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DIFFUSION AND ADOPTION OF THE HALF DOUBLE PROJECT MANAGEMENT 

METHODOLOGY IN DENMARK 

ABSTRACT  

Management innovation is a complex and dynamic process for value creation and takes various 

forms depending on organizational context. Drawing on management innovation research as well 

as literature on diffusion and adoption, we examine project management methodology (PMM) as 

a management innovation. Although PMM is a widely covered field of research and implemented 

in many organizations, very little research has examined PMMs’ process of adoption and diffusion. 

Utilizing mixed methods, this paper aims to investigate the diffusion and adoption of a PMM as a 

management innovation implemented and adopted in 17 Danish organizations and to evaluate its 

diffusion along this processual journey. The analyses of this study identified three main findings 

related to drivers or barriers to adopting and diffusing a PMM in and across organizations. First, 

organizational culture and structures must be compatible, open, and identifiable with the PMM in 

order to be implemented. Second, organizations must be open to a meaningful adaptation of the 

PMM to ensure adoption and diffusion. Lastly, we found that the implementation is impacted and 

validated not only by external change agents, such as consultants or academics, but also by internal 

change agents in the form of employees in addition to informed and active management. The 

paper’s contribution lies in enriching the currently limited volume of research on diffusion and 

adoption of PMMs, as well as bridging management innovation literature with literature on 

diffusion and adoption within the field of project studies. Further, the paper gives practical insights 

into implementing and sustaining a management innovation such as a PMM.  

KEYWORDS: project management methodology (PMM), management innovation, diffusion, 

adoption, case study.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Management innovation is the introduction of new management practices, processes, structures, 

and techniques which are to further an organization’s goals and which can create value for the 

organization (Birkinshaw, Hamel, & Mol, 2008; Birkinshaw & Mol, 2006). This occurs through 

the rules, routines, and practices of how work is being done in organizations (Birkinshaw et al., 

2008), driving performance and productivity outcomes (Mol & Birkinshaw, 2009; Volberda, Van 

Den Bosch, & Mihalache, 2014; Walker, Chen, & Aravind, 2015). Examples of well-known 

management innovations include Total Quality Management (TQM), Activity Based Costing 

(ABC), and Just-In-Time (JIT) production (Damanpour & Aravind, 2012). The field of 

management innovation research is vastly covered in terms of types of innovations, and on 

numerous levels from individual to team, organization and industry, as well as from multiple 

aspects such as antecedents, processes, and attributes (Damanpour & Aravind, 2012). Many 

studies have focused on the processual aspect of management innovation, related to the generation, 

implementation, adoption, and diffusion of management innovations (Damanpour & Aravind, 

2012), giving attention to the aspects and actors involved in spreading and promoting 

implementation of innovations often building on institutional and legitimacy theory (Scarbrough, 

Robertson, & Swan, 2015).  

Although implementing project management is common in many of today’s organizations, few 

studies have applied a management innovation lens on project management to understand the 

process of implementing and adopting project management  (For exceptions see e.g., Fernandes, 

Ward, & Araújo, 2014; Hobbs, Aubry, & Thuillier, 2008; Martinsuo, Hensman, Artto, Kujala, & 

Jaafari, 2006; Thomas, Cicmil, & George, 2012). These studies are primarily based on 

questionnaires and examine elements such as implementation of project management 
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improvement initiatives (Fernandes et al., 2014), project-based management (Martinsuo et al., 

2006), project management offices (Hobbs et al., 2008) or general project management (Thomas 

et al., 2012). To our knowledge, no study examines the adoption and diffusion of a specific project 

management methodology (PMM) longitudinally from initial implementation to later degree of 

implementation, adoption, and diffusion.  

Against this background, we apply a management innovation lens to project management with the 

purpose of examining the diffusion and adoption of a PMM. Therefore, we attempt to empirically 

identify and explain the implementations of a PMM, examining its adoption and diffusion. Thus, 

the principal objective of this present study is to contribute to the understanding of PMM 

implementation, as this can advance our understanding of diffusion and adoption of project 

management standards and practices. The PMM under investigation is the Half Double 

Methodology (HDM), a PMM formally conceptualized in Denmark in the period 2015-2018 

(Olsson, Adland, Ehlers, & Ahrengot, 2018). Concretely, we examine 17 organizations that have 

implemented the PMM, or management innovation, in one or more projects between 2015 and 

2019. 

Through an empirical longitudinal investigation of 17 cases of PMM implementation and the use 

of both qualitative and quantitative data, we unveil analyses based on four groupings of 

implementation. We find that diffusion and adoption of project management methodologies is a 

complex matter involving several implications for organizations. Linked to management 

innovation and diffusion literature, we argue that diffusion and adoption is a change process, 

requiring people, compatibility, and adaptation to implement a sustaining innovation. Our findings 

contribute to project management research by emphasizing the many dynamics, complexities, and 
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challenges of implementing PMMs in organizations, and in addition highlight fundamental 

commonalities related to deeper degrees of implementation.  

The remainder of this paper will be structured as follows. First, we will present the theoretical 

background, reviewing relevant literature concerning management innovation as well as diffusion 

and adoption theory. Next, we will present the research methodology, describing a multiple case 

study design, setting, mixed data collection, and analysis. This will be followed by a chapter 

summarizing 17 cases, including two in-depth illustrative descriptions. This is followed by a 

concluding discussion including theoretical and managerial implications as well as the study’s 

limitations and opportunities for future research.  

