6n plana ¢ikmis teknoloji ile insan, orgiit ve toplum arasindaki iligkinin karsilikli olarak
kuruldugu vurgulanmistir. Bilgi sistemleri artik yalnizca verimlilik saglayan araclar degil orgiitsel
doniisiimii tetikleyen, giic iliskilerini yeniden sekillendiren ve etik sorular1 giindeme getiren yapilar
olarak ele alinmaktadir. Ozellikle YBS alaninda, stratejik karar alma, veri yonetisimi, algoritmik
seffaflik ve dijital etik gibi konular giderek daha fazla 6nem kazanmigtir. COVID-19 pandemisi sonrasi
donemde ise dijital dayamklilik, uzaktan ¢aligma sistemleri ve kriz bilisimi gibi konular BS ve YBS
arastirmalarinda One cikmistir. Bu siireg, bilgi sistemlerinin Orgiitsel stireklilik ve toplumsal
stirdiiriilebilirlik agisindan tagidigi kritik rolii daha goériiniir kilmistir. Ayni zamanda yapay zeka destekli
karar sistemleri, insan-makine etkilesimi ve etik yonetisim gibi basliklar, disiplinlerin epistemolojik

sinirlarint daha da gegirgen hale getirmistir.

Bu tarihsel ve teorik ¢erceve dogrultusunda, ¢alismada BS ile YBS arasindaki iliskinin hiyerarsik bir
alt-list yapidan ziyade, karsilikli etkilesime dayali, yatay ve biitiinciil bir iligki olarak ele alinmasi
gerektigi savunulmaktadir. BS, teknolojik sistemleri yalnizca teknik araglar olarak degil, ayni zamanda
sosyal, Kkiiltiirel, ekonomik ve kurumsal baglamlar iginde sekillenen yapilar olarak

konumlandirmaktadir. YBS ise bu genis teorik g¢erceveyi Orgiitsel karar alma siirecleri, yonetsel
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uygulamalar ve stratejik deger yaratimi baglaminda somutlastirarak pratige aktarmaktadir. Bu baglamda
YBS, BS’nin yalnizca uygulamaya doniik bir alt alan1 olarak degerlendirilemez. YBS, kendine 6zgii
epistemolojik varsayimlara, arastirma sorularina ve yontemsel yaklasimlara sahip, eylem odakli,
baglamsal ve problem ¢b6zmeye yonelik bilgi {iretimini merkeze alan bagimsiz bir disiplin niteligi
tasimaktadir. BS daha ¢ok teknolojinin toplumsal ve Orgiitsel etkilerini anlamaya ve agiklamaya
yonelirken, YBS bu bilgiyi yonetsel kararlarin desteklenmesi, orgiitsel performansin artirilmasi ve

rekabet avantaj1 saglanmasi gibi somut hedefler dogrultusunda kullanmaktadir.

Nitekim bu ¢aligma, BS ve YBS disiplinlerinin tarihsel siire¢ igerisinde birbirlerinden kopuk bigimde
degil, karsilikl1 etkilesim i¢inde ve paralel olarak evrildigini ortaya koymaktadir. Ancak bu ortak evrime
ragmen, her iki alanin farkl teorik 6ncelikler, arastirma gelenekleri ve bilgi tiretim bigimleri gelistirdigi
gorilmektedir. BS daha ¢ok aciklayici ve elestirel bir yaklasim benimserken, YBS normatif ve
uygulamaya doniik bir perspektif gelistirmistir. Giiniimiizde dijital doniisiimiin hizlanmasiyla gelisen
teknolojiler ve platform ekonomileri gibi olgularin yayginlasmasiyla birlikte BS ve YBS arasindaki
sinirlar giderek daha da bulaniklasmaktadir. Bu iki alan, etik, siirdiiriilebilirlik, veri yonetisimi ve
toplumsal etki gibi ortak temalar etrafinda yeniden sekillenmekte ve birbirini tamamlayan disiplinler
olarak konumlanmaktadir. Bu calisma, bilgi sistemlerinin hem o6rgiitler hem de toplum iizerindeki
degisen ve cok boyutlu roliinii daha iyi anlamay1 ve BS ile YBS arasindaki kavramsal sinirlarin giincel

baglamda yeniden degerlendirilmesini amaglamaktadir.
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