 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW  

There is an extensive body of literature on the field of diffusion and adoption, developing an 

understanding of how things go from ideas to practice, identifying several key concepts (Ansari, 

Fiss, & Zajac, 2010). This paper concerns the implementation and diffusion of a PMM as a 

management innovation, and follow Birkinshaw et al.’s (2008, p. 825) definition, stating that 

management innovation is the implementation of new state of the art management practices, 

processes, structures, and techniques which are to further an organization’s goals. The following 

table (table 1) introduces concepts related to management innovations as well as diffusion and 

adoption, along with examples of definitions we draw upon. 
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TABLE 1: CONCEPTUAL OVERVIEW OF MANAGEMENT INNOVATION, DIFFUSION, AND ADOPTION 

LITERATURE 

 

Concept Authors Definition (example) 

Management 

innovation 

Abrahamson (1996); 

Birkinshaw et al. (2008); 

Birkinshaw and Mol (2006); 

Scarbrough et al. (2015) 

”the invention and implementation of a management 

practice, process, structure, or technique that is new to 

the state of the art and is intended to further 

organizational goals” (Birkinshaw et al., 2008, p. 825) 

Management 

fashion 

Abrahamson (1996); 

Perkmann and Spicer (2008) 

”is a relatively transitory collective belief, 

disseminated by management fashion setters, that a 

management technique leads rational management 

progress.” (Abrahamson, 1996, p. 257) 

Adoption 

Ansari et al. (2010); Zeitz, 

Mittal, and McAulay (1999) 

“refers to its selection and initial use [of a practice] by 

an organization or subunit that had not used it 

previously” (Zeitz et al., 1999, p. 743) 

Entrenchment 

Perkmann and Spicer (2008); 

Zeitz et al. (1999) 

”the institutionalization of a practice to the extent that 

it is unlikely to be abandoned” (Perkmann & Spicer, 

2008, p. 814) 

Diffusion 

Abrahamson (1996); Ansari et 

al. (2010); Lawrence, Winn, 

and Jennings (2001); 

Scarbrough et al. (2015); 

Schlauderer and Overhage 

(2013); Perkmann and Spicer 

(2008); Vitharana and 

Dharwadkar (2007); Zeitz et 

al. (1999) 

“The process of introducing a practice to an 

organization – crossing its organizational boundaries” 

(Zeitz et al., 1999, pp. 743-744) 

Change agents 

Abrahamson (1996); 

Birkinshaw et al. (2008); 

Birkinshaw and Mol (2006); 

Scarbrough et al. (2015) 

“internal change agents […] are the employees of the 

innovating company proactive in creating interest in, 

experimenting with, and validating the management 

innovation” 

“external change agents […] are independent 

consultants, academics, and gurus proactive in 

creating interest in, influencing the development of, 

and legitimizing the effectiveness and retention of new 

management practices” (Birkinshaw et al., 2008, p. 

832) 

Adaptation 

Ansari et al. (2010) ”the process by which an adopter strives to create a 

better fit between an external practice and the 

adopter’s particular needs to increase its ”zone of 

acceptance” during implementation” Ansari et al. 

(2010, p. 71) 

Institutionalization 

Lawrence et al. (2001); 

Perkmann and Spicer (2008); 

Vitharana and Dharwadkar 

(2007) 

”objects are first recognized, then accepted by 

relatively few actors, and then widely diffused and 

broadly accepted within a field” (Lawrence et al., 

2001, p. 626) 

Legitimacy 

Ansari et al. (2010); 

Birkinshaw et al. (2008); 

Birkinshaw and Mol (2006); 

Lawrence et al. (2001); 

Perkmann and Spicer (2008); 

Vitharana and Dharwadkar 

(2007); Zeitz et al. (1999) 

”to make it [a new practice] acceptable to the various 

constituencies in the organization”(Birkinshaw et al., 

2008, p. 831) 
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In the following two sub-sections we will present management innovation literature as well as 

research on diffusion and adoption. 

2.1. Management innovations  

A big track in management innovation research concerns the process, which relates to how  

innovation through stages is developed, implemented, adopted, and diffused (Damanpour & 

Aravind, 2012). Birkinshaw et al. (2008) emphasize the role of internal and external change agents 

in shaping this management innovation process, building the legitimacy of new practices 

connecting them with an established belief system, which is defined as an important sign of 

acceptance of new practices in organizations (Birkinshaw et al., 2008). The human process itself 

they divide into four distinct phases of (1) motivation, (2) invention, (3) implementation, and (4) 

theorizing and labeling. Whereas motivation and invention relate to the circumstances leading to 

developing and experimenting with a management innovation, implementation concerns the actual 

establishment of the management in a new setting, and theorizing and labeling convey the social 

processes of sensemaking and building legitimacy of the management innovation involving both 

individuals inside and outside organizations (Birkinshaw et al., 2008). As emphasized, change 

agents relate to the legitimacy, or validation of management innovation. In this regard, external 

validation (e.g. academics or consultants) is the “essential stamp of approval from an independent 

observer” (Birkinshaw & Mol, 2006, p. 86), whereas internal validation is suggested to be more 

crucial to gain acceptance within an organization, as this represents employees and their 

willingness to legitimize a management innovation (Birkinshaw & Mol, 2006). With an 

institutional perspective, Scarbrough et al. (2015) explore the spread of management innovation 

across organizations, arguing that this is influenced by the internal process of implementations 

within organizations. In doing so, they develop a processual model, suggesting that diffusion and 
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implementation are products of interplay by field-level actors and organizational-level actors who 

enact and interpret the diffusion and implementation of management innovation within 

organizations, which will also influence the spread across organizations (Scarbrough et al., 2015).  

Also, they categorize the degree of implementation from superficial to deep implementation, 

where superficial means a highly adapted and vague implementation into a local context 

(Scarbrough et al., 2015). 

One of the very cited scholars within this line of research is Abrahamson who examines the 

adoption of management fashion (Abrahamson, 1996) or management practices (Piazza & 

Abrahamson, 2020). Management fashion is defined as “a relatively transitory collective belief, 

disseminated by management fashion setters, that a management technique leads to rational 

management process” (Abrahamson, 1996, p. 257). Therefore, as a management practice becomes 

collectively fashionable, it tends to diffuse across organizations. Further, the role of change agents, 

or fashion setters and followers, is emphasized in this diffusion process (Abrahamson, 1996). For 

instance, the spread of management innovations can be related to success/failure stories from other 

adopters or a bandwagon effect (Abrahamson, 1996). In addition, management innovation must 

appeal to rational management and be related to improvements in state-of-the-art to attract 

organizations and their stakeholders (Abrahamson, 1996; Piazza & Abrahamson, 2020).  

2.2. Diffusion and adoption  

Zeitz et al. (1999) distinguish between the concepts of adoption and entrenchment as two stages 

that end on a spectrum. Adoption is the initial use of a new practice in an organization, whereas 

entrenchment refers to embedded practices that are likely to institutionalize, and thus endure and 

resist internal or external pressures for change or returning to the status quo (Zeitz et al., 1999). If 

adoption does not move towards entrenchment, it is a fad likely to be abandoned (Zeitz et al., 
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1999). Additionally, adoption and entrenchment processes are distinguished along six dimensions 

of low/high: (1) number of bases, (2) compatibility, (3) formality, (4) depth, (5) systemic 

coherence, and (6) interdependencies  (Zeitz et al., 1999). Here, bases are behavioral models (e.g. 

best practice, success stories), cultural acceptance, educational resources, regulation, and 

technicalities that drive either adoption or entrenchment (Zeitz et al., 1999).   

Ansari et al. (2010) suggest that diffusion evolves during the process of implementation, and 

therefore requires adaptation to become meaningful in a specific organizational setting. Thus 

diffusion and adaptation must be understood by the degree of fit between the practice and adopters, 

and this degree is influenced by technical, cultural, and political factors (Ansari et al., 2010). In 

addition, the degree of adaptation can be understood along two dimensions: extensiveness and 

fidelity. Extensiveness is a continuum of scope in terms of the number of practices used by an 

organization and the number of organizational teams/people using it. Fidelity is a continuum from 

distant, or low, to true, or high, implementation of practice in an organization (Ansari et al., 2010).  

Lawrence et al. (2001) view pace and stability as two dimensions of implementation. In addition, 

they emphasize the role of agents and the fact that they influence, force, discipline, or dominate, 

thus affecting pace and stability (Lawrence et al., 2001). Pace is defined as “the length of time 

taken for management innovation to become diffused throughout an organizational field” 

(Lawrence et al., 2001, p. 627). As the management innovation is diffused, the focus shifts from 

pace towards stability, resulting in a high degree of diffusion as well as legitimacy (Lawrence et 

al., 2001). Perkmann and Spicer (2008) argue that technical, cultural, and political factors 

influence the effect of institutionalization. Therefore, the results of institutionalization is dependent 

on the involvement of actors with cultural, technical, and political skills being the source of 

isomorphic pressures (Perkmann & Spicer, 2008). Vitharana and Dharwadkar (2007) add 
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delegitimization to the process of institutionalization, suggesting a path of (1) a stage of early 

acceptance followed by diffusion, (2) a stage of stability, and which can result in (3) a stage of 

delegitimization following an S-curve. It is emphasized that the first stage of diffusion is motivated 

by rationality, whereas the latter stage of stability is based on institutional factors, i.e. pressure 

from the environment to conform to institutional norms (Vitharana & Dharwadkar, 2007). 

To sum up, this chapter serves as a theoretical point of departure for the following empirical 

sections. More specifically, we will employ the notion of management innovation as suggested by 

Birkinshaw et al. (2008) and assess organizations’ degree and dimensions of the diffusion process 

based on Ansari et al. (2010). Furthermore, we will examine the role of change agents based on 

Birkinshaw et al. (2008). 

 

3. METHODOLOGY 

3.1. Research design 

This study is part of a longitudinal evaluation of a PMM, the HDM, initiated in 2015. This research 

has resulted in a multitude of results (e.g., Rode et al., 2019; Rode, Hedeboe Frederiksen, & 

Svejvig, 2018; Svejvig, Geraldi, & Grex, 2019; Svejvig & Grex, 2016). In this paper, the objective 

is to examine the process of implementation and its diffusion through a multiple case study of 17 

organizations all located in Denmark but across a diverse set of industries and of various sizes. 

This approach is selected to provide rich empirical data and enabling cross-case comparisons 

(Eisenhardt, 1989); predicting similar or contrasting results from a holistic single unit of analysis 

(Yin, 2014). We apply pragmatism connecting subjectivism and objectivism (Biesta, 2010; Van 
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de Ven, 2007) and use mixed methods utilizing both quantitative and qualitative data (Johnson & 

Onwuegbuzie, 2004; Tashakkori, Teddlie, & Teddlie, 1998). 

3.2. Data collection 

The primary data collection for this research consists of one-to-one interviews conducted virtually 

through online meeting platforms. The purpose of the interviews was to examine and understand 

the degree of implementation, adoption, and diffusion of a PMM with an assessment at a given 

point in time. In addition, we draw on previous research of the individual organizations (e.g., Rode 

et al., 2019; Rode et al., 2018; Svejvig et al., 2019), enabling a longitudinal study ranging from 

initial adoption and throughout a diffusion process, giving more comprehensive insights.   

The primary data collection covered 17 organizations and resulted in 1-2 interviews with each 

organization ranging from circa 10 minutes to 50 minutes, with two interviews being conducted 

via email. Two organizations were selected as illustrative cases, resulting in a more comprehensive 

amount of data with each organization and different employees attending five different interviews. 

Participants ranged from project managers to heads of portfolios, PMO coordinators, and directors, 

who have been involved in the initial implementation of the PMM or followed the project. All 

interviews were digitally recorded. 

The main interviews followed a semi-structured interview guide (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015). This 

took point of departure in theoretical concepts from diffusion and adoption theory as well as 

management innovation (Birkinshaw et al., 2008; Scarbrough et al., 2015). With each participating 

organization, we mapped out projects in the organization/subsidiary/department based on a heat 

map visualization drawing on Scarbrough et al. (2015), illustrating time, number of projects, and 

color-coded degree of PMM implementation in the projects (No, superficial, medium, and deep 

implementation), emphasizing a quantitative aspect of data collection.  
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3.3. Data analysis  

The data were condensed to four grouping categories of implementation degree based on 

Scarbrough et al. (2015) ranging from no to deep implementation. For each organization, the 

projects’ degree of implementation was summed up to a single color-coded category of 

implementation. Categories of implementation and core concepts from literature review guided 

deductive coding, sorting, and structuring data, thereby enabling comparative insights to emerge 

both qualitatively and quantitatively (Linneberg & Korsgaard, 2019). The deductive coding 

enabled us to define criteria for each grouping category, which were based on degree of scope 

(extensiveness) and implementation (fidelity) adapted from Ansari et al. (2010). Therefore, coding 

is based on a theoretical lens (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015) as well as the PMM under investigation, 

acknowledging that adapting the PMM still can be relevant with deep implementation, as ‘local 

translation’ is a fundamental principle of the PMM under investigation (Olsson et al., 2018). This 

principle emphasizes that the PMM may be tailored to organizational structure, culture, and nature 

of individual projects, highlighting no one-size-fits-all PMM (Rode et al., 2019). It should be noted 

that when applying a theoretical approach to interview data, this inevitably creates a one-sided 

focus on the data, which can impede the development of new insights of the data (Kvale & 

Brinkmann, 2015).  Each category of implementation is described in table 2 below in terms of 

definitions of scope and degree of implementation.  
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TABLE 2: DIFFUSION CATEGORIES AND CRITERIA 

 Degree of implementation Organizational scope 

No implementation 
No or little and indirect 

implementation of the PMM. 

None or few project employees or teams 

in the organization. 

Superficial 

implementation 

PMM practices implemented 

superficially, used in combination with 

other PMMs or PM tools. 

Some project employees or teams in the 

organization. 

Medium implementation 

Selective implementation of many 

PMM practices, with local adaptation 

of the methodology. 

Several project employees or teams in 

the organization.  

Deep implementation 

Implementing all or most of PMM 

practices, but open to meaningful 

adaptation to the organizational 

context.  

All or most project employees or teams 

in the organization.  

 

3.4. Research setting  

Before investigating the analyses of this study, it is imperative to clarify the research setting of the 

study’s longitudinal research. This section serves as an overview of the research of 17 

organizations from initial implementation to adoption to a status quo on diffusion at a given point 

in time. 

As we refer to a specific PMM throughout this paper, we imply the project management 

methodology termed the Half Double Methodology (HDM). Thus, the empirical data cover 17 

organizations having implemented the HDM from 2015 to 2019. The PMM was founded based on 

an industry-led initiative, taking point of departure in the high failure rates of projects (Svejvig & 

Grex, 2016).  The initiative is termed Project Half Double and started its first official phase in 

Spring 2015, funded by The Danish Industry Foundation (Olsson et al., 2018). The project 

concerns developing and applying the new PMM to real projects in organizations across Denmark 

and is currently running in its third phase (2019-2022). A research team has actively been a part 
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of Project Half Double since 2014, which has resulted in a collaborative evaluation of the PMM 

itself and organizations implementing it.   

Below (figure 1) is an overview of the 17 cases. The figure highlights the time of implementation 

in each organization, as well as assistance from external consultants in implementing the PMM on 

the projects. In addition, it highlights the point in time when the data of diffusion and adoption 

were collected.  
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FIGURE 1: OVERVIEW OF CASE TIMELINES AND IMPLEMENTATION 

 

Case Industry Employee count

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4

Case 1 Engineering 8,450

Case 2 (Alpha) Engineering 19,280

Case 3 Food 1,200

Case 4 Healthcare 9,800

Case 5 Healthcare 43,250

Half Double Project

Case 6 (Beta) Electronics 1,775

External Consultants on Project

Case 7 Manufacturing 9,500

Diffusion Data Collection

Case 8 Biotechnology 6,125

Case 9 Transportation 1,500

Case 10 Food 1,250

Case 11 Components 2,000

Case 12 Components 300

Case 13 Electronics 1,400

Case 14 Components 50

Case 15 Components 400

Case 16 Manufacturing 17,385

Case 17 Engineering 286

Joint Project

2017 2019201820162015
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It is worth bearing in mind that this paper does not focus on the PMM per se, but on examining 

and understanding the diffusion and adoption of a new PMM in organizations which at some point 

have actively implemented the PMM in one or more projects. However, as the following analyses 

section will highlight central practices of the PMM, we have included table 3 below based on 

Olsson et al. (2018) serving as an overview of the PMM.   

TABLE 3: OVERVIEW OF HALF DOUBLE METHODOLOGY AND PRACTICES 

Principle Practice Description 

Impact: Stakeholder 

satisfaction is the 

ultimate goal  

Stakeholder satisfaction Project designed to create customer value 

Pulse check Being in touch with pulse of key stakeholders 

Impact case Impact case to drive behavioral and business impact 

Impact solution design Project designed to deliver impact as soon as possible 

Flow: High intensity 

and frequent 

interaction 

Co-location Project designed for core team to be allocated together  

Visual planning Using visual tools and plans  

Quick insights Ensuring insights and learning for effectiveness 

Short and fat  Allocating fewer people with more time  

Kill complexity Focusing on creating simple solutions 

Rhythm in key events Using fixed project rhythm to ensure progress 

Leadership: 

Embrace 

uncertainty and 

make the project 

happen  

Collaborative project 

leader 
A project leader focusing on collaboration people first 

People before project 

models 
Emphasizing people not project models  

Leadership is a hardcore 

trust 

Freedom and trust in the project people to deliver 

outcomes 

Chaos-committee 
Steering committee setting ambitions and challenges in 

regard to project and does not control  

Active project owner Project owner being committed and engaged in the project 

 Customize to the 

uniqueness of project 
Adapting project methodology to the project  

 

 



16 
 

4. ANALYSES 

This section is divided into two sub-sections. First, we will present a cross-case analysis of 17 

organizations. This will be followed by individual in-depth analyses of two cases.  

4.1. Cross-case analysis  

This section will present and discuss the diffusion and adoption of the PMM in 17 organizations. 

Below, figure 2 presents the organizations according to their degree of implementation. Based on 

the analytical framework presented in table 2, six organizations are defined as no implementation, 

four organizations as superficial implementation, seven as medium implementation, and none as 

deep implementation of the PMM.  

FIGURE 2: OVERVIEW OF 17 ORGANIZATIONS’ DEGREE OF PMM IMPLEMENTATION (AS OF Q3 2020) 

 

In the following section, we will present each category of implementation along with insights from 

our data.  
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4.1.1. No implementation of PMM 

Based on analyses of the 17 cases, six cases are identified as having no implementation of the 

PMM. These cases have no direct use of the PMM after their initial implementation but are using 

or planning to use a few practices indirectly. 

The six cases commonly used external consultants and experts employed during the 

implementation stage, influencing the adoption, use, and legitimization of the PMM (Birkinshaw 

et al., 2008). The duration of external consultancy use differs across the cases (see figure 1). The 

consultants act as motivators in direct contact with employees and internal change agents. 

As for internal change agents, interviewees in case 3 and 8 stress that the primary employees who 

worked with the PMM during the initial implementation and first project are no longer employed 

in the organizations. This removes the internal validation and legitimization of the PMM 

(Birkinshaw & Mol, 2006), and the option to connect and decode the PMM to the organizational 

context (Birkinshaw et al., 2008; Damanpour & Aravind, 2012). Here, one employee from case 8 

states having embedded the practice of Visual Planning as a mindset for future projects. Case 13 

also emphasizes having the PMM as a mindset, drawing upon the practices of Co-Location, Visual 

Planning, and Pulse Check in future projects.  

The indirect use of practices or principles related to the PMM also occurs in two additional 

organizations, case 1 and 14, which emphasize an increased focus on fast impact, or value creation, 

in projects. Here, case 14, which had the least time with external consultants, also highlights that 

employees no longer label the focus on impact as related to the PMM, nor do employees talk about 

the PMM, but state that project employees have gained more ownership in projects. In this regard, 
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internal change agents and established value structures can also work to reinforce other practices, 

and thus persist in the adoption of the new PMM (Perkmann & Spicer, 2008; Zeitz et al., 1999).  

Lastly, the initial pilot project of case 15 finished as the diffusion was being examined, and the 

interviewee states planning to use the PMM in future projects, but which we do not know at the 

time of data collection.  

4.1.2. Superficial implementation of PMM 

Four cases are defined as having superficial implementation. These cases have implemented parts 

of the PMM to a certain degree, and in certain groups or teams. This can be alone or in combination 

with other project management standards or tools.  

A common denominator for the four organizations is the fact that they are actively engaging with 

selected core principles and practices of the PMM, but that they also face issues related to the 

diffusion.  

Interviewees from Case 2 emphasize the focus on fast Impact as well as Flow in their PMM across 

two departments. Furthermore, an employee from the same organization mentions a focus on 

employing Pulse Check, Co-Location, and Visual Planning in other projects. However, the 

organization has also chosen to focus on agile practices in a general sense rather than on the 

specific PMM, arguing that they need to change the culture before fully adopting particular PMMs 

or standards. This is related to Zeitz et al. (1999) and their emphasis on organizational identity and 

culture as drivers of acceptance and entrenchment.  

Case 7 also reveals the use of two principles, Leadership and Impact, and developing an internal 

project management guide based on the PMM’s practices in combination with another project 
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management standard. Alongside a new CEO and further changes in management, the PMM has 

not been used in a structured sense.  

In Case 9, the project manager states having employed the practices such as Kill Complexity and 

Pulse Check in several projects. At the same time, there was a change of top management during 

the initial pilot project, and according to the project manager they were resistant towards the PMM 

and implementing it in other projects. This highlights a lack of political fit, as formal power 

structures influence the adoption and diffusion of management innovations (Ansari et al., 2010) 

Lastly, interviewees of case 16 argues having followed the principles and practices of the PMM as 

best practice prior to implementing the PMM, and prior to knowing of it. Thus, their own stage-

gate model has embedded parts of the PMM but based it on their own development, not referencing 

to the PMM label, or with its formality and coherent formulation as proposed by Zeitz et al. (1999) 

and Birkinshaw et al. (2008). In addition, the PMM may not appear as improvements of state-of-

the-art (Abrahamson, 1996; Piazza & Abrahamson, 2020) for the organization. 

Thus, organizations in this category experience barriers within the organization and its 

management validating or legitimizing the PMM motivating further adoption (Birkinshaw et al., 

2008; Birkinshaw & Mol, 2006), and organizational culture not promoting identification 

(Perkmann & Spicer, 2008; Zeitz et al., 1999). These organizations are also influenced by already 

embedded standards and practices, which can result in a lack of compatibility (Zeitz et al., 1999), 

or alignment (Perkmann & Spicer, 2008) between the organizations and the newly introduced 

PMM. 
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4.1.3. Medium implementation of PMM 

Based on our analyses, seven of the 17 cases are categorized as medium degree of implementation, 

which have employed several of the PMM’s principles and practices with local adaptation.  

Interviewees of Case 4 state having had several successful projects through the new PMM and 

having gotten it “under their skin” to the extent that some people and projects do not refer to the 

PMM by its name, highlighting the absence of formalization but also potentially a high degree of 

embeddedness (Zeitz et al., 1999). Further, the PMM is referred to as a “philosophy”. In addition, 

they state that half of their projects are done with medium implementation, where projects do not 

refer directly to the specific PMM label, and the other half with deep implementation, fully 

following the PMM within an organizational scope. Lastly, case 4 highlights having used external 

consultants in order to become more agile, and the consultants introduced them to some of the 

practices prior to their initial pilot project. 

The extensive use of external consultants is also evident in Case 6 where employees emphasize a 

two-year strategic focus on the PMM with the help of consultants, as well as training project 

managers in the PMM across countries and having a fixed team to help projects in their conceptual 

phases. They further emphasize an effect gained from the focus on Impact and Flow, helping focus 

on fast deliveries and identifying inter-organizational dependencies. They express difficulties in 

fully focusing on Leadership, lacking project owner and steering group, which was related to 

organizational change. Further, they emphasize challenges and complexities of the new PMM 

changing the way people work and not fitting the organization’s pre-established templates and 

PMMs and standards, related to an absence of alignment or technical compatibility (Perkmann & 

Spicer, 2008; Zeitz et al., 1999). In addition, they highlight the importance of Local Translation, 

acknowledging that all projects are different – adapting the PMM. 
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Interviewees of Case 5 state having used the PMM in several projects and that their department 

has a project management forum for training project managers in the PMM.  Difficulties in sharing 

the PMM across departments are emphasized, as they do not formally share knowledge or train 

employees outside the department. Accordingly, organizational level actors, or internal change 

agents, cannot enact and diffuse the PMM internally (Scarbrough et al., 2015). At the same time, 

an interviewee reveals that other organizations have reached out in curiosity of the PMM. The 

same case emphasizes difficulties in the principle of Leadership due to a traditional governance 

structure, which also is related to initial difficulty with the principle of Impact due to organizational 

structures and rules, related to political fit  (Ansari et al., 2010; Perkmann & Spicer, 2008). 

The lack of diffusion across departments is also evident in case 10. This organization attempted to 

copy their initial project to a different department together with external consultants but did not 

consider the new project a success due to the absence of tailoring to that department related to 

internal cultural differences. The lack of diffusion across departments is also argued to be due to 

changes in top management who had immediate tasks to focus on, postponing business 

development to a later time.    

Case 12 highlights the use of visuals together with Sprint Planning from which they have 

experienced positive results. The interviewee states an increase in employee participation as the 

project gains a physical form through Visual Planning, rather than in the form of excel sheets. In 

addition, they have employed external PMM consultants in an additional pilot project. The same 

organization emphasizes not referencing practices to the specific PMM, and neither do they use 

the PMM in its totality but selectively.  

In case 11 and 15, their implementation of the PMM commenced together with a joint project. 

Case 15 was the supplier, motivated by case 11 to use the PMM for their joint project which was 
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related to normative legitimacy (Perkmann & Spicer, 2008), and credibility (Scarbrough et al., 

2015). Both organizations emphasize positive attitudes towards the PMM, Case 15 highlighting 

employees and customers, and Case 11 highlighting employees and management, enhancing 

hierarchical internal validation to the PMM practices (Birkinshaw & Mol, 2006), and the fact that 

a positive attitude from management can help the diffusion process towards stable 

institutionalization of the PMM (Lawrence et al., 2001). An interviewee of case 11 also states plans 

to actively spread the PMM across the organization by using external consultants and 

communicating the effect projects generate throughout the organization. This organization initially 

found it difficult to communicate the PMM and convince employees to adopt it, and therefore 

created a four-day course with external consultants. In addition, case 15’s interviewee states 

implementing and adapting the PMM into their own project model, and that they use the PMM to 

different degrees depending on the project. Further, they use the PMM in projects with other 

customers as well.  

Thus, organizations in this category also experience challenges and barriers to implementation, 

but by means of active and engaged employees, management, consultants and tailoring they are 

able to embed the PMM further towards stability, legitimacy, and institutionalization (Lawrence 

et al., 2001; Perkmann & Spicer, 2008; Vitharana & Dharwadkar, 2007). Furthermore, particular 

organizations in this category of implementation are also able to spread the PMM not only across 

departments but also across organizations. 

4.1.4. Deep implementation of PMM 

As shown in figure 2, none of the 17 organizations are at a deep level of implementation, as of yet. 

Some organizations do selected projects with deep implementations, and case 6 can be seen as 
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actively moving towards the category of deep implementation within a departmental 

organizational scope.  

To sum up the analyses, we find that organizations’ degree of diffusion is impacted by internal and 

external change agents as well as the cultural factors of the organization. Thus, change agents’ and 

management’s motivation, success stories, and legitimization of the PMM could have had a 

significant impact on the spread of the PMM, as it becomes a more valuable methodology for 

project management. An additional insight is the degree of adaptation of the PMM to the local 

governance and culture of the organization. According to Ansari et al. (2010), adaptation creates 

a fit between external practice and local context, which can increase its implementation. This 

adaptation relates to the PMM under investigation, as it emphasizes Local Translation, as no one-

size-fits-all (Rode et al., 2019). This could potentially explain why the majority of the 17 

organizations are categorized as medium and not deep implementation.  

The purpose of the cross-case analysis is to present broad insights into the diffusion and adoption 

of a PMM. In the following section, we provide two in-depth illustrative cases.  

 

4.2. Illustrative adoption cases  

4.2.1. Alpha adoption case 

Alpha is a Danish product-based organization in the engineering industry with more 

than 19,000 employees on a global scale. The PMM has been implemented in its project 

management office and IT- and product development departments, and the initial pilot project was 

focused on product development and optimizing the research and development process.  
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In 2012, Alpha developed a project model to ensure frontloading in projects, removing 

uncertainties and accelerating knowledge early in the projects. Initially, the organization was 

interested in selected practices of the PMM related to the project model’s focus, and in 2015 the 

organization ran its first project with the PMM under investigation. As illustrated in the heat map 

below (figure 3), this project ran with deep implementation of the PMM, implementing practices 

thoroughly by all team members in the project. This was executed with the help of external 

consultants who followed the project for approximately 75 percent of the project’s duration, 

formally educating project members in practices as well as how and why they work; a normative 

process which according to Zeitz et al. (1999) should motivate entrenchment and stability.   

 

The initial pilot project experienced great results in its early phases, but it was not deemed 

successful and did not reach its desired effect. However, the PMM was reported to work well in 

the project and was argued to contribute beneficially. This ambivalence and success/failure story 

could have affected the further motivation for adoption of the PMM (Abrahamson, 1996; 

Scarbrough et al., 2015). The heat map figure below (figure 3) illustrates Alpha’s PMM journey, 

with the initial pilot project being implemented in 2015 and categorized as deep implementation.  
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FIGURE 3: ALPHA'S HEAT MAP OF PMM IMPLEMENTATION FROM 2015-2020 

 

 

As illustrated by the light shade of blue color, Alpha has continued with superficial implementation 

of the PMM after the pilot project. Here, the interviewees emphasize using the PMM and many of 

its practices as a “mindset” but without labeling the mindset as the specific PMM, which can be 

related to being “taken for granted” and being deeply embedded in knowledge structures (Zeitz et 

al., 1999), but also as a lack of theorization or labeling to enhance the acceptability of the PMM 

(Birkinshaw et al., 2008).  

Using external consultants, the IT department educated 20 of its project managers in the 

methodology with a goal of implementing the PMM in 3-5 projects. However, this was challenged 

by the lack of ability to motivate business partners to adopt the same practices (Perkmann & Spicer, 
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2008) further developing resistance among employees towards using the PMM.  

 

Alpha also experienced problems with the PMM as projects with 25-30 members spanned across 

countries and projects thus became more virtual, reducing the possibilities for Visual Planning and 

Co-Location. This motivated Alpha to use selected practices and principles of the PMM to ensure 

an agile way of thinking and maintaining a focus on generating impact. However, it also 

emphasized a lack of compatibility between adopters and the PMM to be diffused (Ansari et al., 

2010). 

 

As of 2018, Alpha has decided to continue its focus on agility, but by means of a general approach 

and a need to further transform the organizational culture to become more agile. This means a 

deliberate focus on changing the cultural mindset before further adopting specific practices or 

PMMs to execute projects, suggesting both a cultural and political misfit between organization 

and PMM (Ansari et al., 2010). This has reduced further implementation and diffusion of the PMM 

under investigation, yet the project managers educated in the PMM remain inspired by core 

principles of the PMM, namely Impact and Flow. This highlights the fact that internal change 

agents continue to drive a diffusion and adoption process, but that they are also restricted from 

embedding it further as the PMM implementation is delegitimized (Vitharana & Dharwadkar, 

2007). 

 

To sum up, the adoption and diffusion experienced difficulties, e. g. in relation to compatibility 

and the lack of technical, cultural and political fit between Alpha and the PMM, resulting in a lack 

of adoption and diffusion (Ansari et al., 2010), resembling a fad going out of fashion (Abrahamson, 
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1996; Piazza & Abrahamson, 2020). 

 

4.2.2. Beta adoption case 

Beta is a Danish electronics company organization within electronics with approximately 1,775 

employees operating across the globe. As illustrated in the heat map below (figure 4), its first pilot 

project was initiated in 2016 with a goal to make the organization reduce time to project delivery. 

This project concerned IT as a part of its online sales department, reducing the project’s 

development lead time and developing a project of high quality compared to previous projects in 

online sales which had tended to stagnate with errors to be corrected. Throughout the project, Beta 

used external consultants for the implementation of the PMM, proactively shaping the 

implementation by delivering knowledge and with the ability to add credibility and legitimacy to 

the process (Birkinshaw et al., 2008; Mol & Birkinshaw, 2009). The project was considered a 

success, which could be a motivation to drive the adoption further (Abrahamson, 1996; Scarbrough 

et al., 2015).  The heat map figure below (figure 4) illustrates Beta’s journey with the PMM from 

initial pilot project to being categorized as deep implementation. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



28 
 

 

FIGURE 4: BETA'S HEAT MAP OF PMM IMPLEMENTATION FROM 2015-2020 

 

In addition to the initial pilot project’s deep implementation, about four projects can be considered 

as deep implementation, all of which were running in 2019. Further, additional projects in 2017 

and 2018 can be considered as having superficial and medium implementation of the PMM. 

From the initial project and onwards, the PMM grew in organizational scope as it was spread to 

other departments and units in the organization, e.g., Marketing and R&D where the PMM has 

been an official part of the 2017-2019 strategy supported by management who in 2018 also stated 

that all projects in R&D should use the PMM, highlighting internal validation (Birkinshaw et al., 

2008; Birkinshaw & Mol, 2006).  

During this period of time, this also resulted in 15-20 PMM projects in progress in R&D as well 

as training and coaching driven by consultants and “champions” in the organization.  Here, it is 
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emphasized that the department saw a ‘fit’ between methodology and organizational culture which 

previously had not used a specific PMM. Accordingly, compatibility can drive adoption and 

diffusion, reducing the motivation for resistance in the organization (Ansari et al., 2010). 

In addition to the extensive use of external consultants, in 2018 Beta developed three fixed teams 

located in Denmark and Asia in order to help projects with the PMM in the conceptual and initial 

phase of the projects, thereby defining scope and impact. In Asia, internal “champions” in the 

PMM trained the employees by modeling, promoting, and formally educating in the practices 

(Zeitz et al., 1999).  

An additional tool to motivate diffusion stems from a support function developed in 2019 for the 

employees to aid the implementation of the PMM in projects, adapting PMM practices to projects 

and the organization. This can motivate diffusion by ensuring that it is meaningful and suitable for 

its contexts (Ansari et al., 2010). 

From R&D, the PMM has now diffused into Beta’s Global Project Management Office, which as 

of 2019 is examining the PMM’s co-existence with existing project management practices and it’s 

regulative and coercive support (Zeitz et al., 1999). 

Throughout the implementation process, Beta has also experienced resistance in employees related 

to changing current practices and applying the PMM, which can be regarded as a process of 

sensemaking and experimentation of the PMM (Birkinshaw et al., 2008), degree of compatibility 

and adaption (Ansari et al., 2010), as well as the normative and cognitive elements of the diffusion 

process (Zeitz et al., 1999) towards stability (Lawrence et al., 2001). 

To sum up, education, a supportive culture, and management as well as extensive use of internal 

and external change agents have made the PMM entrenched in the organization (Zeitz et al., 1999). 
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This implementation is developing into becoming extensive and crossing national boundaries, 

whilst it continues to remain true to the PMM with meaningful adaptation in projects and 

departments (Ansari et al., 2010). 

5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

The objective of this study was to investigate the diffusion and adoption of a project management 

methodology (PMM), having identified a gap in current research on PMMs. Consequently, we 

investigated the Half Double Methodology, a new PMM initiative developed in Denmark in 2015-

2018, appertaining to a longitudinal mixed-methods data set from initial implementation across 17 

Danish organizations to its development and diffusion. Furthermore, we bridged management 

innovation literature with literature on diffusion and adoption and defined four implementation 

categories based on Scarbrough et al. (2015) and Ansari et al. (2010). The analysis revealed 

implications, challenges, and drivers for implementing, adopting and diffusing a PMM in 

organizations – being a complex and dynamic process. The main findings of this research are 

threefold. First, organizational culture and structures must be compatible, open, and identifiable 

with the PMM to be implemented. Second, organizations must be open to meaningful adaptation 

of the PMM to ensure adoption and diffusion. Third, the implementation is impacted and validated 

not only by external change agents, or consultants, but also by internal change agents in the form 

of employees in addition to an informed and active management. We now discuss the three main 

aspects and their theoretical implications below. This is followed by reflections on managerial 

implications, as well as the potential for future research and research limitations. 

Pertaining to our cross-case analysis, organizational culture and its compatibility with the PMM 

are conditions to embed the PMM, as the absence of identification with the PMM set in motion a 

disintegration, or delegitimization (Vitharana & Dharwadkar, 2007), of the PMM. Thus, the PMM 
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is not able to challenge status quo positively in order to inspire change and adoption of the PMM, 

which aligns Birkinshaw and Mol’s (2006) phases of generation and implementation of 

management innovations, as well as Zeitz et al. (1999) notion of fad versus entrenchment and 

pressure to return to status quo. In addition, partners, and the organization’s previously embedded 

project management practices act as catalysts or obstacles for further implementation. Within this 

fit, we find that organizations must remain open to meaningful adaptation of the PMM to make 

sense of it and to use the PMM extensively, however without distancing the PMM reference, or 

label, from its practices. This emphasizes Ansari et al. (2010) research on diffusion of corporate 

practices, as our findings suggest that organizations cannot adopt a PMM “off-the-shelf”, but have 

to make meaningful adaptations, thereby translating the PMM into a local context. However, we 

also find that this can also result in a high degree of divergence from the PMM’s original form so 

that it becomes adopted practices and not methodologies – neglecting the fact that the whole is 

greater than the sum of its parts. This is illuminated by our illustrative cases, where we identify 

one organization that wants to focus, not on implementing the PMM further other than to use 

selected principles and practices from it, but instead to work on changing the organizational 

mindset as a prerequisite for implementation of any PMM in the future. Furthermore, we find an 

absence of organizational infrastructure and knowledge management to share the PMM across an 

organization, which supports the challenges of pre-established rules, processes, and governance 

structures or political fit in influencing adoption (Ansari et al., 2010; Perkmann & Spicer, 2008).  

As our analyses also disclose, a main factor for the PMM to endure over time, stabilize and spread 

in organizations connects to the notion of validation. This validation is both external and internal 

as suggested by Birkinshaw et al. (2008); Mol and Birkinshaw (2009) and Birkinshaw and Mol 

(2006). As also identified in our analyses, the external validation pertains to the extensive use of 
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consultants to provide education and professional legitimacy to the PMM; exhibiting what the 

PMM can do and how it can be utilized. Moreover, our analyses enable us to shed additional light 

on the fact that internal validation can be two-fold. First, it is coupled with having employee 

“champions” in the organization (Zeitz et al., 1999) spreading knowledge and success stories 

associated with the PMM projects as well as actively using the PMM and its practices and 

educating colleagues willing to participate. Second, organizations categorized with medium 

implementation share having top management who are actively motivated to facilitate the 

implementation of the PMM. This finding is illuminated by one of our two illustrative cases which 

highlights the motivations of working with the PMM and making sense of it, not only by utilizing 

consultants, but also by a committed top management and employee PMM champions coaching 

project workers.  

To sum up, these findings build on existing knowledge and previous research from the field of 

management innovation together with literature on diffusion and adoption. We highlight the 

important role of internal and external change agents – or fashion setters – in shaping the process 

(Abrahamson, 1996; Birkinshaw et al., 2008; Birkinshaw & Mol, 2006; Damanpour & Aravind, 

2012) by ensuring compatibility, meaningful adaptation, education and cultural acceptance (Ansari 

et al., 2010; Perkmann & Spicer, 2008; Zeitz et al., 1999). Further, our findings shed light on a 

multilevel perspective on internal change agents, as the organization’s people have different roles 

and dominance. Therefore, we emphasize differentiating between internal change agents who 

exercise the PMM and top management who facilitate the means and strategy by which the PMM 

can become adopted and diffused both on an intra- and inter-organizational level.  

Research on implementation, diffusion, and adoption of project management as management 

innovation is still scarce and in an early phase as well as largely defined by quantitative studies 
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broadly investigating the adoption and diffusion of project management. Earlier studies have 

reported different findings from examining project management implementation (see e.g., 

Fernandes et al., 2014; Hobbs et al., 2008; Martinsuo et al., 2006; Thomas et al., 2012). For 

instance, Martinsuo et al. (2006) take their point of departure in survey data and find that external 

pressure and internal complexity are drivers for introducing and adopting project-based 

management. However, none of these studies examine a specific PMM. With our study, we 

enhance this body of research by investigating diffusion and adoption of a PMM, which can further 

explain outcomes of PMM implementation, the challenges that arise, and the main drivers for 

implementation.  

Therefore, from a practical managerial perspective, this study gives organizations and project 

practitioners useful practical insights into considerations and requirements of implementing a new 

PMM and challenging the status quo in their organizations and projects. For example, 

organizations should note that educating employees by means of both consultants and internal 

PMM champions can motivate them to adopt, meaningfully adapt, and apply the PMM. This aspect 

is increasingly enhanced, as it becomes a strategic initiative supported by top management who 

can also share success stories related to the PMM.   

However, as with any research, we must also acknowledge that this research is subject to 

limitations. First, this study is part of a longitudinal data collection and provides only a glimpse of 

dynamic PMM implementation journeys which are subject to future change and which have no 

true endpoint. Further, by means of interviews, we cannot fully cover the diffusion and adoption 

of whole organizations. Second, we must acknowledge a potential positive bias, as the 

organizations have been part of the Project Half Double initiative and thus have been interested in 

changing their approach to project management. Further, they were aided in their implementation 
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through consultants as well as academic evaluations – emphasizing a potential Hawthorne effect. 

Third, we must note the lack of validity and generalizability that is related to the qualitative part 

of our data collection. Our interviews are centered around subjective interpretations of experiences 

and further, their stories are interpreted and told through us as researchers (Miles, Huberman, & 

Saldaña, 2014).  

Our recommendation for future research is to evaluate the diffusion and adoption of PMM in 

organizations that are not part of an official initiative, the organizations themselves being 

motivated to implement the PMM as a management innovation by their own means and their own 

process. This may advance our findings and further shed light on additional challenges of 

implementation, as well as on unique implementation strategies. Further, our study suggests 

additional challenges when diffusing the PMM across national boundaries. Such cross-cultural 

interaction could be interesting to investigate further, expanding the number of cases under 

investigation or taking an in-depth firm-level perspective.  
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